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1.0 Introduction

1.1 This is an assessment of a proposed strategic hous ng d8veloplllent suDmltie<1 to the

An Bold Pteandla under sectIon 4(1 ) of the PlannIng and Develooment (llollslng)

and Residential T8nancles Act 2016

20 SIte LocatIon and DescriptIon

2,1 The suDject SIte has a stated overall SIte area of 0 79 hectares, across three

adJacent land parcels at Blackpool, Co Cork. These parcels cornpr:se Parcel A – at

Assurrpti011 Road and N20 North CIty L'nk Road Parcel B - Hevpi(INs BLJlbdlng at

the Ju11ctlon of A$surrptlon Road and the N20 North CIty LInK\©l,MF’arce C -

at Shandon Vl:la, F’opes Hill Roaa

2.2

23

2.4

Parcel A accLples a long slender ',gjand SIte and is

AssLlmptlon Road and N20 North CIty Link

storey commercial buildIng, occupied by the

of the junctIon of

OpposIte IS a five-R:aac !

tf; ce

pIll bIMng locatedParcel B consIsts of the exIstIng

Assumption Road and east of the

Hewi tl south of the JunctIon of

City L nk Road, Blackpool, Cork

Parcel C. Is located at Shand

bound to the south by

by The Avenue

site and

Hill Road, Blackpool Cork. The site ,s

the west by Assllmptlon Road and to the east

SIte IS located on hIgher ground than I lew:tts MllllArd

slopes

30 Pro pose Gc Housing Development

3.1. The proposal, as per lrle submitted pubIIC notIces comorises an appIIcatIOn for a

resIdentIal development o' 191 no 'BuIld To Rent' reSIdentIal units together with

ancIllary site works. on a SIte of 0.79 hectares The works also InclUde the demollllon

of an existing house on SIte

The following tables set out some of the key e'ements of the proposed scheme3-2
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Table 1. Key FIgures of Overall Development

Site Area a 79 hectares
Il

191 BTR apartments

Reslderltlal AmenIty Faclli lies- 907 3 m2 as '

fojlows

Pa'cel A- 360 7 m2

Parce' B-546 6 mz

No, of resIdential units

Other Uses

Parcei C- NI

Olhe# Works Pubitc realm irrlprovem1

Upgrade puolie roal

49 4 rr;

follows

ing onto N20

proxImIty

DerrlolitlorI Wo,ks

DensitY

a

arcel C- 153 3n unIts/ha

'9 storeys

27

LJ Rstatecl

62% {stated)

Height

PIOt RatIO

S'Ie Coverage

Dual Aspect

Public Opal[

yu is ion I stated ) Parcel A- 976 m2

Parcel B- 1411 m2

Parcel C- 217 m2

Cornrnunal Open Space Provision

( stated )

Parcel A: 586 hi

Parcel B- 143 m2

Part V

Pa rk i ng

r
F 19 _nits in Plot C

-- ' 10 ca' spaces (Parcel gRaMM
addItional eklstng 4 spaces. 448 bIcycle

spaces

I

ABP-31 1874-21 Inspector’s Report Page 5 of 162



Access ! VehIcular access FrOm AsSumptIon Road
___L

Table 2 Overall UnIt VIlx

Stud'o

ApartmenTS -–L–

As % of total -

T

1 bed

+

3698

3 bed+
23

+
12{1/a

Total

191

1004/a

99
--+

520/a

Table 3. Summary of PlotsF----n

Plal Stated HeIght/ Uses

Two blocks, each 9 sto

Height over GL of 3-1 it Fevel IN

block) and 29 level IS block)

99 apaqmel 40 x 2 bed)

CommKna- >lcycle spaces

Exi It of 4 sloreys (retain height

PS ex iaTa}

itional building of 4-7 sloreys (helgr't

over Gl of 25 24m to parapet leve )

69 apartments (48 x 1 bed, 15 x 2 bed and 6 K

3 bed)

Com'rlu:al F3cllllles. '42 bIcycle spaces, ID

car spaces & access to exIstIng 4 car spaces

One block 3-6 storeys in height (n tax heIght

over GL of 2 1 6rr to parapet I

DemoIItIon o+ exlstl-'g dwejling

23 apadments (13 x I bed 10 x 2 bea)

46 Olcycle spaces

Parcel A (is,and SIte)

(N of junctIon of AssumptIon Road and

N20 North CIty LInk Road)

Parcel [3

{F+ewltt's M II bUIlding)

[

)

(Shan<Ion VIlla. Popes HIll Road.I

3 3 In term of site servIces. new and eXIsting water connectIons to the public majns are

proposed, togethe- with a new connectIon to the public sewer. An IrIsh Water

DesIgn SuE)mts SIan was Included WIth the appIIcation for all three s'tes, in whbch IrIsh
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Wa:er state that they have no obJectIons to the proposal, based on the 'nformatlon

provIded

3.4 iwo letters of consent accompany the aPplication A letter of corsent from Cork CIty

CouncIl Corporate Affajrs and llrternatlonal RelatIons states tnaE they have no

obJection to the InclUsion of lands in the control ot Cork City Council (as IndIcated

withIn the red tine boundary) for the pu'oose of makIng a p.anning appllcatiorl ThIS

is without prejUdFCe to the outcome of the pla'In ng appIIcatIon process. A letter of

consent From Box Hedge (COlrImerclal) Llm'ted states tHat as landowner of the s'te

they authorIse Elchsfeld Ltd to lodge a plannIng appIIcation on its behalf

3.5

3.6

The proposed works are expecled to take al)prOXImalely 12-18

The appllcallon is accompanied by an NIS

4 a Planning History

4- TIle appIIcatIon SIte and the wider arRa have

app,icatlons in ’ecen: years. These arepet Ol

Planning Statement & EIA Screening ar

Report

planning

5 oF the submItted

d also WIthIn the ChIef ExecutIve

number of

The maIn applicati011s ot Je

PA Reo LPop\e llill s'te

+or the dernolitionPerrliss'ons

bed 3 storey Ig

oF a dwelIIng and construction of 4 no 4

nc)uses (2016)

[A R_ef 06/3 1192 ABP Ref. PL28,220637 (Pope's Hill site),

PermISSIOn REFUSED for an apartment block consist'ng of 9 no 2 bed apartments

on tHe grounds ot over-development of SIte and That the proposed developmerf

would be lnju'ious tO the v?sual a-nenHies of the area and that of future Occuoiers

(2006)
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50 SectIon 5 Pre Application Consultation

5.1 t\ Section 5 pre appIIcatiOn consultation took place via MIcrosoft Teams due to

Govld- lg restrIctIons on the 24" Novernber 2020. Represe’'tatives ot the

prospective appIIcant, the plannIng authority and An Bard Pleanala were in

attendance FollowIng consIderation of the issues ralsnd durlrIg the consultation

process and havIng regard to the ap nic)n of the planrling authority. An Bord F’}eanala

was of the oplnlo' that the docbmentallon submitted requ,red further consIderatIon

and alIIenclmenl TO COnstTtule a reasorlable basis fo' an appIIcatIon for strategic

ho JSi'lg development to An Bold Pleanaia (ABP-308049-,2C))

==’:,....„,„.:., w..„-,-~.„..*„...=,~„=&B,~.....
''"''::T':.=:TT.'::J':_'JT_'T_’T=":' T:\\V .,

AssumptIon Road and the N20 \f
=:J=====:.TT2®"”"“"''-'=";";''’"'"==,==,’=hq
“:=':=T&QY„'==

ween the four plots which make up the

• Open Spacefhate By

:=,=QqII:.iT'„.'=:.T::==:
communal and prIvate open Dace and WhICh details exact fIgUres for same DetaIls

should also include proposals for hard and soft landScapIng Incllldlng street furn,turn

where proposed, which ensures that areas Of open space are accessible, usable and

available for all Pedestrian per'neaoility through, IInkIng the site and beyond the

srtes should be outIIned Details of the Interface between p'Ivan and communal

areas stlould also be detaIled
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+ A Masterplan WhICh clearly shows the re,ationshlps, the l-ter-connectivity and

IntegratIOn of the four SItes and how the development WIll be deIIvered jn a

cohesIve manner as a s'ngle SHEJ proposal

The further consideration of these issues may require an amendment to the

documents and/or desIgn proposals submItted at application stage

2 ArchItectural & Archaeological Heritage

Furlher COnSIderatiOn and/or justiFicatIon of the documents are they relate to

A r e S P o n s e I o t h e 1 S s H e s r a s C d b y t t 1 e C o n s e NatIOn Diy GaIned if the
onJTe 22ndPlaFn ng Authority’s OpInIon received by An Bold PII

September 2020
lslon contained in theA response to the issues raISed by t-le

PlannIng Authority's OpInIon reeelved lala on the 22nd

Seplembe' 2C)2C)

':**:HW
3. Trallspo IIatIon & Car ParR’9 Xb

:::::==’==%:„„„=.„„„;..;.=:„.„,.„..:.
;&qY'::::::„=:::==i::::: I':::':„„’”

The proviV1 of safe vehICUlar pedeslrian and cycle access TO the

development wltn regard to DIVIURS and to the safe prov'sion of accessIble

car parkilrg ar'd cycle parking, to incl J(Ie consIderatIon of a proposed set

dOwn area

ProvIsion of a posItIve contrIbutIon to tRe p_;b'ic leaIm at Assumption Road

The further consldera lion of ttlese ISS

the N 20 and VJatercourse Road

'equire an amendment tO the

at appIIcation stage .

i:{q

• A response to the issues raIsed by the TransportatIon DIVISIon COntaIned in

the Planning Au:hority s ODinlon receIved by An Bord Pleanala on the 22nd

September 2020
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e Justlfic.a IIon,’ratIonale for the proposed car parkIng strategy for the proposed

developrnent. having panlclllar regard to the quantum of parkIng proposed

alrd its conte<t how it is Intended to be assigned and managed and rrIeasures

proposed to address shared ca-parking WIth th8 ad]oining uses at Site A

The further COnSideratIon of these issues may reqUIre an ame11drnent to the

documents and/or deslgr proposals submItted at appIIcatiOn stage

4 Resldentla! AmenItIes

Further COnsIderatIon and/or Justification of the documerlts are they,,date toi:=q:htial amenity

:=bEEn:iH'ttlWii::IdetaIls on

IaF)ment Trleeve

US

any polent,alrde\aRent of ad.r)Inlay larlds

Noise ined\&,9,sment/MItIgatIon measures

.„,,„..,.qc..„„„,.,„„„,„.,.=.„_,....„„„.„,~.,„"
exIstIng residentS and future occupants ) and full and complete drawIngs IncludIng

levels and cross sections shOWIng the relatIonship between the development and

adjacent residential unIts, where applicabie Contextual elevations should be

provIded whe -e appropri ale

es should also

fOrrn pad of The assesslllellt U+
:::, i=.':===,&.T=='=:’:=======T:T==:'.:=:<qhe proposed develODrnent should to be

of adJacent resIdentIal prOpertIes

=:';:'+="kQV£T':';IT'll'’:=„::’::::„'"

Further COnsIderatIon oF these issues may requ're an ame11dment to the

dOCumentatIon and/or aesign proposals submItted

ABP-311874-21 Inspector’s Report Page 10 o1 162



Furlherrnore the prospectIve aPplicant was advIsed that the fo:lowing speclfie

Informalian should be submItted with any application for permISSIon

1 A detailed Schedule of AccommodatIon (HousIng QuaIIty Assessment) WhICh

shall indicate compIIance WIth relevant stanaaras in the SUstaInable Urban

llousing: DesIgn Stalldards for New Apartments, GuideIInes For Planning

AuthorItIes 2018, jnCIUdIng 'ts specIfIC plannIng policy requirelrlents Partleu;ar

attentIon shall be directed ta the provision of adequately designed and an

appropriale quanILJm of dual asoect apannlellts

A BuildIng Life Cycle Report shall be subrnitted i11 accordan Biwith section 6.3

:: IIi:;:,i:, i:;'„;:i:l:'iTlasT;::
maintenance of tre proposed development /- \A
=T=T='„'-:„=='„„',.'='„:::'’': i;::&q X

i pedestria' areas

Protected VIews and Prospects ldentlflaKAe current CIty Development

!!::XiI::::=hqIll BIll::':generated by tne p„3p,,&rNa capacIty of exist,rIg s,hools anG chIldcare

::':i:,:kb*""““--A Tak,rIg n CUtge\eyoM"

A reSPOnVQ\Usb{S raised by the Drai'age DIVlslcn contaIned in the

::’==BW
Planni orI}y s OpinIon rece'vea by An Bord Pleallala on the 22nd

S te SpecIfi-c C:onstructton and Demolition Waste Management Plan.

Where the app icant consIders that the proposed strategIC hOUSIng

develor)men I would materially contravene the relevant deve'opmenl plan or

local area plan, other than jn relation to the zonIng of the land a statement

inaicati-g the plan oblectlve (5) cancer-ea and why perrnlssion $haubd

qonethebess, be granted for the proposed development, havIng regard to a

consIderatIOn specified in section 37(2)(b) of the Planning and Development

Act 2000 NotIces publishea pursuant to SectIon 8( 1 )(a) of the Act of 2016 and

and amenity areas ' \\
A L andsc.ape and V-sual IrTlpad AsseA) ncluae lnler aIIa Impact On

2

3

4

5

6

7

8,

9
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AHlcle 292 ( 1 ) of tIle RegulatIons of 20 17, shall refer to any such statemenl in Ihe

prescribed format

Applicant’s Statement

A statement of 'esponse ta the P'e-AppllcaIF011 Consultation (:)pIn'On was subrlltted

wlltl the appIIcation, as prOVIded for under sectlo" 8(1)(iv) of the Act of 2016 Tnis

statement atlempts to address the points raised above

I note the Inaccuracy in sectIon 1.1 of the above Statement whlcll states that 'it is the

enter Into

hOUSIng

Board's determInatIon tllat the documents SubmItted WIth tlle real

corsu'tatlons corlstitute a reasonable basIS for an applicatlo'1 ( If:

development' The Board's determlnatlun was. as stated_ ’thea

ler larne nIdocumentation submItted requIred Further conslderatlol

constitute a reasonable basis for an appllca louslng

An F3ord Pleangla (ABP-308049-20)

10

development tO

A MaterIal Contraverltlon Statement wi S,I

(1) bUIldIng height (iI) plot ratio (II1) X

arId (VI) prIvate a rIte 'S

main plannng a

with the appIIcation in relatIon to

(IV) apartment SIzes (vi dual aspect

shall be addressed fulther within :he

6.0 Relevant Pla

NatIonal PI

The ;ollowln sectIon 28 Ministerial GuIdeIInes are considered to be of

relnvance to the proposed aevelop71ent Specific poIIcies and oblectlves are

referenced WIthjn the assessment wtlere appropriate

• GuIdeIInes for Planning Authorlt}es on Sustainable Resldenllal I)evelopment

n UrEIan Areas (InCludIng the associated Urban DesIgn Ma",ual)

+ SUstaInable Urban HousIng- DesIgn Standards For New Apartments –

GuideIInes For PlannIng AuthorIties

Arch llectu'al Heritage ProteCtIon , GuIdeIInes for Planning AuthorItIes
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+ DesIgn Manual for Urban Roads a'd Stleets

e The Planning System and Flood RIsk Management (including the assocIated

Technical Appendices)

Urban Development and BuIldIng Fleights Guidelines for PlannIng Aulhorltles

• ChIldcare FacIIItIes – Guideljnes for PlannIng Auttlorltles

+ CIImate Action Plan

• ApproprIate Assessment of Plans and Projects in Ireland - GuideIInes for

Planning AuthorIties

Nq+qq
!=.=.=.=L==;::':..

Other policy documents of note.

• NatIonal PlannIng Framework

Objective 4

aS
;?:riTilxH£hl;;:;}=T=€!:?='’„:
In urban areas, plannIng and re4keNl3jdards. including in parllcular bUIldIng heigh:

desIgned hIgh quality ata\c mesH order to achIeve targeted growth. These

!;':Jtbh;'='::::;:'=='::';=:''=::=

Oblect ive 13

ObJective 27

to ensure the IntegratiOn of safe and convenierlt alternatIves to the car Into the

desIgn of ou’ communItIes, by prIOritising walking and cycl,ng accessIbIIIty to both

existing and proposed developments and lnteg'ating physIcal activIty faclllt>es for al

ages

Objective 3g

Increase ’esidenllal densIty n settlement. through a range of measures InclUding

reductions in vacancy, re-use of exIstIng b,.ildings, jnfill development schemes area

or site-based fegeneratloll arId Increased bUIldIng heights
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e Reg'ora' Spatlal & Economic Strategy for the SOLlthern RegIon 2019-2031

RPC> 10. Compact Growth in MetropoIItan Areas

To achieve compact growth, the RSES seeks to

a PrioritIse hOUSIng and errlploymeqt aeveloF>ment in IOcatIons WIthIn and

ContIguous to exIstIng city footprints where it can be served by putiI'c

transporl. walkIng ana c.y(,Ing

b Identify strategic ini:iatlves in Local Author ty Core Strategies for the MASl’

areas, WhIch WIll achIeve the compac1 growth targets on brownfIeld and infi

SItes at a mlnlmurll and achieve the growth :argets ldenllfied in each MASP
• Cork MeTropoIItan Area Transpor1 Sl'atcgy (CMATS) 73L

:=h====:===';:====:=:==1:&kbq'="ii:::iIi:Hi{i)B&slr
#!Hi&Y:;:.::'::::„.:

hWt~q and cycIIng

corr'dcr between Balllncolllg ant Mah.Na,ing CIT. CUH UCC, Kent

iii:T:HbST;IIi:::i:IIIIii:
':'='J='=..'„;-q;bt„;„'„„;'.

This IS a hlgf"FevelVi long term StrategIC VIsion to identify crilicar priOrItIes

for the <(b and dn'lverV of growth that SuPOO'tS the core Glty area

Pali A\@ 8; Key Tra11spon ObjectIves (S.Jb.ect to the

recomWiatlolls of CorK Metropolitan Area T-ansport Strategy).

e

East-West LIght Rail Public Transport CorrIdor A strategic public transport

corridor from Mahan to Balllncolllg via the City Centre, sew'ng Cl 1 , CUH

UCC. Kent Slatlon Docklands Mahon Point

The Blackpool and Kilbarry area is ldentl'led as an Example Regeneration

Area ana a Strategic Employment L ocatlorl Mixed Use Employment and

Regional Asset There is a need for lnore housing to supplement and

aLlgment the defIned strategIC employment area
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Section 6 3.6.3 iaenlifies Trarlsport Pr'orrtles for the MASP regIon. InclUding

the provisIon of a new commuter ra 1 station in Blackpool / Kllbarry. ThIS wjll

help to further regenerate the area and provide a focus 'or possIble future

developIIlent to make IJse ot the proposed transpo-t h Jb/raIlway statIon

Section 7 2 Identjfjes the Blackpool Va15ey area as havjng opportu-':ities for

signIficant mixed-use regeneratIon and resIdentIal and en:erprise

development provicling a northern gateway to the CIty from the LImerick

Road. ThIS area IS Ident IIed as a Slrateglc Residential Growth Node in

sec;t,on 7.3

Ho:sIng Fo- Alla

Local PlannIng POIICy

The Cork City Developmellt Plan 2015-202 1 E)eve oprnerl1 PlarI

Blackpool is iaentified as a Dlstrlc1 Cenlre WIt

Strategy notes that tIle Blackpool Valley, B:iIb i

area ha

le.t Area. The Core

liteenurctl Road

!fIC'd aevelopment for a

t in Blackpool itse’f and a

Zoning

ices and InstItutional

es. local services

eIIt poIICIes OIl: IIned in

Chapter 3

Residential uses are deemed permissible in prIncIple under thIS land lise zoning

obJective.

Parcel C (Pope's 11l11) is located aajace'1 to a reslderltlal area that has a desIgnated

Area of High Landscape Va’ue' ZOnIng immediately adJacent. The zonIng objectIve

for 'Areas of High landscape Va’ue' seeks 'To conserve and enhance the character

and visual amen ty of Areas of HIgh Landscape Va ue ( AHL\a through the
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appropriate managerlent of developmerlt ill order to retarn the eyl$tIng

characterIstIcs of the landscape and iIS primary landscape assets Development will

be eonsldered only where it safeguards to the vallle and sensitivity of the particular

landscape There WIll be a presdmpt'on agaInst development where it causes

signIfIcant harm Or injury to the IntrInsIC character Of the Area of Fllgh I andscape

Value and ITS prImary landscape assets. the visual amen'ty of the lalldscape

protected VIews, breaks the eXIsting ridge silhollette= Ihc character and setting of

bulldlngs. structures and landmarks: and the ecological and habitat value of Ihe

landscape

No pad of the bUIldIng structure falls with'n the desIgnated Area of Jah Landscape

y:::":.:;.:'""T:T",”'.":',“:“"’:' IS
iiI;; El:H'::Hill:iTS#

as an

I tlerl

All srtes arn located WIthin or p'oxlmate to pr&€Avlews

„';-„„„„„;W§

tage as a

===:='==::=::::’=::::T:,':=:=&%e':;J='"*"='"'~'‘
Cat,'ledral & St Anne s Chtlrch)

LT lg Farren'erris Col"eA&\ dIng Woodland (view of RIchmond HIll)J‘ un

''=""'""" <qb''*"''"'*=' ""’''=""'="’
1 he Plan sets out pdFciesbl obJectl'ves fo’ dnveloplllent of tRe area. these IncJude

IT I=.:.'::*;=.".',':'*,
ObIective 6.8 HousIng Mix

Ob,'ective 6.9 Housing Density

ObJectIve 7,7 Childcare Facilrtles

ObJectIve 10.4 Areas of HIgh Landscape Value

Crlapter 16 Pan B U’Dan Deslg-'
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ObJectIve 16.3 Urban DesIgn

Section 16.12 DensIty

Table 16 2 General PI1l:3llc Open Space provjsion

ByUd Ing HeIght

SectIons 16 ?5-26 and 16 34-38 set out t’Ie development rranagerner![ standards for

tail buildings

BuIldIng HeIght' SectIon 16 25

WIthIn the context of Cork Oily the 'ollow:ng BUIlding heighV)
identrfled

can be

e

a

Low rise ouilaing ( 1-3 storeys in heIght)

MedIum ’lse bu'ldings {less than 32m -9 storeys aporox.)

BuildIngs WhICh are taller than the genl Ing heIght in any area wi I
consIdered 'taller’ even where [e less than 10 storeys

Tall buildlrIgs plox. equIvalent of lO storey bUIldIng

a commercial lential jn the remaining floor)

be

with•

SectIon 16 27

WIthIn the suburyg-I ?loped after 1920) low rISe bUIldIngs u

qInCIUdIng cases where demolition and replacement of tI-consIdered a'

existing buildi ;urs) except in t,ne fo.lowlng areas

II! be

e

+

a

Major development areas Identified in tnis Development Plan for which a

Local Area Plan or Developmenl Rrlef WIll be prepared

Larger development SItes – SItes of greater than 0,5 hectares (or one

resiac''liaF block) WhICh are capable of accommodatIng their own InTrInsIc

character without havjng an adverse impact on theIr neIghbOurs

Map 2 & 7 Identifies the locations
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DeGjlorl -ID.SU relers IO lne requlrerrlerIIS For tall Dullalngs as strategic lanarrIarKS

Development Standards

Chapter 16 Part C ResIdentIal De\,'elopment sets out the residential standards

Section 16.9 SUstaInable ResIdentIal Developnlent,

Section '6.42 ResidentIal t)ersltv

Section 16.43 45 ResidentIal MIX

Section 16 46 Residentla! DesIgn

Sec:ian 16 57 Apartments

Section 16 60 Open Space RequIrement

,.,„„.bW,„,..„„„„„„Par: C sets out guidance in relation
and unit size

Built Heritage & A

SIr; lerltage arId Archaeology

aDjective 9 4 A‘

Objective 9 lf}stabllshed ArchaeologIcal Interest

Objective 9 ltlon Of ArchaeologIcal rernalns in situ

dual aspect

Objective 9 1

Objective 9 18 Indus:rial Archaeology

Objective 9 28 Protection of NIAFI and other structures of Bu it HerItage Interest.

Draft Development Plan Process

The process of preParIng a new Cork Crty Development Plan is currently underway

and I refer the Board to pro$Q§§-Qv9_(yew.pdf (cork.CIty ie) in 'elatIon to tImeline for
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same (in partIcular page 1 3). In summary, I nolelhat the ChIef Executiue's Report

WIll issue to full Counc,I to consider ana make plan WIth or WIthOUt amendments

between 25th May 2022- 27" June 2022 The new Development Plan WI I take ettect

between 27th JuIIe 2022- 8th August 2022

Designated SItes

The Zone of Infl JerIce has been IdentIfIed to InCIUde European SItes that have a

hydrologIcal connection with tHe proposed development si Ie, as follows

S,)eclal Areas of Conservation (SAC

Great Island Channel SAC [SIte Code 001058) - approximately

SpecIal ProtectIon Areas (SPA

Cork Harbour SPA (Site Code 004030) - app

7-0

71

Third Party SubmissIons

In total. 16 submissions were receIved

BodIes (An Talsce: DAA: TFI; Frish

t ’am resIdent:

th

whlchYlo of these are from Prescr'bed

NTA) The lernalnlng suk)mISS'ons are

In Ity/theatre/homeless groups and

Idly simIlar in nature. The

es are turther detaiied

ccount in my assess,Tlent

anded upon. withill the

area area unsuItable for further development; a proposal that takes account of IIves

the area, proposal should form part of overall strategy For greater B,ackpool VIllage

of Families and chIldren would be we.coared

Policy- material contraventIon of operatIve CIty Development Plan in terms of floor

area, private opens pace, unit mix dual aspect bUIldIng height, car parkIng

Build to rent model- unsustaInable development: rental development: need rent

affordabIlity

nanclple of Development- rrlany submissions acknowledge the need for hOUSIng
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Helqht, Scale, DensIty and DesIgn- excessive height: impacts an adjoInIng bUIldIngs

oversIzed and unSUItable, out of character with existIng development I" Ard PatrICk

Avanue= dnnslty concerns

QuaIIty of ApaHrrtQn! DesIgn- no amenity spaces: no chi ScIcare provISIon

playground./sports area. unIt m x not suItable for 'amllles

Impg gWr1 Ex:stIng Amenit'es- impacts on IIght, over bOOkIng overshadow'ng

mpacts on safety.rSeCU’ITy , Impacts on privacy ( Parcel C laclng Ard PatrICk Avenue)

r llpacts on views lack of suitable infrastructtlre= CommunIty Infrastructure needs to

lack of

p Fl=>vlS'C>n .

ryo nike spaces,

overf hOW parking and

transport Infra st ruc lure

Road no provtsion fOr

IIa ren. appropriateness of locatIon of

regardIng pedestrIan crossIngs: no

access across Watercourse Road needed:

cleatlon of traffic hazard

on Hewitt's M II buIldings, alteratIons to WIndOW opes:

creat've/small-scale wo'kshop/cultural hub

removal of open space: impacts on vlSIJal

amenItIes, lack of open space proposed: overspill onto green spaces in Ard PatrICk

Estate

EnvIron"ngnjgI- SrIOUld be a zero waste development: needs to adaptable to future

needs oF res'dents. concerns regarding floodIng: Inadequacy and deflcbencies of EIA.

tIle Board lacks ecologIcal and scientific eXpertIse nor does not appear to have

access to such expenlse

ApproprIate Assessment insUffiCIent InformatIon provIded a'd does not comply with

relevant legIslatIon
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Leqal Matters- proposa’ does not meet defInItIon of SF+D, proposal not oF

national/strategic importance in terms of MC of Development Plan

Other Matters- exIsting residents will need to relocate if proposal pe'mitted=

devaluation af property: proposal should enhance the socIal and c,utt',iraI life of the

area: Impacts on GraTiti creative centre lack of InfrastrUCture drawings for Pope's

HIll Junc lion; proceddrai maTer relating to websrte= lnadequacy of srte notIce. Pan v

locatIon and quantum: viabIIIty of proposed developrnent, payment of outstanding

levIes prIor to granting of perrnFSsiorl external storage should be provided: ChrISTy

RIng sculpture snoula be placed oil HewlU’s MIll s'te <X

JIr1\ S U b n1 S S i O n W a 5 r e C C I V e C f r O I T1 1C O 1 k Foyer youth h amplea:# which raises

i;Ii;:I;}b§=
!heir service and

, new and long-laI ly

ag

d8velopment ot new hQ Ag bU;eels tnat height number of unIts and car park ng

'''d=t' h' ”'?'QX't''=h.'“' ' '';t'i';bI' ;"d "'I”='“'Omm.'”-

PlannIng AhWsubmission

In corrlpliance with section 8(5)(a) of the 2016 Ac: the plannIng authorIty for the area

In WhICh the p'oposed developmenl is located Cork City COuncIl, submItted a report

of its Chief ExecutIve OffIcer in relatIon to the proposal. This was receIved by An

Bora Pleana a on 10t" January 2022„ The report may be summarised as follows

Information Submitted by the Planning Authority

e what has been

achievea ta date WIth lnis seclor and coUld fuXkarglnalise young people that

;FEIXIS:&#:::i~I.;:'r"'=
congestIon Welcomes :hef;genayion of the :ocal area and not opposed to

8.0

81

DetaIls were suomlhed in relation to the bacKgrou11d and devebopment descript'on

proposed development key doc.ments, plannjng h'story submissions summa,7 of

PrescrIbed Body submISSIons, views of Elected Members planning assessment and
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key consice'alions AppendIX 8 InclUdes intel-llal 'eports in full AppendIX C COntaIns

reco-nmended condItIons

Surnmqry ol_ IntQr-E)epartrnental Reports

e Itv Al Q[itecl

Proposal is a welcome jntervention along the N20 and the re-use of HewItt s Mill is

commendable

Arch tectural COnServatIOn Ott\ceF

The re-developmen1 of thIS buildIng is welcomed in princjple however not at the

expense of hlStO-IC fabrlc or histo'IC character Hewid’s MIlls is bo<fb<ecorded

Morurllel.t (Ref Nc COI 0789) and also IISTed on tne NatlonaL47Wf
Archllect'raI Hernage tNIAtl Reg No 208620401 p\>'V

lksT>he rea- elevation iS to

§tIl};;;i::&V';I}!Pi:apes in th's scheme IS not acceptable and gopMnst basIC conservation

:=:::=='„;=„:.&::::=::'='.=:::::::"ibuIldIng has not been part oF tIle &s ess. ThIS design is not senslrlve to the

orIgInal chara,t„ of Ihc st'aNFM s,ch a negatlvn lmpBd ,1,,,1;y ,„d

alllounting ta s.ch a las) hqrlXabrlc of thR struclure The proposed f,rst f'loor

arrangement of balc£pue Nd age WIndows replacIng tne origInal arched WIndows

IS nOt in keep n7ltWllKli£ cha'acler of the Mill The remOval of the ongl"a

tenestlatlonayaFaraLter defining leature l- any mIll, IS not acceptable and
not to conse®o) guidelines standard

ThIS Oulldlng in particular, is one of tne larger more signIficant industrIal buIldings i"

Cork especially as it retaIns much of ItS original lnlernal and external features it is

also of hIstorIcal SIgnIfIcance being the largest dIstIllerIes in Ireland in ' 836 reflecting

Corks importance 'n 18th and 19th century whISkey manufacture I", Irelan c1 and

Northern Europe. HerItage such as thIS is unIque, finite and mportant it is vItal :hat

Recorded Mo-'uments be treated WIth respect

The’ approach of breakIng up the mass o+ trle

Dralr,age Dlvlslon

In general, the starlda’d of the documentation SUbmItted is unsat£staclory and the
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approach to storm watel management, SuDS strategy and poljutIon control requIres

addi:ianat effort Howeve’ in the absence of beIng able to request further

InformatIon, these items can De addressed by way of Gondlt}on

VVater ServIces-

No desIgn proposalS fOr wate' distributIon nave been plovlded by the appIIcant and

as such Cork CiIT COuncIl Water ServIces is anal)Se to cornrnent on the Internal

layout and proposed conneellon paInts The appIIcant/developer shall engage WIth

Cork CIty Council Water Se-VIces Followlng the preparatIon of a water dIstribution

desIgn in a=cordanc.e WIth the IrIsh Watel Code of P-actlce for Water In'rastructure

qand the IrIsh Water - Water Infrastructure Standard Detalls J

P\>-V
Nb\

~\%’
Proposed aeveloplllerlt to be in an area thaI V6)Wefinea in Apanlnent

Guide ines as an Intermedlate Urban Area whWreduced parking standald may

;:r:':=:a8:T:::*::=,
5% Given the ove’al cllbt hH MATS as 49% for 2040 and :he location oF the

development in an inNm)qata4ban ared, it is conslderea tnat the correct balance

has not been acr\ajh{developnIent
St„.Id addl1 <NXkjxg be corsiaered appropriate for tr is development WIth

access from tIM) at ttle JunctIon o' AssumptIon Road consiCe'ation needs to be

given to Improvements at thIS junctlon. ThIS lunctlon is a hIgh accident lacatian witH a

Known road safety ISSue highlightea in the previous report for r'ght turnl-'g

movements frorn the N20 onto Assumption Road. Any improvenlents to tIle JunctIon

wiI' neea to be agreed and designed WIth the agreemen I and aPproval of TII and

Cork CIty eouncil

Infly§!ryQty -9 Development \X
C;onaitiorl attached

T'affic RegulatIon and Sp'gb/

MMP- There are some nconslste'cies jn the p an – walking times from the

development FoI Shalom park and Kennedy park are noted as under 5 minutes when

in fact these green spaces are in the regIon of 28-30 minutes walking time. St
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Patrlcks str8et IS noted as an 11 minute walk but thIS IS in fact approx. 20 mInutes

walking time All figures need to be checked and corrected throughaut the document

The lnode share proposed needs to be revISIted aIId justIfied in line with the plans for

the city taking into accounl the locati011 of the development

Recommended conoltlons attached

Urban Roads_& §tIeet Design (PlannIng)

CondItIons atlached

ChIef FIre Officer

Some elements give rise to concern: consultatIon

Envjronment Section

recommended

COndItIOnS attached

Ho.sing DIrectorate

The I louslnq DIrectorate £s advised that the II oposed

1 st Septemberdevelopmerlt relates were purchased by toe
'% socIal and affordak>\e Part V2015 and 3181 July 2021 Theretore

igFcIable HousIng Act, 2021, coes not applyrequirement recentl:

In thIS Instance

No ohFectlons

82 undertaken by the planning authorIty andAn assessmell t o+ t

reference has the main body oF my repod The
as FoI owsassessrrterI

a split deYsion should be ISSued, 9rartlrlg planning permISsion for the

proposed developments at Parcel A and Parcel C and refLISlng plann'ng

permlss'on ;or the propose(i develapment at Parcel B

a

83 1 he report InclUdes a surr-mary of the views of relevant Elected IVlerr'bers. as

expressed at an onjIne meeting held due to C:OVId-19 restrIctions on 16/12/2021 and

are b’aac:I'y summarIsed below

• OverdeveloDment of site/needs of com-Huntly not beIng met
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IB

•

+

+

e

4

e

Exclusive BTR nature of proposed deve}opment/viability,'gentriFication of

area,’creation of transient communIty/unsustaInable comrnunity

Impacts on cultural herItage/buil(ljng of g'eat hIStOrjC va ue

DesIgn of proposed unjt/uninspIring and generIC

Lack of chjldcare provision

Lack of socIal housIng

Lack of parkIng/safety concerns

ResIdential standards-soundproofIng

9.0 Prescribed Bodies

91 The applicant was required to notIfy Ihe Follow'ng

the appIIcatIon

Bdies prior to rraklllg

1

2

3

4

5

5

7

8.

9.

IrIsh Water

All C;homhalrle [a:alon

Fallte Ireland

The Herita

An Taisce.

Departme

N TA

land

lrnment and HerItage

blldcare Committee

92 In tata. five Prescribed Bodies have responded and the tollowing is a brief SJmlnary

of the polnts raIsed„ F:efe’ence to more pertinent issues are made wit,nin the main

assessment
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Irish Water

Wafer

ConfIrms ttlat a water c.onnect'on to the pUbIIC network is feasible and is nal stlbJect

to any upgrades

UPasfe@’ate r

Confirms that a wastnwater connectIon to the pubIIC network is feasIble and is not

subJect to any upgrades

DesIgn Accepta11ce

The appIIcant IS entIrely 'esponslble fOr :he desIgn and construl

a11d/or wastewater infrastructure WIthIn the development redl'

necessary to faciIItate connectlorl(s) to Irish Water':

applicants DesIgn SUbmISSIon

water

WhICh IS

fet lected in tlle

Fqecorrmend8d conditla11s attached

An Talsce

Concerns expressed at apProach prc
d

for the MIll building. SIgnificanT

ltlble wrth ItS status as a

num€nt Ref No

h some adjustments

ts hiStOrIC

an Important part

IndustrIal herItage

oF :he Rlackpool/Watercourse Road area

Very supporllve of residentla; developments, WhICh are badly needed in tne CIty, and

notes thai a large nUrn[Ie’ of apartments can be provided on :his site, WIthout the

need to adjust the Mill b.II(IIng to the extent proposed Considers that a more

measured and $ympathellc approach is required to its ConversIon su as to aVOId

rreparable damage to ItS heritage.

ABP-31 1 874-21 Inspector's Report Page 26 o1 162



(

Transport Infrastructure IrelarIa (TII)

The Authority wiII rely on planning authority to abide by officIal pOIICy in relatIOn to

develop'nert on/affecting national roads as outlined in DoECLG SpatIal PlannIng

and Natlona' Roads Guldel nes for Planning Autho-'IIes (2012). subject to the

fOllOWIng .

• -The AuthorIty will entertain no future claIms jn respect of ilnpacts (e.g. noise

and VISual) on Ihe proposed development if approved , due to the presence of

the exIstIng road or any new road scheme WhICh is currently in planning

8 The AuthorIty requests that the Council has regard to the provisIons of

:’===:' IT'==„Tt&q==-
„.,hq\

Notes the provis ar of De-ne'bili ly thro'gh the d'x{W{u2'k 'Parcel A’ and
notes that potentIal for such permeabil'ty in ren eIs rs limited by theIr

c o n T 1 g u r a t I o n a n d 1 s o I a t e d P 1 0 t s 1 z e a
'i::::UW:II:;:,:
Su,>porls the prIncIple of hIgher De OF>ment a: the proposed location arId

prOVi SIOn of sa'e and convenle4QCbdo aFternalive TIOdes of IrarSport and where

such an ap.)roach wo,Id ra &y n:erfere with the integrIty or capac:ty of the
surround rIg road netwoA J
N O t 5 a t S f i e d t h a y e L t IIIIIL V 1 r O n r1n e n t a 1 C and it ions pedal ning to the local area I

7ansp01 oojy+\Xpt'lory provlsiorls of the Cork CIty Development Plan Or
mIniSterIal QUINn)s provIde sufficIent Justjfjcation in this Instance and at thIS tIme,

to warrant the mInImal level of parkIng on whIch the proposed development is based.

National Transport Authority (NTA) f X

$ltJated on the busy N20 arterIal route, CIrca 1 8km trom Kent traIn staTion 1 4(m

from Parnell bus station and 1 4km fro111 the CIty centre ( PatrICk Street), all ol whIch

IIn beyond the preferred 8'3C)m waikaDility catchmenl as defined in CMATS nor IS it

currently well served by slgnltlcant htgh frequency public transporl. CJrrenlly rIO

cycle inFrastructure .inking this area with either Ihe CIty centre or Blackpool shopping

centre a' other transporI nodes and the existIng pedestrIan lnfrastructllre is COnfIned

to exIstIng narrow foolpaths adjacent to all tnree proposed development parcels
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Proposal has porertla: to craate an otf-sIte parking deman c1 an adjoinjng public roads

and streets, wh}ch could potentially give rise to vehicular COngeStIOn, confIIct

between vehIcular and peaestrlan/cycle movement and in general run counter to the

CMATS objectIves of provIdIng for enhancea envlronnle11t for public transporl,

walkIng and CycIIng SafeguardIng the operatIonal :ntegrity of the N20 and junctions

at thrs gateway poslllorl to the CITy centre is also vital to ensure Its safe and effICIent

operatIon

Considers that the appIIcatIon has not clearly demonstrated flow the proposed

lnlrl:rnal level of parkIng WIth aIIgn WIth the poIICIes oF CMATS as well as statutory

planning pOIICy

COnSIders that addItIonal InterventiOns would be required to lilO realmr

petleslrlan/cycle connect;vity and permeabIIIty be twl bIte alla the CIty

centre and the BlacKpool local centre in order to 1'_ISI Ins:ty development

with mIn maI car parkIng at thIS IOcatIon

T,’: LT.T.T.:.:=:::::::=='::.:::'.=aFs of development that make

be gIven to tne enhancement of

the pFlysica! environment and p.bljc &d footpath lrfrastru:tale between each

welopment coHerence and legibility andof tnese blocks to provIde for

£ment, permeability and COnneCtIVItyenhanced pedestrIan and

A report was also recel 4D)uDl;rl Alrpcn Authority, as follows

DubIIn A:rpor1 Aul E

No :orllme

10.0 Oral Hea 'quest

10.1 An Oral Hearing request was submItted by one party, Blackpool Community Co-

OperatIve ServIce Centre Ltd. The issJes raised can be broadly sumrrarlsea as
follows

+

+

+

InCrease in developments in recent times and ImpacTS of Blackpool ACA and
Histolic Street C:na'acter Area

1 ack of suItable infrastructure: CommunIty Infrastructure Assessment needs

to be underlake'I before development permltled

Impacts 011 Hewitt Distillery building
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• Impacts on views of Cork Foyer and G-atf'tl Theatre

• Puts forward proposa[ to develop mIll buildIng into a Comrnunlty Hub (as peI

theIr submissIon to Draft Development Plan )

+ FloodIng concerns

10 2 Section 18 of the 2016 Act provIdes that, before decIdIng if an oral hear'ng fora

straleglc hOUSIng development appIIcation should be held the Board' (1) Shall have

regard to the exceptIonal CIrcumstances requiring the urgenl delivery of housIng as

set out in the ActIon Plan For Houslng ana Homelessness. and (ii) Sha.I orly hold an

ora hearing IF it decIdes, havIng regard !o the partIcular clrcumstarAof the

a P PI I i c a t i o n 1 t h a t 1 h e r e i s a ch o r 1 1 P e 1 1 1 rIg case + or such a hear in : </\)

„„*„„.„-„„=, '.m';„.':„..,,.'''a+X„„;„"

:I;iP?;BIB:;:
throughout this repor1 in addItIon I rote the

he made by the Board. I do not consldekthat theB’IS a compel:Ing case to hold a

::i:!:i'RUI ifas"iiIT':::==

10.3

„;;';’„„„* qq~cSi:o a PlannIng Assessment, an Appropriate AssessITIertThis assessnl Nent

pact

ISSue

sometImes talrlng WIthIn more than one oF the assessments Ir the Interest of brevIty

matters are not repeated but such overlaps are IndICated ir subsequent sections of

the report

and an Envir

necessary, I

the appIIcatIon

There IS an inevItable ove'lap between the assessments wtth matters raised

By
submissIons to thb Board, together wllh the ChIef Executive Reporl, in ’espollse to

Assessnlent Scleenlng in each assessment, where

s raIsed By Prescribed Bodies and observers in

11 ,0

11.01

1102
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11.1 Planning Assessment

11 : 1 I tIave had regard to all the documentation before me, Including, ill tel alia tHe report

of the plannIng auThoriTy the s.bmi$slons receIved the provisions of the Cork City

Development Plan 2015 re’levant section 28 MInisterial guidelines, NatIonal PlannIng

Framework: Cork MetropoIItan Area T'anspon Strategy prOVISIOns of the PlannIng

Acts, as amellded a11a associated Regula lans and the nearby designated SItes I

have visltea the SIte and its enVIrons in my mInd the rllair1 ’ssues relatIng to thIs

appIIcatIon are

• P’ nc;pIe o' Proposed Development

. Proposed BuIld-to-Rent Uni is

b Open Space ProvISIon

• Impacts on ArchItectural Fierltage

IB DesIgn Approa.h/Plot Rat;o and Ste QX
Stralegy

ISIEy,’Aspect/Materials

la

9

e

a

BulldlIIg Helghl/Visual Arnea

len ity

II Develoolnent

11.12 I draw to t fact tr,at a Material COntraventIOn

Statement was sublllitted with the apprjcation. It deals WIth a number of issues

Including relatIon to (1) bUIlding height (iI) Plot ratIO (II1) housing mix (IV) apartment

slzes (v) dual aspect and (vi) prIVate amenIty space. These matters snakl be

addressed tllrther wlthln the malrI plaln ng assessment. However in the lnter8sts of

clarrty, I hlghl'ght to the Board that the only matter I consld8r to be a materIal

contravention of the aperati've City Development Plan relates to building heIght Al

other matters contained WIthIn the submItted MaterIal Contravention S:atement are
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consIdered not to be a material co''Iraventlon of the operatIve City Development

Plan. ThIS IS dealt WIth below

11.13 I hIghlight to Ihe Board that 'ny two prlmary concerns in this application relate to

pubIIC open space provISIon and the impacts that thIS would have on the residential

amenity Of futu'e occupiers, together WIth concerns regardIng Impacts On

arch'tectll-al heritage. Other matters raIsed in this assessment are of concern but

indIvidually, it may be possible to deal w'tn them largely by conaition if the

substanlive issues dId not exIst Howeve'. in this Instance, it IS my op nlon that given

the rum[>er of matters raIsed cumulatively they amount to a development that

requIres further ref'nement. <X

G;;=T;=:;:.:;:=T=::.'H&'„==:::::.T,':-
of ae''elopment o' Ihese $'te s and the regeneratioTNuA. but naPe CO-C'rrls

'";“"’:"';"''''““'"''”";;"'*“KC\''"'':’"'“;*"'
The lands are zoned 'Oblectlve Z(34 Re$identNL LqkaI ServIces and Insttulional
Uses’ whIch seeks 'To prolect and prQvll+ for resiaentia1 uses, local services

i n s t 1 1 u t 1 o n R I L 1 s e s 1 a n d ( i v i c u s e s M r d t o em play ment poIICIes ouTIIned in

Chapter 3 , ResIdentIal uses a&dWI permISSIble in prInciple under this and use

Zoning objectl,e Th, plan(gAayay slate that the S,t, IS appropnate'y zoned for
development such as th&,’opad HavIng regard to the nature and scale of

=TJ:JT=T,'r?;hY=======",=::::„',I;="=::::::::on that tRe proposal generally ac.c,o,'as WIth t,’*e zonIng

objective for $XV
HavIng regard to-He nature and scale Of development proposed, namely an

appIIcatIon for 191 resIdentIal units located on lands on which such developrr?ent IS

permissible under the zonIng obJectIve I am of the opInIOn that the proposed

development falls w:thin the aeflnltlon of Strategic HousIng Development. as set out

n section 3 of the PlannIng and Development (Housjng) and ResIdentIal Tenancies

Act 2016

11.2

11.21

Principle of Proposed Development

1122

11 23

1 ' 2,4 The proposal has the potentIal to del ver a ’'igh densIty development in a strategIC

location close to major transpor1 ln'rastructure enabling the CIty 'to accommodate a

greater proportion of ItS growth wltrln ;ts metropolitan boundarIes through
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regeneratIon and redevelopme11t projects’ (NPF, NatIonal Strategic Outcome 1) and

encourage more people and generate more lobs and actIvity WTlhin the CIty’ INPF

Natlonai POIIcy ObJective q 1). 1 also refer the Board to the Reglona’ SpatIal &

Ecorlomic Strategy for the Southerrl RegIon 2019-2(131, in partIcular RPO 10

Cornpact Growth in MetropoIItan Areas which in order tO achIeve compact grOwth

seeks to prIorItIse housing and employment development in IOcations WIthIn and

contIguous to exist,ng CIty fooTprInTS where it can be served by pllbllc transporl

wa'king and cycling. This ts consIdered to be one such SIte

In addition to the above, I have also haD regard to the Council s Core Strategy wlrh1125

respect to hOUSIng The operatIve City Developmenl Plan seeks VNmote

intenSIfICatIon and consoliaa lion of the clty I rlote StrategIC !<JW operative

CIty Oevelorrrle'I Plan seeks to increase pop'lation anU@Vw'tr'jn t"e CIty
a'ea and to create a compact susla'nabbe city I am at @Non that the princIple

of a develaprent, wnlch provides for the deIIvery qb@ underpIns The
ions planned for and aprinciples o' a corrpact c’ty. wllh good pUbIIC)d

range of selvices and amenitIes exIstIng with\

I? 1 1:a n 1 n t h 1 S p Ie g a r If1 A11\
Having regard in all of trI, ,boAI\if the oprnlo„ it,at the proposal accord, w,th

;hed area of the CIty. I am

'ully satisfied that the p'oposal is in colfVllanceYh the operatIve CIty Development

11 2.6

=.===='.':==Kb?.T:===' 1===.'.':==.;r='::=1:::'"'operatIve CIty Deveb,ipm N Pb6 Such zoned lands can contrIbute towards the

t I O U $ 1 n 9 r e q U 1 r er nU1g 1 C 1 1 y

I nOte that ©VJbm,s„ons received raISes ,,,,„",s with regards the th„e
ind vidllal parWs >f 'arId and how th s compIIes WIth The provIsions of the SHD

11.2.7

leqslatlcn I am of the opjnion that the prIncIple of trle proposal compIIes with the

prov'sic)ns of the SHD legislatIon III thIS regard and I note lhe Board have oreviously

determined on other sim lar such s tes {fo' example ABP-308228-20'I The three

s"tes are physIcally Flax mate to eacn orher and pedestrian upgrade works are

proposed between the sItes Resldnnts of al! three oa’eels WIll have access to

residential amenity facIIItIes WIthin Parcels A and B However detaIls of how the

aevelapment WIll be deltvered i' a cohesive manner as a single SHD proposal

should have been submitted with the appllcatlon documentation The appllcalltS

state that tIle submitted landscape masterplan clearly sets out how eacll parcel w II
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link to each other th'ough the provISIon ot pedestrIan .unctlon upgrades along the

pubIIC road. V/hile I acknowledge tnis. I note that it IS stated that the proposal is

expected to take approxImately 1 2- 18 months to complete (confIIcts in

documentatIon noted I and that no detaIls in relation to phas ng/programlIIe of works

Have been subrnittec! in th£s regard 1 hIS is considered parTicularly important in thFS

ns lance n order to ensure that the development woIIld be completed in a cahesi=oe

manner, ircl„dIng the proposed pedestrian uograde works if the Board were

dIsposed towards a grant of perm s sian, the matter of p’las ng could be dealt WIth by

mea-,s of condltlon

11.2 8 To conclude I am satISfIed WIth the p'lncJP ie of the development F®ed on these

parcels and I welcome the rege,.erallon of these browrfield q</N)proprla le

re-develapmert of these lands has the poterItlal to Great:WM streetscape at
thIS locatIon, whIle the benefits to the wider community kM\ cf pndestrlan

:“;'="TT;:.":-=;':::'::"“ _,\%’
11.3.1 The attention oF tIle Boald IS drawn to the fad Nas IS a bu'ld-to-rent sche111e I

liII liIS:I;!f&if£Ti=iiIEnIts has been raIsed in many of the

rental nature of the development, the’cluslvel'y

opInIon that ,1 IS an u„„K.aMQf£„ Ol davelopmen1, wo,la be OUt O' .haracter

:=ePT=o:ucT:s=":=::=J::hS

11.3 Proposed Build-to-Rent Units

with existjng owner pupi\Jamily dwellings in lhe VICInIty and would lead to the

creatIon of a tra@ N,jnun'ty. Neither the planning autFo,-Ity no, PrescrIbed

3,d ,,, h,„, M=Prns in thIs regard .

The applcati011Vccampanled by a 'CorrmentaT on the Private Rented Sector

Markel Demand Reporl. which seeks to p-ovlde a Jusht'catIon for the use proposed

I am generally satIsfied WIth the information conta ned therein

POIICy Cpnlext

Sec[t011 5 of the SustaInable Urban HousIng Design Standards fo' New Apartmenls

2020 provIdes guidance on toe build-to-rent (BTFI) sector it IS noted that these

guIdeIInes were updated in 2020. They deFine BTR as "purpose bUIlt resIdentIal

accommodatIon and assocIated amenities built speclf'ILaly for long-term rental that is

managed and servIced in an lnstllutlonal manner by an institutional landlord ;. These

11.32

1 1 .3.3
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schemes have specific distinct characterIstICS WhICh are uf leleval-lee to the planning

assessment. The OwnerShIP and management oF such a scheme is usually carrIed

out by a SIngle entIty in thIS legar(I. a 'Buil(I to Rent Management Plan has been

subrrlitted with the application

1 1.3.4 1 refer the Board to the provIsions of Specltlc PlannIng POIICy Requ:remelrl 7 WhICh

provides that:

BTFR development must be

fa) DescrIbed in the pUbIIC rIotlces associated WITh a plannIng appIIcatIon

specIfIcally as a BuIld-to-Rent' housing development that IIar mblguously

;q::JIiii:;a;=;\c§;".Iii"::i:F:n:tg©ii:
Slflg

reerrlent

TO any grante

:::i=';:'::=bV?I,Ii: ill,;.T;,
a mIn murn perIOd of nct less tFlgn 15 Mnd that sjrrlilarly no indIVIdual

.,::.':'::::::;&$
recreational amenit}-B lo t\) prOVIded as part of the BTR developlrlent These

Or SUppOrtIng co'nmllnal and

;::::==': X%?

parately for Ihat perIOd

'=eaJyT.%'IM=::'T."==T','MI:Tdevelopment fo' resic}ents such as laundry facIIItIes

:S anagement Facilities, malntanance/repaIr services, wastefIa rr1C

m anagYment faciIItIes, etc

(Ii) Residential ServIces and AmenItIes – comprising of facIIItIes for

communal recreallorlal a11 tJ other actIvities by resIdents IncludIng sports

facIIItIes, shared TV/jounge areas. work/study spaces, functIon rooms for

use as prIvate djring and kItchen facIIItIes, etc

11 35 The statutofy notices fo’ the proposed resIdentIal developrlenl descrIbe the scheme

as buIld-to-rent The proposal IS accornparied by a proposed covenant or legal

agreement, as requlled under SPPR 7(a) I am satis'ied that deta'ls relatIng to a
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legal covenanU'agreemenl could be adequately dealt WIth by means of condition, if

the Board is disoosel:1 towards a grant of permission

1136 in terms of re$1deni suppor1 facilllles and resident services and amenItIes, I note that

Ihc proposal Inciudes 'or :he provjsion of dedIcated resident s amenltles arId FacIIItIes

of stated floor area of approx mately 907 square metres These faclltt.'es/services

are divided betweerl Parcels A and B with no sucH Facilllles provIded withIn Parcel

C I highIIght to the Board tha1 aII Pa'tV units are located WIthin Parcel C The

proposed facilities include for a gym, lounge areas, work/study areas arld

kItchen/dInIng areas. The planning aulhorlty consIder it appropriate to leques1 the

omlssion of two apartments to provide for OIl-slie amenIty for re:@n Parcel C

Further they ccnslder that the InclusIon of a green roof wo_'ldx<yiN/y increase

:he amenIty enjoyed by resbdents and also mjnimIse anyJN€1WZrLlse of the

adjoInIng public open space Ehat was provIded as paS Wenue development

1 „,t, these co,"cerns Of the olanPing a.ttlorlty anNARK/dIsagree witr the r

opInIon

1 1 .3„7 I note thaI a Sl:e Specific Apartment Mdhvgement St-ategy ras been submItted WIth

the applicatIon The InformatiOn cANXele,n IS generIC in nature and contaIns

IiItIe lnforTation specific to lhISAabqaaevelaprr'e'It. I note lhat no deta IS relating

to the management of resiaFqt arNIAy facIIIties or car park ng management are

con[alned WIth :n th s do&lent ) is unclear if the p’oposed gym is solely for

resictents of the propG'ed d>Wlopment. In addillon I hlghlbght to the Board that a

B„ildi'g LIfe Cy K BeMas nof SLlbrrittea with the appicallon dOCLlmentatlOn jn

a;cordanc.e <&M 61 3 of the S JSlalnable Urban hOUSIng DesIgn Stanoa’ds

for New ApartrrM (2020), which states that thIS report should have regard to the

long terrn qanagement and maintenance of the proposed development

Notwithstanding this. the rnatter of management could De adequately dealt w'th by

means of condItion, if the Board were dIsposed towards a grant of permissIon

11.38 SPPR 8 sets out proposals that quali+y as specIfIC BTR development in accordance

WIth SPPR 7 in thIS regard no restrictbons on dwelIIng mix aPply. I note that the

p'aposal does llol accord WIth the provisions of tRe ooerallve CIty Development Plan

In terms of unit mix (Table 164} 1 shall deal WIth this matter below in sectIon 11 9

It IS nc)led that some of the thIrd party SI Ibm„SsiOns rece'vea raise concerns in
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'elatIon to the proposed uni: mix, material contrauentlon of the operatIve City

Development Plan n Ihls regard and a perceIved lack of fallllly friendly units The

plannl-g authorIty have llot raised can;ern in relation to tris matter. The matter WIll

be dealt with Furlher De ow

11 39 Under SPPFI 8, flexibility also appIIes in relatIOn to the provision of a proportIon of

the storage and private amenIty spaces assocIated WIth indlvld11al unIts and in

relatIon :o the prOVISIOn of all of the communal amenIty space (as set out in Appendix

I of 3foremenlloned Apartment GuideIInes), on the basis of the provjs'.on of

allernatlve compensatory co’nmura1 support facll tIes and amenltl%Jwllhln Ihc

hP==:=O=='=
A\>’AJ

11 3 10 As statea anoDe, I hlqnllght to the Board that M&te- of the prlrlclpIe of build to

HaIT&bq""’„’'::==':'::;"corlcerns ri thIS re.ga-c 4\U
„ '„„’„'„'„' „’„„;''<%>„'„„'„„'„„„„„ „„„,„';'„„:"

regards to the prOVInn GWR development and the need for same in certajn areas

caterIng to th.,q4t+NJ„t staaes Df the llfecVcl, t,"Dse where home OWnerShIP

may not be <DWIa t-lose who have a r„efere',Ce/need tOr Smaller unIts S,,h

bu'ld-to-rent Lwlffer chOIce and flexi5ility to peoPle and can provIde viab be long-

term housing $olutlons TIle Apartment GuIdeIInes acknowledge that such schemes

are larg8r-scale apartment developments Ihat typlcdlly 'ncluae several hundred unIts

Principle of Buld-to-Ren! Units

11 3 12 The proposal has the patent,al to provlde a balance to existng development, namely

It witl p'ovlde gooa quaIIty rental unIts catering to indIViduals and smaller l19useholds

n the main. within an area WhICh has traditionally been well served WIth famIly

owner-occupied homes Supportng COmmunIty facibities and public realm amenItIes

exIst WIthIn Ihe wider area. The proposal w\II 111trod ,Ice a new hOUSIng typology 'r1

the locality that will complemenl and enhance the eXIsting mix and type et residentla
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development in the wider area. TIle maHer of aFfordabIIIty, as raisea1 in same of the

thIrd paRy submIssIons. is outsIde the remit of this plannIng assessment

' 1 313 There is some dEsagreement between the applicant and the plannIng authorIty WIth

regBrds dIstances to pUbIIC transport/facilities/employment bases The aoplicants

state that ttle subject srte is located less than one kllornetre from CorK city centre

well WIthjn the 15-minute walk cr'terla and that Kont Tra’n StatIon is located c. lkm

from the site. The plannIng authorIty dispute this and state thal the development is

1 8 km walk ng dIstance from Kent Railway Station and 1 ,3 km walking dIstance from

the elty eentre WIth walkIng t*mes of apProximately 20-25 mInutes. I consider the

dlsta"'ces clled by Ihc planrlng aJthcrlty to be more accurate thaMe CIted n the

application doc'mentatiorl I also note that the aOpllcant$ $taI<yW' employers

such as Apple. Blizzard Eqtcna nnlent and M”'y HosrllVN@rox mately lkm
of the SIte WIt-lin 15-minute proxImity I note that From tG HeIN,tt s MIll SIte, googbe

!!H:’::it: Ti&X
maps states 11 IS a 21 mlnllte walk to be Mercy hovWPtc, the Apple

Notwithstanding these

the city centre withIn an

estabIIShed urban area. prox:mate to exNlng ancFp'anned pUbIIC transport facilities

I also note ItS OrOyjmlty tD nearby Wwbct arId local centres I am, ,,tI,fled that

the prIncIple of a buIld-to-ren: $4X}altable and .UStrf',able at th s location The

site is kocaled close to a hogpof eN>yment bases, together WITh ed„catlanal,

sportIng, cultura and c4rercDfacilities. Reverlue and IrIsh ExamIner offIces are

ImmedIately oppo$1<'Parce\ and the site is proximate to Blackpool district centre

I note Ihe ne?ght<u)Mentre zon ng on :he opposite slde of the N20 1 note that

the site IS seQQV/s Elleanr routes 203 and 2 15 wh Ch service COrk City and IIS

env rOrS and teXAan 5 mInutes' walk F’om Bus EIreann bus StOPS servICIng the

207 A, 24B and 235 The application she is located along tRe N20 National Road

which has beer identIfIed in Ihc DraFt 1 rarISPOrt Strategy as a “core bus corridor". i

reFer the Board to the section 'TraKic arId TransportatIon’ where capacIty and

frequency of existing puBIIc transpoq together wiIF planned pUbIIC transport

upgrades in the VICInIty are addressed n detal

Conclus'or

1 ' -3.14 1 ar satisfIed that this IS all approprIate IOcatIon fo’ such a BTR development The

principle of a development of this rlature has the potential to contrIbute Positively to
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this established urban ne}ghbourhood The proposal has Ehe potent}al to add to the

varIety of hOUSIng types with'n the area. There is an acknowledged demand for

hCUSlrIg irl nlarly sectors of society. w'th all sectors havIng varyIng needs and

requIrements This proposed BTR scheme provIdes accomrnodation for one of

those sectors, name'y those where home owrlerstllp l“nay not be a p’lorlty and/or for

those who need,’desIre a slnaller unit. I am satISfIed that quality accommodatIon IS

beIng prOVIded for ir [his jnstance I have concerns regardIng open space provISIon

and subsequent Fmpacts on re$1dertlaF amenIty These are addressed Furlher below

I have considered the corcerns raised Ill tIle submissions received in re.ation to the

creatIon of a :ranslent population a11d the lack oF creation of a sust3bqpble

III:BIll;:;:iFil'i„=kt§l==::==WIll not lead

IUi:=:::::='H=g#i:sion for theIS

...„,ETHF]::IH::;'l:.the Apartment Guidelines 12020} tIavIN regarmo all oF tIle above. I consider that

H==Hili!:&SiU:''''=:''"=:and ntend8d outcomes of curKl Wr?nent policy.

Open Space Provig£n>
q1.4 1 Many of the thIrd pq®suNpslons receIved have raIsed concerns rI relatIon to this

aspect of the FrqfeUne V the 1,,k .f p.bI,c 09en space providl,d Wit'ljn the

proposed ,@vther wi[h concerns that the existIng pUbIIC open space

associated wiN; acljoIn ng Ard PatrIck Avenue deve'opment WIll be over-

subscribed as future resIdents in thIS current scheme utIlise it due to lacK of provision

WIthIn the proposed development SonIC of tIle thIrd par:y suE)missjons contend that

the proposal does nut provide adequate open space to relax, rest and play and are

cf the opinion that Inadequate pub’ic open space IS proposed The plannIng

authoriry note that the Statement oF ConsIstency when assessing the proposed

development agaInst the requlrerTlents of [ne Cork City Development Plan 2015 does

not InclUde for public / communal open space Furthermore, they note that no

quantum of open space has been provided in thIS documenl Table 16 6 of the

CCDP sets out that at least 10% of any reslderltlal developnlent must be set aside

1 1 ,4
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for pubIIc open space provISIon The pbann Ing authority further state that it is

approprIate to hIghIIght the lack of usable pUbIIC / communal open space provISIon in

the proposed develODrnenl as it may poInt to overdevelODment. They request Ihat

the Board IICJUde thIS in their consIderation of the proposed developHlent

Context

11 4,2 it is noted that a Landscape DesIgn Ra:ianale Report and assocIated drawings have

been submitted WItH ErIe appllcallon documentation

1 ' 43 I hlghllg-tI to the Board that the submItted Architect's Design Statement gIves fIgures

For eommunal and pubIIC open space provisIon it is unI,lear how tHe fIgures are

II:E:blUHlikl iiItS’IIId lfferl ng

’;Hl===
for thevlded

==1=-= T;'=“'='''\::'=:::L4%?;*::’=::=„==''==='Q’
Put>ll9 Open Span \

Statement Ihat 'there is mo'e than adequate public ape{aM

1 ' .4.4 The Development Plan sels aut rem&N Ill relatIon to pllbllc open space on

such lands. namely a 'eq Jlrem AWA of the site a'ea (Table 16 6) 1 note

secTIons 4 15- 4.21 (incius'© att&luldeltnes for PlannIng Aulhorities on' ' \M--=\ ' V

Sustalnable ResIdential6wetodent in Urban Areas (2009) deals with the mattel of

p.bI,c opel, ,paceJ)(vlslo+n)6d Far si les S.ch as that proposed, states that pUbIIC

area that could be calculated as pubIIC open space in my mind is that to the north of

Parcel C adJolnl'g the existIng open space associated wllh the Ard Patrick

development This proposed area measures approxImately 120 square met'es by

my calculatIons, representing approxImately 1 5% o' the overall s te area However

I hIghIIght to the Board that it is a steep inaccessIble overgrown area at the current

tIme with litterIng evIdent The landscaping proposats do not apPear to include for

ily be provided at a minimum rate of 10% ot the tata site

not adequately address tne matter of pubIIC open space

open space s

p’ovlslon wlthlr tV $„bmrtted moons, except, as stated anoDe. In the MaterIal

Contravention Statement, where they state that pUbIIC open space in the range of

36% is provIded for . Agai11. It IS unclear to me how thIs f'gure is arrived at The only

:i.SY
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any works to it (see Drwg. Na 20365-3- 140) and no cross sections have been

provIded tllrough t. This area is to remaIn as exIsting nameIY a steep Inaccessible

and u"usable piece of residual land in my opInion, it should not be counted as part

as the DUOllc open space calculations

114.5 The appltcants do not adequately address thIS matter in the submItted

docurnentation which is an omissIon in my mInd, if a Just,'flt_,atFon had been pul

forward in the doCumentatIOn For the shortfa'l it may have been approprIate to apply

a canaition !n IIeu at pllbllc opell space provision. However, the stlortFall rs so g’eat

that n my opInIon, it would be inappropriate to appFy such a levy in thIS instance I

hlghlght to the Board that tne appIIcants have not addressed this gNr in tnrms of

materIal contravention of the operatIve CIty Development Plan

11 4.e The OC,en space prOvIded in Parcel A IS considered tO bV\gNVatule. leftover

after the placemert of the blocks The s.bm;tted A’ahn\>,sign Statement in

refe-ence tO pUbIIC open space Identifies it as 'lnclaqDM6lng ana :lrCulatFOn

area’ I would cor,c.r with thIs descrIptIon THeAa\Xhe east and wesT of the

blocks provide a buffer from the roadways wNLtbarea between the two b:ocR$ 15

accurately descrIbed as a walkway q&ubrnitted docllmenta[lon- 11 provIdes

access to the blocks and cor'necti6N®1 trr)rn Assumption Road to North CIty

Link Road. N011e of these spa& Mbe consIdered usable, apprapr’ale pUbIIC

ope" space afc-'ng a FIX &#RUe&rId pass ve uses jn terms of F’arce= B. aga,n

the area to the west AN„M m,II b„ildlng provbdes acces, t. the proposed

UnItS and pr3vld9p a\:uFqr !X:ween tne mIll and the b'_sy N20 IInk road. The area to

the north ofMisNdual left-over space- north facing sur,au.decl on tnree

SIdes by roa\ & kBfore, the submllted Arcnjtectural DesIgn Sta:emenl in

reference to pu Jc open space ldentjfies it as 'incIdental plantIng and clrculatian

area’ Inadequate iandscaplng details have been SJbmllted fo' thIS parcel The

areas betwee11 the proposed cluster blocks are corsi tIered to be COm'nLlnal in

nature- set down area for reFuse trucks IS located as part of t'IIS ar8a The remaInIng

SDace with Parcel B IS desIgnated for car parking in terms of Parcel C. no adequate

detaIls as to how the proposed 1,5% pUbIIC open space rs to be lanascaped or

rendered accessible have been SUbmItted or how it would Integrate WIth :he

adJo'n'rIg open SDace to the east. As statea above, rt is to remain as all unusable.

naccesslble pIece of resIdual land
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11 .4.7 Section 16.19 of the operative CIty Development Plan states that pUbIIC open space

WIjl normally be requIre<1 in all aevelaprnents, apart from in exceptIonal

circumstances Exceptional CIrcumstances would InclUde • Where developments are

close to exIstIng pubIIC parks and other amenity facllltles, - Smaller residentIal and

commercIal developments where it may not be approprIate to provFde puC)llc open

space. ' The need to protect the established pattern of slreets, spaces and/or

development The proposed developmen= of 191 residentIal unIts, removed from

ImmedIately adJacent eXIsting public parks and other amenIty facilities IS not

COnSIdered to be an exceptional circumstances, n this regard. I am not satisfied in

relatIon to the pUbIIC open space provISIon and =onslder Ihat it do9pqt corrpty with

the orcvis,ons of the operatIve CIty Development Plan nor natl£/aI\ud}rce

jnCIUdIng the Urban Design Manuel and itS assocIated 12 (CSM:dIng 'CrtteHa

Na 3 Inclusbvity’ and Cf'teria No. 8 PubIIc Reajm'. I co@&: NJ?to be a signlfRcant

talll,-g of the proposec scheme and corsloer as a €NWJe Proposal rep'esen is
ovel-development oF the parcels I consldnr thnqi.hAL&)osa WOLlld offer an

inaaeQ,ate Ie,e .f a„„rllty to future occu?lemNega’d No play areas are

p'oposed nor tacilities for those at d,ffe(ng slaM tIle lifecycle Gaterlng to actIve

and passIve uses While I note treA}qNopen space within [re „,cinity. thIS isn't

,, „,, ,,,eptlo-ally weli seNg N Nhlc open space withIn walking dbstanGe af
the s'te 1 aga n 1lighllght to/he B\rma1 the dIstances CIted by the appIIcant to

nearby p,blic one,1 spa@ \®,crrect The MobIlity Managernent Plan states that

walkIng tImes 'roT tFfdevb)ment to Shalom Pa'K and Kennedy Park are under 5

mInutes when un<gc:W>ted by the plannIng autho’Ity, these green spaces are jn

Er,e regl011 of@aMtes walk ng t,me WhIle exIstIng pubIIC open space should

be avallabbe fowl consIder it would be unfair on tHe reside11ts of the Ard PatrICk

development to have the aPplicant provIde a shortfall in this current scheme by

reason of the adlolnlng desIgnated space wrthlr theIr development GIven the extent

of the shortfall. I consIder 't Inappropriate to deal with thIS maHer by means of the

payment of a financIal contributIon in IIeu. I agajn high'ight to the Board that the

matter was not dealt WIth in the sllbmltted MaterlaF C;ontravent}on Statement

ConImunal Open §pqQQ

11.4.8 in terms of communal open space provISIon, I note that the operatIve C:tty

Development Plan does not have standards in thIS regard AppendIX 1 oflhe
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aforementioned Sustainaole Urban HousIng DesIgn Standards For New Aparlments

(2020) reqUIre the fOllOWIng minimum standards

Table 4

StUdIO

One- bed
IT

5m7 I
ITwo- bed (3 person)

Two-bed-(Foirsarl’} - 7m’

Three- bed 9lr l’

.'', „„'- „'„„;„„-„ --„„W'„„„*\&\'"Elr:B,::!E::=:;:;BFL€FXXi=
>.??rx#ii#7;IXI(landScapIng/:reatment- thIS matter coLIQbe deaIFqVlttl by cor'd tIa'. No co,rlrl'ura

}};§;:B$§RiRIljfacilities/resident sendIces mi anNnlties are proposed WIthIn Palcel C I consider

that l"lacequate lntorm4r?fQeen sub'nllted Irl thIS 'egard arla [nerc seems to be

some curlfuslorl in t Fda)V'*tation between comm.r,al OOen space (external) and

co''lmu.al suPFd La\a and amenltips (lnte'nal) By my calCLllatlons, tha

propa sa. wa OK/ n the regIOn of 1 ' 85 sqllarn metres c,mm,„,I ,P,„ s,a,e
The SUbruIttedWItactural Deslgr Stalement states Ulal Parcel A p’oviaes 586 rrt2

of communal oper space while Parcel B proVIdes 143 m2. which gives a total of 729

square metres IT is unclear what other areas, :'f any the appIIcants are InCluding

Within Their communal open SPace deslgnat;on

1 1 4 10 1 note SPPR 8(I1) of the Apartment GuIdeIInes (2320) which allows for flexlb lity in

relatIon to the provISIon of all of the communal open space referred as set out in

AppendIX 1 of these aforementioned guideIInes. on the basIS of the prOVISIOn of

alternatIve, compensatory communal support tacllllles and amenItIes WIthIn the

development I hbghllght tO the Board that thIS matter of coFtmuna open space was
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not addressed n Ihe submitted Mater.al Corlraventlon Statement, WIth the exception

of sectIon 3 8 WhICh refers to 'comrrunity amenIty space:. ThIS sectIon states that

Each bUIlding has a SIgnIfIcant quantIty of communjty amenity space and a

centralized a’ea of community amenIty space WhIch is aGcessible from all four

bUIldIngS provIdes access to a gym, coITlmJnrty gatherIng spaces, work spaces and

furlctlon haqIs it is envIsaged that the desIgn of tIle proposed development will assIst

n encouragIng communIty development and quality communal spaces WIthIn the

appllcatian SIte' in this regard it IS unclear if the appIIcants are referring to the

proPosed futJre community residIng wltnln the proposed development or if elements

of the proposed development will be available for WTder comrruritvose. I again note

l;$if#HHiHl:$§©§iIi:
;:=T_;InT::;T':T:==[&%:-:"=
PrIvate Open Space/Ma:erial Contraverltlon \ y

I;ET:;£b§
d unIts WIthIn the scheme. In the form of

authority have not addressed the

matter of private opell space prNsIMne o+ the SJbmjSSbOns received notes that

the proposal ma:erially cqn MeMe operatIve CIty Development Plan n terms of

priva Ie open space aHN ivaamenity space. The plannIng aut-or'ty do not
address ttllS maEtal o\malerl gf contraventIon

...,..==,:==M=.','==:'.-:„,„„„..„.„„.„.....„...,~
Development l\mv in regards to prrvate open space provisIon with n their

submItted Material ContraventIon Staten-tent Table 16 7 of the Development Plan

sets ou1 private open space standards (min. requirements) as follows

+ Apartments- 1 oed: 6 sq m

• Apartmen ls- 2-bed 8 sq in

e Apartments- 3-Bed. 12 sq.m
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114 13 in this regard. the appIIcants refer to Appendix 1 of the SustaInable UrbarI Housing

DesIgn Sla-'dards for New Apartments (2020) WhICh IndIcate foI'owing minimum

Floor areas to' private amenIty space

+ f)ne bed- 5 sq Ill

B Two-bed (3 persons)- 6 sq in

Two-bed (4 pe'sons)- 7 sq m

• Three-bed- 9 sqr1

11 4 14 The appIIcants further note section 3 39 of the atoreme11t,oned GuideIInes WhICh

aiRx3iT!11=i::;’„”
states "For building ref'„rb,shment schemes on SItes of any siz n InfIll

111::1, 1:','=:::“,:::.==:“"';“'’%’
ii.:'{he
than 5 sq m X bI y

. =:'1 i,i:6\Z65'. -.':=1.„„.-'...„d2-b.d-.i:=p'.„id.
balcony/4;Mace equal !o or greater ttldn 7 square metres Of the 4 no

U-it$®VS than 7 sq m thes, are located HewITt MIll, h„Id,„;g

. All 3-bed-Kn Bs (6 no.) prOVIde less than g sq m of balcony space with

provisions being between 5 5 to 5 98 sq m All 3-bed unIts are located in the

HeWItt MIIIS bUIIdIng

11.4 17 i note the non-compIIanCe with the above standard of the operatIve City

Development Plan. However. I do not ConSIder thIS to be a mater,al contraventIon of

tlle Plan I highIIght lo the Board that I am oF the opInIon that thIS nOn-COmpIIance is

with a standard of the operatIve City Development Plan, not a pOIIcy oF ltlls Plan. I

have examIned the provIsions of sectIon 16 7 of the operatIve City Plan and consIder

these to be standards. I also note thaI the proposal does not meet the minim.m
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floor areas for private amenity space in all Instances, namely for units proposed

WIthIn the Hewltt's Mills site. ThIS is consIdered to be a marginal non-compliance.

11 4.18 The 'Sustainable Urban Housing Design Slandards for New Apartments. GuideIInes

for PlannIng AuthorTtles' (December 2020) contains SPPRs in relatIon to oulld-to rent

developments, namely SPPR7 and SPPR8 Specjfjcally in relatIon to prIvate

amenity space requIrements for bUIld-to-rent developments, I note SPPR8 (1,), WhICh

I acknowledge takes precedenee over any confIIctIng policIes and ODjectives of

Development Plans, SPPR8 (ii) of the Sustaillable Urban Housing' Design

Standards For New Apanmenls (2020)) states that 'FlexIbIIIty shall apply jn relation to

the provisIon of a proportIon of the storage and privale a71enlly

with jnd;viaual units as set out in AppendIX 1 and jn relation tI

Ihe communal arnerlily space as set oul in AppendIX ' , on W,

of alterna IIve, compensatory communal support facllrt ll

development’ it is noted thaI such SPPFRs. wh,ch

build-to-rent developments were not IncJl

X

,socIated

ion of all of

the provISIOn

wrthjn the

bIIIty in relation to

guIdeIInes

I f

ler\ities

11 4.19 As I Have stated in Ihe sectIon relatIng to unIt Wonsidel II reasonable to apply

:,l=',,!:k®':T.+.X,Developm8nt Plan does not aid&nb+/betweell buld tO sell or BTR all resIdentIal

un't s are treated the sarr9 l£JoMo prIvate amen ty space The Apartment

GuideIInes diffe'entla3RNee#ulld tO sell and BTR and stale that the,e sho.Id be

a flexIble approaq,?t&rivqte%menjtV space in farms ot BTR schemes. SPPR 8(iI)

broadly in compl;a:'Ice with both the operatIve cIty De\,'e,opment Pla' a11d rlatlonal

guIdance While there is some nOn-COmpIIanCe WIth CIty I)eve;opment Plan

standards I" terms of p-vale amen'ty space. I do not corlslder thIS to be rr:aterial in

nature The proposal is in cornpllanee WIth SPPR8(ii) of the aforelnentloned

Apartment GuIdelines (December 2020)

E3evelopment Plan cross references natIOnal guidance. Asrefers I note

LT:::; I::=Q assessment, I consider the proposed development to be

JT
Fn my

11.4.20 Ill my opInIOn, wrile the quantum of private amenity space provISIon may rnarginalty

contravene thIS standard of the operative City Developlllent Plan I do not consider

thIs to be a materIal conlraventlon of the Development Plan The proposal broadly

compljes with section 16.7 of Ihe Pla" and meets the standards of the
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aFore'nentlonea Sllstalnable Urban HousIng: DesIgn Standards for New Apartrrlents

(2020) The planning autnority have not addressed thIS matter. I am satIsfied in thIS

regard

11 4 21 To conclude this sectIon, the proposa, IS considered to comply with SPPR 8(I1) of the

aforementIoned SUstaInable Ulba11 Housjng Apartment DesIgn GuIdeIInes (2020J in

relatIon to prIvate ope11 space provis son in BTR developments I do not consider the

proposal to represent a material contraventlor of Ihe Clty Development Plan in terms

of prIvate amen'ty space, for the rpasons add'essed above

Concius'on

1 - .4.22 1 am not satIsfIed WIth the proposal put forward in relatlon IO py#13VNluna1 open

iTill!!aHii: El:'::ISkY
space provIS on and thIS IS one of the main Issues I have wltNF\ ial There IS

before me. In

th

provISIons o' SF,PR 8(I1) ufWhp\ntoned Apartment Gu}dellnes are noTed in

and !ha resldllal nature of tllose soa:as the $$adeVelOOmerIt 15 consIdered

thIS regard 1 dm satisf@ Hhi9{to rrFJatP open space p’ovislon

f amenity to fu IUre

occuOiers Publl: open space s ,,verely lack.i\\{P e :ack of open spaces

unsatIsfactory Given the extent of shorltall ofXMopen space I consIder that a

contrlbut:on for Ihls shoMall wau''9®''ptable in this nstance Inle-rr” 't
private OPen space prOVISIon, I jcNlovib\ge that this IS a BT R SCheq8 and the

T:::.:.:gel:::::=::,=„„_.
and I refer the Board to same

11.5

1151

1 1 52 A Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment Report. Landscape Design RatIonale

Report, Archaeologlca and Bulll HerItage Impact Assessment and photomont3ges

have been stlhmlttnd wllh ltIe apgl'catian. The SUbmItted documentatlor1 srows the

proposed developnlent in the COntext of the exIstIng surroun cling area

1 1 53 1 he submISSIons of third parties including PreSCrIbed BodIes alld the planning

authorIty are no:ed in thIs regard Many of the thIrd parties raIse concerns regard ng
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mpacts of the proposal on vlsllal amenIty and concerns regardIng ImpactS on

Hewltl’s M„II„ it IS noted dIal the p,anrlln9 authorIty Elected Members (as contaIned

Irl Ctllef Executive Reporl) ana An Tai see as well as other third parties all raIse

conce'ns in relation tO the lmpal,ts of the prapa sal On tna architectural heritage of

Hewitt's MllC (see 'no’e detailed summary o' theIr concerns in section 9 above) The

plannIng authorl ly recomrrIe'd a refusal of permISSIon in relatIon to thIS matter and

stale ltlat

Having reg8rd Fo the ArchIFectura! Herituge ProtectIon GuIdeIInes for PlannIng

Authoniles arla Objectives 9.1 and 9 28 of dIe Cork Clfy D€veiopll5,a Plarl 20 r 5.

the applicant has not derrionstrated. based on the illforrnatlorl sAx(a\ z.ha ! tHe

niH::iRis::FRi&#%
proposed development at Parcel B, specIfically the redevelop\IN Hewitt's

r oF Thee

If n \ ! I

ada

h,„t,ge A„ I „,,, ,,.).%tX„g th,I wh,I, th,V „, „„y ,.PP,,t„„ ,I
reslderltial developm#s\JicMre badly neecec1 i11 the city. they consIder Erat a

large rumDer of gPa\JenF fan ne provided on tnis SIte. without the need to adj,IS:

:Ions proposed The

vropvsed developmenT aT Parcel B IS therefore I wFhLA1 nee with the proper

planning and sustainaDle development of the@N

HER:iTfIt!£hq.IRtF: IIIiT.t::libtO the late eIghteenth century_aNA/ba Important parc of Clark's hIStOrIC dIstilIIng

11 S 4

tae m II bulldrW?dent proposed They fudne' consIder that a more measured
and §ympatheNLajproach is -eq_,'lred to ItS conversIon, so as to avoId lrreparab,e

damage to its heritage .

Our ltext

11 5.5 The artenllO'I of the Board is drawn to the 4act that Parcel B cortajrls HewItt’s

DistIllery. wh ch is a Recorded Monunnent (F2MP Ref: C0074- 116) and Parcel B IIes

WithIn Its Zone of NotIfIcatIon The dIstIllery has also been IdentIfIed in the NatIonal

Inventory ofArchllecturai Herllage t NIAH Ref 21862:)43) The NIAH gIves it a

RegIonal rating, wiLF its categories of special inEerest being Architectural and Socia
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I note that the terms ;mIll' and 'dIs:i lery' a'e used InterChangeably in the

do£umenlatlon Presently, Ihc subject mIll IS not deslgrlated as a Protected

Str'_,clur€ within the operatIve City Developme'll Plan. However. the Architectural

Conservation Officer HighIIghts that all strul'tu'es on the Cork NIAH have been

-ecorrmer\dod for ,nc,us,an on the RPS (in 2012) DespIte the reCOmmendatIon in

2012, the sub,ect mIll was not :ncluded on Ihe RPS in the current Development P,an

(dated 201 5) nor does it appear to be Incluaec! in the draFt Development Plan 2022

no:e :hat the dIstillery 'emains on the RMP within the draft City Develoomen! Plan

The closest Protected Slructure is Madden’s BuIldIngs (RPS No PS4 911. located

npproxHmately 50m to the w8st of F’arceP B "The proposed developPvt does not I,e

:':=,:.':::::,'.=:::T==Q AtdA

1156 The p-oposal fDr Parcel B seeks tu refulblsllr,'enUconv@iN£XlstlrIg mi 1

s = = ==T: == = : :: e = : : : : S ::IT= = = = =ed : iI1 T:snl 1= = =T== k%S III FF= IT tTlrear nln
total. I-e proposal for Parct, B orovlde s For 69 r(sNh s on a SIte area of a 44I }nIl

hecTares Deck access IS FraY,fled for tho LAWlhe exIstIng rnII Tha ratIonale

f.' the p,op,,ed de„g„ „,P,„,, , ,t,J,d t',XdTespo- se to the e,i,t„lg site

topograohy and so as to prov-de aX®jate urDan frontage la AssumptIon Road

The pla„„„g „th,„ty t,ighUi hMti„g ,I„ations ot the -nil' D,llajrg have not
beert $uOmltted vv,1h thep&h®#ocumentation I have however undertaken a

v1511 of tne SIte and vwlrN lao note That photographs of tho exIst:rIg structllre

havn neon sub:vJXn\\vHh)tht appIIcatIon documenlatlon as have exIstIng Flocr

11.57

plans I am rMatisFied 'n this regard and consider that a comprehensive
assessment Ne)proposal can Be undertaken in the absence of these d:-aw'ngs

Policy Context

11,5.8 in terrns of loeal policy context I note that Chapter 9 of the ooerative City

Development Plan deals WIt-I Buil: Heritage and Archaeology’ and the followIng

objecllves are hlghllghtea
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ObJectIve 9.1- Bu"It HerItage and Archaeology, which seeks to.

a. To prolnole the protectIon of the herItage of the city and the implementatIon of

the HerItage Plan

b. Ensure that elements oF archaeologIcal, archItectural and othe’ cujtural

signIfICance are Identjfjed. retained and Interpreted wherever possIble and the

knowledge placed in the publjc domain

c Promote the retentIon reuse, and enhancement of buildings and other

elemer lts of archlteci ural o' other sIgnificance,

'- :::'=*J='.:,':::====„"',:=:=,::=T*=:';:=:=&9',"=T::::
bulldina heigh is and scales. nvV

„:::::::::IT';’=;':''=";"'(LL%b'
Oblect've 9.28- P'otectian of NIAH a.d Oltler\}FIres of Bull: Heri:age Interest,

"""“"* C$
the C'ty CouncIl as plannIng a d&Mps to protect structu-es of bUIlt herItage

i„terest Tl„ "M„„,terlal l<{,9Hiebdat IOnS", maCe „nder Se,t,on 53 ,f Ihc Rlan.nIng

Acts, askIng the CITy a&iI tdotect structures will be Taken :nIC account when theV 'n+ \ '

cIty CouncIl as pvAPg a+lP6rity is consIderIng proposals for deaelapment that

brest of :hese structures of SIgnIfIcance T he CIty CouncIl;II laklng additions to the Record of Plolected Structures

designating ArchiTectural ConservatIon Areas, or Olher approprIate means

Structures (including those reeommended by the MInister) will be prlarltlzed For

protectIon, where

- Key stakeholders groups, BuIlding owners or members of tne pLlbliC ask that Cork

C'ty CouncIl provIde protection to specific bUIldIngs . or

- Area-wIde assessment through architectura, conservatIon area assessment or the
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development of forward plannIng frameworks lead to the need io pro:ect key

character areas and/ or bUIldIngs

: 1,5 9 Section 9 11 of the Plan notes that 'TIle mills warehouses, dIstillerIes. brewerIes and

other lndtls trial bUIldIngs WhIch sun/ive in many parts of (:ork bear WItness to the

great economIC expansion of The 18th and 1 9th centurIes Many of these buildings,

as well as being of jndustrial archaeologIcal Importance. are also of SIgnIficant

architectural and socIal internst and contrIbute greatly to the CIty'S cha’acter'.

11 ,5.10 Section 9.32 of the Plan nr)Ins that 'Sympathetic maintenance, adaJ8atlon arId re-Lse;;T=-„'+=:'::!’;:'„T:===V„:$SeconomIc

,::.::!bl:,I==1::;;=
tec,nrIcal herllage value Lb

'„'-„„-„;„„ ~„„. C$
115'21wcllld conCLlr WIth the ,p,r,iorhIM ectural Congervat}on OffIcer of thehd

?:==.:==='==':khIll:=====.'::';".'.==:';.=:::“new elements oF the#'ar\evafon is to be we Icon'led and is a good approach I

non :hat it is threkrl£atlOrI oF the mill builajrg that IS :he most promlrlent as it

frOntS onto RXXaven its elevated nature and large scale, '1 h's a strong
presence as N 9avels along the N20 and adds to the cllaracter of E"e area it also

F’onts onto Maddens buildIngs, the Archltectu’al Conservatjon Area of the hlstorlca11y

naustr:aI area of Blaekpool, albeIt 011 the opposite sIde of the very busy N20

roadway The mI 1 is currenlly vacant and boarded UD From an external VIsual

lnspectlun, it appears n qui:e good COnd'tIon WIth exlernal walls and rDof

suE>stan llal'y intact

11.5.13 The ArchItectural Heritage Protecllcn Guideljnes for P,anning Authorllles notes that

'doors, windows and the openIngS [Fat contain them are lrnportant archItectural

t8atu res of an elevatIOn „ The design o' doors and WIndows and the ra:erial s used

can be of s'gnificance in establishIng the specIal character of a structure The way in

"="““-'"”"''"""“’'";''='";’""'’“""HX

ABP-311 874-21 Inspector's Report Page 50 of 162



t

WhICh the openIngs are formed and their archItectural treatment is also Important, as

are the prOportIons of the openIngs themselves and the proportIon of opening size to

wall area’ (section 10 1 1 ). It contInues by statIng that :The archiEectural quality of a

historic bu,itling may be compronllsed i+ the size of openIngs is altered: if existIng

openIngs are blocked up; if new openings are forrned --. Any new openIngs should be

sympathellc WIth the archItectural character of the bui'dIng in terms of materIals

design. scale and proportIon’ lsectlons 10 2 2- 10 2.4), \Vhlle I acknowledge that the

subject mil€ is not a Protected Structure, it IS a b Jlldlng of hIStOrICal imDortance. The

orjrrary characteris:ic of Hewitl's Mills, as WIth many 'ndllstrlal mIl buIldings oF th's

SIze, are the small Identically shaped w'nclows arrallged in a regumythm across

t h R t r O n t O n d r e a r e I e V a t I O r $ 1 t i S S t a : e d i r the Arc nite CLLr aIG <;N1 C) nICer rS

'epolt that 11115 was a technIcal 'eatllre for the ven:ilation f(xtt1 . malting and

e structure. Ir )f th

proposed first floor arrangement oP® and large WIndOWS replacIng t--e

'rlgln'I 'r'h'd w”d'w' i' ''"X=Wh be in keepIng wHh the hIstorIC character
of Ihe mIl n \ ‘

.......:’=:=,*;..,;,...=&b:,.,„;,,;.„,„,;.:„.„,.=.,:„...,„..„.„“
a design approacr} p(D1 it1 ql&the herItage SIgnIfICance of s„ch bUIldIngs should

desIgned around% order to retaIn the special character of the structure The

struCture iS an hlstorbc mill and should read as ar hIStOriC mIll aFter ItS

redevelopment. I would concur with this opInion

11 5 15 The desIgn s:atement accompanying this appIIcation states that "The treatment of

the buIldIng facade has been modIfIed to retain, where possiBle. existIng window

opes wh Ie sympathetically Incorpolatlng new openIngs, recessed and WInter garden

balconIes with a balance of conservatIon and contemporary InterventIon ” (page 14

Para 2) The ArchItectural Con$eroation Offil-er of the planni'g authority slates that

they fundamentally dIsagree WIth thIs statement, nor do they consider thaI the design

arched, brIck IIned window ones or, the second Ndl aIS are proposea For

::TT.',’:::;::==:'„:.::;.'.::=Wk==:.':“
highIIght to tre Board hat Ihc proposed Cesign is qbqa orIgInal camber

varyIng WIdthS and at a size that is not KF,ical of7mll bJildlngs. In addition the

storing Of grain and so a,e „, ,„,,t„I ,lament o' the @]

#i'\ing features such as w'ndows, eleva IIOn treatrnerlts,

lpe elc These should be tredted as desIgn oo,-'.stralnts and

acknowledge

==::SY
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has been "well constdernd” I would con,cur with the opinion of the Archi Iec lural

ConservatIon Officer in this instance

11 5 16 1 have leservatlons in relation to the treatmenl af the western elevatIon of the origina

mIjl Du'lding I acknowledge what the appIIcants are tryIng to achieve jn terms oF

open'ng up the buIlding provIdIng better resIdential amenity to future occupIers by

the p'ovlsron of larger opes and private open space provisIon However in thIS

lnstance, I consi tie' that the treatment of the window opes on the western elevatIon

:s not acceptable and goes agaInst basIC conservatIon guIdeIInes. If permITted as

Proposed, I am of the oplnlon that the characler oF the building by VIrtue of :ts small

unIform repeaIIng WIndOWS WIll be lost in its entjrety on lhi', ebevat€Non$tder the

proposal ben„ m, 'n th,s regard to ne a most unsympathetl10gNp,„,,
G've' ItS e'e'atcd nalure and prom nence along the N2'1\XM'patnet”
Interventions WII' be highly VISIble I am of the op:nl011 t(aLJiqNcognisance has been

taken at the sic)"l;lcan se and ,h„dcler o' tn,s RecqNNLdlment The prop,=ed

rationale by the appIIcants for proposlnNhls somln. however in thIS instance I do

not consIder thIS to be an app'Qpr@WntlOn. The Pill. as e,lst Ing IS

sllbstantlally rnta ct and whIle 't& k)to the future is very much welcomed I
agree with the oplnion of ttfArchbBtu'al Consnn/atlon OffIcer ltlat III's should not

6 \ +

be at the expense of hl4JC faI)Jc or character. I arli uF tIle opInIon :hat the deslgr

solutIon proposedJf4. thR Iv&e-n elevat+or1 wo,JIa obliterate all character from thIS

conSider trIal thMevalianal changes as proposed to the lnOSt prominent ele„ation

;ure and the proposal ifdesIgn is not sensItIve to the original cha'acte}i
permittea WOU qd result jn a losS Of hIStOrIC fab\ lcture va-lite I can see the

fy nappropriate. WhIle I agree wrth the CIty Archllect thatelevatIon and .s'

rnaJo’ i nIe rv(b tssary in undertakIng any such conversion, I do not

are the way to achIeve thIS I do not agree with the oplnlo- of the C'ty Archttect, as

corlalned n the ChIef Executive Report, wne'' it is stated that works to the western

elevatForI are acceptable

11.5.17 The Architectural Conservation OffIcer also raIses concerns in relation to the

attera IIOn of the OrIgInal masonry ot tIle west elevation and consIders it not to be

acceptable it is hIghIIghted that drawIngs apDear to show new, recessed masonry

elelnents replacing the original 18th century masonry 1-he drawIngs are unclea’
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The current proposal shows the loss oF an unacceptably large amount of original

fabric and character

11 5 18 The Architectura Conservation Officer also raIses concerns that whIle the

Archaeology and BuIlt HerItage Impact Assessment descr'bes and illustrates internal

signIficant features, a schedule and drawIngs llldstra ling the retention of the roof

structure. trusses corbels. internal columns, beams, beam tens HonIng syslem and

fittings have not $atlsfat,torrjy been provided to ensure the retentIon of each element

It is not clear WhICh elements will be retained. It is the view of the Archilec,lural

ConservatIon OffIcer that all sIgnificant features shoula be ’etained and inco,’oorateel

bVhlle I

consider
into the new scheme to ensure the specIal character of the rnil' iq

would agree WIth the Architectural ConservatIon OffIcer Ir thI: (g
that thEs matter could be adequately dealt WIth by means oNE

11 5 19 1 am generally sat sfied in terms of works proposed II
elevatIons

of the

11 5 20 in terms of malerlals pabette the Arc.hrtectu

authorIty notes that Ihe materBals Dalet:Qll!

and does not state to' exarr19le if naAR Lte

( recommended)

mate-lals for the

lack of mpoltant

buIlding has not

Officer of the plannIng

drawIngs IS not comprehensive

IS proposed for he roof

are to be used (recommended) or WIndOW

plannjng authority are of the opinIon lhat the

suggests that the conservat,’Or of the o'lglnal

approprIately

t;on

Impact On ArCh !se-vation Areas

1 ’1.5 211 note the p

bulidlngs, al

al Parcel B fronts onto h/ladcans

I ConservatIon Area of the hIstorIcally industrial area oF

Blackpool GIven the dIstances Involved ana the interVenIng urban development in

terms of the N20 Noah City LInk Road I have no lnformallon before me to beIIeve

that the prOPOSal may have negative impacts on the setting of this aforementIoned

ACA Ol on any Protected Structure WIlh in the ulcini Ty of the site The p tanning

autncir:ty have not raised concel11s in thIS regard, neIther have any PrescrIbed

BodIes I am of the opInIon that any impacts on the settIng ofttlls ACA would not be

SO great as tO warrant a reFusal of permISsion

a6elooment. irl partieu
PCt ure

Corclbslon
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11 5„22Hewltt’s MII' formed part oF the extensive Watercourse DIstillery complex and IS

consIdered by Ihe NIAH to Be an imoressive remInder of the lndllstrlal herrtage of

Cork I am very cognlsant of the balance that is reqllr ea to be achIeved between

protecTing arc.h'tectura I herItage WhIISt accomlrlodat£.ng growth and development

w'thin a thrIVIng CIty The re-develop'nent oF the mill building is webcomed in

prIncIple I do ll01 have ISSue w:th the desIgn strategy in terms ot the clusler blocks to

the eastern elevation nor the uses proposed thereIn I consIder ttlat an approprIate

re-development of thIS SIte would add slgrlflcarltly to the amenity of the area

11 .5 23However, whIle the retnnllon and le-use of tlle mill structure is we earned. I am naI

convInced that the desIgn proposa in th s Ins lance ( in particular tAwe stern

elevatIon , I leflects a.d/Or -S sensitive tO tne hIstorIcal lmpOnaZ<9Nlte as pe-

ObjectIve 9.1 at the operatIve CIty Developm'-t F’I'' T)\NVa tcrat'a"s tO
the western elevaTIon are consIdered to be an ullsymp4L}A\'praacn to the

archrtedIJral herItage of tlle SIte ana f permItted Khat from the character at
desIgn -esponse to thISthIS mIll structure I aIn of the opinIon thaI thA

elevation than is c„rrently proposed and I wok

t h p r n t e n t 1 o n o f o t h e r e I e I T 1 e r+1 t S o f rWj edM o niv men : are also hIghIIghted to

the Bc)aId \ \)

i 1 5 24 Therefore. having regarcjt@tNabove, I would con:tlr WIth the op,r11011 of the

planning a„thority IngjINtara and recommend a refusa' oT ,)erm,sslon in relatIon

to thIS element oyh\eroqos£l I hlghllgllt to the Board that the plan.ing authorIty
recorrrnend 10ec

Yfor P

:he timelines for Fedevelo£>ment Parcel B if the remaInIng two sites are granted

permISSIon Independently in addrtlon. I hlghFight tnat a spIIt decIsion wou}d result in

no parkIng provlslorl for the remajnder of tRe development (as all proposed parkIng

spaces a'e vv:thin Parcel B) in addition, g'ven the lack of resIdent support Faci ities

the ArchItectural COnServatIon OffIcer lr\hls regard The lat'k of details relating to

prooosed within Parcel C, the nearest such facIIItIes would be within Parcel A, the

furthest parcel trom that SIte

Incur witl1 the opin'on of

n in t,’'is insta"ce (a refusal of permIssion tor Parcel B and

','.'.Q arcels A and C) I would have some concerns ’egardlng
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11.6 Design Approach/Plot Ratio and Site

Coverage/DensltyJ Aspect/ MaterIals Strategy

Con:e A

1161 WIth respect to design and layout, a number of documents accompany the

appIIcatIon Includlrg a DesIgn Stateme-1, 1 andsc3pe DesIgn Ratlonahe Report

Landscape and Visual llllpact Assessment Report, pholom3ntages, together WIth

detailea drawIngs for each block. A Housing OualiEy Statement provides detaIls

about ndividual apartments.

1162 Three ind :vidual sites comprise thIs develapment proposal, all are,

Front:ng onto or in the VICInIty of the N2G Limerick Road, They<6

following

tither

Table 5.

Parcel SiR Area units

99 apartm„r\a

(Isla'd SIte)

Pa"cel B {Hewltl's MII SIte) O 44 69. apart 'ne nt$

23 aoart,rtertsPa-cel : (Pope- S HIll)( mOSt

soctherly SIte )

1163 Parcel A occupil lender 'rslana slle' wedged between the norlhern arm of’a

:We N20 To its rear is a large five-storey conlmerclal bu laingASSUrnptiOI

ly the Revenue office ThIS is vacant ground leFt over after thecurrently al

constructiorl oF the N2C) and Revenue OffIce

q1.64 Parcel B is forrned primarily by the large former Hewitt:s M 11 structure and ItS

at:endant grounds. It is constructed on hIgher ground above :he N20 road level with

a large retaInIng waI' formIng The SIte’s westerr edge Access to the site is frorn its

eastern side. or Assumption Road The mIll IS an archaeologIcal monument (RMP

Ref: C0074- 116). it nas also been lden:ified, jn the National Invento,v of

Archaeological Heritage (Ref 20862C14CI), as having regional level signIficance in

a-chlteclura I and soclnl categorIes
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1165 Parcel C is located on hIgher ground at the lunctlon of Popes HIll and Assurnption

Road ThIS is a largely resIdentIal area

DesIgn Approach

1 166 1 he desIgn approacll has been raised as a concern jn some of the :hlrd parry

submissIons received includng that from An Taisce. Concerns raISed Include the

heIght ana scale of the development p’oposed , consld8red to be over-development

of the SIte: lack of open spnce and :mpacts on Hewitt’s MIll bUIlding. The plann'ng

authorIty have raIsed c011cel'lis with regards the design approach for the mill building

(and recornrnencl a refusal of permissIon in thIS regard): the maker ot open space

„-; ;';; iI;;;;;;=';;iIwe==:'::::
provIsion and lack of reSidentIal faciIItIes WIthIn Parcel C

"'-' =“''Y= ''' "='g*'t \\:>\J
1 168 it IS stated in the SI_bIn tted Design S:atement tF\t tF 'neratlon of the hIstorIC

==.'=:=F.=,:=:.,:=:=W;;=*.::=T'Juytaposirlon of old’ and 'nnw’ WIthIn th\develoMent tu add to the u'Dan

!=":li;::I1169 ParkIng IS proposed WIthin Pa& Na) and the p'apa saI WIll utIIIse the eYlst lng

=„:===::.kbY;==:'";""'""'"''“’"'“"=“these shal be dealt WI:$\theBalOwrng secTions

„.''„,. „G~
11 6 10 The NTA raO$gs WIth regard, it„ ,,e,all dens,ty DI the development, given

the locatlonaINJutes and existjng jnfrastructure attrlbdles An Ta,st,e have also

raised concerns in relatIon to the scale of the proposed deve'opmenl I hlghllghl to

the Board that the overall scale of the proposal has been raIsed Ill nlany of the

submISSIOns reCeIved, IncludIng the Elected Merrlbers as contaIned jn tHe Chief

Execullve Repor1. WIth many parties considering the proposal to represent over-

development of the site The planning authorIty ao not refer to plot ratIO in theIr ChIeF

ExecutIve Report but they do q JestFon whether Parcel A rIas the capacity for the

scale of development proposed and questIons whether i would constItute over

development. The operative CIty Develop-nent Plan (Table 16 13) sets an IndIcatIve
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plot ratio stanclard of 1 0 – 1 5 in lnne- suburban areas. The proposed scheme llas a

stated plot ratio of 2.7

11611 The appIIcants have addressed the lnatter wlthln theIr submItted Material

ContraventIon Statement. They refer to Section 16 16 of the Plan wh'ch states that

Plol ratIO is secondary to other buIlt farm and planning considerations and should

not be used to justify a partICUlar bUIlt torm as qual,'tative standa'as (such as scale

building height. enclosure ratio, space provISIon and quaIIty, street widths etc ) w'll

be overrIdIng consideratIons. A Key assessment oF proposals IS thel' context and

fIttIng in WIth the eU sIng pattern of development in some cases hIgher plot ratios

may be permItted e g . AdJOIning major publ'G transport te’minI _a<gTNges along

rap,d transit corrldors wh8re ar approprIate mix Of c.ommerclg<Dr Mnlial tS

proposed: - To maintain townscaoe and nu,Idlng Rlevat 9NNV
seI out in the11 6 12 The proposed plot ratio :s hIgh. relatIve to lhe Inclcalw€

a{i##ffHi:!}ili®w{=development of the srte, in partIcular in retatlorWrcel A I shall deal WIth thIS

„X::T:A:,:Plan As before, I note that Ta6\lWrefers to ' indicatIve Plot ratIO standards' (my

section 16 IS (re+erreJLtNp,dy th, appIIcants) also aIows for SUCh flex,bility in

any event, I have/x&1 nq n provis}ons of sectIon 16 1 3- 16 16 Inciuslve of the

operat've CIt

numBer of Fnstanc-es does noI eqJate to a materIal contravention of that Plan.

do not consIder this element oF the

elrlohasls), WhICh lrters aAdG,wqoMexlblli ly ir this regard I also consIder that

::=:'Qw:==::=::'::'„',:=:==
stder tnese to be standards, "'ot pOIICy I am of the

Density

11 6 13 As stated above, a n„mber of the third party subrnlssions rece,'ved , IncILldlng those

of the Elected Members as eontalned "n Chief ExecutIve Repoa consider that the

proposal represents overdevelopment of the SIte in terms of scale and height The

plannIng authoriry states thaI the density ot developmen1 proposed at Parcels B and

C accord generally WIth policies 'elating to increased densIty wllhln estabIIShed

settlements, it is :onsldered however that the density at Parcel A, being 495 unIts

ABP-311874- 21 Inspector's Report Page 57 of 162



per nectare, is consIderably hIgher than would normally be acceptabie T hey

contInue by statIng that, WIth regards to Parcel A. there are concerns that tr'e

amenIty to be enjoyed by future resIdenTS parking and access to ancIllary facilities

does llot adequately support the hIgh densIty proposed for Parcel A. The plannIng

authorIty therefore ask that the Board carefuly consider whether Pareel A has the

capacIty for thIS scale of develop-IIen I and whether it would constItute uvel

development. TIle NTA states :hat whIle they support of the prlrlciple of higher

de11sity development, they have a number of concerns regardIng the proposed

development

11.6 14 The falbowing breakdown of densIty rIas been provided jn the $ubl

Statement

}eslg rl

Table 6

Parcel Size mIty 1 unjtS/ha)

mO ; hd

0 44 hd

0 ' 5 ha

1 1 6 15 Pa-ag’aph -6.41

In sub Jrban area'

de\„'ebopments in

be higher than

C'ty Devel4

stand-alo

rt Plan refers to mlnlmum densjties

The resIdential density of

areas o+ the CIty WIll normally

16 12 of the operative Cork

2015 states: The a:talnment of hIgher densilies 's not a

raiher hIgher densItIes must be delivered in ta-dem WIth

q Ja:ity to ensure the CreatIon of good urban places and attrac live neIghbourhoods

The approprIate densIty for any site WIll De determIned by a WIde range of factors, in

assess ng proposals for hIgher densIty development proposals the followIng desIgn

safegLards will Be relevant

+ Presence or capacIty of public tranSPOrtatIon system IC;hapter 5)

B VISIOn tor urban fornl

- ApproprIate response to context
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- Acceptable bUIldIng heIghts (Paras 1625-16 38)

= Corlselvatlon (ACA/ RPS and settIng) {Chapter 9)

e Amen'ty considerations:

- OverlOOkIng overshadc)WIng, clay'lght, SLlnllght etc

- ProvISIon ot ndequa la extnrnal space ( 16 18- 16 20 and 16 64-' 6 69)

ProvISIon of adequate rnternal spa:e (16 52- 16 53)

Parkjng (Part G)

• Provis}on ofancillary +acilltles.

• Paragraph ' 6 4t: - 164? for resIdentIal densIty

11 „6 16 DensIty across Ihe three parce s IS approxlmalely 282 ll/,RsV\Xsltles of thIS

„====“;::T:::F;':"======:::::=::=:'ii: i%\IT!:===':-''
consIdered to oe in COmpIIant,e with the operat,ve NA prnent Plan andI (I’ev

relevant sectIon 28 ninl§te„la guIdeIInes. sA02 oF the operati„e Clly

Development Plan states th,al the reslae+ntlal cUNt developments in central and

I"ner suburba" (pre- 1920) areas agMItIl normally be "lgher lhan 75 dwell ngs
per hectare responding to the n9tu\e oWir context and are rnore IIKely to be

controlled by othe' conslderjabcNAa Will incl.de plOt ratios (see Table 16.1)

and other plannIng and ksbnl$6eratlons

1 1 6 1/ HowevRr, in thIS InST(me IbEer the Road to the lndlvldllal parcels and indIVIdual

densilies proF>od gM. I collsldel the de11slly proposed for Parcels B and C 13

be apprDpria<'Wgner s,b,rban !ocaE,on. The planning a,lhc,hy also
COnsIders suchVsi lies to be apDroprlale for these SItes I am of the aplnon tnat

they would support consolldatlor and denslf>catIon at thIS IOcatIon close to The CIty

centre close tO existing pdt)lie transport. emp'oyment ana services I wou,d Flave

concerns regardjng public open $pal,e provIsion fo' :hese pa’cels but have dealt with

that in the p-eGedlng sectIons

11 6 18 Huwever I would echo the concerns exp-essed by the plarnlng 9uthorITy and thIrd

oartIes jn relation to the ae':sity proposed in Parcel A At 495 unIts/ha. I consIder it

to be very high, gIven toP lacatlonal context of this site. I consider trIal a density

SUCh as that proposed in Parcel A wou'd be more su'table in an Inner City area. I
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acknowledge the proxImIty of the SIte to Blackpoo: district centre ana II'e local centre

on the oppos'te sit:Ie of the N2(3. 1 also acKnowledge the established nature of the

area and the existing and planned public transport servIces (I refer the Board to

sectIon 11 10 TraffIC and 1 ransport below in re:atlon to plarned public tlanspolt

fa=llrtles in the WIder area). NotwIthstandIng ttlls, I would questIon 'f thIS is suffjcIent

to permIt a development of the density proposed WIthjn Pa'cel A WhIle I don't have

ssue with the height of the STructures proPosed on Parcel A, I hIgh:lght to the Board

tha1 there IS no PubIc open space proposed WIthIn thIS parcel and I questIon the

level of amenlly thIS would afford to fulure occLplers Any open space IS considered

cornrnLnal/residual in nature. leftover Frorn the posjtjonjng of the oAs on site The

:!:::X§:=IH;:E;[§§iII::
open space Oetween the two blol,ks has been accurately desc/5eNs 4 walkway in

ptlon Road to

tIle east. The apDllca"t has 1101 addressed this m(Wi<h9ubmjt led appIIcation
doc,mentation, wnich is an omIssion I also noN.TFb(Rlere IS no car parkIng

provsion or even car c.uh OrOvlslon ,ewIng IG\N WhICh I ,,n’t h,,, „,„, w,th

In pr'ncJple but when combIned w'th the\abovebG sorrle c011cerrls The proposal

could be co-sidered to repl'ese11E p6Nopment of the SIte fOr these reasons

: 1.6 19 HavIng regard to al' of the abo4Wc consider the proposal to materIally
can:ravene the operatIve (M Devbppment Plan in terms oF dersl ly I am of the' ' \)n\ ' '
opInIOn that densIty pro6wed ld’arcels 13 and C is approprlale at thls locaUon and

would be conslsteant(WIth It&ollcles and Intended outcornes of cu'rent Government

6. :al Plann'ng Framework ana RSES for the SouthernpOIICy, inclu

RegIon, OOt k to increase densItIes in suItable IOcatIons andsee

COnSOIIdate dev#6pment I have £orcerns however , regardIng the derlsrty of the

proposal at Parcel A for the reasons outlined above

Aspect

11.6.20 1 highlight to the Board that the'e are Inconsistencies in the submitted dOCUmentatIon

in tnis regard , WIth the submitted Staleme-It of COnsISTenCy statIng rhat 100%

(sectIon 3 2 4 8 2) of unIts are dual aspecl, whIle elsewhele :n the sanle cJocul11€nt. It

IS stated that 62% of unIts are dual aspeet (section 2 44.2). 1 have reviewed the

d'aw'ngs and I consider the 62% calculation to be a more accurate FIgure I note that
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C.

there are 6 no nDrth facIng one-bed units withIn Parcel B (within the new bUIld

blocks)

11 6 21 The plannIng authorIty highIIght thIS dlscreoancy but do not make further comment in

relatior to aspect One of lhe submlss'ons receIved notes that the proposal

materially cortraverles tIle operatIve C'ty Development Plan in terms of number of

dual asoect units The planning autno''T'y ao not address Ihls matter of materIal

can Ira L/ent IOr

11 6 22 SectIon 16 51 Of the operative City Development Plan deals WIth aspect and states

that the target IS tOr 90';/, of apartments tO oe dual aspecl and that no SIngle aspect/ r ' aRnib V

,p„tm,„I, ,,,,Id b, nortr facIng / <\N
11.5.23SPPR 4 oF it,e ,f„,ementloned SustaInable Urbar Hollslna G\X 2020) dea\s

.=':HgsIngle apartment scheme and states trat a mIn

(in

le

I(b1•IIIII11p O n = r a V e n t 1 O n S t a t e n e r 1 t p They dnV lily state Erat they consIder thIS element
of the proposal to represent a NeW'-travention of the Plan and as before, i

nota that the appIIcants staFlhat-iV have adoptea a more conservative app’oacn

They 'efer to SPPR 4 lr&s redd and state th8t the proposa complies wah this

’_;:'T:"'"='?q\
In relation toNk®nimum n,mber of dual aspect aparlments that may be provIded

In any SIng'e apartmert scheme the following shall apply

a mInjmum of 50c’/.

"’';="-"'“":"''”"'”~''=""“;qw’'-;'';'"'=
11.6_24 The appllcarts hav8 addressed thIS via&r WIthIn–their submItted Material

WIth the min,m,rr n,rr,bef of d,al aspect apanmerlts Ih KM
€:%\==:'P“==:'=:"=„'=:

ed wlthln any

11 6.25 SPPR 4 state

A mInImum of 33% of dual aspect llnlts WIll be ’eq,,ired in more central

and accessIble urban locations. where it is necessary to achIeve a quaIIty

design in response to the subJect site characteristics and ensure good

street frontage wne-e approprIate

11 II. In suburban or lnlermedlate locaL;ons, it IS ar ob'ectIVe that there s"’a'l

generally be a miriITtLm of 50% d_,'al aspect apartments in a SIngle

sone'ne, iii. For building refurb.shment schemes on sites of any size or
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urban infIll schemes on SItes of up to 0.25ha plannjng authorities may

exercise further discretIon la consider dual asoect urit prOViSIon at a leve;

lower than the 33% minImum outljned above on a case-by-case basIS, but

sLbJect to the achIevement at overall hIgh desIgn quaIIty in other aspects

11.6 26 1 do not consider thIS element of the proposal to represent a mater}al contravention

of the operatIve CIty Development Plan. I note ERat sectIon 1651 states that the

target is fur 90% of apartments to be dual aspect' (my emphasIS), WhICh lnf8rs a

degree of flexibility in this regard. In any et/ent, I have examIned the provlSIOIIS of

section 16.51 of the operatIve CIty Plan and consldel these to be stan(Iards not

pOIICy I am of !ha opInIon that non-Conlollar.ce WITh a s:artdard oVSlkvelopment

Plar, in a IImIted number of Instances does not equale to a mK2Waventlon of

tllal Plan I aga'n note that the S'stan'b:e Urban holls9NC XM l2020.' p''I
daTe :he operatIve City Deve:oDmenf Plan and that the &;#,lqN P,ar references

'a:lonal gllloance WIthIn the documerlt I consldeVWMl, t, ,ppry „tI,n,,
gllbdance in thIS regard and I note SPPF{ 4 in A,

'T,='’."'F„T,=W:'==='"
GuideIInes (2020) and consider the 5C)Nhreshold to apply in this lrlstance. The site

'.;l;:::i=B:=&$se to pub'ic transport facilities and

nllmarolls commercIal and erWylW bases, I am satlsftea with the quantum of

dual aspect un ts propose(Kk\vledge thaI thIS s'te IS not w,th,.t ,t, ,,„,t„,„t,
I a'so nate SPPR4 in ttA.ega©And consIder the proposal to be in compliance with

;"; zU’
11 6 27 1 hig-'IIght taZ\What the matter of FlarEh-facing units has not been dealt wiIh 'n

the subm'ttecNat}Ihl C011trave''tIon Statement As stated above, sectIon 16 51 of

the operative CitTDevelopmen: Plan states t-lat 'No SIngle aspect apartments should

be noah fac.ing' in this regard six one-bed unIts WIthin Parcel B are single aspect,

nOrth FacIng GIven that thIS ,-ep'esents a mere 3% of the overall unIts. I consider

thIS fIgure to be margInal I do not cons'der tnis to be a materIal contravnntlor ot the

operative CiTy Development Plan

MaterIals Strategy

11 6 28 This is a development of SIgnIfIcant scale and the appropriate selection oF materials,

n terms of colour, tone, lexture and durabi:ity is therefore crucial, ThIS is panlcularly
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irnpoqant given the promnent location of the SIte The matter of materIaIIty has been

considered in the architectural drawings and the p'lmary materlats For the scheme

are brick claddIng, WhICh seeks to 'eflect the materiality of the wider area. I am

generally satISfIed w:th the approach taken in thIS regard MaterIality Of the Hewitt S

Mil b_:llcling is dealt wlltl above i note that sorne elements of tImber claddIng are

proposed. Given concerns regarding weathering and rnalntenance I am of the

opinjon t-lat these elements should be omitteD from the proposal Notwithstanding

thIS, I am satISfIed that if the Board is dIsposed towards a gran! of permission tnat

nxact aetalls -elailng to thIS matter co ,IId be adequalely dealt with by way oF

co nd tIon

ConclUSIon

11 The matter of6.29 1 am generally satISfied wiIF tHe general design approacJ
section. Thedesign app'aach ta Flew-tt’s Mijl will be dealt with in tJ b 1

I) and AssumptiondesIgn ratIOnale prOVIdes an a,)p’oprlare edge to‘
ldered acceDtable andRoad The heIghts, scale and massIng a’e gl

raphy o' the ground Thereflect the locatlonal context of the SIte and th'

Khough I have concerns WIth the densItyoverall dens'ty 's considered acceptal

itatso nigh given the locational contextProposed in Parcel A. The plot rati

If a qual'ty scheme were put forwardalthough could be COnSIdered

fe has not been provIded As stated prevIOUSlyInfollnatlor in relatlun Io ;III

lin lrot satisfIed with the proposal put forward andn terms of open spa. prI

T have wi:h the p'oposa I:his is one of the vail

11 Identified above may IndivIdually be acceptable, subject to6 30 While each iU

the opInIon that cumulatIvely they could reSult in a proposal thatamendment

represe-'ts over-develooment of the site. I concur WIth the opInIon of the plannIng

authority and thIrd paRies in this regara

11.7 Building Height/ Visual Amenity

Building Height

11.7.1 1 h,ave consIdered the Ihl’d party s',.bmlsslons r8celved almost a I o' WhICh raISe

concerns WIth regards the he'ght oF the proposed developrnent and rts Impacts at thIS

IDcat ion One of the submrssions receIved notes that the proposal rnaterially

cor{ravenes the operative City Development Plan in terms oF build ng he'ght. The
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Elected Members as contaIned jn the Chief Exebutlve FRepon, also raIse concerns

with regards :he height and scale proposed Many of the submISSIons receIved state

that the proposed heIght IS such would be out of character wlltl the existing area and

would Impact negallvely on the area. The City Architect's report. as contajned in the

ChieF Executive Report states that it is consIdered that the height seale and maSSIng

proposed is app-aprlate for all three parcels 1 he plannIng authorIty do no1 rnake

tllrther comment in thIS regard F’rescrlbe'd BodIes do not 111ake raise eonce'as ill

relatIon to Ihe heIght of tIle proposal. i note the DAA have not raised concerns with

regards tRe height oF the proposed development

It is notea that a number of vlsualisalion s and photomorllage$ ha®n SLhmltted

WIt- t-e applicatIon documentatIOn \</\)

The n,ono,,I ,a,g,, „ h„gh1 f„m 3-9 ,t„,y, H,iyt,V,\xV;thi,1 Parcel A
re 3-,6 storeys The„, 8-9 ,t,„y,, w,th,„ P„,,I B „, 4-7 storeys whil\d

height strategy is consIdered appropriate at this loNt\I a e

farm ng of a strong earle to NPD and archltecMPrltage pr3lectloll Proposed

:::,„,iW„=i:.:,.=T:-~immed1,3tely acljojning th,' s,leA€adr thaI the proposal WCLllC not be VISually

doml.a"t u/hen VIeWed pG,Nl>oundlng area

Sect'o, 16 25 of th,n„Nj%,k C,ty D,„,I,p„,e„t Plan deals n'Itn t,'e ISSue of

b„1d„g h„ght @ X©that w,tni" the canter of Cork CiV tEe hilOWjng buIldIng

height cate VR@e tdQntlflea :

+ Low-rlsM'dlrlgs (1-3 stc:leys in heIght).

S CQgrlSane,e Of

local factors such as topography, dIstance frrhN ,esldentlal prnpnHlns,

11,72

1173

1174

+ MedIum-rIse b Jlldlngs {,ess than 32 metres in he'ght 4-9 stories

ap,)rcxlmalely). BuIldIngs whtch are talier than the general bujld'ng helgmt n

any area will be consIdered '-:aller" even where they are less than 10 storeys:

+ Tall bu Idlngs 132 metres O1 }1'gller tHe approxImate equivalenT of aID storey

BuIlding WIth a commercial ground floor and resident',al in the remaInIng

floors)
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11.7.5 Tne following 's noted for bulding height witrin suburban areas. as set out in section

16.27-16 28 of the operative CIty Development Plan:

VJttnjr\ toe suburban areas of the CIty (developed aFter 1920) law rise buIldIngs will

be consIdered approprIate (Includng cases whe"e denTolltlon and replacemenl at

axlsllng bUIldIngs occurs) except n the FollowIng areas

+ Major developrnent areas ident'fted in thiS deve'opment. plan for whIch a local

area plan or Developrlenl BrIef WIll be prepared

B Larger development sites – sites of greater than 0 5 hecTares (or one

reSidentla: block) which are capable of accommodatIng theiAn intr'nsEc

characler wllhollt havIng an adverse ImE)aot On the,r neWbN?)

BuIldIngs of between 3-5 sloreys WIll be cons,dernd ap„)roNa)Mlclple in major

developnlellt areas and larger develop"-'erl SItes subl&A,mal plarInlrlg

consIderations. n exGeotional Girc„mstances IOGalV®'Na,iidings may be
tely 6 7 storey equlualent)Qonsldered WIth a height of up to 20-23 metreA]
fhere specifically identifiedBuilding heights grealer than thIS WIll OrI,/ be&r

'r nJ
!d deg

==,’;='::„'„='„-„,$&'~„:„'„'.N„„.„„'„,'
20? 5. As the 5JbJect sEc nas nA?cWentified for a tall bUIlding. this would

normally limIt the buildng+ hGwo>5 $10reys as the site s situated in a sub„rban

a,e, rhe h.,Id„g, rANd ,dh, „,hje,t s,te „„ge . hP,ght t,om 3 to 9 sto,eys

,„d „, tt„,eF„e/IAF,d famed„„,-„;, b.,Id,„g, ,. th, C,rk c,ty D,„„,r,.e,t

Cork C'ty Dev8loBment Plan 2015-2C21 A MaterIal COntraventIon Statemert is

su5mIReci w'th the appIIcation, which addresses this matter

xceedance ir terrns oF storeys p-oposed to be materIal.Plan 2015 1

H''::ISvelapment mater.ally cortravenes section 16 28 of the

11.7.6

11.7.7 I am also cognisant o' the Urban Development and Buildi'g Heights, Gu'd€1ines for

Planning AuthorIties ( 2018) which sets out the requirements For considering

Increased bLlldlng heIght in varbous IOcatIons but prIncIpally lrter aIIa, in urna" and

city centre local;ons and suburDa'I and WIder town locations it recognIses the need

For aur cities and towns to grow upwaras. not just outwards. It is acknowledged that

the ODeratlve cIty Development Plan Flelght (3uidelnes have beer superseded by

the Urban BuIldIng HeIght GII,dellnes

ABP.311874-21 Inspector’s Report Page 65 of 162



(

11 78 SeGllo' 3 1 oF the Bui,dng Flelg'-1 GuIdeIInes present three DrOad prInCIples which

Plannl'g A Jthorllles mu§! apply in corlslderlng proposals for bUIldIngs tallel tharl ttle

prevaIIIng rlelghts (note my response is unaer each question)

1. Does the proposal positIvely assIst in securIng National Ptanning Framework

obyectlves af foctlsing development in key urban centres and in partICUlar,

fultil i Ing targets related Fc brownfield; InfIll developnlerlf and in padicuiar.

effectiveiy suppultilly the National Strareglc Objective to deliver compact

growth in our urban centres?

/ Opinion, Yes –, as noted and explained throughout this report by focuSsIng

IC objectIvesdevelopment in key urban eentres and sllrporllng natIOn;

to deIIver co'nDad growlh in urban centres The plarl IS also of

:loprrlent inthe opInion ttlat the site 's sultable for a higher al

accordance WIth the principles established jn II Planning
Framework

2 is the proposal in IIne WIth the reqiitre

und wFllcFt plan has taken cIeat a£cou,

2 of rnese guIdeIInes?

xe development plan in force

requil-emaII ts set ouf ill (=napFe,

edates the GuideIInes and

t out in the

'ates these

pre- existIng

'e does not aiign

'a=ning

Frarrlework9

My C)plniorl it canllol be demonstrated that 'rnple'rlenEatlon of the poIIcies.

whIch predate the Guiaelines support the objectives and poIIcies of the NPF

1179 in addilion to the above, I have had particular regard to the development

management CrIterIa, as set out in sectIon 3 2 of these GuIdeIInes, in assessIng Ih?s

proposal ThIS slates that the appl'cant srall demonstrate to the satisfaction of the

Plannjng Authority/An Bora Pleangla tna: the proposed development satisfies crIteria

at the scale of relevant CIty/Iown, at the scale of dIStrICt/neIghbOurhOOd.' street: at the
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scale of site/bUIldIng. 'n addItIon to specific assessments. I am ot the opinIon that

while the principle of a development of the nature and heIght proposed has the

polential ta generally make a Oosltlve ContrIbUtIOn to thIS ar8a, however as stated

elsewhere the-e are elements of the proposal that are of concern I note the

fOllOWIng

At the scale of city/town

+ The re-devnloF>ment and r8generatlon of these parcels is welcomed in

prIncIple and will Improve the streetscaoe and VISual amenity of tRe area. The

approprIate regeneration oF thIS site wil' bri'g wider benefIts to the local

aah:'„'.=T.:IT.:=;.::L§X=:;=;lbw;'d "r' '="" \\XJ
located within sam ofSite is served by [>uI)llc t,’ansporl with tyId

the SIte. The proximIty of the SIte to K&

a r e n n t P d 1C L r r e n t I V t n e n O (r+1X e W 1 C e S t C the SIte are routes 203 all d

215 located WItHin 50rn4JWjea site The 203 route operates at 10

min'te nte'\'als Curl€HNnes. Ihe seated capacity Of a Sngle decker
bus, the only WpA( busJPat appears to be operated on Ihe 203 route, varles

:=T=:z:Q?.::;'J==":::„','===', 1;::::=======:,1
loadill<!W/, m,y I,g,ljy „„y. Th, h,,''y p,,k „p,'ity w,,Id b, 'ir„
516 passHers The 215 servIce would have SImIlar capacIty bu1 runs at 30

mI'\IIte IIte in/aIs throughout the day' I therefore consIder this to be a hIgh

frequency hIgh capacity bus service and I consIder the sfte to be well sen/ed

and accessIble to high capacIty and freq.ent national a'd commuter rai
sen/lees: and natlonal/local bus servIces I refer the Board to sectFon 11 lo

TraffIC a'd Tlanspoltati011 for Further assessment n thIS regard

Parnell Place bus

station, together with prooosals fXupgrades of pUbIIC transport in the VIcinIty

+

+

' The proposed bUIld ngs WIll provIde a focal poInt as orle travels along the

N2C3- Iransltlons in heIghts noted with taller buildings located furlher away

From exIsting resIdential aevelopment
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• The extension of the existing public open space assocIated WIth Ihe Ard

PatrIck resIdential deveiopmenl has the poten:ial to make a pos:tlve

contribution to the envIronment of the WIder area. If aeveloped aDpraprlately

• b\ Landscape & Visual Impact Assessment Report was subnitled with the

app'lcatlon doctlmenta IIon VIsual Impacts are deal! WIth in the following
sect: on

+ The proposed develooment would not jnterfere wan signifIcant views in the

IOcaIIty, the SIte IS not located wltnln an arch;tectu 'ally sensitive area (although

Parcel C :$ adlacent Io an Area of HIgh Landscape Value) and I am cf the

;,';IB;;;T;'::::=:::===::&@
IIm,od a1 ed

whl
ven [no

;;.T=1: in;:kAYSTiFF:’~5Yj==ana create visual 'nterest in the QreetscM COls of tIle propcsed

IIIIll#jeb§T(:.'.:1{)t:::"
cF the development pprop\de–For tre IOcatIonIII::::::::;IUX'::::::::', I::.'.„......',..p..=p;“

:=k4OigIJ;VEil: iii!'=;'„ „“

exIstIng hllllt envlrnnmnn: / \{

mprove pe'rneabjljty and pedestrian facIIItIes'-'''q

gP

IP

• Proposa- will i11troduce new heIght. arctllteclural expressIon and layouls Into

this area

At Ihe scale of district/neighbourhood and street

• The archilectural standard proposed witr' variety of styles. arctI,:tectural

expression and materiality is such that thaI it generally’ oro„des a good

response to the overall natura and bUIlt enb'lronrnent and makes a positIve

c011trlbullon to the urban rlelghbourhood and streetscape a1 thIS IOcatIon
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• The proposal is not monolithic in nature it conlprises a number of blocks o‘

var)'lng heIghts and setbacks The heIghts respond well to the sile

characteristics and locatlon91 conteyt

• Wtlile I acknowledge that this is a resident,al scheme I note mIX of uses

within thIS estdblished ar8a WhICh Include for retai , childcare office and

commercIal uses

• The proposal has the potertlal to ;antr'bl,te to the v'tallty oftlle area

At the scale of site/bUIlding

+ Mlcrocllmate reports submjtted aemonstrale access to na1

ventilatIon and VIews and mInjmise overshadowlng an'

taken accoL'rlt o; BRE documen is

IIght

It and has

E 1.dlngsAdequate separatlor distances a'e proposed•

SpecI

e

Fic Assessments

Site specIfic impact assessments, Incll the applicatIon, have been

referred to throughout my repoa aRd I am generally satISFIed in this regard

+

t

AA Screen

develo

Athe pOSSIbility may be excluaea that the
!ffect European SItes

:ltlde s that the proposed

operatIonal impact

ub-t,'rres'ro ld

fd Ihe SLlhml$SIOn of an EIAR is not requjredd eve I

• nca I surveys have not been sut>minedWhIle

adequately dealt WIth by means ot condition

these matters could be

I am sat:shed with the prlnc'pIe oF bUIldIng nelghts proposed withIn an urban location

such as thIS Th,s is considered to Be a strateg,c site due to ItS loc3tlonal context

wi[rin all estabIIShed urban iocation. close to good oubl'c transport IInks The

opponun ty for :hIS site to be developed IS to be welcomed
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Mater'bal ContraventIon in relatIon LQ Byjlding Height

11 7,10The attentIon of the Board is drawn to the fact that a Mate-laI COntraventIon

Statement has been submitted with the appIIcatIon and the appilcants have

advertised same within their pubIIC nOtICes, as requIred under the legislation. This

Statement deals WIth the issue of heIght A justlficatlo' has been put Forward WhICh

relales lo the relevant sectIon 28 guidelines, regional guideIInes or natlona

frameworks logethel WIth a response to the SUrrOUndIngS and conneclivlty. The

app icants contend that the Proposal is an approprIate desigrl response that stf'kes a

balance between respecllng the surroundIng envir011'nent and ensurjng that the

developmen I potantlal oF a large urlderutilised strategically locatq(fN is

maxImIsed [he pFanrllng aulhorRy have ra: addressed tne IG\)terlal
ccrltlav'lltl''l i” felat On tO bUIldIng heIght p\>IV

.,..'„„.„,: TB.''?'',.„.:,„:;,r.,,.,'*',_'„'..„=,!„KBbop'Rent Plan
as the site IS s't'Jated'lon

In , „b,rb,n ,rea The b,IId,„g, p„p„,d f&)>.t ,it, r,ng, in he;ght t„m
3 to 9 storeys and are therefore classed as 'rMLXrlse’ bUIldIngs irl the Cork City

i;:A;::*N®::.::::".':;:;:'.:„=:::;::„:'.',';'3lan in thIS Instance \ \)

11 T 1?UrIne’ the PlannIng an%JMqneT,t At't 2000, it iS open tO the Board to granl

pe'mISS.on for deveM-me\at is conslae-ed to be a materIal contrafentFan in four

clrc,rnstances. ale&},umstances outIIned ,„ S,,t,on 37t2)(b). are in toe (1)

natIonal, sir@N3Wst (I1) confliding objectl„es 'n the apvelapment plan or

ab.lectlves areWlearly stated (Iii.) COnfIICt with naItonal/regIonal policy and sect;on

28 guIdelines. and (iv) the patlern of development and permlssi011s grarted Irl the

vicinity since the adoption of the d8velopment plan

normally ljmits bUildIng heIght to 3-5 stoleys a1 sutRaNI

11 7.131 am of the opInIon :hat a granl oT permissIon that would materially contravene

sec IIon 16 7 2 of the Cork CIty Development P an 2015-2021, WhICh appIIes to ltle

SIte would be Justified jn accordance with secTions 37(2}(b)(1) and (IIII oF the Plann'ng

and Development Act 2000, as amended, on the following basIS.

11 ,7.141' relation to section 37{2)(b)(1), 1 note that the current applicatIon which is For 19 1

buila-to-rent ’esldentlal unIts, has been lodged under the StrategIC halls ng legIslatIon

ABP-31 1874-21 Inspector’s Report Page 70 of 162



t.

and is consIdered to be strategic in nature One of the submtssiDns receIved states

that the sublect SIte is not of strategic importanee and I woula not agree wan that

contentIon. I also note that the subject SIte is located on lands For which resIdential

development IS permissible. I notn :he potential of the proposal to contrIbute to the

achIevement of the Gove'nment pOIICy to IncreaSe the delivery of hOUSIng from ItS

current under supply set out in Rebui'dIng Ireland- ActIon Plan for Houslng and

Homelessness , lsstJed in July 2016, and to faciIItate the acnlevement of greater

aenslty and ne'ght in lesldentIal development in an urban location close to public

transport and centres of employment The newly published 'HoL:sIng for All’ is also

nored in this regard. I am of the opInIon that the strategic impona FN the deIIvery

of hOLSlng UnItS to aadress housing stlortages in the FnncipaLCNPs IS

established in the nat'ona!, reg'anal ana local plannIng pollql >>/
11.7.151n relatl011 to wa_IOn 37{2)(b)(Iii), I note tr'e Building HeIS+brWeI nes for Planning

A.tn.'IiI„ (D,„mb„ 2018} whl,h Or,aId„ , p. qMgr lrIcreased bUIlding

h e 1 g h t s a : a P P r O P r a : C I o C a t i o n s S P e c 1 ; 1 c Pla nAN RequjrementS pp R 1 of

ine Guldel nes provide that planlllllg autho-ItlayhiILeXpliCItly' IdentIFy through Ihelr

:::'.I..'i:,;Ii:hq
g heIght will be ac lively pursued for

veloprne11t .. ana shall not provide for

blankel numerical lim,tations or&ullWrelght While I note the trelght IImIts set o ,it

,„ ,,,tlor 16 28 of the oper€A:M,,eloprrert Plan, I am of :he opi„ion that it

coubd be argued that a bAGet acrlcal lim'tation for resIdent-aI and commercIal

developrnent appl9s(isu!)Ran areas WIt-lin tr*e COrk crty admlnlstrative boundary,

(eas IdentIfIed fOr buildIngs of greater heIght SpecI'icwah certain

reme

to the aforementIoned performance CrIteria (see above) and am salisfjed that they

are substanllally beIng met in this instance

nt SPPR 3A of the GuIdelines OrDvide that permISSIon

that the performance crIteria specIfIed bn the GuIdeIInes are met I have had regard

rFiliBcar be granted \AWare the height of a p'oposed development IS not cons stent with a

statutory development plan in CIrcumstances where the plannIng authorIty is satisfied

sta1 utc ry plans, a'eas where Increase

11 7 16The NatIonal Plann’ng Framework – Ire.and 2C)£0 fully supports the need for urban

lntlll resIdential developme'\l such as that proposed on sites 'n close ploxlmlty to

quaIIty pUbIIC transport rou Ies and wlthir exIst:ng urban areas I note Objectives 1 3

and 35 of the NPF in this regard. ObJect£ve 1 3 stales that 'ln urban areas plannIng
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based on perforrnance criteria that seek to achIeve well-designed hIgh quaIIty

outcomes in order to achIeve karqet8d growlh These standards WIll be suhjact to a

range of tolerance that enanles alternative solutions to be proposed to achieve

stated outcomes, provIded publjc safety IS not compromised and ltte envIronment is

suItably protected’ ObjectIve 35 promotes an 'Increase reSIdential density in

settlerrlent. through a range of measures InclUdIng reductlans in vacancy re-use of

exIsting buiidings, InfIll development schemes, area or sHe-based regeneration and

jncreased buIldIng heIghts .

11.7 17Notwrth$tand'ng my colicerns in relatIon to aspecTS of thIS ploposl

consIder that llavi.g regard to the above, there is sufficient jq<'ll

to Invoke their material COntraventIon powers and grant thI

this current appIIcatIon Thus I am satisfied that the pri

respect to sectIon 37(b)12)(1) and (iIi) oF the Plann1

the strategIC nature of the development and

?lopment

r

’proposed

fe lopm€

I

the Board

In

in be qlanted with

nt Act, due to

lance in this regard

VIsual Amenity

1 1 7 18 A Landscape and Vsual Impacl

Reporl, ArchaeologIcal and
have been submItted with

proposed de ve"ol

lor tIle oroposcd

Report Landscape Deslgn Fiatlonale

loact Assessment and photornontages

In The submItted docurnentatlorl shows the

ot the exIstIng surroundIng area A ratIonale

outIIned arId this is set out above

11.7.lgMany of the thir([yrX2alse conce,„, ,ega,-ding impacts of Ihe prop,,,I ,„ vls.al

a'’'enity an4nNVn VIews- Impacts On views from the dwelIIngs III Ara PatricK

and impacts orMws of GraffIti Theatre Company and Cork Foyer it 15 noted !hat

the plannIng authority, Elected Members (as contaIned in Chief Executive Repodl

and An Taisce as we'l as other thIrd parties a I raIse concerns ,n relatIon to the visual

irpacts of the proposal The concerns oF the olanning authorIty in thIS regartI relate

prImarIly to the Impacts on the visual amenIty of H8wltt s Mill

11 7 201 note the deslgnatea views w'thin the wldor area, as c011tained withIn the operatrve

City Development Plan There are no deslgrlated VIews pertainIng specIfIcally to the

subJect parcels The plannIng autllorFty have not raIsed Impacts on views as a

maHer of concern
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11,7.21 1 acknowledge the concerns expressed in the submISsions receIved The praposat.

will WIthout doubt have Impacts on views within the surrounding cortext and trom

varIous vantage points across the CIty VIews are ever changIng, often fleetIng ThIS

is to be expected wit’ljn a thriVIng. aeveloplng CIty

11 7.221 have examIned all :he dOGu-nentatlon beFore me and I acknawbedge that the

proposal will result in a change in outlook as the SIte changes from ItS curren:

L,naerbtlllsea use to a SIte accommoaa ling development of the nature and scale

proposed As the SIte is opened up, it will become mOre visual'y prominent than IS

currently the case. Without doubt, there WIll be sIgnificant long term impacts on the

visual landscape con:ext of the area This is lnevllable when degl{dIV taller

bui,dlngs and is not necessarily a negat ve THe SKyIIne IS arL&e gUng entry.

11 7.23 1 have inspected the site and vlewec iI frOm a variety of p®Yve also

whIle undoubtedlyrevIewed all [ne dOLL,me-IIatIon on the flbe I arr of t’.$@

VISIble, the proposal wou-d not have such a deIHIeN&
Ct on

glealer pot8ntlal for visual Impacts at a more IXqAel and thIS is acknowledged

$; iI.;,Xj:,;,.©HX'§.;.F,I'tO thIS exIst ng character. brirJ Ae Vdlrrerslon tO thIs area Of tRe CIty. I am

sat,sT,ed that the propoS@ M);%nt has the potenllal to add visual interest will

make a posrt ive contrAINo # skyline and w'll mprove legIbIIIty WIthIn th s city

area and that. In FWfrI h)Fe lts4elght, seale and massing is acceptable in townscape

[ne character and

settIng of key VIews wjtrin tRe city as to warr{FNguMl of permjss on. There is

:!;lbwning authorIty recommend a grant of pe'missIon For thean

bjel-t to amendments detaIled aboveU

Conclusion

11 7 24 1 acknowledge the concerns raIsed by thIrd party submissions i11cludlng Elected

Members. as expressed in the Chief ExecutIve Report I acknowledge national

guidance in relation to the conso,idation and densIflcatlon of development s'te witFin

u'Dan areas I do not have issue wlth the principal of the tlelghts proposed and

co-\side' that they would be an approprIate lrvention at this urban IOcatIon, adjacent

to one of he main access routes into the ctty centre These are currently under-

utiIIsed parcels ot FarId that detract SIgnificantly from the streetscaDe at thIS location I
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consider that any Impacts on views would not be so grea: as to warrant a ref;Jsa of

permIssIon The streetscape and townscape benefIts would outweigh any negatIve

Impacts in terms of impacts on views

11 1 25 A state(1 above. notwltnstandlnq my concerns in relatIon to elernents of thIS p-oposed

deveiopment. I COnSIder that thele IS suffIcient justificatIon For the Board to illvoke

their materIal conlraverIti011 powers and grant the heIght as propose(I in this current

appIIcatIon i ain satISfied that the proposal can be grantea with respect to sectIon

37(b)(2i(1) and (i i) of the Plann ng and Development Act As stated above, SpecIFbc

PlannIng Pal cy RequIrement SPPR 3A of the GuIdelines prOVIde that perrnisslon

can be granted where the lleight of a proposed development is nAlstent WIth a

statutory develupl11ent plan n c.i-cumstances where the plall(Ii( +bully is satIsfIed

that the perfo'"nance criteria specIfIed in the Gu,delines arq)Mvp had regara

le the aferementioned pedorr,ance crIteria ( see above Mb satISfIed that lhey

are substantIally beIng met in this instance \

11.8 Impacts on Existing ResIdential A

Cc'ntQ x !

118 1 Corlcerns

man

OV

P

S

b

0

U

I amenIty nave been put forward in

including concerns regardIng

of light, together WIth prIvacy canoe'ns, use of

parkIng I deal wltll the n'alters of pubIIC open

:re wsthIn this report, and in the Interests of

he planning authority note that d,Je to Ihelr IOcatIon ana

llldlngs on Parcels A and B WTll not illlpact negatively

residents through overlooking or oversnadowing The

planning aJthority COnt'nl,e by stat:ng that Parcel C has the poten:laI to Impact upon

the amenity of resIdents of The AverI ,Ie to the easl o' the subJnct SIte However.

given the orIentatIon of the llew bUIldIng, to the east of the exIst,ng homes. it is

consIdered unIIke’y tr*at there will be any Llndue loss of access to light They

coIlsi':fer the separatIon distances between the new building and exIstIng resIdents to

De appropriate, in order to ensure the protection of prIvacy

e nt18

11 8.2 In terms of Impacts on existing residentIal amenl ly at the outset I acknowledge thaI,

WIthOut doubt, there will be a change in outlook as the SIte moves from Its current
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level of development to that accom-r?odaUng a hIgh density development. such as

that proposed ThIS is not necessarily a negative. I am cognisant afIhe relationship

of the proposed development to neIghbour'ng dwellings in my opInIon. a suficlent

dIstance ’s being mai11tained 'rom exIstIng properlies to ensule thaI any ImpaCtS are

In IIne with what might De expected in an area such as this and therefore are

consIdered not to be excess ve'y overbear1119 gIven thIS context There IS an

acknowledged housIng CrISIS and this is a serviceable SIte, zoned for resIdentIal

development in an establlshea urban area, where there ale pUbIIC transpon IInks

wrth ample sem:ces. facl!:'tIes and employment in close proximIty I have no

lnFormat'on beFore me to believe ttlal the proposal i' permitted woWNd to the

d'"'1'at:or Of OrOpe® ,n the 'ICi"ity x</\)

n\>'b/
>ant to safeguard the

#?i+ii:it;+!§YFIIP;:Pit is noted thaI loss of dayllghl and over#radowRVornls one of the key obJections

!i:iiil'Uj&$:i=E:;ITinT::
tno e

stepping of the buildi-g J&ihDparcel C IS also noted (whereby it IS at ItS lowest

nearest eXIsting resi@liaNpperties) ThIS is adaressed further below

The BuIldIng HedtJ,Mines refer to the BuIldIng Research Es:abI'sh'„tents (BRE)

'Site Lay,.t aTM Daylight ana S,nligl,I – A gu'de tc good pudice' and ask

that approprlatN/a reasonable regard' s had to the BRE guIde lnes However, it

should be noted that the standards descrIbed in the BRE guIdeljnes are discretIonary

and are not mandatory poIIcy/criterIa and this is reIterated in Paragraph : .6 of the

BRE Guidel'nes. Of partlcula’ note is :hat, wh'le nurnerlcab' guIdeIInes are given with

the gJidance, these should be lnterpreled Flextbllrty s'nce nat..ra lightIng IS only one

of many 'actors in sin layou: design, with Faclors such as views, privacy, securIty,

access. encbOSJre, m}crocllmate and solar dazzle also playIng a role in SIte layout

design (Section 5 of BRE 209 refers) The stanaar(is descrIbed in the guIdeIInes are

lnlen<led only to assist my assessment of the proposea development and ItS

In desIgnIng a new deveioprrert, I acknowledge thakhn}

resIdential propertIes a-d thp-atteN{a Board is drawn !o thIS Fact. The

Davli sin! qnd S,In’lqht

11 8 -3

1184

'1.85
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potential impacts Therefore, while demonStratIon ol compliance. or not, of a

proposec development with the recommended BRE standards can assIst my

conclUSIon as to its approprIateness or qual'ty. thIS does not dictate an assumptIOn of

act,ep tab llty or unacceptahlllty

1 '1 8 6 1 note that the crIterIa under seetlon 3 2 of the Building HeIght GuIdeIInes at the scale

of $ te/buildinq Include the performance oF the dev'elopment in relation to mInImisIng

ove'shadOWIng and loss of light

1 187 A DayIIght Recept on Report’, 'Surl light Reception AnalysIs; arId '@qs on DaylighT

ReceptIon AnalysIs’ were submiTted with the appIIcatIon. The <A;W1 ContaIned

thereIn ge"”'ly 'ppea's reasonable robust ''d acc'rat\WWt the subr"'tt'C
Reports have been prepareG in aocordarce BRE BR20U\ay’out Planlllng For

D,yl-ght ,„C S„nl'ght A C;ulde t. G,.d Pr,di,,', (\WaOI 1. Irish St,ndard IS
lg For BuIldIngs I haveEN 17037'20 18 and CIBSE Guide 10 Day LIgA

conslder8d the reporls submitted by the appl keI

BRE 209 Site LayoLlt Pla,r,„g frMK and SLlnllght A9„'de to Gooa PractIce

(2011 ) The laker dOCumerIt is4fe\nc))in the sectIon 28 Ministerial GuIdeIInes on

Urban Development and BdTdlngNights ':2018) WhIle I note and acknowledge the

PL,bl„,t,.„ .f the „pda4LBrlllq) St,„d„,I (BS EN 17037-2018 'Dayllght i"

re hao regard to BS 8206-

2 2008 (Britisr Standard LIght for buIldINgS- coin practice for dayIIght:119) and

:T:''J=::::::::k’,qh„'::::: IT“„=:::'=.=::::===:'*"''Iris document/LN 9pdbk#1 guIdance does not have a material bearIng on the

OUtCOme of <NMment ana that the more relevant guIdance dOcuments fema rl

those reFerencM'I the Urban I)evelopmenl ana BU'lding llelghts GuIde ines I have

carrIed OUt an inspectIon of the site and iES envIrons

11 88 As stated above, the matter o' dayllgh'JsunIlghbovershadowIng has been raIsed in

many ot the thIrd party submissions received The plannlllg author'ty have not

raIsed concern in th;s regard.
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DayIIght

In rela:ian to daylight, paragrapn 2 2 7 of the BRE Guidance I,SIte Layout P,annlng

for DayIFght and SunIIght - 2a1 1) notes that for exIsting windows. it the VSC is

g'eater than 27% then enough skyIIght should stIll be reaching the win(low of the

exIstIng buIldIng Any reductlon below thIS would be kept to a minImum. BRE

GuIdelines recommend that nelghbourlrlg properlles should retaIn a VSC (thIS

assesses the level of skylight received) of at least 27%. or whele it IS less, to nd be

reduced by more than 0 8 tImes the former value (i.e. 20% of the baseline figure)

ThIS is to ensure that there is no perceptible reduction jn daylight levels and that

electrIC lghtlng WIll be needed morn of Ihe tIme

11.8.9

1 1 8 10 PropertIes analysed are set OUt in SeCtIOn 5 of the report-
IOcatIons WIthIn Parcel B and 8 IOcatIons WIthIn Parcel

closest proxImity to the subject development and

development were analysed.

For Parcel A 12

}re the buildIngs in

FrontIng the proposed

1 1 8 1 1 See below for properties and impac!

Table 7

Receptor

Parcel A

Fr 1
A2 19

Address Resulte

Restaentlal

Restaential

Resiaent lal

0 90

0 86ladVVate/CDu rs.

Bre;I/:
RoadU

ITEeatre

’Foyer

OffIce/Bus ness a 96

mc i,lsne ss a 96A5

A6

A7

A8

Ag

Parcel B

B1

B2

Cork

L Revenue Regiona Office Off:'ce/Bus'ne ss
Revenue Regiona, Office Office/BusIness

1 8 The Avenue Residertlal

17 The Avenue Reside"tIal

N2D BlacKpool

N20 Blackpool

J
I

081

a 81

0.87

a 89

Pass

Pass

Pass

Pass

Kgs Im
ResIdentIal

091

3 94I

Pass

Pass
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B3 No 1 Madden s

BuIldIngs
+ +

Revenue RegIonal OffIce , C)tfice/BusIness 0.81
+

12 The Avenue ResIdentIal 0,97

13 The Avenue ResIdentIal 0.95
J

Seana Mhbllleann Apts ResIdentIal 0 95
I -L-

Seana Mhuilleann AI)ts ResidentIal a 90
J

Seana Mhuilteann ApIS ResidentIal 0 8 1
J

Seana Mhuljlearln ApIS ResidentIal 0 81
I

Seana Mhuljlearln Apts ResidentIal a 81

+

Seana M-,uljleann Apts ResIdertIal 0 85

I

+

– Thes ldenti-al 0.93 Pass I
B4

B5
[

B6
[

B7

88
F–––

By

BIO

BI‘
B12

Parcel C

C1

C2

03

C4

Pc
06

C7

C8

[

Pass

Pass
+-

Pass

Pass

Pass
+

Pass
+

Pass
+

Pass

Seana M-ulleann ApIs

$eana Mrtlllleanr ApIs

- Seana Mhullleanr ApIs

10 The Avenue
q--

4 The Avenue

Resldentlal Iss

Pass

Pass

Pass

Pass

Pass

Pass

Pass

Resldentual

Rasldent ial

ResIdent

Re SId.

Lesla'

lent a1;q

Ident al

3 The Avenue

2 The Avenue 0.87

a 88

+
I The Avenue

11 8 12 1 am salisfied that

that of the

selected

C.8

wind.

to,

,propertIes have been conSIdered The resl

the calcllla led change in dayIIght recept}on

III WIthIn the BRE recommended nlaxiplum cnang€

Hs show

ill the

facto' oF

11 8 l:3 TIle above is noted and I am of tne opjnjon that the res.Its COnfIrm that access to

day:ight For exIsting SurroundIng prOpertIes, when compared wllh Ihelr existIng

basel ne experIence, WIll not be unduly compromIsed as a result of the proposed

development The VSO results ind,cate that the propased development will have a

gerrerally negllg'ble impact on the majority of the surrounding bUIldIngS

r 1,8 14 i am of the opinion that the scale of any proposed development acllacent to exIstIng

development would need to be vnry low rIse to cause no Impact to the levers of

dayIIght in the exIstIng aoartmerlts I note the heIght of the proposed development

ABP -311874-21 Inspector’s Report Page 78 of 162



t

and consIder it to be appropriate in principle for this a'ea gIven ItS locatlonal conteH

and current national guidance in thIS regard I note the level dIfferences between

exIsting properties and blocks proposed and the separation dIstances invorvecl

InCIUdIng across the busy N20, 1 note tIle landscapIng buffers proposed between the

proposed blocks and those existIng. This aids i11 Increaslng separatIon dIstances

and a so provIdes a WIder plannIng gain f’am an environmental. VISual and ecologIcal

perspecllve. The design latlonale IS noted whereby buiidlngs are set away f’om the

boundarIes. The planning gain assoeiated WIth the regeneratIon of this siTe is noted

and is in accordance WIth both natIonal and local pOIICy oblectives

11 8 's I am ot :he OpinIOn that any imoacts Dn "'a'by propedles are o}@ acceptable.
hav ng regard lo !he IImited nature of :he impacts on the WIn Wwf We Identified

p,open„,. t. the exIstIng open nat,Ir, of th, site ,,d to9NAMellv€r WIder
plannIng aims, Including the de lvery of holl slng and tneq€18ve{Byment of all

l"="'"“'";"=“ _,\%’
1 1 8 16 The Impact on s,nligh: to neighbouring wlndDVMenera ly assessed by way of

iIHP#nJ&q"::H=jI}iT
5% of toEat WPSH has beer)applINL9 polled only to windows that face withl llIS an

90 degrees Of due soulu.&nEtuideiines suggest that w’ndows with an

SUnIIght

orIentatIon WIthIn 90 @gre\pf%ue south should be assessed The only WIndOWS

facing w,trin 90 @rW> due south that could be affected by the pr.posed

deveIDpmenVN(Wn th, G„naV Court development The s,bm ned
assessment dW3t provIde analysis in this legard however, I nole that the

BuIldIng HeIght Gllldellnes do not explicItly reFer to sunIIght in proposed

accommodation The BuildIng HeIght (;uldelines state jn criteria 3.2 tnat 'the follrl

massing and height of proposed developments shollld be careful Py modulated so as

to maximise access to natural daylight. venti:ati011 arId views and minimise

overshadowlng and loss of IIght’ Therefore while dayIIght and oversnadowlng are

explicItly referencea. there is no specIfIC reference to sunlight, ana refe'ence is only

to aaytlght, ovet-shadowing or more generally 'IIght
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11 8 17 WhIle thera IS no analysis provIded I note the orIentatIon ol the SIte. III I-ny opinion.

the results in relation to sunIIght lmpacl could be expected to have a SImIlar effect as

set out above in relation to dayIIght But gEven the orientation of blocks and

separation dIstances p'opose CI, I am satisfjed that the acceptable lev8ls of sunlight

WIll be maIntaIned to exISting development in reCOgnItion of BRE crrtelia

11 8 18 1 am satISfIed that impacts of the development on sunIIght leves to surroundIng

p’operty will be minor, and are on balance, acceptable

Ove rshadowi nq

11.8 19 in relatIon TO overshadowlng BRE gudellnes state thaT an acceptaAcond',tIon IS

where external amenlly areas retain a minim.m o' ? hours of wN bel 50% of

the area on the 21;t March. 1rrlage 6.1 of the SUbmItted 'SLplINNe9YIOn AnalysIs

(page ' 3J i„,dlcates the neighbOurIng amen'ty areas th#RaN)Nrl selected and

analysed The calc.latlo- results show ttlat aII cf sebLed a sIIng amenIty spaces

receIved 2 hours of sunllgtIt or more arI a: lea'.tWB\oVaarea before arId after the

'ntroductlon of the llew/ development The a©Wlso assessed VIReIner any

,oss of sunlight would be greater than W (20'inaction) tjrnes its former size in

this regard two receptors were noaAe two receptors were No 1 (to the north

of Parcel A) and No 6 t,open s!,FCktohbnort-I of Parcel c) 1 he calculallorl lesults

For l<eceptor No 1 i11dicate/-chNaeYGtor of 0 48 to the shadow/sunligh: due to the

rlew p’oposed developl# #m re/sdI! is beyond tIle constraints of toe BRE

guideIInes, The aPFpantX$1ntend that this amenity space s within the realm of the

new developmqfa Wherefore rIot aeemed to be a nelghbOl_I-TIIg amenIty soace.

It IS _nclear€•Mp they appIIcants mean I", t"IS regard However I llote that

this area appXJo be resIdual space, IS overgrown and does not provide a high

amenity value to the area Rec8plor No. 6 calculation results in a change faotor of

C) 78 to the shadow/sunIIght due to the proposed development ! he result IS 2%

OJtslde the max,mum CHange faclor guiaelines ThIS IS the area of pJbliC open

space associated with the Ard Pat'lck Avenue deve;opment. I 'ole the above and I

acknowledge that the’e WIll be generally minor Impacts on some existIng amenIty

spaces in rhe vlcln'ty I also note the design and :ayotlt of Inn proposed blocks WhICh

seeks to provIde stree[scape improvements at thIS locatbon and I consIder the benefit

oF the approprIate redevelopment/rejUveratlorI of Ihese left-over, residual sites would

ouWveigh any minor mF)acts on amenity spaces in the vicInity The heIghts and
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layout have been design to respond to the SIte cha-acterlstlc$ 1 also no Ie the

or\entallon o' the sites, the separatIon distances proposed and the desIgn and layout

of the proposal I am contert :hat the proposed development would not undlIFy

overshadow surroundIng amenIty spaces, over and above tRe currer't situatIon and

bmponantly existing externa amenIty areas retaIn a minimum of 2 hours of sunlight

or more on at least 50% of The area before and after the Introd JCllOn of the new

developrnent, as per BRE guidelines I am satISfied in this rega-d

ConclUSIon

11 8 20 1 do not consIder there to be significant Impact upon sul-rcundlng rexl8rts’ dayIIght

and sunlight as a result of the proposed development The 'eve+)\1N.t IS

considered to be acceptable in my opnbon, and based .par&N6nNsls p’eserlted,

lhe propDSea development does n,I slgnlhcant'y alter d#®yht or

,„ershadowlng Ir-pacts from those properties e„,1„Be\Ms conSIdered

acceptable The proposed development ,S locat@\,%idenlined fur reslaentlal

development. Having regard la Ihe scale Of dfb&DnI pern-iUed or coqsllu'oted in

the wider area and to pJann Ing pOIICy for densMl of the urban area. i am of the

::i::I,:.;..;ii;;,:i;::p„,im,ty t, the aprllcatlon yeN/h2on$idered tc be consIstent WIth an emergIng

pattern Of med,„rr, to hig9 MdXelopment in the wider area. Th,s IS 'ons,de,ed

reasorable. While th He \Nedme irpacts on a small number of WIndows, on

bala'ce, the 8987 K )PAts, both lnaiv}dua ly and cumulatIvely are COnSIdered

“ “ ;'“''nq/';""'’""''~"“'":-=“ ;"'“"-";'"'';"''' ’'
thIS maIler, \ )

Overloaklnq and impacts on privdcy

11 821 1 hIgh lght to the Board that the maTer of overlooking and lnpncts on prIvaCy has

been raised as a concern in some of the tnira party submissIons receIved

11.8.22 1 note the sepa’ation dlslarces proposed (mInImum separatlon distances ir excess

o' 16 metres) ana consider these to be suffICIent to safeguard the resIdentIal

amenrtles cf resIdents within the neighbouring prOpertIes by avoIdIng excessive

levels of overlOOkIng 'rOm occurring
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11 8 23 GIven the locatlonal context of the site. the OrientatIOn of exIstIng and proposed

developlIIent, together with the desIgn ratIonale proposed, I consiaer that matters of

overlooking would not be so great as to warrarlt a refusal of permissIon. GIven the

urban local:on at the SIte , a ceIIa n degree oF ovef'ookiRg and overshadowlng is to

he anllc:pated it IS also to be anticipated that one wollld see olher development

from theIr properTy. I am sathsfied t-\at Impacts on prIvacy would not be so great as

to warrant a refusal of permlsslon ThIS IS an urban area and the site is zoned For

residential development The principle of a dense scheme al thIS IOcatIon, accurds

WIth natIonal pOIICy in this regard

'-'’'B':::::::::::’,::„„„-:\tq
NoIse n\

been raIsed

vH
;';':; I.'THlli'.l::V: I;T;iI:;:=

I, „,tic,pated tO oe relatlve'y Short-llvecUn natX&,ond,tiO'I should be attached tO

iI:r::Il::!&qI;".:::I{jIIF
at a ConstructIon Envlrunmentt

M„„g„nent Plan (CEW)haeT sllbmlUpd WIth th, app'icatlo„. whIch deals WIth

the ISsues of noIse @I uN}on, dust control. denlolltion procedures a-d

CDnStrbdiC>n waI/nN} I„ ,ddition a Noise and Vibration Report was

submItted, W(b/les tor rr,itigation measures tor hcI" constr,,ti„, ana

operatl011al HtM. As such, these plans are consIdered to assIst 'n ensuring

111 sorrIe of the thIrd party SUbmIssIons receIved. eV\\

ln'n'mal dlsruDtior! and approprIate construction practices for the du'ation of the

project I have no Info-mahon before me to beIIeve thaI the proposal WIll negat:very

ImpaCt on al' quaIIty Constructlon related matters can be adequately dealt witr by

means oF condition However, if the Board IS dIsposed towards a grant of permissIon

recommend that a COnStrUctIon Managelllent Plan be submiTted and agreed WIth

the Planning AuthorIty prIor to the commencement of any works on slle

11 8 26 1 note the plannllg authority suggest the proVIsion of a roof terrace wtthln Parcel C to

compersate for inadequate communal/pllbllc open space provIsion. I have no
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nformatian before me tO be ieve ttlat noise from the proposed amenity spaces wou bd

be excessive and I would not antjcipate it to be any greater than noIse from a back

garden of an exIstIng resIdential dwelling NotwItHstandIng thIS, if the Board is

aisposed IowarcIS a grant of permIssIon that Includes for the provisIon of a rod

terrace to Parcel C. I recommend that a SOIId barrier is introduced to tHe te=,race in

order to mItIgate against no'se spilling from the communal area into any adJOIning

residentIal propertIes

11.8.27 1 note the leport of the EnvIronment Section of the planning aulhorlty whICh does not

raise conceln in thIS regard, SJbject ta cond'tIon. I anI satISfied in thIS regard

11.9 QuaIIty of Proposed Residential Development

Context

1191

there are no conlnunal Facllllles

to 'equest the omission of two

faclllt>es

11.9.2 Many oF t

propose

have 'aised concerns WIth regard the

11 93 rlss'on raise concern WIth the number oF one and two

they consIder would not faciIItate in the creation o+

lltles and would not be suitable for Ihe accommodatIon of

families. Some of the Elected Members have also ra:sea corlcerns in thIS rega’d

The planning authority have not add’essed Ihls matter in theIr ChIef Executive

Report PrescrIbed Bodies have not ra.'sed concerns in thIS regard

In terms

bed units prI
sustalnabbe

Unit MIX and MaterIal C;ontradentlor

11.9.4 The overal' oroposed unIt 711x is as follows
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Table B. Overall Unit MIX

$ludia
b--

Apartments

As % of total -

1 bed

99

I 2 bed 3 bed

--= 2 ;–
1 23/o

Total

191
–b-–

, 1000/,52'/o 36%

1195 I note that one- and two-bed unIts comprise 88'’.'i of the proposed lesidentla; mjx WIth

12% of the proposed uni is bejng three-bed unIts The Ulban DesIgn Manual in

oantcular CrIteria 03 and 04, 'lncluslvlty' and 'VarIety' are noted This pLltS forward

to create a

of thejr

the

of the opInIon

I also Fully

NPF states that seven out

leSS and IRiS figure iS

household by 2040 AgaIn, I

the provIsions of SPPR 8(i) of the

that no reStrIctIons Dn dwelling

I pOIICy conlext in WhICh I am assessing

the idea that in :arger developments, the overall mIX should be sl

rrixed neIghbOurhOOd that can support a variety of people throJ

IIves I do not have concerns with regards the llnlt mIX pro: :#

WIder area co Jld be descrIbed as a mIxed a

that the proposed aevelopment will corltrl

acKnowledge changIng household sizes

of inn househulcis in the State consist of

expected to decline to approxImately 2 qp€rsoh%
reiterate trIat as thIS IS a 511 Id-to-1 'ment

} a:Apartment Gllldell:

m'x shall app:y, lana

tIle proposa

UnIt MIX/Malerial

1196 rd is drawn to the fai_t that the subrritted MaterIal

int deals with amongst other ma lters, the issue of unit mix

T he subm'tted Statement notes that the app'lcants have taken a conservative

approacll 'n th:s regard and the document prov'des just'ficatlon 'egardlng the

possible cantravenllon of the provIsions of the Development Plan WIth regalds to tlle

matters addressed One of tr'e submISsions receIve(3 notes that the proposal

materIally contravenes the operatIve cIty Development Plan in te’-ns of unit mix

The planning authorIty do not address thIS matter of rnaterla; contraventIon

Section 16 43-1645 inCIUSIve of the Cork City COuncIl Development Plan 201 5-

2021. sets out the requIrements in relaton the mIx of dWelIIngs provIded as part of

new a,>a-tment develop>men is Tak)Ie 16 4 sets out 'IndIcatIve Targets for DwelIIng

The attenti.

C ortraven'

1197
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SI,ze and DistrIbutIon’ whleh provides for a maXImUm of 153/. onn-bedroom unils,

maximum of 50% two-bed and a minimum of 35'J/a three- or more bedroom UnItS it

acknowledges that the provisior1 of a range of housing types and SIzes in the CIty WIll

increase in lmporlarce as trends show a decIIne in FamIly households and an

increase in elderly and SIngle person households

11.9.8 The proposa is for a long-term, purpose- built managed scheme of over 50 units,

developed under the 'bUIld-to-let’ model I note that the planning authorIty do not

address this rnatter WIthin the'r Chief ExecutIve Repon

1199 1 have exami'lea the provisions of sectIon 1643-16.45 of the operaAP Clly Plan and

consIder these to be standards. noI policy. I am of the opInion)a\LoN..ompllance

wM, a ,t,ndard of a Development Plan n a linllted number o&gntXdoes not

eq,ale to a mat„lal ,,ntraventlOn of that Plan. Cr.cla'Fh© Ef Table ' 64

==='*=T':'=;=::;===rT=*:':T’T':::;=::=:'1;:kbS=exIbIIIty in thIS

regard \ \\

11 g 10 it IS noted that sInce the adoptiorI cf lhe CorkG$)lopment Plall 2015-2020, the

SustaInable Urban HO,Sjng Design SE<dardsMew Apacments (2015) have

been updated (December 2020) IM&the DldrlrIng aJthGrlty in theIr Ch-e‘

Executive RepDn ContInually reX UNdated 2020 guideli'es (occasIonally The
20 18 guIdelines are 'eferre+h b JW h aSSUmIng that IS an error as opposec tO a

p.1„y ,t,„ce) One o' tK rSabre,Ices between the 2015 and 2020 g,iaance

cocuments lelates kjTteN?, build to rent develoolll€nts and associated “Specific

Plarn ng Policy @q}NOnts” {SPPR$) The Sustainable Urban HousIng Design

Standards fo®Wtments, Culae lnes for P,annlng A,thorities’ (December

202 :)) contaIns\OR$ i- relation 10 build-to rent developments, narery SPPR7 ana

SPPR8. SpecIfIcally in relatIon to unit mix requirements for bUIld-tO-rent

deve;opments. I note SPPR8 (1), WhICh I acknowledge takes precedence over any

confIIctIng policIes and obJectives oF Developmenr Plans SPPR8 (1) of the

Apartment GuIdeIInes (2020) states that No restrictIons on dwelIIng mix ana ajl other

requjrements of these GuIdeIInes shall apply, unless specified otherwIse’ I! is noted

that such SPPFqs, whIch allow for flexIbIIIty in -elatIon to build-to-'ent deveiooments,

were not InCIUded in the 2015 g,Jiaeines ThIS form of housIng tenure was not

jncl,„ded for in the CIty Development Plan
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11 91 1 1 cons:del it reasonable to apply the updated sectIon 28 guIdance in thIS regard

WhICh ajlows for F5ex:blllty in relatlorI to build-to-rent developments in telIIrs of unit

mix, The City Developmerlt Plan does not dlfferentlate betweerl build to se 1 o' BTR

all resIdentIal urllts are treated The same in thIS regard The Apartment GuIdeIInes

dltferenllate between build to sell and B FR and state that there shollld he no

restrictions on dwe'ling mix in terms of BTR schemes, SPPR 8(1) refers. I note that

the cIty Development Plall cross reFerences natIOnal guIdance while the ChIef

Execut:ve Report regularly appIIes both rts own standards and current nallanal

guIdeIInes. ThIS is considered to be a reasonable approach, As stated elsnwhere

with n my assessment,, I consIder the propose(I developme'll to bpJ'rKpdly in

H€iIN=If:I?#:i};l®y::'
LQr11pl-ance with SPPR8(1) of the abrerrlenUoned qRXdLlldellnes {Decernber
2020)

1 ' .9.12 in my OPInIon. whIle the Ln't mIX may contraubw\7slandard of the operative CIty

Development Plarl I ao not consider ltN>e a materIal contraventIon of the

Plan ana meets the standards4q&f)err,er,:ioned S.sta nahle Urb,„ Ho,sing,

Deslan Standards tor N,w(gBIM (2020) The plan„„,9 a,tro'lry ha,e nOt
stated that they ccnsldeN’is Mer to be a -naterlal cuntravention of the Plan I am

=;"“='“"'"=?;,G\
l1 9 l:3 T' 'oncl'deAXW-', I acknowledg' ti'e co"cerns of the thIrd paal'' ''d Elected

Members. as\In)lned Irl crIle+ Executive Report, in relatIon lo lllls nlatter

Notwllhstandlng lh=s, I acknowledge the cur'ent proposal is catering to a cerlain

cohort of Ihe popu ation, jr an .rban IOcatIon that has trad'lionaljy been well served

with larger unIts. I also acknowledge changing household sIzes and the type of un is

requjred to meet current and future demands

Development Plan The proposalfFB )rnplies with sectIon 16 43-16 45 of the

11 9.14 Impodantfy I nola that as this IS a bUIID-tO ren: scheme and the provisions of SPPFR

8(1) of the aforernentloned Apartment GuIdeIInes (2020) apply, which state that no

restrIct:;ons on dweling mix shall apply to such schemes The proposal IS consldelea

to comply w'th SPPR gtI) of the aforementioned SustaInable Urban Housing

Apartment DesIgn CultleI nes (2020) in relatIon to unIt mix in BTR developments
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FInally. I do not eonslder the proposal to represent a materIal contraventIon of the

City Development Plan in terms of unIt mlx; for the reasons addressed above

Fboor to Ceiling HeigHts/Ljft and StaIr C)orQ§

1 1 9 15 Section 1654 of the operative City Development Plan ref8renees minimum floor to

ceIIIng heIghts and states thaI 'P’ovlding aecent flOor-to-ceIIIng heIghts has

sig'’ificant benefIts for dwelIIngs, including more attractIve I yjng spaces, better

aa/'ight/sunIIght / ventilatIon, and Improved storage space OppOrlUnltJes Apartments

will have a minimum floor to ceiling height of 2 7m (3m floor to floor,) aparl from :n

exceptional circumstances relati11g to arctlrteclural conservatIon and historic

characte’ of :ownsc.apes and the signlf'cant character of streety<UN eXIstIng

bUIldIng elevatIons’ SPPR5 of the aforementioned Apartmen\hI
also -oted ir relallcn ID floor to selIIng hebghts The prop&h

2020 IS

ith both the

:;:':=::=:,''J:::==„==:L:=='’*„:':'='„'j„ Lq
les w

7pply

d,„g, q,a’Ity and compJ@nVW fu Iding reg.lations

11 9 17 WIthIn the SJbmltted6;ater&t of ConsIstency. the appllcanl lnadvertertly reters to

:his as a BTS sc(rIp\Ay state that SPPR 8(v) appIIes a'Id that the p'oposed

developmon<MRI I existing bulldlng regllla lions in the IntereStS of clarity, I

hlghllght that IrMa BTR scheme. I note that the proposal IS not in compIIance WIth

sectIon 16 55 of the operatIve cIty Development Plan in this regard The app,lcants

have nOt addressed this matter in the submItted MaterIal Cant'avention Sta:ement

GIven the ma'ginai exceedance o+ the standa'd relatIng to staIr cores, I do not

consIder thIS to be a material COntraVentIOn of :he operative City Develo'omen1 Plan

The planning a_,'thorlly have not stated that tni s is a material contravention of the

Plan I note the flexibi ity implied in thIS sectIon, as it IS only recommended that there

be a maximum of four aDaqmen is per floor as opposed to Ihls beIng a requ rement I

consIder that Ilmlted non-compIIance WIth standards of a Development Ptan does not

>ment Guldel,nes n

Il:I::.;:I:„:',:"„.:::=£\I11 9 16 SectIon 16,55 oF the operat,„e Clly De„elopr&Wtates that it IS -ecornmended

th,t , m,xlm,m Dl 4 apa,tments O„ floW sh,ha,,„,,ed rrom a tIn/,I,Er ,ore Ir

o'de' t' '"'”' ' ”gh qLallty of lnpWWla lion 5pace' SPPR 81," ] 'f the
reqlllrement for a maxjmum of 12

Apartment G'iaelines 2c2c staRs kI
apartments per noor per corp.$ha\,lo' to BTR schemes, subJect to overall
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represent a material contravention of any saId Plan SPPR 8(v) of the Aparlrncnt

GuiDelines is noted WhIch states that 'The requIrement for a maximum of 12

aparTments per floor per core shall not apply to BTR schemes, subject to overal

desIgn quaIIty and compIIance with buIldIng regUlatIOnS’ it appears to me from an

examination of the submitted plans that no block has more than 12 units per single

core. I am satisqed in thIS regard

Floor Areas

11.9.18 Chapter 16 of the operatIve City Development Plan sets aut minimLlm overall

apartment floor areas as Follows.

jO
Nb\

: :-.-~-'-~-"- - ::. I':' _,\>’
', 1 9 lg The proposed apaKrllents ra-ge in SIze fromGN\ bed llnl is and provIde aree

range of sizes to accommodate a rang®f hOLMd sizes Toe „„,t, t,a,e beer,

!1If i=:IT!ifI&SIll:iTit:ET:'::P
outIIned in the CDP 20: 5 ir(;ome\)$1ances. thereby contravenlng the operatIve Clty

uk)rr'i.

bW:T==::::-1=,T:„:::::=
11 9 2 1 The app lcants have addressed this maIler with n their SUbmItted MaterIal

Contrave11tlon Statement. I note thaT the proposal does not meet the CDP standards

In all instances. However, it is noted that in many Instances, the ,_nIt sizes

significantly exeeed tne minimum floor area reqJjrements of the CDP As stated

prevIOusly, the /\paHment Guidelines d'stlngulshes between bUIld-to-se'I and bUIld-

to-rent typologies (unlike the operative cIty Development Plan) and orovldes express

guIdance on the Build to Ren: (BTR) development typology as proposed i- the

subJect apDI'catIon - in thIS regard SPPR 7 of the guIdance is. re$evant I note that

AppendIX 1 sets out mInImum overa I apartment flOOr areas and the proposal IS fully

ADartments (202C)) and thernt4fa\

Development P all 4\ J
,GX„ „..„h,I,h= .,...;;Im.„,.,I,,„„,„„....,„.

11 9 20 One of the s

operatIve Ci

not address
nt Plan in terms of Floor area. The plannIng authority do

+ 1-bed - 55 sq mi

• 2-bed/3 person 80 sq m

. 2- bed/4 oersur- 90 sq.m

b 3-bed- IC)Csg Ill
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compIIant in thIS regard SPPFI 8 goes on to provide dis lina planning criteria

appl'cable to BTR development and in thIS regard SPPR 8 (iv) removes the

requjrement that majorIty of all apartlIIents in a proposed BTR scheme should

exceed the mInjmum flOor area standards by a mIn'mum of 10%

11 9 22 \A/lth respect the design standard for new apartrnents. AppendIX A of the CDP 2015

notes that the DesIgn Standa-ds tor New Apanmen is (2007) have been used to set

out the requirernents taI apartments in the Development Plan The standards in

relation to aparTment size and design have been revIewed twIce since the adopt'on

of the CDP 2015. The proposed apartments are fully compIIant WIth the standards of

the ?C2G Apartment GuIdeIInes in relatIon to un t s,ze x <=

l:::'i;::i}:{qb$=iii:I
11 9 23 GIven the margInal exceeaa-Ice of the standard relating to fI(\N do not

,N
1 1 9„ 24 SectIon 16. 53 of the operatIve Clly DevNpprrlert Plan stales that the mnlmum

Iii==F;II&q!’ iEliE:in
supe'seded by the aForem@orleWistaIIIBble U-nan HousIng' Design Stanaa'ds

For New Apartments (2041. 1 cD$iae' ,t reasonable to apply the currPnt s:andards

AppnndFX 1 of the A©me;h>8uideli'les, 2020 sets out minimum aggregate Floor

areas and stora< SJIMqLlrements The proposed development ’s in compliance

with these st<hb/rlote Erat one of the suhrrlsslon$ received 'aised concern ,n

relatIon to the IMo' storage proPosed. I note that some of the proposed units

wllhln the mIll COnverSIOn have access !o storage areas at aTtic level. ThIS IS

welcomed and would greally enhance Ihe amenIty of these unIts. I am general'y

satIsfied in tnis regard

11 9 25 To conClude thIS section on the whole I agree that the standards of the Development

Plan wllh regard to staIr cores and floor areas are not beIng met in all cases. I

consi tIer the provisIons of sectIon 16 of the operatIve CIty Dev’elopme't Plan to De

standards not pollcy I note that all of the parameters WIth regards to the above

matters meet or exceed the standards set out by the Apartment CIJldellnes
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11 9.26 1 £onsider that the prooosed development is in accordance WIth SPPFR 3 and SPPR 8

oF the Apartment GuideIInes I can see no conlraverltion of the Plan jn this respect

The plannIng authorIty have do not state tPat they consIder the proposal tO be a

materIal corltlaverltJOn of the opc'alive City Development Plan I am satIsfIed in thIS

regard

Daylight and SunIIght to Proposed ResIdentIal ynl!§

11 g 27 Section 3 2 of lhe Urban Development and BuIldIng HeIght GuideIInes (2018) states

that the form, massIng and heIght oF proposed developments should be carefully

rnodulaled so as to maximIse access to natural daylight, ventIlatIon and v18ws and

rnllllmlse overshadow,ng and loss o' light The GI Jldellnes staley&Nroprlate and

reasonable regard should be taken of quantllatlve perforr11arK&ppMles to

day'IIght provIs:or outIIned in guIdes IIke tIle BRE 'Sitc UWkg far DayIIght

and SunIIght (2nd edltiorl.I ., BS 8206-2. 2008 'LiGAhyqXilld ng, – Paq 2

Code of Pract,ce for Daylighting . W/he'e a prop gsNBfb, ,b„ t. f,11y med a11

[,"e requIre'ments of the dayIIght prOVISIOns an$Dllu St be clearly identIfIed and
a ratIonale for any alternatIve compensatory}@>solu Ions must be set out in

iIi:OH!}ihS;IIi; iEIIi:'balancing of thaI as$essmeJ NMe desI:,b 1,ty ,f ,,Ile„,ng wider planr, ng

objectIves Such objectl\}eG9q IXIUCIe secur,ng comprehensive u-nal

regeneratIon and /o' PO eXtiPu'nan design and streetscaOe $Oluton The

Sustai11able Urb# t\USlqg 6esign Standards fo’ New Apartr,e„t, C„,del„„S, 2020

also stale theWP authorItIes shollld hnve regard to these BRE or BS
standards \ )

1 1 9 28 As before, I have conslde"ed tIle 'Daylight ReceptIon Report', ;Sunlight ReceptIon

AnalysIs' and Effects on Daylight Reception Analys,s' reports that were submItted

wltr1 tRe application and have had regard to BS 8206-2-2008 (British Slanda'a Light

for BuIldIngs- Code of practIce for dayllghtlng) dFId BRE 209 Site Layout Planning for

DayIIght and SunIIght – A GuIde to Good Practice' (2011} The latter documen! IS

reFerencea in the section 28 Mjnisterial GuIdelines on Urban Devei'oprr\ent and

BuIlding Heights 2018. Wh Ie I note and acknowledge the pubIIcation of the updated

British Standard (BS EN 17037 2018 'DayIIght :n b Jildings') which replaced the

2008 BS in May 20 1g ( rI tIle UK), I am satISfIed that this document/UK llpdated
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guidance does not have a materIal bearIng on the outcome of the assessment and

that the more relevant guidance documents remain those referenced in the Urban

Development and Buildjng Heights GuIdelines

D#yl:'gh t

11 9.29 in general, Average Daylight Factor (ADF) is the ratIO of the l'ght level inside a

structure to the light level outsIde of structure expressed as a percentage Fhe BRE

2009 guIdance. with reference to BS8206 – Part 2, sets out minimum values for

Average Daylight Factor ( ADF) tha1 should be achIeved, these are 2% for kitchens

1 5*3/, For livIng room'. and 1 % for bedrooms. SectIon 2 1 14 of the

notes that non-dayIIght internal kItchens should be avoIded

especialry if the kItchen is used as a dInIng area too. If the

irIte'naI galley type kllchell IS InevItable, it should be

IIVIng room ThIs guidance does not gIve any adVIce

WIthIn a eomblned krtchen/IIving/dIning layout. It,

roolll serves a dual purpose the higher ADF

BRE Guidance

Q=;';
ea;Ts that a sma I

b a well daVI'l

to be acrieved

thaI where a

11 9.30 The Internal dayIIght analys s was

on the basis tllat these locatIons

reasonable.

le developmentundeqa ke
bJq

!yllgnt challenging ThIS IS consIdereda rl

11 93 1 Fhe proposed uni IS contalndqmbINi kItchen/IIVIng/d nIng layouts

1 1.9 32 The app’lcant has

bedrooms When

ta'get and

tested meet

were not

#ADF ,al.e for krtchenJ’l'vlng/'dlnlng area and ' % for

rooms are benchmarked agaInst the 2 0%

agaInst 1% target. It is 'oled that a.I rooms
the relevant BRE 209 standard, I note that the kitchen areas

from the calculations I am therefore saIlsfled ir this regard

SunIIght

11 9.33 I" relation to sunl'gFt to WIndOWS, the BRE guideljnes refer to a test of AnnIIal

Probable Sunlight Hou’s (APSH) to WIndOWS The APSH criterIa irvo:\,'es ar1

assessment of the level of sunIIght thaI reaches the mnln IIVIng room window to

determine the number ot WIndOWS with an APSH level greater Ih9n 25% on an

annual basis or 5% oil a WInter basIS The suk)mi:tea assessment does no1 provIde

analysis in thIs regard, nowever , I note that the BuIlding Height Guidelines do not

expl'cl:ly refer to sunlight in proposed accommodatIon The BuildIng HeIght
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Gu'delines state in CriterIa 3 2 tha1 the form, nlassrng and height of proposed

developments should be carefully modulated so as to maximise access to natural

dayIIght, ventIlatIon and views and m'nimise nvershadowlng and loss of light

ThereFore, wnile daylight and overshadOw;rIg are explicit ry referenced, there is no

specIfic reference to SunIIght, and reference is only to dayIIght, overshadowlng or

mOre general;y 'IIght

119 34 WhIle ther8 IS no analysis provIded , I note the orIentatIon o' the SIte WIth many unjTS

in the plupo$ecl development 'ac'Ing SOuth, east or west WILD associated access to

surllight Gwen the orientarlon of blocks and separation dIstances proposed, I am

satisfied that the acceptable bevels oF sunIIght will be achIeved !o 6Xkvlng rooms

in the proposed developrrlent. in recognition Of BR[ crIterIa \<a

Mr_-al Open Sppces #V\„lv
©h\„„'„g'.,';w''g-‘

;:#'$:C
11 9 35 Section 3.3 of tIle BRE guIdeljnes state that

aPpea'arIse and ambIence of a aeveloF{nent IMcommended ttIat at least na'f of

the amerllty aleas should receIVe ?@&ours of sunllgll[ on 21 St MarCH it S

llotea that a 1 proposed anenlXiW)ceed th's larget' Th's 's COnsIdered
accent able n \

:.''':';.= \h~
''-„=,„W&=:’„:'’:’„'„„’*';„''’;'„„''’',;’'=„'''

be had to th approaches as set out in guides IIke the BuIldIng Research
Eslablisnme1 >ut PlannIng for DayIIght and SunIIght’ {2nd edition) or RS

8206-2: 2008 – Yghtlng for Bulldlngs – Part 2: Code of PraCtIce for Dayllgh lilly;. It is

acknowledged in these Culdelnes [raI, where a proposal does not fu:ly meet the

requIrementS of the daylight provisIons, tnls mJs1 be clearly identified and a rationale

for alternative, compensatory desigr solutIons nlust be set out. The Board can apply

discretion in these Instances, having regard to local factors ncJlldlng SIte constraints

and in order to secure WIder planning objectives. such as urban regeneratIon ana an

effectIve urban design and streetscape solutIon

1 1 9 37 Havi11g regard tO the informatIon OUtl ned above as contaIned in the SUbmItted

Daylight ana SunIIght AnalysIS I note ttlat For tRe proposed apartment llnlts Fu
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compIIance WIth the ADF target of 2% tor kItchen,/llv'ng rooms and 10/. For bedrooms

IS achIeved

11 9 38 1 am generally satisfied that there will not be signIficant irnpact on nearby propertIes

and am sat,sHed tnat the aeslgn results in sufficient dayIIght and sunlight tor futu'e

residents

11.10 Traffie and Transportation

C;ontext/Propp§B]

11 'a 1 it IS ndad that a QuaIIty AudIt- Stage 1 Includirg MobIIIty IVla11agernenl Plan was

submlled witil tile appllcat,on. again highlight inaccuracies Irl th®Litted
dOLurnenta[,on. The Mobil ty Management Plan states t-a: we(ry M from the

development to Shalom Park and Kennedy- Park are unc9\NMMhen n tad:

tae plannIng aIIthorlt.g states tnat these g'een spaces aM\beg on of 28-30

m,„.t,, w,Ik,„g t,m,. st P,t„,k St,e,t „ „.t,d a,WWIMe wa k b,it thls IS in

fact aporox. 20 mi-ulas walkjng lime. r&)\
11 13 21t is stated in the docu'-tenlalic;n that that the beEb provides '4 car park spaces

',,:=:ii;&,.;.::„,:parkIng spaces are located wlIFNeaVB arId WIll be $haled am011g tRe 3 SItes

They are jntended for peg oL$ #reslden is and staff. principally as set- dawn Of

periodic :emporarV UK'Aged/ated IOng term resident narklng is proposed There

IS no car parkIng/l Ne N43{nd As$Lmphon Road 1 he ap,)Itca"ts contend that the

In sk o1 car pB®y=ourage car Jse, ttlereby prorrlu tIlly susta noble modes of
tfallsport TheN(g)t inodal spit uf the developrrlent targets 5% private car use with

the other 95% soread generally across walking, cycling and public iran sport No

fLrlher cetalls in re,atlon Io Ihc management o' Ihe prooosed caI parkIng spaces has

been put forward

11 IO,3Tne proposal also jncjudes for upgrade to pubIIC road junctIons in proxjmjty to the

site in order to improve Dedest'iaf Dermeabllty in the area These locatyons are

nclcated ns Follows

• Waterco„rse Road/R846, works include, dropped kerb and lactlle pavIng to

be added to ey:sIIng cc)nIro IIed JunctIon (Northern CrossIng Only)

ABP -311874 -21 Inspectol'’s Repon Page 93 of 162



r

• Pope's I Itll/N2C) JunctIon: works Inciuae addlllon of tactile paving and dropped

kerb to exIstIng pedestrIan crosslrg

• Shandon VIew COdages/NPa JUnCt}On: WOrkS lnCILlde additior of tactIle paving

to exIstIng pedestrIan crossIng

• Pope's I I II./F?a:hmore Park JUnCtIOn: WOrkS Include addItIon of tactile pavIng,

dropped kerb & road markIng tor 2 addItIonal Pedestrian Lrosslngs

B Goldsmiths Avenue/Old Youghal Road Juno:ian works include adcIilian oF

dropped kerb and lactlln pavIng WIth Ihe exIstIng Footpath to be Incrnased n

pedestrIanWIdth through rerrloval of bollards and dIalrlage gulIIes to fi

movement

a Assulllptlon Road at 3 no locatl011s to lrlclude the NU

eXIsting pedestrian crossing adjacent tO existlng1

of tactile pavjng, drapoed kerb and road m, 1-

pedestrIan CrOSSIng norlh east :orner

cunslsl oF addlllonal tacllle pavIng drl ;rb

of road markings. c) add !!o' oLE
for '1 acIdli

access at

ot

to InclUde addItIon

pgraae of eXIsting

IeWItt-S MIIIS bUIIdIng tO

tc eastern SIde and addItIon

tile paving dropped kerb antI road marklll9

the location of prooosed pedes:rian

IllS SIte

Tupgrade

11 10 4CLrrenlly I no Ie the-e ISI)oG#qeXlan connectIVIty in lhe lmmedHatn Bran

Footpatl1, a,e ra'r. JW. cNt, MHtlv I,as tO cro„ tre ,.ad ,t , b.,y. d,„g„..,
CO'nPr at Pape'yilKPar fen) so as :o contInue use of trIe footpath. There are no

cycle paths pWciyTof the site There are currently two bus routes wilhln 50m

of the propoXlcBvZopment SIte it IS stated in tnn dOCumentatIon that there are 8
bus routes WIthin a fIve-minute walk of tIle site.

11 10 5Traffle and tra-'sportation issues were raIsed as a maIler concern w,thin many of the

third party s„bmisslons received WIth COnGern$ regardjng laI„k of parking, over-spil

nto adjoInIng area, creatIon at :raFfle na7ard : lnaaeqllacy o' ew:stIng pedestrIan and

cycle FacIIItIes, concerns regardIng safety cf chIldren The matter of the lack of

prov'sion of a set-down area to Parcel C has also been raised as a concern in some

of the $uomlssions received. The matter of inadequate publil' transport has also
been raIsed as a conan rn
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11 .10 6 A number of internal reports were receIved from the plannIng authorIty as contaIned

in :he Chief ExecutIve FRepo'1. ineluding lhose from the Infrastructure Development

sectIon, Urban Roads and S:reet Design (Plannllg) SectIon and TraFic Regulation

and Safety Report in the lnlerests of brevIty. I shall refer to each of these repo'ts

tnrodghout nly assessment

11 10.7The report from the NTA has been sllmmarlsed above. In summary. the NTA

supports the prlnclp'e of higher densIty devalopment at the proposed IOcatIon and

mlnlmlsatlon of parkIng provision if it can be JustIfIed on the basIS of a reasonable

provISIon of saFe and convenIent access tc alternatIve modes o' transport ana where

s,cI, an approach would nOt adversely jnterfere w,th the 'ntegrlt}®clty Ot the

s_rroJndir*g road network However they are nO: sat,sHea tV(V Nant
envlra„'nental conditions oenai„Ing to the la,al area, trW®}Zves stat,b,y
prOVISIOns of the Cork City Development Plan or rrlnpt&a\ellnes Orovide

suFicle„t JustIfIcaTIon in this instance and a: thiS tirXBh&Hrt tha mInImal level of

P a r k i n g o n vv p 1 c F t h e P r o p o s e d d e v e I o o m e n IAb
1 1.10 8The NTA note that the subject SItes are sltuateMle Busy N20 arterIal route, CIrca

&:: III:::.;,H~
1 8Km from Ke't train stallon 1 4k

centre (PatrIck' Street), all of which

catchment as defIned in CM4T$prVthe SItes CLrrently well serded by significant++ \ - • V

high frequency pUbIIC traIjsq,L7entty, there is no cycle i11F:aslructure IInkIng thIS

area with ei:her the CA cN.e /Blackpool shoppIng cent'e or other transport nodes

and the ex'sling @\ria5 lrfrastructure is cortlned to eXistIng narrow footpaths

adjacenl to a?qWosed develop--eFt parcels

11.10.9The NTA also N;oncerns that the proposal has potentIal to create an off-srte

parking dernan c1 on ad.'olnlng pubIIC roads and streets. WhICh cou'd potentIally gIve

rise to vehicular congestion. conflict between vehlcu,ar and pedestrIan/cycle

movement and in general run counter to tHe CMATS oblectlves of prOVIding for

enhanced environment for pUbIIC transpoR. walkIng ana cycIIng. SafeguardIng the

operatIonal integrity of the N2Q and lunctIons at this gateway positIon to the city

centre IS also VItal to ensure its safe and efficIent operatIon
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11.10.10 To conclude, the N 1 A consIders that the applicatIon has not clearly

demonstrated how the proposed mlnjrnal bevel oF parkIng WIth align with the policies

of CMATS as well as statutory plannIng pOIICy

11 ID 1 1 The leport from Transoort Infrastructure Ireland (TII) states that they WIll rely

OII planning authority to abIde by oFficIal policy n relatIon to development on/affectIng

natIonal roads as OLI:lined in DoECLG SpatIal PlannIng and NatIonal Roads

GuideIInes for Plannlrlg Authorities (2012), SLlhject to reconlmended condItions

Assessme nt

11 ’10 1? 1 hIghIIght to the Board That in my mInd the issues to be addHeed in thIS=’„’+;::;=;=':==;T:;;;iSd at this

EST;I:#:Iill;T'3#Y="=
q Jality Ofcurrent location in the context of exIsting/planned public tre

T==:::=; =;' ';'"'''’'’"'="" _\V)
11 'o 13 1 note that a 'umber of the thIrd-palty \pragsions referred to the lack oF

:H;:T£h§lIE! IT;(E
1 - .10 14 The repOrt oWe IIhF,d.„ De,elopment section o' the pI,„„,„g a,thority

states that tne Vk\ypolltar, Area Transood S:rategy t (:MATS) 2040 has been

deve or)ed aXeDdr’a' TranSpol AuthorIty (NTA) 1, ,ollaboration Wrt-1 Transporl

InfrastructureWld (TII.), Cork CIty (:ouncll and Cork County Council CMATS

proposes a coordinated land use and transpor= straTegy to cover the perIOd up to

2040 based prIncipally on upgrading and prioritisIng Pllbllc transport walkIng ana

cycIIng in llrban areas across the Cork MetropoIItan area tllrough programmes such

as Bus Connects

puOllc" transport in the area One of t party SUbmISSIons states [hat the

transport lnfrast,’uctu’e cdpacJ©e W)rt the proposed development I nole that

the PlannIng Authority ababe>pLb'lc transport pro,ision in the area

11 10 15 Bus Connects Cork IS a IIve prolect ana it IS stated that the redesIgned bus

nebAfork WIl be ;inallsed early ’rl 2022. It is anticIpated that the roll out of the changes

to bus rolltlng, Increased frequencies etc , WIll begIn in 2023, This new network w:I

be further supported by seve'al Gore Bus CorrIdors (C}BC's) which w'll allow for

rproved bus priority as wel' as walklrlg and cycIIng facilities These proposals wi!
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he pubIIShed and sll=lect tc pllbltc consllltallon in terms of specIfICS for thIS

aoplicallon it is stated by tIle plaIIni-g aulhorltv that in the draft Bus Connects Cork

redesigned bus network, Watercourse Road is scheduled to have several high

frequency bus servkces running along it it is also beIng considered as a possibie

errIe"yIng rouie as a CBC it is expected that the p’apa saIs tar CBC's in Cork WIll be

pubIIShed and subject to pUbIIC consultatIon in Q1 2022 The

www.busconnects.ie/busc011neets -cork website states that the pubIIcatIon of a

FInal New Bus Network wil be later thIS year

11.10.16 in addition, tr'e plannIng authorIty state tHat Watercourse Road w'll also link to

an upcomjng NTA funded and Cork City Count,ii designed quiet s@\cycIIng
some'ne whleh WIll IInk Upper JOhn Street/ Lower JOhn Streelx4d}Ws Square tO

C,m,," Q,,y ,„d p,p,, Q,,y Th„,f.-,, ,h,,Id th„ 9WXV,,„,, , g",.I ,r
perllllssior1. a sae(;ial financIal colltrlbutlo’l should be :MsNi arId agreed WIth

Cork City COUnCil Orior ta the commencement of aRyW&d s,te. to faciIItate

l„nkage Of the OrOODSed SHD development to>V&NNe Road fOr access to high

qLlall ly walkIng, cycling and pubIIC transpOrt fN'tXvThe upon of the Urban Roads

& Stret I)eslgn [PlannIng) SectIon at the\la„nIna allthorltv is no led a.d I refer the

Board tc sanle. 'I states that 'thes#'NW,t„e projects will great,’y e„han,, the

sustajnable transporl modes f4J Ni)ents of the suojet„t site and promote

Watercourse Road as an a(€rnatlbrcute to connect the resIdents lo :he cIty
a \ + F

Centre „ The WatercouAeoauAll perrr it a SIgn 'flcan1 hIgh frequency bus roLIIn as

well as erhanced p4estrpb6na cycl ng Faci itie s. These proposals. cornlrlIHed IO by
the NTA. co.pIe&,khWappt,cant§ comrnjtment to enhance the immediate local

p,d„frI,n nGNVp,rt ,h, prln,-pI, .; , hIgh,r d,n,itV d,v,I,pm,nt ,nd

mInImIsatIon ofMklng provISIon gIver the reasonable provls'on of and: saM and

convenient access to alternatIVe rnodes of transport

11.10 17 1 have had regard to all of tHe information before me in this regard and note

the planned ImprOvementS to pubIIC transport and CycIIng Infrastructure thaI are

planned for lhe WIder area . Waterco_:rse Road IS a short walk from the SLbject SIte

aIDed across the busy N20. Such improvements will unaoubtedly Improve

accessibility for future resIdents of the subject SIte. Nohvlthstandlng this, I note

SectIon 3 2 o' the Urban Development and Bullclnq HeIghts q Jlclellne$ refers to the

need for a propcsed deval3pr}nnt to be 'weI sewn(1 by pUbIIC transporl WIth hIgh
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capacity, frequent service and good links to other modes of pubIIC transpon’ The

qLlallty of eXIstIng pUbIIC transporl n the area has oeen raIsed as a concern III some

of the thIrd party subm£sslons receIved , but I note ttley do not provide any detailed

technical information on the frequency/ capacity of the existing bus services, and

they do not demonstrate why thIs servIce cannot cater for the proposed

developmen! ! ncte sectIon 5 7 of thn Guldelln8s for PlannIng Aulhorllle s on

Suslalnable Resldentlal Developnlent ir Urball Areas. DEHLG (2009}, in relatIon to

brownfield sites wnicn refers to existIng or future pUbIIC transport corridors and the

oppor[unjty to develop at nigher densitIes in thIS rega'd, I also note sectIon 5 8 of

the aforementIoned guIdeIInes WhICh st9te t’laI it IS Important that Jpm(use plannIng

Pii in'=:'nHii£'Alia==
11 10 18 C.rrenl.ly the nearest bus sen/ ces :o the sewas 233 and 71 5, ocated

C mlnule Intervals durIng

e only type o' bus thatk InUS

appears to be operatea on the 203 rapt\varies from between 26 ana 31 seats

(CH.ara bus) and tne to:aI capacity pa$standee$ also varIes but may add

between 60 and 74 people to FArM loadIng that a 5us may legally cal ry The

h,„ly p,,k ,,p,„tv W,.,a &16 passeng,rs The 215 service woula have

slrrila1 caoacity Out runfq30 Mute inlervaIs throughout the day I therefore

I,on$Eder this to b9aQlgh {r&uency, high capacIty bus servIce

11 10 19 1 wo.?W?wHh Ihese comments in relatIOn to Inadequate pubIIC
trarspaH faeINs )s’the bus servIce, exIstIng and oroposed, passes iII close

prox1711ly to the slte and the frequency IS good/ suitable for [F:e imrnediate area The

eXIsting bus stops would all be withIn easy WalkIng distance From all points within the

p'opased devebopme-It I also note the p'oylrnlty of Kent statIon to the sliblect slle

( 1 8km) and P9rnell F’lace bus statIon (1 4Krl), WhICh would offer ’11911 capacity.

frequenl local arId national tra n/bus services. Under CMATS. there 's a planned tra'n

station in Blackpool. I have already bommenled on the average capacIty per hour

per direction of the nearest eXIstIng bus services and COnSIder thIS suItable to serve

the proposed development, ;n partICUlar nt)tIng tIle sea:e oF the cleveloplrlent jq tne

context of the existing population. The extension oF the bus service under Bus

wllhln ',Om of the subJect SIte 1 he 21)3 route /N

peak tImes The seated capacIty of a si11gl€ kc
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Connects , lrr'proves accessibility to a WIder area/ greater range of services tnan is

the case at presen1 1 also note the general commItments of the NTA n increase

pUbIIC transpo't provISIon and revIew or. an on-gong basIS The provISIOn of

additional buses on these services would not require additiolrai eonsents it would

be purely ar aperatJonal matter to increase additional buses on these routes, if

requIred I am of the opinion that it would not be sustaInable to provide emp:y buses

on Ihese routes, if not requl-ed and I am satISfIed that addItIonal capaelty can be

prov'ded if requIred. Finally, I also highllgh1 that peak hours vary in length, so 11 IS

llOt expected that everyone comrTutes Ollly during these linles„ For example pUPIIS,

1.Hi##!$111i#+§}:}idi““' :;f :h' 'i:Y ''-''' \S::NJ
';„’'„„’'';;:'='„':„ '’„’„;„ AT–a’11.10.20

Pedestrian Infrastructure

11.10.21 Many of the third oarty subrr! N€cei'aed raIse concern regard ng theQ\nlty af :he sites: road safety conCerns andexIstIng pedeStrIan lnfrastr'.Jctu n

'ra

Iran$pon at_ceN.'mm'Tted improvements !n the area. soeclflcaliy on the

Wa:er;ourse Road WIll Improve the situation To access thIS Key new infrastructure

resIdents WIll have to cross thn N20 The pednstrlan SIgnaIIsed GroSSIng pOInt WIll

need to be upgraded to cater to- resIdents of the new development A condItIon

requjring the payment of a special development cantrlbut}on for the provision o+ thIS

Faclilatory pIece of Infrastructure is req„ired FInally, they highlight that should the

Board be mi'd+ul to grant permISSIon to the proposed development it IS ccnsldernd

of 4ey importance that thIS conditIon be attached to a"y grant. TIIls is eonsldereci

reasonable

concerns regardIng the cre;

current rece'r\Xwlmenl s not snh or InvItIng to pednstrlan. cycle and pubIIC

access is not readily paIIN,KerI the quantum of aevelopmen: p'oposed and the

thIS regard. The plan„irB ABBy Gate that 'f pedestrian, cycle and pUbIIC trarlsport

absence of pa-KId chO be supponed They acknowledge however, t-lat w-lite the

IC hazard 1 he N IA also raise concerns in
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11.10.22 1 fully ac-knawiedge that pedestrIan connectivity and legIbIIIty from the

develoomen: SItes across the N20 and to the CIty cenlre IS not Ideal at the present

tIme and that there are substantIal gaps in the local pedest,rlan network The

junet}on of Assumption Road/N20 is rurrently dIffiCUlt to naviga Ie as a pedestrian

signIficantly delays journey times and corrals pedestrians away from desIre IInes I

noted dUrIng my sire VISIt that IrrespectIve of tne speed I mIt in place speeds are hIgh

along the N20 and it is a heavIly traffICked lo Jte I noted a nurrlber of srnaII ch Idre"

trying to cross boID with carers and pan of a school group Pedestrian IIghts are

slow to cnange. While there is existing pedestrian provision on the N20 there is no

lilililylj!!#::#
e*'sti-g i--ct Q-S' Da’t'G''1-'ty " th- lo'-1 “”d ''=axa'; ;-b=t'-l'aI ''“''w
In enhance prlO-Tty for pedestrIans (and cycllsls\

1 1 1 O 2 3 1 F a Iv e t 1 a d I e g a r d t o a 1 o + t h e 1 r 1 f Q 111 laIho reT 1 e
in relation to tr\is matter

!=T:TH:iIi:Sg:=liliinF
It is noted the appl'c_-ant ’las agreed to_ p\RIde a number of accessIble and suitable

2n WIde, tac:IIe pavIng, droppKkPWt JunctIons, suItable pedestrlarI,/CyCIISt

crcsslrg provslon to addr€sXrMf the gaps to create a continuous, COnttgJOUS

pedestrian network in tl4\ocaBPta jjnk tHe development sites with :he hIgh

'=='k,SR::l,;:.".'„:"=:====T.„'==:=:,=====that thIs woubd l\,IJpvNnnactlvrty between the parcels, WhICh has beer1 ralsed as

,,,„,„„,1€\v
11.10 24 The repoITFrom the DMURS sectlon of the plannlng authority sta les thaI the

infrastructure projects assoclared with Bus<Connects Cork wi I greatly enhance the

sustainable transport modes for the reSIdentS of the SLlbject SIte and promote

VVatercourse Road as an alternatIve route to connect the resIdents to the c'ty centre

Watercourse Road along WIll a SIgnificant hlgn Freq Je'Icy bus route. will also be

served with ennanced pedestrian and cycIIng FacilitIes These proposals, comm'tted

to by the NTA co.pIed WIth The appIIcants commItment to ennance the ImmedIate

local pedestrlar network, support the prllrclple oF a Pigher density development and

ninirll:sation of pa'king provis'on given the reasonable provIsion of and, saFe and
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con„enient access to alternative modes Of t-ansOort They tllrther note that 'the

exIstIng pedestrIan network has outstandIng gaps IInKIng the developmeIIt site(s)

WIth the hIgh frequency pUbIIC transport service, schools and the CITy Centre

However. it is unreasonable fo' the appljcant to address all tne defic.len'+ies in the

sub optlmurr pedestrian network whIch Cork City Council are responsible for and it I$

noted that the City Council -,ave cornmltted, through the above schemes, to address

a nLlrnber of these gaps

1 ' 1025 HavIng regard to all cF Ihe above, I acknowledge the concerns of third parties

and the NTA in relation to ttlts matter, I also ack:''owlecige that at the present tjqre,

the exis[lng lntrastructure is lacK'ng in terms Of pedestrian/cy'vle cAiv ity.

However. I note the olarlned Improvements in relation to theM#Mnd the

estmated timef,ames to, same I als, ,.t, th, ,mp„„,9\t,Na,d ,, ,,d ,f
thIS CLlrrent appIIcatIon As stated elsewhere in this leob#kbi s regarding

1,met„mes/phasi„g o' same is lack,ng b.t th's ca4Wa/with by means of

”'did'" if tn' B'”d w”' d-'p”'d t'w''d Ab\perm s sion I am Of the
opinion that the proposed pedestrian j-tnprove\e-Whould oe fully completed prhor

to the a,'cupalior1 of any unit of site Th\Board may COnSIder that the proposed

de„,I„pme.t „ p„m,I„, ,. th, ,FARthes, ,mp,o„€ment$ ha,i,1g bee‘

completed This coubd be con®r&)ea$onable conclus'ar. However. I note the

timeframe§ jnvol'/od jn the (!.AVhese upgrades, together WIth the tImeIInes
involved in t,o-l$1ructingAy ne©ievelopmerit on these appIIcatIon SItes I am oF the

E:?:§ritb)?I;PgfIll#::'r!=::
OPInIon that the rn3Hkr =oulc06e adequateiy dealt WIth by 11'leans of condItion. note

not the TII are re16mmend,ng a refusal of ,>errlsslon in Ihls regard

11 10 26 1 therelore consIder Ihat the prlrlclpie oF a aeveloprnent Of the nature and

scale proposed is accepEab'e i ' the context of planned pedestrian/cycle

jnfrastructural uogrades subject to conditIon

Car Parking

11 ’10 27 As stated above: in ter71s oT ca’ parklrlg, 14 spaces are De ng provided (10

proposed 4 exIstIng) of WhICh 8 are accessible soaces AII spaces are located

WIthin Parcel B. One of the submISsions received notes that the Proposal materIally
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contravenes the operatIVe Cily Developrnenl Plan 111 terms of ear parkIng plovls}on

The planning authority do not address thIS rnatter ot materIal contraventIon

11 10 28 The development SIte falls within Zone 3 of the City Deuelapmer't Plan and

Table 16 8 sets out cnr parkIng standards fo' thIS 70ne of one space per re$'dentlal

unit (1 -2 bed) and two spaees per -esidertlal unl1 (3 bed) These standards are

staled to be max'murr' s in order to constrain ca' trio generation and prorrote

patronage of ''green" modes of transport, The planning authority state that as

dellned in the Sllsta nah'e Urban Hollsng' Design Standards tor New Apaqments

tne development does nut fall WIthIn the crIterIa as a Central and/or AccessIble

Urban LocatIons where the requlrelnent is Ihat parkIng is substanWFduced or

wholly removed. They are of the OOjnjOn that this de„elapme C4)W in an area

that would be dellned in these guIde lnes as an In:ermelNNvrea where a
reduced pa-kIng standard may oe appIIed b\\

1 n 1 0 2 9 T h e P I a n 1 1 1 1 1 S a U t h O r H t P n 0 t e t h a 1 th ed eve lu NhK kIT walkIng dIstance

t,’am Kent Railway StatIon and 1 3 KPH wa ki,lrhk)\roN tne c,ty centre whl,
walkl"'g tImes of aPproxImately 20-25 minutes\@ consIder the target rloda spIII

:=r=='==*== T;laW';=„====::=':==:
urban area :l ' s tr'e'ropln'a„ t&rMreet balance has not been acr'ie„ed for thls

de„elopme-t J b Y

11 10 30 1 llrthermo’e, A INDafep c,ds of che plannIng authority state that should

addlllonal park Voe\(r9derec approprlatR tor Ihs devn.opmelt WIth aocess from

the N20 at tt(NNwF Ass,rapt,on Road cons,de,atio„ „eeds I. b, gi„e„ t,
improvernents\B>s j,Inct;on. This junction is a high accident location with a known

road safety ISsue For rIght turning movements from the N20 onto Assumption Road

A11y llrlpruvements to the ]urcllcn WIll need to be agreed and desIgned WIth the

agreement and approval oF TII and Cork City C;uuncil

11.10 31 The canoe'RS expressed ny the NTA in relatIon to car parking provIsion have

been addressed WIthin the Urban Roaa$ 8 Street DesIgn (Planning) sectIon of the

plannl'g author'ty and I reFer the Board to thnlr report They state that 'It is unc;ear

the rationale for the NTA to ackIIOWledge the suppod set out in plannIng guIdeIInes

for signjficant rea uced I,ar parking provisIon WhICh can contrIbute towards Integrated
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land,lse and transporl plannIng a11t:I yet oppose the developments reduced car

parkIng proVISiOn while NTA schemes in tHe immediate IOcaIIty WIll facIIItate non-car

accesslblilty a'd attract more pedestrians to areas, sucn as the VJatercourse Road

WhICh will result in qualltallve attrIbutes, such as 'feeling safe walking . new

businesses opening etc

11 10.32 I have reviewed all of the InformatIon on fIle in thIS regard, Including the

reports of the plannIng autncl-'ty, th rd parties and PrescrIbed BodIes On balance, I

am not convInced that thIS is not a central/accessible location as defined in the

SUstaInable Urban Hollslng- DesIgn Standards for New Apartalents (2020} The SIte

is located within all estabIIshed sllburb of Cork CIty. It is proximy<Ngh
frequency , righ capacity exlstlrlg and pla"ned pUbIIC transpo(®' aMsi5i'ity ta

both national Iralr1 ard bus ser\,ices at Kent StdtJO„ and P_at\p)qN£bus slatlo'I;

proxIFate to BIa;,kpool distrIct cen:re: prox mate to alviGnb of educatIonal

cu11ura1 letal1 and commercIal areas it s apprcxiNP hnd nutes’ walK from Cork

City centre. I am generally satISfIed WIth the l#&b\,arklng proposed

Management of same could be deaFt WIth by \aLoF condition I do not cons}der

Hi:::::=#£b§TihliIi='T=
ntlon of the operat?ve City Development

a material contlaventlon The &nlWset out in Table 16.8 are stated to be

max mum standards Aga,(Ah b,tandards, not pOIIcy of the operative City
Developmert Pla-. I an+QtT sfEd in this regard

„ „;' '’'*„„'e:G\'*'„=„„,'„„;„'„'„’'*„'„~,'„=~'„;"
th"d pa't'es k\W ove-sp'11 of parki-9 inla aaiDining afeas I nQte Ihat an
street parking\>19vlded to the resIdents of The Av'enue ana tna: some IIrrjte(I

unmarked, on-street parking IS available on Ihls roadway On-street parkIng was

avaIlable at tnIS locatIon at the time of my site VISit. Any issue oF unaulhorIsed

parking £s a rllatter for An Garda Slochana Importantly, it is my opInion that

potentIal future occupiers of this scheme WIll base theIr decISIon to rent or otherwIse

in the knowledge trIal there is only ver/ I rnited parking ava,lable on SIte All future

occupIers should be expressly nOtIfIed of the I mind parking on site. before agreeing

to rent a L,nt in the proposed scheme NotwIthstandIng, an existIng Go,Car station

at Le'trim Street. I consider that if the Board is dIsposed towards a grant of

permIssIon, a condition relatIng to the provIsion oF some car club spaces should be

the proposal to represent a material c
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attached :o any such grant This has been raIsed as a reconlmendatlon tn one of the

third party SubmISSIons receIved

Other Matters

Crc/e P3rkinq

t 1 10 34 in total, the prooosal includes for 448 cycle spaces a-e proposed. Table 16.9

of the operaElve CIty Development Plan sets out bIcycle parking requirerne"ts of 0.5

spaces per und in the sub JrF)s Fhls prov ishall is 'n excess of Development Plan

requiremnnts ot minimum 1 space per unjt and meets the standards set out in the

Apartment GuIdelines I am generally satlsf'lea in thls regard The JKumerltatton

===:=':„==:::==':======::===:::::':::: gB:";==
:::HIll:lig::FIEe&& bf :;=-;::"‘

di:ian TheplannIng authorIty have not raISed concern in this regard

Tie

development Sllch provISIon IS consiaVed AMble and I am of the opInIon that

all These Traders co,Id b, adeq,apN\with by means cI condItIon

Traffic Impacts J\ \)

condItIon All cycle parki11g should be in nIace prior leW

d,,,lop,ment One th,rd party SUbmiSSIOn raIse\t\X,„1 ndatton of electric

bicycle cha'gi-g pOintS and ca’go bIke spac£-IMPo„idea withIn the proposed

"'’;:„„=!':r::,=&%!:'::„:::.T:;I-”f::':::,:::::===::::congestIon as a reSLJLOf Bp pM>osed development. The applicants slate that a site

::::==-'i=;Gx„'; T=::::::::'„T;=:'':::===::::::::='

proposal, if permitted would lead ta the obstructIon of road users or creatIon of a

COnSIder that if the Board is disposed towards a grant of permISSIon, the matter of

construction rlanagernent could be adequately dealt WTth by means of condition

Set-down Area/Loading Bays

levels were

t.’aff"c hazard Some deTails in relatIOn to constructIon traffIc are contained withIn the

SIgnIfICant Fevels of traffIC. I have no Information before rne Io beIIeve that the

submitted C;EMP The plannIng aulhorlty have not raIsed concerns in thIS regard I

11 10 36 Notwithstanding the lack oF data above 1 calls ider that gIVen the IImited level

of car parkIng proposed , the proposed development is not expected to generate

l:BT==bRET„'IIi:::ii:::UT
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11.10 37 Parcel A Inclllde s for the prOVISIOn o' an upgraded public footpath on the

eastern side oF Assunlptlon Road along thn frontage a' the developmen: This is

welcomed by tHe pla'nIng authorIty, corlslderlng Ihe expected increase in volume o‘

pede$:rians as a result of the developrne''1. It IS noted that the appllcan1 IS also

proposIng to Introduce a set aown area/load ng Day along the eastern Frontage of this

development SIte The current desIgn resutts in the pedestrian footpath bejng

realigned. The planlllrIg authorIty state that to ensure corrtort for pe(lest'lans

accessing the development tne loading bay areas should be at grade WIth the

footpath/footway a'ea, so that when rot in use it can revert back to pedestrIan lise

1 hls is consIdered reasonable it is un:lear from the draWIngs if tVC\di11g bays a’e

at grada w'th the footpath or carrIageway ThIs matter could b<Clgbk9by means oF
condition

11 . 10 38 The matter of a lack oF set-down area For Parcel

the submissIons received , jn partICUlar with n

I hIghIIght this matter to the Board .

ben

S

raised in many of

’egardlng deIIverIes

ConclUSIon

11 10 39 To conclude, I am generally

of traffIC and transportatIon I

the SIte. north of Cork city

exist:ng/Dlannea pubIIC

28 mInisterIal guI<

dp,>1 upllale loca

tDgetlle' Wl1

the NatIonal T'Mort n

the proposal is acceptable in terms

to the establis-\ed. .rk>an locatIon of

to Blackpool dIStrIct centre and to both

pedestrian inF’astructule I also note sectIon

allow for reduced standards oF parking at certain

Internal reports of the planning authority a'e noted

is of the Elected Members in thIS regard The concerns of

Authority are also noted, as are those of thIrd partIes

11 10 40 Flavlng regard to all of the above. I have no jnformation before me to beIIeve

that the proposal would lead to the creatIon of a traffIC hazard or obst-',lction of road

users and I consider the proposal to be generally acceptable in thIS rega’d
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11.11 Drainage and Flood Risk

1 ) raIn age

11 11 1 A IImited nurnbel of doeuments were submitted which deal WIth the matter of

drainage and flooa risk Some of the thIrd party subn,lsslons lecelvecl raise c011cerns

rega'ding floodIng One of the th:rd party submISSIons states tnat the application

docllm8ntallon has not dernorlstlated that there IS sufficient draInage, water servIces

and flood rISk irfrastructJre capacity to support the proposed development

11.1r.21t is noted that the appIIcants have received three separa Ie conFIrmatIons of feasIbIIIty

from trish Wa:er 'Or the proposed three parcels of la-d Ir addltl£><aterrlent of

Design Acceptance has bRen receIved for all Ihlee parLe s frIar Mer A report

received by An Bold P'ear lala dt application stage from 'as\LNMtes that a

wastewater c')llnectlor and wa[er cornectjon ta trle PJlbbqhrk is f8aslble and IS

n01 subJect to any uog'ade s, subJect to condlllnn \eN)Md Ulat the repo't of

Irish \maler demonstrates that ih8rn is SJfflClepkaN } n the system to

accommoda Ie the propcsed developnle11t NXvi\Ince has been put forward in the

ltllrd party submission received to val@\the claims ’egardlng laGk of lnfraslrllctural

capacity. Nether :he planning aulm\Nlsh Water have raIsed concerrls i11 this

regard I am satisfied in thIS

11 11 3rhe DraInage I)lvlslor ob,thhwll a6 a.It,a,-ity note that the app ican: has not

subm’tted a SuDS syAeg\or M p'oposed development. nor have they submItted

any storm water/aI\ge ye(ign detais or calCUlatIons for example run-oFf

calCUlatlors,n}6l91 SIZIng, petrol Inceptors IT addltl011. llo long section

drawIngS havXp) subm?tted for the s[olm water inF'astru=ture. In addItion, the

Water ServIces Divlsion oF the planning authority high ight that no desIgn proposals

for water distributIon have been provIded by the appllcnnt and as such they are

unable to comment on the lnte'naI layout and proposed corlnectlor1 poInts, ThIS is

another omissIon in the submItted doculnentatlon. which I highljght to the Board. The

prImary re'erent,e to surface water proposals in the submitted documentatIOn is

found n section 3 1.7.2 of tne submItted Report to InformatIon ScreenIng fOI

Appropriate Assessment, WhIch acknowledges that SLrface water currently flows 'nto

the RIver brIde VIa the stormwate,’ dIa nage system and eventually into the River Lee

downstream This sectIon F\„nher states that surface wa:er dUrIng constrtlctlon WIll
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eIther be retaIned on SIte or flow into the existing storm water draInage system VIa

the existing gulIIes and draIns outsIde the SIte. I highlight to the Board that google

earth imagery is the on;y reference CIted to identIfy gullies jn tne vicinIty of the SIte

This .s the only information provided in thIS regard

11 l1 411 is noted by the DraInage Division of the plannIng authority Ihat Parce B, does not

appear to pnvlde any attenuation. They h'ghlight that thIS SIte IS 'ocated adJacent to

a sectIon of the N20 f NatIonal Prlrnary) Noch City LInk Road at a lunctlon wlih

Watercourse Road , where regular pIuvlal road flooding is known to occur, Therefore

regardless of Its existing bUIlt-UP stalus, it is appropriate that as part of this

redevelopment. thIS siTe s proposed storm dISCharges soo,dId be}qAa
assessment and attenuatIon. I no:e rhat 't ;S diFficult to underQ6)IX/se$sHent,

bas,d ,n the documentatIon [Or lack thereoD provided. P\\V
11.1r.5The plallning aulhorlty also hIghIIght that the kbX

to be proposIng anappl ica

::::::'.::;.Bw::'.:'.=:';';.,p2104 0500 0003 have been submItted. \F

11 1 1 6k)raw'ng P 2104-0500 0001 lnaicate/6&cel A propos8s tO make a StOrm

='n”'d”' t' the pubIIC sewer Kh\)}I'ti'"'I Prlm'I) N'ah CIty LInk Road
Tne plannIng authorIty wou!#>refe\U avoId works on th s section of the N20 where

possible and consider a @E-mop,i,te connectIon nclnt may be to the ex,stIng

storm IIne in the roaddnkinNF N20 and AssuITIptlon Road, to the south of the

Palcel A. DetaIl+ EMI to same should be agreed n wrlllrlg WIth lne plannIng

auThority prlo4hWlmercement of any works On sile.

Water POllutIon

11 11 7The Drainage DiuislorI of the pkannlng auttlollty note Ihat the Construct'on

EnvIronmental Management Plan submitted makes no reference to WhICh standards

will be used to guIde the appIIcant’s approach to contro'lln9 potential water pollullon

from the site The D'ajrage DivisIon hIghIIghtS that the site IS located Immediately

adJacent to culveRed section', a' the Bride RIver and any pollutIon event arISIng can

ImmedIate,;y graduate via nearby road guI,ies di'ectly into the culvert, and henee the

wa:ercourse (;onsldellng Ihe proxlm'ty ot the adjacert cul’verIS to the site(s) and

thejr direct linkage to tIle River Lee and hence, downstream Natura 2000 sites, it is
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Important that tha (;EMP clearly sets oul what standard(s) water pollullon control IS to

be based on This rnatter is hIghlighted to the Board 1 do note that the subrnltted

Repolt to Inform Screening for ApproprIate Assessmellt’ (section 6) references

CIRIA (2001) Control of Watnr Pollutlorl fl-orI Co-structian SIlas Guidance for

C;OnSLll:antS and contractors (C532) and CIRIA (2001) SUstaInable ConstructIon

Procurement. A Guide to Deliverjng Ervironmenta Ity Fq8sponslble Projects (C571 )

F loggIng

11.11 8The natter of flooding has been raised in one of the ttllrd party submissions received

' 111 aThe appIIcants have not submitted a SIte SpecIfIc Flood RIsk

they adequately addressed the matler in the docurnenl

reference to flOOdIng is contai11ed with'n sectlc)- 2.3 of

and Envlronrnent Management Plan which states tha

a recorded floodjng event or the Watercourse Rd gn1 }of

flaoding events were recorded along tIle River_ k:1 :

of thThe SIte ;n Blackpo< ISt rl lotIon

Mana

nOr have

ha only

ucU on

:loodnlaps. ie have

June 2012 Mubtlp'e

Glen River to the north of

and E avI roll me11 [

Flood Hazard Mapping No

I hlgtllignt Iris matter to the Board

the b+20. In prOXjmity tO the RIver Hrlde

Tsignlf'Ic.ant OmiSSiOn

1111 olanning authorTty state that none of the lands

flood prone areas Information con lalned on

examIned is IIoted. The proposed development is

C and therefore the proposed development is deemed

dance with OPW guidelines The SIte appears to be located

outsIde the area deemed to be at risk of coastai, fluvlal and pluvial flood ng for a

annual exceetlance probabIIItIes However, inadequate informatIon is submItted in

this 'egard and I hIghlight this maHer to the Board

located wtthi' rc)ne

App -oprlate ’ in ; IC11111)

COnCIUSIOn

11 "1 1 1 1 1 note that thIS is a servIced. appropriately zoned SIte al an urban location

Ttle DraInage DIvisIon of planning authorIty has raIsed concerns 'n relation to the

standard of doc,lmenta lion submItted in relation to this matter and they ConSIder that

the approach to storm water management, SuDS strategy and polllltlon control
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requIres addItIonal effort. IrIsh VUater have not raIsed conce-ns in relatlor to thIS

matter subjec't to conditions. Based on the inadequate level oF inforrnalioq providea

!t has not been adeq„ately demonstrated to me that the proposal will not res.It in

ncreased flOOding in the wider area The proposal is therefore con$1dered to be

ncc)nsl steal WIth the proper plannIng and sustaInable :leve'opmerl of the area

11,12 Biodiversity

1 ’1 12 11 hIghIIght to the Board Ihat thIS IS nOt a matter tha1 was raISed as concern in the

sIIt>mISSIons receIved NotwIthstandIng th:s, I am of the opInIon that the matter of

b,od„„„,17 h,, .,t bee, ,d,q.,t,ly ,dd„,,,d w,1h,. Ih, ,.brWg{d\,rr,entatio„,
No ecological impact assessment was .nderCaken ana no snagSMy;qcludlng

w,Ik ,„,r „r,,y, ,PD,,r t, h, v, b,,n .nd,rt,k,, In#NNb61, ,f h,bit,ts,
tau.a Ilo,a, T„mm,I, o, b„d ,pec,es p-as,.1 ., 1,kelV,JhaB1\„ ,'te w,,n

,.bm,d,d Th, ,,b„,U,d M S'„,„,„g R,p,,tp ALW;, tn,t „,g,t,t,.,

,.rv,VS w,ll be reg.,red at Parcels A ana C tVW)\Er:e ,al.e of „egetat,on
present with n the parcels. The par:eIs are lar&jtbergrown. in panlcula’ Parcel C

XlhTl;;:J£B§:r#H=:F'“structures tp’olected under the$RNIMct 1976). TIle matte’ cf bats was

lnadequately aadre ssed iJ tbquXentalion and I refe' the Board to sectIon 4,2,2.5

of t-le $ubm'hed GEhF,wNF t+only reference to same IS made, which states that

as part o' best prztlkccvs;fuctlon nnensIIres a prnconstrLCllon bat survey shall be

carr'ed out if r©9m ale SIte prIor tc corIstrJdicrl lu leconrlm the findIngs of
tHe preplannlnNiu}e’ys' No aetails of any pre-planning su-veys have been

submitted n this regard Given the slle chara=teristtcs WIth two structures sailable for

’oost ng bats I would be oF the opln on that these bats surveys are a rlecessary

’equi.-ement and should have been undertaken prior to !oagement of the applicatIon

'1,12.2 No Invasive soecies surdey appears to have been underta<en and the only reference

lo same }s WIthIn the submItted CEh/IP (sectIon 4 ? 2 2) whlch states that 'If any

IVledlu,TI-Impact spec}es are observed WIthIn the fOotprInt of tIle propused

development or iF any 'High Impact’ invas've speeles are obsenfed within the

proposed devolooment, 7m from the proposed development and withIn the lands

withIn the general p,an an Invasive species management plan will be deaeloped and
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put in place by an ecologIst experIenced in InvasIve specIes management or

experienced invasIve specIes spec:alist' The matter IS addressed in the suDrnittea

AA Screenjng Report stales lhat the site is withIn the 2km grjd SQuare W67R and a

number of specIes have been recorded here InvasIve specIes w-llch have hIStOrICally

been recorded in thIS 2km square InclUde Japanese knot\weed; cherry laurel

HImalayan knotweed Ind'an Balsarn A number of lnese species could potentially be

found in the development SIte. Elsewhere, WIthin the AA Screenjng F?eporc (Table

4 5), 1 note it is slated tnat there are several stands of BLlddleja davldll wlthn SItes A

and B WhICh IS a medIum rISk InvasIve specIes and has the potenllal to sp-ead as a

res Jk of the wo"ks, Thls statement would imply that sorne ''evel oFHWey was

iII„;;!!:ii##:i{#:}:b
..„,=;=TLT.I'ly =:::::*1:

permISSIon, the matter could be dealt wM hI means of COndItIOn

rW
, IQ&bb

11 1, 11 ..„„..... rb\.„,„„,„,. ,.I,.„,.„„.„h„,.. ... .I.,.,I,
cannot qrar ; sly for lh'e proposec development, as it is eonsldered that Ihe

====:TQysoeclflcatty SJSlalrlable Urban ho.JSlng DesIgn Standards fcr

New Apartments (2020) and Bu'ldlng Height gu'dellnes (2018) are ultra vjres a-d not

authorised by sectIon 28(IC:) of the Planning and Development Act 2000 (as

amended) The suhml$slo- also states !hal the SR guideIInes are contrary to the SEA

DIrectIve

11.13 Other Matters

.Legal Matters

' 1.13.9Th IS is consIdered to be legal matter. outs'de the remit of this currert application I

arn assessIng the aDplicatlon LInde' the provisIons of the Plannjng and Development

(I IOUSlng) and ResIdentIal Tena-'cIe S Act 2016, as amended An Bord Plean61a IS

oblhged to have regard to all relevart MInIsterIal guIdeIInes
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Word'n Iq of development 'n public notices

a'e of the subn'issions received ’aises concern regarding the development

descriptIon in the public notices, which they consider to be jnaaeauate, The purpose

of the pUbIIC notIces IS to gIve an IndICatIon tc the general pubIIC that a planning

appIIcatIon has been lodged on the sublec1 lands nnt:I a broad outIIne of thn

development proposed. It is clear trat the gene"al publie have been lrlade aware of

tne proposed development, given the vo'Lime of submissions received. I am satjsfjed

that the appIIcants have COmpIIed with the requIrements Of the Planning and

Development (HousIng) and Resldentlal Tenancies Act 20'6 and associated

qRegulatIons of 2017 in Ihls regard

ey 11_uw I pr9y lg pn_,’C; h_l„lqQ9r9/§ch90l [3Qmpn tJ \\
11 13 3So„,e of tne th',cJ ra,ly s.b„1 ,,i„,s „ce,„,d „ ,,, th#7„N.hI ,

communIty/cultural/work h_'b use would be more IM@or the mil structure
tha- that proposed note that there is no requl kh\Nor suI'h a use ,IIder : he

Dr,al,I,n, ,t th, .D,r,tlv, CIty D„,I,prr„n@I+al, I w,,Id ,,t n,,,„„ity
dlsagren WIth th s oplnlcn I note that thqsubleM is n prt\,'ate OwnershIP and

„s,dent,al ,se is pe„„,§sibl, the-,,\the P„„„„.„, .f th, ,P„,t,„, C,ty

Development Plan. I rate theRloRi toe SIte to the Graffiti Theatre Company.

.' .,'=:::=:'*="='-==:£SY==:'T=:-=::::::::::======'.
;Illll;h§l=1:111:,=;?';II::IIprooosal does nq.f9'nVn oF thIS current appicatlo'I a11d I ’'ave no lnforrnati011 rl

'elatIon tO th(hMhlt,h IS COnSidered tO be a,tside the remit Of this curren:

nppll:atlon V
11 ,13.5 Some of the thIrd parly submISSIons receIved raIse concerns regardIng the laok of a

child'are fac'lity in the proposed aevelopmenl in tbis regard Er:e applicants have

s„brnltted a ChIldcare C;apaci ly Stanment. They note that exciuding one- bed units

would gIve ’lse to a chlldoa-e demand of - 95 plac8s I nole the JustIfIcatIon ptlt

fo ward by the appl'carIts for a lack of clllldca-e facIlity ir this proposed development

and I accept this Jusl'f'lcat lan. Given the minimal nJmber of spaces requi'ed by the

proposed development and the ava lablliry of places WIthIn the wider a’ea, I consider

Ihal the nOn-provISIOn of a :hlldcare fa'=,ll'ty is acceptabbe lr thIS Instance
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11 136A School C9paclty Statemenl was submItted WhICh slates tha1 the proposed

development has tRe pole-tIal to generate la no. primary schoo! places and 6 5 no

post-p'lmary schooi plat,es. It concludes by statIng that the scnool demand

generated by The proposed development can ba accnrn71ndated WIthIn exIst:rIg

schools I would not dIsagree WIth thIS assertIon

11.13 7Sorne oF ltle thIrd party submissl011s received raise coneer11s regarding ex sting

social infrastructure in the area and its capacIty to Deal WIth the proposed

development, The site is located withIn an estabIIshed part of the CIty, in an area

llndnrgolng redeveloprnnn1 it IS in close proxImIty to eslahllshnd servIces anc

tacllltles Incl„d ng rela I educatlunal. reclealiurlal arId a WIde ran@.mployment

generati-g uses. It is pro„male to puOI c transport facllt :es,{<hJJW
improvements planned, all IOcated a ShOrt dlstan se FronJNNVtre I have no
Informal:Or before me to bnlleve tha1 tha 8xlstlng soclaIQtBaqNcturn in the nrea

d,,, „,1 h,,, ,,p,„ty I, ,b,,'b , d,,, I.p„„„t \&NJ „,d ,cale proposed

P,e v cN)\
11.13 8The operati„e C,ty De„elopment Plan rqq,i'erXAat 10% SDeial and affordable

housIng be provIded on such landy3qNacnievea in chE S instance wrth 19 UnllS
proposed The breakdown of UDlt hq n\\Ilo\A/s- IC x one-bed gx two-bed unIts in

P„,,I C Th, pI,,„„g ,,tp„hL>,q„t th, ,ppl„„,t r„, „,g,g,d w,in tneT, „
'elation to the nauer oFXakja i Tave nct raised concerns in IRis regard, I

-ighlight to tho BaarnhaNle 23 units proposed WIthin Pa'cel C, only four unIts

are not propose+s\X LJnltS I qLlestlon the approprIateness of only malnlalnlnq

;.„ .„t, w,(NRg#,k f., „,„-P,rt V .,,g, „,d t„w th„ w.,Id w.rk F„ a
marI agerrle11UWenance perspet_-live

11 13,ai note inc provisions of the Affordable Housing Act 2021. 1 also note from the

SubmItted dOCumentatIon that the subJect lands we-e purchased after Septerrber 1 -

2015 if the Board IS dIsposed towards a grant of permISSIon I recommend that the

rnatter of Part V be dealt with by nleans of condition. Details of cornpliance can be

deaR with by the plannjng authority. or ABP, in case of aisag'eement jn any event,

the apPl cant WIll be obI,ged to comply WIth these new reqLllrement s as amended I

have no ISSue in relallon Io thIS matter
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Waste Manaqernent

11 13 1 0 in terms of waste management, it is stated in the OEMP that a Waste

Management Plan nas been prepared in line wrth the relevant NatIonal Waste

Managenlert GuIdeIInes and the European Waste Management HIerarchy, as

en§h’'ned in the Waste Management Act 1 996, as amended . No such b'gaste

Management Plan nas been submItted WIth the application documentation The

maher of waste dIsposal/re- use/cycIIng was raised n one ot the thjrd party

submISsions receIved I am of the or)In}on that thIS matter could be deall WIth by

meal-is of colld itiorl

Q
i.',',:iE==;{:II.I::TSR:THI,:';':F;'l:==:::„:::;'“’"':”=3%;“"'“’'"';"'’Plans/Flart icu la -s \ \

;„::;„£:;
' 3 12 One of the sub,-nISS'ors recelv

amended) 'n terms of the padi&r$W3 provIded with the appIIcation 'n respecl of

the proposed developme:It anYyard, reFerence IS raCe tO the lack of ae:ailed

rI,ns a„d pan„.I„,ANt „a Ih, ,,I,,t ,f th, p„p,,e, de„'elopme,t GJtt'„g

into uphil' slopes.J &hlig{aXis m,tt„ I, th, B,„d, Wh,I, I h,„, ,t,I,d th„„gh,.t
my report, th

C sub

$ubm:tted by means of condition, if the Board were di$posea towards a grant of

permISSIon I acknowladge that drawIngs showIng extent of cuttIng nto uphi! slopes
have not been subr’litted. howevel I note there are cross-sectIons submItted WIth the

applicatIon dOCumentatIon. This matte' could be dealt WIth by means of condltjon if

the Board were dIsposed towards a grant of permIssion

,:,';!iWbk of i-formation in certaln respects. i am oF the op'nlor\

miRed in respect of this application is suffIcient to comply

Wllt’I tIle requirem6nts o+ the PlannIng and Dev8'opmenl RegulatIons 2017 (as

amended) Much of tRe info'nlation referred to withi11 my assessmerIt could be

13 11 jf the Boara is disposed towards a grant of permlsslq

Plant/Machinery at Roof Level

11

11
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Plannjng Permissions in WIder Area/COLlnCll Owned Land/LevIes/TakIng in eh#199

of exlsllnq Developrn9nt/ OgjIng Qf QdMpg]9yelopmellt

11 7 26 A number of matters have been raised in the thIrd party submissions that are

consIdered to be outside the remit of this planning applil,atlon. These include

matters raIsed relating to COUnCIl owned lands opposIte the SIte: takIng in charge of

exIsting development in the area need for gatlng of exIstIng developrIIent as a result

oF proposal the pavnlent of uutstandillg levies by the appIIcant and an examInation

oF corrpany accoJnts are outsIde tOe remit o' this plannIng appIIcatIon

11.7.27 in addItIon. It 's not open to me to make comment on prevIously

developments WIthin the wbder area WhICh do not relatn to thIS

permItted

q""'':""
Procedural Matters

11 7 28 1 note one of the thIrd party submISSIons receIved

(www dlstlll€rvquartersIICI.con1) was rlot live

Oct 26*' and sta les that the websIte went 1:ve

to the Board that the apc)llc.a lion was lodged

defInItIvely when the webSIte went IIve

general pUbIIC have been made

volume of submrssions

w'th the requirements of
TenancIes Act 7016

Jpnl+

confIrm lhal I was aele tu

p'oposal .
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12.0 ApproprIate Assessrnent

Introduction

12 1 The requirements of ArtIcle 6(3) as related to screening the need for aPpropriate

assessment o' a project under part XAB, sectIon 177U and 177v of the PlannIng and

Developrner,1 Act 2000 (as amended) are consIdered fully in thIS section. The areas
addressed are as follows

e CompIIanCe wllh AHlcle 6(3) of the EU HabItats Dr ectIve

a Screening the need for appropriate assessment

+

e on the

122 lral Habitats and of V/'Id

le 6(3) of this Directive

li:nix:gi£&HII:HE„:d'„,d.,IIV o, ,. ,omb,„,t„. w&M, a-, ., p„,jects sIl,II be s„bject to

===:::=.T,:::,=::{bET:=.:===„:====„onsen'ation objec li\A IN ca#ipete'It aLl:hority mJ st be satIsfIed that the proposal

=,T:::,;i'::.:.';GX'.":J.:.'='.:':=:::1:::„''.':
'’"'" <Sa
The ploposedWlopment at Distilery Quaqer. Noqh City L rIk Road (N20).

Blackpool. Co. Cork a residential development comPrisIng 191 re$1dential units, is

not dIrectly connected to a- necessary in the manageme"I of any European SIte and

therefore IS sublect to the provisIons of Al'llcie 6(3)

12 3

Conte a
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124 TIle First test oF AHI;,Ie 6(3) IS to estabIISh if the proposed developmenl could result in

IIkely significant eFfects to a European site This rs considered Stage 1 of the

aoprap'late assessment process i.e. screening. The screening slage is intended to

he a p-ellmlnary examlnallon if the poss:hlllty nf SIgnIfIcant nttects canno1 bn

excluded on the basis of obIectIve InformatIon, wllhout extensIve InvestIgatIon or Ihc

appicat'on of mitigation, a plan or project should be considered to have a likely

signIficant effect and ApDroDriate Assessment ca.'flea out

125 An AOproprlate Assessment ScreenIng Report (contaIned WIthin sectIon 4 of

submItted document) and Natu-a Impaot Statement (contaIned WIthIn sectIon 5 ot

submItted Joculllent.) were SJbmllted waIl tIle appIIcant>ll 1 dn sdfs\d that

adQquaEe InformatIon ,S provided in respect of the baseline ce<9Noten TIal

Impacts are clearly identIfIed ana SOUnd SGientH£ nMr'T\\My/ledge was
used 1 hn Into-matlon contaned WIthIn tae SLhmltted rM\consld8red slifftclnnt

t. allow re ,nd„ta,e a„ App,op„at, A,,,„,„,\,bl Nd.,,c d,,,I.r„„„1

aflThe oo:ential for signIficant effects on Europeahms cannot conclusively be ruled

IP:’jEL};jbWE;:i:!;i::= IF,.„,t’„d,.„ _ \\J

=.:,':='=,'=.,.:,:.,„,,&hl„;,...,=.„;,.,.,-.;,;,;,....;.„.,;„,
due to surface wate(?rai-& from project were Identified in tre absence of
mItIgatIOn meas(e) Mtrol SIlt and concrete run off, the potenTIal for IIkely

„g„,T„,„t ,<;\bM ,,,,,,„,I,., ,bJ,,t,„,, ,I th, C„k H„b,., SF’A ,.d G„,t
lslana ChanneVC cannot be excluded ... recommencis tHat a Natura Impact

126 THe AA Screening Report concludes that

127

Statement is c.a'fled out to assess the project in further deta

12 8 I"loving reviewed the documents and all submissIons received, I am satisfied that the

ntorrn9tlon allows tor a complete exa711natlon and ldenllflcatlon of any poten:laI

signIfIcant effects of the deveioplllerlt alolle, Ol in colllblllalion with ottrer plans and

projects on European sites
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Appropr1 ate Assessment Ss199 Fury

12.9

12 10

The project 's not directly connected witt1 or necessary to the management of a

European S'te and therefore it needs to De determined if the developrnent is IIkely to

have SIgnifiCant effects on a European sHe(s)

The proposed development is examined in relatIon to any passlbbe jnteraction wttn

Eulopean SItes desIgnated SpecIal C:onser\ratIon Arnas (SAC) and Special

Prolec tion Areas (SPA) to assess whethe’ it may gIve rIse to slgnlflcant etfects on

any European SIte

B'Ie' DescrIption of ProposeII Development/SIte

12.11 The proposal comprises a residential aevelopment oF laI resi Is andE r1

descrIption ofancIllary sin development works (see section 3 above far \dB
a 79 hectares andIhc proposed devnlopment) 1 he appIIcatIon SIte ha

comprIses three parcels of land

12.12 )ughal Bay WFDThe development site IIes WIthin the Lee, Col

I) runs wes1 of SIte A andcatchment (ID 19). The Glen River (EPA cod

,)fmerges with tna River Bride (1 9K75) Site B The River Bride travels in a

0.8km downstream The Bride is

SIte and ras a RIver Waterbodles RIsk o‘

12.13 drawn to the fact that thi'a party concerns regarding

IIn the appropr',ale assessment documentation have beer

laI asserllons that Ihe lnFcrmatton contaIned thereIn is

insufficient contaIns lacunae and is not based on appropriate scientific expertIse

(see sllbmlsslon from bkc Solicitors on behalf of John Conway and LautB

EnvIronmental G-oup)

In tarmat'ol"

expressed :

12 14 The plarn*ng authorIty in theIr ChIef ExecutIve Report do make comment in thIS

regard, aside from the comments can:ained in the Dra nage Report (cited above) in

,’elatIon to water pollution contro None of the suk)FIl ssPans from Presc.rik)ea Bodies

make reference to approprIate assessrre,nt/nature COnServatIon
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12 IS 1 hav8 revIewed all submlsslorls rrIade arId issues where relevant are addressed

with n my assessment hereunder.

.DesIgnated Sites

12 16 The suoject sHe is not located wi:hln any desIgnated Ellropean srte it IS conslde’ed

by the appIIcants that the /one of Influence has been gderltlfied to i'elude European

SItes that have a hydrological conrlection w'th the proposed develODment site

These are as Follows

Table 9

Site Name and Code

a Jatifying nleres tSI set

Con serEation Ob. ect,’ves

CorK Hd’bcu• EI’ A /SIte

Code 004030)

Qual’fyln9 Interests/SCI

LFttle G 'e be

Distance

from De u

Site

Screening Comrn€nl lr SU

Sc reea :ny Re Poll

• SE
I dIrect line I

£CIa as 11, BA: J
along the E(ndarV =f

:n) IN ace waIerprog
I-LIStIDI anc Ol)du rl

Ru 1 f a 1 1 1 n t o t h e R I v & r B r 1 1d e
Greal Crested G'eLle

Cormorant
hes the RIver Lee Thus creat:ng a

tydrological tlrlk between the SIte and

thIS European site down$trearr in Cork

Hart:)our
Grey Heron

Sheldut'k

qC
Wigeo n

Teal

Plntal

Shoveler

Rea- breasted hHerganser

Oystercat cher

Golden Plover

Grey Plover

ConservatIon C)blectlve
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To maIntain or 'estore the

tavourab'e =onsery'atlon

eondltlon of the Annex I

hat>'tat(s) and/or the

Annex II specIes For WhICh

the SPA has been

selecl ed

C;real Island Channel

SAC (Site Code 001058)

––b––
c 8 7km E

(dIreCt IIne)

The RIver BrIde IS cull'e'ted as it runs

along the eastern bounda iS

proposed that surface % SIte

during constructIon a

o„'tfall l:to Ihe R, fore itAF

reaches The BIG IUS creatIng a( a

h ben the SIte and

downstream in Cork

Qual'fvl'q Interests/SC;l

Mudfjats and sandfla IS not

covered by seawater at

low tide

AtlantIC salt meadows

ConservatIon gEl> ective

To malnta n Or rest

favourable c

condItIon

habItat (

Anne

the S

selec
I

12 17 One of the thIrd party submISSIons recelvnd states that the Zol referred to IS not

reasoned or explai-lea and that it is unclear how such a zone was ae:errnined

F_,'rlhermore they state that the lim 'tation of the cons'deratlon of protected $1tes to a

15 xrn radius IS not explaIned and it is unclear how such a IImitatIon was determIned

I hIghlight to the Board that the applicants do not reference a 151cm Zol in theIr

submItted documentation and the ident'fica t,on of Zol IS clearly set out jn section 4.1

of the submltled AA ScreenIng document I am satisfied in thIS regard and I do not

consIder trat any other European SItes fall WIthjn the zone of influence of the project,
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based on a combInatIon of factors Includng the intervening distances, the lack of

sui:able habItat for quaIIfyIng lrlterests and the lack of hydrologIcal or ottlel

COnnectIons No le'lance on avoidance measures or any lorm of lll'tlgatlon is

required in reachIng this conclusIon

!aentifica tlon of Likely SIgnificant Effects

12.18 Further to tne assessment in the submItted Screening Report and grven the IOcatIon

nature and scale of the proposed project. the quaIIfying interests and SC:is of the two

desIgnated SItes Ident:fled above are stated by the appIIcants to requ're further

conslderalion The reasonjng for thls is Ihe RIver BrIde is culvertedjs it ru's along

lhe eastern boundary of SI ie it is proposed that SUI lace water fp&hN Ite durIng

construct'on and operat'on WI*I outf all lIItC the RI,er BrIde neRQ'rpVes the River

L,, Ihus creallng , 1,yd„1,gi,,I II„, b,tW,,n th, Srtp p®Yean ste
downstream in Cork Harbour

T t 1 e S C 1 b F r d 5 P 11 :: 1 e s a s $ o c I a t e d \Iyr T t h the Cobour SPA are nOted COrk

HarEJour SPA is located approx'mately Nkm SE–at a direct IIne dIstance The

nteNenlng envl’onm,„I „ ,n ,rb?+iXal 'andscape I hlghllgtlt to the Boara

that my ,..,err,s ra,sea in :heAoWl i,'’ sectIon of ltlls assessrr,ent in relat'on to
lack of ecological assess'nat incNjng bIrd surveys, relates to local ecology onFy

6 \ +

and does not relate to &cernyegard ng SCI/QI of any desIgnated SIte WhIle I

acknowledge thatJ4re is bure vege:atlan on Parcel C Ir partICUlar that has not

brownfIeld na:N I would antICIpate Ulat tne Onjy birds that wollld be present on thIS

==':::::::':-'"-''---' _,\>’

i-'qy,tli'=;i:!:,::LiL:;:i:ti:i!‘

12 19

site would be common garden birds. I am satlsfied in thIS regard as IIly concerns

rn:,ate to protection of ecology al a local level

12 20 The potential for constructIon noise disturbance to the Special Conservation

Interests tSCls) of nearby desIgnated SItes to arise as a resu:i of consrructlon

activities has been addressed in the appl-cants Screen ng Report I concur with the

concluslon of the Screening Report in thIs regard I note the nature and scale of the

deveiooment praposea, 191 resIdentIal unIts on a brownfield SIte. The site is located

WIthin an Urban enVIronment The natule of the intervening urban space tnclUdlng
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busy roads and established devebopment is noted The development SIte IS at a

much greater remove from des'gnated sites than other noIse generating uses in the

vbeinity it IS my opInIon that the SCls associated WIth the desIgnated sites would be

accuslonled to a cedaln level al noise, given the urban envlronmen1

12.2‘ I note the construction practIces proposed, which InclUde for noIse control monItorIng

and noise abatemen: measures These measures are jncjuded withIn the submItted

reports in my m'na they are not mitigation measures but consti lute a standard

estabIIShed approach to COnStrUCtion works on such lands They are best- practice

measures and tpelr Implementation would be necessary for a haLI SIng development

On any simIlar slle regardless of the ProximIty or cornecliorls lop(hura 2000 slie

or any jntentjo- Ea prctecl a Natura 2000 srte it would be exILe(ip Many
=omnetent develoOer wo,Id aeploy them fcr wo-ks on $$ hAVes wnetl,e, o,
not they were explicltFy requjred by the terms or conWl%\lanning permission

I a„n satisf„,d that the IntentIOn of the meas,res In\b&4 ,_ch , that they

we'e aaooted "ot for Ihe pu'pose o' avoiaingF\> th' p't'ntlal lnnad on the
SCI of any designated sites but were adopte Kole)+and exclusively for some other
purpose, na
were not I

natu'e a

U ’barI

desl1

ass

at a local level. Even if these practIces

faIled, I am satISfied that gIven the

on a brownfield SIte: the nature oF lhe

and conservation objectives of

to be SIgnIfIcant effects on any SCI species
as a result of noIse dlstllrbance

12 22 Ihat concerns raIsed in the Biodlverslty’ secllan o' my

assessmenl in relation to lack of InformatIon/discrepancy in lnforrlation perlalnlng to

InvasIve specIes relaTes solely to local ecologIcal concerns and does no: rebate to

concerns regardIng impacts of irvasive species oil des'gnated SItes I no Ie the

d,stances 'nvolved the IntervenIng llrban, lnaustrial envIronment the marine

lnFTuence of the desIgnated sites arId I do not nave corcerns that Invasive specIes

would have any SIgnIfICant impacts on any designated SIte

12 23 1 note the submlttea C[MP deals WIth the rna tIer oF Invasive species (Section

4.2 2 2) and states that rf requIred an invasrve specIes managemenl plan w'll be
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developed and Put in place by an ecologist experIenced in invasive specIes

rranagernenl or expelieneed Invasive specIes specIaIIst TIle lllvasive species

management plan will include preVentIOn, contaInment, treatment ana eradIcation

and WIll adhere to the rna st up-to-date Irish Invasive species g„idellnes I note the

importance of thIS from a local ecology viewpoint, I am satISfIed that the lnterltion oF

the measures in questIon. are such, that :hey are proposed rIot for the purpose o‘

avoIdIng or redUCIng :he potentIal Impact on the SCI of any designated sites but are

proposed solely and eXCIUSIvely for some other purpose. namely the prOtectIon of

amenjty a: a local level Even if these practices cortained in the management plan

§iIH§{#:I}li{}##B:{$::=::::';'.=";'“;'';"“'=;=''''T\%’';';'’=;;=’''="'“
S C r e e 1 1 r 1 g D e t e r rn r n a t O n a
=!ii:£$§E.:*'E::=;:
prolect lndlvld_ally tOr lrg;%IIZ WIth other plans cr projects) SIgnjfiCant effects

on two European S'# aNe C#k harbour in view o+ the Consewation Ob.ectlvas oF

those shes Goal?oRJIa out and Appropriate Assessment IS there'are requIred

'''’"'“'''V\v
Table 10 '\\f

12 24

Site Name

Cork Part)c..' S''A

Great Island Channel SAC

Site Code

004,::':,U

001 358

Distance

: 3 Tk rn

c 8 7krA

12.25 in a precautionary measure, I have screenea in these two SItes due prImarIly to (i)

the proxImIty of the developlnent site to the FRrver BrIde, whbch although cutveTed

runs along the easte’n boundary of the SIte and WhICh provides a hydrological

pathway to the above de$ignaled slles (I1) the scale of the development and (II1) the
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overall site s ze Po:ential impacts are prImarIly related to the potenrial transfer oF

poll _:IIon and/o’ sedIments VIa exis ling surface watel draInage Infrastructure

12 2G The posslblll ly of slgnlfTcant effects or all other European SItes has been excluded

on the basis oF oblecllve InformatIon I have screened out all other European SItes for

the need for approprIate assessmert, based on a combInation of factors inclUdIng

the intervening mInimum distances, the marine buffer/dIlutIOn factor, the insignifica-'t

ncrease in the loading a: the VVastewater Treatmen1 Plant, the lack of suItable

habitat for a number of quaIIfyIng Interests af SPAs withIn or withIn close proxlmlty to

the proposed development (as appIIcable) and the lack of hydrologIcal connect'ons I

:::==:"~:"”"'"';"'”-"*';'*'’"“'“;;’'“'“"“T7q=““''“out sites \\

;'’:m„:„?'':''''„„’;„„''-„''„’„-'''C6\’„„„-

:f :;;;'.:li:::th:'l, I:,::::
Staqe2- Appr99r late Assess;Tlent

12 ?7

12.28

Introduction

12 29 The aopicatio. included a NJS fN?h£oposed dev’e\opme'It at Disli lery Quarter .

North cIty L nk Road (Na).%Hoo%I Co. Cork The N'S p'ovlae s a descript'on of

the prolect and the entIn}uv6nment it also prov,des a background on the

screenjng proces/aAkx9mlnes and assesses potential adverse eFects of the

proposed deM.r+>II a number ot FIIropean Sites (Identified al:love). PotentIal

SIgnIficant eRe)\9lsing from the proposed deve\opment are Olltllned in seaton 5,2

CumulatIve Impacts are examIned wdhin sectIon 5.2 2 and it is concluded that

cumulative Impacts cannot be ruled out withou: the use of mItigation measures

Details of rrjtigation measures are outIIned in sectIon 5 5

12 30 The NIS concludes that n the light o+ the best sclentlf}c knowledge in the fiela, al

aspects o+ the proposed pro]ect which, by Itself , or in combInatIon WIth other plans or

projects wnich "nay aFfect the relevant Eu-opear Sites nave been consIdered. The

NIS contains Information which the competent aIJthorTty, may consider jn maKIng its

own complete, precIse and aefjnitive findings and conclusIons and upon which it is

capable of determInIng that all reasonable sc'entJfic doubt has been removed as to
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the effects of the proposed prolect on the Integrity of the relevant European SItes in

the IIght at the concluslorls of the assessment which it shall conduct on the

ImpIIcatIons for the European sites concerned, the competent authority is enabled to

aseenaln that the proposed oroject WIll not adversely affect the integrity of any of the

European sites concerned

The Department of Hollslng, Local Government and HerItage dtd not make comment

on thIS nppllcatlorI

12.31

12 32 By applyIng d precautIOnary principle and on the basIS of oblectlve 'rlformation it is

Sae blaIne

Cork li•boa. SPA

Great Island Channel S,

Site C©de

O04:'3 rJ

00 1 058

12.33 One of th

co nlaln

specIes

ro?Melved states that the NIS is flawed InSOfar ns II does rIot

fy data and/or contaIns lacuna in r8:atlon Io IIkely qualifying

Fr species that may ut'IIse the SIte and its subsequent Impact on

Natura 2000 s tes I do not agree WIth thIS assertion

12.34 Having reviewed the dOCumentatIon avallable to me. subm'ssions and consllltatlons

I am sat:stled that the Information allows fOr a complete assessment O' ary adverse

affects of the cJeve'opment on the conServatIOn oblectlves of tlle two European SItes

IIsted above. alone or in comb natIon WIth olher olans and projects
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Appropriate Assessment of lmplicaU9ns of the proposed development on each

[uropean SIte

12 35 The following is a summary a' the objective scIentIfIC assessment of the Implications

of the project on the quaIIfyIng nterest features of the two European sltes USIng the

best scientific Knowledge in the fIeld All aspects of the project wlllt'h could result in

signff'lcant effects are assessed and mrtlgatlon measures desIgned to avoId or

rea uce any adverse effects are considered and assessed

I have reIIed on the foljowi''g gui(lance12 36

• Appropriate Assessment of Plans and Projects jn

P:anning AuthorItIes. DoEHLG (2009):

Ice forIreland

a Assessrnen1 of plans and projects significantly aff2

MethodologIcal guIdance on the prOVISIOns of

Habitats Directive 92/43/EC EC (2002)

( 2000 SItes

and 6(4) of the

• GuideIInes on the ImplementatIOn of

EstuarIes and coastal zones, EC (2(11

}d HabItats DIrectives in

ManagIng Natura 2000 sHe:a

Directive 92/43/EEC, EC

!a
&jjslans of Article 6 oF the HabItats

12 37 A description of the

Interests, InclUding
outIIned above as

data Forms as reI(vi

these sites a

Id the r Conservatbon Objectives and QualifyIng

and targets, are set out in the NIS and

I have also exarnlned the Natllra ?000

ion ObJectIves supporting documenls For

fougtl Ihe NPVVS webSIte (www,npws ie)

Potentla’ Impact an 'dentified European SItes

1 2.38 The proposed development is hyarologically linked to the Co-k Harbour SPA (3 7km

downstream) and tne Great Island Crarnel SAC (8 9krn east) VIa the RIver BrIde

and River Lee Surface water durIng construction wilb enter the existi'g stormwater

draInage system which discharges into the culverted RIver BrIde soulh of the si:e

TIle follOWIng potentIal ImpaCtS have been Fdentlf"ed
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Impacts durIng QQn§tJuctlop

12 39 There IS hydrologIcal connectivity to Cork Flarbour via exlstlrlg surface and storm

wate' draInage n'rastructure

Impacts during operational phase

12 40 Potentla Impacts arISIng from the operational phase are related to surtaee water

draInage from the bUIlt development- there will be general run-off to the local surface

draInage syslem from roofs and hard surfaces, WTth potentIal for leakage of

petrol/dIesel fuel from vehicles

Appropriate Assessment of impllcatLor!! of the proposed develop

European Site

ial Area of C;onsewalion- Great Island Channel SAL

12.41 There w'll be no dIrect impacts on any SAC sit

development as the development i
There is no wate’c.ourse on the d

beneath :he N20 as it passes lhe

the River 1 ee 0 8km downstream TH ,no dIrect flow path

e IIters

12.42 The habItats WIthIn the ZI

Impacts are those lnflue

bf potentla' pollutIon and/or sedImentation

bers and ttlese habItats are lis:ed below

Table 12

Designated SitS MMaBa Conservation
Objective
Ifav=urab Ie status}

IV Jl : - in ' nC; ' : dt lb ,I ' I J !0

SAC
Mud'lats arId saIl:114l5 -1_It I_ Ii vel111

by seawater at low tide
Atlantic Salt Meadows Restore

1243 Qualifyjng Interests Identified in tne NIS caLI,d be at risK from ootential con$tructlor

related surface water dISCharges in the aDsence af mitigation. shoutd the dIscharges

be of suffICIent quantIty and/o' duratIon to affect water quaIIty WIthIn the site. The

naoltals that could be aFfected by decreased water qLallty ale highllghtea above

The potential for signIficant effects would be dependent on tHe magritude of the
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pollutIon and/or SedImentatiOn event, the resilience of the habitat and the in

com5ination eFfect of lhat event WIIh other water quality pressures due to otllel plans

and projects. In terms of mudFlats and sandflats not covered by seawater at low tide

I note that the perrnanent habitat a"ea is stable or IncreasIng and that a pollution

evertI from the proposed works would not result ir a leductlon rn habItat area or

communIty dIstrIbutIon ot thIS (]ual'fylng l-'terest. The proposed development IS

stated top have no impact on the habItat in =erms of Atlantic salt 'neadows I note

that the area is stabbe or Increasing and a Ihere is a potenrlal for the oroject to i-npact

on thIS quaIIfying interest WIthOUt the inclUSIon of m'tlgatlon measures

12 44 1 am of the apinFon that the rISk of a pollution/sedImentatIon ever}t

low as any event would be accIdental and shorl lived. Furthel

the sur+ace water d-aIr,age network to transfer sed i

sedIment that could be transferred Ir any one event‘

r

llcted to be

lpaclty of
arnount of

12.45 Mrtlqat on measures have been outIIned in the subNiJW’s and the measures

out11rIea in section 4 of the submitled OutIIne aQ\,don Managere't Pla- are

noted This Plan, submitted as a seoarate doAhq39h, covers all potentIally pollutIng

actIVItIes anc Incllldes mitigation mea eX Measures include redUCIng tha rISk ot

seciment run-oFf/'pollutants reacFII{ t\trace water d,ainage network . namely to

avoid or reduce any r,sk Of paINJ hZ The constrllctlOn phase Storm water

aHnnuatl'on WIll be ncorp;lrMAto Be proposed development to IImIt sllrface wate

discharge 'ron Parc# AXl B4 v,a attenuatIon tanks. Mitigation measures FOr

potential groundvpe\Meps/are slmlla' in nature. Havjng regard to the measures

oulllned as w#q)6e#ppllcatlon of best practIce =onstruc tIan methods I arr'

satISfIed that Ne)/T be no adverse aFects ori tIle Great Island Channel SAC in

view of the SIte s oonsewatlon objectives as a result of the proposed development

12.46 In terms of In-combInatIon effects sectIon 5 2 2 of the NIS considers the potential for

cumulative effects on nearby desIgnated SItes arISIng in combination WIth other plans

or projects and IIsts permitled/proPosed future developrnents in the area it is nor

anticipated that other prolects wi'l act in-combInation with the proposed development

to give rise to cumulatIve effects on any European SItes, once rritigatian measures

detailed are undertaken
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1247 FollowIng the appropriate assessment and the COnSIderatIon of m'tlgatlon measures

I aTI able to ascertain with COnfIdenCe that the prolect would not adversely aFfect the

integrIty of the Great Island Channel SAC in view oF the Conservation ObJeetlvos of

these SItes ThIS conclUsioII llas been based on a complete a$$essmenl of all

ImpIIcatIons of tIle project alone and in combnation WIlh plans and projects

§PQQld Protection Areas (SPAs) - Cork Flarbour SPA

12 48 TIle oroposed aevelopment site is wholly located outsIde of European siles and as

outjjne(I far the SAC SItes above, there will be no dIrect impacts on any SPA SItes in

terms of the permanen1 area of wetland habItat as defined in corservatlon obleclives

qof those SItes The designated SPA site is ':ocated approxlmatebp

developlllent siZe . \\

rom the

: 2.49 There S a risK of OO'lUtlOn and/or sedIment Iran,f„ as aN.;Nhe COnStrUCtIOn

phase being transfe'red TO Cork harbour via existl ley<©osed $bdace water
drainage Infrastructure and/or v a 9’Quad water.+lch(Rn could arIse from SIll

sed m,„1 ,„d d,st f,Dm the GCn,truCtlor site(;NW Lot.„t„IIv t„,, SIg„,ficant

direCt or indIrect a;feels On the watpr qWllty ofhaOwnStream E,;ropean SIte

Pal ution could also arise From the#MaI phase due to urc.ontrolled rI Jr-ofF to

'h' I'” slIHace wat” d”i"'K\)h'm th' b''it d'v'lopment sho'Id h,
exanp'e leaKage of f Je frw vehNbs There is pote-'tIa fOI IndIrect effects to impact

designated bIrd soecle+smJl: o; water quaIIty ctlanges wr,ich co,Id cause the

fatality of lnaivFdbal(Rr pAgpt ions. CtIanges jn water quaIIty could red ,ce prey

avaIlabIIIty for r4lrJXA within the SPA and reduce breedIng srtes tor f„h

S P 1iE C 1 e S <1111\$7

Table 13 V
DesIgnated Sile Qualifying Interests Conservation

Objeetive

i:favourable status )

COrk darEII), i ' SFA

(004030)

I II: E Grebe -- t:I n 11 '=IIP I OF - ES :fiFe

the favourable

conservatIon coPd it lorI

of the Annex I

habItat(s) and/Or the

C;real Crested Grebe Cormorant

Grey Heron

Shelduck
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Tea

Plnta ll

Annex II species for

wh,ch the SPA nas

been seiecl ed

Shoveler

Red-breasTed Merganse' Oys?ercatcner

Golden pqover

Grey Plover

12 5G

1251

In terms of Inc factors that could affect th

loss or rnodification of habFtats within th,

these species from areas with n the S

’es. there WIll be no

le cllsolacemert of

No co ion stage draInage WIll be allowed tO clscharge dIrectly tO anya

watercourses

• Refuelling oF plant durlllg constructIon WIll only be =arrled out at designated

refuell,ng station locations on site. Namely at the temporary constructIon

compounds

e Concrere pours shall not be carrlea aut during perFOds of high or constant

precIPItatIon

• Harmful materials to be stored will.in bunded area
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+ Emergency SPIll kItS maIntained on site

12 52 In IEV opirlion. these are considered to be essentially besr praCtICe constructIon

measures I consIder t'lat the proposed measures are clearly descrIbed, are

reasonable, practICal and enforceable I also corls"der that they fuly address the

potentIal Impacts arISIng frolll the proposed development such t’lat it will not gIve rise

to adverse affects elthe' alone or in comb natIon with other potentIal Impact sources

Appropriate Assessment ConclusIon

12.53 The proposed ’esldenllal development has been consIdered

assessment requIrements of Sections 177U a:''d 177V

Developnlerlt Act 2000 as amended

Le

G and

12 54

12.55

Having carried out screenIng for Appropriate Asie3 le prolect, it was

concluded that it may have a signl'icant effel .uropean SItesC

rt wa;>£lred oF tIle IrnplicatlOns of theConsequently, ar ApproprIate Assessl

Les jn light of theIr conservationproject on the quallfyl

ooIecl ives

12 56 Following an Approl

development, lnaivll

adversely affect t
lsl9nc Chan

ObjectIves

been ascertaIned that the proposed

lth cthe’ plans or projects would not

In Sites (Cork Ha'boar SPA and Great

,Ite, in view of the sire's COnServatIon

12.57 Th,s cor.cl,lsion is based on

• A full arId detailed assessment oF all aspects of the p'aposea project IncILldlng

proposed mItIgatIon measures and ecological rronltorlng in relatIon to the

Canserdation Objectives o' the aForementIoned deslg-'ated sites

• DeEailed assessment of in comblnat on effects WIth other plans and projects

incjudIng historical projects, cllrrent proposals and future plans

• No reasonable scIentIfic doubt as to the aosence of adverse eFfects on the

jntegrity of these designated SItes
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13.0 EnvIronmental Impact Assessment Screening

13.1 Class (10)(b) of Sctledule 5 Part 2 of the PlannIng and Deve'opment RegulatIons

2001 (as amended) provides that mandatory EIA is requIred for the following

classes of development

a Construction of more than 500 dwelIIng unIts

• Urban development which would Involve an area greater than 2 ha in the case

of a business dIstrIct, 10 ha in the case of other parts of a built-up area and 20

ha elsewhere. (in thIS paragraph, “buslnes s dIstrict" means a distr'ct withIn a

WIth I

CIty or lawn in WhICh the predomInant land use IS retaIl o7&LNLcial use )

i:bSl:'
I;j.’T'=::=::;.III;:&%?,;'TL','=.='""“Q’
The criteria at schedule 7 to the Regulaqpns a-eBbevant to the question as to

wne lher the nroposea sub-threshop6Amen! would be IIke'y tO have slgnlncant

e'fe't' '" th' environment that&MAha'Id be the s'he't 'F envlronmenlal

The proposed development is for 191 resIdentIal unIts on a seX
„ 1,,,t,d w,tn,n the adminlst'ative area of Cork C ty coMM

la. The site

n the bJilt-UP

13 2

13,3

impact assessment. The aIMRIca:hIS accompanIed by an EIA ScreenIng Repolt

;==='’ IISE::L,&B?:’======;'„„':;=.'=.::=:'T=::„::::
requIred under Sched'ne 7hp the planning regulations The ScreenIng Repoc

states that the p69sMvebopment by reason of its scale. eonstructlon and

operat,ona1 MN/d „,t meet the requIrements of Sched,1e 7 for s,b-th„shold
developments.V thereFore submilted thaI an LIAR is not required I am satisf:eG

that the submItted EIA Screer ing Report identIfies arId descrIbes adequately the

direct. indIrect secondary and cumulative effects of the proposed development on

the environment

134 I have assessed the proposed development hav'ng regard to the information above

to the Schedule 7 A InfOrmatIOn and other jnfOrmation which accompanIed the

application. illter alia ApproprIate Assessment Screening and NIS. and I tlave

completed a screening assessment as se1 out Ir Appendix A.
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13.5 The current proposal is an urban development project that would be in a bUIlt-UP

area The proposal is for 1 91 residentIal unIts on a stated SIta area of 0 79 tlecta'es

The nature arld size of the proposed development is well below the appIIcable

thresnolds for EIA The reSIdentIal uses would be SImilar to the predominant land

uses in the area The proposed develuprre'It would De located on brOwnfIeld lands

besIde nxlstlng development. The site is not designated for the protectIon uF a

laldscape Pa’cel C IS locatea adJacent to an Area of HIgh Lardscape Value. The

proposed development is not IIkely to have a SIgnIficant effect on any Natura 2000

site This has been demonstrated by the submISsion of an ApPropriate Assessment

SCreenIng lqeport and NIS that cor'cJJdes that there WIll be no im

conservatior1 objectives af tne Natura sites ldentl'led

ian tFle

136

appea’s that tr.e site is not ioc3ted wah flood rISk zone. Inadequate drainage

informatIon has been SJbPltted lr, mRS s.Face water, However t„IS matter

could be adequately dealt witt& M of condition The dnvnlopmen1 would rIo1

g ve r[se to s.gnificanr use €%&esources, nroductlon .f waste. PO 1,tIOn.

nuisance or a rIsk of acAknts2the former use of tIle SHe is nc)tea. The potentIal for

.ontaminatea map&l to peXncountered dJring e,cavation wah the potentlal for

the proposal wilITot give rise to SIgnIfIcant envIronmental Impacts. The features and

measures proposed by the appIIcant envisaged to avoid or prevent what mIght

otherwIse be SIgnIFicant effects on the environment inCIUdIng measures lderltified in

Ihe proposed ConstructIon and Environmental Management Plan (CEMP) are noted

;It WIth rega'd to land and soIls was consIdered and

F::::::T„lqY;
ImpaCts on t

ConstructIon ana Env:rormental Managernent Plan, and

137 Tlle va''ous reooqs submitted WIth the appIIcatIon address a variety of environmenTal

issues and assess the lmpacit oF the proposed aevelopment, in addition to cumlilatlve

impaCtS WIth r8gard to other permitted development in prOXImIty to the SIte, and

demonstrate that, subject to t*le various COnStruCtIOn and desigrl l'elated measures

reco'nrnended, the orooosed development WIll not have a signjfjcant impact on the
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envlronmenl I have had regard to the characterIstICS of the site, location of the

proposed development and types and characteristICS of potentIal Impacts. I have

exam'ned the sub crllerla havIng regard to the Schedule 7 A InformatIon and all other

submIssions ana I have c011sldered all InformatIOn which accompanIed the

appIIcatIon including !rite' alia

• Appropriate Assessment ScreenIng and Natura Irlpact Statement, prepared

by Fehily Tlrnoney

e PlannIng Statement & LIA Screening Reporl, prepared by Fehlly Timoney

4 :ehilyConstructIon ana Env ronrnenta! Management Plan prepal

Tl,710ney

DraInage & Irish Water CompIIance, prepared by j ley

gon REynoldSLandscape Design RatIonale prepared by Cul

Site SpecIfIC Apa-tmen: Management Str, ;epared by Cusnman &
VVakefteld

e

B

a

W;!!!In adaitior, r,Dti„g the requlr=n&tMctian 2998 (1 )(b)IIU)(I1)(C:), whereby the

appIIcant IS requjred to ppL+tr7Board a siatement indcat,ng how the avaIlable

results of other relev Wi a}VsMnts of the effects on the environment carried out

pursuant to Europa\Jniqn %gislation oIDer than the Environmental Impact

Assessment ?We/e Deen taken IntO accoJnt I tl'ghl}gh: to the Board that
such a statemNI n}s’not been submltt8d WITh :he applicat'on. However, an AA

ScreenIng ReporEno NIS in support oF the HabItats Directive (92/43/EEC) and the

Bjrtis DjrectIve (2009/147/[C) has been submItted with the appIIcatIon The

Archaeological anc Bu,Il HerItage Impact Assessment has been prepared in

accordance with The p'ovislorts of the Valetta Treaty (1995) and the UNESCO

Convenllon For the SafeguardIng of :he Intangible Cultu’al Heritage, 2003, ratified by

Ireland in 2015. A (;EMP has been subnitled wh,ch addresses hazareo JS waste

WhIle it does not specIfy WhICh ELropean UnIon legislation regard was had to, I note

D,lectlve (EU) 91/689/EEC in this regard A NoIse ana Vibration report has been

submitted and whIle it does not specify which Europear UnIon legislation regald was

+ Q Jalty Audit S:age 1 for D

Ma11agement Plan, prepare

arter SkID i-cludlng MobiIIty

138
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had to, I note EIA DirectIve (2014/52/EU) in thIS regard The EIA screening report

prepalecl by the appIIcant has, under the relevant themed headIngs consIdered the

irlpllcatFons and interactions between these assessments and the proposed

development, and as outIIned in the repoa states that the development would not be

likely to have SIgnificant effects on toe envIronment I anI satlsfiea that a,I other

relevant assessments have been ldentrfled For the purposes of SCreenIng out El AR

Ecological reports, includlng bat surveys can be adequately dealt WIth by condition

I have had regard to al, of the reporls detailed above and I have taken them Into

account in Ihls assessment, together WIth the SEA for the operative CiTy

I)eveloprnent Plan

='''„„':"„=";'„„''„=;=';„’'„:’==':'T&q'’*„;
reDO a pH\>V

::;Iii*I'=:::'„“
development does no: have Ihe potentIal to hNd&acts, the Impact of WhICh would

i;'T,k&:,::l.J,be rendered SignIfICant by Its exte

S=,hedule 7 to tHe proposed sA! evelopmer’t demonstrates that it would
aH \

not be liKely tO have $igVtihtas orI the en,irDnment and that an envIr„,mental

Impact assessment Ano\qudd before a grant of permISSIon IS collsidered ThIS

=::::::::;:G='„='T£=:=T=:\=':=';T'=:==:="=::;::'
""";'''’' cSa
Overall. I anI NPied that the informatIon required under SectIon 299Bt' 1 )(bi(IIy:11) of

the Plarn'ng and Developmenl Regulations 2001 (as amended) have beell
suBmItTed

139

13.10

1311

13.12 Having regard to

la) the nature and scale of the proposed development, which is below the !hreshold

n respect of Class 10(i) and (iv) oi Part 2 of Schedule 5 of the Planning and

Development Regulallons 2001. as amended,

(b) the IOcatIon of the SIte on lands zoned 'To protect and prov'de for resIdential

uses, local services. nstitutlonal uses, and civic uses havjng regard to employment
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poIIcies outlined in Chapter 3 in the Cork CIty Development Plan 2015-202 1 and the

results of the Strategic Environmental Assessment of the plan

(c) The existing use on the site and paTtern of development in surrounding area

Id) The plann,ng hIstory relatIng to the slle

(e) The avaIlabIIIty of mains water and wastewater servbces tO serve the prapased

development,

(O the IOcatIon of the development outsIde of any sensrtlve IOcatIon specified in

artIcle 299(C)(1)(v) of the Planning and Development Regulations 2001 (as

a Tended )

iIXIiIPill#883=:.::
HF}.',Y.identified in the proposed ConstructIon q,Id E11vm6mental Managernent P,an

''=“'’ \QB
It is consldeled that the proBpsed\yelopment wou'd nal be IIkely to have s'gnlflcant

effects on the envjronr-W hat the preparation and sublll:ssiDrl cF an

environmental impacRsse&lent reporl wo,Id not therefore be required .

:,.'==#i=;;;;';„„"
14 Conclusion and Recommendation

q4 1 The aPpropriate re-development and regeneration of these brownfield lands is

welcome in prIncIple, in parllcular the re-use at the tormer llewFtt's Mill site I do not

have issue WIth the principle of a development of ttle nature proposed at thIS IOcatIon

nor do I have issue w Ih the layout, helgnt or mix of UnIts proposed in this regard

the proposed desIgn rationale IS considered acceptable. The overajl densIty

proposed is ConsIdered acceptable, however I have some concerns jn relation to the
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densIty proposed Irl Parcel A The plot ratio is also consIdered h'gh gIven the

locational context of the SIte. Both these matters oould lead one to consIder the

proposal represents over–development of the lands i11 particular gIven the lack of

quality pUbIIC open space proposed The proposal Incluaes for an upgrade of

pedeslrlan facElltles in the area. which is agaIn welcomed, however Inadequate

detaIIS as to when these works would be completnd as pad of a phasing program-ne

have been sukim’ned I also hIghlight to the Board that they may consIder the

proposed developrnenl to be premature pendIng the implementation of the proposals

contaIned wllhln the CMATS. I don I consIder the proposal prematLrn in thIS regard

and note existing and planned puc:+llc trans[>o't in the vicInIty of thA.

14.2 My primary COncerns jn relation to thIS proposed developme Ut<}MIlan to

pUbIIC open space OrOvlSlon and the Imp''t' tt”' wo"ldlXXMesidprtial
amenITy of flltll-e occLplers togeUler wiIF concerns reatLy,Have Impacts of the

rroPosal in th, a„11,tecl.raI her,tage of the area kNEW/con,„„, „ „I,I,.„ I,

surface water drainage and flood rIsk. given gH

Many of the o:her matters ’alsed in my asse Xml

be dealt WIth by menns oF condItIon if AQualITy proposal naa been put forward that

demonst'ated that tne proposal wFM: the archItecTural heritage ,t th, ,,,,
drILl wo,la provide a high leveN WIlaI amen'ty to fut„, ,,c.o„,s. –h's has
-o= been demonstrated to a anN!/IS the cumulative Impact of all of these issues

6 \ +

that raISes concerns foALe O lack of all adequate justjfjcation indIcating how the

d8velopmenl WIll )<del vpN in a cohesive manner as a s:ngle SHD proposal The

ack of lnforr'at6VrVh mane's relating to ecologIcal Impact assessrIIent

n,-,Qing bKN\4 v,„nt ,trlld„,, ,„ „t, „,d „,g,t,ti,, locat,d the„o,
The lack of acAgate surface water dralnage, SuDS and 'laoaing information All of

FormatIon avaIlable on file

ldividually could possibly

th8se matlers, and others highIIghted withIn my assessme'\1, are consIdered to be

sei-it)us (>rTllssIDrls

14.3 In addition, informatIon is not COntaIned where one would expect. making it dIffiCUlt to

find 'or all part}es F–or example the extrenlely I mited jnformation submit lea in

relatIon to flOOdIng is Found in the CEMP while public open space calCJlatlons are

found in the subrn'tted Sunl'ght ReceptIon AnalysIS Report There are conSIstent

aiscrapancies between reports (for example numbel of units proposed : Invasive

SDec,ies InformatIon) and inaccuracies in the information pravicled (dIstances to
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public transPort and existing public open space) in my OPInIOn a poor s:andard ot

application/documentation has been put forward.

144 NotwIthstandIng the above. the matters of greatest conce Ill to me relale Io the

Inadequate pUbIIC open space provIsion and :he impacts thIS would have on the

resIdentIal amenIty oF fllture occllplers The proposal is copside'ed not to be in

accordance with Developme11t Plan pOIICy Ir thIS regard, nor is it conslde’ed to be in

accordance with the Urban Design Manual Secorldly the proposed works to the

western elevatIon of Hewitt’s MII, a National Monument. are consIdered to Be an

lnsensrtlve and Inappropriate design aPproach that would detract SIgnificantly from its

hlsto'lc character and would be In=,onslsten1 with the proper plann@Nd

sustainable development of the area {\\

::;'„T:;:,=,:k=§Y==„,„.“
bject to theparllcblars based on the reasons and con side'atioFhLLN 6)

C O n d 1 t I O n S S e t O U t b e 0 W1 <11S)

,nd SU

145
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Recommended Draft Board Order

PlannIng and Development Acts 2000 to 2019

Planning Authority' Cork City COuncIl

Application 'or permISSIon undar sectIon 4 of the P,arrllrlg arId Develop~'er't

{F4ouslrIq) and ResIdentIal TenancIes Act 2016. in accordance witn plans and

partlculals lodged with An Bora Pleanala on the 05" day of November 2021 by

Elchsfela Ltd care of Fehlly Timaney Cork

jO
PermISsion for a sl’ateglc housIng developm

TH:,iII$il§f&RH'::'==- Hewltts MIlls BuIldIng at the Junction o' AssuM Road and the N20 North CIty

IF:lj:T:III.,i;hq=:1'lII„'„j:
"'"''"""'"'’ \BY
r’„-? „'’vGX'''’:„„'„'='„':„':„?;''~='~'„„„*,„'“

ound to the west by the Naa natIOnal road and !o the

::;':„'J;=W
parapet level. and the south apar:men: block of 9 s:oreys WIth a heIght over ground

level of 29 65m to paraper level

In Road and WIll c.omprlse of 99 aparlmenls Irl 2 no

apartment blockg comprISIng the no'th apartment block of 9 storeys with rooftop

amenrty terrace and landIng structure WIEn a height over ground leve af 3 1 8m TO

Proposed Development:

Proposed works Include

• The provISIon of 99 no apartments comprised of 59 no ' bedroom (3.220 1

total sq .rn) and 40 no 2 bedroom (3,189 4 total sq m) apartments
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+

a

a

The prOVISion of a communal facIIItIes including. Function Room (loo 7 sq m),

MeetIng Room (64 .0 sq m). Resldenls I ounge (80.7 sq.m). VVolkspace (35 9

sq.m) and d nIng ! kItchen facilities (33.3 sq m and 46 1 sqm)

The provlsior of 260 no. bicyc+e spaces

All a-'clllary site works inclUdIng draInage and lanascaping and pllbltc realm

improvements frorting onto the N2C -oaa

Parcel B, consIsts of the existing Flewltt’s MIll building located south oF the Junction of

AssumptIon Road and the N20 North CIty LInk Road, Blackpool, Cork The SIte is

k)au"d to the west by the N20 CIty Li"k Road, to the east and nort)OW,Assurnptlor

illiII:{i:fill$!#$11
Hi’DJ:aI=:::':,=';=.;.:L&%q',;',=„'.:,*;*"'Q’
PropOsed works lrlclude _\x\l

:=:::==:J'=\b7;"’'“"='"’;"'";“'’"-'*"‘

::-:W:;"“::::';:':'::::"':'::’:':"",::“:;':=':''"'':""
• 142 no. b cycle spaces

e 10 no car spaces and access to 4 no exIsting car spaces

All ancillary works InCIUding drainage and landscaping

Parcel C. 's located al Shandon VIlla Popes Hll. Road, B.'ac(pool, Cork. The SIte IS

bollnd to the south by Popes Road to the west by AssumEdIon Road and to the east

by The Avenue, Ardpat,rICk PermissIon is sought for a single apartment block on a

s''oping site WIth a heIght over ground level cf 21 6m tO parapet over 6 no storeyS on

its weste’n elevatlor and 3 no. storeys on its eastern elevation to provide 23 no

ABP-31 1874-21 Inspector's Report Page 139 of 162



apartlnents

Proposed works include

•

a

a

a

+

The demoIItIon oF a derelict house

Land clearance

The provision of 23 no apannlents COmprISed of 13 no 1 beaR)om (706 2 tota

sq.m) and 10 no 2 bedroom (772 9 tolal sq m) apartments

The provIsion of 46 no. BIcycle spaces

All ancIjlary works InCIUdIng drainage and landScapIng

Perml

order

sslorl is also sought to upgrade pUbIIC road junctions cl

:o Improve pedestrIan perrneab:lity in the area

Frrll-36 tne S te in

ylocatian s

q

+

+

e

works include addItIon of tactile pavjng

e AssumptIon Road at 3 no. locatIons to Include the blowing a)upgrade of

exIstIng pedestrIan crossIng adjacent to existing tax office to Include addition

of tactile pavjng dropped kerb and road markIngs: bl upgrade of exIstIng

pedestrian CrOSSIng noah east corner of existIng HewItt's Mills building to

COnSIst of addItional tactile pavIng dropped kerb to eastern SIde and addition

of road markings: c) addItIon of lactile paving, dropped kerb and road marking

for I additional pedestrIan crossing at the locatIon of proposed peaestrian

access at the proposed Hewitt's MIlls 51l8
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The application contaIns a statement settIng out how the proposal WIll be consIstent

with the objec'lives of the Cork CIty Developrnent Plar ?015-2021

The applicatIon contaIns a statement IndIcatIng why permjssIon should be granted

for the oroposed development, having regard to a consIderatIon specified in sectIon

37(2)(b) of the Planning and DeveloF>men: Act. 2000 as amended, notwithsla11ding

that Ihc proposed developrr'ent materIally contravenes a relevant developmen: plan

or local area plan other than in relation to the zonIng of the land

A Natura Impact Statement tlas been prepared in respect of the

development

ThIS project is a Build To Rent scheme and will be

legal agreement that the BuIld To Rent st.

than 15 years and that no IndIvidual

period The proposed development

WIthIn the northwest and central are

ptov'ls'onwarehotlse structure by way of ,-esldl

!erm covenant or

Id Of nOt bess

that

REFUSE permissiol

considerations set

development for the reasons and

Matters CorD

the Board had regard to those rrlattels to whICh, by virtue ofIII makIng ItS

the Planning ancMevelot>ment Acts and RegulatIons made thereunder , it was

requFred ta have regdrd Such mat:ers include(I any submISSIons and observations

receIved by it in acbordance with statutory provIsions
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Reasons and Considerations

1 Table 16 2 of the Cork City Development Plall 2015 sets out a requlreme11t of

10''/F public open space prOVISIon For new resIdential developmerIts The

Urban DesIgn ManIJal – a Best Practice Guide, ISsued by the Departrnent of

the Environment, HerItage and Local Government in 2009. to accompany the

Guide:lnes for Planning AuthorItIes on Sustainable Residentla’ Development

in Urban Areas. includes key CrIterIa sucn as Inclusivity. Layout arId Public

Rea:In. It s considered that tIle development, as proposed, results in a poor

design concept that is substandard in its form and layout dIAhe lack ot

s u K i cr i e n 1 h 1 g h q u a 1 1 1 y u s a b j e o P e n s P a c e SF appropriateIOWed
avaIlable rOI ' Ini' of active and passl'' "ses' Ay XXV' ”'deg'ate
level of pub ie ooen space proposed it IS con siaMNL the proposal

rep'e„nt, ,ver-devRloplrlent of Ir, SIt, an\Ma t, „,diti,n, ,nJLlrloLS

':''"='""*';'’'"''''’''''’'’'”'?W
In addItIon, Apper-ldlx 1 oF the Sustalnal&Lban Hauslng' DesIgn Sta11dart-Js

=~„;;;=':=iF&T:=="';==;:::::::';T=:~
It iS unclear frOm Ihe doA,IXJQn submItted how the proposal COmpIIes

w th these mInI--WIGaM

HavIng regal® tN>ave, ihe proposa IS co",siaered not to be 'rI

compllal@ ,y\ObIe '6 2 oF the operati„e Cork City Develor,PIe,it P an and

,onf'@K# above M,r,isterialg,idellnes As , ,es,it tna pr3pa$alwollbd

represN£ll/er-development of the SIte: would serIously injure the resIdentIal

amen'tles oF future occupants and would be con:rary ta the proper pla"nIng

and sustajnable development oF trle area

2 HewItt s DistIllery IS a Recorded Monument (RMP Ref C0074- 116) and has

been identrfled in ale NatIonal Inaentory of Archaeological Heritage (NIAH

Ref 20862040) WIth its categorIes of special interest beIng ArchItectural and

Social II is recognIsed as an Important pan of Cork’s hIstoric distilljng

ller'tage, and partICUlar'y the social and Ind JStrlal helitage of the
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Blackpool/Watercourse Road area ObjectIve 9.1 of the operatIve Cork CIty

Development Plan 2015 seeks to promote the prolectlor of the herItage ot the

city and to ensure that development reflects and is sensjtive to the historIcal

importance and character of the CIty whlle Objecllve g 28 seeks the protectIon

of NIAH and other structures of buIlt herItage interest The Architectural

Herlrage PrOteCtIOn GuideIInes for Planring AuthOrIties rote that The

archItectural quality of a hIstorIC bUIldIng may be compram'sed if the SIze o+

openings is allered, I' exIsting openings are blocked up. if new openings are

formed Any new openings should be sympathetIC WIth the architect I.Ira

character of the buildIng in terms of materIals. desIgn, scale/sQ prOPOrtIOn

”'=q(sections 10 2 2- 10,2.4)

It is consIdered that Ihe appIIcant has rot demonW>ased oil the

information submItTed. thaT the proposed dReWPat Pa’cel B, specIfically

==::'::==,W"==::::=‘the redevelopment of the FlewTtt s MillsJb works proposed to its

and arcritecturaF qualily of the bLNlng :hraugh the removal of historIC fabr'c

:=====::*::\$$
In addilion, significarffeatlbgshould be retaned and Incorporated into any

new senerne to e&re ths)specIal character of the mIll is retaIned in thIS

===' Jr;;nEJ:::::====::===:::::====:::.I
lea:ur<%LIe and drawIngS illust-aling the relenL}on at the rOOf

struct11reVsses, corbels internal eolumns, beams, beam tenslonlng systerr

and FittIngs has not satisfactor,ly been provIded to ensure lhe retention of

each element alld it IS noI clear which elements WIll be retaIned

HavIng regard to the above. the Board conSIders that the proposed

development IS not in compliance with ObjectIves 9 1 and 9 28 of the

operat rue Cork cIty DeveBopmert Plan 2015-202- . The proposal is also

conslderea ta be Incanslste,nt WIth the provisIons of tRe Architectural Heritage

ProtectIon GuIdeIInes for Plannillg AuthorItIes The proposed development
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would detract froln the his:orjt' character of thIS SIgnIficant industrIal bUIldIng

and in parIICUlar, is consIdered to be an u-sympathetic desIgn response to tna

western elevatIon The proposal is therefore consIdered to be unacceptable

and not in accordance with the proper plannIng and sustainable deveFoprnent

of the area

3 Inadequate lnfDrmatlon has been submittea in relatIOn to the proposed SUDS

strategy. in add’tIon to storm water drainage and flood risk jn the absence ol

thIs lntormallorl it nas not been adequately demonstrated that the proposed

development would 'o: be prejIJdlclal to out)I'c neal:h and WA(d not lead to

li:IEE:i'S::ITil iF i:it;tSIerefore

Late~...*.,„'„,„„: =k’
Inadequate informat'ron has beer1 submIt:ed (M It

how the proposed BIR davelopNent w'NAeveloped in a cohesIve manner

;:::IEE,T::lbS::„.=:::::'=:::==;=
flora, fauna and na1 bpI haNts. nc:u(JIng Invasive spec}es occ.u-'lng on the

devebOF>ment SIt&'>?a ba! specIes and any other mar-'mals, proteded

;a:::
II-der the Hdqat S D\ectIve 192/43/EEC) and :he Wild!'fe Acts 1976 to 2018

Tlle gran:jrl(oNvsIon for the proposea development would De premature

pendIng :he s;hXp/ssion of the InformaIIan detalled above .

fra(tAG (
I orralne Docke'y

$ {ca ,hoLt
Senior PlannIng Inspector

March 1 st, 2022
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