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2.4.

3.0

3:1.

Introduction

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

and Residential Tenancies Act 2016

Site Location and Description

The subject site has a stated overall site area of 0. 79 hectares, across three
adjacent land parcels at Blackpool, Co. Cork. These parcels comprise: Parcel A — at
Assumption Road and N20 North City Link Road: Parcel B - He i% Building at

the junction of Assumption Road and the N20 North City Linky . aM Parcel C -

at Shandon Villa, Popes Hill Road.
Parcel A occupies a long slender ‘island site’ and is ted &rth of the junction of

Assumption Road and N20 North City Link Roa] BRgKpoc Opposite is a five-

storey commercial building, occupied by the

City Link Road, Blackpeol, Cork.

Assumption Road and east of the%
FParcel C, is located at Shando%, pes Hill Road. Blackpool. Cork. The site is

bound to the south by Pop dMo the west by Assumption Road and to the east

) afr\% As site is located on higher ground than Hewitts Mill
site and slopes \ east 16 west.

Proposedegic Housing Development

The proposal, as per the submitted public notices, comprises an application for a

Parcel B consists of the existing Hewitté Mill building located south of the junction of

by The Avenue, Ard

residential development of 191 no. ‘Build To Rent’ residential units. together with
ancillary site works, on a site of 0.79 hectares The works also include the demolition

of an existing house on site.

The following tables set out some of the key elements of the proposed scheme.
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Table 1: Key Figures of Overall Development

Site Area

I No. of residential units

!
| Other Uses

_‘_ 79 hectares
1

191 BTR apartments

Residential Amenity Facilities- 907 3 m* as

follows
l Parcel A- 360.7 m?
| Parcel B-548 8 m?

| Parcel C- Nil

Qther Works

| Public realm improvem

3 1N proximity

| Demolition Works

| Density

| Height

arcel C- 153.3n units/ha

| Plot Ratio

E‘»ite Coverage

' Dual Aspect

ey

\' 3 | Unstated

. IGE % (stated) a

Public Open WPravision (stated)  Parcel A- 976 m?
Parcel B-1411 m?

| Parcel C- 217 m?

- Communal Open Space Provision | Parcel A- 586 m? |
gt | Parcel B- 143 m?
Part V 19 units in Plot C
Parking '_L_*_'_G car spaces (Parcel B) with access to

ABP-311874-21

additional existing 4 spaces, 448 bicycle

spaces
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' Access | Vehicular access from Assumption Road

Table 2. Overall Unil Mix

| kb , ———— —

l  Studio 1 bed (2bed  3bed | Total
Apartments . 99 69 23 191

: I | E— | o Lse——
As % of total | -  52% 6% | 12% 100%

Table 3. Surmmary of Plots

Plot J Statg Hei_gEt_l Uses

Parcel A (Island Site) ' Two bhlocks, each 9 store

(N of junction of Assumption Road and i Height over GL of 31 Npet level (N

N20 North City Link Road) | block) and 29 6 t level (S block)

| 69 apartmergda (53 x 1ped 40 x 2 bed)
[ © NgXties, 260 bicycle spaces

Parcel B t of 4 storeys (retain height

(Hewitt's Mill building)
\s over GL of 25 24m to parapet level)

\C'.) 69 apartments (48 x 1bed, 15 x 2 bed and 6 x

é) | Communal facilities, 142 bicycle spaces, 10

| ST Q _ car spaces & access lo existing 4 car spaces
Parcel C (PopesAll) One block 3-6 storeys in height (max height
i (Shandon Villa, Popes Hill Road) | over GL of 21 6m to parapet)
‘ ' Demcilition of existing dwelling

|

23 apartments (13 x 1 bed, 10 x 2 bed)

48 bicycle spaces

In term of site services, new and existing water connections to the public mains are
proposed, together with a new connection to the public sewer. An Irish Water

Design Submission was included with the application for all three sites, in which Irish
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3.5
3.6.

4.0

Water state that they have no objections to the proposal, based on the information
provided.

Two letters of consent accompany the application. A letter of consent from Cork City
Council, Corporate Affairs and International Relations states that they have no
objection to the inclusion of lands in the control ot Cork City Council (as indicated
within the red line boundary) for the purpose of making a planning application. This
Is without prejudice to the outcome of the planning application process. A letter of
consent from Box Hedge (Commercial) Limited states that as landowner of the site

they authorise Eichsfeld Lid to lodge a planning application cn its behalf

The proposed works are expected to take approximately 12-18
The application is accompanied by an NIS \2%/

Planning History V\

The application site and the wider area have r:t to a number of planning
applications in recent years. These are set outN#®ttion 5 of the submitted
Planning Statement & EIA Screening 1 and also within the Chief Executive
Report

The main applications of re@e

PA Ref. No 15f369€@e Hil site)

g for the demolition of a dwelling and construction of 4 no. 4

Permissions

AN
bed 3 starey d

g houses (2016)

Permission REFUSED for an apartment block consisting of 9 no 2 bed apartments
on the grounds of over-development of site and that the proposed development
would be injurious to the visual amenities of the area and that of future occupiers
(2006)
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6.1

Section 5 Pre Application Consultation

A Section 5 pre application consultation tock place via Microsoft Teams due to
Covid-19 restrictions on the 24™ November 2020. Representatives of the
prospective applicant, the planning authority and An Bord Pleanala were in
attendance. Following consideration of the issues raised during the consultation
process and having regard to the opinion of the planning authority, An Bord Pleanala
was of the opinion that the documentation submitted required further consideration
and amendment to constitute a reasonable basis for an application for strategic

housing development to An Bord Pleanala (ABP-308048-20).

1. Design Strategy @

Further consideration and/or justification of the documeffts ar\they relate to the

development strategy for the site in respect ot

» The interface of the propcsed develop@ite C (Island Site) with

Assumption Road and the N20
» The interface of the proposed pment on Site [ (Pope's Hill Site) with

Assumption Road and pgp

« Connectivity throughghe sNgs and between the four plots which make up the

overall site and igertste Yith public realm
« QOpen Space Q&ﬂ;, _
This should ip

comprise the

communal and private open pace and which details exact figures for same. Details

a detailed Landscaping Plan for the site (i e. all 4 plots which

I'site) which clearly differentiates between areas of public,

should also include proposals for hard and soft landscaping including street furniture,
where proposed, which ensures that areas of open space are accessible, usable and
available for all Pedestrian permeability through, linking the site and beyond the
sites should be outlined. Details of the interface between private and communal

areas should also be detailed
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¢ A Masterplan which clearly shows the relationships, the inter-connectivity and
Integration of the four sites and how the development will be delivered in a

cchesive manner as a single SHD proposal.

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

documents and/or design proposals submitted at application stage
2. Architeciural & Archaeological Heritage
Further consideration and/or justification of the documents are they relate to:
« Aresponse to the issues raised by the Conservation Divigi
Planning Autherity's Opinion received by An Bord Ple §(/
September 2020.
» Aresponse to the issues raised by the Archawl Ision contained in the
P

Planning Authority's Opinion received by An anala on the 22nd

September 2020, Q
The further consideration of these issyesNpay require an amendment to the
documents and/cr design prooosab@%o at application stage.
3. Transportation & Car Parjps QX’
Further censideratio N
.C%

* The provisidn of safe vehicular, pedestrian and cycle access to the

ification of the documents as they relate to:

e Theimp) 1e Cork Metropolitan Area Transport Strategy (CMATS) for

the site

development with regard to DMURS and to the safe provision of accessible
car parking and cycle parking, to include consideration of a proposed set
down area.

« Provision of a positive contribution to the public realm at Assumption Road.
the N20 and Watercourse Road

* A response o the issues raised by the Transportation Division contained in
the Planning Authority's Opinion received by An Bord Pleanala on the 22nd
September 2020
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« Justification/rationale for the proposed car parking strategy for the proposed
development, having particular regard te the quantum of parking proposed
and its context, how it is intended to be assigned and managed and measures

proposed to address shared carparking with the adjoining uses at Site A

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

documents and/or design proposals submitted at application stage
4 Residential Amenihes
Further consideration and/or justification of the documents are they&glate to:

+ DaylightSunlight analysis, showing an acceptable leva Nges| ntial amenity
for future occupiers of the proposed developmen Nides details on
the standards achieved within individual rcomgwthin Ji¢ development, in

t e development The

communal open spaces and in public argas i
impact on adjoining lands and resider ies and uses should also

form part of the assessment

e« The impaci on residential am (in particular Sites A and D) in terms of

overlooking of adjoining r% The proposed development should to be
designed to avoid dirgct rideking of adjacent residential properties

« The developmenps e‘designed so as nct to have a negative impact on
any potential padevdopment of adjoining lands
*» Noise Ir ssepsment/Mitigation measures

This should | 3

existing residents and future occupants) and full and complete drawings including

report that addresses issues of residential amenity (both

levels and cross sections showing the relationship between the development and
adjacent residential units, where applicable. Contextual elevations should be

provided where appropriate

Further consideration of these issues may require an amendment to the

documentation and/or design proposals submitted.
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Furthermore, the prospective applicant was advised that the fallowing specific
information should be submitted with any application for permission:

1 A detailed Schedule of Accommodation (Housing Quality Assessment) which
shall indicate compliance with relevant standards in the Sustainable Urban
Housing: Design Standards for New Apartments, Guidelines for Planning
Authorities’ 2018, including its specific planning policy requirements Particular
attention shall be directed to the provision of adequately designed and an
apprepriate quanium of dual aspect apartments

2 A Building Life Cycle Report shall be submitted in accerdance with section 6.3

of the Sustainable Urban housing Design Standards for WeX Apyriments
(2018) The report should have regard to the long ter
maintenance of the proposed development.

3 Wind micro-climate study, including analysis aiconips, pedestrian areas
and amenity areas. w\

4 A Landscape and Visual Impact Asse tg) include inter alia impact on
Protected Views and Prospects identifie current City Development
Plan, Long views of the site an%;sed impact at street level,

5. A report identifying the dem% chool and childcare places likely to be
generated by the propos‘a& capacity of existing schools and childcare
facilities in the viciniti tef for such demand
A Taking in Charge
A responsgso Xe Is

es raised by the Drainage Division contained in the

Planni y's Opinion received by An Bord Pleanéla on the 22nd
Septem

8. Site Specific Construction and Demolition Waste Management Plan.

g Where the applicant considers that the proposed strategic housing

development would materially contravene the relevant development plan or
local area plan, other than in relation to the zoning of the land., a statement
indicating the plan objective (s) concerned and why permission should
nonetheless, 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 published pursuant to Section 8(1)(a) of the Act of 2016 and
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6.0

Article 292 (1) of the Regulations of 2017, shall refer to any such statement in the

prescribed format.

Applicant’s Statement

A statement of response to the Pre-Application Consultation Opinion was submitted
with the application. as provided for under section 8(1)(iv) of the Act of 2016. This

statement attempts to address the points raised above

| note the inaccuracy in section 1.1 of the above Statement which states that it is the
Board's determination that the documents submitted with the req%enter into
S

sjravgfc housing

consultations constitute a reasonable basis for an application

development’ The Board's determination was, as stated aQo the

documentation submitted required further consderatonGD:j endment to
o]

constitute a reasonable basis for an application fo s% using development to
An Bord Pleanala (ABP-308049-20) %

NS

A Material Contravention Statement waxsubmitted with the application in relation to

(i) building height (i) plot ratio (i) ix (iv) apartment sizes (v) dual aspect

and (vi) private amenity spaceA h
main planning assessment
Relevant Planni@y

National Pia% oley
The following liswéf section 28 Ministerial Guidelines are considered to be of

relevance 1o the proposed development Specific policies and objectives are

tters shall be addressed further within the

referenced within the assessment where appropriate.

+ Guidelines for Planning Authorities on Sustainable Residential Development

in Urban Areas (including the associated Urban Design Manual)

e Sustainable Urban Housing: Design Standards for New Apartments —

Guidelines for Planning Authorities

e Architectural Heritage Protection, Guidelines for Planning Authorities
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¢ Design Manual for Urban Roads and Streets

« The Planning System and Flood Risk Management (including the associated

Technical Appendices)
» Urban Development and Building Heights, Guidelines for Planning Authorities
e Childcare Facilities — Guidelines for Planning Authorities
* Climate Action Plan

» Appropriate Assessment of Plans and Projects in Ireland - Guidelines for
Planning Authorities

Other policy documents of note. @
¢ National Planning Framework \2\

Objective 4
Ensure the creation of attractive well designed, Qig g lity urban places that are

home to diverse and integrated communities % a high quality of life and well-

being

Objective 13 %

In urban areas, planning and r *e@dards‘ including in particular building height

and car parking will be based on peWormance criteria that seek to achieve well-

designed high quality o mesJA order to achieve targeted growth. These

standards will be s l% ange of tolerance that enables alternative solutions to
e Stat

be proposed to a led outcomes, provided public safety is not compromised
1

i
and the enwr

Objective 27
to ensure the integration of safe and convenient alternatives to the car into the

sutably protected

design of our communities, by prioritising walking and cycling accessiblility to both
existing and proposed developments, and integrating physical activity facilites for all
ages

Objective 35

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

or site-based regeneration and increased building heights
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» Regional Spatial & Economic Strategy for the Southern Region 2019-2031

- RPO 10. Compact Growth in Metropolitan Areas
To achieve compact growth, the RSES seeks to.
a_ Prioritise housing and employment development in locations within and
contiguous to existing city footprints where it can be served by public
transport, walking and cycling
b ldentify strategic initiatives in Local Authority Core Strategies for the MASP
areas, which will achieve the compact growth targets on brownfield and infill

sites at a minimum and achieve the growth targets identified in each MASF.
» Cork Metropolitan Area Transport Strategy (CMATS) ~
- CMATS supports the delivery of the 2040 populaticn g t for the
Cork Metropolitan Area. It will provide the opportungty %{at& new
development at appropriate densities with high a;%b:c transport
infrastructure in conjunction with more attrac\swallghg and cycling
networks and associated public realm i ro%s

- The strategy proposes the provision %. ail Tram system for the
corridor between Ballincollig and Mahon™<erving CIT, CUH, UCC, Kent

. This meets the long-term objective for

Station. Docklands and Ma

the CMA for the develo n )
corridor x
e« Cork Metropolitan ag@“gic Plan (MASP)

- Thisis ahig long term strategic vision to identify critical priorities

east-west mass transit, rapid transport

for the s€que™iod and delivery of growth that supports the core city area
Poli e 8; Key Transpert Objectives (subject to the
recommAdations of Cork Metropolitan Area Transport Strategy).

- East-West Light Rail Public Transport Corridor. A strategic public transport
corridor from Mahon to Ballincollig via the City Centre, serving CIT, CUH,
UCC, Kent Station, Docklands. Mahon Point.

The Blackpool and Kilbarry area is identified as an Example Regeneration
Area and a Strategic Employment Location. Mixed Use Employment and

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

augment the defined strategic employment area
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Section 6.3.6.3 identifies Transport Priorities for the MASP region, including
the provision of a new commuter rail station in Blackpool / Kilbarry. This will
help to turther regenerate the area and provide a focus for possible future
development to make use of the proposed transport hub/railway station
Section 7 2 identifies the Blackpool Valley area as having opportunities for
significant mixed-use regeneration and residential and enterprise
development providing a northern gateway to the city from the Limerick
Road. This area is identified as a Strategic Residential Growth Node in
section 7.3

e« Housing For All
Local Planning Palicy ®

The Cork City Development Plan 2015-2021 is the opergfive ity Development Plan

Blackpool is identified as a District Centre within K%eiopmeni Area. The Core
Strategy notes that the Blackpool Valley, Kilb the Old Whitechurch Road
area, have opportunities for both ‘brown™ld’ and ‘greenfield’ develcpment for a
range of uses. There is potential f% e development in Blackpool itself and a

new Blackpool commuter rail sfaNgn mprove access

Zoning: \’:
The lands are zo@live Z04 Residential, Local Services and Institutional

Uses' which o protect and provide for residential uses, local services,
institutional use d civic uses, having regard to employment pclicies outlined in

Chapter 3.

Residential uses are deemed permissible in principle under this land use zoning

objective.

Parcel C (Pope's Hill) is located adjacent to a residential area that has a designated
‘Area of High Landscape Value' zoning immediately adjacent. The zoning objective
for ‘Areas of High landscape Value' seeks ‘To conserve and enhance the character

and visual amenity of Areas of High Landscape Value (AHLV) through the
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appropriate management of development, in crder to retain the existing
characteristics of the landscape. and its primary landscape assets Development will
be considered only where it safeguards to the value and sensitivity of the particular
landscape. There will be a presumption against development where it causes
significant harm or injury to the intrinsic character of the Area of High Landscape
Value and its primary landscape assets, the visual amenity of the landscape,
protected views, breaks the existing ridge silhouette; the character and setting of
buildings, structures and landmarks; and the ecological and habitat value of the

landscape.
No part of the building structure falls within the designated Area of Jgh Landscape

Value
Hewitt's Mills (Parcel B) is listed on the Archaeological SurveWoXreland as a
distillery (CO074-116) and in the National Inventory of AThid gtudal Heritage as a
store-warehouse (Reg No 20862040). Hewitt's Mill ot ingluded n the record of
Protected Structures of the Cork City Development R0 2015-2020.
All sites are located within or proximate to pro) vVIEWS
« AR3 Blackpool bypass (viey™™ N Cathedral & St Anne's Church)
e« LT19 Farrenferris Colle & unding Woodland (view of Richmand Hill)
« OC2 Dublin Hill (vie@r of Notyt Cathedral & St. Anne's Church)

The Plan sets out pﬁle}yi objectives for development of the area, these include
inter alia. <</

Objective 6.1 out general residential strategic objectives
Objective 6.8 Housing Mix

Objective 6.9 Housing Density

Objective 7.7 Childcare Facilities

Objective10.4 Areas of High Landscape Value.

Chapter 16 Part B Urban Design
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Objective 16.3 Urban Design

Section 16.12 Density

Table 16.2 General Public Open Space provision.
Building Height

Sections 16 25-26 and 16.34-38 set out the development management standards for

lall buildings

Building Height: Section 16 25

Within the context of Cork City the following building height.ca i&# can be
identified (
e Low rise building (1-3 storeys in height) v
« Medium rise buildings (less than 32m -9 storeys approx.).
Buildings which are taller than the gener ding height in any area will be

considered ‘taller’ even where ‘e less than 10 storeys.
e Tall buildings (32m or hghe% rox. equivalent of 10 storey building with
a commercial ground floorsod TeSidential in the remaining floor)

Secticn 16.27 \/

Within the suburian of the city (developed after 1920) low rise buildings will be
considered % f(including cases where demolition and replacement of the

existing buildingNg#curs) except in the following areas:

+ Major development areas identified in this Development Plan for which a
Local Area Plan or Development Brief will be prepared

s« Larger development sites — sites of greater than 0.5 hectares (or one
residential block) which are capatle of accommaodating their own intrinsic

character without having an adverse impact on their neighbours

Map 2 & 7 identifies the locations
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Section 16.38 refers to the requirements for tall buildings as strategic landmarks

Development Standards

Chapter 16 Part C Residential Development sets out the residential standards.
Section 16.9 Sustainable Residential Development.
Section 16.42 Residential Density

Section 16.43-45 Residential Mix

Section 16.46 Residential Design @
Section 16.57 Apartments %

Section 16 60 Open Space Requirement

Part C sets out guidance in relation to (but m@o) residential mix, dual aspect

and unit size.
Built Heritage & Archaeology: ®

Objective 9 1 Strategic Obfective: Byailt Heritage and Archaeclogy
Objective 9 4 Archa@*entage
Objective 9 of pstablished Archaeological Interest.

Objective 9.7 Pr¥servation of Archaeological remains in silu
Objective 9.18 Industrial Archaeology
Objective 9.28 Protection of NIAH and other structures of Built Heritage Interest.

Draft Development Plan Process

The process of preparing a new Cork City Develcpment Plan is currently underway

and | refer the Board to process-overview.pdf (corkcity ie) in relation to timeline for
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7.0

7.1

same (in particular page 13). In summary, | note that the Chief Executive's Report
will issue to full Council to consider and make plan with cr without amendments
between 25" May 2022- 27" June 2022 The new Development Plan will take effect
between 27" June 2022- 8" August 2022

Designated Sites
The Zone of Influence has been identified to include European Sites that have a

hydrological connection with the proposed development site, as follows:

Special Areas of Conservation (SAC)

Great Island Channel SAC (Site Code 001058) - approximate@
ggi?

Special Protection Areas (SFA)

Cork Harbour SPA (Site Code 004030) - approximat%i
Third Party Submissions ®

In total, 16 submissions were received, 8{ which 5 no. of these are from Prescribed
Bodies (An Taisce; DAA: TIl: Irish '

NTA). The remaining submissions are
from residents of properties in , community/theatre/homeless groups and
other interested parties andgffe iss raised are broadly similar in nature. The
contents of the submissi s%ed from Prescribed Bodies are further detailed
below in section 8 All submysions have been taken into account in my assessment

Reference is maé{/ pertinent issues, which are expanded upon, within the

Principle of Development- many submissions acknowledge the need for housing in

main assess

the area, proposal should form part of overall strategy for greater Blackpool village
area, area unsuitable for further development; a proposal that takes account of lives
of families and children would be welcomed

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
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Height, Scale, Density and Design- excessive height; impacts on adjoining build'ngs,

oversized and unsuitable; out of character with existing development in Ard Patrick
Avenue; density concerns

Quality of Apariment Design- no amenity spaces; no childcare provision; no

playground/sports area, unit mix not suitable for families

impacts on Existing Amenities- impacts on light, overlocking overshadowing,

impacts on safety/security; impacts on privacy (Parcel C facing Ard Patrick Avenue).
impacts on views, lack of suitable infrastructure; Community Infrastructure needs to
be undertaken, impacts on street view of Graffiti theatre and Cork r

%. lack of

Traffic and Transport- inadequate vehicular and pedestrian inf@styu

parking, proposed bicycle parking will not address lack of &g A& provision;

additional bicycle parking, with electric bicycle chargingwer argo bike spaces,
with cleaning and repairs areas needed, concerns Z( ™y overflow parking and
possible need for gating of existing developn%ﬁu lic transport infrastructure;

increased traffic congestion; additional traffic o e’'s Road. no provision for

delivery services. road safety parli children; appropriateness of location of

pedestrian crossing on Pope’s jdill] WeMs regarding pedestrian crossings; no
dedicated set-down at Popgfs Hill \§gfe access across Watercourse Road needed,

should include car sha%;:mas creation of traffic hazard
m

Architectural Heritade- s on Hewitt's Mill buildings; alterations to window opes;
more appropy, g{e/o mill as a creative/small-scale workshop/cultural hub

Amenities/Ac o Open Space- removal of open space: impacts on visual

amenities; lack of open space proposed; overspill onto green spaces in Ard Patrick
Estate

Environmental- should be a zero waste development; needs to adaptable to future
needs of residents; concerns regarding flooding; inadequacy and deficiencies of EIA,
the Board lacks ecological and scientific expertise nor does not appear 10 have
access to such expertise

Appropriate Assessment- insufficient informaticn provided and does not comply with

relevant legislation
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8.0

8.1

Legal Matters- proposal does not meet definition of SHD; proposal not of

national/strategic importance in terms of MC of Development Plan

Other Matters- existing residents will need to relocate if proposal permitted:

devaluation of property; proposal should enhance the social and cultural life of the
area; impacts on Graffiti creative centre, lack of infrastructure drawings for Pope’s
Hill junction; procedural matter relating to website; inadequacy of site notice; Part V
location and quantum; viability of propesed development; payment of outstanding
levies prior to granting of permission, external storage should be provided; Christy

Ring sculpture should be placed on Hewit's Mill site

A submission was received from Cork Foyer, youth homele %é which raises
r

concerns with regards the very close proximity of the S their service and

possible creation of future neighbourhood tensigns otentially, new and long-

lasting neighbourhood issues. Concerns thaw:ll damage what has been
achieved to date with this sector and coyld furth®=Mmarginalise young people that
they house and support through stig %ﬂ", of its service and end-users. They
also raise concerns in relation {ghé\ght, Yack of parking facilities and traffic

congestion. Welcomes thefegeneNgpion of the local area and not opposed to

development of new ho% eels that height, number of units and car parking
in

needs to be addre s&jr
Planning ﬂ% W Submission

In compliance with section 8(5)(a) of the 2016 Act the planning authority for the area

rto achieve a sustainable and inclusive community.

in which the proposed development is located. Cork City Council, submitted a report
of its Chief Executive Officer in relation to the proposal. This was received by An
Bord Pleanala on 10" January 2022. The report may be summarised as follows:

Information Submitted by the Planning Authority

Details were submitted in relation to the background and development description,
proposed development, key documents, planning history. submissions, summary of

Prescribed Body submissions, views of Elected Members, planning assessment and
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key considerations. Appendix B includes internal reports in full. Appendix C contains

recommended condilions

Summary of Inter-Departmental Reports
City Architect

Proposal is a welcome intervention along the N20 and the re-use of Hewitt's Mill is

commendable.

Architectural Conservation Officer

The re-development of this building is welcomed in principle however not at the
expense of historic fabric or historic character. Hewitt's Mills is bocorded
Monument (Ref No CO10789) and also listed on the Nationa) R, Wil

Architectural Heritage (NIAH Reg No 20862040)

The approach of breaking up the mass of the new elgemns € rear elevation is to

n¥istoric mill and should

be welcomed and 1s a good approach. The structu
read as an historic mili after its redevelopme irgatment of the ornginal window

opes in this scheme is not acceptable and goe nst basic conservation

guidelines showing serious consideragQONQf the significance and character of the

building has not been part of the .% ocess. This design is not sensitive to the
original character of the structurd\haw#{ such a negative impacl visually and

amounting to such a losg oNsigrictabric of the structure. The proposed first floor

itP\the §istoric character of the Mill. The removal of the oniginal

arrangement of balcgaies' \Rpd ¥rge windows replacing the original arched windows
Is not in keeping Q)\

fenestration peeN{ a gharacter defining feature in any mill, is not acceptable and
not to conse guidelines standard

This building in particular, is one of the larger more significant industrial buildings in
Cork especially as it retains much of its original internal and external features. It is
also of historical significance being the largest distilleries in Ireland in 1836 reflecting
Corks importance in 18th and 19th century whiskey manufacture in Ireland and
Northern Europe. Heritage such as this is unique, finite and important. It is vital that

Recorded Monuments be treated with respect

Drainage Division:

In general, the standard of the documentation submitted is unsatistactory and the
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approach to storm water management, SuDS strategy and pollution control requires
additional effort. However, in the absence of being able to request further

information, these items can be addressed by way of condition
Water Services:

No design proposals for water distribution have been provided by the applicant and
as such Cerk City Council Water Services is unable to comment on the internal
layout and proposed connection points. The applicant/developer shall engage with
Cork City Council Water Services following the preparation of a water distribution

design in accordance with the Irish Water Code of Practice for Water Infrastructure

and the Irnsh Water — Water Infrastructure Standard Details Q
Infrastructure Development: %
Condition attached

Traffic Regulation and Safety:

Proposed development to be in an area that “
Guidelines as an Intermediate Urban Area wheNag
<ing distance from Kent Railway Station

educed parking standard may

be applied The development is 1.8 ks

and 1.3 km walking distance from %
20-25 minutes. The target moug\%& ighly ambitious with a private car use at
5%. Given the overall city, taCug ATS as 49% for 2040 and the location of the

developmentin an iritq: ate~lirban area, it is considered that the correct balance

entre with walking times of approximately

has not been achi for4his development

Should addit %g be considered appropriate for this development with
access from ;%l at the junction of Assumption Road. consideration needs tc be
given to improvements at this junction. This junction is a high accident location with a
known road safety issue highlighted in the previous report for right turning
movements from the N20 onte Assumption Road. Any improvements to the junction
will need to be agreed and designed with the agreement and approval of Tll and

Cork City Council

MMP- There are some inconsistencies in the plan — walking times from the
development for Shalom park and Kennedy park are noted as under 5 minutes when

in fact these green spaces are in the regicn of 28-30 minutes walking time. St
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82

83

Patricks street 1s noted as an 11 minute walk but this is in fact approx. 20 minutes

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

The mode share proposed needs to be revisited and justified in line with the plans for

the city taking into account the location of the development
Recommended conditicns attached

Urban Roads & Street Design (Planning)

Conditions atlached

Chief Fire Officer.
Some elements give rise to concern; consultation recommended Q

Environment Section <</
Conditions attached ( %

Housing Directorate:

The Housing Directorate is advised that the |g ch the proposed

development relates were purchased by the %
2015 and 31st July 2021 Therefore % sccial and affordable Part V

der between 1st September

requirement recently introduced b ordable Housing Act, 2021, does not apply

in this instance \

No objections

An assessment of ti{e propdwal has been undertaken by the planning authority and

reference has Dé&:g to same within the main body of my report. The
assessmen as follows.

o asplit deCision should be issued, granting planning permission for the
proposed developments at Parcel A and Parcel C and retusing planning

permission for the proposed development at Parcel B

The report includes a summary of the views of relevant Elected Members, as
expressed at an online meeting held due to Covid-19 restrictions on 16/12/2021 and

are broadly summarised below

» Overdevelopment of site/needs of community not being met
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9.0

9.1

0.2

» Exclusive BTR nature of proposed development/viability/gentrification of

area/creation of transient community/unsustainable community
» Impacts on cultural heritage/building of great historic value
+ Design of proposed unit/uninspiring and generic
« Lack of childcare provision
« Lack of social housing
e Lack of parking/safety concerns

« Residential standards-soundproofing

Prescribed Bodies \2%/

The applicant was required to notify the following Pr c.gfyomes prior to making
the application: &

1. Insh Water Q
2. An Chomhairle Ealaion
3. Failte Ireland %
4  The Heritage Council ‘X‘
5 An Taisce- the Nahcga?u for Ireland
,Lacal Government and Heritage

8 Department o 1%
7. NTA Q)
8. TI <</

9. Cork ®1Idcare Committee

In total, five Prescribed Bodies have responded and the following is a brief summary

of the points raised. Reference to more pertinent issues are made within the main

assessment
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Irish Water
Water

Confirms that a water connection to the public network is feasible and is not subject

to any upgrades
Wastewaler

Confirms that a wastewater connection to the public network is feasible and Is not

; i water
NSUnMry, which 1s

sreflected in the

subject to any upgrades
Design Acceplance

The applicant is entirely responsible for the design and constru

and/or wastewater infrastructure within the development redl

necessary to faciltate connection(s) te Irish Water's net%,

applicants Design Submission.
Recommended conditions attached Q;

An Taisce
Concerns expressed at approach pr d for the Mill building. Significant
adjustments are proposed which sletely incompatible with its status as a

NIAH-registered building {F’.c«sg"ﬁ6 0862040, national monument Ref No
C0O074-116). The Mill d té:je te eighteenth century, with some adjustments
since then It reman<ﬂ) sotd sandstone structure and retains its historic

character and fo

The Mill is a (ains of a larger dislillery complex which was an important part

of Cork’s histonMiistilling heritage, and particularly the social and industrial heritage

of the Blackpool/Matercourse Road area

Very supportive of residential developments, which are badly needed in the city. and
notes that a large number of apartments can be provided on this site, without the
need to adjust the Mill building to the extent proposed. Considers that a more
measured and sympathetic approach is required to its conversicn, so as (o avoid

irreparable damage te its heritage.
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Transport Infrastructure lreland (TIl)

The Authority will rely on planning authority to abide by official policy in relation to
development on/affecting national roads as outlined in DoECLG Spatial Planning
and National Roads Guidelines for Planning Authorities (2012), subject te the

following:.

« The Authority will entertain no future claims in respect of impacts (e.g. noise
and visual) cn the proposed development, if approved, due to the presence of
the existing road or any new roaa scheme which is currently in planning.

e The Authority requests that the Council has regard to the provisions of

uidelines in

piNvation.

Chapter 3 of the DoECLG Spatial Planning and National

the assessment and determination of the subject plan

National Transport Authority (NTA) C
Notes the provision of permeability through the deyel ite ‘Parcel A’ and
notes that potential for such permeability in rema\in rcels is limited by their

configuration and isolated plot size Q

Supports the principle of higher densi velopment at the proposed location and

minimisation of parking provision if eustified on the basis of a reasonable

provision of safe and convenieﬁ&a o alternative modes of transport and where
such an apprcach would ncf adyersMy interfere with the integrity or capacity of the

surrcunding road netwo&\’
Q‘T

Not satisfied that jAe \urreypt envircnmental conditions pertaining to the local area,
transport objgetweX stagtutory provisions of the Cork City Development Plan or
ministerial gu s provide sufficient justification in this instance and at this time,

to warrant the minimal level of parking on which the proposed development is based.

Situated on the busy N20 arterial rcute, circa 1 8km from Kent frain station. 1 4km
from Parnell bus station and 1 4km from the city centre (Patrick Street), all of which
lie beyond the preferred 800m walkability catchment as defined in CMATS nor is i
currently well served by significant high frequency public transport. Currently no
cycle infrastructure linking this area with either the city centre or Blackpool shopping
centre or other transport nodes and the existing pedestrian infrastructure is confined

tc existing narrow footpaths adjacent to all three proposed development parcels
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10.0

10.1

Proposal has potential to create an off-site parking demand on adjoining public roads
and streets, which could potentially give rise to vehicular congestion, conflict
between vehicular and pedestrian/cycle movement and in general run counter to the
CMATS objectives of providing for enhanced envircnment for public transport,
walking and cycling Safequarding the operational integrity of the N20 and junctions
at this gateway positicn 1o the city centre is also vital to ensure its safe and efficient

cperation

Considers that the application has not clearly demonstrated how the proposed

minimal level of parking with align with the policies of CMATS as well as statutory

planning policy Q
Considers that additional interventions would be required to | G lic realm,

site and the city

pedestrian/cycle connectivity and permeability between t

centre and the Blackpool local cenire in order to just nsity development

with minimal car parking at this lecation.

Having regard to the three distinct and sepa Xegls of development that make
up the procposed development, consideration s be given to the enhancement of

the physical environment and public REERNd footpath infrastructure between each
%
A report was also recea%)m ublin Airport Authority, as follows:
c(_ itéf gS )

Noc commen

Oral Hear&equest

An Oral Hearing request was submitted by cne party, Blackpool Community Co-

of these blocks to provide for | welopment coherence and legibility and

enhanced pedestrian and cygclin nment, permeability and connectivity

Dublin Airport Aut

Operative Service Centre Lid. The issues raised can be broadly summarised as

follows:

« Increase in develocpments in recent times and impacts of Blackpool ACA and
Historic Street Character Area

+« Lack of sutable infrastructure, Community Infrastructure Assessment needs
to be undertaken before development permitted

» Impacts on Hewitl Distillery building
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10.8

11.0

11.0.2

e |mpacts on views of Cork Foyer and Graffiti Theatre
¢ Puts forward proposal to develop mill building into a Community Hub (as per
their submission to Draft Development Plan)

« Flooding concerns

Section 18 of the 2016 Act provides that, before deciding if an oral hearing for a
strategic housing development application should be held. the Board: (i) Shall have
regard to the exceptional circumstances requiring the urgent delivery of housing as
sel out in the Action Plan for Housing and Homelessness, and (i) Shall only hold an

oral hearing if it decides, having regard to the particular circumsta of the

application, that there is a compelling case for such a hearing %

These matters and others all form part of the various elgmen™of Iny assessment
throughout this report. In addition, | note the thorougRMsgs detailed
consideration provided by the planning authoritynstaW{\ry consultees and observers

I am satisfied that given the amount of materig

#me, areasoned decision can

be made by the Board. | do not considegthat the®is a compelling case to hold a

hearing. Inthis instance, it was degyg

and therefore the request for a

e were nNo exceptional circumstances

Mg was refused.

Assessment

This assessment j ideq Ifito a Planning Assessment, an Appropriate Assessment
and an Envirg al [pnpact Assessment Screening. In each assessment, where
necessary, | r the issues raised by Prescribed Bodies and observers in

submissions to the Board, together with the Chief Executive Repont, in response to

the application.

There is an inevitable overlap between the assessments, with matters raised
sometimes falling within more than one of the assessments. In the interest of brevity,
matters are not repeated but such overlaps are indicated in subsequent sections of

the report.
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1.1

1111

1192

Planning Assessment

| have had regard to all the documentation before me, including, inter alia, the report
of the planning authority. the submissions received, the provisions of the Cork City
Development Plan 2015, relevant section 28 Ministerial guidelines, National Planning
Framework: Cork Metropolitan Area Transport Strategy, provisions of the Planning
Acts, as amended and associated Regulations and the nearby designated sites. |
have visited the site and its environs  In my mind. the main issues relating to this

application are:

» Principle of Froposed Development

* Proposed Build-to-Rent Units Q

e Open Space Provision %<</

» Impacts on Architectural Heritage

« Design Approach/Plot Ratio and Site §ov 2&,!\[)&nsuty.’AspchMaierials

Strategy g

e Building Height/Visual Amenitx

e Impacts on Existing Re Amenity

« Quality of Propo ReNdential Development
e« Trafficand T porigfion

X

| draw to the atté™tion of the Board to the fact that a Material Contravention

Statement was submitted with the application. It deals with a number of issues
including relation to (i) building height (ii) plot ratio (i) housing mix (iv) apartment
sizes (v) dual aspect and (vi) private amenity space. These matters shall be
addressed further within the main planning assessment. However in the interests of
clarity, 1 highlight to the Board that the only matter | consider to be a material
contravention of the operative City Development Plan relates to building height. All

other matters contained within the submitted Material Contravention Statement are
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.48

11.2

11.21

11.2.2

11.2.3

1124

considered not to be a material contravention of the operative City Development
Plan. This is dealt with below.

| highlight to the Board that my two primary concerns in this application relate to
public open space provision and the impacts that this would have on the residential
amenity of future occupiers, together with concerns regarding impacts on
architectural heritage. Other matters raised in this assessment are of concern but
individually, it may be possible to deal with them largely by condition if the
substantive issues did not exist. However, in this instance it is my opinion that given
the number of matters raised, cumulatively they amount tc a development that

requires further refinement.

Principle of Proposed Development %:

| highlight to the Board that many of the submissions re(elv: elcome the principle
of development of these sites and the regeneration o agaa, but have concerns

regarding the specifics of the proposal put forwaxd i current application.

The lands are zoned ‘Objective Z04 Resident al Services and Institutional

Uses’ which seeks ‘To protect and proviNe for residential uses, local services.

institutional uses, and civic uses rd to employment policies cutlined in

de

zoning objective. The plannfhg autiyrity state that the site is appropriately zoned for

development such as th&;’ yod. Having regard to the nature and scale of
take|

Chapter 3. Residential uses a permissible in principle under this land use

n conjunction with existing development within the

development propaskd, ta
wider area, | am<{e/ ion that the proposal generally accords with the zZoning

objective for %
Having regard o the nature and scale of development proposed, namely an

application for 191 residential units, located on lands on which such development is
permissible under the zoning objective, | am of the cpinion that the proposed
development falls within the definition of Strategic Housing Development, as set out
In section 3 of the Planning and Development (Housing) and Residential Tenancies
Act 2016,

The proposal has the potential to deliver a high density development in a strategic
location close to major transport infrastructure enabling the city ‘to accommodate a

greater proportion of its growth within its metropolitan boundaries through
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11:2:5

1126

11.2.7

regeneration and redevelocpment projects’ (NPF, Naticnal Strategic Outcome 1) and
‘encourage more people and generate more jobs and activity within the city’ (NPF,
National Policy Objective 11). | also refer the Board to the Regional Spatial &
Economic Strategy for the Southern Region 2019-2031, in particular RPO 10:
Compact Growth in Metropolitan Areas. which in order to achieve compact growth
seeks to prioritise housing and employment development in locations within and
contiguous to existing city footprints where it can be served by public transport,

walking and cycling. This is considered to be one such site.

In addition to the above, | have also had regard to the Council's Core Strategy with

respect to housing The operative City Development Plan seeks mote
intensitication and consclidation of the city | note Strategic G% > operative

City Development Plan seeks to increase population and hQus within the city
area and to create a compact sustainable city |am of % on that the principle

of a development, which provides for the delivery Qf underpins the

principles of a compact city, with good public LaNpC ptions planned for and a
range of services and amenities existing with tablished area of the city. | am

fully satisfied that the proposal is in congliance with the cperative City Development

Plan in this regard g

Having regard to all of the abo%ﬂ f the opinion that the proposal accords with
the zoning objective for &: residential being a permissible use within the
operative City Develgpmagt P Such zoned lands can contribute lowards the
,ﬂ%
| note that cfEDKe gubmissions received raises concerns with regards the three
individual parcNsAf land and how this complies with the provisions of the SHD

legislation. | am of the opinion that the principle of the proposal complies with the

housing require

provisions of the SHD legislation in this regard and | note the Board have previously
determined on other similar such sites (for example ABP-308228-20). The three
sites are physically proximate to each other and pedestrian upgrade works are
proposed between the sites. Residents of all three parcels will have access 10
residential amenity facilities within Parcels A and B. However, details of how the
development will be delivered in a cohesive manner as a single SHD proposal
should have been submitted with the application documentation The applicants

state that the submitted landscape masterplan clearly sets out how each parcel will
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11.2.8

11.3

11.3.1

11.32

11.3:3

link to each other through the provision of pedestrian junction upgrades along the
public road. While | acknowledge this, | note that it is stated that the proposal is
expected to take approximately 12-18 months to complete (conflicts in
documentation noted) and that no details in relation to phasing/programme of works
have been submitled in this regard. This is considered particularly important in this
nstance in order to ensure that the development would be completed in a cohesive
manner, including the proposed pedestrian upgrade works. If the Board were
disposed towards a grant of permission, the matier of phasing could be dealt with by

means of condition

To conclude. | am satisfied with the principle of the development ed on these
propriate

parcels and | welcome the regeneration of these brownfield sit€s. T
r streetscape at

re-development of these lands has the potential to create aQ |

this location, while the benefits to the wider community @5 cf pedestrian

upgrade works are noted and welcomed 8\

Proposed Build-to-Rent Units g‘
The attention of the Board is drawn to the fact thithis is 2 build-fo-rent scheme. |

\LNits has been raised in many of the

highlight that the principle of proposgd\g

third party submissions received, i diy*those received from Elected Members

There is concern with regarga the Wxclusively rental nature of the development, the

opinion that it i1s an uns% 'eform of development; would be out of character
pie

with existing owner amily dwellings in the vicinity and would lead to the

creation of a trangent unity. Neither the planning authority nor Prescribed

Bodies have terns in this regard.

The application izMdccompanied by a '‘Commentary on the Private Rented Sector
Market Demand’ Report, which seeks 1o provide a justification for the use proposed

| am generally satisfied with the information contained therein.

Section 5 of the Sustainable Urban Housing Design Standards for New Apariments,
2020 provides guidance on the build-te-rent (BTR) sector |1 is noted that these
guidelines were updated in 2020. They define BTR as “purpose bullt residential
accommodation and associated amenities built specifically for long-term rental that is

managed and serviced in an institutional manner by an institutional landlord”. These
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11.3.4

(b) Accompanied by detail

schemes have specific distinct characteristics which are of relevance to the planning
assessment. The ownership and management of such a scheme is usually carried
out by a single entity_ In this regard, a ‘Build to Rent Management Plan' has been

submitted with the application.

| refer the Board to the provisions of Specific Planning Pclicy Requirement 7 which

provides that:
BTR development must be

(a) Described n the public notices associated with a planning application

specifically as a 'Build-to-Rent’ housing development that unambiguously

categorises the project (or part thereof) as a long-term rgm sing
scheme, to be accompanied by a propesed Covenan®NN€gal agreement
turther to which appropriate planning conditions grrayNe Mached to any grant

of permission 1o ensure that the deueiopmenﬁin. as such. Such
m

conditicns include a requirement that thg deNg ert remains cwned and
operated by an institutional entity an‘ status will continue to apply for
a minimum period of not less than 15 y&adand that similarly no individual

residential units are sold or re! eparately for that period:

s for supporting communal and
recreational amenityes to rovided as part of the BTR development These
facilities to be cggorisegl as:

(1) Resi @p ort facilities — comprising of facilities related to the
development for residents such as laundry tacilities

¥nd management facilities, maintenance/repair services, waste

manag®ment facilities, etc

(i) Residential Services and Amenities — comprising of facilities for
communal recreaticnal and other activities by residents including sperts
facilities, shared TV/lounge areas, wark/study spaces, function rcoms for

use as private dining and kitchen facilities, etc.

11.3.5 The statutory notices for the proposed residential development describe the scheme

as build-to-rent. The proposal is accompanied by a proposed covenant or legal

agreement, as required under SPPR 7(a) | am satisfied that details relating tc a
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11.36

11.3.7

11.3.8

legal covenant/agreement could be adequately dealt with by means of condition, if
the Board is disposed towards a grant of permission

In terms of resident support facilities and resident services and amenities. | note that
the proposal includes for the provision of dedicated resident's amenities and facilities
of stated floor area of approximately 907 square metres These facilities/services
are divided between Parcels A and B, with no such facilities provided within Parcel
C I highlight to the Board that all Part \ units are located within Parcel C The
preposed facilities include for a gym, lounge areas, work/study areas and
kitchen/dining areas. The planning autherity consider it appropriate to request the
omission of two apartments to provide for on-site amenity for resir%n Parcel C.

Further they consider that the inclusion of a green roof would 4’{:;
the amenity enjoyed by residents and also minimise any

y increase
eruse of the
adjoining public open space that was provided as part enue development

| note these concerns of the planning authority andw t disagree with their

obinion. Q

| note that a Site Specific Apartment Manggement Strategy has been submitted with

the applicaticn. The information coris
little information specific 1o this o

to the management of residgnt amdgty facilities or car parking management are

erein 1s generic in nature and contains

evelopment. | note that no detalls relating

contained within this do ent._Jis unclear if the proposed gym is solely for
residents of the prop(sed deyelopment. In additicn | highlight to the Board that a
Building Life Cy

e
accordance W@ 6.13 of the Sustainable Urban housing: Design Standards
for New Apartmewss (2020), which states that this report should have regard tc the

long term management and maintenance of the proposed development

as not submitted with the application documentation in

Notwithstanding this, the matter of management could be adequately dealt with by

means of condition, if the Board were disposed towards a grant of permissicn

SPPR 8 sets out proposals that qualify as specific BTR development in accordance
with SPPR 7. In this regard. no restrictions on dwelling mix apply. | note that the
proposal does not accerd with the provisions of the operative City Development Plan
in terms of unit mix (Table 16.4). | shall deal with this matter below in section 11 9

Itis noted that some of the third party submissions received raise concerns in
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11.3.9

relation to the proposed unit mix, material contravention of the cperative City
Development Plan in this regard and a perceived lack of farmily friendly units. The
planning autherity have not raised concern in relation to this matter. The matter will

be dealt with further below

Under SPPR 8, flexibility also applies in relation to the provision of a propartion of
the storage and private amenity spaces associated with individual units and in
relation to the provision of all of the communal amenity space (as set out in Appendix
1 of aforementioned Apariment Guidelines), on the basis of the provision of
alternative, compensatory communal support facilities and amenitiggwithin the

development. Matters of private open space and storage have 2 ed in some

of the third parties submissions received. | shall also deal Wi INGsE Tiatlers in

following sections

Principle of Build-to-Rent Units sv

11.3.10 As stated above, | highlight to ihe Board thatt er of the principle of build-to-

rent units has been raised in many of

those received from Elected Mem'
concerns in this regard. \

ird party submissions received, including

e planning authority has not raised

11.3.11 At the outset, | fully ack =199 the aforementioned national policy guidance with

regards to the provi ofRIR development and the need for same in certain areas,
ergnt s

catering to thosg/at tages of the lifecycle. those where home ownership

may not be . v #Nd those who have a preference/need for smaller units. Such
build-to-rent uM\sdfer choice and flexibility to people and can provide viable long-

term housing solutions. The Apartment Guidelines acknowledge that such schemes

are larger-scale apartment developments that typically include several hundred units.

11 3 12 The proposal has the potential to provide a balance to existing development, namely

it will provide good quality rental units catering to individuals and smaller households
in the main. within an area which has traditionally been well served with family,
owner-occupied homes. Supporting community facilities and public realm amenities
exist within the wider area. The proposal will introduce a new housing typology in

the locality that will complement and enhance the existing mix and type of residential
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development in the wider area. The matter of affordability, as raised in some of the
third party submissions, is outside the remit of this planning assessment

11.3 13 There is some disagreement between the applicant and the planning authority with
regards distances to public transport/facilities/employment bases. The applicants
state that the subject site is located less than one kilometre from Cork city centre
well within the 15-minute walk criteria and that Kent Train Station is located c. 1km
from the site. The planning authority dispute this and state that the development is
1.8 km walking distance from Kent Railway Station and 1.3 km walking distance from
the city centre with walking times of approximately 20-25 minutes. | consider the
distances cited by the planning authority to be more accurate tha e cited in the
applicaticn documentaticn | also note that the applicants stat 11:%3 employers

such as Apple, Blizzard Entertainment and Mercy Hospitalgre Wl roximately 1km

of the site. within 15-minute proximity. | note that from l@b tt's Mill site, goegle
T

?@ o the Apple
m) Notwithstanding these

ose to the city centre within an

maps states it is a 21 minute walk to the Mercy ho

Distribution Centre it is stated as being 41 min wNk

Q

established urban area, proximate to ext\gting and planned public transport facilities

inaccuracies, | acknowledge the location of t

| also note its proximity to nearby ict and local centres. | am satisfied that
the principle of a build-to-rent ;%wtable and justifiable at this location. The
site is located close to a hoglof emgleyment bases, together with educational,
sporting, cultural and ¢ erciayfacilities. Revenue and Irish Examiner offices are

and the site is proximate to Blackpool district centre.

immediately oppositﬁd)

| note the nagh% entre zoning on the opposite side of the N20. | note that
the site is se
environs and les?

207A, 248 and 235 The application site is located along the N20 National Road

Eireann routes 203 and 215 which service Cork city and its

S
an 5 minutes’ walk from Bus Eireann bus stops servicing the

which has been identified in the Draft Transport Strategy as a “core bus corridor”. |
refer the Board to the section ‘Traffic and Transporiation’ where capacity and
frequency of existing public transport, together with planned public transport

upgrades In the vicinity are addressed in detail
Conclusion

11.2.14 | am satisfied that this is an appropriate location for such a BTR development. The

principle of a development of this nature has the potental to contribute positively to
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this established urban neighbcurhood. The proposal has the potential to add to the
variety of housing types within the area. There is an acknowledged demand for
housing in many sectors of society, with all sectors having varying needs and
requirements. This proposed BTR scheme provides accommodation for one of
those sectors, namely those where home ownership may not be a priority and/or for
those who need/desire a smaller unit. | am satisfied that quality accommodaticn is
being provided for in this instance- | have concerns regarding open space provision
and subsequent impacts on residential amenity  These are addressed further below.
| have considered the concerns raised in the submissions received in relation to the
creation of a transient population and the lack of creation of a sust ble

community. | have no information before me to believe that thefr will not lead

to the creation of a sustainable community and no evidence IRs\Reep put forward in

the submissions to validate these clams. If the Board ggra
to a

proposed development, a condition should be attac ny such grant o reflect
that this is a bulld-to-rent scheme, available for QngNeXn rentals only

ingMypermission for the

11.3.15 Importantly current Government policy in rel_ R units is noted, as set out in

11.4

11.4.1

the Apartment Guidelines (2020) Having regard 1o all of the above, | consider that

the principle of BTR cn this urban g ptable as it is consistent with policies
and intended outcomes of cur& nment policy.

Open Space Provis)

Many of the third p subNssions received have raised concerns in relation to this
aspect of the prgbosNngmely the lack of public open space provided within the

proposed s N, ther with concerns that the existing public open space
associated adjoining Ard Patrick Avenue development will be over-
subscribed as future residents in this current scheme utilise it due to lack of provision
within the proposed development. Some of the third party submissions contend that
the proposal does not provide adequate open space to relax, rest and play and are
of the opinion that inadequate public open space is proposed. The planning
authority note that the Statement of Consistency, when assessing the proposed
development against the requirements of the 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 documeni. Table 16 6 of the

CCDP sets out that at least 10% of any residential develocpment must be set aside
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11.4.4

for public open space provision  The planning authority further state that it is
appropriate to highlight the lack of usable public / communal open space provision in
the proposed development as it may point to overdevelopment. They request that
the Board include this in their consideration of the proposed development.

Context

It is noted that a Landscape Design Rationale Report and associated drawings have
been submitted with the application documentation.

I highlight to the Board that the submitted Architect's Design Statement gives figures
for communal and public open space provision It is unclear how thage figures are
arrived at and the submitted drawings do not clearly differentia b

open space areas (communal/public). It is stated in the Mate™M Xontsavention

differing

Statement that ‘there is more than adequate public opegBpae Phovided for the
development in the range of 36%". It i1s unclear to mvw\th' figure was arrived at
fr

In terms of communal open space, | note the pruis

A and Parcel B Q

oof terraces within Parcel

Public Open Space

The Development Plan sets out %
such lands, namely a requiremeRt fOXIG
sections 4.15- 4.21 (inclusie) cf théyGuidelines for Planning Authorities on

in relation te public open space on

of the site area (Table 16 8). | note

Sustainable Residential'DRvelog#ent in Urban Areas (2009) deals with the matter of

%gn d for sites such as that proposed, states that public
nevdlly be provided at a minimum rate of 10% of the total site

public open space

open space sho
area The ap €s not adequately address the matter of public open space
provision within thé submitted reports, except, as stated above, in the Material
Contravention Statement, where they state that public open space in the range of
36% is provided for. Again, it is unclear to me how this figure is arrived at  The only
area that could be calculated as public open space in my mind. is that to the north of
Parcel C adjoining the existing open space associated with the Ard Patrick
development. This proposed area measures approximately 120 square metres by
my calculations, representing approximately 1 5% of the overall site area However
I highlight to the Board that it is a steep inaccessible. overgrown area at the current

time with littering evident The landscaping proposals do not appear to include for
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1146

any works to it (see Drwg. No. 20365-3-140) and no cross sections have been
provided through it. This area is to remain as existing. namely a steep, inaccessiple
and unusable piece of residual land. In my opinion. it should not be counted as part

as the public open space calculations.

The applicants do not adequately address this matier in the submitted
documertaticn. which is an omission In my mind, if a justification had been put
forward in the documentation for the shortfall, it may have been appropriate tc apply
a condition in lieu of public open space provision. However, the shortfall is so great
that in my opinion, it would be inappropriate to apply such a levy in this instance I
highlight to the Board that the applicants have not addressed this %m terms of

material contravention of the operative City Development Plan

The open space provided in Parcel A is considered 1o be O nature, leftover

after the placement of the blocks. The submitted Archit I'®esign Statement in

reference to public open space identifies it as 'Incid anting and circulation

accurately described as a walkway | ubmitted documentation- it provides
access to the blocks and connecti ugh from Assumption Road to North City
CO

Link Road. None of these spaCi # be considered usable, approprate public

area’. | would concur with this description T, a phhe east and west of the

area between the two blocks is

blocks provide a buffer from the roadways. w

open space offering a mix %Ie nd passive uses. In terms of Parcel B, again

the area to the west gf thiA\exis#fig mill building provides access 1o the proposed

units and provideg a\ouffer Petween the mill and the busy N20 link road. The area to

the north of thadNs esidual, left-over space- north facing. surrounded on three
N

reference to public open space identifies it as ‘incidental planting and circulation

sides by roa Before. the submitted Architectural Design Statement in

area’ Inadequate landscaping details have been submitted for this parcel. The
areas between the proposed cluster blacks are considered to be communal in
nature- set down area for refuse trucks is located as part of this area. The remaining
space with Parcel B is designated for car parking. In terms of Parcel C, no adequate
details as to how the proposed 1.5% public open space s to be landscaped or
rendered accessible have been submitted or how it would integrate with the
adjoining open space to the east. As stated above, it is to remain as an unusable,

inaccessible piece of residual land.
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11.4.7

11.4.8

Section 16.19 of the operative City Development Plan states that public cpen space
will normally be required in all developments, apart from in exceptional
circumstances. Exceptional circumstances would include. - Where developments are
close to existing public parks and other amenity facilities; - Smaller residential and
commercial develcpments where it may not be appropriate to provide public open
space, * The need to protect the established pattern of streets, spaces and/or
development. The proposed development of 191 residential units, removed from
immediately adjacent existing public parks and other amenity facilities is not
considered to be an exceptional circumstances, in this regard. | am not salisfied in
relation tc the public open space provision and consider that it doeg=sgt comply with
the previsions of the operative City Develocpment Plan nor nati ance
including the Urban Design Manuel and its associated 12 it %'dmg ‘Critena
No. 3 Inclusivity’ and ‘Criteria No. 8 Public Realm’. | cofsideNpis'to be a significant
failing of the prcposed scheme and consider as a re %&e proposal represents
over-development of the parcels. | consider tha he%a! would offer an

inadequate level of amenity to future occupie egard No play areas are

proposed. nor facilities for those at diffegng stag®s of the lifecycle catering to active
and passive uses. While | note the 2 open space within the vicinity, this isn't
an area exceptionally well serv m ic open space within walking distance of
the site. | again highlight tome BOgr that the distances cited by the applicant to
nearby public open spagds are inporrect. The Mobility Management Plan states that
walking times from t :;@ment to Shalom Park and Kennedy Park are under 5
minutes when in ciijbted by the planning authority, these green spaces are in
the region of €8-N tes walking time. While existing public open space should
be available I consider it would be unfair on the residents of the Ard Patrick
development to have the applicant provide a shortfall in this current scheme by
reason of the adjoining designated space within their development  Given the extent
of the shortfall, | consider it inappropriate to deal with this matier by means of the
payment of a financial contribution in lieu. | again highlight to the Board that the

matter was not dealt with in the submitted Material Contravention Statement.

Communal Open Space

In terms of communal cpen space provision, | ncte that the operative City

Development Plan does not have standards in this regard. Appendix 1 of the
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aforementioned Sustainable Urban Housing Design Standards for New Apariments

(2020) require the following minimum standards

Tahle 4
”S_‘tudlo | am? ]
One-bed 5m? 1

Two-bed (3 person) 6m?

Two-bed (4 person)  7m?

Three-bed 9m?

11.4.9 Again, as | have stated above, while the applicants have sgt fis of the

resident support facilities/resident services and ameniligs, it
they are including as communal/public open space. te

terraces within Parcel A (122 1m? and 464m?) a% rraces In Parcel B (76 2m#

untlear what areas

provision of two roof

and 66 4m?). The landscaping drawings pro @
landscaping/treatment- this matter could be deatith by condition. No communal

quate detalls for then

open space is proposed within Pargg the planning authority recommends a
roof terrace on this block. In agdi o again note that no resident support
facilities/resident services amypities are proposed within Parcel C. | consider
that inadequate inform or%een submitted in this regard and there seems to be
:bcpentation between communal open space (external) and

some confusion in t

communal suppdrt f’gﬁiﬁs and amenities (internal). By my calculations, the
proposal wolld \RgN# In the region of 1185 square metres communal open space
The submltltectural Design Statement states that Parcel A provides 586 m?

of communal open space while Parcel B provides 143 m?, which gives a total of 729

square metres. Itis unclear what other areas, if any, the applicants are including

within their communal open space designation

11 4.10 | note SPPR 8(ii) of the Apartment Guidelines (2020) which allows for flexibility in
relation to the provision of all of the communal open space referred as set out in
Appendix 1 of these aforementioned guidelines. on the basis of the provision of
alternative, compensatory communal support facilities and amenities within the

development | highlight to the Board that this matter of communal open space was
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not addressed in the submitted Material Contraventicn Statement, with the exception
of section 3.8 which refers to ‘'community amenity space’. This section states that
Each building has a significant quantity of community amenity space, and a
centralized area of community amenity space which is accessible from all four
bulldings provides access to a gym, community gathering spaces, work spaces and
function halls It is envisaged that the design of the proposed development will assist
In encouraging community development and quality communal spaces within the
application site’. In this regard, it is unclear if the applicants are referring 1o the
proposed future community residing within the proposed developrent or if elements
ot the proposed development will be available for wider communityesg. | again note
that no communal support facilities and amenities are provide rce! C.|

s ohd amenities

consider that alternative, compensatory communal support facNit
are not sufficient to compensate tor the shortfall in comrﬂuna nd public ocpen space
or

provided. | am not satisfied, based on the informatioR¥sgfo
will offer an adequate level of residential amenitwto e occupiers

Private Cpen Space/Material Contravention Q

11.4.11 Private open space is provided to all R ed units within the scheme, in the form of

e, that the proposal

either patic terraces/balccnies T ﬂ \g authority have not addressed the

matter of private open space p% &dne of the submissions received nctes that

the proposal materially con%s 1€ operative City Development Plan in terms of
rives€ amenity space. The planning authority do not

private open space and/orN

address this mattep c\materiél contravention.

11.4.12 The applican agdressed the matter of material contravention of the City
Development

ith regards to private open space provision within their
submitted Material Contravention Statement. Table 16.7 of the Development Flan

sets oul privale open space standards (min. requirements) as follows
e Apartments- 1 bed: 6 sqm
e Apartments- 2-bed. 8 sqm

e Apartments- 3-bed. 12 sq.m
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11.4.13 In this regard, the applicants refer to Appendix 1 of the Sustainable Urban Housing:
Design Standards for New Apartments (2020). which indicate following minimum

floor areas for private amenity space:
e Onecbed-5sgm
» Two-bed (3 persons)- 6 sg.m
» Two-bed (4 persons)- 7 sq m
e Three-bed- 9 sqm

11 4 14 The applicants further note section 3 39 of the aforementioned Guidelines which

n infill

states ‘For building refurbishment schemes on sites of any size
schemes on sites of up to 0.25ha private amenity space requy
design quality”.

relaxed in part or whole, on a case-by-case basis, subje

11 4 15 They further note the provisions of SPPR8(ii) which fQus fo) flexibility in relation to
BTR schemes. Q

11 4.16 To this end, the following is noted: g

« All apartments have private arge™Xy space In form of balconies or marked out

ground floor amenity area

+ All 1-bed units (100% i% lcony / amenity areas equal to or greater
than 5sq. m C"J
» 94% (61 unit m%\al of 65 no. units) of the proposed 2-bed units provide
j i;d

balcony;% ace equal to or greater than 7 square metres Of the 4 no

Units ss than 7 sq. m these are located Hewitt Mills building

s All 3-bed Units (6 no.) provide less than 9 sq. m of balcony space with
provisions being between 5.5 10 5 98 sq m. All 3-bed units are located in the
Hewitt Mills building.

11.4 17 | note the non-compliance with the above standard of the operative City
Development Plan. However, | do not consider this to be a material contravention of
the Plan. | highlight to the Board that | am of the opinion that this non-compliance Is
with a standard of the operative City Development Plan, not a policy of this Plan. |
have examined the provisions of section 16.7 of the operative City Plan and consider

these to be standards. | also note that the proposal does not meet the minimum
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floor areas for private amenity space in all instances, namely for units proposed
within the Hewitt's Mills site. This is considered to be a marginal non-compliance.

11.4.18 The 'Sustainable Urban Housing. Design Standards for New Apartments, Guidelines
for Planning Authorities’ (December 2020) contains SPPRs in relation to build-to rent
developments, namely SPPR7 and SPPR8. Specifically, in relation to private
amenity space requirements for build-to-rent developments, | note SPPRS (i), which
| acknowledge takes precedence over any conflicting policies and objectives of
Development Plans. SPPR8 (ii) of the Sustainable Urban Housing: Design
Standards for New Apartments (2020)) states that ‘Flexibility shall apply in relation to

the provision of a proportion of the storage and private amenity spéceNssociated

with individual units as set out in Appendix 1 and in relation t <e€g gion of all of
the communal amenity space as set oul in Appendix 1, on e 2sWVH1 the provision
of alternative, compensatory communal support facmtlecaj enities within the
development’ It is noted that such SPPRs, which I% exibility in relation to
build-to-rent developments. were not included \% 5 guidelines

11.4.19 As | have staled in the section relating to unii n nsider it reasonable to apply

the updated section 28 guidance in thy ard, which allows for flexibility in relation

to build-to-rent developments in te lvate amenity space. The City
Development Plan does not di% between build to sell or BTR, all residential
units are treated the same IG“:O to private amenity space. The Apartment

Guidelines differentiatg beN\yeerbuild to sell and BTR and state that there should be

a flexible approaciy to\grivgte’amenity space in terms of BTR schemes, SPPR 8(ii)
refers | note t Cigy Development Plan cross references national guidance. As
stated elsewh thin my assessment, | consider the preposed develcpment to be

broadly in compliance with both the operative City Development Plan and national
guidance While there is some non-compliance with City Development Plan
standards in terms of private amenity space, | do not consider this to be material in
nature. The proposal is in compliance with SPPRA(ii) of the aforementioned
Apartment Guidelines (December 2020)

11.4.20 In my opinion, while the quantum of private amenity space provision may marginally
contravene this standard of the operative City Development Plan | do not consider
this to be a material contravention of the Development Plan. The proposal broadly

complies with section 16.7 of the Plan and meets the standards of the
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aforementioned Sustainable Urban Housing: Design Standards for New Apartments
(2020) The planning authority have not addressed this matter. | am satisfied in this

regard.

11.4.21 To conclude this section, the proposal is considered to comply with SPPR 8(i1) of the

11.4.22 | am not satisfied with the proposal put forward in relation to pu

11.5

11.8.1

11.6.2

11.8.3

aforementioned Sustainable Urban Housing: Apartment Design Guidelines (2020) in
relation to private open space provision in BTR developments. | do not consider the
proposal to represent a material contravention of the City Development Plan in terms

of private amenity space, for the reasons addressed above.

Conclusion

N1unal cpen
space provision and this is one of the main issues | have withN ' osal There is
a lack of clarity in the information provided and based oprth Nnation before me, |
am not satisfied that the proposal will present a goo %famenity to future
occupiers Public open space s severely Iac:ki@ the lack of ocpen spaces
and the residual nature of those spaces, the development is considered
unsatisfactory Given the extent of shorgfall of N open space | consider that a
contribution for this shortfall would n cceplable in this instance. Interms of

private open space provision, | ac e that this is a BTR scheme and the

provisions of SPPR 8(ii) of afNemMentioned Apartment Guidelines are noted in

this regard. | am satiSFK’ ion to private open space provision.

Impacts on b{?%c}ural Heritage
lhis sectione'y linked to the following section '‘Building Height/Visual Amenity’

and | refer the Board to same

A Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment Reporl, Landscape Design Rationale
Report, Archaeological and Buill Heritage Impact Assessment and photomontages
have been submitted with the application. The submitted documentation shows the

proposed development in the conlext of the existing surrounding area.

I he submissions of third parties including Prescribed Bodies and the planning

authority are noted in this regard. Many of the third parties raise concerns regarding
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11.5.5

impacts of the proposal on visual amenity and concerns regarding impacts on
Hewitt's Mill. It 18 noted that the planning authority, Elected Members (as contained
in Chief Executive Report) and An Taisce as well as other third parties all raise
concerns in relation to the impacts of the proposal on the architectural heritage of
Hewitt's Mill (see more detailed summary of their concerns in section 9 above). The
planning authority recommend a refusal of permission in relation to this matter and

state that.

‘Having regard lo the Architectural Heritage Protection Guidelines for Planning

it Plan 2015,
the applicant has not demonstrated, based on the information s A\ that the

proposed development at Parcel B, specificaily the redevelo of flle Hewitt's

Mills building, would not have an adverse impact on rhe%!Qc\»

bulding through the removal of historic fabric and olRsgaltera)ions proposed The

Authorities, and Objectives 9.1 and 9 28 of the Cork City Developmg

aracter of the

proposed development at Parcel B 1s therefore not NaXcordance with the proper

planning and sustainable development of the%

An Taisce are of the opinion that sign%djustments are propesed which are

completely incompatible with its st NIAH-registered building. The mill dates
to the late eighteenth centu a‘nSgi important part of Cork’s historic distiliing
heritage An Taisce cont taing that while they are very supportive of

can be provided on this site, without the need to adjust

large number of ggarxqpe
the mill buud“ e extent proposed. They further consider that a more measured

residential deveopmqf ichare badly needed in the city, they consider that a
n

and sympatheig agproach is required to its conversion, so as tc avoid irreparable

damage 1o its heritage.
Context

The attention of the Board is drawn 1o the fact that Parcel B contains Hewitt's
Distillery, which is a Recorded Monument (RMP Ref: CO074- 116) and Parcel B lies
within its Zone of Notification The distillery has also been identified in the National
Inventory of Architectural Heritage (NIAH Ref 20862040) The NIAH gives it a

‘Regional rating, with its categories of special interest being Architectural and Social.
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11.5.8

| note that the terms ‘mill’ and ‘distillery’ are used interchangeably in the
documentation. Presently, the subject mill 1s not designated as a Protected
Structure within the operative City Development Plan. However, the Architectural
Conservation Officer highlights that all structures on the Cork NIAH have been
recommended for inclusion on the RPS (in 2012). Despite the recommendation in
2012 the subject mill was not included cn the RPS in the current Development Plan
(dated 2015) nor does it appear 1o be included in the draft Development Flan 2022, |
note that the distillery remains on the RMP within the draft City Development Plan
The closest Protected Structure is Madden's Buildings (RPS No. P$491) located
approximately 50m to the west of Parce! B. The proposed developgagpt does not lie

within an Architectural Conservation Area but is adjacent to the/Bladgpdp! ACA.

The proposal for Parcel B seeks to refurbishment/convgesionheNexisting mill

structure to residential use and the addition of three %uildings to its rear. In
total, the propasal for Parce! B provides for 65 r% | Units on a site area of (.44
hectares Deck access is provided for the u 1

for the proposed design respcnse s staled tc DsJdA Tesponse 1o the existing site

he existing mill. The rationale
topography and so as to provide an riate urban frontage to Assumption Road.

The planning authority highli Iﬁiﬁ' sting elevations of the mill building have not

been submitted with the documentation. | have however undertaken a

visit of the site and iro so note that photographs of the existing structure

have been submpted\withythe application documentaticn, as have existing flocr
plans. | am ly gatisfied in this regard and consider that a comprehensive
assessment%proposal can be undertaken in the absence of these drawings.

Policy Context

In terms of local policy context | note that Chapter 9 of the operative City
Development Plan deals with ‘Built Heritage and Archaeology’ and the following

objectives are highlighted:
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Objective 9.1- Built Heritage and Archaeology, which seeks to:
a. To promote the protection of the heritage of the city and the implementation of
the Heritage Plan,

b. Ensure that elements of archaeclogical, architectural and other cultural
significance are identified, retained and interpreted wherever possible and the
knowledge placed in the public domain;

c. Promote the retention reuse, and enhancement of buildings and other

'importance
ativn, plot sizes
building heights and scales,

Improve and encourage access to and undervg f the architectural

heritage of the city Q
Objective 9.28- Protection of NIAH and Olhermres of Built Heritage Interest,
which states that: %

‘the City Council as planning a% s to protect structures of built heritage
interest. The "Ministerial R@se ations”, made under Section 53 of the Planning
Acts, asking the City Co’u&xlt' otect structures will be taken into account when the
City Council as plgni\

elements of architectural or other significance,

d. Ensure that development reflects and is sensitive to the h

and character of the city, in particular the street layout

D

tMority is considering proposals for development that
would affect t terest of these structures of significance The City Council
will protect str s'by making additions to the Record of Protected Structures,

designating Architectural Conservation Areas, or other appropriate means.

Structures (including those recommended by the Minister) will be prioritized for

protection, where

- Key stakeholders groups, building owners or members of the public ask that Cork
City Councll provide protection to specific buildings ; or

- Area-wide assessment through architectural conservation area assessment or the
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development of forward planning frameworks lead to the need to protect key

character areas and/ or buildings'.

1159 Section 9.11 of the Plan notes that ‘The mills, warehouses. distilleries, breweries and
other industrial buildings which survive in many parts of Cork bear witness to the
great economic expansion of the 18th and 19th centuries. Many of these buildings,

as well as being of industrial archaeological importance, are also of significant
9 9

architectural and social interest, and contribute greatly to the city’'s character.

11.5.10 Section 9.32 of the Plan notes that ‘Sympathetic maintenance, adapigtion and re-use
1t

can allow the architectural heritage to yield aesthetic, environt § economic

benefits even when the criginal use may no longer be viable -

Authorities are also noted and | note section 2 § 1 Guidelines which state
that the specifically industrial aspect of sum mill buildings can often have a

technical heritage value

Impact on Hewitt's Mill building g
11.56 12 | would concur with the opinion Xth chitectural Conservation Officer of the

planning authority whenjt d4hat the approach cof breaking up the mass of the

11.5.11 The provisions of the Architectural Heritage Protect:%(}\rc:e’nes for Planning
es

s1&vation of the mill building that is the most prominent as it

note that it is thefve
frants onto t ven ils elevated nature and large scale, it has a strong

new elements of thesear Nevatlon is to be welcomed and is a good approach. |
ern

presence as OKe {)avels along the N20 and adds to the character of the area. It also
fronts onte Maddens buildings, the Architectural Conservation Area of the historically
industrial area of Blackpool, albeit on the opposite side of the very busy N20
roadway The mill is currently vacant and boarded up. From an external visual
inspection, it appears in quite good condition with exlernal walls and roof

substantially intact.

11.5.13 The Architectural Heritage Protection Guidelines for Planning Authorities notes that
‘doors, windows and the openings that contain them are important architectural
features of an elevation. The design of doors and windows and the materials used

can be of significance in establishing the special character of a structure. The way in
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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 architectural quality of a
historic building may be compromised if the size of cpenings is altered; if existing
openings are blocked up; if new openings are formed... Any new openings should be
sympathetic with the architectural character of the building in terms of materials,
design, scale and proportion’ (sections 10.2 2- 10 2.4). While | acknowledge that the
subject mill is not a Protected Structure, it 1s a building of historical importance. The
primary characteristic of Hewitt's Mills, as with many industrial mill buildings of this
size, are the small identically shaped windows arranged in a regul thm across
the front and rear elevations. It is stated in the Architectural C S% Officer’s
report that this was a technical feature for the ventilation fog th p4, malting and

storing of grain and so are an essential element of the cf.ara Qr of the structure. |
highlight to the Board that the proposed design is suwa\t
fl

arched, brick lined window opes on the second a% ocrs are proposed for
remaoval to be replaced with larger square he emporary window cpes of

varying widths and at a size that is not *

e original camber

ical of Mill buildings. In addition the

proposed first floor arrangement of ag! and large windows replacing the
original arched windows is congg el © be in keeping with the historic character

of the mill
11.5.14 The Architectural Consiﬁ@mer of the planning authority is of the opinicn that

a design approach, p\joritisin@the heritage significance of such buildings should

acknowledge ch terefining features such as windows, elevation treatments,
internal feafL% Shape etc. These should be treated as design constraints and
designed aroun order to retain the special character of the structure. The
structure is an historic mill and should read as an historic mill after its

redevelopment. | would concur with this opinion

11 515 The design statement accompanying this application states that “The treatment of
the building facade has been modified to retain, where possible, existing window
opes while sympathetically incorporating new openings, recessed and winter garden
balconies with a balance of conservation and contemporary intervention ” (page 14
Para 2) The Architectural Conservation Officer of the planning autherity states that

they fundamentally disagree with this statement, nor do they consider that the design
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has been “well considered”. | would concur with the opinion of the Architectural

Conservation Officer in this instance.

11.5 16 | have reservations in relation to the treatment of the western elevation of the criginal
mill building. | acknowledge what the applicants are trying to achieve in terms of
opening up the building. providing better residential amenity to future occupiers by
the provision of larger opes and private open space provision. However in this
instance, | consider that the treatment of the window cpes on the western elevation
is not acceptable and goes against basic conservation guidelines. If permitted as
proposed, | am of the opinion that the character of the building by virtue of its small,
uniform repeating windows will be lost in its entirety on this elevatign ™ N\gonsider the
proposal befcre me in this regard to be a most unsympathetic esponse.

Given its elevated nature and prominence along the N20,

interventions will be highly visible | am of the opinion tRg ognisance has been
r?{ iment. The proposed
he\\f\cture and the proposal, if

permitted would result in a loss of historic fab the structure While | can see the

taken of the significance and character of this Re

design is not sensitive 1o the original charactesng

rationale by the applicants for proposindNhis solution, however. in this instance | do

not consider this to be an appropr wention. The mill, as existing is

substantially intact and while | e

agree with the opinion of th€ Archiyetural Conservation Officer that this should not

to the future is very much welcomed . |

be ai the expense of hi€d\ic fagdhc or character. | am of the opinion that the design
solution proposed fX the weMtern elevation would obliterate all character from this
y inappropriate. While | agree with the City Archilect that

elevation and as%
major inter 's ecessary in undertaking any such conversion, | do not

consider that theMelevational changes as proposed to the most prominent elevation

are the way to achieve this. | do not agree with the opinion of the City Architect, as
contained in the Chief Executive Report, when it is stated that works to the western

elevation are acceptable

11.5.17 The Architectural Conservation Officer also raises concerns in relation 1o the
alteration of the original mascnry of the west elevation and considers it not to be
acceptable |t is highlighted that drawings appear to show new, recessed mascnry

elerments replacing the coriginal 18th century masonry The drawings are unclear.
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The current proposal shows the loss of an unacceptably large amount of original

fabric and character.

11.5.18 The Architectural Conservation Officer also raises concerns that while the
Archaeoclogy and Built Heritage Impact Assessment describes and illustrates internal
significant features, a schedule and drawings illustrating the retention of the roof
structure, trusses, corbels, internal columns, beams, beam tensioning system and
fittings have not satisfactorily been provided to ensure the retention of each element
It is not clear which elements will be retained. It is the view of the Architectural
Conservation Officer that all significant features should be retained and incorporated
into the new scheme tc ensure the special character of the mill is d. While |
would agree with the Architeclural Conservation Officer in this g%o consider

that this matter could be adequately dealt with by means oNCoN{T

11.5.191 am generally satisfied in terms of works proposed tqih&Tempahder of the

elevations

matenals for the Mill buildin

lack of imporiant detalls guc ese suggests that the conservation of the original
building has not bee@}yed appropriately
Impact on Archit€ctyra servation Areas

velopment, in particular Parcel B, fronts ocntc Maddens

11.5.211 note the propQsed
buildings, an Arciitectural Conservation Area of the historically industrial area of
Blackpool. Given the distances involved and the intervening urban development in
terms of the N20 North City Link Road. | have no informaticn before me to believe
that the propcsal may have negative impacts on the setting of this aforementioned
ACA or on any Protected Structure within the vicinity of the site. The planning
authority have not raised concerns in this regard, neither have any Prescribed
Bodies. | am of the opinion that any impacts on the setting of this ACA would not be

so great as to warrant a refusal of permission

Conclusion
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11 5.22Hewitt's Mill formed part of the exiensive Watercourse Distillery complex and is
considered by the NIAH to be an impressive reminder of the industrial heritage of
Cork. | am very cognisant of the balance that is required to be achieved between
protecting architectural heritage whilst accornmodating growth and development
within a thriving city. The re-development of the mill building is welcomed in
principle. | do not have issue with the design strategy in terms of the cluster blocks to
the eastern elevation nor the uses proposed therein. | consider that an appropriate

re-development of this site would add significantly te the amenity of the area.

11.5.23However, while the retention and re-use of the mill structure is welcomed, | am not
convinced that the design proposal in this instance ( in particular %estem
t

elevation) reflects and/or is sensitive to the historical :mponan% ite, as per
Objective 9.1 of the operative City Development Plan. ThegropQoR# alterations to
the western elevation are considered to be an unsymp% proach to the
architectural heritage of the site and if permitted, % t from the character of
this mill structure 1 am of the opinion that the %cer design response to this
elevation than is currently proposed and | woe'y concur with the opinion of

the Architectural Conservation Officer il\his regard. The lack of details relating to

the retenticn of other elements of ed Monument are also highlighted to

the Board. X
11.5 24 Therefore, having regard t%t above, | would concur with the opinion of the
planning authority in this INgta and recommend a refusal of permission in relation
to this element ofghd\progogal | highlight to the Board that the planning authority
recommend g-apNdecsion in this instance (a refusal of permission for Parcel B and
a grant of pen for Parcels A and C). | would have some concerns regarding
the timelines for redevelopment Parcel B if the remaining two sites are granted
permission independently In addition, | highlight that a split decision would result in
no parking provision for the remainder of the development (as all proposed parking
spaces are within Parcel B) In addition, given the lack of resident suppor facilities
proposed within Parcel C, the nearest such facilities would be within Parcel A, the

furthest parcel from that site
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11.6 Design Approach/Plet Ratio and Site
Coverage/Density/Aspect/Materials Strateqy

Contexi

11.6.1 With respect to design and layout, a number of documents accompany the
application including a Design Statement, Landscape Design Rationale Report,
Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment Report, photomontages, together with
detailed drawings for each block. A Housing Quality Statement provides details

about individual apartments.

11 6.2 Three individual sites comprise this development proposal, all are%fed gither
ne

fronting onto or in the vicinity of the N20 Limerick Road. They<{omp
following

Table 5. %

Parcel Site Area

[ Parcel A (most northerly site) | 0.2 ha \)~

| (Island Site) \
Cﬁs 89 apartments
SO

Parcel C (Pope's Hill)( most fﬂx 23 apartments
southerly site) C.
A _ —)

89 apartments

' Parcel B (Hewitt's Mill site) 0 44
Af

11.6.3 Parcel A occupiefa g;g_gendef ‘island site’ wedged between the northern arm of
Assumption dhe N20. To its rear is a large five-storey commercial building
currently cccup y the Revenue office This is vacant ground left over after the

construction of the N20 and Revenue Office

11.6.4 Parcel E is formed primarily by the large former Hewitt’s Mill structure and its
attendant grounds. It is constructed on higher ground above the N20 road level with
a large retaining wall forming the site’'s western edge. Access to the site is from its
eastern side, on Assumption Road The mill is an archaeological menument (RMP
Ref: CO074- 116). It has also been identified, in the National Inventory of
Archaeological Heritage (Ref 20862040), as having regional level significance in

architectural and social categories
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11.6.5

1166

11.6.7

116.8

116.9

Parcel C is located on higher ground at the junction of Popes Hill and Assumpticn

Road This is a largely residential area

Design Approach

I'he design approach has been raised as a concern in some of the third party
submissions received including that from An Taisce. Concerns raised include the
height and scale of the development proposed; considered 1o be over-development
of the site: lack of open space and impacts on Hewitl's Mill building. The planning
authority have raised concerns with regards the design approach far the mill building
(and recommend a refusal of permission in this regard); the matter ot open space

provision and lack of residential facilities within Parcel C

The proposal involves the consiruction ot a residential devel

for 191 residential apartments. The proposa!l is to be ageom
nine storeys in height.

deneratlon of the historic

Mlevelopment with the

Med in blocks up to

It is stated in the submitted Design Statement t
Hewitt Mill building is an important aspect tha
juxtaposition of ‘old” and ‘new’ within thg developMent to add to the urban

environment The matter of archit ritage is dealt with above.

Parking is proposed within PargJ and the proposal will utilise the existing
nWoad. Pedestrian improvements are proposed,

vehicular access from Ass{mglflo
these shall be dealt witﬁ‘cj\hie lowing sections

Flot Ratio

116.10 The NTA ra % s with regards the overall density of the development, given
| &

the locationa putes and existing infrastructure atiribules  An Taisce have also
raised concerns in relation to the scale of the proposed development. | highlight tc
the Board that the overall scale of the proposal has been raised in many of the
submissions received, including the Elected Members as contained in the Chief
Execulive Report, with many parties considering the proposal to represent over-
development of the site. The planning authority do not refer to plot ratio in their Chief
Executive Report but they do question whether Parcel A has the capacity for the
scale of development proposed and guestions whether it would constitute over

development. The operative City Development Plan (Table 16.13) sets an indicative
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plot ratio standard of 1.0 — 1.5 in inner suburban areas. The proposed scheme has a
stated plot ratio of 2.7.

116 11 The applicants have addressed the matter within their submitted Maierial
Contravention Statement. They refer to Section 16 16 of the Plan which states that
Plot ratio is secondary to other built form and planning considerations and should
not be used to justify a particular built form as qualitative standards (such as scale,
building height, enclosure ratio, space provision and quality, street widths, etc.) will
be overriding considerations. A key assessment of proposals Is their context and
fitting in with the existing pattern of development. In some cases. higher plot ratios
may be permitted e g ' *+ Adjoining major public transport termini agd Mydes along
rapid transit corridors where an appropriate mix of commercial nnlial IS
proposed; - To maintain townscape and building elevation Wo

11.6.12 The proposed plot ratio is high, relative to the indicatye Standprds set out in the

operative City Development Plan for such inner su cations. | would echo

the concerns of the planning authority and thi In relation 1o over-

development of the site, in particular in relatio cel A. | shall deal with this

matter further below. Notwithstandinggd™ | do not consider this element of the

proposal to represent a material c% tion of the operative City Development

Plan As betore, | note that TabMW1

emphasis), which infers a d@zo exibility in this regard. | also consider that
oV

y the applicants) also allows for such flexibility. In

refers to ‘indicative plot ratic standards’ (my

section 16.16 (referreg tc

any event, | have gxaQin e provisions of section 16 13-16 16 inclusive of the
operative City nd,consider these to be standards, not pelicy. | am of the
opinion that n pliance with a standard of a Development Plan in a imited

number of instances does not equate to a material contravention of that Plan.

Density

11.6.13 As stated above, a number of the third party submissions received, including those
of the Elected Members as contained in Chief Executive Report consider that the
proposal represents overdevelopment of the site in terms of scale and height. The
planning authority states that the density of development proposed at Parcels B and
C accord generally with policies relating to increased density within established
setllements. It is considered however that the density at Parcel A, being 495 units
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per hectare, is considerably higher than would normally be acceptable  They
continue by stating that, with regards to Parcel A, there are concerns that the
amenity to be enjoyed by future residents, parking and access to ancillary facilities
does not adequately support the high density proposed for Parcel A. The planning
authority therefore ask that the Board carefully consider whether Parcel A has the
capacity for this scale of development and whether it would constitute over
development. The NTA states that while they support of the principle of higher
density development, they have a number of concerns regarding the proposed

development

11.6.14 The following breakdown of density has been provided in the sub Deszgn
Statement: <</
Table 6 (Q\
Parcel Parcel Size >I:l\teﬁ)lty (units/ha)

A 02 ha (_\*\S)\ 495

B 0 44 ha \) 156 6

L

[C G15ha“ ) 153 3

N

11 6 15 Paragraph 16.41 of the op \Ly Development Plan refers tc minimum densities
in suburban areas while@aragraph 16 42 states that ‘The residential density of
developments in ce tral andnner suburban (pre-1920) areas of the city will normally

be higher than % ds per hectare...' Paragraph 16 12 of the cperative Cork

City Develo 2015 states: The attainment of higher densities is not a
stand-alone Ob] e, rather higher densities must be delivered in tandem with
quality to ensure the creation of good urban places and attractive neighbourhoods
The appropriate density for any site will be determined by a wide range of factors. In
assessing proposals for higher density development proposals the following design

safeguards will be relevant
» Presence or capacity of public transportation system (Chapter 5).
e Vision for urban form

- Appropriate response to context
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- Acceptable building heights (Paras 16.25-16.38)
- Conservation (ACA/ RPS and setting) (Chapter 9)
e Amenity considerations;
- Overlocking. overshadowing, daylight, sunlight etc
- Pravision of adequate external space (16.18-16 20 and 16 64-16 69)
- Pravision of adequate internal space (16 .52-16 53)
e Parking (Part G),

= Provision of ancillary facilities; Q
e Paragraph 16 40 - 16 42 for residential density %

11.6.16 Density across the three parcels Is approximately 282 upfts densities of this
nature are generally considered appropriate for urba%&;o s such as this and are
eV

considered to be in compliance with the operativg O lopment Plan and
relevant section 28 ministerial guidelines. =% 2 of the operative City
Development Plan states that the residential deNai#y~of developments in central and

inner suburban (pre-1820) areas of thR&Nw!!l normally be higher than 75 dwellings

controlled by other consider. e will include plot ratios (see Table 16.1).
and other planning and dgs iderations

11.6.17 However, In this insignce | r the Board to the individual parcels and individual
densities proposéd th . 1 consider the densily proposed for Parcels B and C to

be appropria ﬂ nner suburban location. The planning authority also
considers such &/sities to be appropriate for these sites | am of the opinion that
they would support censolidation and densification at this location close to the city
centre. close o existing public transport, employment and services. | would have
concerns regarding public open space provision for these parcels but have dealt with

that in the preceding sections

11.6.18 However, | would echo the ccncerns expressed by the planning authority and third
parties in relation to the density proposed in Parcel A. At 495 units/ha, | consider it
to be very high, given the locational context of this site. | consider that a density
such as that proposed in Parcel A would be more suitable in an inner city area. |
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acknowledge the proximity of the site tc Blackpool district centre and the local centre
on the opposite side of the N20. | also acknowledge the established nature of the
area and the existing and planned public transport services (! refer the Board to
section 11 10 Traffic and Transport below in relation 1o planned public transport
facilities 'n the wider area). Notwithstanding this, | would question If this is sufficient
to permit a development of the density proposed within Parcel A. While | don’t have
issue with the height of the structures proposed on Parcel A, | highlight to the Board
that there is no public open space proposed within this parcel and | question the
level of amenity this would afford to fulure occupiers. Any open space is considered
communal/residual in nature, leftover from the positioning of the blgeks on site. The
open space between the two blocks has been accurately desc, e% walkway in
the submitted documentation while the open space to the gas st are buffers
separating the proposal from the busy N20 to the west gnd tIN ASsumption Road to
the east. The applicant has not addressed this matt Ci@ubmitied application
documentation, which is an omission | also noig th ere is no car parking
provision or even car club provision serving T%: A4 which | don’t have issue with
in principle but when combined with the@above, Pafses some concerns. The proposal

could be considered to represent o: opment of the site for these reasons
|

t consider the proposal to materially

11.6.19 Having regard to all of the aboeQ
contravene the operative %y&pmenl Plan in terms of density | am of the
apinion that density pnﬁ?dﬁl arcels B and C is appropriate at this location and
would be conmsient@j‘z olicies and intended outcomes of current Government
policy, includingéi‘l\l( nal Planning Framework and RSES for the Southern
Region, bot@n seek to increase densities in suitable locations and
consolidate deveMdpment | have concerns however, regarding the density of the

proposal at Parcel A for the reasons outlined above.

Aspect

11.6.20 | highlight to the Board that there are inconsistencies in the submitted documentation
in this regard, with the submitted Statement of Consistency stating that 100%
(section 3 2 4 8 2) of units are dual aspect, while elsewhere in the same document, it
1s stated that 62% of unils are dual aspect (section 2.4 4.2). | have reviewed the
drawings and | consider the 62% calculation to be a more accurate figure | note that
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there are 6 no. north facing one-bed units within Parcel B (within the new build
blocks)

11.6 21 The planning authority highlight this discrepancy but do not make further comment in
relation tc aspect. One of the submissions received notes that the proposal
materially contravenes the operative City Development Plan in terms of number of
dual aspect units. The planning authority do not address this matter of material

contravention

11.6 22 Section 16.51 of the operative City Development Flan deals with aspect and states
that the target is tor 80% of apartments to be dual aspect and that ng single aspect

apartments should be north facing Q

11.6.22 SPPR 4 of the aforementioned Sustainable Urban Housing GWJ¥ings (2020) deals
with the minimum number of dual aspect apariments thgf ma¥f\pe Yrovided within any
single apartment scheme and states that a minimum 3% gual aspect units will be

required iIn more central and accessible urban logati while a minimum of 50%

dual aspect units will be required in suburba ediate locations.

11.6.24 The applicants have addressed this mafser within their submitted Material
itly state that they consider this element

Contravention Statement. They dgrmsy

of the proposal to represent a tnlravention of the Flan and as before, |
note that the applicants sta§€ that { have adopted a more conservative approach.
They refer 1o SPPR 4 w% d and state that the proposal complies with this

aforementioned SPFQ)

11.6.25 SPPR 4 state

‘In relation to t inimum number of dual aspect apartments that may be provided

In any single apartment scheme, the following shall apply:

I A minimum of 33% of dual aspect units will be required in more central
and accessible urban locations, where it is necessary tc achieve a quality
design in response to the subject site characteristics and ensure good

street frontage where appropriate

I Il. In suburban or intermediate locations, it is an objective that there shall
generally be a minimum of 50% dual aspect apartments in a single

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

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

11.6.26 | do not consider this element of the proposal 1o represent a material contravention
of the operative City Development Plan. | note that section 16 51 states that ‘the
target is for 90% of apartments to be dual aspect’ (my emphasis), which infers a
degree of flexibility in this regard. In any event, | have examined the provisions of

section 16.51 of the operative City Plan and consider these to be standards. not

policy |am of the opinion that non-compliance with a standard o velopment
Plan in a imited number of instances does not equate to a makerig! avention of
that Plan. | again note that the Sustainable Urban housino\G s (2020) post-

date the operative City Development Plan and that the Gﬁi Plan references
L)

national guidance within the document. | consideqt le to apply national

s located within an urban area of FIRRNCN se 10 public fransport facilities and
numerous cemmercial and e yI ases. | am satisfied with the quantum of
dual aspect units proposed( | ack ledge that this site is not without its constraints.

| also note SPPR4 in tif&\egarg/and consider the proposal to be in compliance with

2 %that the matter of north-facing units has not been dealt with in

rial Contraveniion Statement. As stated above, secticn 16 51 of

the operative City Development Plan states that ‘No single aspect apartments should

same.

11.6.27 | highlight to

the submitte

be north facing’ In this regard, six one-bed units within Parcel B are single aspect,
north facing Given that this represents a mere 3% of the overall units, | consider
this figure to be marginal | do not consider this to be a material contravention of the

operative City Development Plan

Materials Strategy

11.6.28 This is a development of significant scale and the appropriate selection of materials,

in terms of colour, tone, texture and durability is therefore crucial. This is particularly
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important given the prominent locaticn of the ste  The matter of materiality has been
considered in the architectural drawings and the primary materials for the scheme
are brick cladding, which seeks to reflect the materiality of the wider area. 1 am
generally satisfied with the approach taken in this regard  Materiality of the Hewitt's
Mill building Is dealt with above. | ncte that some elements of timber cladding are
proposed. Given concerns regarding weathering and maintenance, | am of the
opinion that these elements should be omitted from the proposal. Notwithstanding
this, | am satisfied that if the Board is disposed towards a grant of permission, that
exact details relating to this matter could be adequately dealt with by way of

condition.

Conclusion @
11.6.29 1 am generally satisfied with the general design approac ¥ The matter of

design approach to Hewitt's Mill will be dealt with in tge | section. The
design rationale provides an appropriate edge to b 0 and Assumption
Road. The heights, scale and massing are g nsidered acceptable and

reflect the locational context of the site and the raphy of the ground. The

overall density is considered acceptalyg Wihough | have concerns with the density

proposed in Parcel A. The plot rat§ i5'also high, given the locational context

® if a quality scheme were put forward.

although could be considered

Inforrmation in relation to snt%r de has not been provided As stated previously,
in terms of open spacg, proNis!
this is one of the aiQEjé

| am not satisfied with the propeosal put forward and

| have with the proposal.

amendment, | the opinion that cumulatively they could result in a proposal that

11.6 30 While each o% ugs identified above may individually be acceptable, subject to

i &

11.72:1

represents over-development of the site. | concur with the opinion of the planning
authority and third parties in this regard.

Building Height! Visual Amenity

Building Height

| have considered the third party submissions received, almost all of which raise
concerns with regards the height of the proposed development and its impacts at this
location Cne of the submissions received notes that the proposal materially

contravenes the operative City Development Plan in terms of building height. The
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11.7.2

11.7.3

11.7 4

Elected Members, as contained in the Chief Executive Report, also raise concerns
with regards the height and scale proposed Many of the submissions received state
that the proposed height is such would be out of character with the existing area and
would impact negatively on the area. The City Architect’s report, as contained in the
Chief Executive Report states that it is considered that the height, scale and massing
proposed is appropriate for all three parcels. The planning authority do not make
further comment in this regard Prescribed Bodies do not make raise concerns in
relation 1o the height of the proposal. | note the DAA have not raised concerns with

regards the height of the proposed development.

It is noted that a number of visualisations and photomantages ha%n submitted

with the application documentation

The proposal ranges in height from 3-9 storeys. Heightgp! ithin Parcel A

are 8-G storeys, within Parcel B are 4-7 storeys whilgFar re 3-6 storeys. The

height strategy is considered appropriate at this Io d takes cognisance of

local factors such as topography. distance fr Wsting residential properties,
forming of a strong edge to N20 and architect ritage protlection. Proposed

ies. The CGls of the proposed

heights are reduced nearer existing RgEPEs

development show the proposed « %

immediately adjoining the sde d#r that the proposal wauld not be visually
S

dominant when viewed fro udounding area

ent in the context of existing development

Section 16 25 of th eraNve Cork City Development Plan deals with the issue of
building height é/géeﬁthat within the context of Cork city, the following building

height categ% npe identified:
¢« Low-rise Wildings (1-3 storeys in height);

+« Medium-rise buildings (less than 32 metres in height, 4-9 stories
approximately). Buildings which are taller than the general building height in

any area will be considered “taller” even where they are less than 10 storeys;

+ Tall buildings (32 metres or higher. the approximate equivalent of a 10 storey
building with a commercial ground floor and residential in the remaining

floors).

ABP-311874-21 Inspector’'s Report Page B4 of 162



11.7.5 The following is noted for building height within suburban areas, as set out in section

11.7.6

10A7

16.27-16.28 of the operative City Development Plan:

‘Within the suburban areas of the city (developed after 1920) low rise buildings will
be considered appropriate (including cases where demolition and replacement of

existing buildings occurs) except in the following areas:

» Major development areas identified in this development plan for which a local

area plan or Development Brief will be prepared

» Larger development sites — sites of greater than 0.5 hectares (or one
residential block) which are capable of accommodating theiran intrinsic
character without having an adverse impact on their nei %

Builldings of between 3-5 storeys will be considered appro 1ai%mple In major
development areas and larger development sites subie@;ﬁ mal planning
considerations. In exceptional circumstances localla reDuildings may be
considered with a height of up to 20-23 metre rox Wately 6-7 storey equivalent).
Building heights greater than this will only be ered where specifically identified

in a local area plan’

A number of tall buildings Iocalion anfified in the Cork City Development Plan
2015. As the subject site has n dentified for a tall building, this would
normally limit the building hgightlo 5 storeys as the site is situated in a suburban

and are therefore medium-rise’ buildings in the Cork City Development

area The buildings ?} d he subject site range in height from 3 to O storeys
lagsed ¢

Flan 2015 | cggs
Therefore the'g

r the exceedance in terms of storeys proposed to be material.
pysed development materially contravenes section 16 .28 of the
Cork City Development Plan 2015-2021. A Material Contravention Statement is

submitted with the application, which addresses this matter.

I am also cognisant of the Urban Development and Building Heights, Guidelines for
FPlanning Authorities (2018) which sets out the requirements for considering
increased building height in various locations but principally, inter alia, in urban and
city centre locations and suburban and wider town locations. It recognises the need
for our cities and towns to grow upwards, not just outwards. It is acknowledged that
the operative City Development Plan Height Guidelines have been superseded by
the Urban Building Height Guidelines
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11.7.8 Section 3 1 of the Building Height Guidelines present three broad principles which
Planning Authorties must apply in considering proposals for buildings taller than the

prevailing heights (note my response is under each question)

1. Does the proposal positively assist in securing National Planning Framework
objectives of focusing development in key urban centres and in particular,
fulfiling targets reiated to brownfield, infill development and in particular,
effectively supporting the National Strategic Objective to deliver compact

growth in our urban centres?

My Opinion: Yes — as noted and explained throughout this report by focussing

development in key urban centres and supporting nationa) u: objectives
thdwfty Is also of

to deliver compact growth in urban centres. The plan

the opinion that the site is suitable for a higher de elopment in

accordance with the principles established in {hee?
Framework g

2 Is the proposal in line with the require e development pian in force

al Flanning

and which plan has taken clear account W requirements set out in Chapter

2 of these guidelines?

My Opinion. No — the c
!

therefore has not take cleX gccount of the requirements set out in the

Guidelines \{/
3 Where the e%;f)d 2elopment plan or local area plan pre-dates these

n ite demonstrated that implementation of the pre-existing

ent Plan predates the Guidelines and

gutdelineg
policie® X O¥jectives of the relevant pian or planning scheme does not align
with and sYipport the objectives and policies of the National Planning

Framework?

My Opinion. It cannot be demonstrated that implementation of the policies,
which predate the Guidelines support the abjectives and policies of the NPF.

11.7.9 In addition to the above, | have had particular regard to the development
management criteria, as set out in section 3 2 of these Guidelines, in assessing this
proposal  This states that the applicant shall demonstrate to the satisfaction of the
Planning Authority/An Bord Pleanala that the proposed development satisfies criteria

at the scale of relevant city/town; at the scale of district/neighbourhood/street; at the
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scale of site/building, in addition to specific assessments. | am of the opinion that

while the principle of a development of the nature and height proposed has the

potential to generally make a positive contribution to this area, however as stated

elsewhere there are elements of the proposal that are of concern. | note the

following:

At the scale of city/town.

The re-development and regeneration of these parcels is welcomed in
principle and will improve the streetscape and visual amenity of the area. The

appropriale regeneration of this site will bring wider benefits to the local

community. Q
L ocational context of the site. being within an establish %701‘ Cork city,

within walking distance of Blackpool district centrg neXby employment bases
and city centre

Site is served by public transport with twg WJs \gMtes located within 50m of
the site. The proximity of the site to Kegt stytion and Parnell Place bus

station, together with proposals f upgras of public transport in the vicinity
wgervices to the site are routes 203 and

are noted Currently, the ne
215, located within 50m t%iect site. The 203 route operates at 10

minute intervals duriffg peakNymes. The seated capacity of a single decker
bus, the only type{ bus tfat appears to be operated on the 203 route, varies
from between\?26 and Y1 seats (Citaro bus) and the total capacity tc include

standees |sg v but may add between 60 and 74 people to the overall
andina s may legally carry. The hourly peak capacity would be circa
516 passe¥gers The 215 service would have similar capacity but runs at 30
minute intervals throughout the day. | therefore consider this to be a high
frequency. high capacity bus service and | consider the site to be well served
and accessible to high capacity and frequent national and commuter rail
services; and national/local bus services. | refer the Board to section 11.10

Traffic and Transportation for further assessment in this regard.

The proposed buildings will provide a focal point as cne travels along the
N20- transitions in heights noted with taller buildings located further away

from existing residential development
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» The extensicn of the existing public cpen space asscociated with the Ard
Patrick residential development has the potential to make a positive

contribution to the environment of the wider area, if developed appropriately

» A Landscape & Visual Impact Assessment Report was submitted with the
application documentation. Visual impacts are dealt with in the following

section

» The proposed development would not interfere with significant views in the
locality, the site is not located within an architecturally sensitive area (although
Farcel C 1s adjacent 1o an Area of High Landscape Value) and | am of the

% nmodated

Mgiven the

opinion that a development of the height proposed could ps

on this site without detriment to the visual amenities o

existing bullt envirecnment

e The use of material and finishes to the elevati\Ng coE*)ibutes to breaking
down the overall mass of the proposed dgue ent. There is sufficient
variety in scale and form fo respond td, > of adjoining developments

and create visual interest in the gtreetscad®. CGls of the proposed

development have also beep ed with the application and have assisted

In my assessment of theprig ' verall, | consider the height and massing
cf the development ﬁog;e for the location

e While | have resﬁ%_;n relation to the lack of usable public open space
proposed wﬂ:iu indicate over-development of the site, | do
acknowle th e proposal will enhance the public realm of the area. The
prr:}po% o improve permeability and pedestrian facilites

» Proposal will introduce new height, architectural expressicn and laycuts intc

this area.

At the scale of district/neighbourhood and street

» The architectural standard proposed. with variety of styles, architecturai
expression and materiality, is such that that it generally provides a good
response to the overall natural and built environment and makes a positive

contribution to the urban neighbourhood and streetscape at this location
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» The proposal is not monalithic in nature. It comprises a number of blocks of
varying heights and setbacks. The heights respond well to the site

characteristics and locaticnal context

» While | acknowledge that this is a residential scheme, | note mix of uses
within this established area which include for retail, childcare. office and

commercial uses.
e The proposal has the potential to contribute to the vitality of the area

At the scale of site/building’

¢ Microclimate reports submitted demonstrate access to nati % light,
ventilation and views and minimise overshadowing angd Qss oNg
taken account of BRE documents

» Adequate separation distances are proposed $ﬁ3n uildings

Specific Assessments

ght and has

» Site specific impact assessments, incl ViR the application, have been

referred to throughout my report 3Qd Iameneraily satisfied in this regard.

* AA Screening and NIS ccn. at the possibility may be excluded that the
development will have a"s\ynifsefit effect on any Eurcpean sites

*« An EIA Screenin ag’ea1 submitted which concludes that the proposed
development rgéﬁpof its scale, construction and operational impact
would not egqyequlrements of Schedule 7 for sub-threshold
devel g/d the submission of an EIAR is not required

» While ecodical surveys have not been submitted, these matters could be

adequately dealt with by means of condition

I am satisfied with the principle of building heights proposed within an urban location
such as this. This is considered t0 be a strategic site due to its locational context
within an established urban location, close to good public transpert links. The

opportunity for this site to be developed is to be welcomed
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Material Contravention in relation 1o Building Height

11.7.10The attention of the Board is drawn to the fact that a Material Contravention
Statement has been submitted with the application and the applicants have
advertised same within their public notices, as required under the legislation. This
Statement deals with the issue of height. A justification has been put forward which
relates to the relevant section 28 guidelines, regional guidelines or naticnal
frameworks together with a response to the surroundings and conneclivity. The
applicants contend that the proposal is an appropriate design response that strikes a
balance between respecting the surrounding environment and ensuring that the
development potential of a large, underutilised strategically locat > 1S
maximised The planning authority have not addressed the m tmterial

contravention in relation to building height

11.7 11In terms of building height and as outlined above, thg Ll lopment Plan

normally limits building height to 3-5 storeys at sucR 2
in a suburban area The buildings proposed QNG L)
3 to 9 storeys and are therefore classed as ‘'m rise’ buildings in the Cork City

Development Plan 2015 Given the ageN of exceedance of these figures, | consider
the proposal to represent a maten@
Plan in this instance

11 7 12Under the Planning ande ent Act 2000, it is open to the Board to grant

ion. as the site is situated

ct site range In height from

vention of the operative City Development

permission for devejgPmethat s considered to be a material centravention in four
circumstances. Q\}umstances outlined in Section 37(2)(b), are in the (i)
national, strg Q@k (i) conflicting objectives in the development plan or
bjectives atearly stated (iii) conflict with national/regional policy and section
28 guidelines; and (iv) the pattern of development and permissions granted in the

vicinity since the adaption of the develcpment plan.

11.7.131 am of the opinion that a grant of permission that would materially contravene
section 16 7 2 of the Cork City Development Plan 2015-2021, which applies to the
site, would be justified in accerdance with sections 37(2)(b)(1) and (iii) of the Planning

and Development Act 2000, as amended, on the following basis.

11.7.14In relation to section 37(2)(b)(1), | note that the current application, which is for 191

build-to-rent residential units, has been lodged under the strategic housing legisiation
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and is considered to be strategic in nature. One of the submissions received states
that the subject site is not of strategic importance and | would not agree with that
contention. | also note that the subject site is located on lands for which residential
development is permissible. | note the potential of the proposal to contribute to the
achievement of the Government policy to increase the delivery of housing from its
current under supply set out in Rebuilding Ireland- Action Plan for Housing and
Homelessness, issued in July 2016, and to facilitate the achievement of greater
density and height in residential development in an urban location close to public
transport and centres of employment. The newly published ‘Housing for All' is also
noted in this regard. | am of the opinion that the strategic impoﬂa%ﬁfhe delivery
sis

cf housing units fo address housing shortages in the principal ¢ban
established in the national, regional and local planning poliy &

11.7.15In relation to section 37(2)(b)(iii), | note the Building Hei elines for Planning
Authorities (December 2018). which provides a poN % or increased building
heights at appropriate locations. Specific Pla o}y Requirement SPPR 1 of
the Guidelines provide that planning authoriti explicitly identify, through their
statutory plans, areas where increase lding height will be actively pursued for

both redeveloprment, regeneration i velopment... and shall not provide for

blanket numerical limitations o u%eight While | note the height limits set out

In section 16.28 of the opertive CityDevelopment Plan, | am of the opinion that it

could be arqued that a ket pMmerical limitation for residential and commercial

development appli S%:;u an areas within the Cork city administrative boundary,
e

with certain, ve eas identified for buildings of greater height Specific

Planning Poli ement SPPR 3A of the Guidelines provide that permissicn
can be granted wNere the height of a proposed development is not consistent with a
statutory development plan in circumstances where the planning authority is satisfied
that the performance criteria specified in the Guidelines are met. | have had regard
to the aforementioned performance criteria (see above) and am satisfied that they

are substantially being met in this instance

11.7.16The National Planning Framework — Ireland 2040 fully supports the need for urban
infill residential development such as that proposed on sites in close proximity to
quality public transport routes and within existing urban areas | note Objectives 13
and 35 of the NPF In this regard. Objective 13 states that ‘In urban areas. planning
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and related standards, including in particular building height and car parking will be
based on performance criteria that seek to achieve well-designed high quality
outcomes in order to achieve targeted growth These standards will be subject to a
range of tolerance that enables alternative solutions 1o be propesed to achieve
siated outcomes, provided public safety is not compromised and the environment is
suitably protected’. Objective 35 promotes an ‘Increase residential density in
settlement, through a range of measures including reductions in vacancy, re-use of
existing buildings, infill development schemes, area or site-based regeneration and

increased building heights .

11.7 17 Notwithstanding my concerns in relation to aspects of this propos velopment, |
consider that having regard to the above there is sufficient jus€licat r the Board

to invcke their material contravention powers and grant the% proposed in
this current application Thus, | am satisfied that the pr n be granted with
respect to section 37(b)(2)(i) and (iii) of the Planni elopment Act, due 1o
the strategic nature of the development and r%al‘ ance in this regard

Visual Amenity

11 7.18 A Landscape and Visual Impact Ag { Report. Landscape Design Rationale

Report, Archaeological and Buj Impact Assessment and photomontages
have been submitted with t; apPNcation. The submitted documentation shows the

proposed development g the coytext of the existing surrounding area A rationale
for the proposed heq:;. en outlined and this is set out above
i

11.7.19Many of the thi de-faise concerns regarding impacts of the proposal on visual
amenity an n views- impacts on views from the dwellings in Ard Patrick
and impacts on Mews of Graffiti Theatre Company and Cork Foyer. Itis noted that

the planning authority, Elected Members (as contained in Chief Executive Report)
and An Taisce as well as other third parties all raise concerns in relation to the visual
impacts of the proposal. The concems of the planning authority in this regard relate

primarily to the impacts on the visual amenity of Hewitt's Mill.

11 7 201 note the designated views within the wider area, as contained within the operative
City Development Plan. There are no designated views pertaining specifically 1o the
subject parcels The planning authority have not raised impacts on views as a

matier of concern
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11.7.211 acknowledge the concerns expressed in the submissions received The proposal,
will without doubt, have impacts on views within the surrounding context and from
various vantage points across the city. Views are ever-changing, often fleeting. This
s to be expected within a thriving, developing city

11.7.221 have examined all the documentation before me and | acknowledge that the
proposal will result in a change in outlook as the site changes from its current
underutilised use to a site accommodating development of the nature and scale
proposed. As the site is opened up, it will become more visually prominent than is
currently the case. Without doubt, there will be significant long term impacts on the
visual landscape context of the area. This is inevitable when deals {h taller
buildings and is not necessarily a negative. The skyline is an.&ereWN/ng entity.

11.7.23 | have inspected the site and viewed it from a variety of % ave also
reviewed all the documentation on the file | am of thepTon)that while undoubtedly

visible, the proposal would not have such a detrim ct on the character and
setling of key views within the city, as to warr fupal of permission. There is
greater potential for visual impacts at a more I0 el and this is acknowledged. |

consider the transition in scale to be .
mixed character of the area. | hav bt that the proposed develcpment will add
to this existing character, bringind\a ndw/dimension to this area of the city. | am

satisfied that the propose ent has the potential to add visual interest will

able in this instance having regard to the

make a positive contrutioNto e skyline and will improve legibility within this city

area and that, in ggndple, yts’height, scale and massing is acceptable in townscape

and visual te e planning authornty recommend a grant of permission for the
proposed dev nt, subject to amendments detailed above
Conclusion

1.7 24 | acknowledge the concerns raised by third party submissions including Elected
Members, as expressed in the Chief Executive Report. | acknowledge national
guidance in relation to the consolidaticn and densification of development site within
urban areas. | do not have issue with the principal of the heights proposed and
consider that they would be an appropriate invention at this urban location, adjacent
to one of the main access routes into the city centre. These are currently under-

utilised parcels of land that detract significantly from the streetscape at this location. |
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consider that any impacts on views would not be so great as to warrant a refusal of
permission. The streetscape and townscape benefits would outweigh any negative

impacts in terms of impacts on views

11 7.25 A stated above, notwithstanding my concerns in relation to elements of this proposed

11.8

11.81

11.8.2

development, | consider that there is sufficient justification for the Beard to invoke
their material contravention powers and grant the height as propesed in this current
application. | am satisfied that the proposal can be grantec with respect to section
37(b)(2)(1) and (iii) of the Planning and Development Act. As stated above, Specific
Planning Policy Requirement SPPR 3A of the Guidelines provide that permission

can be granted where the height of a proposed development is n istent with a
statutory development plan in circumstances where the planni% y is satisfied

that the performance criteria specified in the Guidelines ar\r%\ ve had regard
to the aforementioned performance criteria (see above% satisfied that they

are substantially being met in this instance v

Impacts on Existing Residential A

Cecntext

Concerns regarding impacts on e ential amenity have been put forward in

many of the observer submlssiﬁﬂs ed, including concerns regarding
overlooking, overshadowir%lo of light, together with privacy concerns, use of
rspi

public cpen space and © ar parking | deal with the matters of public open

‘i@g lsewhere within this report, and in the interests of
(#-ats The planning authority note that due to their location and

space and overs

brevity, will ng]
orientation, { sed buildings on Parcels A and B will not impact negatively
upen the amenity of existing residents through overlocking or overshadowing The
planning authority continue by stating that Parcel C has the potential to impact upen
the amenity of residents of The Avenue, 1o the east of the subject site However,
given the orientation of the new building. to the east of the existing homes, itis
considered unlikely that there will be any undue loss of access to light They
consider the separation distances between the new building and existing residents to

be appropriate, in order tc ensure the protection of privacy

In terms of impacts on existing residential amenity. at the outset | acknowledge that,

without doubt, there will be a change in outlook as the site moves from its current
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11.8.3

1184

11.8.5

level of development to that accommodating a high density development, such as
that preposed. This is not necessarily a negative. | am cognisant of the relationship
of the proposed development to neighbouring dwellings  In my opinion, a sufficient
distance is being maintained from existing properties to ensure that any impacts are
In line with what might be expected in an area such as this, and therefore are
censidered not to be excessively overbearing given this context. There is an
acknowledged housing crisis and this is a serviceable site, zoned for residential
development in an established urban area, where there are public transport links
with ample services, facilities and employment in close proximity. | have no
Information before me to believe that the proposal if permitted wo ad tc the

devaluation of property in the vicinity.

Daylight and Sunlight \2%/

In designing a new development, | acknowledge tha |s:|mp)rtant to safeguard the

daylight to nearby buildings. BRE guidance given iNoNNJRd for rooms in adjoining
rgbms, kitichens, and bedrooms

dwellings where daylight is required, includin
It is noted that loss of daylight and overghadowiMyforms one of the key objections

from local residents. | note the layg roposal is such that a significant

separalion distance is proposed,bey { e proposed development and nearby

residential properties and thg=atteNjon of the Board is drawn to this fact The

stepping of the building %on Parcel C is also noted (whereby it is at its lowest
tial

nearest existing resi perties). This is addressed further below.

The Building Heifht ines refer to the Building Research Establishments (BRE)
‘Site Layout % r Daylight and Sunlight — A guide to good practice’ and ask
that ‘appropriate WAd reasonable regard’ is had to the BRE guidelines However, it
should be noted that the standards described in the BRE guidelines are discretionary
and are not mandatory policy/criteria and this is reiterated in Paragraph 1.6 of the
BRE Guidelines. Of particular note is that, while numerical guidelines are given with
the guidance, these should be interpreted flexibility since natural lighting is anly one
of many factors in site layout design, with faclors such as views, privacy, security,
access, enclosure, microclimate and solar dazzle also playing a role in site layout
design (Section 5 of BRE 209 refers) The standards described in the guidelines are

Intended only to assist my assessment of the proposed development and its
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11.8.6

1187

1188

potential impacts. Therefore, while demonstration of comgliance, or not, of a
proposed development with the recommended BRE standards can assist my
conclusion as to its appropriateness or guality, this does not dictate an assumption of

acceptability or unacceptability

| note that the criteria under section 3 2 of the Building Height Guidelines at the scale

of site/building include the performance of the development in refation to minimising

overshadowing and loss of light.

A ‘Daylight Reception Report’, ‘Sunlight Reception Analysis’ and’ ts on Daylight
Reception Analysis’ were submitted with the application. The ao% contained
therein generally appears reasonable, robust and accurate | %t the submitted
Reports have been prepared in accordance BRE BRZO% ayout Planning for
Daylight and Sunlight: A Guide to Good Practice’, ”?\\ 2011, Irish Standard 1S
EN 17037:2018 and CIBSE Guide 10 Day Lighf\Rod Wahting for Buildings. | have
considered the reports submitied by the app have had regard to BS 8206-
2:2008 (British Standard Light for Build

Ws- Code of practice for daylighting) and

BRE 209 - Site Layout Planning forNNT¢ and Sunlight A guide te Good Practice
(2011). The latter document is fe din the section 28 Ministerial Guidelines on

Urban Development and BeMding Ngights (2018). While | note and acknowledge the
Britisp) Standard (BS EN 17037:2018 'Dayhght in

publication of the updabd\"E

Buildings’), which rﬁj 2008 BS in May 2019 (in the UK), | am safisfied that
this documen‘o’b{{;{ guidance does not have a material bearing on the
outcome of % ment and that the more relevant guidance documents remain
those referenceWn the Urban Development and Building Heights Guidelines. | have

carried out an inspection of the site and its environs
As stated above, the matter of daylight/sunlight/overshadowing has been raised in

many of the third party submissions received  The planning authority have not

raised concern in this regard.
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11.8.9

Daylight

In relation to daylight, paragraph 2.2.7 of the BRE Guidance (Site Layout Planning

for Daylight and Sunlight - 2011) notes that, for existing windows, if the VSC is

greater than 27% then enough skylight should still be reaching the window of the

existing building. Any reduction below this would be kept to @ minimum. BRE

Guidelines recommend that neighbouring properties should retain a VSC (this

assesses the level of skylight received) of at least 27%, cr where it is less, 1o nol 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 in daylight levels and that

electric lighting will be needed mare of the time

>

11.8.10 Properties analysed are set out in section 5 of the report- Ioc%/or Parcel A. 12

locations within Parcel B and 8 locations within Parcel

t( They
11 8. 11 See below for properties and impact c@atioh\“.

closest proximity 1o the subject development and all

development were analysed.

Table 7

N

» are the buildings in
ronting the proposed

Receplor '}"Address % «&? Change Result
| Parcel A (' .
}Ai _; ?Watercour,ﬁ!?ﬁ@ " Residential 090 Pass
A2 | 19 Wat urs ad Residential 0 86 Pass
A3 * Bre@w Residential 094 ' Pass
urge Road .

A4 ' _%Tﬁeatre Office/Business | 0 96 | Pass
A5 n Cork Foyer "Office/Business | 096 ' Pass
AG Revenue Regional Office | Office/Business 0 81 | Pass |
A7 "Revenue Regional Office | Office/Business | 0.61 | Pass
A8 { 18 The Avenue 1 Residential ' 0.87 | Pass

A9 17 The Avenue | Residential | 0.89 Pass )l
Parcel B [ I I ha

B1 N20 Blackpool | Residential | 0.91 Pass

| B2 ' N20 Blackpool "Residential 094  Pass |

ABP-311874-21

Inspector's Report

Page 77 of 162



| Residential [ 093 " Pass

A

B3 [ No. 1 Madden's

| Buildings
i B4 | Revenue Reg|ona| Offlce
B5 12 The Avenue
'B6 | 10 The Avenue
BT ' Seana Mhuilleann Apts
B8 | Seana Mhuilleann Apts
B9 "Seana Mhuilleann Aplis
"B10 | Seana Mhuilleann Apts
B ‘ Seana Mhuilleann Apts
B12 ' Seana Mhuilleann Apts
Parcel C T
L C1 | Seana Mhuilleann Apts
Cz Seana Mhuilleann Apts
| C3 | Seana Mhuilleann Apts
F C4 110 The Avenue
5 14 The Avenue
'C6 "2 The Avenue
| C7 2 The Avenue
L ' 1 The Avenue

| C

Office/Business | 0.81 ' Pass
'Residential 1097 [Pass '
[ Residential | 0.95 ;rF'ass 1
| Residential | 0.95 i |
|Residential | 0.90 "Pass
' Residential To8t | Pass |
| Residential | 0 81 ' Pass
Residential J' '
| Residental | 0.

Residential

| Residential _@b TP

' Residential g T

Resmenws 0.95 ' Pass
0 94 Pass

:—?

1 0.90 | Pass
ential 0.87 1 Pass

dental 088 ' Pass

11.8.12 | am satisfied that afTelevaN},properties have been considered  [he results show

selected locg

0.8

ed, the calculated change in daylight reception in the

Il within the BRE recommended maximum change factor of

11.8.13 The above is noted and | am of the opinion that the results confirm that access to

daylight for existing surrounding properties, when compared with their existing

baseline experience, will not be unduly compromised as a result of the proposed

development The VSC results indicate that the proposed development will have a

generally negligible impact on the majority of the surrounding buildings

11.8 14 | am of the opinion that the scale of any proposed development adjacent to existing

development would need to be very low rise fo cause no impact to the levels of

daylight in the existing apartments
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and consider il to be appropriate in principle for this area, given its locational context
and current national guidance in this regard. | note the level differences between
existing properties and blocks proposed and the separation distances involved
Including across the busy N20. | note the landscaping butfers proposed between the
prepesed blocks and those existing. This aids in increasing separation distances
and also provides a wider planning gain from an environmental, visual and ecological
perspective. The design rationale is noted whereby buildings are set away from the
boundaries. The planning gain asscciated with the regeneration of this site is noted

and is in accordance with both national and local policy objectives.

11.8 151 am ot the opinion that any impacts on nearby properties are on cc%— acceptable,
naving regard tc the limited nature of the impacts on the windofs pf INgBe identified
properties, to the existing cpen nature of the site and to the\a eliver wider

planning aims, including the delivery of housing and the ment of an

underutilised urban site.
11.8.16 The impact on sunlight to neighbouring mdo@g}nerauy assessed by way of
assessing the effect of the develop nnual Probable Sunlight Hours (APSH)
and Winter Frobable Sunlight Hpu ). A target of 25% of total APSH and of
5% of total WPSH has beer,applid and is applied only to windows that face within
90 degrees of due southe T E Guidelines suggest that windows with an
orientation within 80 éyf due south should be assessed The only windows
facing within 90 grgo) due south that could be affected by the proposed
developmen ' n the Granary Court development. The submitted
assessment do t provide analysis in this regard, however, | note that the
Building Height Guidelines do not explicitly refer to sunlight in propcsed
ccommodation. The Building Height Guidelines state in criteria 3.2 that ‘the form.
massing and height of proposed developments should be carefully modulated so as
to maximise access to natural daylight, ventilation and views and minimise
overshadowing and less of light' Therefore, while daylight and overshadowing are
explicitly referenced, there is no specific reference to sunlight, and reference is only

to daylight, overshadowing or more generally ‘light’
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11 8.17 While there is no analysis provided. | note the orientation of the site. In my cpinion,
the results in relation to sunlight impact could be expected to have a similar effect as
set out above in relation to daylight But given the crientation of blocks and
separation distances proposed, | am satisfied that the acceptable levels of sunlight

will be maintained to existing development, in recognition of BRE criteria.

11 8 181 am satisfied that impacts of the development on sunlight levels to surrounding

property will be minor, and are on balance, acceptable

Overshadowing

11.6.19 In relation to overshadowing, BRE guidelines state that an acceptaplg condition Is
where external amenity areas retain a minimum of 2 hours ot sAli er 50% of
the area on the 215! March. Image 6.1 of the submitted ‘Sunli ecgption Analysis’
(page 13) indicates the neighbouring amenity areas thagTiavipe®n selected and
analysed. The calculation results show that all of 5e§\6€‘c@stmg amenity spaces

[)

received 2 hours of sunlight or more on at least QONoXthe area before and after the

% Also assessed whether any
loss of sunlight would be greater than 08 (20%Yeduction) times its former size. In

introduction of the new development. The af

this regard. two receptors were noted \~Q&s€ two receptors were No. 1 (to the north

of Parcel A) and No 6 (open sgacy yevnorth of Parcel C) The calculation results
for Receptor No. 1 indicale:cha e Tactor of 0 48 to the shadow/sunlight due to the

result is beyond the constraints of the BRE

new proposed developpgent
guidelines. The ap ;%ntend that this amenity space is within the realm of the
new developme, a&)w:efcre not deemed to be a neighbouring amenity space.
It Is unclear they applicants mean in this regard  However, | note that
this area ap&o be residual space, is overgrown and does not provide a high
amenity value to the area Receptor No. 6 calculation results in a change factor of

0 78 to the shadow/sunlight due to the proposed development The resull i1s 2%
outside the maximum change factor guidelines This is the area of public open
space associated with the Ard Patrick Avenue development. | note the above and |
acknowledge that there will be generally minor impacts on some existing amenity
spaces in the vicinity. | also note the design and layout of the proposed blocks which
seeks to provide streetscape improvements at this location and | consider the benefit
of the appropriate redevelopment/rejuvenation cf these left-over, residual sites would

outweigh any minor impacts on amenity spaces in the vicinity The heights and
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layout have been design 1o respond to the site characteristics | also note the
orientation of the sites, the separation distances proposed and the design and layout
of the proposal | am content that the proposed development would not unduly
overshadow surrounding amenity spaces, over and above the current situation and
importantly existing external amenity areas retain a minimum of 2 hours of sunlight
or more on at least 50% of the area before and after the introduction of the new

development, as per BRE guidelines. | am satisfied in this regard
Conclusion

11.8.20 1 do not censider there {o be significant impact upon surrcunding residents’ daylght

and sunlight as a result of the proposed development. The levelof Xt s

considered to be acceptable. In my opinion, and based uporN&¢ Vsis presented,

the proposed development does not significantly alter dzli ight or
overshadowing impacts from those properties exsimﬁbth Is considered

acceplable. The proposed development is located B NI identified for residential
development. Having regard o the scale of %nt permitted or constructed in
the wider area and to planning policy for de:mn of the urban area, | am of the
opinion that the impact is consistent X

area and that the impact of the pr
onsidered to be consistent with an emerging

proximity to the apglication s:te _
pattern of medium to high d% dévelopment in the wider area. This is considered

reasonable. While thee w

erging trends for development in the

levelopment on existing buildings in

be'Some impacts on a small number of windows, on
balance, the assggialRd | cts, both individually and cumulatively are considered
to be accepta he planning authority have not raised any concerns in relation to

this matter.

Overlooking and impacts on privacy

11.8 211 highlight to the Board that the matter of overlocking and impacts on privacy has

been raised as a concern in some of the third party submissions received

11.8.22 | note the separation distances proposed (minimum separation distances in excess
of 16 metres) and consider these to be sufficient to safeguard the residential
amenities of residents within the neighbouring properties by avoiding excessive

levels of cverlooking fram occurring

ABP-311874-21 Inspector’'s Report Page 81 of 162



11 8.23 Given the locational context of the sile, the orientation of existing and proposed
development, together with the design rationale proposed, | consider that matters of
overlooking would not be so great as to warrant a refusal of permission. Given the
urban location of the site, a certain degree of overlooking and overshadowing is to
be anticipated. It is also to be anticipated that one would see olher development
from their property. | am satisfied that impacts cn privacy would not be so great as
to warrant a refusal of permission This is an urban area and the site is zoned for
residential development. The principle of a dense scheme at this location, accords

with national policy in this regard

11 8 24 The matter of noise and impacts on amenity given proximity @Q been raised
in some of the third party submissions received.
11.8.25 Given the nature of the development proposed, | do an’tig)pate noise levels to be
excessive | acknowledge that there may be so%e disrupticn during the
L >

course of construction works. Such dlsturba r construction related impacts
is anticipated to be relatively short-livedyn natu condition should be attached to

jion hours. The nature of the propesal is

any grant of permission regarding

such that | do not anticipate the; essive noise/disturbance once

construction works are comgeted\ | note that a Construction Environment

Management Plan (CEWEP) en submitied with the application, which deals with
the issues of noise &0”: dust control, demolition procedures and
construction wogin U In addition. a Noise and Vibration Report was
submitted, W lydes for mitigation measures for both construction and
operationai, As such, these plans are considered to assist in ensuring
minimal disruption and appropriate construction practices for the duration of the
project | have no information before me to believe that the proposal will negatively
impact on air quality. Construction related matters can be adequately dealt with by
means of condition However, if the Board 1s disposed lowards a grant of permission,

| recommend that a Construction Management Plan be submitted and agreed with

the Planning Autherity prior 1o the commencement of any works on sile

11.8 26 | note the planning authority suggest the provision of a roof terrace within Parcel C to

compensate for inadequate communal/public open space provision. | have no
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Information before me to believe that noise from the proposed amenity spaces would
pe excessive and | would not anticipate it to be any greater than noise from a back
garden of an existing residential dwelling. Notwithstanding this, if the Board is
disposed towards a grant of permission that includes for the provision of a roof
terrace to Parcel C, | recommend that a solid barrier is introduced to the terrace in
order to mitigate against noise spilling from the communal area into any adjoining

residential properties

11.8.27 | note the report of the Enviranment Section of the planning autherity which does not

11.8

11.9.1

11.9.2

1193

11.94

raise concern in this regard, subject to condition. | am satisfied in this regard

Quality of Proposed Residential Development @

Context

It is noted that some of the third party submissions rece we concern with

regards the quality of residential amenity being affag iture occupants of the
proposed scheme The planning authority highs
public/communal cpen space provision in the
0 overdevelopment. They also highlight\at ther are no communal facilities
proposed for Parcel C. They consife™N xoptopriate to request the omission of twe
apartments to facilitate the pm@mmunal facilities

Many of the third party sy rgi—eajws received have raised concerns with regard the
proposed unit mix

In terms of unit ngfx, égug}ubmzssmn raise concern with the number of cne and two

bed units pra pich they consider would not facilitate in the creation of

.
sustainable comy

nities and would not be suitable for the accommodation of

families. Some of the Elected Members have also raised concerns in this regard
The planning authority have not addressed this matter in their Chief Executive

Report. Prescribed Bodies have not raised concerns in this regard.

Unit Mix and Material Contravention

The overall proposed unit mix is as follows:
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11.9.5

11.9.6

Table 8: Overall Unit Mix

B I e
"  Studio  |1bed 2bed l 3 bed ‘ Total ‘
Apariments . |8 69 23 191

|_ As % of total | - W 52% 36% _\le/., l 100% ‘

| note that one- and two-bed units comprise 88% of the proposed residential mix with
12% of the proposed units being three-bed units. The Urban Design Manual, in
particular Criteria 03 and 04, ‘Inclusivity’ and ‘Variety’, are noted  This puts forward
the idea that in larger developments, the overall mix should be selgetRd to create a
mixed neighbourhood that can support a variety of people thro ige of their

ssently, the

lives. | do not have concerns with regards the unit mix progos
wider area could be described as a mixed neighbomho{d an

that the proposed development will contribute positiv
acknowledge changing household sizes and nof thXl§e NPF states that seven out

of the opinion

t | also fully

of ten households in the State consist of thre or less and this figure is

expected to decline to approximately 2 g personSer household by 2040. Again, |

reiterate that as this is a build-to-reshORrsypment, the provisions of SPPR 8(i) of the

Apartment Guidelines apply, w

urréxt,national policy context in which | am assessing
n

that that no restrictions on dwelling
mix_ . shall apply. This is the€c

the proposal.

Unit Mix/Material ch;avgg ()

N
The attentio ™ Bagard 1s drawn to the fact that the submitted Material

Contraventlo ement deals with. amongst other matters, the issue of unit rmix

The submitted Statement notes that the applicants have taken a conservative
approach in this regard and the document provides justfication regarding the
possible contravention of the provisions of the Development Plan with regards to the
matters addressed. One of the submissions received notes that the proposal
materially contravenes the operative City Development Plan in terms of unit mix

The planning authority do not address this matter of material contravention

Section 16.43-16 45 inclusive of the Cork City Council Development Plan 2015-
2021, sets out the requirements in relation the mix of dwellings provided as part of

new apartment developments. Table 16 4 sets out ‘Indicative Targets for Dwelling
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11.9.8

Size and Distribution’ which provides for a maximum of 15% one-bedroom units.
maximum of 50% two-bed and a minimum of 35% three- or more bedroom units It
acknowledges that the provision of a range of housing types and sizes in the city will
increase in importance as trends show a decline in family households and an

iIncrease in elderly and single person households..

The propesal is for a long-term, purpose-built managed scheme of over 50 units.
developed under the 'build-to-let' model | note that the planning authaority do not
address this matter within their Chief Executive Report

I have examined the provisions of section 16.43-16.45 of the operatiye City Plan and

consider these to be standards, not policy. | am of the opinion

with a standard of a Development Plan in a limited number oNQ
equate to a material contravention of that Plan. Crucialle=1 ™e Wat Table 16.4
refers to ‘Indicalive Targets’ (my rtalics), which infersﬁe of flexibility in this

regard

11.9.10 It 18 noted that since the adoption of the Cork =felopment Plan 2015-2020, the
Sustainable Urban Housing: Design Stagdards ew Apartments (2015) have
been updated (December 2020). | the planning autherity in their Chief

Executive Report continually refgr ubdated 2020 guidelines (occasionally the
2018 guidelines are referre &\vm assuming that is an error as opposed to a
policy stance) One of t %ﬁerences between the 2015 and 2020 guidance
documents relates tq"Mter Nz, build to rent developments and associated “Specific
Planning Policy qK@nts" (SPPRs). The Sustainable Urban Housing' Design
Standards fo ments, Guidelines for Planning Authorities’ (December
2020) c:ontm&[?s in relation to build-to rent developments, namely SPPR7 and
SPPR8. Specifically, in relation to unit mix requirements for build-to-rent
developments, | note SPPRS (i), which | acknowledge takes precedence over any
conflicting policies and objectives of Development Plans. SPPR8 (i) of the
Apartment Guidelines (2020) states that ‘No restrictions on dwelling mix and all other
requirements of these Guidelines shall apply, unless specified otherwise' It is noted
that such SPPRs, which allow for flexibility in relation to build-to-rent developments,
were not included in the 2015 guidelines. This form of housing tenure was not

included for in the City Development Plan
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11 9 111 consider i reasonable to apply the updated section 28 guidance in this regard,
which allows for flexibility in relation to build-to-rent developments in terms of unit
mix. The City Development Plan does not differentiate between build to sell or BTR,
all residential units are treated the same in this regard. The Apartment Guidelines
differentiate between build to sell and BTR and state that there should be no
restrictions on dwelling mix in terms of BTR schemes, SPPR 8(i) refers. | note that
the City Development Plan cross references national guidance while the Chief
Executive Report regularly applies both its own standards and current national
guidelines. This is considered to be a reasonable approach. As stated elsewhere
within my assessment, | consider the proposed development to besmadly In
compliance with both the operative City Development Plan an 1uidance,

taadards in terms

While there is some non-compliance with City Developmerg
of unit mix. | do not consider this to be matenal in nalur{. Thapropaesal is in
compliance with SPPR&(i) of the aforementicned Apve\

2020). i Q
11.9.12 In my opinion, while the unit mix may contrav standard of the operative City

e a mtenal contravention of the
mplies with section 16 43-16 45 of the

Suidelines (December

Development Plan, | do not consider jt {

Development Plan. The proposal
Plan and meets the standards®{th ementioned Sustainable Urban Housing.
Design Standards for New@:ﬂn 5 (2020) The planning authority have not

stated that they consider\is ter to be a material contravention of the Plan. | am

satisfied in this re aq\)

11 9 13 To conclude s Xction. | acknowledge the concerns of the third parties and Elected
Members, a ined in Chief Executive Report, in relation 1o this matter
Notwithstanding this, | acknowledge the current proposal is catering fo a certain
cohort of the population, in an urban location that has traditionally been well served

with larger units. | also acknowledge changing household sizes and the type of units

required to meet current and future demands.

11 §.14 Importantly. 1 note that as this is a build-fo-rent scheme and the provisions of SPPR
8(i) of the aforementioned Apartment Guidelines (2020) apply. which state that no
restrictions on dwelling mix shall apply to such schemes. The proposal is censidered
to comply with SPPR 8(1) of the aforementioned Sustainable Urban Housing

Apartment Design Guidelines (2020) in relation to unit mix in BTR developments

ABP-311874-21 Inspector's Report Page 86 of 162



Finally, | do nct censider the proposal to represent a material contravention of the
City Development Plan in terms of unit mix, for the reasons addressed above.

Floor to Ceiling Heights/Lift and Stair Cores

11 915 Section 16.54 of the operative City Development Plan references minimum floor to
celling heights and states that ‘Providing decent floor-lo-ceiling heights has
significant benefits for dwellings, including more attractive living spaces, better
daylight/sunlight / ventilation, and improved storage space opportunities. Apartments
will have a minimum floer to ceiling height of 2. 7m (3m floor to floor) apart from in

exceptional circumstances relating 1o architectural conservation and historic
& :;? existing
building elevations’ SPPR5 of the aforementioned Apartmen KeliMes 2020 1s

also noted in relaticn to floor to ceiling heights. The propesN£oNpTies with both the
operative City Development Plan and the aforemen‘h%% ment Guidelines in

this regard.
11.9.16 Section 16.55 of the operative City Develop tates that ‘It is recommended
that a maximum of 4 apartments per flogr shou accessed from a lift/stair core In

order to ensure a high quality of inte ulation space’. SFPR 8(v) of the

character of townscapes and the significant character of streets

Apartment Guidelines 2020 statgs e requirement for @ maximum of 12

apartments per floor per 00% mlaply to BTR schemes, subject to overall

design quality and compgantew ulding regulations.”
11.9.17 Within the submitted(Statem¥»t of Consistency, the applicant inadvertently refers to
this as a BTS sc% y state that SPPR 8(v) applies and that the proposed
N with existing building regulations. In the interests of clarity, |

developmem‘

highlight that thisNg a BTR scheme. | note that the proposal is not in compliance with
section 16.55 of the operative City Development Plan in this regard. The applicants
have not addressed this matter in the submitted Material Contravention Statement.
Given the marginal exceedance of the standard relating to stair cores, | do not
consider this to be a material contravention of the operative City Development Plan
The planning authority have not stated that this is a material contravention of the
Plan [ note the flexibility implied in this section, as it is only recommended that there
be a maximum of four apartments per floor as opposed to this being a requirement. |

consider that limited non-compliance with standards of a Development Plan does not
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represent a material contravention of any said Plan. SPPR 8(v) of the Apartment
Guidelines is noted which states that ‘The requirement for a maximum of 12
apartments per floor per core shall nct apply to BTR schemes, subject to overall
design quality and compliance 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. | am satisfied in this regard
Floor Areas

11.9.18 Chapter 16 of the operaiive City Development Plan sets out minimum overall

apartment floor areas as follows.
e 1-bed- 55sqm Q
» 2-bed/3 person 80 sg.m %<</
e 2-bed/d person- 90 sq.m vcj

o 3-bed- 100sg.m

11.9 19 The proposed apartmenis range in size from\ hree- bed units and provide a

range of sizes 10 accommodate a rangeN\Qf household sizes The units have been
designed to comply with the Sust Q an House. Design Standards for New
Apartments (2020) and theref %. the minimum thresholds for unit size

outlined in the CDP 2015 igSome \stances, thereby contravening the cperative City

Develocpment Plan. x
11.9.20 One of the submi 4%50 lved notes that the proposal materially contravenes the

Zopment Plan in terms of floor area. The planning authority do

operative Cit

not address t fler of material contravention.

11 9.21 The applicants have addressed this matter within their submitted Matenal
Contravention Statement. | note that the proposal does not meet the CDP standards
in all instances. However, it is noted that in many instances, the unit sizes
significantly exceed the minimum floor area requirements of the CDP. As stated
previously, the Apariment Guidelines distinguishes between build-to-sell and build-
to-rent typologies (unlike the operative City Develcpment Plan) and provides express
guidance on the Build to Rent (BTR) development typclogy as proposed in the
subject application - in this regard SPPR 7 of the guidance is relevant. | note that

Appendix 1 sets oul minimum overall apartment floor areas and the preposal is fully
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compliant in this regard SPPR 8 goes on to provide distinct planning criteria
applicable to BTR developrment and in this regard SPPR 8 (iv) removes the
requirement that majority of all apartments in a procposed BTR scheme should
exceed the minimum floor area standards by a minimum of 10%

11.9 22 With respect the design standard for new apartments, Appendix A of ihe CDP 2015
notes that the Design Standards for New Apartments (2007) have been used to set
out the requirements for apartments in the Development Plan. The standards in
relation to apartment size and design have been reviewed twice since the adoption
of the CDP 2015. The proposed apartments are fully compliant with the standards of

the 2020 Apartment Guidelines in relation to unit size.

11.9 23 Given the marginal exceedance of the standard relating to flogr
consider this to be a matenal contravention of the operat) e%
The planning authority have not stated that this is a rgat travention of the

Plan. | am satisfied in this regard.

Room Width/Room Sizes/Storage

11.9.24 Section 16.53 of the operative City Devépgpment Plan states that ‘the minimum
internal room dimensions outlined |

(DCEHLG, 2007) will be appliegc ellings’. This document has been

ousing for Sustainable Communities

superseded by the aforemegflione stainable Urban Housing: Design Standards
for New Apartments (208Q). | cogsider it reasonable to apply the current standards
Appendix 1 of the A@j: uidelines, 2020 sets out minimum aggregate floor
areas and stcrag(zi( quirements. The proposed development is in compliance
with these si ncte that one of the submissions received raised concern in
relation to the leWsf of storage proposed. | note that some of the proposed units
within the mill conversion have access to storage areas at attic level. This is
welcomed and would greatly enhance the amenity of these units. | am generally
satisfied in this regard.

11.8.23 To conclude this section. on the whole | agree thal the standards of the Development
Plan with regard to stair cores and floor areas are not being met in all cases. |
consider the provisions of section 16 of the operative City Development Plan to be
standards. not policy. [ note that all cf the parameters with regards to the above
matters meet or exceed the standards set out by the Apartment Guidelines
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11.9.26

11.8.27

11.9.28

| consider that the proposed development is in accordance with SPPR 3 and SPPR 8
of the Apartment Guidelines | can see no contravention of the Plan in this respect.
The planning authority have do not state that they consider the proposal to be a
material contravention of the operative City Development Plan | am satisfied in this
regard

Daylight and Sunlight to Proposed Residential Units

Section 3.2 of the Urban Development and Building Height Guidelines (2018) states
that the form, massing and height of proposed developments should be carefully
modulated so as o maximise access to natural daylight, ventilation and views and
ropnate and
proxChes 1o

ing for Daylight

minimise overshadowing and loss of light The Guidelines state

reasonable regard should be taken of quantitative performa
daylight provision outlined in guides like the BRE ‘Site L
and Suniight (2nd edition) or BS 8206-2: 2008 - 'LiggtingTonBlildings — Part 2
Code of Practice for Daylighting’. Where a propos t be able to fully meet all
the requirements of the daylight provisions a %musi be clearly identified and
a rationale for any alternative compensatory solutions must be set out, in
respect of which the planning authori n Bord Pleanala should apply their
discretion, having regard to local f% cluding specific site constraints and the
balancing of that assessment % fe desirability of achieving wider planning

objectives. Such objechvyge iMClude securing comprehensive urban

regeneration and/or gg efRgtive’urban design and streetscape solution. The
Sustainable Urb usigg Design Standards for New Apartments Guidelines, 2020
also state th%%ry authorities should have regard to these BRE or ES

standards

As before, | have considered the ‘Daylight Reception Report’, ‘Sunlight Reception
Analysis’ and Effects on Daylight Reception Analysis’ reports that were submitted
with the application and have had regard to BS 8206-2:2008 (British Standard Light
for Buildings- Code of practice fer daylighting) and BRE 209 'Site Layout Flanning for
Daylight and Sunlight — A Guide to Good Practice’ (2011) The latter document is
referenced in the section 28 Ministerial Guidelines on Urban Development and
Building Heights 2018. While | note and acknowledge the publication of the updated
British Standard (BS EN 17037 2018 ‘Daylight in buildings’), which replaced the
2008 BS in May 2019 (in the UK), | am satisfied that this document/UK updated
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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 Building Heights Guidelines.
Daylight

11.9.29 In general, Average Daylight Factor (ADF) is the ratio of the light level inside a
structure to the light level cutside of structure expressed as a percentage The BRE
2008 guidance, with reference to BS8206 — Part 2, sets out minimum values for
Average Daylight Factor (ADF) that should be achieved, these are 2% for kitchens.
E Guidance

notes that non-daylight internal kitchens should be avoided wh R PNssible

1.5% for living rooms and 1% for bedrooms. Section 2 1.14 of the B

especially if the kitchen is used as a dining area too. If the Ia S that a small

internal galley type kitchen is inevitable, it should be dirgetlyNdk
living room. This guidance does not give any advice %:a gets to be achieved

0 a well dayit

within a combined kitchen/living/dining laycut. It do er, state that where a
room serves a dual purpose the higher ADF Id be applied
11.9.30 The internal daylight analysis was undegaken fo™88 rooms across the development

on the basis thal these locations ar ylight challenging. This is considered

reasonable.

11.9 31 The proposed units containéombm kitchen/living/dining layouts.

11.9.32 The applicant has ap w%' ADF value for kitchen/living/dining area and 1% for
bedrooms. When goXRQbingd kitchen/living rooms are benchmarked against the 2 0%

target and bedlQONgE begnchmarked against 1% target, it is noted that all rooms

tested meet oNgxcded the relevant BRE 208 standard. | note that the kitchen areas

were not excluded from the calculations | am therefore satisfied in this regard

Sunlight

11.9.33 In relation to sunlight tc windows, the BRE guidelines refer to a test of Annual
Probable Sunlight Hours (APSH) to windows The APSH criteria involves an
assessment of the level of sunlight that reaches the main living room window to
determine the number of windows with an APSH leve! greater than 25% on an
annual basis or £% on a winter basis The submitted assessment does nol provide
analysis in this regard; however, | note that the Building Height Guidelines do not

explicitly refer to sunlight in proposed accommodation. The Building Height
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Guidelines state in criteria 3.2 that ‘the form, massing and height of proposed
developments should be carefully modulated so as to maximise access to natural
daylight, ventilation and views and minimise overshadowing and loss of light'.
Therefore, while daylight and overshadowing are explicitly referenced, there is no
specific reference to sunlight, and reference is only to daylight, overshadowing ci

more generally light'

11 9 34 While there is no analysis provided, | note the orientation of the site with many units
in the proposed development facing south, east or west. with associated access to
sunlight. Given the orientation of blocks and separation distances proposed, | am

satisfied that the acceptable levels of sunlight will be achieved to ving 1ooms

in the proposed development, in recognition of BRE cnten@

Internal Open Spaces
11 9 35 Section 3.3 of the BRE guidelines state that gcod sif out }Ianning for daylight
and sunlight should not limit itself to providing gggd'WgXural lighting inside buildings

hours of sunlight on 21st March. 1tis

Sunlight in the spaces between buildings ha

appearance and ambience of a develo

the amenity areas should receive g;

noted that all proposed amenitys %
accepiable. ’\
Conclusion )

11.9.36 The Building He!
ke had to thes

Establishmen jt€ Layout Planning for Daylight and Sunlight' (2nd edition) or BS
8206-2: 2008 — ‘Lighting for Buildings — Part 2: Code of Practice for Daylighting'. Itis

ceed this target. This is considered

I\Guidglifes state that appropriate and reasonable regard should

ftatjve approaches as set out in guides like the Building Research

acknowledged in these Guidelines that, where a proposal does not fully meet the

requirements of the daylight provisions, this musi be clearly identified and a rationale
for alternative, compensatory design soluticns must be set out. The Board can apply
discretion in these instances, having regard to local factars including site constraints,
and in order to secure wider planning objectives, such as urban regeneration and an

effective urban design and streetscape solution

11 9 37 Having regard to the information outlined above, as contained in the submitted

Daylight and Sunlight Analysis, | note that for the proposed apartment units full
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compliance with the ADF target of 2% for kitchen/living rocms and 1% for bedrcoms

is achieved.

11.9 38 | am generally satisfied that there will not be significant impact on nearby properties
and am satisfied that the design results in sufficient daylight and sunlight for future

residents.

11.10 Traffic and Transportation

Caontext/Proposal

11 10.11t is noted that a Quality Audit- Stage 1 including Mcbility Management Plan was
submitted with the application. | again highlight inaccuracies in th itted
documentation. The Mobility Management Flan states that waf{ng from the
development to Shalom Park and Kennedy Park are under% when in fact,
the planning authority states that these green spaces a egion of 28-30
minutes walking time. St Patrick Sireet is noted as r% te walk but this is in

fact aporox. 20 minutes walking time.
11.10.21t is stated in the documentation that that the @e provides 14 car park spaces

(10 proposed, access 10 4 existing). (& 10 spaces proposed, 8 of these

accessible spaces In total, the pr rovides for 448 bicycle spaces. All car

parking spaces are located withiNPamMsef B and will be shared among the 3 sites

They are intended for per'o% residents and staff, principally as set-down or

periodic temporary UQNj ed€ated long term resident parking is proposed. There
iNg N

is no car parking ¢ 0%nd Assumption Road The applicants contend that the

lack of car pay Il giscourage car use, thereby prormgting sustainable modes of

transport. Th §t modal split of the development targets 5% private car use with
the other 95% spread generally across walking, cycling and public transport. No
further detalls in relation to the management of the proposed car parking spaces has

been put forward

11.10.3The proposal also includes for upgrade to public road junctions in proximity to the
site, in order to improve pedestrian permeability in the area. These locations are

indicated as follows

« Watercourse Road/R846, works include, dropped kerb and tactile paving to

be added to existing controlled junction (Northern Crossing Only)
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e Pope's HIll/N20 Junction; works include addition of tactile paving and dropped

kerb to existing pedestrian crossing

e Shandon View Cottages/N20 Junction; works include addition of tactile paving

to existing pedestrian crcssing

e Pope’s Hill/Rathmore Park Junction; works include addition of tactile paving,

dropped kerb & road marking for 2 additicnal Pedestrian Cressings

» Goldsmiths Avenue/Old Youghal Road Junction: works include addition of
dropped kerb and tactile paving with the existing fcotpath to be increased in

width through removal of bollards and drainage gullies to fgemiate pedestrian
movement

» Assumption Road at 3 no lecations to include the f Jupgrade of

existing pedestrian crossing adjacent to existing\ to include addition
of tactile paving, dropped kerb and road magk) upgrade of existing
pedestrian crossing north east corner Hewitt's Mills building to
consist of addilional tactile paving drc kerb to eastern side and addition
of road markings, c¢) addition of ttile paving, dropped kerb and road marking
for 1 additional pedestrian @A the location of proposed pedestrian

ills site

access at the proposed%
11.10 4Currently | note there Is po edirian cennectivity in the mmed ate area

Footpaths are narroﬁ curfently has to cross the road at a busy, dangerous

corner at Pope’s AiINFargel C) so as to continue use of the foctpath. There are no

cinjty of the site. There are currently two bus routes within 50m
gvelopment site It Is stated in the documentation that there are 8

bus routes within a five-minute walk of the site.

11.10.5Traffic and transportation issues were raised as a matter concern within many of the
third party submissions received with concerns regarding lack of parking, over-spill
into adjoining area, creation of traffic hazard; inadequacy of existing pedestrian and
cycle facilities, concerns regarding safety of children. The matter of the lack of
provision of a set-down area to Parcel C has also been raised as a concern in some
of the submissions received. The matter of inadequate public transport has also

been raised as a concern
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11.10.6A number of internal reports were received from the planning authority. as contained
in the Chief Executive Report, including those from the Infrastructure Development
section, Urban Roads and Street Design (Planning) Section and Traffic Regulation
and Safety Report In the inferests of brevity, | shall refer to each of these reports

throughout my assessment

11.10.7The report from the NTA has been summarised above. In summary, the NTA
supports the principle of higher density development at the proposed location and
minimisation of parking provision if it can be justified on the basis of a reasonable

provision of sate and convenient access to alternative modes of transport and where

%crty of the
c nt

tives. statutory

such an approach would not adversely interfere with the integrity

surrounding road network. However, they are not satisfied th

environmental conditions pertaining to the local area, tran

provisions of the Cork City Development Plan or minist Nelines provide

sufficient justification in this instance and at this tir ant the minimal level of

parking on which the proposed development | ed

11.10.8The NTA note that the subject sites are situate e busy N20 arterial route, circa
1.8km from Kent train staticn, 1.4km fagggRarnell bus station and 1.4km from the city

centre (Patrick Street), all of which %
fthe sites currently well served by significant

catchment as defined in CMAT

high frequency public tra s@?u rently, there is no cycle infrastructure linking this
area with either the cjix ceNye 6 Blackpool shopping centre or other transport nodes
and the existing p, Qa) infrastructure is confined to existing narrow fooipaths

rgposed development parcels.

Rnd the preferred 800m walkability

11.10.9The NTA also h
parking demand on adjoining public roads and streets, which could potentially give

oncerns that the proposal has potential to create an off-site

rise to vehicular congestion, conflict between vehicular and pedestrian/cycle
movement and in general run counter to the CMATS objectives of providing for
enhanced envircnment for public transport, walking and cycling. Safeguarding the
operational integrity of the N20 and junctions at this gateway position to the city
centre is also vital to ensure its safe and efficient cperation
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11.10.10 To conclude, the NTA considers that the application has not clearly
demonstrated how the proposed minimal level of parking with align with the policies

of CMATS as well as statutory planning policy

11.10.11 The report from Transport Infrastructure Ireland (Tll) states that they will rely
on planning authority to abide by official policy in relation to development cn/affecting
national roads as outlined in DcECLG Spatial Planning and National Roads

Guidelines for Planning Authorities (2012), subject to recommended conditions

Assessment

11.20.12 | highlight te the Board that in my mind the issues to be addgagsed in this
regard are (i) the appropriateness of a development such as th p ed at this
current location in the context of existing/planned public transoN(i1)he quality of
pedestrian/cycle infrastructure in the area to cater for a@%&nt of the scale

proposed and (ii)) car parking provision

Public Transport l %E

11.30.13 | note that a number of the third-party ions referred to the lack of
public transport in the area. One of t% party submissions states that the
st

application documentation has no ated that there is sufficient public
ort the proposed development | note that

transport infrastructure capac.
the Planning Authority als@je ublic transport provision in the area
11.10.14 The report of I&ng;truclure Development section of the planning authority
siates that the rk%politan Area Transport Strategy (CMATS) 2040 has been
developed atwnal Transport Authority (NTA) in collaboration with Transport
Infrastructu%wd (TI), Cork City Council and Cork County Council. CMATS
proposes a coordinated land use and transport strategy to cover the penoa up to
2040 based principally on upgrading and prioritising public transport, walking and
cycling in urban areas across the Cork Metropolitan area through programmes such

as Bus Connects.

11.10.15 Bus Connects Cork is a live project and it is stated that the redesigned bus
network will be finalised early in 2022. It is anticipated that the roll out of the changes
to bus routing, increased frequencies etc., will begin in 2023 This new network will
be further supported by several Core Bus Corridors (CBC's) which will allow for

improved bus priority as well as walking and cycling facilities. These propcsals will

ABP-311874-21 Inspector's Report Page 96 of 162



be published and subject tc public consultation. In terms of specifics for this
application. it is stated by the planning authcrity that in the draft Bus Connects Cork
redesigned bus network, Watercourse Read is scheduled {o have several high
frequency bus services running along it. It is also being considered as a possible
emerging route as a CBC. Itis expected that the proposals for CBC's in Cork will be
published and subject to public consultation in Q1 2022. The

www.busconnects.ie/busconnects-cork website states that the publication of a

Final New Bus Network will be later this year.

11.10.16 In addition, the planning authority state that Watercourse Road will also link to
an upcoming NTA funded and Cork City Council designed quiet sigeeMNcycling
scheme which will link Upper John Street/ Lower John Street s Square to
Camden Quay and Popes Quay Therefore, should this ap% 2celve a grant of
permission, a special financial contribution sheuld be cdQdi and agreed with

Cork City Council prior to the commencement of aR site, to facililate

linkage of the proposed SHD development to JA@rcoyMee Road for access to high

% 5. The report of the Urban Roads

& Stret Design (Planning) Section of the Iar.nm authority is noted and | refer the

Board tc same. I states that ‘thes { ture projects will greatly enhance the

sustainable transport modes f %

Watercourse Road as an alfernativéyroute to connect the residents to the City

Centre. The Watercour %

well as enhanced E%Da nd cycling facilities. These proposals, committed to by

the NTA, couple h ™ applicants commitment to enhance the immediate local

pedestrian n ipport the principle of a higher density development and
minimisation of . king provision given the reascnable provision of and, safe and

quality walking, cycling and public transport f

(]

ents of the subject site and promote

Il permit a significant high frequency bus route as

convenient access to alternative modes of transport’.

11.10.17 | have had regard to all of the information before me in this regard and note
the planned improvements to public transport and cycling infrastructure that are
planned for the wider area. Watercourse Road Is a short walk frem the subject site,
albeit across the busy N20. Such improvements will undoubtedly improve
accessibility for future residents of the subject site. Notwithstanding this, | note
Section 3.2 of the Urban Development and Building Heights guidelines refers to the

need for a prepesed development to be ‘well served by public transport with high
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capacity, frequent service and good links to other modes of public transport’. The
quality of existing public transpert in the area has been raised as a concern in some
of the third party submissions received, but | note they 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
development. | note section 5.7 of the Guidelines for Planning Auihorilies on
Sustainable Residential Development in Urban Areas, DEHLG (2009), in relation to
brownfield sites which refers to existing or future public transport corridors and the
opportunity to develop at higher densities In this regard, | also note section 5 8 of
the aforementioned guidelines which state that it is important that use planning

underpins the efficiency of public transport services by sustainglle ment
k ngtl

patterns- including higher densities-on lands within existing or transport

corridors. (

11.10.18 Currently, the nearest bus services to the si s 203 and 215, located
within 50m of the subject site The 203 route pRENtENRN 10 minute intervals during
peak times. The seated capacity of a single %bus the only type of bus that

appears to be operated on the 203 routd\varies from between 26 and 31 seats

(Citaro bus) and the total capacity standees also varies but may add
between 60 and 74 people to ' 0 loading that a bus may legally carry. The
hourly peak capacity wou!d{be circyb 16 passengers. The 215 service would have
similar capacity but run§ 3 30 phute intervals throughout the day | therefore

consider this to be a\high frefuency, high capacity bus service

11.10.19 I woulge=sishgres with these comments in relation to inadequate public
transport facll s the bus service, existing and proposed, passes in close
proximity to the site and the frequency is good/ suitable for the immediate area. The
existing bus stops would all be within easy walking distance from all points within the
proposed development. | also note the proximity of Kent station to the subject site
(1 8km) and Parnell Place bus station (1.4km), which would offer high capacity,
frequent local and national train/bus services. Under CMATS, there is a planned train
station in Blackpool. | have already commented on the average capacity per hour
per direction of the nearest existing bus services and consider this suitable fo serve
the proposed development, in particular noting the scale of the development in the

context of the existing population. The extension of the bus service under Bus
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Connects, improves accessibility to a wider area/ greater range of services than is
the case at present. | also note the general commitments of the NTA in increase
public transport provision and review on an on-going basis. The provision of
additional buses on these services, would not require additional censents it would
be purely an operational matter to increase additional buses on these routes, if
required | am of the opinion that it would not be sustainable to provide empty buses
on these routes, if not required and | am satisfied that additional capacity can be
provided. if required. Finally, | also highlight that peak hours vary in length, so it is

not expected that everyone commutes only during these times. For example, pupils/

students using the bus to attend schools/colleges may use the bu e core AM
peak but travel home outside of the PM peak. Such travel pattgfns plicated
throughout the day, and this is more pronounced with the Qo ay’fromSto 5

working patterns. | also highlight that the subject site is@withirN0 minutes walking

distance of the city centre

11.10.20 | am generally satisfied in this regard @E

Pedesirian Infrastructure

11.10.21 Many of the third party submj ceived raise concern regarding the
existing pedestrian infrastructurg i 1oty of the sites; road safety concerns and
concerns regarding the cregion oNa traffic hazard. The NTA also raise concerns in
this regard. The planni a%y state that if pedestrian, cycle and public transport

access is not readily @vailalg, then the quantum of development proposed and the

absence of parkgfg caqpo) be supported. They acknowledge however, that while the
current rece! %ﬁmem is not safe or inviting to pedestrian, cycle and public
transport accmmmmed improvements in the area, specifically on the

Watercourse Road will improve the situation. To access this key new infrastructure

residents will have fo cross the N20. The pedestrian signalised crossing point will

need to be upgraded tc cater for residents of the new development. A condition
requiring the payment of a special development contribution for the provision of this
faciliatory piece of infrastructure is required Finally, they highlight that should the

Board be mindful to grant permissicn to the proposed development it is considered

of key importance that this condition be attached 1o any grant. This is considered

reasonable.
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11.10.22 | fully acknowledge that pedestrian connectivity and legibility from the
development sites across the N20 and to the city centre is not ideal at the present
fime and that there are substantial gaps in the local pedestrian network. The
junction of Assumption Road/N20 is currently difficult to navigate as a pedestrian,
significantly delays journey times and corrals pedestrians away from desire lines |
noted during my site visit that irrespective of the speed Iimit in place, speeds are high
along the N20 and it is a heavily trafficked route. | noted a numbeer of small children
trying 1o cross, both with carers and part of a school group. Pedestrian lights are
slow to change. While there is existing pedestrian provision on the N20 there is no
cyclist provision. | also observed carers with young children tryingesyalk from the
N20 up Pope's Hill. Footpaths are narrow and are not continy e side of the

» Avenue and

read only in places. One has to cross the road near the jugctiy
Pope’s Hill to continue along a footpath. The interactiof and
e;;D

existing junctions, particularly in the local road netw
to enhance priority for pedestrians (and cyclists)

11.10.23 | have had regard to all of the informal_fore me in relation to this matter.
It is noted the applicant has agreed tg pSwde a number of accessible and suitable

es substantial review

pedestrian facilties at eight specif s. which would include at a minimum
2m wide, tactile paving, dropp# k% junctions, suitakle pedestrian/cyclist
crossing provisicn. to addr%m f the gaps to create a continuous, contiguous
pedesirian network in tfeNocalj

frequency public t a%s ice, schools and the city centre | am ot the opinion
that this would |

a ccncern o

11.10.24 The report from the DMURS section of the planning authority states that the

to link the development sites with the high

vextinnectivity between the parcels, which has been raised as

infrastructure projects associated with BusConnects Cork will greatly enhance the
sustainable transport modes for the residents of the subject site and promote
Watercourse Road as an alternative route to connect the residents to the city centre.
Watercourse Road. along will a significant high frequency bus route, will also be
served with enhanced pedestrian and cycling facilities. These proposals, committed
to by the NTA, coupled with the applicants commitment tc enhance the mmediate
local pedestrian network, support the principle of a higher density development and

minimisation of parking provision given the reasonable provision of and, safe and
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convenient access to alternative modes of transport  They further note that ‘the
existing pedestrian network has cutstanding gaps linking the development site(s)
with the high frequency public transport service, schools and the City Centre.
However, it is unreasonable for the applicant to address all the deficiencies in the
sub optimum pedestrian network which Cork City Council are responsible for and It is
noted that the City Council have committed, through the above schemes, tc address

a number of these gaps’

11.10 25 Having regard to all of the above, | acknowledge the concerns of third parties
and the NTA in relation 1o this matter. | also acknowledge that at the present time,
the existing infrastructure is lacking in terms of pedestrian/cycle ¢ tivity.
However, | note the planned improvements in relation to these?; nd the
estimated timeframes for same | also note the |mprovem5\t%\ ed as part of
this current applicaticn As stated elsewhere in this rep i's regarding

timeframes/phasing of same is lacking but this cowd >t with by means of

condition. if the Board were disposed towards,a0Ng
opinion that the proposed pedestrian improve |

to the occupation of any unit of site Th%fard ay consider that the proposed
5

nt\gMpermission. 1 am of the

should be fully completed, prior

development is premature in the affte these improvements having been
corpleted. This could be con eeasonable conclusion. However, | note the
timeframes involved in the %{:}yhese upgrades, together with the timelines
involved in constructmgégg;e ievelopment on these applicaticn sites. | am cf the
oul

opinion that the m tﬁcm) e adequalely dealt with by means of condition. | note
thatl the planning hoMf are not recommending a refusal of permission in this

regard. Whil
not the TIl are re

wledge the concerns of the NTA, | note that neither the NTA

bmmending a refusal of permission in this regard.

11.10.26 | therefore consider that the principle of a development of the nature and
scale proposed is acceptable in the context of planned pedestrian/cycle
infrastructural upgrades, subject to condition.

Car Parking

11.10.27 As stated above, in terms of car parking, 14 spaces are being previded (10
proposed, 4 existing) of which 8 are accessible spaces. All spaces are located
within Parcel B. One of the submissions received notes that the proposal materally
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centravenes the operative City Development Plan in terms of car parking provision.

The planning authority do not address this matter of material contravention

11.10.28 The development site falls within Zone 3 of the City Development Plan and
Table 16 8 sets out car parking standards for this zone of cne space per residential
unit (1-2 bed) and two spaces per residential unil (3 bed). These standards are
stated to be maximums in order to constrain car trip generation and promote
patronage of "green” modes of transport. The planning authority state that as
defined in the Sustainable Urban Housing: Design Standards for New Apartments,
the development does not fall within the criteria as a Central and/cr Accessible
Urban Locations where the requirement is that parking is substan%duced or

C

wholly removed. They are of the opinion that this developmenis | inan area
that would be defined in these guidelines as an Intermedi ‘ rea where a
reduced parking standard may be applied Cj

11.10.29 The planning authority note that the develo % .8 km walking distance
from Kent Railway Station and 1.3 km walking RO ¢ Trom the city centre with
walking times of approximately 20-25 minutes. consider the target modal split

to be highly ambiticus with a private @ e at 5% Given the overall city target in

CMATS at 49% for 2040 and the I he development in an intermediate
urban area. it is their opinion t% Arect balance has not been achieved for this

development

11.10.30 Furthermore, Na reports of the planning authority state that should
additicnal parki beQrgdered appropriate for this development with access from
the N20 at tf ’%of Assumption Road. consideration needs 1o be given to
improvements is junction. This junction is a high accident location with a known
road safety issue fer right turning movements from the N20 onto Assumption Road

Any improvements 1o the junclion will need to be agreed and designed with the

agreement and approval of Til and Cork City Ceuncil.

11.10 31 The concerns expressed by the NTA in relation to car parking provision have
been addressed within the Urban Roads & Street Design (Planning) section of the
planning authority and | refer the Board to their report. They state that 'It is unclear
the rationale for the NTA to acknowledge the support set out in planning guidelines

for significant reduced car parking provision which can contribute towards integrated
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landuse and transport planning and yet oppose the developments reduced car
parking provision while NTA schemes in the immediate locality will facilitate non-car
accessibility and attract more pedestrians to areas, such as the Watercourse Road
which will result in gualitative attributes, such as ‘feeling safe walking’, new

businesses opening etc’.

11.10.32 I have reviewed all of the infermation con file in this regard. including the
reports of the planning authority, third parties and Prescrioed Bodies. On balance, |
am not convinced that this 1s not a central/accessible location, as defined in the
Suslainable Urban Housing: Design Standards for New Apartments (2020) The site
Is located within an established suburb of Cork city. It is proximath
frequency, high capacity existing and planned public transpogt it adsssibility to

both national frain and bus services at Kent station and PaNe

bus station;
proximate to Blackpool district centre; proximate to a wi of educational
cultural, retail and commercial areas. It is approxima inutes’ walk frem Cork
city centre. | am generally satisfied with the Ig arking proposed.

of condition | do not consider

the proposal to represent a material C%ﬂuo of the operative City Development
N

Management of same could be dealt with by

Plan in this regard The planning % ve not stated that they consider it to be
a material contravention. The #qna Jset out in Table 16.8 are stated to be
al standards, not policy of the operative City

maximum standards. Agair(_ 1he§
Development Plan. | anf\atisfied in this regard

11.10.33 I acknowleglge\conaerns expressed by the planning authority, the NTA and
third parties i iCn ip over-spill of parking into adjoining areas. | note ihat off-
street parking vided to the residents of The Avenue and that some limited

unmarked, on-sireet parking is available on this roadway On-streei parking was
avallable at this location at the time of my site visit. Any issue of unautherised
parking is a matter for An Garda Siochana Importantly, it is my opinion that
potential future occupiers of this scheme will base their decision to rent or otherwise
In the knowledge that there is only very limited parking available on site All future
occuplers should be expressly notified of the limited parking on site, before agreeing
to rent a unit in the proposed scheme  Notwithstanding, an existing Go-Car station
at Leitrim Street, | consider that if the Board is disposed towards a grant of

permission, a condition relating to the provisicn of some car club spaces should be
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attached to any such grant. This has been raised as a recommendation in one of the

third party submissions received

Other Matters

Cycle Parking

11.10 34 In total, the proposal includes for 448 cycle spaces are proposed. Table 16.9
of the operative City Development Plan sets out bicycle parking requirements of 0.5
spaces per unit in the suburbs. This provision is in excess of Development Plan
requirements of minimum 1 space per unit and meets the standards set out In the
Apartment Guidelines | am generally satisfied in this regard  The gegumentation

does not appear 1o differentiate between resident and visitor ¢ e

L
planning authority have not raised concern in this regard. UOCRE gondition. The
exact location and design of cycle parking proposed cofffd bedeMt with by means of

condition All cycle parking should be in place prior t » ocglipation of the

development. One third party submission raiseqtheNacommendation of electric

bicycle charging points and cargo bike spac- ovided within the proposed
development Such provision Is considgred reaefiable and | am of the opinion that

all these matters could be adequat w\with by means of condition

Traffic Impacts »\‘
11.10.35 Some third party gu ion# raise concerns regarding increased traffic
congestion as a result.of e peosed development. The applicants state that a site
visit was underta n 1¢/84/2021 between 09 30 and 12.30. It is stated that traffic

levels were 1 e gn the N20 and low on Assumption Road, Pope'’s Hill and The

11.10.36 Notwithstanding the lack of data above | consider that given the limited level

Avenue. | hi to the Board that no data has been submitted in this regard.

of car parking proposed, the proposed development is not expected {o generate
significant levels of traffic. | have no information before me to believe that the
proposal, if permitted would lead to the obstruction of road users or creation of a
traffic hazard Some details in relation to construction traffic are contained within the
submitted CEMP. The planning authority have not raised concerns in this regard. |
consider that if the Board is disposed towards a grant of permission, the matter of

construction management could be adequately dealt with by means of condition.

Set-down Area/Loading Bays
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11.10.37 Parcel A includes for the provision of an upgraded public footpath on the
eastern side of Assumption Read along the frontage of the development. This is
welcomed by the planning authority, considering the expected increase in volume of
pedestrians as a result of the development. It is noted that the applicant i1s also
proposing to introduce a set down area/loading bay along the eastern frontage of this
develocpment site. The current design results in the pedestrian footpath being
realigned. The planning authority state that to ensure comfort for pedestrians
accessing the development. the loading bay areas should be at grade with the
footpath/footway area, so that when not in use it can revert back to pedestrian use
This is considered reasonable. It is unclear from the drawings if th%c?ing bays are

at grade with the footpath or carriageway. This matter could b@clar by means of
condition.

11.10.38 The matter of a lack of set-down area for Parcel owen raised in many of
the submissions received, in particular with regards rns regarding deliveries
I highlight this matter to the Board. Q
Conclusion Q

11.10.39 To conclude, | am generally 33 that the proposal is acceptable in terms
of traffic and transporiation. | hgve evard to the established, urban location of
the site, north of Cork city ape proXN ate to Blackpool district centre and to both
existing/planned public n%@nd pedestrian infrastructure. | also note section
28 ministerial quidelif® % allow for reduced standards of parking at certain
approonale loca ns% Internal reports of the planning authority are noted,
together wit

_ T
the National T

ort Authority are also noted, as are those of third parties

s of the Elected Members in this regard The concerns of

11.10 40 Having regard to all of the above, | have no information before me to believe
that the proposal would lead to the creation of a traffic hazard or obstruction of road

users and | consider the proposal to be generally acceptable in this regard
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11.11 Drainage and Flood Risk

Drainage

11.11 1A limited number of documents were submitted which deal with the matter of
drainage and flood risk, Some of the third party submissions received raise concerns
regarding flooding. One of the third party submissions states that the application
documentation has not demenstrated that there is sufficient drainage, water services

and flood risk infrastructure capacity 1o support the proposed development

11.11.21t is noted that the applicants have received three separate confirmations of feasibility
from lrish Water for the proposed three parcels of land In additio atemenl of
Design Acceptance has been received for all three parcels frifyr hWdter. A report

ates that a

received by An Bord Pleanala at application stage from Iris
waslewater connection and water connection to the pub rk 1s feasible and Is
not subject to any upgrades. subject to condition led that the report of
Irish Water demonstrates that there is sufficiepgagacky in the system to
accommodate the proposed development N%;nc:e has been put forward in the

R the claims regarding lack of infrastructural

third party submission received to valida
capacity. Neither the planning aut Q
regard | am satisfied in this reRgd ‘
11.11.3The Drainage Division of th 1fAg authority note that the applicant has not

submitted a SuDS s% or Me proposed development, nor have they submitted

ish Water have raised concerns in this

any storm water gfaifgge yesign details or calculations for example run-off

calculations, g#ts
drawings hav
Water Services Division of the planning authority highlight that no design proposals

for water distribution have been provided by the applicant and as such they are

tigh sizing, petrol inceplors In addition, no long section

submitted for the storm water infrastructure. In addition, the

unable to comment on the internal layout and proposed cennection points. This is
another omission in the submitied documentation, which | highlight to the Board. The
primary reference 10 surface water proposals in the submitted documentation Is
found in section 3 1.7.2 of the submitted Report to Information Screening for
Appropriate Assessment, which acknowledges that surface water currently flows into
the River Bride via the stormwater drainage system and eventually into the River Lee

downstream. This section further states that surface water during construction will
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either be retained on site or flow into the existing storm water drainage system via
the existing gullies and drains outside the site. | highlight to the Board that google
earth imagery is the only reference cited to identify gullies in the vicinity of the site.

This is the only information provided in this regard

11 11 41t is noted by the Drainage Division of the planning authority that Parcel B, does not
appear to provide any attenuation. They highlight that this site is located adjacent to
a section of the N20 (National Primary) North City Link Road. at a juncticn with
Watercourse Road, where regular pluvial road flooding is known to occur. Therefore,
regardless of its existing bullt-up status, it is appropriate that as part of this
redevelopment, this site's proposed storm discharges should b ‘
assessment and attenuation. | note that it is difficult to unde IS WEsessment,

based on the documentation (or lack thereof) prowded

11.11.5The planning authority also highlight that the appltca ear {o be prepesing an
extension to the public sewer as part of the con rcel C to the public
storm water network. However, no details, ot ose contained on drawing

P2104-0500-0003 have been submitted.

11.11 6Drawing P2104-0500-0001 indicatega cel A propcses to make a storm

avoid works on this section of the N20, where

The planning authority woulgepr
possible and consider a %{) opriate connection point may be to the existing
)

storm line in the r’aadc:kin N20 and Assumption Read, to the south of the

connection to the public sewer % ational Primary) North City Link Road
efe

Parcel A. Detall
authority prio

relRop to same should be agreed in wriling with the planning

ofmimencement of any works on site.

Water Pollution

11.11.7The Drainage Division of the planning authority note that the Construction

Envirenmental Management Plan submitted makes no reference tc which standards
will be used to guide the applicant’s approach to controlling potential water pelluticn
from the site. The Drainage Division highlights that the site is located immediately
adjacent to culverted sections of the Bride River and any pollution event arising can
immediately graduate via nearby road gullies directly into the culvert, and hence the
watercourse. Considering the proximity of the adjacent culverts to the site(s) and
their direct linkage to the River Lee and hence, downstream Natura 2000 sites. it is
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important that the CEMP clearly sets out what standard(s) water pollution control is te
be based on This matter is highlighted to the Board. | do note that the submitted
‘Report to Inform Screening for Appropriate Assessment’ (section 8) references
CIRIA (2001) Control of Water Pollution from Construction Sites. Guidance for
Consultants and contractors (C532) and CIRIA (2001). Sustainable Constructicn
Procurement. A Guide to Delivering Environmentally Responsible Projects (C571).

Flcoding
11.11.8The matter cf flooding has been raised in one of the third party submissions received.

11.11.9The applicants have not submitted a Site Specific Flood Risk Assegagent, nor have
Qhe only

they adequately addressed the matier in the documentation sugmi
ied Zonstruction

loodmaps.ie have

flooding events were recorded along the River Byde Glen River to the north of
the site in Blackpool. Appendix 1 of the Sub struction and Environment
Management Plan is also noted which ijcludes 2i¥OPW Flood Hazard Mapping. No
further details are submitted in this JONwad | highlight this matter to the Board.

Given the elevated nature of th SI

Ve the N20, in proximity to the River Bride
(albeit culverted) Iconsrde%ﬂ a significant omission

11.11 10 The Drainage Dé(o\?( e planning autharity state that none of the lands
within the applical'o@git h flood prone areas. Information contained on

www floodinfo.ie

yirchYHave examined is noted. The proposed development is

located withil one C and therefore the proposed development is deemed
‘Appropriate’ in 2¢cordance with OPW guidelines The site appears to be located
outside the area deemed to be at risk of coastal, fluvial and pluvial flocding for all
annual exceedance probabilties However, inadequate information is submitted in

this regard and | highl<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>