S. 4(1) of Planning and
An Development (Housing)
gﬂ;dnéla and Residential

Tenancies Act 2016

Inspector’s Report
ABP-310413-21

Strategic Housing Development 162 no. apa associated

a
site workv
Location r , Howth, Co. Dublin.

enelmshdhowth.ie)
Planning Authority

@ GLL PRS Holdco Limited
Prescribe Q Irish Water
Q Department of Culture, Heritage and

Fingal County Council

Applicant

the Gaeltacht

The Heritage Council
An Taisce

An Chombhairle Ealaion

Failte Ireland

ABP-310413-21 Inspector’s Report Page 1 of 173




Observer(s)

ABP-310413-21

O
R

1. Alan Downey

2. Albert and Ruth Harding
3. Anna Clifford

4. Anne Connell
5. Brendan Clifford
6

7

8

g

. Caoimhin & Marie O'Laoj

. Christian Motris

. Christopher Bis @
. Cian O'Cal ‘%
10.Clara Ni %

11.C nn? d

CyntRia’Duignan

Q* d Healy
/®eerpark and Claremont

Residents Association
(Jonathan Quinn, O’Neill Town
Planning)

15.Des Gilroy
16.Donal Hughes
17.Douglas Cousins

18. Eamon Reid and Mary
Sheehan

19. Eamonn McKiernan
20.Frank and Breda Dillon
21.Ger Doran

22.Gerard Doyle
23.Howard Mahon

Inspector's Report Page 2 of 173



24.Howth Sutton Community
Council (Charles Sargent)

25.lan Sanders

26.Jacqueline Feeley

27.John Cronin

28.Johnathan and Grainne Quinn

29.Juergen Skwirbat & Daire Ni
Laof

30.Laura Dillon
31.Lee Hogan KéMigan
32.Maria Dayle
33. Mary e

34 a?helan
,@h | and Betty Mitchell
Qib chael Doyle

ffington Residence
Association (Andrew J Smith)

38.Padraig O'Snodaigh
Q 39. Patricia Phelan
xo 40. Patrick & Jeannette Brazel
,\'% 41.Patrick O'Connell

Q 42. Patrick Santini
43.Paul Flood
44.Ray and Grainne Fitzpatrick
435.Richard Roddy
46.Simon and Annemarie Russell

47.8iobhan and Alan Brown
48. Siobhan Clifford

ABP-310413-21 Inspector’s Report Page 3 of 173



49. Resident of 21 Woodcliff
Heights
50. Tom and Mary Fitzpatrick

51. William Morgan

Date of Site Inspection 15t September 2021
inspector Rachel Gleave Q'Connor @;

\ag
&

ABP-310413-21 Inspector’s Report Page 4 of 173



Contents

1.0 introduction

.......................................................................................................... 6
2.0 Site Location and DesCription................o.ccouvreeeeeeoooeooeoooeoooo 6
3.0 Proposed Strategic Housing Development...............oo.ooovoooooooo 7
4.0 Planning HIStOry ...........c.coormmimiuee oo 9

6.0 Relevant Planning Policy...............c.ccooooemroeeooooeooooo
7.0 Statement of Consistency
8.0 Third Party SUbMISSIONS ......covooveeeeeeeo o &
10.0
11.0
12.0
13.0
14.0
15.0
16.0

17.0

ABP-310413-21 Inspector’s Report Page 5 of 173



1.0

1.1.

2.0

2.1,

2.2.

2.3.

Introduction

This is an assessment of a proposed strategic housing development submitted to the
Board under section 4(1) of the Planning and Development (Housing) and
Residential Tenancies Act 20186.

Site Location and Description

The proposed development site is located to the south of the R105, Howth
and is approximately 500m west of the centre of Howth and 1.8kms ea

Cross. The site is bound to the north by a stone demesne wall and teSge ya
mixture of stone and concrete walls with significant tree planting, oern edge
of the site overlaps with Deer Park Golf Club. A low hedgero western site
boundary and beyond it are residentiai dwellings on indiv that form ribbon
development in a westerly direction along the Howth ad. re is no existing

access to the site from public roads.

Within the wider area the lands to the south %ated with Howth Castle,
Deerpark Golf Club and the National TreéfRsport Museum. The entrance to Demesne
lands and Howth Castle is provided t of the subject site through gates that

are set back from the public roa@e ern site boundary is well screened by
mature trees that line the a ng to Howth Castle and the wider Demesne.

The southern portion of% joins the surrounding mature landscape
a

associated with Ho nd is located with the HA-High Amenity Zoning and

Buffer Zone of tife Ho AAO.

The desigp@t ectural heritage within the vicinity of the site includes RPS No.
556 H (incl. wings, towers, stables and 19th Century entrance gates),
RP Church (in ruins), Grounds of Howth Castle, RPS No. 695 St. Mary's

Church of Ireland Church, Howth Road in addition to the Howth Castle Architectural
Conservation Area (ACA). Howth Castle is deemed to be of national importance on
the National Inventory of Architectural Heritage by reason of its architectural,
historical, artistic and archaeological special interest. Similarly, there are a number of
Recorded Monuments in the vicinity of the site including the Castle DU015-027001,
Gate House DU0Q15-027002 and Chapel DU015-026.

ABP-310413-21 Inspector’s Report Page 6 of 173



3.0 Proposed Strategic Housing Development

3.1.  The proposed development comprises the following:

» 162 no. residential units distributed across 3 no. blocks (A, B & C) ranging in
height from 5-6 storeys, with a cumulative gross floor area (GFA) of
13,337.10sgm comprising;

a) 29no. 1-bedroom units;
b} 104no. 2-bedroom units; and

c) 29no. 3-bedroom units.

3no. resident services and amenity rooms (1no. in each blggk

accommodate co-working space, a community room a yig room

(combined GFA 108sqm);
e 132no. car parking spaces at basement level ( r| locks A&B)

including 6no. accessible spaces, 13no.eleekjc vifhicle spaces and 4no. car
sharing spaces;

325no. residents bicycle parking sp @\ png-stay) at hasement level, and
30no. visitor bicycle spaces (short-sta . surface level;

Communal amenity space of courtyards and roof gardens

(combined 2,192sgm);
Public open spac 1, m. Including botanic garden and pocket park;

A single storey%u -station and switch room (45.5sqm);
o Demoliti %‘l ections of the existing demesne northern boundary wall

to provifle a pjihary access (vehicular/pedestrian/cyclist) to the northwest

a S te pedestrian/cyclist access at the centre:

stOgeition and refurbishment of the remaining extant northern and eastern
esne boundary wall;

» Change of use and regrading of part of the Deer Park Golf Course from
active recreation use to passive amenity parkland and planting of a woodland
belt on the southern boundary;

» Undergrounding of existing ESB overhead lines, and relocation of the existing
gas main; and
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» All ancillary site development works including waste storage and plant rooms
at basement level, drainage, landscaping/boundary treatment and lighting.

Key Figures
Site Area 1.7ha (formed of 1.16ha of RA zoned
land, and 0.58ha of HA zoned land
within Deer Park golf course)
"No. of units 162
Density rea
Plot Ratio
| Site Coverage
Height
Dual Aspect
Open Space & Total communal open space: 2,192sgm

Total public open space: 1,161sgm

PartV O 16no0. units (9.8%)
PN

Vehicular Access Howth Road

electric vehicle spaces and 4no. Go-Car

spaces) 0.81 spaces per a unit

Car Parking C)S :‘ 132 (6no. accessible spaces, 13no.
i g

355 (325n0. basement long-term stay
and 30no. ground shori-term stay)

Creche None.

Housing 1bed | 2bed | 3 bed Total
Type
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4.0

4.1.

5.0

5.1.

5.2.

No. of 29 104 29 162
Apartments

Total 17.9% | 64.2% | 17.9% | 100%
(%)

Planning History

There are no records of previous / historical planning applications on t ite
itself. The southern portion of the site is currently in use as a golf ¢ as
developed in the 1970’s. Pianning applications related to lands j y of the

site are noted below:

» Howth Castle - FO7A/1007 Planning permissio Pri d Structure. The

change of use of old kitchen in the castle to ool: rebuilding of old
boot room to house, a lobby and toilets; pro isfon of carparking for pupils.
Permission GRANTED.

e St Marys Church — F89A/1109 Rrovis arden of remembrance for
internment of ashes after cr i in the grounds. Permission GRANTED.

¢ Techrete Site, Garden q wth Road, Howth, D13 (Claremont) —
306102-19 Strategi ng’ Development for the construction of 152
residential unit n GRANTED.

Section 5 P ation Consultation

Copies of the record of the meeting and the inspector’s report are on this file. In the
Notice of Pre-Application Consuitation Opinion dated 15t January 2021 ABP Ref.
ABP-308497-21) the Board stated that it was of the opinion that the documentation
submitted with the consultation request under section 3(5) of the Act would constitute
a reasonable basis for an application for strategic housing development.
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5.3.

5.4.
5.5.

Specific information was requested which is summarised below:
e A design rationale report, as well as CGl's and visual assessment;

inclusion of all works within redline boundary;

¢ Heritage Assessment;

« Archaeological Impact Assessment;

« Landscape proposals, including Arboricultural Assessment, open space
proposals, permeability plan and confirmation of treatment / connecij '@

e Cross-sections;

e Site-Specific Flood Risk Assessment Report; @
e Traffic and Transport Assessment;

¢ Road Safety Audit; v

« DMURS Compliance Statement; ’0

¢ Housing Quality Assessment; @

¢ Building Life Cycle Report;

s Confirmation of Part V 000
e Childcare demand a S

e Social and Co it of the schools in the vicinity;
e Draft con io nagement plan;

e Dra agement plan; and

. thiat’ Contravention Statement.

Applic Statement

The applicant includes a statement of response to the pre-application consultation
(Response to An Bord Pleanala Pre-application Consultation Opinion Ref. 308497-
20), as provided for under section 8(1)(iv) of the Act of 2016, which includes a
description of how the application responds to each of the above specific items,

including identification of specific documentation submitted where relevant.

ABP-310413-21 Inspector's Report Page 10 of 173



6.0 Relevant Planning Policy

6.1.1. Having considered the nature of the proposal, the receiving environment, the
documentation on file, including submission from the planning authority, ! am of the
opinion, that the directly relevant Section 28 Ministerial Guidelines are:

» Guidelines for Planning Authorities on Sustainable Residential Development in
Urban Areas, including the associated Urban Design Manual (2009) (the
‘Sustainable Residential Development Guidelines’).

e Design Manual for Urban Roads and Streets (DMURS) (2019). Q
» The Planning System and Flood Risk Management (inciuding the 5@
Technical Appendices) (2009). Q’

¢ Sustainable Urban Housing: Design Standards for New A tsi"Guidelines for
Planning Authorities (2020) (the ‘Apartment Guidelines

« Urban Development and Building Height, Guideljnesor Bjanning Authorities (2018)
(the ‘Building Height Guidelines’).

» Architectural Heritage Protection- Guidelin@ming Authorities (2011).

¢ Childcare Facilities — Guidelines f ing Authorities (2001).

Other relevant national guideli :
¢ Project Ireland 2040, Nati 5 ing Framework.

¢ Framework and Pri

e Protection of the Archaeological Heritage
e, Gaeltacht and the Islands 1999.

Department of ,
6.2. Regional apd Economic Strategy for the Eastern and Midland Region
2019-2 -EMR)

T tatutory objective of the Strategy is to support implementation of
Project¥eland 2040 - which links planning and investment through the National
Planning Framework (NPF) and ten year National Development Plan (NDP) - and
the economic and climate policies of the Government by providing a long-term

strategic planning and economic framework for the Region.
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e RPO 3.2 - Promote compact urban growth - targets of at least 50% of all new
homes to be built, to be within or contiguous to the existing built up area of
Dublin City and suburbs and a target of at least 30% for other urban areas.

e RPO - 4.1 — Settlement Hierarchy — Local Authorities to determine the
hierarchy of settlements in accordance with the hierarchy, guiding principles

and typology of settlements in the RSES.

e RPO 4.2 — Infrastructure — Infrastructure investment and priorities shall

aligned with the spatial planning strategy of the RSES.

e RPO 4.3 -Consolidation and Re-Intensification- seeks to supp
consolidation and re-intensification of infill / brownfield sitegflo
density and people intensive uses within the existing b of Dublin
City and suburbs and ensure that the development of fulyre gevelopment
areas is co-ordinated with the delivery of key water ucture and public

transport projects.

e RPO 4.3 - Dublin City and Suburbs, |on and Re-intensification-
Support the consolidation and re-jntens B0 of infillbrownfield sites to
provide high density and peopig ive uses within the existing built up
area of Dublin City and s ensure that the development of future

development areas is ed with the delivery of key water infrastructure

and public transp
s The site lies ublin Metropolitan Area (DMA) — The aim of the

Dublin MdttropolitafArea Strategic Plan is to deliver strategic development

area n the Dublin Metropolitan Area Strategic Plan (MASP) to

ensu sf@ady supply of serviced development lands to support Dublin’s
le growth.

s KeY Principles of the Metropolitan Area Strategic Plan include compact
sustainable growth and accelerated housing delivery, integrated Transport
and Land Use and alignment of Growth with enabling infrastructure.

o Section 9.2 Diverse and Inclusive Region, notes that changing household
formation trends will require a range of housing typologies including student

housing, smaller units, shared living schemes and flexible designs that are
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6.3.
6.4.

6.5.

6.6.

6.7.

6.8.

adaptive for people’s full life cycle to meet their housing needs today and into
the future.

Local Policy

The subject site is designated under land use zoning objective: ‘RS’ - Provide for
residential development and protect and improve residential amenity, and ‘HA’ —
Protect and enhance high amenity areas. Indicative cycle / pedestrian routes are
shown along the Howth Road to the north of the site.

The vision for RS lands is to ensure that any new development in existing |al
areas has a minimal impact on existing amenity.

The vision for HA lands is to protect these highly sensitive and s ons from

inappropriate development and reinforce their character, d|s:§ and sense

of place. In recognition of the amenity potential of these ar unities to

increase public access will be explored.

The core strategy and settlement strategy in secifon e pIan identifies Howth as
a ‘Consolidation Area within a Gateway’. T - egy is based on target
populations for Dublin and Fingal set by th 3 planmng guidelines in force
when the plan was made. The targetsxe that the population of the Dublin region in
2022 would be 1,464,000 while th I'would be 309,285. This would require a
housing stock of 142,144 in F. ared to the 105,392 that existed in 2015.
Allowing for headroom in Ganee with the method stipulated in guidelines from
the minister, the currefit ment plan zones enough land, 1,737ha, for the
development of 9& s in the county. 16ha of this land is in Howth. The
strategy envisgges thatXhis 16ha could accommodate 498 homes. Adopted variation
no.2 to th ges the remaining zoned area in Howth to 14ha which could

acco 6 homes.

plectives regarding the settlement strategy are set out in the plan including
SS01 to
and dynamic urban centres of the Metropolitan Area while directing development in

‘Consolidate the vast majority of the County’s future growth into the strong

the hinterland to towns and villages, as advocated by national and regional planning
guidance”, S802 is to “Ensure that all proposals for residential development accord
with the County’s Settlement Strategy and are consistent with Fingal's identified
hierarchy of settlement centres” and SS15 to © Strengthen and consolidate existing
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6.9.

6.10.

6.11.

6.12.

urban areas adjoining Dublin City through infill and appropriate brownfield
redevelopment in order to maximise the efficient use of existing infrastructure and

services”.

Chapter 4 of the plan refers to urban Fingal. It includes a section about Howth. It lays
out a strategy to develop the village in a manner that will protect its character and
strengthen and promote the provision and range of facilities with future development
will be strictly related to the indicated use zones including the infilling of existin
developed areas rather than further extension of these areas. Objective HO

to “Ensure that development respects the special historic and architect ager

of the area”, HOWTH 4 is to protect and manage the special amenit

Howth Castle and St. Mary's Church are protected structures. tle/and the
church are included in an Architectural Conservation Area an er zone for the
Special Amenity Area which extends to the Howth Road o the site. Those
lands are zoned HA -Amenity. The southern portiop of is located within the
Buffer Zone of Howth Special Amenity Area Ordeg the subject site, currently
within the golf course is designed as ‘other a @. thin the SAAQ. Specific

stern boundary of the site.

Objective ‘To preserve views’ along th

Other objectives of the plan are PM33Enhahce and develop the fabric of existing

and developing rural and urban % i

urban design, including thg p o1{ of high quality well-designed visually attractive
main entries into our @ llages” ED85 “Ensure that settlements and
locations within puiifan Area pursue development policies of consolidation,

th
and maximise t@n mic strengths and competitive advantages such as tourism
¢ Ctivities in Malahide and Howth, while the lands within the

accordance with the principles of good

and maringls

3 e County maximise their economic potential through the strong
tkages to the M507,

Objective NH09 — maintenance of favourable conservation status for the habitats
and species in Fingal to which the Habitats Directive applies. Objective NH27 is to
protect existing woodlands, trees and hedgerows, Objectives NH33, NH34 and
NH36 — concerning the preservation of unique landscape character and ensuring
new development does not impinge of the character integrity and distinctiveness of

highly sensitive areas, Objective NH40 —to protect views and prospects. Objectives
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6.13.

6.14.

6.15.

6.16.

7.0

7.1.

NHS51 and NH52 related to the protection of High Amenity areas from inappropriate
development and retention of important features or characteristics. Objective
DMS57, DMS57A and DMS57B — minimum of 10% of site area to be designated as
public open space. Obiective G!34 — integration of archaeological and architectural
heritage into new developments. Objective GI36 — ensure green infrastructure
responds and reflects landscape character including historic landscape character.

Objectives CH20, CH21, CH25 and CH46 refer to the protection of protected

structures and their setting, curtilage, and designed landscapes in any deve nt
proposal.

Objective DMS30 Ensure all new residential units comply with the rgc ations
of Site Layout Planning for Daylight and Sunlight: A Guide to Ggbd jce
(B.R.209, 2011) and B.S. 8206 Lighting Buildings, Part 2 2008*Co f Practice for

Daylighting or other updated relevant documents.

Objective PM42 in Variation no.2: Implement the peficies\@na’ objectives of the

Minister in respect of Urban Development and B&iding Heéights Guidelines

(December 2018) and Sustainable Urban . Design Standards for New
Apartments (March 2018) issued undep sec the Planning and Development

Act, as amended. Objective PM43

to ‘Sustainable Urban Housing: Design

Standards for New Apartments 0 r any update or revision of these standards)
when assessing apartment gde % ents.
Objective PM64 Protegt; Pres and ensure the effective management of trees and

groups of trees. x

ousistency

a s submitted a Statement of Consistency as per Section 8(1)(iv) of

016, which indicates how the proposal is consistent with the policies and

Development Plan and | have had regard to same. A Statement of Material
Contravention also accompanies the application, relating to the number of units
proposed / density of development, daylight and sunlight conditions within the
development, the number of apartments per a core, the inclusion of children’s play
space and the loss of trees on the site. The submitted statement states that these
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aspects of the proposal may be considered to materially contravene the following

objectives in the Fingal Development Plan 2017-2023:

The core strategy for Howth in the Fingal Development Plan indicates a figure
of 498 potential residential units. Table 2.8 of the adopted Variation no.2
Alignment of the Fingal Development Plan with the National Planning
Framework (NPF) and the Regional Spatial and Economic Strategy (RSES)
indicates that there is 14 hectares of zoned land remaining in Howth, wit
capacity to delivery 436 residential units. This represents a density

per hectare across the zoned available land. There is 1 no. permy
Ref. TA0O6F.306102) SHD scheme (Claremont) in Howth tha
for 512 no. apartments and therefore the 498 targetis b d. PHis subject

proposal includes for 162 no. units and combined wit t this would

amount to 674 no. units in Howth.
Objective DMS30 — Ensure all new residentjal 0gits §omply with the

recommendations of Site Layout Planni ayfight and Sunlight: A Guide
to Good Practice (B.R.209, 2011) an 06 Lighting for Buildings, Part 2
2008: Code of Practice for Dayligliting er updated relevant documents;

Objective DMS23 — Permits artments per individual stair/lift core

within apartment schem@
iv. Qualitative requiremx the Fingal Development Plan for children’s

play including B¥S

v.  Objectives 7§ NH27 that relate to protection of trees.

8.0

8.1.

8.2. General, nature, principal of the development

* The development exceeds the housing unit number identified for Howth in the

Development Plan (498).

e Special amenity land is being developed in breach of policy objectives.

o Howth already overdeveloped.
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Strategy and new statutory development pla byv
8.3. Infrastructure

Total site area should be designated as a special amenity area.
Proposal to rezone high amenity lands unacceptable.

Change of use of part of Deerpark golf course to parkland and the planting of
a woodland belt is unacceptable.

Concerns raised by Fingal County Council.

Query whether the development can be considered to be of strategic
importance with reference to recent case law.

Material contravention of the Development Plan on many front

SHD applications should not be considered / determined, cision
on the current High Court Challenge to the validity of ion.
Application is premature pending preparation of the rban Centre

Local primary schools are at capacimitted assessment is incorrect
and does not take into account gumul@ | pact of other approved
development. Scoil Mhuire, and St Fintan’s are full to capacity.

Killester Raheny ET is rary site. Distances and drive times quoted
are also incorrect. U

lic transport).

sewage / 30%
There iﬁ?i ble childcare capacity in the locality. Report is inaccurate as

it n’ owledge some facilities are sessional with term-time 3.5 hour
S + yrold children only.

Ringsend plant lacks capacity to treat wastewater to EU standard and the

Additional pres% ices that are already at full capacity (water /
s

[ ]
eveloper has failed to take this into account.

Cumulative impact of development in the area upon local infrastructure

requires consideration.
Irish Water have raised water and sewage capacity concerns.

Broadband infrastructure is very poor in the area.
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8.4. Transport

« Not enough parking will lead to overspill parking in the surrounding area.
o Overspill parking will hinder access to the church.
» Exacerbate existing congestion at Sutton Cross.

e Public transport is not sufficient.

» Inadequate traffic analysis submitted.

« Dart already over capacity.

e Ongoing discussions since 2019 with regards to the possible 0 rect
route from Howth to City Centre as part of the new Bus p, DOlin. There
is no longer a 31, 31a or 31b.

¢ Concern that additional congestion will restrict rpa into the area by
emergency services. 6

« Proposed entrance is unsafe. Q

e Road infrastructure in the area nggds | efhent prior to more
development. FCC should un a traffic study pursuant to this.

¢ Weekend congestion esp ﬂ b as a result of the number of tourists in
the area. Transport Aﬁ' it submitted does not consider weekend traffic.

» Traffic assess e% ot take into account school traffic.

. Additionaci ements will be dangerous on the congested peninsular.

e No onstruction traffic / parking.

. i are already ‘trapped’ on the peninsular, or preventing from exiting
riveways as a result of congestion / overspill parking — particularly on

weekends.
« Traffic entrance / egress to the site is next to a bungalow.
8.5. Amenity
e Overlooking of houses on Howth Road.

e The development will block the daylight of houses on Howth Road.
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Query accuracy of shadow analysis. Daylight and sunlight assessment
defines ‘imperceptible’ impact, and this word is therefore used inaccurately in
other documents in the application.

Safety and security concerns, relating to opening of areas within boundary
walls to surrounding properties.

Concern regarding noise and overlooking from balconies / roof terrace.

Noise, dust and pollution. Impact of development at this scale is a ris
public health.

Overshadowing and overlooking of houses to the west of th !@
Insufficient public space provided for in the scheme. é

Does not meet requirements for stairs/lifts/apartmen for children’s

Nag
Overshadowing of solar panels in adjacept pro S.

Overshadowing will affect growth of getables grown in adjacent
garden.

8.6. Design, height, density

Density is not in keepi h& character of the area and is inconsistent

with the advice set& inisterial guidance.
Density is 3 t ommended amount in guidelines for lands close to

public tr

a
Circ r@NRUP 02/2021 confirms densities less than 30 dwellings per
h not precluded.

térey would be more appropriate on the site.
evelopment is ugly, at the entrance to historic village and iconic castle.
Overbearing presence.

Environmental quality of Howth will be compromised by the insertion of
another large block of apartments at the entrance to Howth.
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« Development to large in scale and out of proportion with neighbouring

buildings.

o Howth has a Special Amenity Area Order in place. The development will
detrimentally impact the objectives under the order.

« Main entrance should be adjacent to the triangle at the entrance to the Howth

estates.
e Comparison to the Techrete site is not valid.

e Scale and height of the development is proportionally wrong for @;
iwn

o Serious adverse effect on the views from the golf courses ggid t

general.
« Photomontages do not accurately show the visual ? ac e development.

e Materials are not reflective of the area.
¢ Scale of 5-6 storeys at entrance to histprieg illage is excessive.
e High rise buildings on both si will dimmish the view and

des Qf Ho
local / tourist appeal.
¢ Protected views from Ai e through the Historic Castle and beyond

to the horizon and fr rtin Hill will no longer exist.

¢ The castle is visi e site, therefore, the site and proposed buildings
will be visibl '& astle, contrary to submitted photomontages.

e The pl g application ignores the transitional nature of the zoning and land

us he site.

e The proposal does not conform with the section 3.2 criteria in the Building

Height Guidelines.

8.7. Heritage

« Development goes against the Architectural Conservation Area for Howth

Castle.
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¢ Development will be visually detrimental to the entrance to the Castle
grounds.

e Adversely impact the uniqueness, historical significance and beauty of the

area.

o Size of the development will visually dominant historical buildings in the
vicinity and the special character of the entrance to Howth Castle, formed of
open areas and St Mary’s Church.

« Castle entrance should not be used as part of construction works d

be restricted by condition.

¢ |nappropriate development within the grounds of Howth Gas th¥demesne

of the Castle.
e Removal of trees and hedgerows would have a gignifiGanj/and devastating

n
impact on the landscape and coniribute to n a%act upon the setting of
the Protected Structure.

s That the wall has no statutory proteg n oversight.

e Approval would set a precederfifor how Sensitive and historic sites are

treated.

8.8. Natural environment

e Curlews feed o

¢ Adverse | t mals and birds that visit the park (including curlews,

geese).

e preservation of amenity lands within the buffer zone of the

. inter bird survey included with the planning application.
¢ Development compromises local flora and fauna.

e The EIAR states that cracks along the stone wall are suitable for bat roosts,
by restoring the wall, these roosting sites will be lost. Bats are protected under

national and EU legislation.

s Adverse impact on biodiversity of the area and within Howth Castle grounds.
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8.9.

8.10.

* The proposal is in breach of the Habitat's Directive as the construction, noise,
loss of trees, landscape, will add to the disruption of protected species.
Protected birds use some of the green space earmarked for development.
Curlews (a protected species) are recorded on the site, however the
mitigation section of the submitted NIS states that there is no mitigation

required for the protection of wintering birds during construction phase.

e Submitted NIS is inadequate in stating that no SCI species were record
using the dry meadows grassland within the proposed development
tign

Limited time also taken in surveying bird activity. A lone goose |

but brent geese fly in flocks.
¢ The submitted EIAR demonstrates the unacceptable e n and visual

damage of the development.

v

e The proportion of 1 and 2 bed units will no res$ the need for family
housing in the area. G
¢ Affordable housing should be prefided as part of the development.
Other

* Lack of time to revies and comment on the application.

e Concern site will @ for rental occupation.
¢ This develo iswremature pending the realisation of any impacts

resulting fiom t echrete development.

¢ Obj the name of the development, a more appropriate, local, historic,

name should be found.
e Q archaeological findings submitted.
e Concern and dissatisfaction with SHD process and An Bord Pleanala.

e Contrary to Development Strategy for Howth, Objective Howth 1, Objective
Howth 4, Objective PM33, Objective G134, Objective GI36, Objective NH36,
Objective NH09, Objective NH11, part ED85 and Objective DMS38 of the

Fingal Development Plan.
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8.11.

* Query whether the required statement of compliance with Universal Design
principles exists as part of the application and has been made available to the
public.

* Loss of income from sale of electricity as a result of overshadowing of solar
panels in adjacent property.

* Applicant states wrong zoning in their documents, as RA instead of the
correct RS zoning.

» Recent decision from ABP to refuse an application contiguous to rt
Station (Ref. F18A/0387, ABP-304514-19) for reasons relevanifo cufrent
application.

* SPPRs that underpin arguments made by the applic (o) material
contraventions of the Development Plan, have not b&® complied with. The

development does not pass any of the tests set 037 of the Act that
would allow the Board to grant permissio

¢ No engagement with local residents appiicant.
Enclosures
¢ Extracts of photomontages es of development from application;
photo of The Hilton, NC ss; Extracts from Daylight, Sunlight and
Overshadowing a Diitted and associated photographs of adjacent

home to illustr o light; Photo showing castle visible from the

subject site/Not curlews feeding on the site in winter; Correspondence
with SoSitors:fo BP referring to current High Court Challenge to SHD
legjsfati

9.0 Planniig Authority Submission

9.1.

Fingal County Council has made a submission in accordance with the requirements
of section 8(5)(a) of the Act 2016. It summaries observer comments as per section
8(5)(a)(i). The planning and technical analysis in accordance with the requirements
of section 8(5)(a)(ii) and 8(5)(b)(i) may be summarised as follows:
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9.2.
9.3.

9.4.

9.5.

9.6.

9.7.

9.8.
9.9.

Fingal Development Plan 2017-2023

The Planning Authority considers that the proposed development contravenes
Objective SS02 of the Fingal Development Plan 2017-2023 and would in tum also be
contrary to Objective PM41 by detracting from the established character of the area

and would not be acceptable.

The Planning Authority does not accept the applicant’s rationale for the use of a

lower 1.5% ADF target for open plan living/kitchen/dining spaces. The Plannin

Authority does not consider the site to be impacted by constraints that wo

this lower target, or that the function of these rooms is predominantly f

Obijective DMS23 permits 8 apartments per a core, this i incre
Sustainable Urban Housing: Design Standards for Ney A ts to 12 apartments

per core.

The Planning Authority consider that the pro provision should be further
considered and relocated to avoid noise puisa L? Scognition of Objective

DMS75.

The Planning Authority have sul ncerns regarding the proposed removal of
the main arboriculture feats.x e in contravention of Objectives NH27 and

DMS77 of the Fingal D @p . Plan 2017-2023.

\J

Proposed Density.{d a

The ArchitecturahHerithge Guidelines for Planning Authorities are considered

relevant f site, given the potential of development on the subject site to impact
on th cN7of the Howth Castle Demesne Architectural Conservation Area. The
subjec s also considered to be a historical environment sensitive fo scale for

the purpdses of the Urban Development and Building Heights Guidelines, given this
relationship to the Howth Castle Demesne. Given this historic and environmental
sensitivity, the Planning Authority has significant concerns regarding the way in
which the density has been achieved in the proposed scale, height, depth, bulk and
mass of the 3 proposed apartment buildings, and their location relative to Howth

Castle and established lower density development to the west.
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9.10.

9.11.
9.12.

9.13.

8.14.

8.15.

8.186.

8.17.

Notwithstanding the proximity to the train station, the proposed development is
considered to dominate the area of the site zoned RS, with insufficient suitable public
open space and substandard car parking, constituting overdevelopment and
resulting in negative impact on the established character of the area. The scale of
development is considered to be contrary to Objective PM41 of the Development
Plan, the Urban Development and Building Heights Guidelines and the Architectural
Heritage Guidelines for Planning Authorities.

Urban Design, Built Heritage, Architectural Expression

The subject site is highly sensitive being partially located within the B Z0

the Howth SAAQ, adjoining the HA lands to the south. The subjecigite @rmg lands
that are part of the historic estate of Howth Castle and, while i

share a contiguous boundary and are considered to be aﬁ% nds.

The Pianning Authority consider that the proposed dev

wnership,

y virtue of the
excessive height and overall scale with deep plan,Sgecifitally on approach into the
village represent a stark and abrupt difference the pstablished setting which

results in buildings that would be unduly d%nd visually intrusive upon the

setting of the site in relation to Howth Gastl t of the gateway into the village

itself and if permitted would radica e the existing environment detrimentally.
s

Over reliance appears to be g' ening by mature trees which are on lands
outside the applicant’s copiol W\hilg' trees may aid integration or subordination of a

building, such feature

oul t be relied upon for screening and buildings should

be of an appropri ce Q ass. The creation of an excessive hard urban edge
adjoining the dsW’not an acceptable interface between the sensitive zonings.

Do not a C risons with the Claremont development site, which is a

develonp of/a landmark building on a brownfield site in a town centre zoning.

The Pypoged development would fail to integrate appropriately and would be
dispropOrtionately incongruous to the established character, contrary to Objective
Howth 1 and Objective CH20.

Unit Typologies and Mix
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9.18.

9.19.
9.20.

9.21.
0.22.

9.23.

9.24.

8.25.
9.26.

The proposed variety and mix of apartment typologies would provide a good choice
for future residents and options to accommodate a broad range of needs and

requirements.

Residential Amenity (Proposed Development)

The internal layout of units should avoid bedrooms being accessed off living areas.
Consideration should be given to the internal adaptability of the units for other uses
ancillary to residential use. Concerns regarding limited separation distance /

overlooking between the front sections of the 3 apartment biocks separate

¢.13m between balconies. Minimum amenity open space and substan
space is provided. Play space should be located further away fro
ensure no undue noise nuisance. Bicycle storage areas which
carrying of a bicycle up-stairs would not be conducive to bein y“accessible

and could detract from the use of bicycles or give rise {o a rking around

blocks.

Impact on Surrounding Residential Amenity @

The Planning Authority consider that the porop elopment, by virtue of the
scale, height and depth would be un rbearing on the immediately adjacent

dwellings to the west. The percepti®go r-looking would be a significant issue
given the scale of the westerg e % ;

Proposed access and uffli yxes located along the western boundary would
hride' and ‘Windwood'.

disturb an area knox%'
Request that ABP congider the cumulative impact of developments on existing and

Green Infrastructure, Open Space, Tree Protection, Landscaping

The proposal generates a public open space requirements of 5,825sqm (minus the
required minimum on site provision of 10% of the area, being 1,700sgm). The
proposed scheme does not include any areas of open space that accord with the

public open space standards set down in the Fingal Development Plan 2017-2023.
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9.27.

0.28.
9.29,

9.30.
9.31.

9.32.

9.33.
9.34.

Areas to the rear of apartment blocks located in HA areas cannot be considered part
of the developable site area. The area to the front of the site would not be readily
accessible to the public and therefore is not acceptable as the 10% requirement. The
lack of suitable public open space is a result of inappropriate over development of
the site. In the event that ABP consider the proposal acceptable, it is recommended
that the shortfali be compensated for by way of financial contribution.

The proposal incudes the removal of a main arboricultural feature or characteristic of
the site. The removal is not supported by the Planning Authority, and woulg

Castle Entrance.

Connectivity
Accept that the proposed pedestrian entrance wit D sne Wall would provide
for connectivity for future occupants to the villa owgver connectivity through the

site is not provided for. @

Movement and Transport

The proposal generates a parking andfor 243 spaces according to Development

Plan standards and 191 spac tie perspective of minimum practical parking

provision. The proposed equates to 0.81 spaces per unit and does not

include allowance for {isj ing.

Bicycle parking ghge e National and Planning Guideline requirements with 355
spaces. Accesfto thg basement cycle store is via staircase which runs parallel to
the vehi aRp. Concerns regarding the usability of the storage area as a result,

aye been demonstrated to meet requirements of DMURS.

Lack of pfformation concerns basement parking design, including ramp gradients
and clearance height under the podium slab, as height may not account for
insulation and services on the soffit of the podium slab. The ramp should allow for
appropriate clearance height for cyclists. Also query gradient on the ramp on
approach to the basement level as no transition ramp at surface level. Request
condition that the basement car park be designed in accordance with the
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9.35.

9.36.

9.37.

9.38.
9.39.
9.40.
9.41.

9.42.

9.43.
0.44,
9.45.
9.46.
9.47.

0.48.
9.49.

9.50.

requirements of the latest edition of the Design recommendations for multi-storey

and underground car parks published by the [StructE.

Minimum 10% electric vehicle charging points recommended with all remaining
spaces provided with ducting and services to facilitate future fitting of EV charging

points.

Insufficient detail provided in swept path analysis, further detail requested by
condition to ensure full access to fire trucks to blocks B and C.

The Planning Authority considers the largest constraint to development o @
Peninsula to be Sutton Cross. Whilst cognisant of this being outside

the applicant, it is requested that ABP consider the potential cumyigti cts that
may arise when considered in combination with other develo y

Archaeology
Conditions recommended to ensure further examinatiomof site.

Infrastructure and Services %
Site-Specific Flood Risk Assessment sulgmitt ptable and in accordance with

the Flood Risk Management Guideli

The general strategy to surface % olptwvs the natural characteristics and
topography of the site and i ple. The proposed SuDS measures are noted in

i f green roofs.

addition to the welcom

No concerns raisedr foul water or water supply proposals.

Request‘condition requiring agreement of lighting prior to commencement of

development and lighting should consider protection of bats.

Taking in Charge

Road network within the proposal is not suitable and not proposed to be taken in

charge. Request condition requiring a management company.

PartV
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9.51.
0.52.
9.53.

9.54.

Recommend condition to secure agreement of Part V provision.

Conclusion

The development as proposed fails to respond in a satisfactory manner to its setting
and falls short with placemaking and a quality urban design response for the site.
The imposition of conditions could not satisfactorily address these concerns, the
proposed development is therefore not considered to be in accordance with the
proper planning and sustainable development of the area and it is recommen d
that permission be refused.

The proposed development would not be acceptable given the exce | of

development proposed within this extremely sensitive setting, whi ave a

detrimental impact on the setting of protected structures and wo failXo integrate

with the site context. The proposed development by virtue sity and overall
heights resulting in deficiencies in public open space a priate car parking
represents over development of a constrained sit ich'\would cumulatively impact

upon the visual and residential amenities of the afa. nsequently, the

development would be conirary to the propgr plalhipng and sustainable development

of the area and it is recommended thgifperm oe refused for the following

reasons.

1. Having regard to its for sifg and overall height; the proposed
ond to the baseline environment and

development would4gil
surrounding hisforical af’ natural environment of the site which is located
t ghly Sensitive Landscape, the Buffer Zone for the

within a de
Howth Egec:a: enity Area Order, adjoins Howth Castle Architectural

Co rea and lands zoned for High Amenity in the Fingal County
e

N

Otected Structures. The proposed development would be wholly

nt Plan 2017-2023, is part of the historic demesne lands of Howth

e7a Protected Structure, and is in the vicinity of a number of other

inconsistent with the established character of this area, would be seriously
injurious to the visual amenities of the area and would be detrimental to the
character, setting and special interest of a number of protected structures,
including Howth Castle and St. Marys Church. The development would be
contrary to Objectives Howth 1 and Objective CH20 of the Fingal County
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Development Plan 2017-2023 and to the ‘Urban Development and Building
Heights Guidelines for Planning Authorities’ and the ‘Architectural Heritage
Protection Guidelines for Planning Authorities’ which were issued under
Section 28 of the Planning and Development Act 2000, as amended. The
proposed development would set a poor precedent for other similar
development and would be contrary to the proper planning and sustainable

development of the area.

2. The proposed development by virtue of the excessive density propo
result in overlooking between opposing apartment blocks and of dg]
residential development, would be overbearing on adjacent ing
would fail to provide satisfactory standard of daylight to os€d
residential units, would be contrary to Objective PM41 igal
Development Plan 2017-2023 which seeks to ‘Enc?; creased densities
at appropriate locations whilst ensuring that he wuallty of place, residential
future residents are not

RS Zoning Objective which

accommodation and amenities for eitheLgxi
seeks to ‘Provide for residential d@yveloprient and protect and improve

residential amenity’ and wou e be contrary to the proper planning

and sustainable develop the area.

3. The proposed remgva ain arboricultural feature within the site would

be contrary to S77 and Objective NH27 of the Fingal
Developm 2023 and Policy 1.3.1 of the Howth Special Amenity
Area Order, eadh©f which seek to ensure the protection and conservation of

%nd natural habitats which contribute to the landscape

compromised’, would contravene mate

treas,

ade” I'he proposed development would therefore be contrary to the
% r planning and sustainable development of the area.

4. Having regard to the scale and housing mix of the proposed development and
lack of any childcare provision, the proposed development would be contrary
to Objective PM76 of the Fingal County Development Plan 2017-2023 and the
‘Childcare Facilities Guidelines for Planning Authorities’ which were issued
under Section 28 of the Planning and Development Act 2000, as amended,
and would therefore be contrary to the proper planning and sustainable

development of the area.
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9.585,

8.56.
9.57.

9.58.

In the event that ABP grant planning permission, 22no. conditions are

recommended. Conditions of note have been referenced in the summary of

comments above.

Departmental Reports

Water Services Department

No objections, conditions recommended with respect to detailed design of

surface water infrastructure and compliance with codes of practice.
Transportation Division Q

car parking should be provided.

Proposed parking does not meet standards of the Deve@xlsitor

Access to cycle storage area is impractical.

Further information concerning basement patkin ign required in relation
to ramp gradients and height clearance.

10% EV charging points required an by for future retro fitting of
remaining spaces.

Further detail of fire truck s analysis required.

The traffic and transpo % ent is generally acceptable. Largest
gt is Sutton Cross which is outside the control of

constraint to the defiglohs
the applicant. %r o mitigation measures that can be provided by the
)

applicant t date the proposed development.

A Mobily MahaGement Plan is not appropriate for residential development

a n ently cannot be used as a mitigation measure.

eXre no roads to be taken in charge in the proposed development and
is acceptable to the Transportation Planning Section. Note open space

areas to be taken in charge.
Road Safety Audits should be carried out.

A final Construction Management Plan should be agreed with the Operations

Department prior to construction.
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Overall, the Transportation Planning Section is generally in favour of the
proposed development. Parking remains a concern, although it is
acknowledged that National Policy aims to reduce reliance on private vehicle
ownership. Request conditions concerning basement car park design and

access 1o cycle storage.

9.59. Parks and Green infrastructure Division

A minimum of 10% of the developable site area should be public open g
The proposed development incorporates public open space in HA

lands, which are not considered developable areas. In the eve
permission is granted, request condition to secure financiajgo
of shortfall of public open space provision. Calculation
occupancy of 301no. bed spaces (7,525sqm) minys the Teqyired minimum on-

site provision of 10% site area (1,700sqm). In geco with Section 48 of
the Planning and Development Act. The cg@n ill be applied towards
the continued upgrade of local class 1 facilities in the Howth
Baldoyle area, namely Baldoyle Race@rk.

Proposals for tree removal ar to the Principles of Development for
Highly Sensitive Landsca er 9 states ‘Field and roadside hedgerows

should be retained’. Req ditions for implementation of tree survey
p ent of arboricultural consultant, tree bond of

recommendation
15,000 Euro K endising by ecologist during tree / hedgerow removal /

works.
Req a% andscape plan to be agreed with Parks & Green

tbe, to including play provision. Request that all landscaping to
unal open spaces be finished upon sustainable completion of works,
fils of a management company as open spaces are not suitable for taking
in charge, the appointment of landscape architects to supervise works and the
replacement of any landscape failures within a 3 year period post

construction.

Any proposed services including fire access road should be located outside of
the HA land zoning (request condition requiring same).

9.60. Conservation Officer
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s The proposed development site is on lands that are part of the historic estate
of Howth Castle, the full extent of which covers a considerable area in Howth.
The National Inventory of Architectural Heritage deems Howth Castle to be of
National Importance due to its architecturai, historical, artistic and
archaeological special interest. The section of land that is the subject of the
proposed SHD sites behind the estate boundary wall that fronts onto the
Howth Road/Dublin Road on the western side of the current entrance to the
castle, with its 19" century ornamental gate piers. it is likely that it functioned
as the deer park for the estate. The lands have never been built o ‘Q
open nature behind the estate wall facilitates views of the mat e
Howth Castle demesne and Muck Rock on the Hill of Ho [
distinctive character to the entry point to Howth village.

+ |tis likely that the original intention of the RS zonin e was for the
continuation of the low scale individual plots thaQagioifgife site to the west.
e Sensitivity can be summarised as follows; 2
o Lands are part of the nationallysign historic demesne of Howth
Castle and were once within ark and then the former Howth
Park Racecourse.

o Greenfield site encl istoric estate / demesne wall with views

southwards fro oad of mature trees of Howth Castle estate
and Muck RX
and dis

o Parto % tinctive character of the main entrance to
Ho Site bounded by, and also contains in part, High Amenity
ned\ards and also Howth Special Amenity Area Buffer Zone.

o Castle Demesne, like Malahide Demesne, Argillan Demesne or
arley Park, act as green lungs within their urban setting, giving

respite from continuous urban expansion and development.

o The site is at the entry point to Howth Village and to a national
significant historic demesne which has a very localised distinctive
character that is not a comparable environment to a town or city core

(examples of which are put forward in the submitted documentation) or
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to the lands on the opposite side of the road of the former industrial
brownfield site of Techrete.

» The Architectural Conservation Officer and Area Planners have been clear
from the outset of pre-planning consultation on this site that due to the
sensitive setting and the historic environment that this is a location that large-

scale and/or tall buildings are not appropriate.

» Principal concern is the proposed 5-6 storey over basement scale and deep

plan of the western and eastern elevations, and how this radically c
the existing environment to the detriment rather than the benefit

» Fullimpact of the scale and depth of the proposal on the ent wth
Castle is demonstrated in some of the views provided ( , 6,7, 8,
9 & 10) and in the contiguous western and eastern el the approach

from the Howth Road. The orientation, height and h e three blocks

limits how much the gaps between visually b up\thé mass of
development, and this is not sufficient to ¢O®ateragt the overbearing scale of

the proposal. Q
o There are substantial differencesévith t ormer Techrete site and it should

not be used as a comparato rrent site.

¢ Although located outsid A, the site forms part of the attendant land
of Howth Castle. Thefyis
screen the develbp t 9Md address the considerable and domineering

visual impa & eme. Visuals VVM 12 and VVM 18 suggest that the
existing @ ithin the neighbouring lands may significantly screen the

ver, the owners of these adjoining lands have indicated they

aeVer reliance on planting outside of the site to

rry out woodland management works in future. VVM18 is showing

Landscape Masterplan presents a very stark and open elevation of the
development onto the former parkland / current golf-course lands. Change of
ownership of the adjoining Howth Castle and Demesne may lead to more
public access to all parts of the estate or more open views from the

outbuilding complex.
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¢ The existing mature trees and planting along the main entrance avenue
around the northern perimeter of the Howth Castle buildings have sections
that are sparse in cover. Insufficient planting is included in the proposed
scheme to sufficiently supplement the adjoining areas of the historic
demesne.

* Should ABP be minded to grant planning permission, then the scale of the
proposed blocks should be considerably reduced, omitting a number of

as a road frontage development within a sensitive historic settin

and depth of tree planting within the proposed developable
lands needs to be greatly increased, particularly aiong the‘e@aterrpdnd
southern perimeter.

Architects Department
¢ The proposed scheme is of merit and demopstr igorous response to
the site. The Architectural ambition of th%e well demonstrated with

skill. Further consideration might be following elements:
- Scale and height in relation to th Wg properties west of the site.

Also, the joint and cumulativé\ pact of the scheme with the proposed

SHD development onthe‘Wrownfield site north of the proposed
development.

- Theissue of ada ity and how it is to be truly accommodated in the
scheme.
- The Y of tenure proposed in the scheme — the layout of the

afgenty are what is standard in Ireland today but are not particularly
ed for families. The landscape and public realm design further
orts this.

he view to, and nature of the entrance to Howth Castle demesne
requires further work and design development. The placing of the vehicle
entrance to the scheme is correct, away from the gates, to the west. The
proposal should further examine screening and planting at the entrance
corner of the demesne so that the approach to the gates is a dense green
corridor.
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9.61.

9.62.

9.63.

0.64.
9.65.

Economic. Enterprise, Tourism & Cultural Development

 Request condition requiring piece of public art or sculpture or architectural
feature.
Archaeology
« No concerns raised. Recommend conditions.

Environmental Health Air & Noise Unit

s The development is acceptable to the Environmental Health Officer's

Pollution & Noise Control Unit subject to conditions, concerning of

construction works, control of noise, control of pile driving act;

vibration monitoring, control of airborne pollutants, dust m

prevention of emissions / odours. %
Elected Members

A summary of the views of elected members as expres d &the area committee
meeting on the 15t July 2021 is included in the i tive Report and copied

below:

e Howth Castle is unique. The pfopoded development would destroy the

magnificent castle and facjlifig
« Design is not good pagic ith proximity to Howth Castle and not
acceptable in pr d at;
+ Wants a lot be built but this building would be described as
cultural aé?i Ctural vandalism and out of keeping;
o Corf§i at the proposal is too big and not in keeping with the area and
e a hard stance on this;

° lopment should reflect the character of the area,

e The proposal to use the SAAQ Buffer Zone as being Class 1 open space

would not be acceptable.

10.0 Prescribed Bodies

10.1.

Irish Water
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10.2. An Taisce

New connection(s) to the existing network, to service this development are
feasible. The applicant has engaged with Irish Water in respect of design
proposals within the redline boundary of their proposed development site and
has been issued a Statement of Design Acceptance for the development.
Request conditions requiring a connection agreement with trish Water; that
irish Water does not permit building over of assets with separation distances
as per the code of practice; and all development to be carried out in
compliance with Irish Water Standards codes and practices.

The entrance gateway to Howth Castie has been dated to
of the
y the wall lined

demesne walls are of a contemporaneous date. The e
demesne walls, to the west of the entrance, is comp, e
avenue leading to St. Mary’s Church. It should ot t this avenue
constitutes a section of the original road leagihg t illage of Howth. The
combination of the stone walls and atte t magufe trees creates a formal
entrance landscaped approach to th@’

The proposed development woyld br he demesne wall, which it is

acknowledged in the applicag

e of ‘architectural and historical
significance’, in two plag€SRAn Saisce considers that the proposed apartment
blocks cannot be adga Q an enhancement to the historical landscape.

The location of ery associated with St. Mary’s Church is proximate
to the site h extent of the cemetery has never been determined.
Previoug excavations have found substantial human remains. The importance
of ent site has not been credited or addressed in the reports of the
opseg’development. The ‘possible isolated pit-type responses’ recorded in
ophysical Survey conducted by the prospective developers should be
ed. Secular Cemeteries of Early Medieval date are frequently associated

with settlement features. There are no test excavations advanced for the

proposed development site.

The submitted EIAR argues that traffic generated by the development will not
exacerbate the capacity traffic at Sutton Cross to any significant degree
(‘'marginally’) whilst noting traffic is at capacity. There is no allowance made
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for the cumulative impact of other developments (Claremont, Bailycourt,
Santa Sabina and Thormanby Hill). The number of cars associated with 1,000
new dwellings would undoubtedly cause the already operating ‘at capacity’
Sutton Cross to become permanently gridlocked.

¢ The cited notion that public transport would be a major alleviating factor to the
current proposed development is unsubstantiated.

10.3. Department of Housing, Local Government and Heritage

11.1.

11.0 Assessment O
a

s Archaeology — Recommend that the proposed archaeological miti

measures for pre-development archaeological testing be carri
advance of any construction works. Conditions recomme re this,
under the supervision of an archaeclogist and with the of a written
report for approval. Any material to be preserved, sgcor d monitored as

required.

o Nature Conservation — Accept the conclusioNg.in tfie submitted NIS.
Recommend conditions with respect tonstruction Environmental
Management Plan to describe mgg@sures%@prevent pollution of surface water
runoff; that clearance of vegejiqh undertaken outside of main bird
breeding season; and th designed in accordance with ILP

guidance, Bats and gffi gting in the UK, and signed off on by a bat
specialist.

The plannj S rising from the proposed development can be addressed under
the fo m%ngs—

Princip evelopment

Density

Heritage Considerations

Height, Scale, Mass and Design

Neighbouring Residential Amenity

Proposed Residential Standards
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11.2.
11.21.
11.2.2.

11.2.3.

11.2.4.

11.2.5.

Traffic and Transport

Material Contravention

Planning Authority’s Reasons for Refusal
Ecology and Trees

Other Issues

Principle of Development

Land use zoning

| note third party objections in relation to the compatibility of the devel n
the land use zoning of the site and the accuracy of the applicant’s g&fer8acelto land
use zoning in the submitted documents for the application.

Under the Fingal County Development Plan 2017-2023 th i section of the
site is zoned ‘RS’ Residential — ‘Provide for residential lopgrfent and protect and
improve residential amenity’, while the southern poftion i ed ‘HA' High Amenity —

‘Protect and enhance high amenity areas’. | noteNgat the applicant has erroneously
referred to an ‘RA’ zoning for the site on p e Planning Statement and
Statement of Consistency Report and within ®, Omitted EIAR (as described in my
ElA section of this report below). | onsider this reference to be significant. It
is clear from page 48 of the Plarmi tement and Statement of Consistency

Report that the applicant cgrr erstands the zoning of the site to be ‘RS’
(alongside a portion of )

Zoning objective ° ﬁ@ tial has the foliowing vision:

“Provide for re§idential development and protect and improve residential amenity.”

| note th id les consider that the proposed form of development on the site is
contr, ision for the RS zoning of the site. | also note that the Planning

Auth ilarly consider the proposal to be in material contravention of the RS
zoning of the site. | consider material contravention matters in section 11.9 of this
report below. However, there is nothing explicit within the zoning to define the scale
of residential development. Residential is identified as a permitted in principle use for
the site. | undertake a specific assessment of the form of the proposed development
below in sections 11.4, 11.5, 11.6 and 11.7 including any potential impact upon
residential amenity. In terms of land use, | am satisfied that the proposal for
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residential development upon the residentially zoned portion of the site, is in

accordance with the land use zoning ‘RS’ for that part of the site.
11.2.6. Zoning objective 'HA’ High Amenity has the following vision:

“Protect these highly sensitive and scenic locations from inappropriate development
and reinforce their character, distinctiveness and sense of place. In recognition of the
amenity potential of these areas opportunities to increase public access will be

explored.”

11.2.7. Permitted in principle uses include residential (subject to compliance with R
Settlement Strategy) and open space. Other commercial, retail and office sre
also identified as permitted in principle, subject to specific caveat hich

relate to existing uses/structures on a site. Overall, it is clear

of new structures within HA lands is not encouraged, howgver

for open space, amenity, with increased public acces wh propriate), is
encouraged.

11.2.8. The proposed development does not include % uildings within the HA zoned
portion of the site. Within the HA lands, Jgndsc elling works, tree removal,

tree / hedge retention, tree planting ating of overhead wires to

underground, is proposed. The scribes the intended use of this area as

=,0]e an
‘passive amenity parkland u | note that public access is not highlighted.

In my opinion, there is n rent within the land use zoning of this HA portion
of the site, to restrictdfe Mtengded land use described by the applicant. Whether the

form of works, inglutting and hedge removal is appropriate, is part of a wider
qualitative enf of the proposed development which | undertake in sections
11.7 and W.

11.2.9. Inr the Howth Special Amenity Order, | note third party representations on

this poinf8nd the Planning Authority’s recommendation that the application be
refused, in part, due to a failure to positively respond to the highly sensitive
environment it is located in, including within the Howth Special Amenity Order Buffer

Zone.

11.2.10. The southern portion of the site is zoned Howth SAA (Special Amenity Area) Buffer
Zone, and this zoning overlaps the residential zoned lands within the site. The

proposed development therefore includes the construction of new buildings within
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this zoning, albeit only partly and forming the back portion, or edge of blocks. The
change of use of part of Deer Park Golf Course is also proposed, within this HA part
of the site. The Howth SAA Order was confirmed in 2000 and is in recognition of the
exceptional character of the area of Howth. The Order protects special qualities of
the area and aims to preserve and enhance the character and special features of
Howth. The Order also designates 35 sites and areas of special natural, historical,

architectural, archaeological and geological interest. Howth Castle and its defined

are described in the Development Plan relating to the preservation and

landscape character that are relevant to this zoning of the site, includi
NH33, NH34, NH35, NH36, NH37, NH38 and NH39. An assess ft roposed
development against these objectives is carried out in sectiopg. 1M andl 11.11 below,
which describes the necessary qualitative assessment of t ed development

and includes consideration of the change of use of part f course lands in

relation to potential impact on landscape character:

11.2.11.1 note third party representation that the pro lopment does not take into
account the transitional zoning of the site. | ion 11.4 of the Development
Plan in this regard and associated O ive Z04. | have already established above
that the proposed use of the site i te for the land use zoning. in terms of
the proposed scale and densie this in detail in sections 11.3, 11.4 and 11.5
below, with particular atte ¢ context surrounding the site, including historical

and environmentally s¢nsii nings.

11.2.12. Residential Ca

11.2.13.1 note third jgctions relating to the number of units proposed on the site and
the over id@ntial capacity identified in the Development Plan for Howth. | also

section 11.3 below.

11.2.14. The Fingal County Development Plan 2017-2023 includes on page 38, table 2.8
describing the total residential capacity provided for under the plan. This identifies a
land supply of 16 hectares in Howth, with a potential residential unit capacity of 498.
Table 2.8 is then updated in adopted Variation no.2 of the plan ‘Alignment of the
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Fingal Development Plan with the National Planning Framework and the Regional
Spatial and Economic Strategy’, indicating that there is 14 hectares of zoned land
remaining in Howth, with capacity to deliver 436 residential units. There is a permitted
SHD scheme ‘Claremont’ on the former Techrete site located opposite the proposed
development site. This adjacent site has approval (and is currently under
construction) for 512 units and therefore the proposed development combined with
this approved SHD would amount to 674 units, which is in excess of the 436 units
identified in variation no.2. The applicant has submitted a material contravenii
statement with respect to this matter, which | consider further in section ft

report below.

11.2.15. National policy as expressed within Rebuilding Ireland — The GgyvefMygen¥s Action
Plan on Housing and Homelessness and the National Plannin ork (NPF) —

Ireland 2040 supports the delivery of new housing on a p% ites. | note that the

Inspector's assessment in relation to the nearby ‘Clgrerhpnt D application,

recognised the exceedance of the residential ca figyre under the Development

@&

building height and density. The Board ddtermiri@dto accept the Inspectors

Pian, but considered this to be in keeping wit

recommendation to approve that pr lication.

11.2.16.1 note that national and regional @ olicy encourage the consolidation of
housing growth in appropri bameetntres well served by public transport and
employment opportunities. nition of a current lack of housing supply, the

focus is on the compallygr of appropriate locations, instead of continued urban

sprawl that encodirages,in€fficient use of land and unsustainable living. Therefore, an
overly consifaipe roach to housing capacity in suitable locations would be
rarching approach. The application site is in an existing residential
ca, on the edge of the zoned town centre and proximate to cycle and rall
infrastructlire. As a result, | see no reason to reject the application in principle, on the
basis of the exceedance or potential exceedance in residential capacity. In my
opinion, a qualitative assessment is required first in relation to the suitability of the
proposed density for the site and whether such an exceedance is justified with
reference to the national and regional planning policy approach. | undertake this

further in sections 11.3 and 11.19 below.

11.2.17. SHD Process and Prematurity
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11.2.18. In relation to third parties and Elected Member representations regarding the SHD

process, | can confirm that the SHD process is defined under a legislative framework
and until that framework is expunged or replaced, it forms the legitimate process for
the determination of this application.

11.2.19.1 note a third-party representation that the planning application is premature pending

11.3.

11.3.1.

11.3.2.

11.3.3.

adoption of new development plans for Howth. | consider that the application can be

appropriately assessed against all current adopted planning policies in local, regional

and national plans, and | have considered these policies as part of my asse t.
Density

A number of representations have been received regarding the pragos sity of
the development. Concerns centralise around the appropriate density

level proposed for the location. | also note the Planning Au ments in

relation to density and that the proposed development ig contiaryto Objective SS02

relating to the Settlement Hierarchy under the Develbp t ¥lan. The Planning
Authority consider the proposal to constitute ovgdevelyprnent of the site, with

insufficient open space, inadequate parking ? se impact upon residential
amenity. The Planning Authority considers Wgtth®lpplication should be refused, in

part, on this basis. | consider the Planni

Authority recommended reasons for

refusal specifically in section 11,40 d&this report below.

Project Ireland 2040: Natiogal'§ g Framework (NPF) seeks to deliver on
ce, objectives 33 and 35 of the NPF seek to

ew) homes at locations that can support sustainable

compact urban growth

prioritise the provisj
development a e increase densities in settlements, through a range of
measures. r@\o Section 28 Guidelines, the ‘Urban Development and Building
Height, @%idhlj
‘Su
Plan thorities’ (Apartment Guidelines) and Sustainable Residential

s for Planning Authorities’ (Building Height Guidelines),
an Housing: Design Standards for New Apartments, Guidelines for

Development in Urban Areas, Guidelines for Planning Authorities (Sustainable
Residential Development Guidelines) all support increases in density, at appropriate

locations, in order to ensure the efficient use of zoned and serviced land.

The proposed development has a net density of 140 units per hectare. This net
density is calculated on the developable area of the site, being the land zoned for
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11.3.4.

11.3.5.

11.3.6.

11.3.7.

residential development (1.16 hectares). This approach follows guidance in

Sustainable Residential Development Guidelines.

The subject site is situated approximately Smins walk to Howth rail station, with
access to mainline DART services. The site is also a short walking distance to the
zoned town/district centre areas for Howth with access to the range of commercial,
social and amenity infrastructure there, as well as the employment location
designated at Howth Harbour. The site is therefore categorised as a ‘Central and/or
Accessible Urban Location’ under the Apartment Guidelines. These include g Q
within walking distance of employment locations and/or walking distance to
10mins) of high-capacity public transport such as DART services. Thege ighs
are stated to be generally suitable for small to large scale and hi

development, that may wholly comprise apartments.

| note Circular NRUP 02/2021 advising of residential dens idwrice for towns and
villages, intended to clarify the application of Sustai Résidential Development
Guidelines, with a graduated and responsive, tailor ppjoach to the assessment of

residential densities, as defined in the Apaﬂm%’delines In terms of defining
Howth in the context of settlement hieragghies ultable densities, Howth is

designated ‘Dublin City and Suburb idation Area’ under variation no.2 of the
Development Plan and is not co@ be a ‘'village’ in the context of the

guidance. &
Having regard to the SugtajgsgleMResidential Development in Urban Areas Planning

Guidelines and Cir 02/2021, the subject site can be considered an inner

suburban / infill are defined as lands within suburban areas of towns or

cities, proxi #ting or due to be improved transport corridors. Infill residential
develo d strike a balance between the reasonable protection of amenities
and f adjoining dwellings, the protection of established character and the
need to pfdvide residential infill. In such locations, the guidelines would encourage

minimum densities of not less than 50 units per hectare.

| note the Fingal County Development Plan identified residential capacity for Howth,
which would equate to a density of 31 units per hectare across zoned available land
in Howth which would therefore be contrary to the guidelines. | have described above
in section 11.2 why | do not consider this restrictive residential capacity to be a
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11.3.8.

11.4.
11.41.

barrier to considering the application, and that a qualitive assessment is required to
determine the acceptability of the proposed form of development on the site,
including the proposed scale and heigh of buildings. As described above, restricting
the efficient development of zoned, serviced lands, in central / accessible locations,
would be contrary to the overarching national planning policy approach to compact
growth in my view.

Therefore, in my view, the proposed density is within the acceptable density ranges
for the subject site, as described in the national guidelines set out above. ,a

qualitative assessment is still required of the acceptability of the form o

5.6 of the Sustainable Residential Development Guidelines atfich tifies the

desirability of preserving protected buildings and their settingS. | ¢dnsider in detail
below the impact of the proposed development uponthe ¢ environment in
section 11.4 below. Overall, given the accessib%t stics of the site, | am
satisfied that there is nothing to preclude th 0 ensity ievel on the site with
reference to the above national guidelines, @mote a qualitative assessment,
as set out in this report.

Heritage Considerations

A number of objections ha ised by third parties in relation to the impact of
the proposed develop %Howth Castle, a Protected Structure, and its
rapice which is located proximate to the subject site, and

demesne, includingdts
the associated E]%Nans which extend along the northern boundary of the site.
The Planni @v have also recommended that the application be refused, in
@etrimental impact upon the character, setting and special interest
J

uctures, including Howth Castle and St. Marys Church. The Planning

gonsider the development to be contrary to Objectives Howth 1 and
Objective CH20 of the Fingal County Development Plan 2017-2023 and to the
Building Heights Guidelines and the Architectural Heritage Guidelines. The Planning
Authority also notes that the subject site forms part of the historic demesne lands of
Howth Castle.

ABP-310413-21 Inspector’s Report Page 45 of 173




11.4.2.

11.4.3.

11.4.4.

11.4.5.

11.4.6.

The subject site historically formed part of Howth Castle demesne, and the historic
estate walls on the northern boundary of the site are a remnant of this relationship.
The site is a vacant, undeveloped greenfield area, and therefore the wall is the only
built heritage situated upon the site. The immediate area surrounding the site has

three Protected Structures listed in Fingal County Council's Record, as follows:

+ Howth Castle (RPS no.0556) — Medieval castle (with later additions and

alterations) including wings, towers, stables and 19t century entrance g :

e Church (RPS no.0557) - Medieval chapel ruins in grounds of HowtpaGa
o St. Mary's Church {C of I) (RPS no.0594) — Howth Demesne, Qoth
mid-19t century Church of Ireland church with spire.

The National Inventory of Architectural Heritage Re. Ref. 113 reéters to the
Entrance Gateway, Walls and Railings to the Castle Dem Howth Road.
0

The Howth Castle and Demesne Architectural Congervay rea (ACA) extends
around the Protected Structures, namely How S d its grounds, the chapel
ruins and St Mary’s Church. The subject site ly adjoins the ACA on its
the ACA itself.

eastern boundary but is situated outsid

\ ro

The applicant has submitted an eritage Assessment Report for the

application. This identifies the,b wall on the northern boundary of the site as
| owth Castle. The report also states that the wall is
owth Castle listing on the Record of Protected

Structures, and itj cl@ded within the boundary of the ACA. As the curtilage of

Howth Castle,js Yescrihed in the ACA, the submitted report concludes that the

being a historic demesne

not included in the degch

historic d alls on the subject site are not part of the curtilage of the
Prote r re. It is however considered that the wall is part of the attendant
groun owth Castle, and the applicant identifies that there is no statutory

protectioh for attendant grounds.

The report notes that the wall is of rubble stone construction, with areas that have
been rebuilt and re-pointed in the past, in particular the upper section of the wall.
There are some remnants of lime render on this wall and large areas of the wall are

covered in ivy and cannot be seen.
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11.4.7. The proposed development is for three apartment block buildings, 5 storeys in height
as they are situated closest to Howth Road, increasing to 6 storeys in height towards
the rear of the site. The top storey (at both 5t and 6th storey level) is set back by
over 1.5m from the main elevation edge. Works are proposed to protect and retain
the boundary wall as part of the development in accordance with conservation best
practice. Openings are also proposed within the wall to facilitate new entrance /
egress to the site as part of the development works and it is proposed to remove 2
sections of the northern historic boundary wall in order to faciiitate this. The fi
being vehicular / cyclist / pedestrian access to the north-west, and a seco
separate pedestrian cyclist access closer to the middle of the norther N
note An Taisce’s comments that the proposed development cannefge cpsfdered an

advancement of the historic landscape as a result of these br irgo this

historically significant wall.

11.4.8. It is therefore clear to me, that the main heritage consi in my assessment

relate to the potential impact of the proposed deyelopre pon the setting of
surrounding Protected Structures and the A thg' proposed works to the

historically significant wall.

11.4.9. Protected Structures and Howth Castfé&rchitectural Conservation Area (ACA)

11.4.10. Turning first to the impact upon.esgo ing Protected Structures, the most important
of these is Howth Castle, w icational Inventory of Architectural Heritage

classifies to be of Natio

rtance due to its architectural, historical, artistic and

archaeological specjal e§t."The main elements of potential impact upon this
Protected Struc alQyin, My view: the impact upon views of the castle within, and
from its ground§, and s part of this, its visual setting; the impact upon views of the
entrance greptothe castle; and the impact upon curtilage features and attendant
grou der the boundary wall and its relationship to Howth Castle separately
below? e chapel ruins Protected Structure is situated to the north of the Castle,
my assessment of potential impact upon Howth Castle, is inclusive of consideration

of that associated Protected Structure as well.

11.4.11. Photomontages and verified views are provided as part of the application and
accompany the associated assessment described in Chapter 5 of the submitted EIAR
relating to landscape and visual impact. The applicant’s Architectural Heritage
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Assessment Report also describes the potential visua! impact of the proposed

development with reference to these photomontages and views.

11.4.12. The applicants Heritage report concludes that impacts would be neutral and of slight
significance. The views considered are view 8, 7, 10, 11, 12,13, 14,15, 16,17, 18
and 19. While the EIAR considers all views. | set out my EIA and full consideration of
Chapter 5 in relation to landscape and visual impacts in section 13 of this report
below, and this section of my report should be read in conjunction with that

assessment.
11.4.13.In my assessment of views and potential impact upon Howth Castle, | chgnisant
of the ACA description of important views. | consider that many of t ws Provided

er ring visual
4,15, 16 and

e Castle grounds

do illustrate that the proposed development would not have an

impact when considered in the setting of Howth Castle. Views
17 particularly, illustrate that when considering views from
towards the subject site, these will be extensively sgreehed gnd obstructed by

existing tree planting and structures on the Cas n

11.4.14. However, | do consider there to be negative i ing from the proposed
development upon views at the entranc Howth Castle. This is illustrated in views
5.6 and 7. Views 3 and 4 also illugfrat&the change in character that would result to

@

e entrance to Howth Castle Demesne, | have had

the corner of the subject site ont oad at the entrance to Howth Demesne.

11.4.15. In considering the impac

close regard to The Heritage Guidelines, and note the statement on

page 192 of that n
“The attend. of a structure are lands outside the curtilage of the structure,

but which a sdciated with the structure and are intrinsic to its function, setting

to assist in its function.”

11.4.16. Iin my opinion, there are some areas of the subject site which can be considered o
be the attendant grounds to the castle, and this is not limited to the boundary wall. |
consider that particularly the eastern end of the subject site itself forms part of the
setting of the entrance to the Castle.
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11.4.17.In my opinion, the dense, green, planted character on the comers of the junction with
Howth Road were an intentional landscape feature to add appreciation of the
entrance to Howth Castle. As such, | agree with Fingal's Conservation Officer's
comments relating to the site forming attendant grounds to the castle in that context.
The eastern portion of the subject site (which forms the western side to the Castie
entrance) clearly contributes to the character and setting to the entrance to Howth
Castle, and therefore can be considered part of the attendant grounds to Howth

11.4.18. View 6 shows the development in views from Howth,Ro
entrance gates to Howth Castle. | think that a wider pessp@étive on this view would
have been useful, however | appreciate that icant has focused on taking in as
much of the development site as possible. d have been apparent from a
wider perspective, however, is the op nd dense tree character of the eastern side
to the entrance road where St Ma is situated. The subject site forms the
western side of the entrance, racter should harmonise with that wider
context in my view. In my e front portion of proposed apartment block C, is

overly dominant in thisfvieymin e context of the entrance gates to the Castle. This

part of the subjec & remain visually open in my view, save for free planting
wall.

and the bound visually open view on this corner of the site would create a
more har text in consideration of the character of the western side of the

acces opinion.

ter to the west is illustrated in part in View 7, and this again shows the
intrusiort of the front portion of proposed apartment block C to the open green
character here. View 5 also demonstrates this in my opinion, while at the same time,
demonstrating that the lower storeys to proposed apartment blocks A and B would
not have the same adverse impact as apartment Block C. However, | am also of the
view that the upper storeys to all proposed blocks A, B and C would have a negative
visual effect.
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11.4.20. In relation to the openness of the north-eastern corner of the site (forming the
western side to the Castle entrance), | note Fingal's Conservation Officers comment
in relation to the need to increase tree planting on the eastern end of the site, and |
concur with this view in relation to the eastern corner of the site with Howth Road. For
the foregoing reasons, | am therefore recommending that an increased setback be
incorporated into proposed Block C. This would open up the eastern corner of the
site onto Howth Road and create space for additional tree planting / densification of
foliage / leafy green character. As part of this consideration, | note that the prg @%
basement area does not extend below apartment block C, and therefore iorte

tree planting could be successfully located here.

11.4.21.In my opinion, an appropriate set back can be achieved throug mQW¥al of units
02 and 05 on each floor in Block C (8 units in total over 4 stor Piacifitating an
increased set back of at least 7m. These units (02 and 05 o®gted within the

centre of the block, and therefore their removal and ,aSsqciated reduced floor plate of
the building, allows a setback that preserves the eleWgtion/end as currently designed
in the scheme. Within the resulting space, re @L dscape details could then be

A P,

provided to demonstrate increased tree pfanting in the north-eastern corner of the

site. This would greatly improve the idpact of the proposed development in my
view and reduce associated negm t upon the setting of the entrance to

Howth Castle. For similar re sider it appropriate to also recommend
removal of the top (5% ap@ & y to the blocks. This would improve the visual

-@ cale for this sensitive site in my view, and | expand

impact and appropri e

upon this further jh secti 1.5 below.

11.4.22. In relation £ Church, views 3 and 4 demonstrate visual impact on the

approaghsto rance to this Protected Structure. The views illustrate that the

N

harmful tg
Regional Importance and its entrance area is not highlighted to be of importance in

either its listing or in the ACA. From my visit to the site, the prominence of St Mary’s
Church was evident and results from the elevation of that site. The proposals for the
subject site would not interfere with views of St Mary’s Church in my opinion, given its
elevated position, the bend in Howth Road and the set back of the subject site from
Howth Road, which combine to preserve the visual prominence of the church site.

will be visually prominent, however this change in character is not

e entrance to St Mary’s Church in my view. This Protected Structure is of

deve
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11.4.23. From within the St Mary’s Church site itself, view 11 in the submitted document
demonstrates that the proposed development would have little visibility behind dense
tree planting on the boundary of the site. | note that the Planning Authority considers
that the proposed development relies too heavily on screening from planting. In my
view the proposed development has a good quality appearance, is located a
significant distance away from St Mary’s Church, on an elevated position over 100m
to the east of the subject site, and visibility of the proposed development will be

restricted, if not, almost entirely obscured from the church site as a result. | ote
that the approved development as part of the Claremont SHD is situate Q
proximate and opposite the church site and will already create a diﬁe@ cter
on this part of Howth Road. As a result, | do not consider there t ny Pegative
impact upon the setting of this Protected Structure as a resulisof préposed
development. %

11.4.24. The proposed development site is bounded to the st?
extends down the Howth Demesne entrance, Eptranc nue to the Castle

grounds, taking in the St Mary’s Church to the"agstt Castle and grounds, as well
as the National Transport Museum and wothe west of the Castle. The Deer
Park Golf Course forms part of the D sne lands but is situated outside of the ACA
area. The subject site overlaps wi@ course to the south and views from the
Demesne fo the subject site a % ded over the golf course area. The proposed
development includes ch o€ of a small part of the golf course as a result, to
form high amenity op e Within the subject site boundary. There is no

protection of golf e s under the development plan, however the contribution

CA area, which

of golf coursesfto langséape character and preservation of open views is a relevant

considera
11.4.25. Pag f CA document describes important views as follows:
There ome views out of the ACA, namely from the entrance gates and from the

castle over the golf course. These views contribute to the character of the area and it
is important that potential new development within the ACA does not negatively
impact on or obstruct these views.

11.4.26. Page 20 of the ACA includes an annotated map showing these views and page 19
states that it is not just the structures that contribute to the character of the ACA but
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also designed landscape features, which are integral to the appeal and attraction of

this area.

11.4.27. View 18 illustrates the clearest view from the Demesne towards the subject site over
the golf course. It is apparent and acknowledged in the EIAR, that the upper storey of
the proposed building will project above tree lines in some vantage points as
represented by this view. The upper storey is also proposed to be finished in zinc
cladding, which is more incongruous to the character of the area than the refine
brick finish of the lower storeys. | consider the extent of visual intrusion into t

backdrop of the ACA for a Nationally significant site of heritage importa

unacceptable. The open and green backdrop and aspect to Howth sn&#S an
integral feature of the character of Howth Castle which has enduge d sffould be
preserved in future. As part of this | think of comparable struct 1 as Malahide

Castle Demesne and Ardgillan Castle Demesne, and | not gal's
Conservation Officer also points to these comparable’sigs, ig,reference to the ‘green

lungs’ of these types of historic estates. Howevg it Myalsg important to note that the

lands surrounding those comparable sites arefpubliapd not zoned for development,

while the subject site is privately owned Jpd, zorred for residential development.
Nevertheless, it forms part of the visé{op to Howth Demesne.
11.4.28.1 am not concerned about the it e lower storey levels in this view, as it is
only the upper storey at 6™ I fould be visible above the tree line. | also
consider the material fi % ower levels in brick to be more appropriate to the
eneetfion Officers comments about the removal of trees on

area. | note Fingal’ %
adjacent lands wich hown to be screening the buildings in this view. | agree

with the Cogs fficer that increased free planting is required along the
southe e site to adequately screen the buildings in views from the
Dem'eg; !iis is as a result of the reliance of screening from trees outside of the
subject site boundary. It is not appropriate, in my view, for the applicant to rely on
tree planting outside of their site and their control, to mitigate potential visual impact.
Therefore, it is appropriate as recommended by the Conservation Officer, that
additional on-site tree planting be provided, and this can be maintained by the
applicant. Based on increased and densified tree planting along the southern edge of

the site, | consider that a reduced scale development would be adequately screened
in views from the Demesne in the setting of Howth Castle, and | am recommending a
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reduction in height to the proposed development, as well as additional on-site screen
planting on this basis. | am recommending that the upper storeys (5" and 6! be
removed, and not a floor within the middle of the blocks, because in my view the
material finish and appearance of the 5" and 6% storey is less successful than the
lower levels in the block.

11.4.29.In summary, | have considered the applicant's photomontages and assessment of
potential impact within the Architectural Heritage Report, alongside Chapter 5 in the
EIAR. | have aiso studied these views in detail myself and visited the site to
appreciation of the potential visibility of the proposed development. | ha
extensive objection to the development from third parties, An Taisce
recommendation from the Planning Authority that permission be gefu a result,
in part, of impacts upon Howth Castle and other Protected
character of the ACA itself. Overall, | consider that the remo

s well as the
of fhe top 5% and 6%
o block C facilitating

storey to blocks (comprising 24 units) and a reduced,flo
an increased set back (minimum 7m) with increaged t nting, would significantly
improve the visual impact of the developme ominence in views from
Howth Castle Demesne, and increase open opportunity for densification of
tree planting along the eastern corner@ithe site, to the benefit to the character of the

entrance to the Castle. The amen commend would result in the removal of

33 units in total from the devel
11.4.30.1 note third party referengé planning appeal ref. ABP-304514-19 determined by
the Board in 2019. T % as on a site situated closer to Sutton Rail Station
and was refused ba8ls of unacceptable impact of additional height and bulk in
the context of gyotect®d’structures and the architectural conservation area. There are

clear distjgCtion een that site and the subject site in my view, and each planning

ica peal requires assessment on its own merits and considering the
%& dOntext to specific sites.

11.4.31. It is my view, that with the recommended alterations described above, the proposed
development would be acceptable in the setting of Protected Structures in the vicinity
of the site and in views form the ACA. The aiterations would also improve the
appearance of the development on a site that forms part of the attendant grounds to
Howth Castle Nationally Significant Protected Structure and is zoned for residential

development. As such, in my opinion the proposed development in an amended
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form, would be compatible with objectives CH20, CH21 and CH22 of the Fingal
Development Plan 2017-2023 reiating to the sensitive / sympathetic design approach
and protection of integrity to Protected Structures and their settings / features of
significance. As well as The Architectural Heritage Protection Guidelines for Planning
Authorities and specifically Chapter 13 of those guidelines as they relate to
development within the attendant grounds of a Protected Structure.

11.4.32. Boundary Wall

11.4.33. In relation to the boundary wall, the applicant’s report states that the age
is unclear but that it appears to have been part of the enclosure of De
historically, which the subject site was part of in the past. | am satigfie
evidence described in the applicant's report that the wall is a hjstari
to at least 1837. The applicant’s report accepts that the wall is'@f atlendant feature to
the Castle.

11.4.34. The new vehicular / pedestrian / cycle entrance ( wileYls located towards the
north western corner of the site. This is the pg) h&e¥away from the entrance to
Howth Castle. Locating the entrance at thjs e ite is appropriately sensitive

itate future occupation of the lands in

in my view. The access is necessary to fa

accordance with the zoning of the site
limiting the extent of wall requjri % D

safe access / egress to th

d | consider it o be appropriately sized,

| as far as possible while accommodating a

11.4.35. The creation of a cepffal™®Cceds (2.2 m wide) for pedestrians and cyclists to access
the public open m imilarly functional and a consequence of developing the

site. In my vi oulll not be appropriate to limit access to the first shared
vehicular ian / cyclist point, as this second central access is clearly intended
to engl > lic use of the open space to the front of the site. Without this

addition®afcess, public visitors might be deterred.

11.4.36. While new openings in this historically significant feature should be avoided, the only
option to create an access to this residentially zoned site, is to create a new opening
in the wall. There are no existing openings onto Howth Road that can be utilised and
therefore the removal of part of the wall to facilitate access is an unavoidable
consequence of developing the site. This will be inevitable no matter what type, or

scale of development, is proposed on the site.
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11.4.37. In relation to An Taisce’s comments that the proposed development cannot be
considered an advancement of the historic landscape, as a result of these breaches
into this historically significant wall, this is not compatible with the zoning of the site
for residential development in my view. | consider these openings an inevitable
consequence of developing this site zoned as residential land. | also note that the
Planning Authority does not raise any objection to the proposed openings in the wall.

11.4.38. Overall, | consider the new openings to be a sensitive alteration to facilitate the
functionality of the site for residential use. The openings have been sited a

designed in such a manner to minimise their potential impact on the hi

on balance, the approach taken is acceptable to facilitate the achie
objective on the lands and is not as a result of, or influenced by
proposed development.

11.5. Height, Scale, Mass and Design
11.5.1. Concerns have been raised regarding the height, e, ;;s!s and design of the

proposed development by third parties. The Pl

thority has also
recommended that the proposed developfused, in part, due to its form,
massing and overall height, which it cgnside .... € unacceptable for the existing

environment and character of the

11.5.2. The ‘Urban Development and ights Guidelines for Planning Authorities’

(the Building Height Guideli@esWarovides clear criteria to be applied when assessing
applications for increa P‘%’The guidelines describe the need to move away

igr's and that within appropriate locations, increased height

from blanket heigh tri
will be accepta@n ere established heights in the area are lower in

compariso ; ard, SPPRs and the Development Management Criteria under

section

S

planningyellicy standards. Including national policy in Project Ireland 2040 National

e section 28 guidelines have informed my assessment of the

THis is alongside consideration of other relevant national and local

Planning Framework, and particularly objective 13 concerning performance criteria
for building height, and objective 35 concerning increased residential density in
settlements.

11.5.3. | note that the Planning Authority considers the site to be a historical environment
sensitive to scale for the purposes of the Urban Development and Building Heights
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11.5.4.

11.9.5.

Guidelines, given this relationship to the Howth Castle Demesne. The Building Height
Guidelines state in paragraph 2.8 that:

“Historic environments can be sensitive to large scale and tall buildings. In that
context, Planning Authorities must determine if increased height buildings are an
appropriate typology or not in particular settings. An Initial assessment of the existing
character and setting of a place will assist in a robust framework for decision-making

that will facilitate increases in building height and involve an integrated understa

of place. With regards to large-scale and tall buildings in historic urban area
examination of the existing character of a place can assist planning aut

others to:

- establish the sensitivities of a place and its capacity for develppeMyor, €hange and;

- define opportunities for new development and inform its desi
In order to consider proposals in an integrated and inf % an urban design
statement addressing aspects of impact on the histgic boyt €nvironment should be
submitted along with a specific design statem f dividual insertion or
proposal from an architectural perspective ad hose items outlined above. ...

authority in establishing if proposals

Planning Authorities are the primary cQns

align with best practice in this are
certain circumstances.” 6
The application is acco %an Architectural Heritage Assessment Report,

photomontages and /i vigws, as well as Chapter 5 in the EIAR on landscape
a sment includes focused consideration of the sensitivities

and visual impacy/
of the site a tigl impact upon its historic character and contribution to

surroundi ' environments / structures. As a result, | am satisfied that the

hich design standards are to be used in

Buildi h?Guidelines are satisfied in this regard, and | am able to continue with

my asse ent.

| am cognisant that the proposed development represents a change from the
established scale to the area, with residential dwellings nearby and specifically to the
west of the site exhibiting heights of mainly 2 storeys. | also note the HA zoning to
the south of the site and the Howth SAA Buffer Area. As part of this, | am cognisant

of the Development Plan requirements in relation to transitional zonal areas, and that
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11.5.6.

11.5.7.

11.5.8.

it is important to avoid abrupt transitions in scale and use in the boundary areas of

adjoining land use zones, in particular more environmentally sensitive zones.

| also note SPP1 of the Building Height Guidelines, which states that it is
Government policy to support increased building height and density in locations with
good public transport accessibility. Section 3 of the guidelines confirm this, stating
that in the assessment of individual planning applications, it is Government policy
that building heights must be generally increased in appropriate urban locations, and

that there is a presumption in favour of buildings of increased height in our

cores and in other urban locations with good public transport accessibili
Development management criteria are then described to inform this
section 3.2. This criteria allows consideration of landscape characte
considered the historical and environmental context of the sjtéas fmy

assessment below. '

The first criteria under section 3.2 of the Building H ghv\ines relates to the
accessibility of the site by public transport. | han@y escribed in section 11.3
above, that the site has excellent public tra a sibility to the DART rail
station. While | note third party concern reg% capacity of the DART, rail

services are considered to be high-capagity forms of public transport, although |

recognise that capacity will va s the day. | consider public transport capacity

further as part of section 11.8
S -
ted a 5min walk from the Howth rail station.
The second crjtelon s to the character of the area in which the development is
: est pf the site, the area is characterised by 1 and 2 storey

ing on either side of Howth Road, with the coast and associated

IA in section 13 below. Overall, | consider the

criteria under section 3.2 2 R 1 concerning links to public transport to be

satisfied by the site,

opposite side of Howth Road, as well as the Claremont SHD site to the north east.
To the south of the site, there is tree and hedge lined boundaries followed by the
open grassland for Deer Park Golf Course, with Howth Castle Demesne beyond. To
the east of the subject site is dense tree planting for the St Mary’s Church site and
the entrance road to Howth Castle grounds.
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11.5.9. The proposed development is for 3 buildings arranged in a linear plan as they front
onto Howth Road. The buildings sit in a diagonal formation with a staggered footprint
creating a distinct front block and distinct back block arrangement. The materiality
and height also differ to the front and rear blocks to exaggerate this distinction. Each
of the proposed blocks are fairly uniform in appearance and quantum of
accommodation. All of the proposed blocks are 5 storeys o the front closest to
Howth Road, increasing to 6 storeys to the rear. Block A and B contain 52 apartment

units each. Block C contains 58 apartment units. Each block contains 36sq
residential amenity and 244sgm of roof garden area.

11.5.10. The applicant’s submitted Architectural Design Statement emphasis € of an
evolving gateway to the Town Centre and the entrance to Howt e, 3% being
heavily influential on the design approach. The intention is th osed

development accompanies the Claremont SHD scheme ’ nigdsly’, and balances
‘the visual form on the south side of Howth Road'. Thi :%d the Planning
Authority have however suggested that this appro is ngt appropriate given that
approved Claremont SHD scheme has a towoning, compared to the RS

residential zoning of the subject site.
11.5.11.1 am not entirely convinced by the a@mategorisation of the subject site as a
il

‘gateway’ to the town centre and ﬂ iidfngs on the subject site will have a role in
marking the entrance to HowilC3tle/l am on the view that the Claremont SHD site
is the appropriate gatewdy topfie town centre, and the high quality design of that

previously approve %‘ itability responds to that role. In my opinion, the
current subject sife is mo® sensitive than the Claremont SHD site, given the

relationship t ject site has with Howth Castle Demesne, forming part of the
setting totheatrafice to the Howth Castle grounds. As identified within the ACA, the
setti efitrance is sensitive and disruption to views out from the gates should
be avoideW

11.5.12.1 think that the distinction between the zoning of the two sites is also relevant, and
that the town centre zoning of the Claremont SHD site does suggest that greater
scope for density and height would exist than on the subject site which is zoned
residential. However, national policy is clear that there is a focus on compact growth
on sites with good accessibility to public transport and employment opportunities,

which, as | have set out in section 11.3 above, the subject site does demonstrate. As
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a result, scope for increase scale and height exist, which should respond to the
character of the surrounding area. Consequently, | have already described above
why | consider that proposed block C should be amended to allow for increased
setback to Howth Road, and this ensures that the development appropriately
responds to the character of the area of the site, in a sensitive position at the
entrance to Howth Castle grounds.

11.5.13. To the immediate west of the site are a group of bungalow dwellings, including ‘Tig
Bhride’ and ‘Windwood'’ situated closest to the boundary. | note that there |

single storey character evident to the west of the site, and that the pro
development does not include any specific measures to respond to
character to the west. While | note that parts of the subject site afe
level to some adjacent areas, and that the proposed develo nt
setback top storey, in my view, there is no tailored response specific low rise

residential setting to the west. ! also consider that while storey is set back and
I note the change in levels across the area, this would\wot isguise the overall scale

of the proposed development when viewed @ fOn with the bungalows to the

west, and this end of the site could have be m a more specific decrease in

scale to address lower rise neighbouri roperties.

11.5.14. | have already described in secti 4 above, why I consider that the top storey
should be removed from allﬁ( educe impact on the setting of the Howth

Castle Demesne and ACA a so think that this reduction would benefit the
impact of the develo rv% e west of the site. With a maximum 4 and 5 storey
development, thi % more appropriate to the residential zoning of this site,
with excellent agcessipility, but in a sensitive context, adjacent to existing single

storey dwglllingss, e proposed buiidings are situated a significant distance away
n

&=
)

developrient at a reduce 4 and 5 storey height would then play a transition role

from w dwellings and therefore | am satisfied that at a reduced height to 4

an

s the proposed blocks would not be overdominant. The proposed

between these lower rise houses to the west, and the increased scale on the
Claremont SHD site as it announces the town centre area to the north east of the
site. As part of this consideration, | note that the Claremont SHD has a maximum
approved height of 7 and 8 storey height, which is set down to a 5 storey equivalent
height where it is situated closest to adjoining residents.
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11.5.15. In terms of an assessment of the contribution of the proposed development to the
urban neighbourhood (a 3.2 criterion), | note Views 8 and 9 in the photomontage
document, showing the development on Howth Road. | think these views are helpful
to illustrate how the amendments | suggest above, will improve the visual
appearance of the proposed development when viewed in context with the lower rise
residential development to the west. With a reduction in height to maximum 4 and 5
storeys, the visibility of the development would not be harmful in my view, and impact
would be consistent with this site in a sustainable and efficient manner in line

Government guidelines.

11.5.16. In terms of the detailed appearance of the blocks (3.2 criteria includi VO ce of

uninterrupted walls, contribution to space and materials), the propo de®ign

incorporates variation in height and two distinct brick types. T the blocks is

proposed to be finished with light buff brick, while agrey b posed to the rear

. The inclusion of inset

balconies to front blocks and projecting b§lconie$™O rear blocks, further distinguishes
the front and rear portion of the bloc overall effect is of a good quality
design in my view. | have previo Butiyed above why | consider the materiality to
the top storey to be less eff 'v zinc finish. In my opinion, the removal of the
top storey level will ben a&eme and ensure that the design retains clarity and
robustness with a sir%1 terial palette. The amendments | recommend will

he proposed blocks and the overall appearance of the

further reduce th€ ma
developme

11.5.17. The pe elopment will provide increased diversification of housing typology

-

incorporation of apartments on the site will therefore be a positive contribution to the

ich is currently predominately self-contained dwelling houses. The

mix of typologies in the area (a 3.2 criterion). Lastly, the section 3.2 criteria under the
Building Height Guidelines refers to considerations on daylight and overshadowing.
In relation to Building Research Establishments (BRE) criteria for daylight, sunlight
and overshadowing, | discuss this in detail below in sections 11.6 and 11.7 of this
report. The submission of specific assessments is also referenced in the guidelines

and reports sufficient to assess a development of the scale proposed have been
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submitted. | have noted reports throughout my assessment, including the landscape
and visual impact assessment, photomontages and CGls, architectural heritage
assessment report, EIAR and NIS. In addition, | am satisfied that the applicant has
addressed the issue of potential bird strikes and impact on bats and | consider the
potential for the collision of birds with buildings as part of my Appropriate Assessment
in section 12 below and potential impact upon bats as part of my EIA in section 13
below.

11.5.18. Overall, and following the above discussion, | do not consider that a maxi nd
6 storey development would satisfy the criteria under 3.2 of the Buildin

Guidelines, due to the negative impact upon the character of the ar
sensitivities of the subject site. However, | do think that with the gm
described above, and specifically the reduced foot print to C
height of maximum 4 and 5 storeys to all blocks, the developmenf/would be
appropriate under the section 3.2 criteria in the guidglin o consider for the
reasons outlined above, that an amended schemé wo acceptable under

e

Objective Howth 1 of the Development Plan the special historic and
architectural character of the area.

11.5.19. As outlined in section 11.2 of this repo ove, the southern portion of the site is
zoned Howth SAA (Special Amgaj ea) Buffer Zone, and this zoning overlaps the
residential zoned lands withj he proposed development therefore includes

back end of blocks withi

under the Fingal De

Objective Howth &P

the associated fpanagement plan and objectives for the buffer zone’ and in relation to

landscapd,character assessment Objectives NH33, NH34, NH35, NH36, NH37,

NH3 . | note that the Planning Authority considers that the proposed

hiS§goning. There are a number of relevant Objectives

tPlan 2017-2023 relating to this zoning. Specifically
and manage the Special Amenity Area, having regard to

deve t should be refused, in part, as a result of being contrary to Policy 1.3.1
of the Howth Special Amenity Order. | address the Planning Authority’s
recommendation specifically in section 11.10 below, as well as the impact upon the
SAA as a result of tree loss from the site in section 11.11 below. In this section |

consider the visual impact of the proposed buildings on the site upon the SAA.

11.5.20. Howth and the SAA is classified under a Coastal Character Type in the Development

Plan. This recognises the importance of the demesne and woodland areas, and
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states that the landscape value is exceptional. Policy 1.3.1 of the Howth SAA Order
states that in considering planning applications within the buffer, policy is to preserve

open views from the SAA.

11.5.21.1 note that the vast majority of the site is not situated within the SAA zoning. The
overlap of proposed buildings into the SAA zoning is also marginal, with proposed
block C affected the most. In my opinion, with the incorporation of the amendments |
recommend above, the proposed development would not result in harmful imp
upon the landscape character of SAA. The site represents a transition locaii

view, between the lower rise character to the west, greenfield HA area t

and emerging increased scale and the town centre to the northeas is se, it

is my view that having transitional forms in the urban environm enefit the
the SAA, the

in the

landscape character. In relation to the preservation of open vi

submitted photomontages demonstrate the visibility of the
surrounding area. | have already described why | cgnsider the reduction in scale of

the proposed buildings by a storey is required, ipmyNiew/ given the sensitive

@ S
@,
form the SAA. The arrangement of the osed"Bfocks on the site, also allows views

between and around the buildings. T ing, including additional tree planting

historical context of the site. | also consider t endment would benefit views

that 1 am including as part of my dation, would further soften views of the

proposed buildings from the 4 all, the open character of the SAA would not

significantly alter or be e mpacted by the proposed development in an

amended form in my.

W.
11.5.22. Overall, | consi )kx@posed buildings to be acceptable in consideration of

rt
Policy 1.3.146f h SAA Order, and relevant aforementioned Objectives in of
the Finﬁe ment Plan 2017-2023.

11.6. Neigh g Residential Amenity

11.6.1. The representations received raise a number of concerns relating to the potential
impact of the proposed development upon surrounding residential amenity,
particularly for the neighbouring bungalows to the west of the site, and | address

potential impacts in detail below.

11.6.2. Daylight and Sunlight
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11.6.3. | note that the criteria under section 3.2 of the Building Height Guidelines include '
reference to minimising overshadowing and less of light. The Building Height
Guidelines refer to the Building Research Establishments (BRE) ‘Site Layout
Planning for Daylight and Sunlight — A guide to good practice’ and ask that
‘appropriate and reasonable regard’ is had to the BRE guidelines. | also note
reference to British Standard (BS) 8206-2:2008 ‘Lighting for buildings - Code of
practice for daylighting’, which has subsequently been withdrawn and replaced by
BS EN 17031:2018 ‘Daylight in buildings’. These standards have therefore informed
my assessment of potential daylight and sunlight impact as a result of theA

development. However, it should be noted that the standards described in't
guidelines are discretionary and not mandatory policy/criteria. In regtio e
definition of effect, | note a third-party response in relation to t e word

‘imperceptible’, however this is defined for purposes of the : nd Sunlight

report only and relates to compliance with BRE criteriaggor t rposes of my

assessment of this matter, | focus on the BRE crit de¥Cribed in the guidelines.
11.6.4. In relation to existing properties, the BRE guideli

development does not reduce daylight leve % C (vertical sky component) to

less than 27%, or where this is the cag®, not There than 0.8 times its former value.
The guidelines state that if with a lopment in place, the VSC to an existing
ha

regommend that a proposed

neighbouring property ‘is both J& 7% and less than 0.8 times its former
value, occupants of the exigti m ing will notice the reduction in the amount of
skylight.” Therefore, th semygation of a minimum VSC of 27% and reductions no
more than 0.8 timesftheTormer value, illustrate acceptable daylight conditions to
existing prope e‘x

vght Report has been submitted with the application. This

11.6.5. A Dayligh
S pgiformance of the development against BRE criteria (The Building

descri

R sfablishment guidelines on Site Layout Planning for Daylight and

Sunlighp’A Guide to Good Practice). The submitted report considers potential effects
upon the daylight to the following properties to the west of the site: Tig Bhride;
Windwood; Kincora Lodge; and Baltray. All other properties are located a significant
distance from the site and proposed buildings, and following the BRE criteria, have
no potential for reduced daylight as a result of the proposed development. | am
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11.6.6.

11.6.7.

11.6.8.

satisfied that the submitted report accurately follows the methodology in the BRE

guidelines.

In terms of the results of the submitted assessment, this demonstrates that all
windows within the properties tested to the west of the site, will comply with BRE
daylight criteria in the proposed condition. Specifically, in the proposed condition the
windows at Tig Bhride and Windwood would all retain VSC levels over 30%. All
windows tested at Baltray will retain a VSC over 27%. At Kincora Lodge, all windows
with existing VSC levels of 27% and over, retain VSC levels of at least 27% iafl

proposed condition. One window at Kincora Lodge has an existing VSC 0
21.13% and this is reduced to 20.88% in the proposed condition and gHerefgre Avithin
the 0.8 parameter described in the BRE guidelines. | agree with t ons of

the submitted report and am satisfied that there is no significght iggRadytp

on
adjacent occupiers daylight as a result of the proposed deyglop ;
In relation to sunlight to windows, the BRE guidelingsreder E ;!!est of Annual
Probable Sunlight Hours (APSH) to windows. This cRgcks/main living rooms of

dwellings, and conservatories, if they have a cing within 90° of due south. If
@,
]

with the development in place, the centrgfof the'Wirfdow can receive more than one

quarter APSH, including at least 5% in the winter months between 215

September and 215t March, then %o hould still receive enough sunlight.
Following BRE criteria, only yind@s gt Tig Bhride and Baltray require analysis in
this regard. The submitt 0 monstrates that BRE criteria for sunlight is

comfortably satisfie a ows tested. | agree with the conclusions of the
a isfied that there is no significant impact upon adjacent

submitted report n
occupiers s result of the proposed development.

In relatjon adowing, BRE guidelines recommend that at least 50% of

=rties rear gardens or other public / communal amenity areas, should
receive aPleast 2 hours of sunlight on the 215t March. The submitted analysis
demonstrates that the proposed development will comply with BRE criteria relating to
overshadowing of proposed amenity areas, with very little change to overshadowing
conditions to the rear gardens of Tig Bhride, Windwood, Kincora Lodge and Baltray
in the proposed condition. | note third party concerns regarding the overshadowing of
solar panels and fruit / vegetable patches, however the applicant has adequately
demonstrated that any increase in the overshadowing of surrounding houses and
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their associated gardens will not be significant, with gardens retaining more than 2
hours of sunlight over 90% of the area following the proposed development. In my
opinion, the evidence submitted by the applicant is accurate and | am satisfied that
there is no significant impact upon adjacent occupiers from overshadowing by the
proposed development.

11.6.9. Overall, | am satisfied that the proposed development will not have significant
negative impacts upon surrounding existing properties daylight, sunlight or from

overshadowing, and consider the proposal compliant with the BRE criteria, g

Height Guidelines and Fingal Development Plan in this regard.
11.6.10. Overlooking (Privacy) Q)

11.6.11. My assessment of the potential for overlooking of adjacent ard%@rs the
location of windows, balconies and terrace areas within the%’ development,
g

to habitable room windows in surrounding residential dvgli

jections have
been received from residents in properties to the wet of {ie Site. Objections include

concern regarding potential overlooking of exist rivate garden areas, which i

have also considered. | also note that the P% hority recommend, in part, that
verlooking of adjoining

the proposed development be refused as a
residential properties.
11.6.12. Objective DMS28 of the Finga 2logment Plan requires a minimum separation

. ~
distance of 22m between osing rear first floor windows, with distances to
nt

be increased in develop r 3 storeys. All windows, balconies and roof

terraces within the pop0 @: evelopment, are situated over 22m to surrounding
properties. The distanc8ypetween Windwood and proposed Block A is approximately

28m to the

situated

nd over 39m to the building itself. Proposed Block A is also

to the boundary, and over 22.5m to the building at Tig Bhride at its

separation distances to existing properties and boundaries to the proposed
development are acceptable and would not result in undue overlooking or adverse
impacts upon privacy.

11.6.13. Noise and Security
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11.8.14. 1 note third party concern relating to noise and disturbance generated from use of
roof terrace areas in the proposed development, as well as security as a result of
opening up boundary areas. Roof terrace areas are a raised amenity space and are
used in the same way as any other communal garden area on the site. The proposed
development will incorporate a management strategy for the maintenance and
management of these spaces, and this is satisfactory to prevent potential for overt

noise and disturbance in my view. In relation to boundary treatment, landscape

development that would have potential to reduce security of a

view.
11.6.15. Lighting E ,

11.6.16. A site lighting report and external lighting plan velgees submitted with the
application, these describe the location and | e level of exterior lighting to be

included as part of the development. Luasfipance TEVels are appropriate for a
residential area. | am satisfied that t}%e no disturbance to adjacent lands from
lighting at the proposed developo ideration of biodiversity impact from the
proposed development, inclu@ngNghtifg, is set out in section 13 of this report below
as part of my EIA for thefapplica

11.6.17. Construction x

11.6.18. Representati x@een received regarding the potential for noise, dust, pollution
and traffic t\an as a result of construction works on the site. A Construction
Envir anagement Plan (CEMP) has been submitted with the application.
Measur the management of noise and suppression of dust are described.

Vehicle site access and traffic management is also addressed. A condition could
secure these arrangements with the submission of a final CEMP for approval. With
the application of such mitigation measures, | am satisfied that potential impact from
construction works (including construction transport impacts) will be within acceptable

parameters.
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11.6.19. 1 note third party concern that the entrance to Howth Castle could be used during

construction works. This not proposed in the application and the approval of a final
CEMP will ensure that proposed construction access points are satisfactory to the
Planning Authority.

11.6.20. Substation

11.6.21. | note concern regarding the location of the proposed substation (with switchroom)

11.7.

11.7.1.

11.7.2.
11.7.3.

as part of the development, in terms of proximity to the neighbouring residential
property at Windwood. At the closest point, the substation is located 1.8mt
boundary and 14.9m to the property at Windwood. The substation itself/

standard brick rectangular appearance, 2.9m high and 13.7m wide. ion
presented to Windwood to the west of the site would be entirely, ehind
1.2m high retaining wall. The effect of this is that the substa}i© essentially

appear at a lower level to the Windwood site. Planting ig alsO @o sed to be retained

in part, and reinforced with new planting, along this west ndary edge. There is
also an existing wall to the boundary that is retajged. sections and other
drawings have been submitted to |Ilustrate t ce of the substation. | am
satisfied that given the change in levels be site, the boundary treatment and

the distance to the property on the Wi ood site, the substation would not be overly

visible or have any other negative aenity Impacts upon this adjacent property.

Proposed Residential S ‘

I note third party conc ere are insufficient amenities within the proposed

development for r this section of my report, | address the range of

applicable staﬁ) ing an appraisal of the quality of proposed accommodation.
i

d Overshadowing

fiteria under section 3.2 of the Building Height Guidelines include the
e of the development in relation to daylight in accordance with BRE
criteria’with measures to be taken to reduce overshadowing in the development.
However, it should be noted that the standards described in the BRE guidelines are
discretionary and not mandatory policy/criteria. | also note that the Fingal
Development Plan includes Objective DMS30 ‘Ensure all new residential units
comply with the recommendations of Site Layout Planning for Daylight and Sunlight:
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11.7.4.

11.7.5.

11.7.6.

11.7.7.

A Good Practice Guide (B.R.209, 2011) and B.S. 8206 Lighting for Buildings, Part 2
2008: Code of Practice for Daylighting or other updated relevant documents.’

A Daylight and Sunlight Report has been submitted with the application and
describes the performance of the development against BRE guidelines in relation to
daylight and sunlight. BRE guidelines describe ADF targets of 2% for kitchens, 1.5%
to living rooms and 1% to bedrooms. In the proposed development kitchens form
part of living areas and the applicant has applied an ADF of 1.5% to these area
However, | note that BS 17037:2018 identifies that where kitchen and livin

are combined, the default ADF vaiue to be applied should be 2%. The icapt s
included within their material contravention statement a justification ifgela o this
approach which | consider further in section 11.9 of this report.

The submitted daylight and sunlight report states that an AD 1.5% has

of these rooms is as a living space. To reach a 2%,AD ese rooms in all units
in the proposed development, the report states.that igh changes would be
needed, such as the removal of balconies or % tion in unit size.

to selecting rooms to be tested, which

been applied to open plan living / kitchen / dining area b% he primary function
or

The submitted report explains the apprdat

included analysis of all ground and firs\floor tinits. Where a room meets its

<

recommended minimum value, ufned that the corresponding room on

subsequent floors above w;j o Trreet the target value, as typically light increases in
rooms located on hig gree with this approach to selecting rooms for
testing. In undertalging essment, | have considered the results when applying

both a 1.5% andi2% ADF'to open plan living spaces, in order to describe a
comprehepgi sment of this matter. | can also confirm that the applicant has
provid r upper levels until a minimum 2% ADF was demonstrated to open
plan@itchen / dining rooms. Therefore, | have sufficient detail to assess the
development against a 2% target, as well as describe what the compliance rate
would change to with application of a 1.5% target ADF for living spaces.

Applying a minimum ADF target of 1% to bedrooms and 2% to open plan living /
kitchen / dining rooms, the proposed development has a compliance rate of 93% to
the BRE minimum standards. With the application of a 1% ADF to bedrooms and a
1.5% ADF target to open plan living / kitchen / dining rooms, this increases the
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11.7.8.

11.7.9.

compliance rate to 96%: The submitted report explains that the primary reason for
lower performing rooms on lower levels, is as a result of recessed balconies.
Balcony spaces are a beneficial amenity to units and have a functional relationship
to the living rooms that they adjoin, as required under the Apartment Guidelines.

I am familiar with this constraint, and in my view, the provision of external private
amenity in a development should not be overtly curtailed in order to achieve BRE
targets relating to daylight and sunlight. The BRE guidelines describe the ways in
which balconies and private amenity space might be designed to reduce p

obstructions, most notably by avoiding locating balconies above living 1

the main living space for a unit, as is the case in the propo ment. The
floorplan in the proposed development is then generally a ‘Stackefl’ arrangement,
with matching room uses reflected vertically through,th e. Altowing for the
necessary attachment of a private amenity spacg to the li®fhg space in each unit, it is

inevitable that the balconies will then be loc inWstacked’ formation and above

living rooms — thus reducing the available nd sunlight) to these rooms. The

i{ng is also informed by the arrangement and

external aesthetic and design of a bui

design of balconies and a ‘stacke ment and recessed appearance can

strongly inform the exterior vi' quality of the development. In the case of
the current development, nShlerthat these design and amenity considerations,

justify a slightiy lower @d nP€ to BRE minimum standards. With this in mind, the
overall complian EX % applying 1% and 2% ADF to rooms, or a compliance
of 96% applyi@ d 1.5% ADF to rooms, is sufficient in my view.

i

in cominggothi
161t

“The given here is not mandatory and the guide should not be seen as an

clusion, | am mindful that the BRE guidelines state in paragraph

instrument of planning policy; its aim is to help rather than constrain the designer.

11.7.10. And, specifically that:

“Although it gives numerical guidelines, these should be interpreted flexibly since

natural lighting is only one of many factors in site layout design.” (My emphasis).
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11.7.11. Therefore, the removal of these balcony spaces is not desirable and would impact
the ability of the proposed development to fulfil required external amenity space and
design quality standards in my view. | note that the Building Height Guidelines state
that where a proposal is not able to fully meet all requirements of daylight provisions,
compensatory design solutions should be set out. | have already identified the
performance of the development against BRE criteria and a rationale regarding my
acceptance of the proposed conditions. | also note that those units which do not meet
minimum standards, benefit from views of communal garden areas, which is
desirable aspect, and along with private amenity to each unit, provides c ns

for comparably lower light conditions within the unit.

11.7.12. In relation to sunlight to windows, the BRE guidelines refer to a testgf Anftual
Probable Sunlight Hours (APSH) to windows. The APSH critelgg s an
assessment of the level of sunlight that reaches the main I window to
determine the number of windows with an APSH leve atgpthan 25% on an annual
basis or 5% on a winter basis. The submitted assesSgent/does not provide analysis

% _

Bullding Height Guidelines state in

in this regard; however, | note that the Buildin t Guidelines do not explicitly

refer to sunlight in proposed accommodadjon.

criteria 3.2 that ‘The form, massing of proposed developments should be

carefully modulated so as to ma %
views and minimise overshagQwmg and loss of light’. Therefore, while daylight and

overshadowing are exp[i% ced, there is no specific reference to sunlight,
li

ss to natural daylight, ventilation and

, overshadowing or more generally ‘light'.

and reference is onlw&
11.7.13. However, objec@:) of the Development Plan refers to the application of BRE
I

fle there is no analysis provided, | note the orientation of the

criteria in

site withes is in the proposed development facing south east or west, with

2

areas willhave a similar effect as set out above in relation to daylight. But given the

cess to sunlight. In my opinion, it is likely that the inclusion of balcony

orientation of blocks and staggered plan form, | am satisfied that the acceptable
levels of sunlight will be achieved to most living rooms in the proposed development,

in recognition of BRE criteria.

11.7.14. In relation to overshadowing, the submitted analysis demonstrates that all proposed

communal external amenity areas will comfortably exceed BRE minimum standards.
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11.7.15. Overall, | am satisfied that the proposed development will experience acceptable
daylight, sunlight and overshadowing conditions and that it does accord with criteria
described in the BRE guidelines, albeit, in recognition that this guidance is flexible
and requires a reasoned judgement to be made on all aspects of design. On this
basis, and following the assessment | described above, | also consider Objective
DMS30 of the Fingal Development Plan concerning compliance with BRE
recommendations. As part of this, | note that the BRE guidelines recommend that
numerical guidelines are applied flexibly and form only one of may aspecis o
layout planning.

11.7.16. Dual Aspect

11.7.17. The Apartment Guidelines state that in central, accessible an mediate
locations, at least 33% of units should be dual aspect. The s @¥location are
defined in light of their public transport accessibility andgwalki tance to

surrounding centres. | have set out in section 11.3 g{my why | consider the
\gHit of its proximity to Howth

Dart Station. As a result, | consider that the @ site can accurately described
as a central / accessible location, as definedfiiemhe guidelines. Therefore, a

minimum 33% for dual aspect units appligs.

subject site to be an accessible location, specifi

11.7.18. The applicant has stated that

which exceeds the policy requ set out in the Apartment Guidelines. | have

referred to the submitt a s and concur with this conclusion. In relation to the
amendments | rec ove, this would reduce the number of dual aspect units
tage of units that have a dual aspect would not be

however the oy, p
significantlymlt&ged (gt 59%). Therefore, the development in an amended form would
continu y with this requirement.

11.7.20. All unitg’within the proposed development have access to private amenity space in
the form of a balcony or terrace and all of these amenity spaces meet minimum

space standards described in the apartment guidelines and development plan.

11.7.21. Communal and Public Open Space
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11.7.22. Communal amenity space is provided at the ground level in the form of courtyards
between the blocks and as roof terrace spaces over the northern end of blocks as
they front onto Howth Road. These areas exceed minimum requirements for the
proposed development under the apartment guidelines. In relation to the provision of
roof terrace spaces, | have recommended above that the 5" (& 6%) storeys be
removed in the scheme. Therefore, | have included in my recommended order, a
condition requiring roof terrace areas over the 4% storey to blocks as they front Howth
Road, which would replace roof terrace provision that could otherwise be lo

of the amendments | am suggesting. This would be a like-for-like replac

therefore there is no alteration in external communal amenity provisip§ as

in this report, although that same area would be serving less units’

11.7.23. In relation to playspace, Objective DMS75 requires provision rén's
playground facilities. A minimum requirement of 648sqm a would be
required as part of the proposed development to co witR_this objective. However,
| consider that it would be reasonable to assume noWlay grea requirement
associated with the 1 bedroom units propose imilar manner to the approach
taken in childcare guidelines. The propoggd de ment incorporates 350sgm of
play area, and a material contraventi ent has been submitted in relation to
this matter which | address in de eypron 11.19 of this report below. The
Apartment Guidelines state tﬁeds should be accommodated within
individual apartment scheff II toddler play areas (85-100sqm) and play areas
(200-400sgm) for olde§c

incorporates playgrolind a, table tennis area, exercise area and games areas,
satisfying th et Guidelines, which represents the primary standard with

@@ and teenagers. The proposed development

respect to’p irements in my view.

11.7.24. The P
north of
with the Apartment Guidelines in my view.

apos&d provision of play space is formed of a pocket park and play area to the

B¥ck C. The provision of play on the site is satisfactory and in accordance

11.7.25. | note the Planning Authority suggestion that the play area should be relocated to
avoid noise nuisance. | do not agree that the sound of children playing should
necessarily be regarded as a nuisance, although | recognise that there might be
different individual perspectives on that point. | note that the Apartment Guidelines

identify that noise from courtyard play areas can diminish residential amenity.
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Certainly, within an enclosed courtyard area, noise will reverberate on elevations and
be amplified as a result, potentially creating a nuisance. That is not the case in the
current application, with the play area situated close to the road and with open areas
to the east and west. Therefore, in my view there is nothing inherent in the location of
the proposed play space that would generate a nuisance to nearby occupiers. There
are no existing residential properties close to the play space and future occupiers of
the development will be aware of the location of the play space prior to choosing to
occupy an apartment. As such, | do not see the need for any amendments i

regard.

11.7.26. In relation to public open space, the Planning Authority confirm th pment
generates a public open space requirement of 5,825sqm, in adggio minimum
wes DMS57A

development plan. A minimum of 10% of the proposgd ment site area should
be designated for use as public open space in agtordagce?with the requirements of

these objectives. | note that the Planning A ' that this requirement
equates to 1,700sgm of space, while the a;@te that 1,161sqm of space is
required. The applicant explains that the developable site area (i.e. the RS
zoned land) has been used to calculale equired provision). However, the

Planning Authority has includ oned land, which is explicitly excluded from
the development site area 29e-76 of the Fingal Development Plan. Therefore, |
concur with the applic%o y the developable site area should be used to

n

calculate the req % er this objective, and the requirement is for 1,161sgm
of public open gpace e site.

11.7.27.In terms

Ining requirement for public open space to be generated by the

the Board

confirm that they do not consider the provision of public open space on the site to

are minded to grant planning consent. However, the Planning Authority
meet qualitative requirements under the plan, and therefore they do not consider the

development to comply with public open space requirements under the development

plan.
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11.7.28. The proposed development includes 1.161sqm of public open space along the front
of the site closest to Howth Road. This includes soft landscape areas, planting and
pocket part provision. Direct pedestrian and cycle access to this area is provided
through a new access onto the site from Howth Road. As a result, | am satisfied that
the proposed public open space provision is readily accessible to the wider public
and conforms with requirements under the Development Plan for on site provision. In
relation to the remaining requirement for open space, | accept the applicant’s
proposal for an in lieu payment and | have included a condition regarding the ﬁ

my recommended order below.
11.7.29. Mix

11.7.30.1 note third party concerns regarding the mix of dwellings pro , ically in
relation to a lack of family housing. SPPR1 of the Apartment elifles state that

: S,% minimum

11.7.31. The proposed development is formed of 29n d, 104no. (64%) 2 bed and
29no. (18%) 3 bed units. With the amendpen ed, the number of units

ting, mix would be 21no. (16.2%) 1 bed, 90

developments may include up to 50% one bedroom u

requirement for apartments with 3 or more bedroo

would be reduced 129 in total. The re
ed. Therefore, if the Board determine to

no. (69.7%) 2 bed and 18no. (13.99.3
grant planning permission with t % ndments | recommend, the mix would still

comply with SPPR1.

my opinion, the pfopbse@mix of housing types and sizes supports a variety of
household t es in accordance with County Development Plan and

olicy requirements.

11.7.32. The Planning Autho& raised any concerns regarding the bedroom mix. In

National p

11.7.33. Flog

11.7.34. The indiVidual floor area for apartments meets the standards outlined in the
Apartment Guidelines and 50% are greater than 10% larger than minimum
standards, also complying with minimum standards in the guidelines.

11.7.35. The proposed development incorporates residential amenity rooms in each block.
These are not required to be provided but are a beneficial provision that can provide
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additional space to residents for home working, entertaining/community or meeting
space.

11.7.36.1 note that the Planning Authority indicate dissatisfaction with the layout of some
units, with bedrooms accessed from living room areas. There is no policy
requirement in relation to this and | am satisfied with the quality of layouts to the
proposed apartments in the development, as the inclusion of additional corridors

space would reduce the floor area to living rooms where most time is spent.

11.7.37. Floor to Ceiling Height

11.7.38. The proposed development provides for acceptabie ground to ceiling Jfeight

minimum 2.7m at ground floor as described in the Apartment Gui es:

11.7.39. Number of Apartments to a Core

11.7.40. Objective DMS23 of the Fingal Development Plan 2017-2023 pernits 8 apartments
per individual stair/lift core within apartment schemeg. T osed development
includes between 4 and 10 units per a core. A rg@o ravention statement has
been submifted with respect to this matter wi der in detail in section 11.9

below. | note however, that the proposed d t does not exceed 12

apartments per core in accordance wiffNgolicy standards described in the Apartment

Guidelines, and these section 28 gubeell are the primary standard in relation to

this matter.

11.7.41. Privacy x

11.7.42.1 note Objective D In rglation to a separation distance of at least 22m between
directly opposi &t floor windows. This requirement is not applicable between
apartment dao/not have a 'rear. Concerns have however been raised by the
Planning@, regarding limited separation distance / overlooking between the
fro Q f the 3 apartment blocks, which are separated by ¢.13m between
balco /Consequently, the Planning Authority recommends that the application be
refused on the basis of overlooking.

11.7.43. Apartment blocks are a multi-residential unit development where the existing degree
of privacy experienced by residents will be less than that experienced to the rear of
self-contained dwelling houses. The separation distances demonstrated in the

proposed development are reflective of standard design arrangements to be
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11.8.
11.8.1.

11.8.2.

11.8.3.

expected in apartment developments. In my view, all separation distances are
acceptable, and | have no concerns with respect to the privacy of future occupiers in

the scheme,
Traffic and Transport

| note third party objections to the application related to existing congestion on the
surrounding road network, which could be exacerbated by the proposed

development. Third parties also raise concern regarding the quality of submittg

traffic surveys, which do not consider summer months, weekends or touri
the area. As well as concerns around overspill parking. | also note tha

Authority has requested ABP to consider the cumulative impact of de

the Howth Peninsula as a result of congestion at Sutton Cros er the
Planning Authority does not recommend that the proposed d pthent be refused
in this regard. The Planning Authority Transportation Divi s that the traffic

and transport assessment is generally acceptable. 4 he tate that the largest
constraint to the development is Sutton Cross which side the control of the
applicant and that there are no mitigation me t can be provided by the

applicant to accommodate the proposed®evelopment.

The applicant has submitted a Traffj ransport Assessment, DMURS
Compliance Statement and Roa aty ‘Audit with the application. The Traffic and
surveys undertaken in January and October
2019 which pre-date | uring the Covid-19 pandemic. | do not think that
additional surveys gurifg s&fimer, weekend or other usual tourist times would have
useful, given thajthe pyeparation of documents for submission as part of this
applicatio € been at times when tourist movements were restricted due to

ny case, | am satisfied that the traffic surveys submiited present a

potential €ffects arising from the proposed development. Overall, | am content to
accept the submitted surveys as part of my assessment of the application.

The submitted Traffic and Transport Assessment concludes that of the junctions
assessed, one would not work within capacity with the proposed development in
place. This relates to the junction at Sutton Cross, which is at present, at capacity.

The submitted assessment has also considered the impact of the Claremont
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11.8.4.

11.8.5.

11.8.6.

(Techcrete) SHD approved scheme, and quashed Balscadden SHD scheme in
relation to potential increased traffic movement in the area, alongside the proposed
development. These developments will cumulatively increase congestion upon
Sutton Cross which would be over capacity. The proposed development's
contribution to this congestion at Sutton Cross would, however, constitute a low

proportion of overall flows upon that junction.

It is clear that the proposed development would contribute to congestion on an
already congested road traffic environment on Howth Peninsula, however t ree
to which the proposed development will increase this traffic congestion i

to be limited. The proposed development incorporates reduced car

part of the development, including 4 go-car spaces. The inclusi car spaces

also facilitates reduced private car ownership. The propos provision

equates to 0.81 spaces per a residential unit. v

| have considered the impact of the proposed d@e upon traffic movements
in the area alongside the combined impact I , of planned for,
development. In my opinion, while it will co an existing congested

environment, it would not be account

for a significant proportion of that
congestion, and refusing this devel

environment there. In my vie
rJ!‘

ould not relieve the congested
icant has done what might reasonably be
expected, with the incor pfeduced parking levels, increased cycle levels,

and other measures t

ge car ownership such as the incorporation of car
e elopment on the basis of congestion at Sutton Cross

ymie any future development potential of this site (as well as

reasonably be expected to rely more heavily upon public transport, cycle and walking
options, particularly in a development that does not accommodate parking for every
resident.

The site is zoned for residential development and situated in a highly accessible
location, proximate to high capacity public transport, as well as to the town centre

and employment opportunities at the harbour. While | recognise congestion
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problems at Sutton Cross, | am satisfied that the proposed development would not
significantly alter existing capacity issues. | have given due regard to the cumulative
impact of developments in the area and remain satisfied that the development is

acceptable from a traffic perspective.

11.8.7. Vehicle Access

11.8.8. Vehicle access to the site is proposed to the north west end. | note third party
concern regarding the proximity of this entrance to the existing residential prope
the west. The entrance is 7.3m wide and set in approximately 3.5m from t
boundary of the site. Tree and hedge planting is situated on this edge.
certainly represents a change in character for the adjacent resident, ‘cC@gentlocated

raigetels given the

next to a vacant greenfield site, the impact is within acceptabl

zoning of the site and its accessibility characteristics, in my opi YThe set back

from the boundary and planted edge will also screen the ccess to an extent.

It would not be appropriate to move this entrance fyrthéxa from the western

boundary in my view, as a result of heritage impact sjderations that | have outline
in section 11.4 above. @

ity’s Transport Division regarding the

11.8.9. | note comments from the Planning Aut

clearance height of the basement car rance and swept path analysis. These

T

are matters that can be adequa
ple room on the site to accommodate necessary

do so. | am satisfied that t é%(
access requirements wi igmificant alteration to the scheme.
11.8.10. Car Parking

11.8.11.1 note third p cefn regarding the potential for overspill parking from the site

olved by condition and it is normal practice to

and relate n the access to St Mary’s Church.

11.8.12. A to residential car parking spaces are proposed, inciuding 6no. accessible
spaces, o. electric vehicle spaces and 4no. Go-Car spaces. This equates to a
ratio of 0.81 spaces per a unit. This is a reduced quantum of car parking when
compared to standards described in the Development Plan, however these standards
are described as a ‘guide’ to the number of spaces for new development on page 458
of the plan. This is in recognition of existing Government policy aimed at promoting
modal shift to more sustainable forms of transport. | consider that the proposed
quantum of car parking, alongside inflated cycle parking provision, and incorporation
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of car club spaces, is an acceptable approach to facilitated reduced private car
ownership in reflection of standards in the Apartment Guidelines. | do not think that
significant levels of overspill parking would be expected to arise, given the proximity
of the site to the train station and the likelihood, in my view, that future occupiers will
rely more heavily on sustainable modes of transport in preference to private car
ownership.

11.8.13.1 am cognisant that | have recommended amendments to the development that

would result in a reduction in the number of units proposed. Without an ass

reduction in the number of car parking spaces proposed, this would incr, tio
of spaces to residential units in the scheme. Therefore, as part of a |
recommend, | have included a condition on my draft order belo ires a
reduction in car parking spaces to preserve a 0.81 space p of car
parking to apartment dwellings in the scheme.

11.8.14. Bicycle Parking ?"

11.8.15. A total of 355 no. cycle parking spaces are profO8gd, répresenting provision of
182% compared to requirements under the Development Plan. The Apartment

Guidelines do not include specific planging quirements for cycle storage, but

provide general specifications. Co ly, cycle storage quanta is at the
discretion of the planning authonT ould be location specific. In my opinion, the
provision of cycle storage i , and corresponds appropriately with the
approach to reduce ca '&n the site. The proximity to public transport and
short walking dista e%own centre and harbour area, also facilitates a range of
sustainable tra@&

odes alongside cycle parking. This therefore aligns with
the overall ch gdescribed in the Apartment Guidelines in my view. Overall, | am
satisfied icient quantum of cycle parking has been provided in the proposed

11.8.16.1 note t

areas. The proposed development includes some visitor surface cycle storage

it the Planning Authority is concerned regarding the access to cycle storage

stands, alongside the main residential provision at basement ievel. Stairs are

provided to the east of Block A to provide access to cyclists to the basement area.

11.8.17.1 concur with the Planning Authority that designing a cycle store to be accessed via
stairs is unacceptable. Access should be provided via a lift or dedicated ramp. There
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may be space within the proposed stairwell to accommodate a lift for cyclists, or a
dedicated, segregated cycle route is required on the basement access ramp currently
indicated for car use. As part of amendments | suggest above, the number of car
parking spaces would be reduced in the application, and this would allow space for
provision of a new access solution for cyclists into the basement area. | have
therefore included a condition requiring the same, in my draft recommended order

below.

11.8.18. For clarity, | am not recommending a reduction in the number of cycle park'nQ
spaces as part of suggested amendments to the application, as | consideg that
extensive cycle parking storage at the site would provide some co ati

towards the vehicle congestion experienced in the area.

11.8.19. Connectivity

11.8.20. | note that the Planning Authority consider that conneativit provided through
the site. Public pedestrian and cycle access is faciligted lytd'the proposed public

open space adjacent to Howth Road within th ents of the development
can also utilise that access, or the resident ve estrian / cycle access to the

north west of the site. It is not clear to me What further connectivity could be

accommodated by the developmea

oy

rough this site is not indicated as desirable in

e rear of the site is the Golf Club, and to

the west are private residenti To the east is the entrance and Howth

Castle Demesne lands. Cognewgivity
the development plan re no public through routes that should be

accommodated in v

11.8.21. However, in tothe high amenity area lands to the south of the site, in my
opinion th d be publicly accessible and form a benefit arising from the
deve to’e utilised by the wider community, alongside future residents of the
scheme Wbérefore, | have incorporated a condition in my draft recommended order

below to require details of, and to secure, public access to that part of the site.

11.8.22. Public Transport

11.8.23.1 note third party concerns regarding the capacity and adequacy of the surrounding
public transport network to serve the proposed development. No concerns have been
raised by the Planning Authority and no response has been received from either the
NTA or TFI, regarding capacity of the public transport network to support the future
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11.9.
11.9.1.

11.9.2.

11.9.3.

11.9.4.

population of the development. | also address public transport capacity and potential
impacts arising from the development in my EIA in section 13 below. While the
proposed development will result in @ marginal increase in demand on DART
services, future improvements to the line will counteract any perceived negative
effect. Overall, | am content that the proposed development is acceptable in relation
to public transport.

Material Contravention

| note that the Planning Authority has stated that the proposed developme
materially contravenes the RS Zoning Objective in their recommendati

Section 9(6)(a) of the Planning and Development (Hou
Tenancies Act 2016 states that subjective to para h (), the Board may decide to
grant a permission for strategic housing develo nt in)respect of an application
under section 4, even where the proposed ent, or a part of it, contravenes
materially the development plan or locgl area i elating to the area concerned.
Paragraph (b) of same states ‘The hall not grant permission under paragraph

(a) where the proposed developTegt, part of it, contravenes materially the
development plan or local % elating to the area concerned, in relation to the

zoning of the land’.
Paragraph (c) statz% he proposed strategic housing development would
net

materially contfave development plan or local area plan, as the case may be,
iop/to the zoning of the land, then the Board may only grant

ordance with paragraph (a) where it considers that, if section

Act of 2000 were to apply, it would grant permission for the proposed

Section 10(1) of the Section 10(2) of the Planning and Development Act 2000 (as
amended) states that ‘10.—(1) A development plan shall set out an overall strategy
for the proper planning and sustainable development of the area of the development
plan and shall consist of a written statement and a plan or plans indicating the
development objectives for the area in question’. Section 10(2) of the Planning and
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11.9.5.

11.9.6.

11.9.7.

11.9.8.

Development Act 2000 (as amended) states that ‘without prejudice to the generality
of sub-section (1), a Development Plan shall include objectives for (a) the zoning of
land for the use solely or primarily of particular area for particular purposes (whether
residential, commercial, industrial, agricultural, recreational, as open space or
otherwise, or a mixture of those uses), where and to such extent as the proper
planning and sustainable development of the area, in the opinion of the planning

authority, requires the uses to be indicated’.

In my view, the Planning and Development Act 2000 (as amended) is clear t %
zoning of land relates to the use of that land only. The term ‘to such extef’; :
mind, refers to a geographical area, rather than a reference to the s of
development allowed and associated amenity impact. This is su d, !Wmy view,

by the fact that separate provision is made under the Act for relating to the
density of structures (First Schedule Part || ‘Control of Are ructures which
refers to ‘Regulating and controlling the layout of areds ndE?ructures, including
density, spacing, grouping and orientation of struct infelation to roads, open

spaces and other structures’).

It is my view therefore that the proposedfgsidential development is not a material

contravention of the residential zonirfg nds.

ey

el of potential areas that may be considered

The applicant has however, syb tatement of Material Contravention with
the application identifying & n

material contraventio elopment Plan. The public notices make reference

to a statement bejpg s d indicating why permission should be granted having
regard to the rc@ .37(2)(b) of the Act. | note third party representations that

the propo ment would not satisfactorily meet tests under national policy
relatin atgiél contraventions of the development plan, and | set out my
asses f the application in relation to this below.

The proposed development is identified by the applicant as potentially materially
contravening the following objectives in the Fingal Development Plan 2017-2023;

. The core strategy for Howth in the Fingal Development Plan indicates a figure
of 498 potential residential units. Table 2.8 of the adopted Variation no.2
Alignment of the Fingal Development Plan with the National Planning
Framework (NPF) and the Regional Spatial and Economic Strategy (RSES)
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indicates that there is 14 hectares of zoned land remaining in Howth, with a
capacity to delivery 436 residential units. This represents a density of 31 units
per hectare across the zoned available land. There is 1 no. permitted (ABP
Ref. TAOGF.306102) SHD scheme (Claremont) in Howth that along provides
for 512 no. apartments and therefore the 498 target is breached. This subject
proposal includes for 162 no. units and combined with Claremont this would
amount to 674 no. units in Howth.

ii.  Objective DMS30 — Ensure all new residential units comply with the
recommendations of Site Layout Planning for Daylight and Sunlighf e
to Good Practice (B.R.209, 2011) and B.S.8206 Lighting for , part 2
2008: Code of Practice for Daylighting or other updated re nt ments;

ii.  Objective DMS23 — Permits up to 8 apartments per ingivital sigir/lift core
within apartment schemes;

iv.  Qualitative requirements under the Fingal Deve Plan for children’s
play including DMS75; and

v.  Objectives DMS77 and NH27 that re 0 ction of trees.

11.9.9. In relation to the number of units proposed, t@nt identifies that the Core
Strategy includes a potential residentia
Development Plan 2017-2023. | also
‘Alignment of the Fingal Develo @ Plan with the National Planning Framework and
the Regional Spatial and & Btrategy’, indicates that there is 14 hectares of
zoned land remaining i ,aith potential to deliver 436 residential units. The

it number of 498 under the Fingal
t adopted Variation no.2 of the plan

previously approv r t SHD already exceeds this potential unit number figure,
with 512 units pgrmitted. /T herefore, the proposed development would bring the total
unit numb th a to 674 units, and significantly in excess of the identified

in the plan. | agree with the applicant that the proposed

therefore represents a material contravention of the Development Plan in

11.9.10. The applicant contends that the proposed development can be considered to be of
strategic or national importance, and therefore a material contravention of the plan
would be justified having regard to section 37(2)(b)(i) of the Act. The Core Strategy
potential unit number is already fuifilled (and exceeded) by the previously approved
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Claremont SHD scheme and was reasonably considered strategic given its scale. The
number of units proposed under this SHD is not particularly large in that context, and
therefore, | am not convinced that the scheme can be considered to be national

important on that basis.

11.9.11. However, the site is one of only a few vacant sites identified for residential
development, and with excellent accessibility in Howth. In this sense, the site is
strategically important for the delivery of housing in Howth in the context of national
planning policy documents and guidelines. These focus on the need to increa

housing delivery on appropriate sites, including Rebuilding Ireland, An Act]

Housing and Homelessness and Project Ireland 2040 — National Planpg
Equally Housing for All, recently published continues to support a
facilitate and advance development to meet the housing need @io 2
identified in section 11.3 above, the site characteristics ali ithatibnal principles
underpinning sustainable compact growth in urban areas§, b&iig tuated a short
walking distance to Howth Dart Station, the zoned n ceftre and harbour
employment area. In addition, | have describe 1™ sections 11.4, 11.5 and
11.7 that the proposed development (with mcmuhat | recommend) is also in

nagement criteria in the Building Height

accordance with SPPR1 and develop
Guidelines, as well as SPPR’s and.aqgodiated guidance in the Apartment Guidelines. |
am therefore satisfied that the gx @ e in the potential unit number identified

t Mgn is justified. In my view, with respect to the

Howth under the Fingal Development Plan 2016-

under the Fingal Develop

potential unit number i
of the plan is justified as follows:

2023, a material ¢ Y
11.9.12. In relation t (2)(b) (i) of the Pianning and Development Act 2000 (as

amended):

The ature of the site for the delivery of housing, as one of only a few
remaining ¥acant sites identified for residential development, and with excellent
accessibility, in Howth. In this sense, the site is strategically important for the delivery
of housing in Howth, in the context of national planning policy documents and

guidelines which promote compact growth.

11.9.13. In relation to section 37(2)(b) (iii) of the Planning and Development Act 2000 (as
amended):
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Permission for the development should be granted having regard to national planning
policy guidelines that promote increased housing delivery on appropriate sites,
including Rebuilding Ireland, An Action Plan for Housing and Homelessness and
Project Ireland 2040 — National Planning Framework. The site characteristics align
with national principles underpinning sustainable compact growth in urban areas,
being situated a short walking distance to Howth Dart Station, the town centre and

harbour employment area. In addition, the proposed development (with amendments
that | recommend) is also in accordance with SPPR1 and development managagent

e

11.9.14. In relation to section 37(2)(b) (iv) of the Planning and Development 2000 (as

criteria (under section 3.2} in the Building Height Guidelines, as well as SPP
associated guidance in the Apartment Guidelines.

amended):

The pattern of development in the area, specifically being the perpaission for the
Claremont SHD development (ref. 306102-19), whichgexc e potential unit
number for Howth set out in the Development Plad an efore indicates that a

material contravention would therefore simil juSefied for the proposed
development.

11.9.15. In relation to Objective DMS30 co compliance with the recommendations of

the BRE guidelines. | have outlinedsg ion 11.7 above, why | consider that the
proposed development has % ith the recommendations of the BRE

guidelines, in recognitio t this guidance is flexible and requires a reasoned
judgement to be ma&p pects of design. The recommendations within the BRE
.6 that:

guidelines are in
17, upnerical guidelines, these should be interpreted flexibly since
@0 ionly one of many factors in site layout design.” (My emphasis).

y detailed analysis and deductions relating to the scheme design
alongside’Consideration of the target values described in the BRE guidelines, is in
accordance with the recommendations of that document. The proposed development
has a 93% compliance rate with minimum ADF values (of 1% and 2%) described in
the BRE guidelines, overshadowing of communal areas is also well within the
standards described. While sunlight (APSH) is not assessed in the applicant’s

documents, | have described my judgement on this, based upon my professional
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experience and knowledge of the BRE guidelines. On this basis, and following the
assessment | described above, | consider Objective DMS30 of the Fingal
Development Plan concerning compliance with BRE standards, to be satisfied.

Therefore, in my opinion a material contravention does not arise.

11.9.17. In relation to Objective DMS23 and the requirement for 8 apartments per core, | have
described in section 11.7 of this report above, that the proposed development
complies with SPPR 6 in this regard. The Apartment Guidelines set out the nation
planning policy approach to this standard, specifying that development shoul

exceed 12 apartments per core. These section 28 guidelines supersede

DMS23. Therefore, while the proposed development represents a co of this
standard in the Development Plan, the applicant contends that this” erial. |
concur with this argument, and in my opinion, the proposed de does not

represent a material contravention of the plan in this regar osed

development complies with the most up to date stand %the Apartment

Guidelines. As part of this | note Objective PM43 o Deyelopment Plan which

states that in relation to apartment developmeshould be had to the design
()

standards for new apartments or any updgfe or 1€ of those standards, and
Objective PM42 of Variation 2 of the ent Plan which reconfirms this and
specifically states that in relation {g"ap t development ‘Implement the policies
and objectives of the Minister j rof Urban Development and Building Heights
Guidelines (December 20, %ustainable Urban Housing: Design Standards for
New Apartments (Mar&j) sued under section 28 of the Planning and

Development Act, @&s am
my view.

11.9.18. In relatiog
648sq
comply wit’this Objective DMS75. The proposed development incorporates 350sqm

d’. As such, a material contravention does not arise in

to ative requirements for children’s play, a minimum requirement of

area would be required as part of the proposed development fo

of play area. | have already described in section 11.7 above that the proposed
development complies with the Apartment Guidelines recommendations for play and
Objectives PM43 and PM42 of the plan which identify that the Apartment Guideline
standards should be applied to development. As a result, no material contravention

arises in my view.
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11.9.19. In relation to Objectives DMS77 and NH27, these relate to the protection of trees. |
assess the impact of the proposed development upon trees in section 11.11 below. |
have also described in sections 11.4 and 11.5 how the proposed development should
be amended in my view, to accommodate greater tree planting on the site. In my
opinion, the application of these objectives requires a qualitative assessment, with a
reasoned judgement made based upon how the proposed development responds the
principles described in the objectives. The proposed development does not remove all
trees or woodland features from the site. The proposed development also inc ates
replacement planting to preserve the hedgerow and tree lined character t

boundaries of the site. | do not consider the extent of tree and hedge

application to constituent a material contravention of the plan. Whijl ive

assessment might determine a contravention of these objectives, @t wduld not be a

material contravention in my view. | am suggesting that addif planting is
required to satisfy these objectives, but in the absence oftthi ting, 1 do not

consider a material contravention would arise.

11.9.20. However, should the Board consider that th ioned aspects of the proposal
do represent material contraventions of the would be justified under
section 37(2)(iii} and (iv) of the Actin

iew, as follows:

11.9.21. With respect to part (iii), | have deschbed in detail above in section 11.5, why |
consider that an amended sche
Building Height Guideline
why design and amenj ations, justify a slightly lower adherence to BRE

comply with the section 3.2 criteria in the

Of this, | have identified in section 11.7 of my report

targets and the co a measures, including views of communal garden areas,

that are relevanfifo thi§ aSsessment. As part of this assessment, | also had

consideratigh aracter of the area (including tree lined boundaries and SAO
ngside the results of specific assessments, such as the ecological
itted with the application and described in sections 12 and 13 below. In
addition, #note SPPR 6 concerning the number of apartments per core and separate
recommendations for play space, both within the Apartment Guidelines, which the
proposed development complies with as described in section 11.7 above. In relation to
housing delivery, Project Ireland 2040 - National Planning Policy Framework,
highlights the importance of this, and specifically objective 32 describing a target of

550,000 new households to 2040, and objective 33 stating that new homes should be
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prioritised in locations that can support sustainable development. Having regard to the
foregoing, a material contravention of the Fingal County Development Plan by the
proposed development would be justified under section 37(2)(b)(iii) of the Act, should
the Board consider it arises with respect to Objectives DMS30, DMS23, DMS75,
DMS77 and NH27.

11.9.22. In relation to part (iv), the Claremont SHD scheme situated opposite the site has
been approved, and as part of the assessment of daylight and sunlight conditions
within that development, an ADF target value of 1.5% (for living/kitchen/dinin
was accepted on that site. In addition, that scheme included more than 8

per a core. Therefore, the pattern of development in the area, specific
permission for the Claremont SHD development, indicates that a gia
contravention would be justified under section 37(2)(iv) of the uld the Board

consider it arises in relation to Objectives DMS30 and DM
11.9.23. In summary, | consider that the only material contrgventiqn §rat arises with respect to

this application retates to the exceedance in potpatigl Bgitfumber identified for Howth
under the Fingal Development Plan 2017-202 this would be justified for the
reasons described above. However, shouftithe Board conclude that other material

contraventions arise with respect to tHo rs outlined above, | have set out the
justifications that would support al ontravention for those matters in the
preceding paragraphs. S‘

11.10. Planning Authority %

11.10.1. The Planning Am recommended that the application be refused for 4
re

r Refusal

reasons. | h sged each of these reasons throughout my assessment, both
above an Msilere | will provide an overview and cross reference to relevant
sectigf y Jport, to explain my assessment in relation to each of the reasons

raised.

11.10.2. First, with respect to the form, massing and overall height of the proposed
development, and the associated impact on the baseline environment, including
historical and natura! environment. | have set out in detail in sections 11.4 and 11.5
my assessment of both heritage and design considerations, inctuding impact upon
visual amenity and the landscape character of the area. | have suggested
amendments to the development to reduce its height (by a single storey over aif
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blocks) and mass (through the reduced footprint to block C and associated set back
from Howth Road). With the incorporation of these measures, alongside additional
tree planting, particularly to the northeast corner and southern boundary of the site, |
am satisfied that the proposed deveiopment would not generate significant harm in
terms of its form, mass and height, and that it would be appropriate for the location in
a designated Highly Sensitive Landscape, the Buffer Zone for the Howth Special
Amenity Area Order, adjoining Howth Castle Architectural Conservation Area,
Protected Structures (including Howth Castle Protected Structure and St. Ma
Church) and with lands zoned for High Amenity in the Fingal County Dey, o%

Plan 2017-2023. As a result of the amendments | recommend, | do

proposal to be injurious to visual amenity, and in my view, the de
comply with Objectives Howth 1 and Objective CH20 of the Fij
Development Plan 2017-2023, the ‘Urban Development an

ou
Heights
e Protection

Guidelines for Planning Authorities’ and the ‘Architectur
Guidelines for Planning Authorities’. This also foll y @ssessment of landscape

visual impact in section 13 as part of my EIA belo

11.10.3. In relation to the density of the proposal, | ssed this in detail in section

11.3 above. The site is located in a hi accessibly area, a short walking distance

to high-capacity rail services, as cilities in the town centre and the

harbour employment area. This e site suitable for the density level
proposed. In relation to th or overlooking between opposing apartment
in

ction 11.7 above and | am satisfied that the
proposed develo r% not include insufficient separation between proposed
blocks. In relatipn to got#ntial overiooking of adjoining residential development, |

blocks, | have assesse(l t

have asse il section 11.6 above and | am satisfied that suitable separation
to exisii ies and their gardens is preserved in the design of the
de t‘l have addressed the visual impact of the proposed development in

section Y1.5 and | am satisfied that with the amendments | describe, it would not
have an overbearing impact on adjacent dwellings and would form a transitional
feature in the urban environment between the lower rise housing to the west and the
emerging town centre buildings on the Claremont SHD site to the northeast. | have
also assessed the daylight conditions for proposed residential units in section 11.7
above and am satisfied that this is in accordance with the recommendations set out
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in BRE guidelines, and specifically the recommendation that numerical guidelines are
applied flexibly and as part of a wider assessment of site layout planning. As such, |
am satisfied that the proposed development would comply with Objective PM41 of
the Fingal Development Plan 2017-2023. | am also satisfied that the proposed
development would not contravene materially the RS Zoning Objective which for the

site, and | describe my assessment of this above.

11.10.4.1 have assessed the arboricultural impacts of the proposed development in bot
section 11.11 and my EIA in section 13 below. | consider that with the additic

planting | recommend; the proposed development would comply with Obchi
DMS77 and Objective NH27 of the Fingal Development Plan 2017-2 an licy
1.3.1 of the Howth Special Amenity Area Order.

11.10.5.1 assess the childcare demands arising from the development™¥0th hlone, and in the
context of wider development in the area, in section 11,12 am satisfied that
adequate capacity is identified as part of existing agd emgrgyfg provision in the area.
As such, in my opinion the development complj [ ective PM76 of the Fingal
County Development Plan 2017-2023 and th e Facilities Guidelines for
Planning Authorities’.
11.11. Ecology
11.11.1. Ecology and Trees O
11.11.2. Third parties have raise @o to the extent of tree and hedgerow loss on the
site, and the Plannin itw/also recommend that the development be refused on

ority states that the removal of the main arboricultural
feature on th trary to Objective DMS77 and Objective NH27 of the Fingal
Develop t'Wan 2017-2023 and Policy 1.3.1 of the Howth Special Amenity Area
Order:

11.11.3. 1 undertaKe an assessment of biodiversity impacts as part of my EIA of the proposed
development in section 13 below, including consideration of protected species such as
bats. That assessment should be read in conjunction with this section of my report. In
relation to ecology generally, the results of both my AA (in section 12 below) and EIA
(in section 13 below), demonstrate that there is no significant adverse impact resulting
from the proposed development, following the application of specific mitigation

measures to prevent and limit potential impacts. | also note that there were no invasive
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species recorded within the proposed development site and this is confirmed in the
submitted EIAR.

11.11.4. In relation to trees specifically, the application includes an Arboricultural Impact and
Method Statement. This describes a tree survey of the site, with associated plans
illustrating the location, categorisation and proposed impact upon all trees and
hedgerows on the site. The tree survey found there to be 121 trees on the site, formed
of 42 category B, 70 category C and 9 category U, trees, groups and hedges.

forms a boundary to the Deer Park Golf Course. A mature linea
around the western boundary of the site. Trees to the east

identified as an important arboricultural feature in the loaal lan e.

11.11.6. The proposal includes the removal of 21 individua¥trees! removal of two groups
of trees and part removal of a single hedge/area’OWyegelation. Specifically, proposals
for removal include the majority of the wood er belt to the south, which is
described as a boundary to the goif cougse (a ®. I note that the site overlaps the
golf course) and is identified as a maj ricultural feature to the site (category B);
with a number of trees also requif™y val along this area, east to west to

h ategory C); the western boundary hedge

accommodate reprofiling of the
(category U) and tree ( 0 ; and two trees located at the point of the proposed
vehicular access (caieg®y C

11.11.7. Objective NH‘ askj the protection of existing woodlands, trees and hedgerows

which are r biodiversity value and/or contribute fo landscape character.

Objective imilarly asks for the protection, preservation and management of

)s‘of trees. In addition | note policy 1.3.1 to preserve views from the SAA
habitats, objective 2.6 to preserve the wooded character of existing
residential areas and objective 2.7 to conserve existing hedgerows of the Howth SAA.
Although, | also note that the site is not identified as containing hedgerows which are

‘important features of the landscape’ as defined in Map B of the SAA Order.

11.11.8. The policy framework described above, asks for ‘protection’ but does not prohibit the

removal of any trees or hedgerows from sites under any circumstances. In my view, it
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is clear that objectives in the Development Plan outline a default approach to retention
and preservation, in favour of removal, but the degree of protection first needs to be
determined. Therefore, in my opinion, a qualitative assessment is required to
determine the quality of features intended for removal, their associated amenity value,
whether removal can reasonably be avoided, and whether mitigation can adequately

compensate for removal of trees / groups / hedges.

11.11.9. In relation to the proposed development, the removal of trees is avoided unles re
is conflict with development works. The proposed buildings have been focus

parts of the site that require the least intervention into vegetation, howev t

efficient development of the site while minimising tree / he

11.11.10. There are no category A arboricultural features onghe s
trees (moderate value and conservation) and th ’ 2 category B tree
groupings proposed for removal as part of the ent works. These
arboricultural features are situated within site and away from public street
boundaries. Currently, they are not visi either Howth Road or the entrance
area to Howth Castle. However, it Q at one of these category B trees identified
for removal (on the western s visible from the residential garden areas of
Tig Bhride and Windwood, Thmire®¥ groups and 8 associated trees on the boundary

le as a dense belt, from the golf course and Howth

with the golf course gre

Demeshe area.

11.11.11.In relation AQ t indle category B tree identified for removal on the western
bounda e ree no.68), this is a consequence of the footprint of the proposed
ESB su . A new tree is proposed to replace it on the boundary. It appears to
me, that th€ retention of this tree could be possible, with a slight realignment of the
substation, to move it out of root protection zone to the tree. Moving the proposed
substation to the south slightly (without encroachment into the HA zoned area), and /
or incorporating a footprint on a diagonal and set in further away from the western
boundary, could potentially allow retention of this tree. While | do not consider removal
of the tree to be particularly significant given the lack of visibility of it from public areas,

| do think that retention of this category B tree warrants further investigation given the
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amenity value it has for residents to the west. Therefore, | have included a condition
requiring the same. In the event that it is not possible to retain this tree (labelled no.68
and categorised as ‘early mature'), then | consider replacement plating to be sufficient
mitigation.

11.11.12.In relation to the trees / groups (n0.G103, G104 and 113-120) these require removal
as a result of reprofiling works to the site and the footprint to proposed block C. These
are categorised as ‘early mature’ meaning ‘the stage before maturity’. Although
forming one of the main arboricultrual features of the site, the visibility of the is

limited to views across the golf course, as such, the visual amenity value

the site. These trees do form an important function in creating a aracter in
views around Howth Demesne, and for this reason, they hav age value.
However, | do not think that any meaningful, efficient redeve epit of the site for
much needed housing, could be achieved practically, whi ing this dense belt of
trees through the site. However, it is possible in viely, tgadequately replace the
role of these trees in shaping the landscape ¢ he area, through mitigation
planting. While | do not currently consider th d planting strategy to be
ambitious enough to replace and scre e development in views from Howth
Demesne from the south, | do think dition can ensure suitable planting with
an appropriate coverage and w' e maturity, to replace these trees / groups.
prequiring the same.

As such, | have included a %
11.11.13.There are also 10 cat ees identified for removal, the majority of these form
part of the tree be

n ndary with the golf course, and therefore the
assessment set fut in previous paragraph would similarly apply. There are also 2
category and conservation) trees situated at the proposed vehicular

entrange #e that would consequently require removal. These trees have some
y value, being situated on the front boundary to the site and visible from
Howth Re

this entrance to be most appropriate, in terms of reducing impact upon the wall as a

d. However, as described in section 11.4 above, | consider the location of
heritage asset and in seeking to ensure significant distance to Howth Castle entrance

which is part of a site of national heritage value. In this context, | accept that removal
of these trees is acceptable, and would be adequately mitigated by the replacement
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planting shown in the plans, which will include two trees adjacent to the proposed

vehicular entrance.

11.11.14. The remaining trees for removal are category U and therefore not suitable for
retention. | note that some of these trees for removal are located outside of the site, on
Howth Road (as well as one of the category C trees assessed in the previous
paragraph). There also appears to be a drafting error on drawing no.DN1912-CD-11

Rev.4, showing repetition of some trees on Howth Road, as well as showing a treg

that is identified for removal on other plans. In relation to the drafting error, | a

what trees exist on Howth Road and within the site, and what trees are f

replacement, and this has not impacted my assessment. In relation t tr
located on street, permission would be required separately from K oty Council
(or any other landowner) for their removal. Adequate replacem also be

provided, and | have included a condition in this regard.
11.11.15.Overall, | am satisfied that with the enhanced mitigation\egplanting that | suggest

above, the proposed development would not h ificant adverse impact

upon arboricultural features that it would warra of the scheme. | am satisfied
that the protection of trees has informed development intentions for the site,
however the efficient development of %Sible site for much needed housing,
will invariably result in the loss of Ve described my assessment of the value
and relative importance of th troms-dbove, which | am satisfied can be replaced,
through replacement mitidati IMting. As such, | am satisfied that the proposal is in

accordance with Objgc 7 and Objective NH27 of the Fingal Development
Pian 2017-2023 aqnd th wth Special Amenity Area Order.

11.12.Other M r

11.12.1. Childga

11.12.2.1 note thipe’ party representations regarding the lack of childcare provision as part of
the proposed development. The Planning Authority also ask that ABP consider the
cumulative impact of the proposed development upon residential amenities in terms
of access to services and infrastructure, including childcare and public transport. The
Planning Authority recommend that the application be refused, in part, as a result of

the scale and housing mix of the proposed development, and associated lack of
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childcare provision, contrary to Objective PM76 of the Fingal County Development
Plan 2017-2023 and the ‘Childcare Facilities Guidelines for Planning Authorities’.

11.12.3. | have including transport considerations in section 11.8 above and my EIA in section
13 below, I also consider wider social infrastructure capacity as part of that EIA. In
relation to childcare, the applicant has submitted a Childcare Demand Report.

11.12.4. Objective PM76 requires the inclusion of childcare facilities in new development
where provision is deemed necessary by the Planning Authority. The Guidelines for

Childcare Facilities requires the provision of childcare facilities for new houg
or more dwellings unless there is justification to exclude such provisio
include the existing provision of childcare facilities in the area and
profile of the area. The Apartment Guidelines reiterate these pr
state that the exclusion of 1 bedroom units is accepted, giv are unlikely to

generate significant child yield.

11.12.5. The applicant has submitted a Childcare Demand or THis describes the
demographic profile of the Howth area and the cteq future demand for childcare

arising from the proposed development. Exi @ ildcare facilities within the Howth
area are also identified. Alongside the % exis :. dcare facilities identified in the

it of developments at St. Dominick’s School

(Seafield SHD) and the Clare

walking distance from the s

11.12.6. The submitted report deythat the proposed development can be reasonably

predicted to gener %ement for 18no. childcare spaces. In relation to the
cumulative impact of approved developments in the area, it is estimated that
at Claremont and Seafield would create 89no. childcare

. childcare spaces required by the populations generated in those

sessional or full-time basis), with a total capacity of at least 30no. childcare spaces in

the existing provision plus future planned provision, in the area.

11.12.7. From my visit to the site, it was apparent that construction works are underway on
the Claremont SHD site. The childcare facility at Claremont will cater for 57no.
children and that scheme would generate a demand for 42no. spaces. Therefore
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15n0. childcare spaces can be reasonably expected to arise as part of that

development alone in future.

11.12.8.1 note third party concern that the submitted report does not distinguish clearly
between the childcare service providers that cater for babies as well as older pre-
school children. Certainly, the Montessori and pre-school playgroups listed would not
be expected to cater for children much younger than 3 years old. In my opinion, of
the services listed by the applicant, most would appear to cater for the older pre;

school groups and not younger children and babies. | therefore acknowledge

clearly identify capacity in the area as part of future childcare

Claremont SHD is located opposite the site with a future c cility that could

accommodate a further 15 children on top of its own €S¥ma opulation. It is not
yet clear what age group that future childcare facifit ill cater too, but | see no
reason why it wouldn’t not cater for younger c and babies on a full time basis.

L )

That development is currently underway,gnd is Omby’a™2 min walk from the subject

site.

11.12.9. The proposed development cane ed to generate a demand for 18 childcare
spaces, taking a robust ap & b€ applicant’s methodology, that assumes the
upper parameters in a n{mbgsofreas. It can also be reasonably assumed that not
alt children residin a\& opment will require full time childcare spaces, it being
established that @ paces (term-time only) are taken up by some parents in
the County. ore satisfied that a maximum childcare demand has been

assumegdsg the proposed development and this can be accommodated, by
the Claremont SHD. While some older 3+ pre-school children that might

occupy th¥ development can be accommodated within existing capacity in the area. |
also note that should the Board accept the amendments to the scheme that |
recommend, this would further reduce the number of 3 bedroom units and associated

childcare requirements for the proposed development as a resuilt.

11.12.10.Overall, | am satisfied that there is capacity within existing and future childcare
facilities in Howth to accommodate the proposed development and that no childcare
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facility is required as part of the proposal. My assessment has included consideration
of cumulative impact from nearby development, as described above.

11.12.11.Water Infrastructure and Flood Risk

11.12.12.1 note third party representations on the capacity of water infrastructure in the area
for both wastewater and supply. This section of my report should be read in

conjunction with my AA in section 12 and EIA in section 13 below.

11.12.13.An Infrastructure Report has been submitted with the application describing the civil
engineering infrastructure for the development, including foul, surface wate % e
and water supply. It is proposed to serve the development through a gra€ity fou
network, with connection from the site drainage system into the exi

wastewater network. In terms of water supply, connection to the ter main is

proposed. All connections are to existing systems on Howth Ro ediately

adjacent to the site. | address reliance upon the Ringse a ter Treatment
Plant as part of my AA in section 12 below.

11.12.14.Irish Water have confirmed that new connections W the/site are feasible and has

requested by Irish Water to require a coi{nectio™&greement; confirming that there is

issued a Statement of Design Acceptance fo evelopment. Conditions are

no permission to build over assets, ration distances as per the code of
practice; and that all developmeyit TO8ge Barried out in compliance with Irish Water
Standards codes and practi s. included a condition regarding the same in my
recommended draft ord &

11.12.15.A Flood Risk As e port is also submitted with the application. This
identifies that thé subjec
appropriat e
150m tgdhe

ite is in Zone C with a low probability of flooding and
tial development. While the Irish Sea is situated approximately
i, the site is protected by existing DART sea defence wall with the

'There is no risk of flooding affecting the site from the 1 in 1000 year fluvial
flood zon®mapping and coastal flood map extent. The surface water attenuation
system has been designed for a 1 in 100 year storm with allowance of 20% for climate
change. The overall likelihood of flooding on the site is low from all sources, tidal,

fluvial, pluvial surface water or groundwater.

11.12.16.1 am satisfied that the proposals are in line with the requirements of the flood risk

management guidelines and that the future occupiers of the scheme will not be at risk
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from flooding, and the proposal will not increase the risk of flooding elsewhere. | have
incorporated conditions to secure appropriate mitigation in relation to flood risk and

drainage in my recommended draft order below.

11.12.17. Energy
11.12.18.An Energy Statement is submitted with the application. This describes the

incorporation of passive design measures to reduce energy use, and low carbon
energy sources into the development. Air source heat pumps are included and

reduce the potential carbon output from the proposed development.

11.12.19.Part V
11.12.20.The applicant has submitted Part V proposals as part of the appli€8gi uments.

16 no. units (10%) are identified in compliance with Part V of the P and
Development Act 2000 (as amended). The applicant has cqgfirm gagement with
the Housing Department and that they are aware of the®art¥ obligations pertaining to

this site if permission is granted. A condition shoul appjed with respect to Part V

in the event that the Board determines to gran ermission.
[ J

11.12.21.Estate Name

per's current chosen name for the site

and its lack of historic or local relg @ and | note Objective DMS38 of the

Development Plan in this re Nﬁ wame of the development can be subjectto a
e

ent from the Planning Authority and that the

11.12.22.1 note third party concern regarding

standard condition, requi
chosen name be of | el ce. | have included a condition regarding the same in

my recommendediorde ow.

11.12.23.Design pri

11.12.24.1 not party response querying the submission of a ‘statement of compliance
with Univ Design principles’. | can confirm that the submitted Architectural Design
Statement, includes in chapter 4, an explanation of how universal access to all
members of society has been considered in the design of the development. | can also
confirm that the documentation submitted with the application confirms that the

proposed development complies with Building Regulations in this regard.
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12.0

12.1.

12.2.

12.3.
12.4.
12.5.
12.6.

12.7.

Appropriate Assessment

This section of the report considers the likely significant effects of the proposal on
European sites with each of the potential significant effects assessed in respect of
each of the Natura 2000 sites considered to be at risk and the significance of same.
The assessment is based on the submitted Natura Impact Statement (NIS) and
Appropriate Assessment Screening submitted with the application.

| have had regard to the submissions of third parties in relation to the poten

impacts on Natura 2000 sites.
The Project and Its Characteristics E'@

See the detailed description of the proposed development in above.

The European Sites Likely to be Affected (Stage | Screeni

The development site is not within or directly adjacent t atura 2000 site. The
site is located adjacent to existing residential de lopierjrto the west, Deer Park
south and east. Howth Road
irca 130m to the north. The site

land, with boundary hedgerows and

golf course with amenity grassland and woo
is immediately to the north, with Claremont
is currently formed of dry meadow gr

treelines and small areas of scrub¢ e no existing structures on the site.

| have had regard to the sub Prropriate Assessment screening report, which

identifies that while the ' Ocated within or directly adjacent to any Natura
2000 areas, there are Natura 2000 sites sufficiently proximate or linked to
the site to requir ' lon of potential effects. These are listed below with

approximate di§tance ta’the application site indicated:
¢ Ballo ay SAC and SPA (0199 and 4016) 170m:;

th/Head SAC and Howth Head Coast SPA (0202 and 4133) 675m;

orth Dublin Bay SAC (0206) 1.3km:

» North Bull Island SPA (4008) 1.3km:

» Rockabill to Dalkey island SAC (0300) 1.8km;

* lreland's Eye SAC and SPA (2193 and 41 17) 1.6km;

» Malahide Estuary SPA and SAC (0205 and 4024) 5.7km;
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« South Dublin Bay SAC (0210) 7.8km

e South Dublin Bay and Tolka Estuary SPA (4024) 6.9km,

o Lambay Island SAC and SPA (0204 and 4069) 10.7km;

o Rogerstown Estuary SAC and SPA (0208 and 4015) 11.2km;

o Dalkey Islands SPA (4172) 12km;

» Rockabill SPA (4014) 19.8km;

« Skerries Island SPA (4122) 19.9km. Q

12.8. The specific qualifying interests and conservation objectives of the a @re

described below. In carrying out my assessment | have had reg eyrature and

scale of the project, the distance from the site to Natura 2000 §itg®’ any potential
pathways which may exist from the development site to a% 00 site, aided in
ie w

part by the EPA Appropriate Assessment Tool ( Eba.i ell as by the
information on file, including observations on th -@: made by prescribed

[ @\ site.
¢

12.9. | concur with the conclusions of the ap nt's screening, in that there is the

possibility for significant effects on t
impact to species of conservati " as a result of disturbance during
construction, habitat degr neefilting from both hydrological links and
increased human pre ird mortality resulting from collision risk: Baldoyle
Bay SAC, Howth Hea ~Baldoyle Bay SPA, North Bull Island SPA, lreland’s
Eye SPA, Malalide E ry SPA, South Dublin Bay and River Tolka Estuary SPA,
ogerstown Estuary SPA, and Skerries Islands SPA.

ts on the remaining SAC and SPA sites are considered unlikely,
due to stance and the lack of hydrological connectivity or any other connectivity
with the application site in all cases. As such, it is reasonable to conclude that on the
basis of the information on file, which | consider adequate in order to issue a
screening determination, that the proposed development, individually or in
combination with other plans or projects would not be likely to have a significant
effect on European Sites: Howth Head Coast SPA: North Dublin Bay SAC; Ireland’s
Eye SAC; Malahide Estuary SAC; South Dublin Bay SAC; Lambay Island SAC;
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Rogerstown Estuary SAC; Dalkey Islands SPA; Rockabill SPA and Rockabill to

Dalkey Island SAC.

12.11. The qualifying interests of all Natura 2000 Sites considered are listed below:

Table 12.1: European Sites/Location and Qualifying Interests

To maintain or restore the
favourable conservation
condition of the bird
species and habitats

listed as Special

Conservation Integésts:
C) N~

Site (site code) and Distance | Qualifying Interests/Species of
Conservation from site | Conservation Interest (Source: EPA /
Objectives (approx.)* | NPWS)
Baldoyle Bay SAC (0199) | 170m Mudflats and sandflats not co
seawater at low tide [1140
To maintain or restore the
. Salicornia and other aniW@als
favourable conservation mud and sand [1310
condition of habitats as Atlantic salt mea co-
listed in Special Puccinellietalia imae) [1330]
Conservation Interests. Mediterra eaweadows (Juncetalia
mariti i)[&jo
Baldoyle Bay SPA (4016) | 1.7km : I Brent Goose (Branta bernicla

6]
Shelduck (Tadorna tadorna) [A048]

inged Plover {Charadrius hiaticula)
[A137]

Golden Plover (Pluvialis apricaria) [A140]
Grey Plover (Pluvialis squatarola) [A141]

Bar-tailed Godwit (Limosa lapponica)
[A157]

Wetland and Waterbirds [A999]

Ho C (0202)

To

favourable conservation

in the

condition of European dry
heaths and Vegetated
sea cliffs of the Atlantic

and Baltic coasts.

675m

Vegetated sea cliffs of the Atlantic and
Baltic coasts [1230]

European dry heaths [4030]
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Howth Head Coast SPA |

(4113)**

To maintain or restore the
favourable conservation
condition of the bird
species listed as Special
Conservation Interests.

' 1.7km

- [ Kittiwake (Rissa tridactyla) [A188]

North Dublin Bay SAC
(0206)

To maintain or restore the
favourable conservation
condition of habitats as
listed in Special

Conservation Interests.

1.3km

Mudflats and sandflats not cover
seawater at low tide [1140]

Annual vegetation of drift li

Salicornia and other
mud and sand [131

Atlantic salt me
Puccinellietatia

W

uco-
ae) [1330]

hifting dunes along the shoreline with
ophila arenaria (white dunes) [2120]

ixed coastal dunes with herbaceous
vegetation (grey dunes) [2130]

Humid dune slacks [2190]
Petalophyllum ralfsii (Petalwort) [1393]

AN
SP

North Bull IsIarU 1.3km Light-bellied Brent Goose (Branta bernicla
- hrota) [AO46]
Shelduck (Tadorna tadorna) [A048]
To estore the
, Teal (Anas crecca) [A052]
favou onservation

condition of the bird
species and habitats
listed as Special
Conservation Interests.

Pintail (Anas acuta) [A054]
Shoveler (Anas clypeata) [A056]

Oystercatcher (Haematopus ostralegus)
[A130]

Golden Plover (Pluvialis apricaria) [A140]

Grey Plover (Pluvialis squatarola) [A141]
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Knot (Calidris canutus) [A143]
Sanderling (Calidris alba) [A144]
Dunlin (Calidris alpina) [A149]

Black-tailed Godwit (Limosa limosa)
[A156]

Bar-tailed Godwit (Limosa lapponica)
[A157]

Curlew (Numenius arquata) [A16Q

N

Redshank (Tringa totanus) [A16

Turnstone (Arenaria inter

Black-headed Gull (Chroi
ridibundus) [A179]

Wetland and Wa

Rockabill to Dalkey Island
SAC (0300)

To maintain the
favourable conservation
condition of Reefs and
Harbour porpoise.

1.8km

Ireland’s Eye SAC (2193)

To maintain the

favourable conse

ion\_,

anks

condition of Pérenni

Reefs [1170]
Phocggna p

(X

ena (Harbour Porpoise)

Perennial vegetation of stony banks
[1220]

Vegetated sea cliffs of the Atlantic and
Baltic coasts [1230]

Ireland’s Eye SPA (4117)

To maintain or restore the
favourable conservation

1.6km

Cormorant (Phalacrocorax carbo) [A017]
Herring Gull (Larus argentatus) [A184]
Kittiwake (Rissa tridactyla) [A188]
Guillemot (Uria aalge) [A199]
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condition of the bird

Razorbill (Alca torda) {A200]

(4025)

To maintain the
favourable conservation
condition of Great
Crested Grebe.

C)’\

species.
Malahide Estuary SAC 6.3km Mudflats and sandflats not covered by
(0205) seawater at low tide [1140]
i o Salicornia and other annuals colonising
Conservation objective: mud and sand [1310]
To maintain the Atlantic salt meadows (Glauco-
favourable conservation Puccinellietalia maritimae) [1330]
condition of mudfiats and Mediterranean salt meadows (J e
sandflats not covered by maritimi) [1410]
seawater at low tide. Shifting dunes along the
Ammophila arenaria (W [2120]
Fixed coastal dune efbaceous
130]
"Malahide Estuary SPA | 5.7km (Podiceps cristatus)

elduck (Tadorna tadorna) [A048]
intail (Anas acuta) [A054]
Goldeneye (Bucephala clangula) [A067]

Red-breasted Merganser (Mergus
serrator) [A069]

Oystercatcher (Haematopus ostralegus)
[A130]

Golden Plover (Pluvialis apricaria) [A140]
Grey Plover (Pluvialis squatarola) [A141]
Knot (Calidris canutus) [A143]
Dunlin (Calidris alpina) [A149]

Black-tailed Godwit (Limosa limosa)
[A156]

Bar-tailed Godwit (Limosa lapponica)
[A157]

Redshank (Tringa totanus) [A162]
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Wetland and Waterbirds [A999]

South Dublin Bay SAC 7.8km Mudflats and sandflats not covered by
(0210) seawater at low tide [1140]

] Annual vegetation of drift lines [1210]
To maintain the

] Salicornia and other annuals colonising
favourable conservation mud and sand [1310]
condition of Mudfiats and Embryonic shifting dunes [2110]
sandflats not covered by
seawater at low tide.
P
South Dublin Bay and 6.9km Light-bellied Brent Goose avernicla
River Tolka Estuary SPA hrota) [A046]
Oystercatcher (Ha usystralegus)

4024 b
( ) [A130]
To maintain or restore the Ringed Ploveg (Ch ius hiaticula)
favourable conservation [A137]

condition of the bird
species and habitats
listed as Special

Conservation Interests.

Ny
Q

O

ialis squatarola) [A141]

Q S canutus) [A143]

(Calidris alba) [A144]

Dunlin (Calidris alpina) [A149]
; Bar-tailed Godwit (Limosa lapponica)

[A157]
Redshank (Tringa totanus) [A162]

Black-headed Gull (Chroicocephalus
ridibundus) [A179]

| Roseate Tern (Sterna dougallii) [A192]
Common Tern (Sterna hirundo) [A193]
Arctic Tern (Sterna paradisaea) [A194]
Wetland and Waterbirds [A999]

Lambay Island SAC
(0204)

To maintain the
favourable conservation

condition of Reefs,

11km

Mudflats and sandflats not covered by
seawater at low tide [1140]

Annual vegetation of drift lines [1210]

Salicornia and other annuals colonising
mud and sand [1310]
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Vegetated sea cliffs of the
Atlantic and Baltic coasts,
Grey Seal and Harbour

Seal.

Embryonic shifting dunes [2110]

(4069)

(0208)

To maintain the
favourable conservation

condition of Estuaries.

C}

Lambay Island SPA 10.7km Fulmar (Fulmarus glacialis) [A009]
Caormorant (Phalacrocorax carbo) [A017]
To maintain or restore the Shag (Phalacrocorax aristotelis) [AQ
favourable conservation Greylag Goose (Anser anser} |
condition of the bird Lesser Black-backed Gull (
species. [A183)
Herring Gull (Larus
Kittiwake (Rissa trid a)[A188]
Guillemot (Ugia 199]
Razorb{iflAlca“orda) [A200]
Pu% la arctica) [A204]
"Rogerstown Estuary SAC | 11.6km Estu 30]

<O

flats and sandflats not covered by
eawater at low tide [1140]

Salicornia and other annuals colonising
mud and sand [1310]

Atlantic salt meadows (Glauco-
Puccinellietalia maritimae) [1330}

Mediterranean salt meadows (Juncetalia
maritimi) [1410]

Shifting dunes along the shoreline with
Ammophila arenaria (white dunes) [2120]

Fixed coastal dunes with herbaceous
vegetation (grey dunes) [2130]

Rogerstown Estuary SPA
(4015)

To maintain the

favourable conservation

11.2km

Greylag Goose (Anser anser) [A043]

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

Shelduck (Tadorna tadorna) [A048]
Shoveler (Anas clypeata) [A056]
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condition of Greylag
Goose.

Oystercatcher (Haematopus ostralegus)
[A130]

Ringed Plover (Charadrius hiaticula)
[A137]

Grey Plover (Pluvialis squataroia) [A141]
Knot (Calidris canutus) [A143]
Dunlin (Calidris alpina) [A149]

Black-tailed Godwit {Limosa limos
[A156]

Redshank (Tringa totanus)
Wetland and Waterbird

Dalkey Islands SPA 12km Roseate Tern (Stemg i

(4172) Common Ter (Sirundo) [A193]
Artic Ternlqe a paradisaea) [A194]

Rockabill to Dalkey Island | 1.8km Reefs’w

SAC (0300)

To maintain the
favourable conservation

condition of Reefs and

Harbour porpoise.

H @; a phocoena (Harbour Porpoise)
i1

A
Rockabill SPA (4014 16.8km Purple Sandpiper (Calidris maritima)
[A148]
To maintain th h .
Roseate Tern (Sterna dougallii) [A192]
favourable coNgervalion
s Common Tern (Sterna hirundo) [A193]
conditi le
Sa Wheate Temn, Arctic Tern (Sterna paradisaea) [A194]
Co ern and Arctic
Tern.
Skerries Island SPA 19.9km Cormorant (Phalacrocorax carbo) [A017]

(4122)

To maintain or restore the

favourable conservation

Shag (Phalacrocorax aristotelis) [AD18]

Light-bellied Brent Goose (Branta bernicla
hrota) [A046]
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condition of the bird Purple Sandpiper (Calidris maritima)
[A148]

Turnstone {Arenaria interpres) [A169]

species.

Herring Gull (Larus argentatus) [A184]

12.12. Table 12.1 above reflects the EPA and National Parks and Wildlife Service (
list of qualifying interests for the SAC/SPA areas requiring consideration.

12.13. Potential Effects on Designated Sites

12.14. The subject site itself does not support significant populations o und species

linked with the qualifying interests or species of conservation opulations of

any European sites. However, as the site is formed of exi nity grassland
and in light of its proximity to SPA areas, it represepts i in-land feeding area

for light-bellied brent goose and other winterin

inland. Winter bird surveys were carried out f er 2019 to March 2020 and
November 2020 to March 2021. Limitatidgs of theSe surveys are acknowledged and |
address this as part of my ElA in se low. | am satisfied that the submitted

ever, light-bellied brent geese were frequently

the site redline bounda
recorded within th 5‘%‘ nds at Deer Park and a number of bird species of

conservation int€rest wep¥ recorded in the surrounding golf course area and

data is sufficient for the purpos essment of potential impact. No sightings
of brent geese or signs of u age, such as droppings, were recorded within
ar

Claremont winter bird surveys did record eight other bird species of

conseryali st inciuding oystercatcher and curlew using the amenity grassland

area ofith of the site. No species of conservation interest were recorded on

the dry
activity surveys were undertaken in November 2020-March 2021, with the resuits

- dow area on the site where structures are proposed to be located. Flight

indicating those birds that use the airspace over the proposed development site. The
only bird species of conservation interest recorded within the subject site were

curlew and oystercatcher,

12.15. The table below is extracted from the submitted report and summarises the winter

bird survey recordings within the subject site itself and within 300m of the site area,
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with a comparison to the SPA SCI baseline population, national population and

international population.

Table 12.2: Winter bird survey results with comparison to baseline population

Species Peak | SPA SCI baseline population 1% 1%
Count National International

Within the proposed development site — amenity grassland (GA2)

Oystercatcher | 13 North Bull Island SPA - 1,784 | 690 8,2
Peak count recorded is <1% of
SPA population

Malahide Estuary SPA - 1,360
Peak count recorded is <1% of

SPA population

South Dublin Bay and Ri
Tolka Estuary SPA — 4]

Peak count recor‘l o of
SPA populatign »
Rogerst ry SPA —

1,3457P¢ nt recorded is
S % population

Curlew 1 ull Island SPA - 937 350 7,600

Vi

North Bull Island SPA — 1,548 | 360 400

Peak count recorded is >4% of

SPA population

Baldoyle Bay SPA - 726 Peak
count recorded is >8% of SPA

population.
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Malahid Estuary SPA - 1,104
Peak count recorded is >5% of

SPA population

South Dublin Bay and River
Tolka Estuary SPA — 525 Peak
count recorded is >12% of
SPA population

Rogerstown Estuary SPA —

1,069 Peak count recorded is

>6% of SPA population
Skerries Islands SPA — 242 %

Peak count recorded is >26%

of SPA population «v

Black-headed | 40 North Bull Island SPA —%’— 31,000
gull | Peak count recorde@

SPA populatio

South Du d River
Tolka -'% A — 3,040

P c@unt secorded is >1% of
’S.P pSpulation

Curlew 1 w Bull Island SPA — 937 350 7,600
eak count recorded is >1% of

) SPA population

Herrj | "'91596 Ireland’s Eye SPA — 530 Peak | - 10,200
count recorded exceeds the
SPA population

Lambay Island SPA — 1806
Peak count recorded is >33%

of SPA population
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Skerries Island SPA - 250
Peak count recorded exceeds
the SPA population

Dunlin 35 North Bull Island SPA-4,146 | 570 13,300
Peak count recorded is <1% of
SPA population

Malahide Estuary SPA — 1,594
Peak count recorded is >2% of
SPA population A

South Dublin Bay and River §)

Tolka Estuary SPA — 2,753

12.16. In addition to the in person survey results set out a v«%ﬂ mitted report also
describes the results of 8no. cameras installed i areas a®und the site which have
0

continue to be used by brent

been used by brent geese in the past, and
geese and other wintering wetland bird sp ciated with protected sites. Data
was collected between December 20 nd March 2020. The table below is

extracted from the submitted report ws the results from these camera
surveys,
Table 12.3: Camera wiu%urvey with comparison to baseline population

_SPA SCl baseline population | 1% 1%

National International

proposed development site — amenity grassland (GA2)

North Bull Istand SPA — 1,548 | 360 400
Baldoyle Bay SPA — 726
Malahid Estuary SPA — 1,104

South Dublin Bay and River
j Tolka Estuary SPA — 525
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Rogerstown Estuary SPA —
1,069

Skerries islands SPA — 242

Cameras 2,3 a

nd 4 within 300m of the proposed development site

Brent Goose
(Light-bellied)

100

I

C&Rerries lslands SPA — 242

North Bull Island SPA — 1,548
Peak count recorded is >6% of
SPA population

Baldoyle Bay SPA — 726 Peak
count recorded is >13% of

SPA population.
Malahid Estuary SPA — 1,104

Peak count recorded is >9% of
SPA population \
South Dublin Bay a ’X/
Tolka Estuary SPA k

count recorde >19% of
SPA popula
Ro stuary SPA —

r
69 eak count recorded is
SPA population

Peak count recorded is >41%

360

o

400

of SPA population
Ca .7 and 8 outside the 300m buffer of the proposed development site
Brent Gbose | 180 North Bull Island SPA - 1,548 | 360 400

(Light-bellied)

Peak count recorded is >11%
of SPA population

Baldoyle Bay SPA — 726 Peak
count recorded is >24% of

SPA population.

ABP-310413-21

Inspector’s Report

Page 112 of 173




Malahid Estuary SPA ~ 1,104
Peak count recorded is >16%
of SPA population

South Dublin Bay and River
Tolka Estuary SPA — 525 Peak
count recorded is >34% of
SPA population

Rogerstown Estuary SPA —
1,062 Peak count recorded is
>16% of SPA population

Skerries Islands SPA - 242
Peak count recorded is >74%
of SPA population

12.17. Flight activity surveys were also undertake &
2021 over 9 days, recording species of con
proposed development site. As the p
recorded at 20m or below were ¢

summarised in the table belo

Table 12.4: Winter bird flighfact

SCi Bird Species

survey results

ok

ovember 2020 and March
interest flying over the

sed building height is 19.57m, any flights
o be at risk of collision. The results are

lights

Observed at collision risk

2

Yes (alf)

174 (582 passes)

Yes (67.3%)

1 No

11 (70 passes) Yes (88.9%)
Oystercatcher 6 (19 passes) Yes (all)
Cormorant 1 Yes
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12.18. There were no species of conservation interest recorded within the proposed
development site singing, foraging or roosting. In June 2020, 6 herring gui! flights
were recorded, 2 individual cormorant flights and 1 great black-backed gull were

recorded flying over the site.

12.19. The submitted AA Screening report states that as such a small number of SPA
species of conservation interest were recorded within the proposed development site
(i.e. less than, or circa, 1% of SPA populations), this indicates that the site is not
used by significant numbers of this species of conservation interest associatg %

those SPAs sufficiently proximate to the site to warrant concern. In addit] se ¢
the site by species of conservation interest was only recorded on an jiffe
Q?he

basis. This demonstrates that the proposed development would
conservation objectives of the Natura 2000 sites associated wit pecies
recorded (specifically North Bull Istand SPA, Malahide Es% , South Dublin

Bay and River Tolka Estuary SPA and Rogerstown ). Suitable inland

feeding habitat is also identified for species of co atign associated with the

SPAs in the Deer Park golf club and surroun s a result, the proposed
development would not result in habitat Jgss o ? fhtation within any European
site or any supporting ex-situ site asspal with SPA populations of species of

conservation interest, and there} tial for in combination effects in this
regard.

12.20. In terms of disturbance % ement impact, the submitted report states that
e d

construction relate disturb birds foraging within 300m of the proposed

development sitg. Thi Id be on a temporary basis. There is therefore potential

for in-combi cts in association with the following construction works in the

vicinit
. | 06F.306102 (Atlas GP Ltd) SHD application for 512 apartments,

cfeche, café and restaurant on the former Techrete site, Claremont, Howth

Road;

e Ref.F20A/0294 (Marine Engineering Division) 374sgm of workshop { offices /

canteen (amendment of previous application F18A/0633);

« Ref.F20A/0412 (Downey) extension and alteration to Baltray, 92 Howth Road,;
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* Ref.F18A/0267 (Dept. of Agriculture, Food & Marine) two industrial buildings
containing 5 units at Claremont, West Pier, Howth:

» RefF18A/0074 (Minister for Agriculture, Food & Marine) 130m long quay wall,
road access, deck area, hard standing, dredging to facilitate works, Middie
Pier, Howth Fishery Harbour Centre;

* Proposed land reclamation at Howth Harbour — currently at public consultation
phase.

12.21.In terms of habitat degradation as a result of increased recreational pregsu
submitted report states that as the site is in close proximity to Howt

there will be potential for increased use by circa 425 inhabitants iatgd with the
proposed development. Howth Head SAC contains walking rguteésuch as the
Howth Cliff Path Loop. The proximity of Baldoyle Bay SACY oted. The erosion
of habitats associated with the Howth Head SAC cann uded given its strong

recreational attraction.

inpacts, the submitted report
conciudes that potential impact from the pri

velopment cannot be ruled out,

affecting birds (either alone or in com#fqation with other disturbance and
displacement pressures) to an e dermines the conservation objectives of
the following Natura 2000 site Q oyie Bay SPA, North Bull Island SPA, Ireland’s

Eye SPA, Malahide Estu > outh Dublin Bay and River Tolka Estuary SPA,
Lambay Island SPA, R6gérsto Estuary SPA and Skerries Islands SPA.

12.23. In terms of hydrology € submitted report confirms that there are no
watercourses Within roposed site or within close proximity to the site, with the
o)

nearest w, eing the Bioody Stream 50m to the east of the site. This
outfalls«<@to ish Sea Dublin at Claremont Strand. The proposed development
sit Liffey and Dublin Bay catchment, the Mayne_SC_010 sub-catchment

and the Mowth_010 sub-basin. The Irish Sea Dublin (HA 09) coastal waters have a
‘good’ status and are classified as ‘not at risk’ of failing to meet its objectives under

the Water Framework Directive, it is classified as ‘unpolluted’.

12.24. The submitted report describes the potential effects of a pollution event of sufficient
magnitude. This could occur from surface water runoff during construction,

accidental oil or fuel spillages or leaks, which could transfer via surface water
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drainage networks to Baldoyle Bay, having potential affects on the receiving
environments (alone, or in combination with other pressures on water quality) to an
extent that undermines the conservation objectives of Baldoyle Bay SAC and
Baldoyle Bay SPA.

12.95. There is also an indirect pathway from the site through the foul sewer to Dublin Bay
via the Ringsend Wastewater Treatment Plant, connecting to North Dublin Bay SAC;
North Buil Island SPA: South Dublin Bay and Tolka Estuary SPA; and South Dublin
Bay SAC. Surface water from the site will flow to drainage ditches following

attenuation. The proposed drainage strategy is compliant with the Great '
Strategic Drainage Study (SUDS). The SUDS measures to be incor,
included to avoid or reduce an effect to a Natura 2000 Site, and ey are
not considered mitigation measures in an AA context. Foul e%o the

er Treatment

proposed development will also be sent to the Ringsend

Plant (WWTP) and currently emissions from the plan i compllance with the
P has been granted

evelopment Act 2000 (Board

Spment comprising revisions

Urban Wastewater Treatment Directive. The Rings
Order ABP-301798-18), 10-year permisgfon fo ..-
and alterations to the existing and pefgmi evelopment at the Ringsend

Wastewater Treatment Plant ang Regional Biosolids Storage Facility,
| wastewater treatment facility. These works

permission under section 37G of the Planning

being two components of a

will bring the capacity o water Treatment Plant from its current 1.9 million
PE to 2.4 million P ncg also suggests that in the current situation, some
nutrient enrich f iting wintering birds for which the SPAs have been
designated y. Overall, no negative impacts to the Natura 2000 sites can
arise frg I | loading on the Ringsend WWTP as a result of the proposed
dev t dither alone or in combination, as there is no evidence that negative

effects occurring to SACs or SPAs from water quality.

12.26. The underlying groundwater body to the proposed development site is ‘Dublin’ and is
described as ‘poorly productive bedrock’. The submitted report confirms that the site
is located above a ‘locally important aquifer — Bedrock which is Moderately
Productive only in Local Zones’. Geological Survey of Ireland data indicates that the
site is located in an area of ‘High' vulnerability with regards to the ease with which

groundwater may be contaminated by human activities. Groundwater body
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underiying the site is classified as having a ‘good’ status. Groundwater flow from the
site is towards the coast and also towards the River Liffey and Dublin City. There are
no links direct or indirect from the proposed development site to any European Sites
within the Dublin ground water body designated for groundwater dependant habitats
and/or species. The submitted report concludes that there is no possibility of the

proposed development undermining the conservation objectives of any Natura 2000

Sites, either alone or in combination, as a result of hydrogeological effects.

12.27. AA Screening Conclusion

12.28. The specific conservation objectives and qualifying interests of the po

effected SAC sites relate to habitat area, community extent, com
community distribution within the qualifying interest. The speci
objectives for the bird species highlighted for the potentiall @- t PA sites relate
to maintaining a population trend that is stable or incre ing qpdnaintaining the
current distribution in time and space. Potential effegt o at degradation as a
result of hydrological impacts, disturbance and la nt effects, habitat
degradation as a result of increased recreati ures and bird mortality as a
result of collision risk impacts are highlight&nd have the potential to affect
the conservation objectives supporting Yge qualifying interest / special conservation
interests of European Sites. As suci\ike y effects on Baldoyle Bay SAC, Howth
Head SAC, Baldoyle Bay SPA % ull Island SPA, Ireland’s Eye SPA, Malahide
Estuary SPA, South Du | d River Tolka Estuary SPA, Lambay Island SPA,
Rogerstown Estuary

kerries Islands SPA cannot be ruled out, having
regard to the site S tion objectives, and a Stage 2 Appropriate Assessment
is required.

12.29. In relatiqito remaining SAC and SPA areas considered, taking into
jofythe bird species recorded in association with the site, the effluent

disch om the proposed development works, the distance between the
propos€d development site to these designated conservation sites, the lack of direct
hydrological pathway or biodiversity corridor link to these conservation sites and the
dilution effect with other effluent and surface runoff, it is concluded that this
development would not give rise to any significant effects to those designated sites.
The construction and operation of the proposed development will therefore not

impact on the conservation objectives of features of interest of Howth Head Coast
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SPA: North Dublin Bay SAC; Ireland’s Eye SAC; Malahide Estuary SAC; South
Dublin Bay SAC; Lambay Island SAC; Rogerstown Estuary SAC; Dalkey Islands
SPA: Rockabill SPA and Rockabill to Dalkey Island SAC.

12.30. Stage 2 — Appropriate Assessment

12.31. The receiving environments at Baldoyle Bay SAC, Howth Head SAC, Baldoyle Bay
SPA, North Bull Island SPA, Ireland’s Eye SPA, Malahide Estuary SPA, South
Dublin Bay and River Tolka Estuary SPA, Lambay Island SPA, Rogerstown Es
SPA, and Skerries Islands SPA, are described in detail in the submitted N

Impact Statement (NIS) report.

12.32. The site-specific conservation objectives and qualifying interests /

in table 12.1. The NIS also provides a detailed description of tf g-specific
conservation objectives of these European Sites with gote ects outlined,
alongside any required mitigation. A conclusion o esiddal Mpact is then provided.
A summary of this assessment is set out for e 000 site below:

12.33. Baldoyle Bay SAC (0199): A range of ast%s, with good diversity in
sediment types and supporting Zost o Red Data Book species and also of

Jsh marshes, salt marshes and sandy

importance to wintering waterfo ab! include sand dunes, muds and muddy
sands with high organic con t,

beaches. The release of e®ntaMjpated surface water runoff/or accidental spillage or
pollution event duringgcoStrugtion, or operation, has potential to affect water quality
which could hav M s for the conservation objectives of Baldoyle Bay SAC.
The conservai bjegtives relate to maintaining the favourable conservation
condition ts and sandflats not covered by water at low tide (1140), Atlantic
30) and Mediterranean salt meadows (1410); and restoring the

(1310) in the SAC. Mitigation measures are identified in section 7.1.4 of the NIS and
relate to measures outlined in a site-specific Construction Environmental
Management Plan (CEMP), which is submitted as part of the planning application.
Specific measures include preventing the release of sediment, through the use of silt
fences, curtains and settlement lagoons as well as the appropriate delivery, storage

and controlled use of substances on the site. SUDs measures will also be
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implemented as part of the development to prevent in operation poliution events, and
include green roofs, permeable paving, rain gardens, bioretention systems and tree
pits and attenuation tanks. Foliowing adoption of the mitigation measures outlined in
the NIS, no residual direct or indirect impacts associated with the proposed
development couid adversely affect the integrity of Baldoyie Bay SAC.

12.34. Howth Head SAC (0202): A rocky headland situated on the northern side of Dublin
Bay. Designated for vegetated sea cliffs (1230) and dry heath (4030) Annex |
habitats, the flora within the SAC is diverse with record of several Red dat

Howth Head as a result of the proposed development, givi
erosion of the SAC and its associated habitats. The conse
sea cliffs of the

h Head SAC. Mitigation

measures are identified in 7.2.4 of the NIS. e rmed of existing mitigation in

maintaining the favourable conservation condition of ve
Atlantic and Baltic coasts, and European Dry Heaths

the form of recreational management such cing around protected habitats.

No project specific mitigation for imp associated with the proposed development

are identified, as the existing miti nsidered to be sufficient. As a result, no
residual direct or indirect imp ogfated with the proposed development could
Head SAC.

adversely affect the integu’%
12.35. Baldoyle Bay SPA: T% pports wintering waterfowl, most notably an

internationally importapt ulation of light-bellied brent goose. it also supports
nationally imp@ lations of shelduck, pintail, ringed plover, golden plover,
d

grey plov ailed godwit. It has extensive mud and sand flats with high
organj nd salt marsh habitat. At high tide, the shallow waters attract
sp h as great-crested grebe and red-breasted merganser. Threats include

hunting Jeutrophication, bait-digging and human habitation / urbanisation. The
proposed development presents potential risk to habitat degradation as a result of
surface water hydrological impacis (arising from release of contaminated surface
water runoff/or accidental spillage or pollution event during construction, or
operation), disturbance and displacement impacts (arising during temporary

construction works from noise and vibration, and human activity during both
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construction and operation), and bird mortality as a result of collision risk impacts
with new development built form on the site. The conservation objectives relate to
maintaining / restoring the favourable conservation condition of light-bellied brent
goose, shelduck, ringed plover, golden plover, grey plover, bar-tailed godwit and
wetlands. Mitigation is described in section 7.3.4 of the NIS and comprises
implementation of measures within the CEMP and SUDs to be implemented as part
of the development. The results of the winter bird survey demonstrate the low
number of SPA birds and infrequency of use of the subject site lands by the

While a single light-bellied goose flight was recorded, risk of collision wit

level to the species. There are also areas available surrounding th§si jtable for
feeding habitat. As a result, there will be no effect on the distrj ge, timing or
intensity of use of areas by the SPA species of conservatign interest. As a result of
the foregoing, no residual direct or indirect impacts agfoci ith the proposed

development could adversely affect the integrity ay SPA.

12.36. North Bull Island SPA, Ireland’s Eye SPA, stuary SPA, South Dublin
NG

Bay and Tolka Estuary SPA, Lambay Jglan , Rogerstown Estuary SPA and
Skerries Islands SPA: The propos pment presents potential for

disturbance and displacement i jsing during temporary construction works
from noise and vibration, a tivity during both construction and operation),

and bird mortality as a r% ision risk impact with new development built on

the site. x‘
12.37. North Bull Islanﬁnj he top ten sites in the country for wintering waterfowl, it
a

ding and roosting habitat for bird species listed as special

provides i
consernya tefests for the site and supports internationally important populations
dbrent goose and bar-tailed godwit. Threats include oil pollution from
Dublin P@Ft along with localised commercial bait digging, and disturbance from
activities such as sailing, walkers and dogs. The conservation objectives relate to
maintaining / restoring the favourable conservation condition of light-bellied brent
goose, shelduck, teal, pintail, shoveler, oystercatcher, golden plover, grey plover,
knot, sanderling, dunlin, black-tailed godwit, curlew, redshank, turnstone, black-

headed gull and wetlands & waterbirds.
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12.38.

12.39.

12.40.

12.41.

Ireland’s Eye SPA is a small uninhabited island located circa 1.5km north of Howth
Head, with habitats formed of dry grassland and bracken, a large seabird colony and
designated for breeding populations of birds. Major threats including walking, horse
riding and non-motorised vehicles, and leisure fishing. There are no site specific
conservation objectives for this SPA and the NIS has based atiributes, measures
and targets on those available for Rogerstown Estuary SPA as a suitable
comparison. The species of conservation interest are cormorant, herring gull,
kittiwake rissa, guillemot and razorbilt.

Malahide Estuary SPA comprises saltmarsh habitats and extensive intertil
and is of high importance for wintering waterfowl, supporting a good
species. It supports an internationally important population of lig
nationally important populations of a further 12 species, as wegll
site for a range of autumn passage migrants. The conserv jéctives relate to

maintaining / restoring the favourable conservation con great crested grebe,

o

light-bellied brent goose, shelduck, pintail, goldepeyey,r reasted merganser,
oystercatcher, golden plover, grey plover, kn in Jlack-tailed godwit, bar-tailed

godwit, redshank and wetland & waterbird

South Dublin Bay and Tolka Estuary has extensive intertidal flats, part of which
are designated as South Dublin Ba ,'and supports wintering waterfowl as part
of the wider Dublin Bay popul @ hé€ site supports an internationally important

population of light-bellie JeeSe, feeding on the strands of Zostera. It also

hosts important num i¥'species, is an important site for wintering gulls and is

an autumn roosting Site erns. Threats include land reclamation, oil pollution from

iadl bait digging and disturbance by walkers and dogs. The

es relate to maintain or restoring the favourable conservation

Lambay Island SPA is an island located circa 4km off the north Dublin coastline, with
rocky shorelines, low tide sandflats and fertile grassland habitats. Predominant fand
use of the island is cattie grazing. The island supports one of the most important
seabird colonies in Ireland. it has been designated for breeding populations of

fulmar, cormorant, shag, greylag goose, lesser black-backed gull, herring gull,
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kittiwake, guillemot, razorbill and puffin. The conservation objectives relate to
maintaining or restoring the favourable conservation condition of fulmar, cormorant,
shag, greylag goose, lesser black-backed gull, herring gull, kittiwake, guillemot,

razorbill and puffin.

12.42. Rogerstown Estuary SPA is formed of saltmarsh and sand dune habitat as well as
agricultural fields which have ornithological and botanical interest. It supports and

internationally important population of light-bellied brent goose and nationally

important populations of a further 15 species. It is an important and regular e
range of autumn passage migrants. Little tern has bred here in the pastgn
are populations of three Red Data Book plant species presents. Thr

disposal of household / recreational facility waste, invasive speci p9gal of

industrial waste, fertilisation and landfill, land reclamation and dpg
conservation objectives relate to maintaining or restoring a able conservation
condition of greylag goose, light-bellied brent goose, €keld{Ck,‘shoveler,
oystercatcher, ringed plover, grey plover, knot, d@ktailed godwit, redshank
and wetlands.

12.43. Skerries Islands SPA is a group of threefsmall, Ulfinhabited islands between circa
0.5 and 1.5km off the north Dublin abitats include low cliffs, rocky shores,
sandflats and a shingle bar. Vegétaii@p idominated by rank grasses and brambles.
The site has nationally imp ing colonies of cormorant, shag, herring gull
and greater black-backod diversity of the waterfowl also visit in winter. It
supports an internatidgallyjmportant population of light-bellied brent goose and
nationally impon@ions of cormorant, purple sandpiper and turnstone. The
conservatio jeqti relate to maintaining or restoring the favourable conservation

condition nt, shag, light-bellied brent goose, purple sandpiper, turnstone

12.44. The prop@Sed development does not result in any habitat loss or habitat
fragmentation within any of these SPA sites or any supporting ex-situ site associated
with SPA populations of conservation interest. The results of the winter bird survey
(as detailed in tables 12.2 and 12.3 above) demonstrate the low number of SPA
birds recorded and infrequency of use of the subject site lands by the birds. Risk of
collision with a static building is also very low as demonstrated in the NIS

explanation regarding modelling undertaken for off-shore wind turbines. Therefore,
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the development would not have an effect at the population level to the species.
There are also areas available surrounding the site suitable for feeding habitat. As a
result, there will be no effect on the distribution, range, timing or intensity of use of
areas by the SPA species of conservation interest and no mitigation is proposed. As
a result of the foregoing, no residual direct or indirect impacts associated with the
proposed development could adversely affect the integrity of North Bull Island SPA,
Ireland’s Eye SPA, Malahide Estuary SPA, South Dublin Bay and Tolka Estuary
SPA, Lambay Island SPA, Rogerstown Estuary SPA and Skerries Islands

12.45. In-Combination / Cumulative Impacts

12.46. The submitted NIS considers the in combination / cumulative effeciof

projects to Natura 2000 Sites, alongside the proposed develo i§ included
consideration of those projects listed at paragraph 12.20 i above. The
potential for other pollution sources to drain to Baldoylg Bay umulatively affect

water quality in the receiving estuarine and marine gnvi ts is recognised.
However, policies and objectives under the Fin@l ment Plan 2017-2023 are
tre#of development and the

highlighted, with respect to the regulation a
environmental protective quality of the plan! longside plans for other local

authority areas with hydrological links t\Baldoyle Bay. These County Development

Plans were also subject to Appropri ssessment prior to adoption with

consideration of the impact of sites suitable for development in each

County, including in and h. Mitigation is also described through the

implementation of me e CEMP and through the inclusion of SUDs, to
control and prev % n European Sites via hydrological links.

12.47. No potential fo@t oss associated with the proposed development is identified
that wou alone, or cumulatively, affect the special conservation interest
pop ny SPA species’ populations or distribution. This is in light of the
infre nd low number of birds associated with the site, and the availability of

suitable‘habitat in the locality. Therefore, no mitigation is required.

12.48, With the implementation of the mitigation measures outlined in this report, | conclude
that the proposed development is not likely to lead to any cumulative impacts on the
integrity of the Baldoyle Bay SAC, Howth Head SAC, Baldoyle Bay SPA, North Buli
Island SPA, Ireland’s Eye SPA, Maiahide Estuary SPA, South Dublin Bay and River
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Tolka Estuary SPA, Lambay Island SPA, Rogerstown Estuary SPA, and Skerries
Islands SPA, when considered in combination with other developments.

12.49. AA determination — Conclusion

12.50. The proposed development has been considered in light of the assessment
requirements of Sections 177U and 177V of the Planning and Development Act 2000

as amended.

12.51. Having carried out for a Stage 1 Appropriate Assessment Screening of the pr
development, it was concluded that likely significant effects on the Baldoyl|

be ruled out, due to its hydrological link. Consequently, an AppfOprigte Assessment
was required of the implications of the project on the ggali tures of those

sites in light of their conservation objectives.

12.52. Following a Stage 2 Appropriate Assessment ission of a NIS, it has been
determined that subject to mitigation (whieh is L0/ be effective) the proposed

ith other plans or projects would not

development, individually or in combyj
adversely affect the integrity of t n sites, the Baldoyle Bay SAC, Howth
Head SAC, Baldoyle Bay SPA, @ull Island SPA, Ireland’s Eye SPA, Malahide
Estuary SPA, South DubkfmBa d River Tolka Estuary SPA, Lambay Island SPA,
Rogerstown Estuary, &£PA] kerries Islands SPA, or any other European site, in
view of the sites %

12.53. This concl d on a complete assessment of all aspects of the proposed

n Objectives.

and in combination with other plans and projects, and it has been

13.0 Environmental Impact Assessment

This section sets out an Environmental impact Assessment (EIA) of the proposed
project. The development provides for the construction of 162no. residential
apartment units, together with amenity rooms (co-working, community room and
meeting room) distributed in 3no. blocks (A, B & C) ranging in height from 5 storeys
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13.1.

13.2.

13.3.

13.4.

to the north and 6 storeys to the south, on a site area of approximately 1.7 hectares.
The site is located within the area of Fingal County Council. A number of topics and
issues raised by observers that concern environmentally related matters have
already been addressed in the wider planning assessment described above, and
where relevant | have cross-referenced between sections to avoid unnecessary
repetition.

Item 10(b) of Part 2 of Schedule 5 of the Planning and Development Regulations
2001, as amended and section 172(1)(a) of the Planning and Development

2000, as amended provides that an Environmental Impact Assessment 4& |
required for infrastructure projects that involve:
i) Construction of more than 500 dwelling units;

iv) Urban Development which would involve an afe rthan 2

hectares in the case of a business district es in the case of
other parts of a built up area and 20 hégtaré§ efSewhere.

The current application site does not fall within th&swo. andatory thresholds for EIA
as described above, being a proposal for | 00 dwellings on a site less than
10 hectares in size.

The applicant has submitted an E cludes a sub-threshold screening for EIA

in section 1.4.2. This identiﬂee ite is in an environmentally sensitive location
with respect to cultural he% rdscape, biodiversity and European Designated

sites. This approach hés

ken, to assess the ability of the site to absorb the
proposed develo ﬁ% ut residual significant environmental impacts.
Accordingly, ail EIA s been submitted with the application in conjunction with
Article 29 anning and Development Regulations, which state that:

ng application for a sub-threshold development is accompanied by
d a request for a determination under section 7(1)(a)(i)(l) of the Act of

submitted in accordance with section 172(1) of the Act.”

The EIAR comprises a non-technical summary, a main volume and supporting
appendices. Chapter 17 of the main volume provides a summary of the mitigation
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13.5.

13.6.

13.7.
13.8.

13.9.

measures described throughout the EIAR. Each chapter describes the expertise of

those involved in the preparation of the EIAR.

As is required under Article 3(1) of the amending Directive, the EIAR describes and
assesses the direct and indirect significant effects of the project on the following
factors: (@) population and human health; (b} biodiversity with particular attention to
the species and habitats protected under Directive 92/43/EEC and Directive
2009/147/EC; (c) land, soil, water, air and climate; (d) material assets, cultural
heritage and the landscape. It also considers the interaction between the faa@
referred to in points (a) to (d). Article 3(2) includes a requirement that thg{expegt
effects derived from the vulnerability of the project to major accidente®qpd

disasters that are relevant to the project concerned are conside

comments from para.13.7 should be noted in this regard.

| am satisfied that the information contained in the EIAR h prepared by
competent experts and complies with article 94 of the Pign and Development
Reguiations 2000, as amended. The EIAR wo | ply with the provisions of
Article 5 of the EIA Directive 2014. This EIA regard to the information
submitted with the application, including®e EIAR, and to the submissions received

from the council, prescribed bodies ers of the public which are
summarised in sections 8, 9 anh report above.
Vulnerability of Project to dents and/or Disaster

) of the Directive include the expected effect deriving

The requirements of

from the vulnerabititys o roject to risks of major accidents and/or disaster that
are relevant {at rojgct concerned.

|ion and Human Health’ states that it addresses the risk of major

Chapter
acci
same is provided. Section 4.13 addresses ‘Worst Case Scenario’ and refers to

r disasters, however specific analysis under a heading regarding the

the low risk to human health during construction, however specific reference to the
location of the site outside of regulated areas under the Control of Major Accident
Hazards Involving Dangerous Substances Regulations i.e. SEVESO sites, is not
provided. The screening section of the EIAR does however identify that the site is

not at high risk of flood events.
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13.10. In my opinion, the EIAR could have addressed this matter more specifically, however
| am satisfied that the proposed use, i.e. residential, is unlikely to be a risk of itself. |
have reviewed the ‘Notified SEVESO Establishments’ (lists of upper and lower tier)
on the hsa.ie website and can confirm that the site is not itself, or proximate to, a
SEVESO site. Having regard to the location of the site and the existing land use as
well as the zoning of the site, | am satisfied that there are unlikely to be any effects
deriving from major accidents and or disasters. Although, this matter has not been
directly addressed within the submitted EIAR as required under Article 3(2) ot

consider this to be a fundamental flaw.
13.11. Alternatives ;‘@

13.12. Articie 5(1)(d) of the 2014 EIA Directive requires:

(d) a description of the reasonable alternatives stud%'v developer,
Istics, and an

which are relevant to the project and its specific
indication of the main reasons for the optiorf 0hosén, faking into account the
effects of the project on the environment:

13.13. Annex (IV) (Information for the EIAR) provi&detai[ on ‘reasonable

alternatives”:

2. A description of the reaso e alternatives (for example in terms of project

design, technology, loc @ j

and scale) studied by the developer, which
are relevant to th project and its specific characteristics, and an
indication of th sons for selecting the chosen option, including a

compariso ironmental effects.

13.14. Chapter 3 of th§ EIAR provides a description of the main alternatives considered.

The EIA igers the ‘Do-nothing’ scenario and concludes that this would be a
negaff e effect on the population, as this approach would fail to address the
sho homes in Dublin City and Suburbs. In addition, the demesne wall that

encloses$ the site along its northern and eastern boundaries are in a state of decline,
and it is concluded that without intervention there would be further decline that would
be negative and very significant. In relation to the removal of hedgerow / vegetation /
trees from the site, this is identified as being no more than 25 years old, and given
the residential zoning of the land, it is concluded its removal is likely as part of any
future development proposal on the lands. The short-term impact of retaining the
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hedgerow / trees is anticipated to be more advantageous than its removal, however
given the zoning of the site it is considered the overall medium to long term effect is
neutral. Remaining effects of the ‘Do-nothing’ scenario are also considered to be

neutral under the EIAR on a short-term basis.

13.15. In addition to the ‘Do-nothing’ scenario, the EIAR outlines the consideration of
‘alternatives’. Consideration is undertaken of the land use of the site, followed by

alternative forms of development on the site.

13.16. In relation to land use, the EIAR relies upon the Strategic Environmental Agge

existing settlements, to preserve the greenbelt, favouripg

areas nearest to existing and or planned public tragsporhcolpidors/nodes and in

an error and the zoni egite is in fact ‘RS’ ‘Residential — Provide for residential
development an t improve residential amenity’.

13.18. The consid 'n@nd use under Chapter 3 — Alternatives, in the submitted EIAR,
is based onformity of the a ‘RA’ land use zoning to the preferred approach
tak of the Development Plan. However, the zoning of the site is
actually ' which while reflecting the same land use, being ‘residential’, has a

different objective and vision under the Development Plan. The vision for RA zoned
land is ‘to ensure the provision of high quality new residential developments with
good layout and design, within close proximity to communily facilities, and with an
appropriate mix of house sizes, types and tenures’. While the vision for RS zoned
land is o ensure that any new development in existing residential areas has a

minimal impact on existing amenity’.
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13.19.

13.20.

13.21.

13.22.

13.23.

The EIAR goes on to consider the permitted in principle uses under the land use
zoning, and alterative uses on the site that might be considered as a result.
However, as the EIAR mistakenly identifies the land use zoning as ‘RA’ the list of
permitted in principle uses is incorrect and does not reflect the correct ‘RS’ list of
permitted uses on the site. The correct permitted in principle list under the
Development Plan for ‘RS’ zoned land is more confined than the extracted list for
‘RA’ zoned land set out in the EIAR.

In relation to alternative development schemes on the site, consideration i

in Chapter 3 of development with decreased density and height/scale.

A low density alternative is concluded to have neutral and not signpé cts on

the historic context, landscape and visual amenity of the wider. note that it

would still require the creation of new openings into the hisfori
However, the EIAR concludes that as a result of the e in ern of
development in the area (i.e. the permitted Clare ts ), a lower density
alternative on the site would miss the opportunidito créaté a defined edge at this
location and a gateway to the town centre, rall negative effect with slight-

moderate significance. The EIAR does not dge that the emerging pattern of

development referenced, is situated on Yand zoned ‘TC’ — Town and District Centre,

and therefore the way developn

ight emerge on the two distinct areas of land
use zoning might be expected§ e, although the proximity of the two sites would
still support development 0 UDject site responding to the context of the

Claremont scheme.

A high density @ IS also considered and the EIAR concludes that this

approach fo the permitted density on the former Techrete site (the Claremont
scheme Id be a very significant positive for the population of Howth and the
wide i y and Suburbs. As a result, the high density approach has been
selec the site. Again, this analysis does not consider the different zonings for
the two sites.

Alternative approaches to height on the site are also considered under the EIAR.
The conclusion focuses on maximising the delivery of new homes, which is achieved
more efficiently on the site in a medium rise scheme, ranging in 5-6 storeys in height
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as proposed. The EIAR concludes that the effects of a more low rise scheme (2-3
storeys) would not be so beneficial or significant to justify that alternative approach.

13.24. A reduction in height by a storey was also considered during the design process,
with a 4-5 storey height to Block A examined. This was considered in light of
improvements that might be experienced to neighbouring properties daylight and
sunlight as a result of decreased scale to Block A. The resulting improvement was
considered to be imperceptible, and therefore it was concluded that it was not
necessary to reduce the height and scale of Block A from a daylight or sunlig %

of view.

13.25. The visual impact of stepping down of height in Block A, rather thap m3gtaiigg

uniformity in building height, is also considered in Chapter 3. T, ncludes
that the effect of a stepped down height in Block A from 6 to storeys, would
be neutral, while the uniformity of height to Block A hag p ual and urban
design effect through the creating of a balanced urpan orth and south of the

road, and gateway to Howth. This analysis do t wledge the differences
between the Techrete site (the Claremont sc@he north, and the application

site, in terms of both zoning and context.

@%

fiects on the protected gates set back from the

13.26. Alternative entrance arrangeme e site are also considered in Chapter 3, with
the EIAR concluding that the jn

would have significant negati

i Use of the existing entrance off Howth Road

public road in the av eation of a new entrance is concluded to have a
moderate effect e sne wall, which is not protected and not within the ACA,

and thereforexdifect imbacts on protected heritage are not considered to arise. This

assertion4 er 3 of the EIAR does not concur, with my view, with the findings
of th ' Architectural Heritage Assessment, which state that the “historic
boun Il is a feature of the historic demesne and is of significance.” Therefore,

while thé wall may not be protected in itself, it is a feature associated with protected
heritage at Howth Castle and therefore it is not correct, in my view, to conclude that
impact on protect heritage does not arise. In any case, the EIAR concludes that the
works proposed to the wall offer opportunity for restoration and safeguarding the
structure into the future which is a direct significant and positive effect for cultural

heritage.
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13.27. Lastly, Chapter 3 considered alternative energy sources as part of operation of the
development, with low carbon heat pumps determined to be the most appropriate
solution for the site.

13.28. Overall, in my opinion there are shortcomings in the analysis described in Chapter 3
Alternatives, the most significant being the incorrect land use zoning presumed for
the site. However, 1 do not consider these matters to be fundamental to the validity of
the assessment provided. While the incorrect zoning is assumed as part of the

examination of potential land uses on the site, the primary land use, being

residential, is the same for both the RA and RS zonings. The alternativ
include variations to the scale, height, and density of the scheme a

comprehensive approach has been taken in this regard.

13.29.1 do not concur with the conclusions reached in relation to ;
examined to blocks, and [ described in detail in sectio
amendments to the proposed development necess
fact that my assessment has considered wider patter oning, context and

historic / environmental sensitivities associ it site, that Chapter 3 does not,
is not a fundamental flaw in the EIAR sub assessment comes to a different

conclusion regarding the appropriateness of the proposed height, scale and mass for

the site, but that does not meantha

based upon a subjective asse @ :
requirements in relation ; ideration of alternatives have been met.

13.30. Consultations

13.31.1 am satisfied atN‘licipation of the public has been effective, and the
applicatio made accessible to the public by electronic and hard copy

means wi uate timelines afforded for submissions.

ificant Direct and Indirect Effects

e submitted EIAR is unacceptable, as this is

s such, | am satisfied that the Directive

13.33. The likély significant indirect effects of the development are considered below and
reflect the factors set out in Article 3 of the EIA Directive 2014/52/EU.

13.34. Population and Human Health

13.35. Population and Human Health is considered in Chapter 4 of the submitted EIAR.
During the construction phase, mitigation is presented in the EIAR, specifically
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13.36.

13.37.

through the adoption of measures outlined in a Construction and Environmental
Management Plan, which will ensure that effects will be imperceptible and neutral
over a short-term period. Cumulative effect of the proposed development alongside
the Techrete (Claremont scheme) is also considered, and concluded to be very
significant and positive. This is as a result of the provision of new housing and
amenities. The combined strain of these developments upon local infrastructure and
services is also considered, and concluded to be a neutral effect, ranging from slight
to moderate significance. The submitted EIAR does not consider any mitigatj

during the operational phase to be required, with the incorporation of me

phase, the implementation of mitigation measures through a
Environmental Management Plan and Construction Wast
reduce impact upon human health. Increased demangfon [§€alBervices is
considered to be a locally moderate permanent eff@gt, with positive effect as a result
of increased economic activity. Overall, the r eff®Ct of the proposed
development is determined to be signific ntlmhaving regard to the need for

ing capacity in terms of services and

new homes in this location, that has t

amenities to support the populatipaegergrated by the scheme, and in allowing people
to live proximate to high cap it transport.

| note submissions from stating that local infrastructure is insufficient to

support the expectedfieels ofjthe future population of the development, with specific

reference to chil , SGeols and traffic congestion. Section 4.4.9 of the EIAR
considers so asffucture, and the application is also accompanied by a
Childcare Report, Social Infrastructure Audit and School Demand

re specific examination of traffic and transportation impact is
undertaR§p/in a Chapter 6 of the EIAR.

In relation to childcare capacity, | address this under a separate heading in section
11.12 of this report above. In terms of infrastructure in general, the EIAR identifies
the location of a range of healthcare and wellbeing service providers in the Howth
area. The assessment is also informed by a submitted Social Infrastructure Audit
and School Demand Assessment. [dentified social infrastructure in the vicinity of the
site includes GPs, Pharmacies, Dentists and Physiotherapy services. A large
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number of sport, social and community facilities are also identified within the Howth
area that could be accessed by future populations of the development. | address
traffic and transport impact separately in this EIA below and above in section 11.8 of
this report. | also consider water infrastructure in detail in section 11.13 above, as
part of my AA in section 12 in relation to the Ringsend Wastewater Treatment Plant
and in this EIA below. In brief, sufficient capacity is identified to serve the proposed
development and this is confirmed by Irish Water,

applicant has presented data within their submitted School

demonstrate sufficient capacity to cater for the development'and fhe cumulative
impact of development in the area. | recognise that the lons presented by the
applicant are not compatible with third party knogledde rélfarding the capacity of
educational facilities to meet the population he development. However,
given the timeframe for the construction, o and growth of the child
population associated with the devel ent, the capacity of schools in the area
would be expected to change ove d. In any case, this is not a matter within
the control of the applicant to d it is for the education authority to respond
to growing educational d ofrtain areas. Therefore, | do not foresee a
permanent negative effectiq tfie regard. Overall, | am satisfied that the applicant has
presented amalysis%é their conclusions that capacity exists to cater for the
education demfinds qf development. Therefore, | concur with the submitted EIAR

conclusio gawdling the existence of infrastructure in the local area to
development.

13.40. Chapter 11 of the submitted EIAR addresses biodiversity. It describes desktop study
and on-site surveys of habitat, flora, terrestrial mammals, breading birds, wintering
birds and bats. A separate Nature Impact Statement is also provided as part of the
application and an Appropriate Assessment is described in section 13 of this report
above.
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13.41. The following habitats were identified on the site following the Heritage Council
classification system — stone walls (BL2); scrub (WS1); amenity grassland
(improved) (GAZ2); dry meadows and grassy verges (GS2); hedgerow (WL1); and
mixed broadleaved woodland (WD1). Predominately habitats on the site are
categorised of local importance, and lower value in the main, apart from hedgerows
which are of higher value. The exception to this is the woodland area, which is
categorised to be of at least county level importance. This is comprised of the
treelined avenue along the entranceway to the Deer Park demesne which h

developed intc a woodland community. While largely outside of the prop

development site, individual frees overhang the site at its eastern ed
woodland appears on Ordnance Survey maps from 1837-1842. T. identifies
that woodland habitats are rare at county and national level ayd

protection under a number of Objectives in the Fingal De lan.

13.42. In relation to bats, there are no existing buildings wi he Sybject site, however the

site is bounded by a stone wall. Examination of the Wall d not find any cracks

@.n

few SEC

suitable for bat roosting and no evidence of r¢ wad detected. However, the

EIAR identifies that the wall may contai ble cracks which in theory could

be exploited by bats as a day roost ion. In terms of trees on the site, these

are concluded to be of negligibl My for roosting bats and no roosting bats
were found. Two soprano piést ere recorded foraging along the hedgerow

that runs through the s of the subject site in 2019. In 2020, four species

of bat: Common pi & Pipistrellus pipistrellus, soprano pipistrelle bat
s, L9

Pipistrellus pygnfae ler's bat Nyctalus leisleri, and brown long-eared bat

Plecotus a identified during surveys of the proposed development site

and its viCi ihough only two of these species (Leisler's bat and common

t)Avere ohserved foraging within or passing over the proposed
developént site. The two species observed in the proposed development site are
the most light-tolerant of the Irish bat species. The EIAR notes that bat activity was
more heavily concentrated in Deer Park, along the avenue and in the vicinity of the
old Abbey (outside of the subject site). Based upon the survey findings, the EIAR
categorises bat populations associated with the site to be of local importance (higher
value). | note that bat species are protected under Habitats Directive and Wildlife

Amendment Act 2000. | am satisfied that the habitats in the adjacent Deer Park area
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are of suitable foraging and commuting for bats, and there was little activity recorded
on the subject site. The EIAR notes that the proposed lighting design was developed
in consultation with an ecologist and designed to be sensitive to the presence of
commuting and foraging bats. As the final lighting strategy will be subject to further

agreement with the Planning Authority by condition, | recommend that a condition to
secure a sensitive lighting strategy that reflects guidance in the document Bats and
Lighting in the UK. With this mitigation in place, | am satisfied that no significant
adverse impacts are anticipated upon bats species resulting from the prop

development

13.43. In relation to terrestrial mammal activity, no badger setts were idengifi ver
signs of foraging by mammals were discovered. These could r ifher badger
or fox species. | note that badgers are protected under the lif endment Act

2000. The EIAR states that it is possible that badgers gre presenfin the surrounding
Howth demesne, however given the small number of fe igns encountered and
absence of setts, the local badger populations % 0 be of local importance
(higher value), and the proposed developm e dikely to only form a small part
of a badger foraging territory. As much Iarg@urrounding the development
site are identified as suitable for bad opulations, no mitigation is recommended

in this regard. Remaining local sna al populations are assessed as being of

a local importance (higher val
S

13.44. A range of common bird %ere observed on the subject site and in
surrounding areas. % arn Swallow (on the amber list of BoCCl) were
i

observed foraging.a aying in the site. A broader range of bird species
associated withthe ne habitats of Dublin Bay were also observed flying over the
site. The s high quality foraging and nesting habitat, therefore the EIAR
categen auna at the proposed development site as of local importance

e).

13.45. In terms of surveying wintering birds, I note third party comments regarding the
absence or inadequacy of these. The EIAR states in relation to these surveys that:

“Due to timing of engagement of Scott Cawley Ltd. by the client, the full winter bird
season (generally taken as October- March inclusive) could not be covered for
either the 2019/2020 surveys or 2020/2021 surveys. Surveys in 2019/2020
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commenced on 22. October, thereby missing the first 3 weeks of the winter bird
season, and surveys in 2020/2021 commenced on 24w November thereby missing
the first 7 weeks of the winter bird season. This is not considered a limitation given
that there were two winter seasons covered and the period not covered on both
years consisted of early in the winter bird season when birds are less likely to forage
infand. This means that there are no limitations arising from the timing of winter bird

survey visits with respect to identifying the range of bird species present an

d
identifying and mitigating potential impacts on winter bird populations. i
13.46. The EIAR identifies that the proposed development site contains high i

foraging habitat for species such as light-bellied brent goose, curlew

oystercatcher, as a result winter bird fauna is categorised as locgl | rtg¥ce (higher
value). | am satisfied that the winter bird surveys submitted a ight to allow an
assessment of potential impacts arising from the develom?

13.47. In terms of reptiles and amphibians, these are cah@ being of local
importance (higher value), however the EIAR | if| ile potential habitat for
common lizard could be supported on the sit@no suitable habitat for

amphibians. There were no reptile or a ibian species observed on the site during

surveys.

13.48. In terms of potential impacts 3 site does not overlap with the boundary of
any Natura 2000 site, themis ossible significant negative hydrological impact on
the Baldoyle Bay SA rom surface water run-off during construction. As a
result, a NIS has n Ttted with the application, and outlines mitigation
measures to de ahy adverse impact on downstream Natura 2000 sites. During
operation ality at Dublin Bay is not expected to be impacted by the

deve t, 9< a potential foul water discharge would equate for a very small
percen f overall discharge. In terms of potential impact upon the qualifying
interests of Natura 2000 sites, the potential for disturbance / displacement of species
is considered in the EIAR, but the need for mitigation is ruled out given the short-
term nature of the impact and availability of large areas of aliernative suitable
foraging and/or roosting habitat for SCI bird species in the wider locality. It is also

noted that the SCI species peak counts were below the 1% national population.
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13.49. The EIAR and NIS conclude that the operational phase of the proposal will therefore

13.50.

13.51.

13.52.

not adversely impact the population trends or distribution of SCI species. The EIAR
recognises that the submitted NIS outlines the potential to affect the conservation
objectives of SCI populations of SPAs within 20km through collision risk. In the
absence of any mitigation measures, likely significant effects on Nationally
Designated Sites i.e. Baldoyle Bay pNHA, Ireland’s Eye pNHA, Malahide Estuary
PNHA, South Dublin Bay pNHA, Lambay Island pNHA and Rogerstown Estuary
pNHA, cannot be excluded.

The proposed development will require the removal of circa 1,265sqm gifh
southern hedgerow (with 726sqm of the southern hedgerow and all m
hedgerow retained). Alongside 9 individual trees of moderate qualitand Wart

I

e/prea of vegetation

removal of two groups of trees of moderate quality, 11 indivj f low quality,

one individual tree of poor quality and part removal of one
of poor quality. Four trees are recommended for remov ctive of the
proposed development due to their condition. This wi impact upon the habitats
supported by the site. In the absence of mitigatior® e impacts would be neutral,

Q.-: ocal level for bats, terrestrial

pacts are on a short-term basis

during construction and permane

In terms of mitigation, measu scribed in section 11.8 of the EIAR and
include the following: impleMent@dn of measures through a construction and

environmental man n, including measures to protect trees and reduce

ring operation.

risk of discharge frofyth e, use of silt fences etc; construction phase lighting to be
sensitive to b

; avgjding removal of vegetation during bird breeding season 14
st or inspection by ecologist prior to removal; incorporation into
the

sy ree pits; attenuation tanks; new tree planting; wild bird cover seeding;

of green roofs; permeable paving; rain gardens; bioretention

and the’hedgehog holes. A summary of mitigation and monitoring measures is
included in table 11.9 of the EIAR.

The EIAR conclusion on biodiversity is that with mitigation in place, there are no
long-term significant impacts expected. | have given consideration to third party
objections, however overall, | concur with the conclusions described in the EIAR and

consider there to be no residual impact upon internationally or nationally significant
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receptors with mitigation in place. Any residual impacts upon biodiversity will
therefore be locally significant only, with suitable mitigation to reduce impact on high
value receptors. | also note that the site is zoned for residential and thus this zoning
supports redevelopment of the lands which in any form, will invariably lead to some

disturbance and clearance of habitats on the site.

13.53. Land, soil, water, air and climate

13.54. Land, soils, geology and hydrogeology is described in Chapter 9 of the submi
EIAR. This describes the soil and geological character of the site as well agth

results of site investigations carried out. This confirms that there is no

blic
o other

contamination in the soil on the site and that the site is not located pe
groundwater supplies, group schemes or groundwater protecti
hazards are identified in relation to the site. The site is rated rate importance
in terms of geological features, as it is located in the vigini remont Strand, a

county geological site, however there is poor hydr

Based on the close distance between the localaguif@gapd the Baldoyle Bay

SAC/pNHA EU Natura site, the EIR rates hyd % pgjcal features as moderate
oor hy@raulic connectivity. In the absence

importance on the site, however there i

of mitigation, negative impacts woul ible as a result of excavation works and

potential spills from the site, or p ation as a result of leakage of car fuel.
ibetrirf section 11.9 of the EIAR and include the

measures outlined in a construction environmental

13.55. Mitigation measures are
following: SuDS; incor]
management plan watering system; groundwater management system;

silt traps; and fil sedimentation system. The EIAR concludes, that with

mitigation | ce Wére are no likely significant negative impacts expected. Table
9.6 of ntains a summary of mitigation and monitoring measures.
13.56. Water drology is described in Chapter 10 of the EIAR. The subject site is

within the Liffey and Dublin Bay Catchment, River Mayne sub-catchment and Howth
river sub-basin. The Bloody Stream flows from Howth Head towards the Baldoyle
Bay coastal waterbody. The subject site is drained by the Bloody Stream and there is
also a local stream which drains the lands of Howth Castle and flows into the
Baldoyle Bay. Based upon the connectivity through surface water drainage with
Baldoyle Bay SAC/pNHA EU Natura site, the importance of hydrological features at

ABP-310413-21 inspector's Report Page 138 of 173



the site is rated as extremely high importance. In terms of flooding, risk on the site is
low from either Tidal, Fluvial, Pluvial Surface Water or Groundwater. | address flood

risk in more detail in section 11.12 of this report.

13.57. In the absence of mitigation, there is potential for negative impact, as a resuit of
increased sediments loading in run-off and accidental spills / leaks from the site
during construction. During operational phase, potential for likely significant impact is
low. There will be an increase in demand on water supply and wastewater services,
and [rish Water have confirmed sufficient capacity to accommodate dema the

proposed development. Mitigation is described in section 10.9 of the E

zones and barriers; and measures to prevent and manage ical spills. With
the implementation of mitigation measures, negative effects®ire pected to be
imperceptible. Mitigation and monitoring is set out i tab of the EIAR.

13.58. In relation to wastewater, | consider water infrasuctur) if section 11.12 of this
report. In summary, capacity exists to serv pment. Upgrades are also
underway to improve the treatment of efflu rge and associated water

quality at Dublin Bay. In any case, even‘yithout treatment, the effluent discharge

from this proposed developmentaxoNd be negligible and would not have a

measurable impact on the ove % ality of water at Dublin Bay.
13.59. Air quality and climate Ned in Chapter 13 of the EIAR. This chapter outlines

the legislative cont eline air quality for the area, with an assessment of
potential impa@ It of the proposed development. Key potential
e inp

constructio acts are identified in relation to dust and construction traffic
emissio tential operational phase impact in relation to traffic emissions.
The Is$/identifies Transport Infrastructure Irelands requirement for

cons with an Ecologist, for routes that pass within 2km of a designated area

of conséervation. The site is located within 200m of the Baldoyle Bay Special Area of
Conservation. The impact of the proposed scheme upon climate is assessed through
the consideration of removai of vegetation and replacement with hard-standing /
residential buildings, alongside consideration of the change in CO2 emissions that
occur due to changes to traffic flows. During construction, negative impacts are

anticipated in the absence of mitigation, that would range from not significant to
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13.60.

13.61.

13.62.

13.63.

moderate effect, on a short-term basis. During operation, long-term, localised,
neutral and imperceptible impact is expected in relation to air quality, climate and

human health.

Mitigation measures are described in the EIAR to reduce dust and air quality impacts
during the construction phase, comprising the implementation of standard onsite
mitigation measures to control emissions, including dust. During the operational
phase, it is not expected that the scale of emissions would have an adverse impagt
on local ambient air quality, and as a result, no specific mitigation is required

terms of climatic impact, buildings are to be designed to be energy efficight

complying with ‘nearly zero energy buildings’ Building Regulations. ur | also
be incorporated to reduce energy consumption. The site is readi esSile to
public transport modes and will aiso incorporate open landsc . With the
implementation of mitigation during construction phase, i S predicted to be

negligible. Similarly impact during operational phasg 1S\¢Xp8C €d to be negligible and

not significant. With the incorporation of mitigation rRgasyses, predicted air quality

T

Construction phase impacts are not pregicted {O"g€nerate air emissions that would

impacts during construction phase will be neg ot significant and short-term.

have an adverse impact on local hu h or the climate. The residual
operational phase of impacts wip eptible and long-term.

I note third party observat'N adlude reference to potential pollution from the
proposed development. tig to air and water quality, | have highlighted the
predicted impacts nd remedial effects of the proposed development

above. | am satigfied ith the application of the mitigation measures described,

land, soilS, geology, water, air quality or climate.

Noise and vibrations

Chapter 12 describes noise and vibration considerations within the EIAR. The most
significant noise and vibration generating activities relate to the operation of plant
during construction phase, basement construction works with the insertion of piles,

pneumatic breaking, cutting, vibro-rolling and construction vehicle movements.
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Excavations will not require the use of rock breakers. In terms of the prediction of
impacts, these are assessed to the closest noise sensitive receptors, namely
residential properties Tig Bhride and Windwood located opposite the western
boundary. During operation, potential impacts arise from traffic movements,
neighbourhood noise, roof gardens and operational vibration. Consideration of
conditions for future populations of the development is also included, in terms of
traffic, DART and aircraft noise. The EIAR considers the progression of a northern
parallel runway at Dublin Airport in section 12.6.5 of the EIAR. The location o

stie is outside the daytime 54dB Laeq, 16hr NOise contour and the night 48dB"
noise contour. Therefore, operation of the northern parallel runway willnat iRc

noise levels over existing conditions, to any noticeable extent.

13.64. In the absence of mitigation, negative impacts ranging from i ible to

moderate — significant, are predicted during construction p oh a short-term local

level. During operation, impacts are predicted to be pe ranging from
imperceptible to not significant on a long-term Iggal Iexgl. Mitigation is described in

ihimum sound insultation

opfs; ventilation systems; noise

management measures during constrigtion; vibration mitigation and control

measures during construction an ent of roof garden amenity areas. With

mitigation in place, impact du Q uction is anticipated to be negative, short-
term and ranging from no%rw t to moderate — significant. During operational

phase, impact will be fie ,
significant.

13.65.1 concur with tRe coricllsions of the EIAR in relation to noise and vibration impacts

g-term and ranging from imperceptible to not

o§ed development during both construction and operational phases.

en onsideration to the third party concerns raised in relation to

on impacts, including noise, dust and traffic. Overall, it is clear that there is
likely to be disruption to users and occupiers of the area surrounding the subject site
during the construction of the proposed development, however this will be temporary
and incorporate mitigation to limit the degree of disturbance. In my view, it would be
inappropriate to stifle development opportunity on this land zoned for residential,
because of these temporary, managed, disturbances from construction activities.

The application of mitigation measures can be secured through conditions,
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particularly through the application of a final Construction and Environmental
Management Plan for the proposed development. With the application of these
mitigation measures and in consideration of the temporary nature of the construction
works, | am satisfied that construction impacts (or construction transport impacts)

resulting from the proposed development are within acceptable limits.

13.67. Transportation

13.68. Traffic and Transport is described as part of material assets in Chapter 6 of t
submitted EIAR. A Traffic and Transport Assessment is also submitted wi

application, and | provide an associated assessment of potential imp idn
11.8 of my report above. Chapter 6 of the submitted EIAR describgs t line
environment for the road network, pedestrians, cyclists and p rt. Impacts

during both the construction and operation phase upon the ba¥€ling environment are
then described. Cumulative impacts of the Claremont SH alscadden

developments are also included in the analysis.

13.69. The EIAR confirms that the intended constru o& ogr@mme has been discussed
with the adjacent Claremont SHD constryctioNge@ e take into account the

the construction phase, slight impact on

cumulative impact of both schemes. Duri
the road network is anticipated oyega 8Qort term period with temporary effect. The
existing footpath outside the Prd @ evelopment will be maintained during the

works except for periods 'e%' e connections and drains are constructed

(estimated 2 month peri efore, slight temporary neutral effects are expected

to arise to pedestij & construction. The use of cycle lanes is not expected to

be significantl i%?d during construction. Increase in public transport use is

expected ddr ruction phase, with trips in the opposite direction to peak
efore resulting in imperceptible impacts, with local, neutral,

dema

i
tempo ect.

13.70. During the operational phase, impact on junctions at Offington Park / Howth Road,
Church Road / Howth Road, Harbour Road / Church Street and Development
Entrance (Howth Road), is not significant with neutral long term effects. However,
analysis of the Sutton Cross junction demonstrates that this is over capacity in the
‘without development’ scenario. Therefore, with the development, there is a

moderated negative and long-term effect in terms of congestion and | have
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13.71.

13.72.

13.73.

described in detail in section 11.8 above my reasoned judgement in relation to this
matter. The EIAR also states that the assumptions are based on a robust worst case
scenario methodology, and therefore potential impact in the year 2038 could be
more moderate than significant. Due to the increase in population in the area and
associated use of public footpaths, potential impact is expected to be relatively
significant on public footpaths with neutral long-term effects. For the same reason,
impact on the cycling network is expected to be long-term, neutral effect of minor to

moderate significance. In the ‘no development scenario’ queuing would still

significant at the Sutton Cross junction and impact on cycle / footpath n Id
be imperceptible with neutral long term effects.
In relation to public transport impacts during operation of the degel , the EIAR

describes the planned expansion programme to create a fi tropglitan area
DART network for Dublin. Customer capacity and train serviCe frgquency is expected
to be significantly increased as a result. It is anticipated proposed
development will result in a 5-6% increase on ngfwork\deMiand, equating to an
additional 17 people per train and 4 people Ing peak commuting hours. A
cumulative network increase of 28% is alsr:@ed. However, the EIAR points
out that changing working patterns, if€hding increased flexible working hours and
home working is changing peak c patterns, therefore, it is expected that in

reality, these additional persod e spread over a greater timeframe. Given
that transport improveme% @ppen regardiess of the development taking place,

positive long-term effelt
development sce &

Mitigation meaQures aré described as part of the construction phase and comprise

e anticipated on public transport in the ‘no

the cont d agement of movements associated with the site. During the
e, it is expected that the limited car parking included as part of the

operationg
prop evelopment will encourage use of sustainable transportation modes.

Residual impact on Sutton Cross junction is predicted to be a moderate negative and
long term effect. While residual impact on pedestrians and cyclists is predicted to be
neutral imperceptible and long term. Given the increased capacity of the DART
proposed, which will be in place at the time the proposed development is
operational, the residual impact on the public transport system is predicted to be

moderate with negative iong term impact.
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13.74. Overall, | concur with the conclusions of the EIAR. While long term negative impacts
are anticipated to both Sutton Cross and public transport networks, these are not
considered to be significant and are reflective of wider demands upon both the road
and public transport network in the area. Even in the ‘no development scenario’ the
Sutton Cross junction would be over capacity. In relation to public transport, the
Government is encouraging a general population modal shift towards public
transport, and therefore increased reliance on services is to be expected.
Improvements to the Dublin DART network will increase the frequency of trag

change to peak commuting times. Overall, | am satisfied that the 4

development upon traffic and transport will be within acceptalfle

13.75. Material assets - Archaeology and cultural heritage

13.76. The EIAR describes Cultural Heritage in Chapter 1¢ — Ax¢h@€ology and Chapter 15
— Built Heritage. A Geophysical Survey of the pf ertaken alongside desk-
based archaeological assessment and archa est excavation, which did not
reveal any features, finds or deposits o haeological interest with the subject site

boundary. As a result, archaeological potefitial is considered to be low. While the

acknowledges that wil

still rernain undetegte

and in light of the potential for unexpected archaeological findings, mitigation is
accounted for and described in section 14.9 of the EIAR. This includes the
monitoring of works during construction by a suitably qualified archaeological

consultant under license from the National Monuments Service of the Department of
Culture, Heritage and the Gaeltacht. In the event that archaeological or architectural
heritage features, deposits or structures be uncovered these will be hand cleaned,

investigated and recorded. The Department and National Monuments Service will be
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contacted and a strategy to resolve any finds would be formulated. No mitigation is
proposed during operational phase. Consequently, no residual impacts on
archaeology or cultural heritage are predicted.

13.77.1 note the response form An Taisce which suggests that the Archaeological

examination carried out by the applicant is insufficient, as it does not acknowledge
substantial human remains discovered on the nearby St Mary’s Church site. | also

note the Department of Housing, Local Government and Heritage response, which
does not raise any concerns with the submitted documents relating to arc@

and requests that conditions are attached to any grant of consent to s
appropriate monitoring, recording and preservation as necessary.

13.78. Overall, | concur with the conclusions in the EIAR. While the a fcal

investigation described does not specifically reference the dis f human

remains associated with the nearby Church, there is a ment within the

wi
EIAR that undisturbed, undetected burial sites couldlpotagitial exist, albeit such a
finding would not be expected and is not consi@l . | am satisfied that the
mitigation set out in the EIAR is acceptablem‘ appropriately account for this
unlikely scenario. The approach is alsg,acc he Department of Housing,
Local Government and Heritage. Oyeralh\ am satisfied that there are no significant

permanent adverse impacts upen ological cultural heritage, with the

ckground and context to the site. | have also assessed

application of mitigation meas %

13.79. Built cultural heritage i &&d in Chapter 15 of the EIAR. This provides a
description of the hi§tofiCal

heritage impacﬁ ibin section 11.4 of this report above. The EIAR outlines the

e
anticipated offthe proposed development upon the historical environment and
feature ite. Mitigation measures are then identified and include how the

desi Q itectural treatment of the proposed development has been devised to

Je to the historical sensitivities of the site. Best practice conservation

measures will also be undertaken during the construction phase to minimise
intervention and promote honesty of repairs in appropriate materials. Neutral, slight,
local, permanent effects are anticipated to the demesne wall as a result of proposed
interventions. Positive, slight, local, permanent effect is also predicted as a result of
repairs to the historic fabric of the demesne wall. Positive effects are also predicted

as a result of landscape works including tree planting. Views of the proposed
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development are assessed in the EIAR in terms of heritage impact, and are
considered to generally demonstrate a neutral, slight, local, permanent effect, with
one view stated to have positive effect. Consideration of cumulative impacts is also

undertaken with either neutral or positive effect considered to result.

13.80. 1 have already described in section 11.4 and 11.5 why | consider amendments
necessary to improve the visual impact of the proposed development upon the

sensitive, historic context of the site. Therefore, | do not entirely concur with th
conclusions described in Chapter 15 of the EIAR. However, | recognise th
a subjective quality to the assessment of visual impact and effect upon
io
abilty of the

analysis. |

environments, and therefore, my disagreement with some of the ¢
reached in this section of the EIAR does not call in to question

submission. | merely came to a different conclusion on basis
have already described the amendments that | consider n to improve the
relationship of the proposed development to the higtorid\corggxt of the site, including

the reduction by a storey over all blocks, and rgduceééfoglprint to block C, alongside

associated increased tree planting to the nort§ d southern boundary of the

site. With the incorporation of these amefidmen am satisfied that the proposed

development would have a neutral built cultural heritage.

13.81. Material assets — Utilities

13.82. Chapter 7 ‘Built Services IAR considers built service utilities, and specifically

the following: potabl ly infrastructure, surface water drainage

infrastructure, w ainage infrastructure, electricity, gas and
telecommunigati§os. Chapter 8 of the EIAR considers waste management and is
informed arately submitted construction environmental waste

St Pdn. Impacts on traffic and transport are assessed in Chapter 6 of the

this EIA as well as in section 11.8 of this report above.

13.83. In terms of water supply, a new 150mm diameter looped watermain is proposed to
service the development with a connection to the existing 160mm MOPVC
watermain on Howth Road. For wastewater drainage a foul drainage system will be
served by a gravity foul network and is proposed fo provide a connection from the
site drainage system to the existing 400mm diameter public wastewater network
located to the north of the site adjacent to Howth Road. These proposals are in
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accordance with Irish Water Code of Practice for Water Infrastructure and a
Confirmation of Feasibility & Statement of Design Acceptance has been issued by
Irish Water. For surface water drainage, there is an existing 450mm diameter surface
water sewer on Howth Road to the north west of the site, that discharges towards
the coast. It is proposed to incorporate SuDS in accordance with the Greater Dublin
Strategic Drainage Study recommendations, which will significantly reduce run-off
rates and improve storm water quality discharging into the public storm water

system.

13.84. For electricity, a new underground power cable will connect the devel the
existing network. Existing overhead power lines traversing the site
diverted around the site, underground, in accordance with ES . The EIAR
confirms that discussions have taken place with ESB regar, dergrounding

of the existing overhead ESB line. Gas is not required for the deyelopment as a heat
pump system is proposed. An existing gas main that tra the site will be
disconnected by Gas Networks Ireland and divg@u the site.
Telecommunications supply will be provide sting Eir telecommunication
networks and new proposed Virgin Media @ Howth Road.

13.85. In terms of predicted impact durin nskuction, demand on water supply will be
neutral, imperceptible and shortggmNDuring installation works, there will be
temporary loss of water press ply to the local area as these works are
ongoing. This impact woald Bg local, not significant and temporary in duration. The
EIAR identifies the rj rainage during construction, including accidental

spills and sedi s I§aching the drainage system. Overall, the anticipated impact is
categorised asfimpergeptible, short-term and neutral in effect. Risks to interruption of

electricit s supplies are also identified during construction, alongside health
and r of damage. Significant risks to telecommunications during
cons are not anticipated as services are located under the public road.

13.86. During operation, no significant effects are anticipated to water supply, with impact
being categorised as imperceptible and long-term, on the basis of Irish Waters
confirmation of feasibility and statement of design acceptance. Similarly, impact on
wastewater infrastructure is predicted to be imperceptible and long-term. With the
incorporation of SuDS to attenuate discharge flow, the effect on the public surface

water drainage network will be neutral, imperceptible and long-term. It is predicted
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that positive effect will result from the expansion of electricity connection into the site,
and neutral effect from the diversion of gas services. in relation to
telecommunications, the EIAR states that the additional demand on the Eir telecoms
network is not considered to have any material impact on the surrounding area as
there is sufficient capacity in the telecoms network system to manage the additional
demand created. In addition, positive long-term effects are anticipated from the
expansion of Virgin Media infrastructure down Howth Road which would make a fibre

network solution available to neighbouring properties.

13.87. Chapter 8 describes Waste Management in the EIAR. During constructj
proposed development will generate waste materials from site exc

and construction, alongside general housekeeping, packaging agd M@niclal wastes

generated by construction employees. During the operational e

development will result in the generation of mixed domest streams. Section
8.9 of the EIAR describes the mitigation proposed ip relgtio waste management,

which is outlined in the associated Site Specific.CorSrucifon and Demolition Plan

%

ity is T€ntified in the region to

omprises the proper sorting,

and Operational Waste Management Plan.

storage and collection of waste, and ca

accommodate waste generated. Ad regulations and requirements

pertaining to waste generated d.- onstruction and operation stage will also
be managed. With the incor . _of mitigation, predicted construction phase
residual impacts on regi management infrastructure will be neutral, not
significant and short also predicted that there will be no adverse impact on
the receiving enyiron emstmg material assets and local / regional waste
services. D erational phase residual impacts on regional waste

manageme rastructure will be neutral, not-significant and long-term.

13.88.1 conc:

| am satistied that there are no significant permanent adverse impacts upon utilities

the conclusions reached in the EIAR concerning utilities and waste and

and services, with impact predicted to be within acceptable parameters.

13.89. Landscape and visual

13.90. A landscape and visual impact assessment is described in Chapter 5 of the
submitted EIAR. This describes the baseline environment surrounding the site,
including the historic context formed by the Howth Demesne ACA, Protected
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Structures, including the nationally significant Howth Castle. This identifies that while
there is no direct visual relationship between the site and the castle or St Mary’s
Church, visitors to these heritage buildings will pass by the site on their arrival and
departure, and therefore development has the potential to indirectly affect the setting
of these historic buildings.

13.91. During the construction phase, negative effects are predicted on a temporary basis
to the landscape and visual environment. During the operational phase, there are no

effects are also expected as a result of the minimal visibility of

development from some points in the surrounding Howth D sn A. Cumulative

impact is also considered in this chapter of the EIAR, taking Thto gccount the visual
impact of the Claremont SHD alongside the proposgd d ent. The general
shift as a result of the two developments would @ a more contemporary,
urban condition, with a high magnitude of ¢ A e outlined in detail in section
11.5 above, my analysis of the submitted v@and my assessment of impacts

upon the character of the area from a‘ae

ign perspective. This also takes into

result, | cannot concur with the stons described in the submitted EIAR with

regards to landscape and% : :
13.92. However, | note that,t sSment of visual impact has a subjective quality, and as

such, the fact th orfconcur with all the conclusions reached in the landscape

sment is not to question the methodology of the assessment

footprint'to block C, alongside associated increased tree planting to the northeast
and southern boundary of the site. With the incorporation of these amendments, | am
satisfied that the proposed development would have neutral and positive effects

upon landscape character and visual environment,

13.93. The interaction between the above factors
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13.94. A specific section on interactions between the topic areas under the EIAR is included
within each individual topic chapter. Chapter 16 of the submitted EIAR is entitied
‘Interactions of the Foregoing’ and highlights those interactions which are considered
to potentially be of a significant nature. The development is concluded in the EIAR to

have no significant negative impact when mitigation measures are incorporated.

13.95.1 have considered the interrelationships between factors and whether these might as

residual impact resulting from interaction between all factors is minj

13.96. Cumulative impacts

13.97.1 note third party responses that the cumulative impact of gegvel nt in the area
should be considered alongside the current applicatiof, Th/préposed development
would occur in tandem with the development of o sitey that are zoned in the

area. Such development would be unlikely to@ hat envisaged under the
i

county development and local area plang wh een subject to Strategic

lopments in the surrounding area have
idered in the submitted EIAR, including the

Environment Assessment. A number

been specifically identified as bej
Claremont SHD and Seafie@

13.98. Each topic chapter in thg"Stbm EIAR has considered cumulative impacts and |

have highlighted th r@ ost relevant to my assessment. The proposed land

use of the develgpment keeping with the zoning of the site, and the proposed
developme erdlly within the provisions of the relevant plans, with the
exception eftial unit numbers for Howth. 1t is therefore concluded that the

Q of&ffects from the planned and permitted development and that currently
proposed@pfould not be likely to give rise to significant effects on the environment,
other than those that have been described in the EIAR and considered in this EIA.

13.99. Reasoned Conclusion on the Significant Effects

13.100. Having regard to the examination of environmental information contained above, and
in particular to the EIAR and supplementary information provided by the developer,
and the submissions from the planning authority, prescribed bodies and observers in
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the course of the application, it is considered that the main significant direct and

indirect effects of the proposed development on the environment are as follows:
13.101. Population and human health - positive impacts in relation to the provision of new
homes in close proximity to public transport, increased economic activity and with the
provision of new public open space. Cumulative impact upon local infrastructure is
concluded to be a neutral effect, ranging from slight to moderate. Mitigation has been
incorporated into the design to promote healthier living standards, the application of
measures in a Construction and Environmental Management Plan and Co
Waste Management Plan during construction will also reduce impact %@

health. No other mitigation is required during the operational phase

13.102. Biodiversity — with mitigation in place, no long-term significa ctyrare
expected. No residual impact upon internationally or nation @RitiCant receptors
will arise with mitigation in place. Residual impact upon Rigdivessity will be locally

significant, with suitable mitigation in place to reduc p high value receptors.
Mitigation includes the implementation of meas@onstwcﬂon and
Environmental Management Plan during the on phase, to protect trees and
reduce risk of discharge from the site, apd erftyfes sitivity to bats. Removal of

vegetation will be avoided during bir

ing season or require inspection by an
ecologist prior to removal. Duringstige

of measures, including gree .@
tanks, new tree planting 1rd cover seeding will reduce impact.
13.103. Land, soils, geol %te, air quality or climate - with the implementation of

mitigation throu n ent measures in the Construction Demolition and Waste

erational phase, the incorporation of a range

rmeable paving, rain gardens, attenuation

Manageme I%g, asjwell as surface water management, attenuation and drainage of

ificant negative impacts are envisaged.

anticipat@d, ranging from imperceptible to moderate — significant. These impacts will
be on a short-term, temporary basis and will be mitigated through measures in the
Construction and Environmental Management Plan. During the operational phase,
sound insultation will be incorporated into the buildings and control of use of roof
terrace areas. With mitigation in place, impact during operational phase will be neutral,
long-term and ranging from imperceptible to not significant.
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13.105. Transportation — the main impact from the development will be during the
operational phase, with the use of mitigation measures described in the Construction
and Environmental Management Plan limiting residual impact during construction to
slight neutral temporary effects. During the operational phase, negative long-term
effects are anticipated on the Sutton Cross junction and upon public transport in terms
of increased congestion and reliance on services. However, this impact is not
significant, and in the ‘no development scenario’ the Sutton Cross junction would still
be over capacity. Reduced car parking is intended to promote use of more su @

transport modes. Public transport improvements are also planned and will4 ase

the frequency of trains. Overall, impact will be within acceptable para

13.106. Material Assets - Archaeology and cultural heritage - no sigpifi
adverse impacts upon archaeological cultural heritage are anti%
©

application of mitigation measures. Amendments are nece mprove the
relationship of the proposed development to the histgric dgn of the site, including

the reduction by a storey over all blocks, and re otgrint to block C, alongside

associated increased tree planting o the north d,southern boundary of the site.
With the incorporation of these amendmefs, a netitral effect will result upon built
cultural heritage. Mitigation also inclu corporation of conservation practice

t

standards to the repair and refurl@ the historic demesne wall, and creation of

sensitivity located new openinx
13.107. Material Assets — UtiJi aste - positive long-term effects are anticipated

i dia infrastructure and electricity connection into the

from the expansion
site, with neutral the diversion of gas services. No significant effects are
anticipated ply and wastewater infrastructure. During construction phase,
there wj rary loss of water pressure/supply to the local areas, and this
impact e iocal, not significant and temporary in duration. Mitigation is formed
of adhererice to relevant codes of practice, design guidance and consultation with
local and statutory authorities. A Site Specific Construction and Demolition Plan and
Operational Waste Management Plan will mitigate impacts in terms of waste, with

mitigation in place, impact will be neutral and not-significant.

13.108. Landscape and visual impacts — amendments are necessary to improve the visual
and landscape impact of the development, including the reduction by a storey over all

blocks, and reduced footprint to block C, alongside associated increased tree planting
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to the northeast and southern boundary of the site. With the incorporation of these
amendments, the proposed development would have neutral and positive effects upon

landscape character and visual environment.

13.109. Having regard to the above, the likely significant environmental effects arising as a
consequence of the proposed development have been satisfactorily identified,
described and assessed in this EIA. | also consider that the EIAR is compliant with
Article 94 of the Planning and Development Regulations, 2001, as amended.

14.0 Conclusion

14.1. The proposed residential land use is appropriate given RS zonin ject site.
The density of the proposed development is also appropriateain
of the site a short walking distance to high capacity DART fgi i¢es at Howth, its

proximity to the town centre and associated services th s Well as the harbour
employment area. This is supported by the ‘Sustaifidkle Urban Housing: Design
Standards for New Apartments, Guidelines for ing Authorities’ (2020) and

‘Sustainable Residential Development in Us, Guidelines for Planning
( )

Authorities’ (2009) which support incre@ises | sity, at appropriate locations, to

ensure the efficient use of zoned iced land.

14.2. The proposed interventions in istOric boundary wall which forms part of the

historic demesne wall are g, i le consequence of developing this site zoned

for residential develo eX’openings have been kept to a minimum and are

sensitive in my vie% proposed vehicle entrance located to the western end
ay {ro

of the site and gw: Howth Castie entrance.

14.2.1. However r ed development is situated on a site that has a proximate
refati i e entrance to Howth Castle and forms part of the setting to the
natlo nificant Howth Castle Protected Structure, as well as Howth Demesne
ACA. Infny opinion, amendments are required to minimise the visibility of the
development in views from the ACA and in the sefting of the entrance to Howth
Castle. While | acknowledge the emerging scale established by the Claremont SHD
to the northeast of the site, that neighbouring site is situated within a town centre land

use zoning. in addition, the Claremont SHD site does not have the same sensitive
relationship to Howth Castie entrance. Development on the subject site forms part of
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14.2.2.

14.2.3.

14.3.

the setting to Howth Castle, and in my opinion, alterations are required to improve its
appearance as it forms part of the attendant grounds at the entrance to Howth

Castle. | also consider that an amended development on the subject site would form
a more appropriate transitional role in the urban environment, between the lower rise
established residential dwellings to the west and emerging scale in the town centre to

the northeast.

| am therefore recommending a reduction in the height of all blocks by a storey, g
maximum 4 and 5 storey development and reduced footprint to Block C, facjl %
increased set back from Howth Road (by a minimum additional 7m) wit ifi

tree planting to the northeast and southern boundary of the site. In

ectWes CH20,
td'the sensitive /

form, | am satisfied that the development would be compatible
CH21 and CH22 of the Fingal Development Plan 2017-2023 r

sympathetic design approach and protection of integrity to

d Structures and
their settings / features of significance; policy 1.3.1 of tiiq HOwth SAA Order, and
Objectives NH38 and NH39 of the Fingal Develgp Plan 2017-2023. As well as
The Building Height Guidelines (including dev @L nt management criteria under
section 3.2) and The Architectural Herit Prot€ n Guidelines for Planning
Authorities, specifically Chapter 13 idelines as they relate to development
within the attendant grounds of @:‘[ Structure.

| am also satisfied that the 0 t would not have any unacceptable adverse

impacts on the amenitie rrounding area. The future occupiers of the

scheme will also banefRydr n acceptable standard of internal amenity. The overall

provision of car garkingyafid cycle parking is considered acceptable. | am satisfied the

future occ scheme will not be at an unacceptable risk from flooding, and
the pro, | Wil 70t increase the risk of flooding elsewhere.
Havin d to the above assessment, | recommend that section 9(4)(a) of the Act

of 2016 be applied and that permission be GRANTED for the proposed

development, subject to conditions, for the reasons and considerations set out

below.

15.0 Recommended Order

Planning and development Acts 2000 to 2019
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Planning Authority: Fingal County Council

15.1. Application for permission under section 4 of the Planning and Development
(Housing) and Residential Tenancies Act 20186, in accordance with plans and
particulars, lodged with An Bord Pleanala on the 4*" Day of June by GLL PRS Holdco
Limited care of McCutcheon Halley, Kreston House, Arran Court, Arran Quay, Dublin
7.

Proposed Development
156.2. The proposed development consists of:

* 162 no. residential units distributed across 3 no. blocks (A, ng in
height from 5-6 storeys, with a cumulative gross floor area ( )
13,337.10sgm comprising;

d) 29n0. 1-bedroom units;
e) 104no. 2-bedroom units; and
f) 29n0. 3-bedroom units.

¢ 3no. resident services and amemty no. in each block A-C) to

accommaodate co-working space, a ct ty room and a meeting room
{combined GFA 108sgm);

* 132no. car parking sp.b ement level (underlying Blocks A&B)

including 6no. acc ces 13no.electric vehicle spaces and 4no. car
sharing space%

o 325n0. res le parking spaces (long-stay) at basement level, and

9

SItOF icyCle spaces (short-stay) at surface level;

enity space in the form of courtyards and roof gardens

A single storey ESB sub-station and switch room (45.5sqm);

» Demolition of 2no. sections of the existing demesne northern boundary wali
to provide a primary access (vehicular/pedestrian/cyclist) to the northwest

and a separate pedestrian/cyclist access at the centre;

ABP-310413-21 Inspector's Report Page 155 of 173



16.0

» Restoration and refurbishment of the remaining extant northern and eastern

demesne boundary wall;

» Change of use and regrading of part of the Deer Park Golf Course from
active recreation use to passive amenity parkland and planting of a woodland

belt on the southern boundary;

e Undergrounding of existing ESB overhead lines, and relocation of the existing

gas main; and
¢ All ancillary site development works including waste storage and
at basement level, drainage, landscaping/boundary treatment E

Decision
Grant permission for the above proposed developme ordance with the
said plans and particulars based on the reason c iderations under and

subject to the conditions set out below.

Matters Considered

In making its decision, the Board d to those matters to which, by virtue of
the Planning and Developm g d Regulations made thereunder, it was
required to have regard. ers included any submissions and observations

received by itin acc e wjith statutory provisions.

Reasons on |derat|ons

In comy [ cision, the Board had regard to the following:

(a) the on of the site in the established urban area of Howth in an area zoned
for residential (under Objective RS ‘RS’ Residential — ‘Provide for residential

development and protect and improve residential amenity’, with undeveloped area to
the south zoned ‘HA’ High Amenity — 'Protect and enhance high amenity areas’);

(b) the policies and objectives of the Fingal Development Plan 2017-2023;

(¢} The Rebuilding Ireland Action Plan for Housing and Homelessness 2016;
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(d) The Guidelines for Sustainable Residential Developments in Urban Areas and
the accompanying Urban Design Manual — a Best Practice Guide, issued by the
Department of the Environment, Heritage and Local Government in May 2009;

(e) Urban Development and Building Heights Guidelines for Planning Authorities,
prepared by the Department of Housing, Planning and Local Government in
December 2018 and particularly Specific Planning Policy Requirement 3;

(f) The Sustainable Urban Housing: Design Standards for New Apartments issued by
the Department of the Environment, Community and Local Government

(g) Design Manual for Urban Roads and Streets (DMURS) issued bydhe ment
of Transport, Tourism and Sport and the Department of the Envi entgommunity
and Local Government in March 2013;

(h) Architectural Heritage Protection- Guidelines for Planni utflorities 2011;

(i) The nature, scale and design of the proposed dedelopgiet and the availability in
the area of public transport and water services j

(i) The pattern of existing and permitted de in the area;

()
(k) The planning history of the area, is€luding ItS partial location in the Buffer Zone to
the Howth Special Amenity Area setting of the Howth Demesne

Architectural Conservation Ar ected Structures in the ACA (particularly
Howth Castle); x

(1) Section 37(b)(2) of

whereby the Bo 0 cluded from granting permission for a development

ng and Development Act 2000, as amended,

which materially conyavenes a Development Plan;

ions and observations received;

(o) The report of the inspector.

The Board considered that, subject to compliance with the conditions set out below,
the proposed development would not seriously injure the residential or visual

amenities of the area or of property in the vicinity, would be appropriate to the
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historic sensitivity of the site and would otherwise be acceptable in terms of
pedestrian and traffic safety and convenience. The proposed development would,
therefore, be in accordance with the proper planning and sustainable development of

the area.

Appropriate Assessment: Stage 1

The Board completed an Appropriate Assessment screening exercise in relaii
the potential effects of the proposed development on designated Europe
taking into account the nature, scale and location of the proposed deyélo
within a zoned and serviced urban area, the Natura Impact State

submitted with the application, the Inspector’s report, and su n file. In

e Inspector and

completing the screening exercise, the Board adopted th
concluded that, by itself or in combination with other dével t in the vicinity, the

proposed development would not be likely to havef§signfficant effect on any
European Site in view of the conservation obj uch sites, other than
Baldoyle Bay SAC, Howth Head SAC, B doyA, North Bull Island SPA,
Ireland’s Eye SPA, Malahide Estuary outh Dublin Bay and River Tolka
Estuary SPA, Lambay Island SPAsRodbrstown Estuary SPA, and Skerries Islands
SPA which are European sit e likelihood of significant effects could not be

ruled out.

Appropriate A:-‘.sessﬂN ge 2
The Board cons'ﬂered?h atura Impact Statement and all other relevant
t

submissio W€ and carried out an Appropriate Assessment of the

implicatiag proposed development on Baldoyle Bay SAC, Howth Head SAC,
BaldG % PA, North Bull Island SPA, Irefand’s Eye SPA, Malahide Estuary
SPA, Sogth Dublin Bay and River Tolka Estuary SPA, Lambay Island SPA,
Rogerstown Estuary SPA, and Skerries Isiands SPA, in view of the sites’

conservation objectives. The Board considered that the information before it was

adequate to allow the carrying out of an Appropriate Assessment.

In completing the appropriate assessment, the Board considered, in particular, the

following:
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a) the site-specific conservation objectives for the European sites,

b} the likely direct and indirect impacts arising from the proposed development
both individually or in combination with other plans or projects, and in particular the
risk of impacts on surface water and ground water quality,

c) the mitigation measures which are included as part of the current proposal.

In completing the Appropriate Assessment, the Board accepted and adopted the
Appropriate Assessment carried out in the Inspector’s report in respect of the
potential effects of the proposed development on the aforementioned Euros
Sites, having regard to the sites’ conservation objectives. Q

In overall conclusion, the Board was satisfied that the proposed lo , by
itself or in combination with other ptans or projects, would not ffect the
integrity of European Sites in view of the sites’ conservatioff ohiactiVs. This

conclusion is based on a complete assessment of all aggect e proposed project
and there is no reasonable scientific doubt as to t bs@c?of adverse effects.

This conclusion is based on the measures idenfifid.to cbntrol the quality of surface

water discharges which provide for the interilt and other contaminants prior to
[ J

discharge from the site during constructipn andep<rational phases.

Environmental Impact Asse creening
w

The Board completed n mental impact assessment of the proposed
development, takin i%unt:

(@) the nature, ﬁj xtent of the proposed development,

(b) the En
submit] upport of the application,

Impact Assessment Report and associated documentation

(c) w issions from the Planning Authority, the observers and prescribed

bodies ifi the course of the application,
(d) the Inspector’s report.

The Board considered that the Environmental Impact Assessment Report, supported
by the documentation submitted by the applicant identifies and describes adequately
the direct, indirect and cumulative effects of the proposed development on the
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environment. The Board is satisfied that the information contained in the
Environmenta! Impact Assessment Report complies with the provisions of EU
Directive 2014/52/EU amending Directive 2011/92/EU.

The Board agreed with the summary and examination, set out in the Inspector’s

report, of the information contained in the Environmental Impact Assessment Report
and associated documentation submitted by the applicant and submissions made in
the course of the application. The Board is satisfied that the Inspector's report

out how these were addressed in the assessment and recommendation (in

environmental conditions) and are incorporated into the Board's decisiq

Reasoned Conclusions on the Significant Effects

by the documentation submitted by the applicant, provid

reasonable and sufficient to allow the Board to reach & rea conclusion on the

significant effects of the proposed development oahe erlyirbnment, taking into

account current knowledge and methods of ag ) and the results of the
examination set out in the Inspector's Re ort.rd is satisfied that the

mpact Assessment Report is up to date
irective 2014/52/EU amending Directive

information contained in the Environ

and complies with the provisions g

2011/92/EU. The Board consjde @

effects of the proposed d ent on the environment are those arising from the

t the main significant direct and indirect

impacts listed below. ion Environmental Management Plan is the

overarching gentn) n relevant to the project design and delivery for the

construction stade.

Populat®h and human health - positive impacts in relation to the provision of new
homes in close proximity to public transport, increased economic activity and with
the provision of new public open space. Cumulative impact upon local infrastructure
is concluded to be a neutral effect, ranging from slight to moderate. Mitigation has
been incorporated into the design to promote healthier living standards, the

application of measures in a Construction and Environmental Management Plan and
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Construction Waste Management Plan during construction will also reduce impact

upon human health. No other mitigation is required during the operational phase.

Biodiversity — with mitigation in place, no long-term significant impacts are
expected. No residual impact upon internationally or nationally significant receptors
will arise with mitigation in place. Residual impact upon biodiversity will be locally
significant, with suitable mitigation in place to reduce impact on high value receptors.
Mitigation includes the implementation of measures in a Construction and
Environmental Management Plan during the construction phase, to protect nd
reduce risk of discharge from the site, and ensure lighting is sensitive toda

Removal of vegetation will be avoided during bird breeding season

inspection by an ecologist prior to removal. During the operatio se ghe
incorporation of a range of measures, including green roofs _per bl€ paving, rain

gardens, attenuation tanks, new tree planting and wild bird rgeeding will reduce
impact.

Land, soils, geology, water, air quality or cli it the implementation of
mitigation through management measures ruction Demolition and Waste
Management Plan, as well as surface wate ment attenuation and drainage

of foul waters, no significant negative’impacts are envisaged.

anticipated, ranging from impé

Noise and vibration — during thesgofstruction phase, negative impacts are
% le to moderate — significant. These impacts will

be on a short-term, te rapbasis and will be mitigated through measures in the

Construction and al Management Plan. During the operational phase,
il

ith mitigation in place, impact during operational phase will be

sound insultati

orporated into the buildings and control of use of roof

and ranging from imperceptible to not significant.

and Environmental Management Plan limiting residual impact during construction to
slight neutral temporary effects. During the operational phase, negative long-term
effects are anticipated on the Sutton Cross junction and upon public transport in
terms of increased congestion and reliance on services. However, this impact is not

significant, and in the ‘no development scenario’ the Sutton Cross junction would still
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be over capacity. Reduced car parking is intended to promote use of more
sustainable transport modes. Public transport improvements are also planned and
will increase the frequency of trains. Overall, impact will be within acceptable

parameters.

Material Assets - Archaeology and cultural heritage - no significant permanent
adverse impacts upon archaeological cultural heritage are anticipated, with the

application of mitigation measures. Amendments are necessary to improve the

<

relationship of the proposed development to the historic context of the site, i

the reduction by a storey over all blocks, and reduced footprint to block & slorgPde
associated increased tree planting to the northeast and southern bo e
site. With the incorporation of these amendments, a neutral eff upon

built cultural heritage. Mitigation also includes the incorporati

practice standards to the repair and refurbishment of the % mesne wall, and

creation of sensitivity located new openings.

Material Assets — Utilities and waste - positiyaoritepn effects are anticipated

*

site, with neutral effect from the diversi f gas Services. No significant effects are

from the expansion of Virgin Media infrastruc d electricity connection into the

anticipated to water supply and was frastructure. During construction

phase, there will be temporary | r pressure/supply to the local areas, and
this impact would be local, S nt and temporary in duration. Mitigation is

formed of adherence to gele des of practice, design guidance and consultation
with local and statut@% fies. A Site Specific Construction and Demolition Plan
and Operational fVast nagement Plan will mitigate impacts in terms of waste,
with mitigati » impact will be neutral and not-significant.

Landsgang isual impacts — amendments are necessary to improve the visual

be impact of the development, including the reduction by a storey over
all blocks{'and reduced footprint to block C, alongside associated increased tree
planting to the northeast and southern boundary of the site. With the incorporation of
these amendments, the proposed development would have neutral and positive
effects upon landscape character and visual environment.

Conclusions on Proper Planning and Sustainable Development:
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The Board considered that, subject to compliance with the conditions set out below
that the proposed development would constitute an acceptable quantum and density
of development in this accessible urban location, would not seriously injure the
residential or visual amenities of the area, or historic environment, would be
acceptable in terms of urban design, height, scale, mass, and would be acceptable
in terms of pedestrian and traffic safety. The proposed development would,
therefore, be in accordance with the proper planning and sustainable development of

the area. In coming to this conclusion, specific regard was had to the Chief tive

-

refusal, which was addressed in detail in the Inspector's Report. lt w \dered

Report from the Planning Authority and particularly the recommended r

that while the height, scale and mass of the development would an

unacceptable impact at 5 to 6 storeys in height, this could b sfally mitigated

with a reduction in height, scale and mass to between 4 fo and decreased

% acceptable standard of quality
for the proposed accommodation, butdQat thef€duced height, scale and mass of the

development would consequently e visual impact on this historically

sensitive site. The Board ther ded that the height, scale and mass of the
proposed development woild Bg appropriate following amendments secured by
conditions and that th 0 development was acceptable in all other respects.

Housing Deye

The Board considgre , while a grant of permission for the proposed Strategic
ment would not materially contravene a zoning objective of the

statuto the area, a grant of permission could materially contravene the

umber identified under the Fingal Development Plan 2017-2023 for

the Planning and Development Act 2000, as amended, the grant of permission in
material contravention of the City Development Plan would be justified for the

following reasons and consideration.
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In relation to section 37(2)(b) (i) of the Planning and Development Act 2000 (as

amended):

The strategic nature of the site for the delivery of housing, as one of only a few
remaining vacant sites identified for residential development, and with excellent
accessibility, in Howth. In this sense, the site is strategically important for the delivery
of housing in Howth, in the context of national planning policy documents and

guidelines which promote compact growth.

In relation to section 37(2)(b) (iii) of the Planning and Deve[opmex@)

amended):

Permission for the development should be granted having re ional
planning policy guidelines that promote increased housin jvégy“on appropriate
sites, including Rebuilding Ireland, An Action Plan fo us nd Homelessness
and Project Ireland 2040 — National Planning Fra ork JThe site characteristics
align with national principles underpinning suompact growth in urban
areas, being situated a short walking disiance 1@ .o Dart Station, the town centre
and harbour employment area. In agditi e proposed development (with
amendments that | recommend)@ ccordance with SPPR1 and development

o

management criteria (under gec ) in the Building Height Guidelines, as well as

SPPR'’s and associated %&}n the Apartment Guidelines.

In relation fo se@b) (iv) of the Planning and Development Act 2000 (as
amended);

The pé velopment in the area, specifically being the permission for the

Clarem®gt £HD development, which exceeds the potential unit number for Howth set
out in the Development Plan, and therefore indicates that a material contravention

would therefore similarly be justified for the proposed development.

17.0 Conditions

1. The development shall be carried out and completed in accordance with the
plans and particulars lodged with the application except as may otherwise be
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required in order to comply with the following conditions. Where such
conditions require details to be agreed with the planning authority, the
developer shall agree such details in writing with the planning authority prior
to commencement of development and the development shall be carried out
and completed in accordance with the agreed particulars. In default of
agreement, such issues may be referred to An Bord Pleanala for

determination.

Reason: In the interest of clarity.

2. The proposed development shall be amended as follows:
(a) Removal of the upper storey to all blocks, resulting in a pfaxi eight of
4-5 storeys and subsequent replacement of roof terrac pareas;

(b} Removal of units 02 and 05 on each floor in Blo@ ts in total over 4
storeys), and related decrease in footprint, facilitfigg aNThcreased set back of
at least 7m from Howth Road;

king spaces to preserve a

inag a minimum 6no. accessible

details of boundary tred }, @ piece of public art or sculpture or
architectural feat ails of free public access to the HA lands to the

rear of the sit ity;

(e) Additiomal lanting and densification of canopy coverage of trees, on
the ngrtfyeast torner of the site and southern boundary;
cess by either ramp or lift (or both) to be provided to cyclists to
% ement cycle store level. Basement car park to be designed in accordance

design recommendations for underground car parks published by
IStructE;

(9) Revised Service Vehicles and Emergency Services access details and
Swept Path Analysis to meet the design specifications of the Planning
Authority, with no overlap into lands zoned HA;
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(h) Revised details demonstrating adjustment to the footprint of the ESB
substation to allow retention of tree labelled no.68 in the submitted tree survey
as part of the approved application. Where the retention of this tree is
demonstrated to be impossible, mitigation in the form of tree replacement to a

suitable maturity should be detailed.

As a result of these amendments, the proposed development is formed of the
following mix of units: 21no. (16.2%) 1 bed, 90 no. (69.7%) 2 bed and 1
(13.9%) 3 bed (total units 132). Revised drawings showing complia

these requirements shall be submitted to, and agreed in writing ,

planning authority prior to commencement of development.
Reason: In the interests of visual and residential ameni

3. Mitigation and monitoring measures outlined in theyglans particulars,
including the Environmental Impact Assessmes Re ubmitted with this
R [

application as set out in Chapter 17 of the mary of Mitigation

Measures’, shall be carried out in full, e otherwise required by
conditions attached to this permission.
Reason: In the interest of pr : e environment and in the interest of

submitted with the appli hall be implemented in full.

public health. Q
4. The mitigation measures‘x in the Natura Impact Statement which was
i0

Reason: | ’e% of clarity and the proper planning and sustainable
develo nt of fh€ area and to ensure the protection of the European sites.

5. Thed hall facilitate the preservation, recording and protection of
al materials or features that may exist within the site. In this regard,

(a) notify the planning authority in writing at least four weeks prior to the
commencement of any site operation (including hydrological and geotechnical
investigations) relating to the proposed development,

(b) employ a suitably-qualified archaeoclogist who shall monitor all site
investigations and other excavation works, and

(c) provide arrangements, acceptable to the planning authority, for the recording
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and for the removal of any archaeological material which the authority considers
appropriate to remove.

In default of agreement on any of these requirements, the matter shall be referred
to An Bord Pleanala for determination.

Reason: In order to conserve the archaeological heritage of the site and to
secure the preservation and protection of any remains that may exist within the
site.

. The management and maintenance of the proposed development follo ‘Q
completion shall be the responsibility of a legally constituted mana n

company, or by the local authority in the event of the develop
charge. Detailed proposals in this regard shall be submitte
writing with, the planning authority prior to occupation of
Reason: To ensure the satisfactory completion and mai @ ce of this
development.

. A minimum of 10% of all communal car par spages should be provided with

functioning EV charging stations/points,% ng shall be provided for all
remaining car parking spaces, inclugding ge spaces, facilitating the

ns at a later date. Where proposals

installation of EV charging poin

submitted with the appliga ccordance with the above noted requirements,

such proposals sha mitted and agreed in writing with the Planning

tion of the development.

Reason: T r and future proof the development such as would
facilitate théyuse lectric Vehicles.

rking facifities hereby permitted shall be reserved solely to serve

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

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

Reason: To ensure that adequate parking facilities are permanently available to

serve the proposed residential units.

9. The construction of the development shall be managed in accordance with a
Construction Environmental Management Plan, which shall be submitted to
agreed in writing with, the planning authority prior to commencement of
development. This plan shall provide details of intended constructi tigeAor

the development, including:

a) Location of the site and materials compound(s) including
storage of construction refuse;

b) Location of access points to the site for any constpdctioffelated activity;

c) Location of areas for construction site offices staf} facilities;

d) Details of site security fencing and hoardigG

e) Details of on-site car parking facilities for @ ers during the course of

construction,; L/
f) Details of the timing and routing of congtruction traffic to and from the
construction site and associate | signage, to include proposals to

facilitate the delivery of abngrMaglo to the site;

g) Measures to obviate que ins ruction traffic on the adjoining road
network;

h) Measures to preven S e or deposit of clay, rubble or other debris on the
public road netwopk

i) Alternative arr o be put in place for pedestrians and vehicles in the

case of the giGslre ny public road or footpath during the course of site
developmen§works;

j) Details te mitigation measures for noise, dust and vibration, and
monit fpuch levels;
k) C of all construction-related fuel and oil within specially constructed

ensure that fuel spillages are fully contained. Such bunds shall be
roo 0 exclude rainwater;

) Off-sfte disposal of construction/demolition waste and details of how it is
proposed to manage excavated soil;

m) Means to ensure that surface water run-off is controlled such that no silt or other
poliutants enter local surface water sewers or drains.

n) A record of daily checks that the works are being undertaken in accordance with
the Construction Management Plan shall be kept for inspection by the planning
authority.

Reason: In the interest of amenities, public health and safety.
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10. Construction and demolition waste shall be managed in accordance with a

11.

construction waste and demolition management plan, which shall be submitted
to, and agreed in writing with, the planning authority prior to commencement of
development. This plan shall be prepared in accordance with the “Best Practice
Guidelines on the Preparation of Waste Management Plans for Construction and
Demolition Projects”, published by the Department of the Environment, Heritage
and Local Government in July 2006. The plan shall include details of waste to be

generated during site clearance and construction phases, and details of #TE
methods and locations to be employed for the prevention, minimisatj %

and disposal of this material in accordance with the provision of
Management Plan for the Region in which the site is situated:
Reason: In the interest of sustainable waste managem

(@) Prior to commencement of development, all trees, groupé of trees, hedging
and shrubs which are to be retained shall be englos In stout fences not
less than 1.5 metres in height. This protectiyé fend hall enclose an area
covered by the crown spread of the bra minimum a radius of two
metres from the trunk of the tree or the &he shrub, and to a distance of
two metres on each side of the he for its full length, and shall be maintained
until the development has been pleted.
(b) No construction equiph nachinery or materials shall be brought onto the
site for the purpose o opment until all the trees which are to be retained
have been protectdd i"fencing. No work is shall be carried out within the
area enclose e¥gricing and, in particular, there shall be no parking of
vehicles, plficing gf gite huts, storage compounds or topsoil heaps, storage of oil,
chemi o} r substances, and no lighting of fires, over the root spread of
a retained.

avations in preparation for foundations and drainage, and all works
above€ ground level in the immediate vicinity of retained trees, shall be carried out
under the supervision of a specialist arborist, in a manner that will ensure that all
major roots are protected and all branches are retained.

(d) No trench, embankment or pipe run shall be located within three metres of
any trees / shrubs / hedging which are to be retained on the site.
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Reason: To protect trees and planting during the construction period in the

interest of visual amenity.

12. Prior to commencement of development, the developer shall lodge with the
planning authority a cash deposit, a bond of an insurance company or such other
security as may be accepted in writing by the planning authority, to secure the

protection of the trees on site and to make good any damage caused during the

O

any tree or trees on the site or the replacement of any such trees w jey afe

construction period, coupled with an agreement empowering the planning

authority to apply such security, or part thereof, to the satisfactory protegfi

removed or become seriously damaged or diseased within a peyi ft

years from the substantial completion of the development ofers Of similar

size and species. The form and amount of the security sh agreed
between the planning authority and the developer or, i of agreement,
shall be referred to An Bord Pleanala for determinatiQn.
Reason: To secure the protection of the tr omithesite.

13. Details of the materials, colours and textu he external finishes to the

proposed dwellings/buildings shall beag submitted with the application, unless

otherwise agreed in writing wit ing authority/An Bord Pleanala prior to

commencement of develo fault of agreement the matter(s) in dispute

shall be referred to An Bo ala for determination.

Reason: Inthein

14. Public lightin Il ovided in accordance with a scheme, which shall include

details of ight gpill into open spaces on the site, details of which shall be
submi d agreed in writing with, the planning authority prior to

c ent of development/installation of lighting. Such lighting shall be
des in accordance with guidance contained in the Institution of Lighting

Professionals (ILP) (2018) Guidance Note 08/18 Bats and artificial lighting in the
UK. The approved lighting shall be provided prior to the making available for
occupation of any house.

Reason: In the interests of amenity and public safety.

15. The developer shall enter into water and/or waste water connection agreement(s)
with Irish Water, prior to commencement of development. All works are to be
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carried out in accordance with Irish Water Standards codes and practices,
including in relation to separation distances and restrictions on the building up
over assets.

Reason: In the interest of public health.

16.Drainage arrangements including the attenuation and disposal of surface water,
shall comply with the requirements of the planning authority for such works and
services.
Prior to commencement of development the developer shall submit to t
Planning Authority for written agreement a Stage 2 - Detailed Desi t
Storm Water Audit.
Upon Completion of the development, a Stage 3 CompiletionStofgwater Audit to

demonstrate Sustainable Urban Drainage System mea een installed,

and are waorking as designed and that there has been n nnections or

damage to storm water drainage infrastructure durin ruction, shall be

submitted to the planning authority for writtegragr

Reason: In the inferest of public health& water management.

17.The public open space areas shallbe re or such use and shall be soiled,
seeded, and landscaped in ac with the revised landscape scheme to be
agreed in writing with the plafMn thority. This work shall be completed before
any of the dwellings arggm % ailable for occupation and shall be maintained
as public open sp xdeveloper.
Reason: In ordgr t0"cnsuyre the satisfactory development of the public open
space arem ir continued use for this purpose.

18.Propo state name and numbering scheme with associated signage

itted to, and agreed in writing with, the planning authority prior to

ement of development. Thereafter, all estate signs, and apartment
nunygers, shall be provided in accordance with the agreed scheme. The
proposed name shall be based on local historical or other alternatives acceptable
to the planning authority. No advertisements/marketing signage relating to the
name of the development shall be erected until the developer has obtained the

planning authority’s written agreement to the proposed name.
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Reason: In the interest of urban legibility and to ensure the use of locally

appropriate place names for new residential areas.

19.All service cables associated with the proposed development (such as electrical,
telecommunications and communal television) shall be located
underground. Ducting shall be provided by the developer to facilitate the
provision of broadband infrastructure within the proposed development. All

existing over ground cables shall be relocated underground as part of the

development works. The development shall not be occupied until all se
operational.
Reason: In the interests of visual and residential amenity.

20. The developer shall pay to the planning authority a financi n on in
respect of public open space benefiting development in the®&reajof the planning
authority that is provided or intended to be provideg b ehalf of the
authority in accordance with the terms of the [@ Contribution Scheme
made under section 48 of the Planning and-Beue nt Act 2000, as amended.
The contribution shall be paid prior to cont of development or in such
phased payments as the planning a rity may facilitate and shall be subject to
any applicable indexation provisi Scheme at the time of payment.
Details of the application of ts f the Scheme shall be agreed between the
planning authority and eper or, in default of such agreement, the matter
shall be referred to anala to determine the proper application of the

terms of the Sc

Reason: ltida ixt:nent of the Planning and Development Act 2000, as
ndition requiring a contribution in accordance with the

.Prior t6 commencement of development, the applicant or other person with an
interest in the land to which the application relates shall enter into an agreement
in writing with the planning authority in relation to the provision of housing in
accordance with the requirements of section 94(4) and section 96(2) and (3) (Part
V) of the Planning and Development Act 2000, as amended, unless an exemption
certificate shall have been applied for and been granted under section 97 of the

Act, as amended. Where such an agreement is not reached within eight weeks
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from the date of this order, the matter in dispute (other than a matter to which
section 96(7) applies) may be referred by the planning authority or any other
prospective party to the agreement to An Bord Pleanala for determination.
Reason: To comply with the requirements of Part V of the Planning and
Development Act 2000, as amended, and of the housing strategy in the
development plan of the area,

Rachel Gleave O'Connor
Planning Inspector

10% September 2021 v
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