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1.0 Site Location and Description

1.1. No. 40 Lesson Park is a three-storey, semi-detached dwelling located on the east

side of the street, No. 40 Lesson Park and the adjoining houses in the streetscape

including the abutting house at no. 39 Lesson Park are protected structures.

1.2. The housing stock on Lesson Park predominantly comprises substantial two-storey

over raised basement semi-detached Victorian houses circa.1860. The resid

plots accommodating these properties are substantial

deParkThe front gardens on this section of the Le:

edge by wrought iron railings

No. 40 Lesson Park is

hoardi

The provision of new vehicular access and off-street parking, including modifications

to plinth wall, wrought iron railings and landscaping,
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3.0 Planning Authority Decision

3.1 . Decision

Refuse permission for the following reasons:

(1) The removal of an on-street car parking space to accommodate a private

:HH=T':IiBTZU.';’
it:::,=:::=:,1."„:'.::'=k, T„' T„~:=:::::r„',':„.
sustainable development ofthe jmak>

(2) HavIng regard to Me 22 res4ljnservahon zonIng objective and the

lk9?{;::1;;i;;)::::,T=,
and wider s@aIIBI Ind as such would be contrary to Policy BHA2 which

,,,k, t,/aNMd,pm,„t c,n,,rye, and ,nh,nc,, Prot,ct,d Str,,tures
and thA cuRb/e and Policy BHA9 of the City Development Plan 2022-2028

/&Y' rr:IT:::=:::::::::===='::=:=::„~Qrary to the proper planning and sustainable development of the area

3.2. Planning Authority Reports

3.2.1. Planning Reports

The decision of the CEO of Dublin City Council reflects the recommendation of the

planning case officer.
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3.2.2

3.2.3

Other Technical Reports

The following internal reports are relevant to the planning assessment:

Transport Planning Division recommend the refusal of planning permission. The

Division note that the proposed vehicular entrance would be 3.3m in width, which

exceeds the maximum development plan standard

i::„.i{.::'';:::::=:'.K>==:=„„-
'':"'“';';' ,q

=@,.'.':::*T:=“
the protected structure. The work(Ie rise to the loss of original historic

fabric and character. The proFAN' contravene Policy BH A2 of the Dublin city

::==:='==XV"'" “''"“* '='''''':"'"“"'*"*'"'
;iii:it%officer, as set out in Section 13.4.4 of the

Guidelines “the cumulative effect on the character

tion

Ion

bPTilliI,IIli;II;;ii“;;;TIll;I:.’:„.

3.2.4

4.0 Planning History

The following planning history is relevant.

Under Reg. Ref: 4542/23 planning permission was granted (14th' May 2024) for

works to the protected structure at no. 40 Lesson Park comprising the conversion of
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3 no. flats back into a single family dwelling to include internal refurbishment works

and external repair & restoration works to the granite entrance steps including the

addition of a step at base and associated site and drainage works

Condition 2 states in the matter of proposed works to the protected structure

The applicant/developer shall comply with the following requirements of the

Conservation Officer of Dublin City Council; a) A conservation expert with/\
proven and appropriate expertise shall be employed to design, manq4t I

.:;i,::,pointing, brick repairs, wig pointing, and Wc er3\mYle. i) The external stack

;Iii;’'„,
the Conservation Officer prommencement of construction on site.

The new step shall be IA)ynite, c) AH works to the structure shall be

carried out in accor4pN@best conservation practice and the

IIiII%ViIIIIin’xl:===:"T'%*Sair works shall retain the maximum amount of surviving'P

his}AVc I situ. Items to be removed for repair off-site shall be recorded

®r)noval, catalogued and numbered to allow for authentic re-
rapfent. d) All existing original features, in the vicinity of the works shall

\e;)rotected during the course of the refurbishment works. All repair of

griginal fabric shall be scheduled and carried out by appropriately experienced

conservators of historic fabric

Reason: in order to protect the original fabric, character and integrity of the

Protected Structure at 40 Leeson Park and to ensure that the proposed works

are carried out in accordance with best conservation practice,
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5.0 Policy and Context

5.1 . Development Plan

The relevant land-use zoning objective of the Dublin City Development Plan 2022-

2028 is 22 (Residential Conservation) (Map E): To protect and/or improve the

amenities of residential conservation areas

• Residential Conservation Areas

The rational for residential conservation area designation is that

an area in design and layout terms is such that it requires

development proposals, which would affect structures both

protected in such areas. The objective is to protect

unsuitable new developments or works that would

amenity or architectural quality of the area. In

conservation areas, Chapter 15

Development Plan 2022-2028 states:

of

i)&ing with

non-

In

All planning applications

e ResDect the

for

e

Be :ntary to the existing scale, building height

and rna

{nities of the properties and spaces.-0

of the visual impact of the development in the’an

context

materials and finishes are in keeping with the existing built

ment

•

+ Positively contribute to the existing streetscape. Retain historic trees also

as these all add to the special character of an ACA, where they exist.

Policy BHA9, Chapter 1 1 (Archaeology & Built Heritage), Dublin City Development

Plan 2022-2028 inter alia states
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Development within or affecting a Conservation Area must contribute positively to

its character and distinctiveness and take opportunities to protect and enhance the

character and appearance of the area and its setting, wherever possible.

Enhancement opportunities may include

• Replacement or improvement of any building, feature or element which

;Ii}li{.
The repair and retention of shoP and PW fnhhectural interest

Retention of buildings and featureq=tNJhute to the overall

,h„,,t„ ,„d i.t,g,ity ,f th, ,@Kb/„,,
The return of buildings DIes/Mb.

•

•

•

e Protected Structures “

:==t::=='' Tax“:""'"““'“"'''"'”"'"“
='=’„?1\%''„~„„’„'„’''''’'~„’„„'’''’'~'„''’'„„„‘" /-C?
A+Y.:,T,':„“:/;;,,==;;.'::„;=:r,:;-

Vde//nes for Planning Authorities (201 1) published by the Department of

Culture, Heritage and the Gaeltacht.

(b) Protect structures included on the RPS from any works that would

negatively impact their special character and appearance.

(c) Ensure that works are carried out in line with best conservation practice as

advised by a suitably qualified person with expertise in architectural

conservation
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(d) Ensure that any development, modification, alteration, or extension

affecting a protected structure and/or its setting is sensitively sited and

designed, and is appropriate in terms of the proposed scale, mass, height,

density, layout and materials.

(e) Ensure that the form and structural integrity of the protected structure is

retained in any redevelopment and ensure that new development does not

adversely impact the curtiFage or the special character of the protect
structure

(f) Respect the historic fabric and the special interest of the in

its plan form, hierarchy of spaces, structure and architl V(ure s

and fittings and materials‘

(g) Ensure that new and adapted uses are %rchitectural

character and special interest(s) of the protected

(h) Protect and retain important tage including historic

Fd ;ny oMer associatedgardens, stone walls, entrance

curtilage features.

(i) Ensure historic landscapes, gl (in good condition)

are protected from inappropriateassociated with protected 'U

a) Have regard to
such as ba

ns for example, protection of species

Sustainab ,port

Transport) Section 8.5.7 (car parking) isChapter 8 (:

for strong car parking policy implementation in Dublin cityrelevan

lctive SMT25 stating in the matter of on-street parking the following0

parking to serve the needs of the city alongside the

kerbside activity and accessible parking

requirements, and to facilitate the re-organisation and loss of spaces to serve

sustainable development targets such as in relation to, sustainable transport

provision, greening initiatives, sustainable urban drainage, access to new

developments, or public realm improvements.
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• Vehicular Entrances and Front Garden Parking

Appendix 5 (Transport and Mobility: Technical Requirements) Section 4.0 (Car

Parking Standards) of the Dublin City Development Plan 2022-2028 is relevant.,

including the following provisions:

Section 4.1 (On Street Parking) is relevant and inter alia states

There will be a presumption against the removal of on-street

to facilitate the provision of vehicular entrances to single

predominantly residential areas where residents are largely

street car-parking spaces or where there is a demand

serving other uses in the area.

Section 4.3 (Parking in Front Gardens), which inter

in order toon

widening of an existing

It gardens of singFe

not be permitted where residents

a strong demand for such parking.

Panning Permission is required for the aIR

provide car parking by creating a

access. Proposals for off- street

dwellings in mainly residential

rely on on-street

lg) is relevant and inter alia states:

’be designed to avoid creation of a traffic hazard forGrAn,’1
withpassingJK Where a new enhance onto a

d is\)l£posed, the Council wiN have regard to the road and footway

17npacf on on-street parking provision (formal or informal), theOt

on the road and available sightlines.

Section 4.3.1 (Dim

Vehicular

a single residential dwelling, the vehicular opening proposed shall be at

least 2.5 metres or at most 3 metres in width and shall not have outward

opening gates. Where a shared entrance for two residential dwellings is

proposed, this width may increase to a maximum of 4 metres,
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Detailed requirements for parking in the curtilage of Protected Structures and in

Architectural Conservation and Conservation Areas are set out in Appendix 5,

Section 4.3.7

Where site conditions exist which can accommodate car parking provision without

significant loss of visual amenity and/or historic fabric, proposals for limited off-street

parking wiI[ be considered which meet a list of performance criteria. The follov

inter alia criteria are relevant to the assessment of the development prop9

area to the front of the structures should

Car parking shall be designed so that it is set-back from the house and front

boundary wall to avoid excessive impact on the protected structure;

Car parking bays shall be no greater than 5 m x 3 m metres wide;

The proposed vehicular entrance should, where possible, be combined with

the existing pedestrian entrance so as to form an entrance no greater than 2.6
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m and this combined entrance should be no greater than half the total width of

the garden at the road boundary.....,

Where cast or wrought iron or other historic railings exist and historic brick

and stone boundary walls, which contribute to the special character of the

structure, every effort will be made to preserve and to maintain the maximum

amount of original form and construction through minimum intervention. Any

original existing gates, piers and cast iron or other railings that require

alterations shall be reused and integrated with all new parking pr%Has \

Furthermore, Appendix 5, Section 4,3,2 (Impact on Street Trees) $t4s IIb a// cases,

the proposed vehicular entrance shall not interfere with any sw49As r€posals to

provide a new entrance or widen an existing vehicular entral(aQuId result in

the removal of, or damage to, a street tree will not generW be permitted and where

permitted in exceptional circumstances, must be miapte\Where a street tree is

located in close proximity to a vehicular entranc4Zrot b4\Fmeasures shall be

implemented during construction to safegua paqMy damage caused and a

financial securIty requIred to cover any dam&Cbd. . .. . . .. The extent of the

associated dishing of the footpath an Ab for a vehicular entrance shall not

negatively impact on existing street trees & tree root zone. A minimum clearance

wm be „q„i„d f„m th, ,.,ra6N>,, t,.„k t, th, p„p,,,d ,dg, ,f th,
dishing. Figure 1 illustrat Ahds minimum clearance distances required,

based on the matuntydMt tree

Figure 1:/heNAnd Vehicular Entrances

=====::i= b:

Architectural Heritage Protection Guidelines for Planninq Authorities (2011 )

published by the Department of Culture, Heritage and the Gaeltacht are relevant
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5.2. EIA Screening

5.3. The proposed development is not within a class where EIA applies

6.0 The Appeal

6.1 . Grounds of Appeal

The grounds of appeal, prepared by Thornton O’Connor Town Planni

below:the appellant are

• In association with Thornton O’Connor, DMVF Archit

Conservation Architects and the Tree File have all be

appellant to prepare this appeal submission,

The application submitted to the plannil rationale for the

home at No. 40appellants genuine need for

Lesson Park and this appeal statl ldemonstrates the appellants

clear and apparent need for of Fmlg
• The appella

approprla

prepared

vehicular

the empB4

originally lodged entirely

multi-disciplinary team have

modify the width of the

street tree and to ensure

d most appropriate conservation strategy

• willing to accept a condition that would mandate Option B

PL02C & PL03C, as submitted with

• The appellants intention was to purchase the subject property as a long term

family residence carrying out all necessary refurbishment works in

accordance with best conservation practice

• Planning permission was granted for the conversion of 3 residential units back

into a single dwelling under register reference 4542/23. The appellants are
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(

The ed If their

currently refurbishing / restoring the subject dwelling representing a clear

conservation gain for the Victorian house,

• The proposal for in-curtilage car parking is critical to provide the appellants

with a convenient safe and reliable space to park their car including loading

and unloading and facilitating young children

•

Family disability justification

•

•

•

•

vs parents. They are not permanent occupiers of the house and are

entitled to a residents parking permit. Furthermore, the appellants have

cars which precludes an application for an accessible bay,i
• Visitor parking permits are only offered for a strict number of days out of the

year. Furthermore, to accommodate an accessible space outside no. 40

Lesson Park would require the removal of two standard car parking spaces.

• The provision of an accessible bay with standard dimensions (7m) on Lesson

Park would not accommodate the type of mobility vehicle used by the
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appellant’s parents, which requires a parking bay with a minimum length of

7.6m. The standard accessible bay would be unsafe in terms of access /

egress from their vehicle (images included in appeal statement),

• The appellants claim that in order to provide safe egress / access generally

and from their parent’s vehicle the most suitable option is to facilitate a

parking space within the curtilage of no. 40 Lesson Park.

The provision of off-street parking and on-street parking availability

•

•

The development plan does not contain a blanket prohibition o

of on-street parking

The appellants claim that the removal of a single on. space

in principle and will not cause a detrime$IS on theTI

supply of car parking in the area referencing Policy SMT25 (On

Street Parking) and Appendix 5 Section 4 $b/development plan.

Ian recognises that theThe appellants that the

living within the City musttransport needs of people of all ages
be catered for as .7 of the Plan arguing that the

conversion of the 40 Lesson Park to family use

should be supported bespoke off-street parking provision.ra

• ltement demonstrates that Lesson

on-street car

lage parking

• king study

I spaces are

hI /and evidence that the vast majority of properties (92.6 %) on the

et have in-curtilage parking (see Table 2.1 )

• it is noted the individual properties are colour coded (where a green dot

indicates in-curtilage parking on Lesson Park) in the aerial view images within

the appeal statement, which illustrate private parking availability and location

q
• The churches, nursing home, embassy, office(s) and majority of residential

uses on Lesson Park provide private in-curtilage car parking. It is claimed only

5 properties are not provided with in-curtilage parking. Therefore, the use of
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on-street parking is generally restricted to residents without in-curtilage

parking and their visitors,

Planning precedent

• There is planning precedent for new vehicular entrances along Lesson Park

including planning permission granted for off-street parking at nos. 52 (Reg

If: 3766/13)Ref: 4026/20), 16 (Reg. Ref:3446/15), 37 (Reg

Ref: 3629/1 1 ) Lesson P
structures and resuEted

It is acknowledged that

preceding development

relevant policy in the current development plan

Furthermore, the planning authority assessed

should be granted given that there would k)

character of the protected struct

FF;ed that permission

impact on the
ltion area

• The appellant notes that the pla

planning permission at no. 52

Rather a split decision g

failed to include a grant of

planning report.

Reg. Ref: 2515/20 was cited

•

,N£availabtlity of on-street parking

53 Terenure Road East (3100/23), a protected structure, is cited as anS
application assessed and granted permission under the current development

plan for the removal of the existing pedestrian gate and partial boundary to

facilitate a new vehicular entrance and parking,

• The planning assessment at No. 53 Terenure Road East is not available on-

line. However, it is noted that the vehicular entrance was reduced by way of

condition to 2.6rn width. Furthermore, it is evident in the submitted site layout
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that almost the entire of the front garden of the protected structure is

hardstanding with little soft landscaping

Fundamentally disagree with the first reason for refusal

• The first reason for refusal, which inter alia states that the proposal would set

an undesirable precedent, is contentious as a similar type of development in-

curtilage parking is extant at all but 5 properties on Lesson Park.

• disagree with the first reason forThe appellants fI

been demonstrated that 93% of properties on Lesson Park be

For somethingstreet parking. It is claimed the proposal cannot set a pn

that is already established at Lesson Park.

It is argued that the provision of off-street parking will

parking spaces as the appe11 will

two on-street

in-curtilage

rty was

provision on street,

pact on the special
Lesson Park. The

Appendix 5, Section 4.3.1 (Dimensions &proposal would be lent

,X parking in the curtilage of protected structuresSurfacing) &

IK Areas, and Conservation Areas) of the Dublin CityArchitectural

62-2028

• Id by a conservation report prepared byltement is a

Conservation Architect (October 2024). The conservation

Messes the potentia1 impact of the proposed works on the protected

ture and on the designated conservation area within which No. 40

on park is located,Q
The conservation report concludes that the proposed works would have a

minimal impact on the character of the house at no. 40 Lesson Park and will

enhance the front boundary. Therefore, the works would be consistent with

Policy BHA2 (Development of Protected Structures) and Policy BHA9

(Conservation Areas) of the Dublin City Development Plan 2022-2028
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Impact on street trees

• The development would be consistent with Section 4.3.2 (street trees) of the

development plan as detailed in the Arboricultural Technical Note prepared by

The Tree File accompanying the appeal statement.

• The street tree to the north of the purposed footpath dishing is a relatively

small and young Turkish Hazel and would require a minimu

distance of 2.5m from the tree trunk to the dish area (med

trees). Option A submitted to the planning authority provid

distance

The street tree to the south is an early mature red oak dldXqulre a
minimum separation distance of 3.5m from the tree %ish area. Thea

planning case officer may have misunderstood K Planning

Division (TPD) report as the TPD only raised the matter of thens

northern street tree

The )f the northern

6.2

6.3. ity Response

The planning authority request the Board to uphold the decision to refuse planning

permISSIon

6.4. Observations

The following is a summary of the observation of Mr. Philip O’Reilly
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The planning authority and An Bord Pleanala have a history (15 years under 3

or 4 development pFans) of refusing front garden vehicular access and in-

curtilage parking within 21 and 22 lands (from Sandymount to Terenure)

there is a presumption against the permitting of off street parking which will

give rise to a loss of on-street parking for the benefit of the greater good’,

• Lesson Park is a road of substantial houses a number of them are in

commercial or other uses. As for the

rkinq the

•

•

(ABPPL29S,248801 ). The inspector no
don its merits

Each case must be considered

t of a Victorian

that the car parking status of No. 40 Lesson Park waser

lime of purchase. The appellants could have purchased a

extant off-street parking and other critical requirements listed in

attaches a refusal from 11 years ago at no. 59 Grosvenor Road

Rathmines where justification based on the applicants children’s needs was

also quoted

• The observer references an instance on Lower Rathmines Road in recent

years where a refusal was recorded for a disabled parking space in the front

garden
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• The key point is that a disabled on-street parking bay is feasible and this was

demonstrated in the matter of the appeal at no. 59 Grosvenor Road. The

same scenario would apply in the instance of the appellant if a case for an on-

street disabled space is made to the planning authority.

• in the matter of option B, the proposal will still result in the loss of an on-street

parking space within a street environment of high demand for parking given

that other buildings in Lesson Park are in

including the adjoining creche at no. 39

nursing home

The private parking in the environs of M

apartments) together with new houses

creating an overspill onto the public

Appendix 5, Section 4.1 & 4.3 of the

preserve the existing stock of on-street ising the need to

•

•

’-./-- -’- -'---- – -- -'-'---- - --- --- '--'--- “- ------’
rge house on the south side of Northbrook Road just around the corner

1 no. 40 Lesson Park was refused permission for off-street parking similar

to hundreds of other such applications in recent years.

a
• There is nothing positive in the matter of the off-street parking granted

permission on Lesson Park such developments have degraded the character

and setting of the area and resulted in the loss of historic fabric in the form of

original railings, plinths and pedestrian gates,
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• The number of houses with off-street parking on Lesson Park does not justify

the erosion of on-street car parking that would result from the proposal, which

would remove two on-street car parking spaces.

The loss of significant on-street parking in Lesson Park between 2011-2021 (6

as a result of 4 planning permissions) cannot be sustained. The indication that

an off-street parking space results in the loss of one on-street parking space

The provislis factually in

•

•

40

street parking facility on

Iff-isThe effects of repea Barking permissions on the streetscape is
evident on Lesson le numbers of gardens have been lost and

given over entil Uor carmwith consequent serious environmental

degradatil impacts of off-street parking on protected and non
can be seen in Lesson Park and in the cityprob S

< also the aspect of an enhanced safety hazard, including at no

I Park, resulting from off-street parking given restricted sight lines

7.0

7.1

7.2

The following assessment covers the points made in the appeal submission and is

an overall consideration of the application. It is noted there are no new matters for

consideration

There is one observation on this appeal from Philip O’Reilly. The points made in the

observation are considered in the assessment below
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7.3, The applicant proposes to construct a new vehicular access (3.2m) and to provide

off-street parking in the front garden of No. 40 Lesson Park, a protected structure

(RPS No.4353). The works to the existing front boundary include modifications to the

plinth wall, wrought iron railings and landscaping

The planning authority refused permission for the development for 2 reasons. The

first reason for refusal relates to the removal of on-street communal car parking in

order to accommodate a private vehicular access. The second reason for

relates to the adverse impact on the settling of the protected structure

residential conservation area of which no. 40 Lesson Park is part.

7.4

7.5 The appellant’s multi-disciplinary team have prepared an

proposal 'Option B’ for the consideration of the Board (See

PL03C), which would modify the width (2.7m) of the

protect an existing street tree and also to ensure

appropriate conservation strategy,

Option B

7.6, The appellant has denoted the
has submitted a modified

reduces the overall width of

the opening to the south

dapp

denoted as 'Option B'. 'Option Bdevelo

kentrance from 3.2rn to 2.7rn and rnigrates

lated under the following sub-headings:assess

!rvation area designationResi cd

tructure designation

6 criteria for car-parking in the curtilage of a protected structure

ItS cited by the appellant

7.7 The planning

•

• The nature of private car parking provision and transport planning policy

• The parking requirements of appellant’s parent’s disability vehicle

• On-Street Parking and public parking management

• Conclusion
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Street Trees

7.8

7.9

There are two street trees proximate to the frontage of no. 40 Lesson Park. The

appellant clarifies that the nor+hern street tree is a young Turkish Hazel (medium

sized tree) and the southern street tree is a an early mature red oak

'Option A’ provided a separation distance of 1 .9m between the trunk of th

tree and the vehicular access dtshlng area, The Transport Planni

reported that the proposed vehicular entrance would be located

adjacent street tree to the norIh

7.10. The vehicular entrance and dishing would encroach on the m

distance required by the development plan having regard to

(medium) and the 0.9m buffer proposed

trunk would be deficient

TrIg and the tree

7.11. The appellant claims 'Option B’ provides

trunk of the street tree and the vehicular

development plan guidance

of 2.6m between the

compliance with

7.12.

7.13.

I note that the vehicular openin!

Qvehicular entrance would be

acceptable separation

lte south. However, the repositioned

the southern tree trunk, which is an

dR :e from 'The Tree File’ consultant arborists, the note

ing compliance with minimum design standards that

to encounter tree roots during works. The arborists

adopted to meet contingencies to minimise tree

7.14 :neral comply with Appendix 5, Section 4.3.2

on Street Trees), which requires a minimum separation distance of 2.5m

from the surface of the northern tree trunk to the footpath dishing

Residential Conservation area designation

7.15. Policy BHA9 of the City Development Plan 2022-2028 seeks to protect the special

interest and character of Dublin’s Conservation Areas inter alia retention of buildings

and features that contribute to the overall character and integrity of the area
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7.16,

7.17,

Development within or affecting a Conservation Area must contribute positively to its

character and distinctiveness and take opportunities to protect and enhance the

character and appearance of the area and its setting wherever possible

The appe£lant claims that the proposed works (Option B) would be consistent with

Policy Objective BHA9. The appeal statement in part justifies the proposal by reason

of the conversion of No. 40 Lesson Park from multiple residential use to single-family

!!!iliN::Ill$$#I{ii$$
1’„'='~=„'„'’'~';'’';:''„ .\Y‘
!$PHI:...:„d App,,dix 5, S„ti„ 4.3.7 („, p,Xi,g Nail,g, ,f p„t„t,d ,t„,t„,,,

:="H;+'~’''""’'’;’'''""'''''“'“

i}I}!:lib}:
Protecti@Us (2011 ), including the negative impact of cumulative works on

Id
bhistoric streetscapes of a series of incremental changes to boundary

n officer also notes the requirement for mitigation if the developmentIvatio

is approved by the planning authority, including the reuse of the extant original

railings in the design of the new vehicular access gates,

7.23. The appeal statement is accompanied by a conservation report (dated October

2024), entitled Report on the Architectural / Historic Significance of No. 40 Lesson
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Park, Ranelagh, Dublin 6 & Observations on the Impact of The Proposed Front

Boundary Works, prepared by David Slattery Conservation Architects

7.24. The report details the proposed works under 'Option B’, which will be carried out in

compliance with RIAI Guidelines for the Conservation of Buildings (3rd edition

December 2010) and the Architectural Heritage Protection Guidelines (2011 ).

7.25, The co report concludes that the proposed works as provided for under

Option B' would have a minimal impact on the character of the house

Lesson Park and the conservation area. The works would provide for

front boundary treatment.

De plan guidance criteria

7.26, Appendix 5, Section 4,3.7 provides for the lion of

against a list of criteria where site conditil

€treet parkinghI

!FFTch can

7.27

7.28

plinth would be

The pli

wn on Drg. No. PL03C.

7.29 Ih E is noted as suffering legacy damage) would be reused

& D are to be repositioned to facilitate the new vehicular
trimmed

7.30 my site visit that the granite plinths had been removed from

7.31. Appendix 5, Section 4.3.7 requires that the remaining soft landscaping to the front of

the protected structure in general should be more than half of the total area of the

front garden space, exclusive of car parking area, footpaths, and hard surfacing
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7.32. Furthermore, the car parking bay shall be no greater than 5m x 3m. The proposed

car parking area would significantly exceed the mandatory dimensions of a single car

parking bay.

7.33. The car parking area within the front curtilage of the protected structure would

comprise a large paved area greater than half the front garden. The justification is

given that the appellant requires manoeuvrability for a mobility impaired vehicle, as

:::l.;:„..,:!;
=U’;"';;;"'''-"""“"''“'"’'"'"':;<VM";'~;'

7.36. However, the principle of development remairLS Itic in regard to the

parkIng in\

reetscape as highlighted byric st

In-c

dc
and

street Znd off-street parking provision on Lesson Park

urtilage parking area

,.„. :=,1:==\Y„;„,„.;,„„„;;.~.,.,..-..„.,;,.;„.
=p=::h$Yp£=C."'“~'y-'i :““"““'“ “' ' ““h'"

proposed, and in the matter of priveajjErking at the expense of communal

cumulative impact of incremental works on (e h

th, „„, ,v,ti,, ,#i„,, th, ,xt,n,iv,J,',d-A

!b$
properties do not enjoy in-curtilage parking. Furthermore there

n-street car parking spaces available for residents without in-

for their visitors. I consider that there is a generous existing on-

7.39. The appellant cites the precedent of previously approved vehicular access and in

curtilage parking recently granted that resulted in the loss of on-street parking

7.40. The planning permissions for new vehicular entrances along Lesson Park including

planning permission granted for off-street parking at nos. 52 (Reg. Ref: 4026/20), 16
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(Reg, Ref:3446/15), 37 (Reg, ref: 3766/13) and 57 (Reg. Ref: 3629/1 1 ) Lesson Park

is cited as precedent.

The appellant acknowledge that the subject permissions were granted in accordance

with the policies and objectives of previous development plans. However, it is

claimed there is no material change in relevant policy in the current development

plan

7.41

’”':=:=::':-'„.=.„'='=&Q&Y:/&Yt is not an

='=:’':'::;:„"=K>v'';"'’'=""'
;on Park pre-date the

7.46. 1 consider that the VIv& Tse of the in-curtilage car parking area proposed

w,,1d b, f„ thaNNd,di„t,d „, p,rki,g f„ th, appellant, two cars. The

::i":kg„:'„":'.i!=:£§„li:=i;;==;'
’-:SRi:=!IT;='{':.1=„=of the Sustainable Residential Development and Compact Growth Guidelines for

7.44. Finally, I note the examples cited by the appella6

l::=£:=::;:„"G
i;'+;lb+;iI:;"='"' '„'”''''' ,'”nt}k\Xdisitin,

removal of the existing pedestrian gate and part of the boundary

vehicular entrance and parking.

’”:',=T:==,:==='::’,':.q

Planning Authorities (2024), requires car-parking provision to be minimised

substantially reduced or wholly eliminated in city centres and urban neighbourhoods

of the 5 cities including Dublin

7.48. The Sustainable Mobility and Transport chapter of the Dublin City Development Plan

2022-2028 (Chapter 8) contains a range of policies and objectives supporting
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alternative transport options to private car use including SMTI (Modal shift and

Compact Growth) and SMT01 (Transition to More sustainable Transport Modes)

7.49. Section 8.5.7 (car parking) provides for a strong car parking policy implementation in

Dublin City, which has been instrumental in changing travel behaviour and promoting

sustainable development and sustainable living

7.50

7.51

I note that the applicant site is in a highly accessible location proximate to the canal

!{C;I;:::;;
7h e P a r k i n g re q U i re n1 e n t S 0 f a P P e I I a n t ) S parent IwNW IC

HIUCF:'I;&Y,:''==
X:,@;;I:'::*.'.:*::;::;::::;:
:in;,IIb>=:=,Tr.':===::==,::::::::,1:,pp,II,„t ,pplfAN% C,,,,iI f„th, p„,i,i,, ,f ,, ,„,„ibl, p„ki,g b,y

libPT;;;Ii;;:;;;=; ii::4;;*:;;;::.:1
poNd2xclusion on the grounds of non-residency on the street.

7.52

7.53,

7.54,

7.55

7.56 Furthermore, the appellant states that provision of an accessible bay with standard

dimensions (7m) on Lesson Park would not accommodate the type of mobility

vehicle used by the appellant’s parents, which requires a parking bay with a

minimum length of 7.6m. It is claimed that the standard accessible bay would be

unsafe in terms of access / egress from their vehicle,
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7.57. There is a clearly demarcated existing parking bay on street extending for the full

width of the Lesson Park frontage of no. 40 Lesson Park. The photographic record

accompanying this planning assessment illustrates the elongated and unhindered

nature of the demarcated parking bay,

note the images included in the appeal statement that illustrate the appellants

wheelchair bound parent accessing / egressing their mobility vehicle do not include

7.58

,.„. ::::':::=:T::=T=::=:=:==:"::==::'X aO
rAy

accommodate or subject to consultation with Dublin City Counci

accommodate the mobility vehicle of the appellant’s parents

On-street parking and public parking management b

’'” ;lPig.;;;I;,i;;;&&W;;;i:
parking spaces or where there is a dewndWparking sewing other uses in
the area

7,61. The appellant have carried ourNy on-street car parking study (using Google

Maps) on Lesson Park cl4ling tW 00 on-street spaces are available and

nil?iIb>i;HjT Ij!! IIrr=:’::JAN ty of residents on Lesson Park have dedicated off-street

parkIng. AU
orI

i&tT' Eli:::},T,l::: Iii:,.iII;II:i;;,:I;,T,i,I,
Lesson Park between 2011-2021 (4 planning permissions) cannot be sustained

7.63. A pay & display and residents permit parking scheme is in operation on Lesson Park

(Monday-Friday 08.00-18.30). 1 consider that the existing on-street car parking is a

finite managed public resource.
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7.64.

7.65

Section 8.5.7 (car parking), Policy SMT25 inter alia provides for the management of

on-street car parking to serve the needs of the city alongside the needs of residents,

visitors, businesses, kerbside activity and accessible parking requirements.

Furthermore, the policy provides for the management of on-street parking to facilitate

the re-organisation and loss of spaces to serve sustainable development targets

such as in relation to, sustainable transport provision, greening initiatives

sustainable urban drainage, access to new developments, or public realm

improvements.

7.66 The appellants claim that there is sufficient on-street car parking

users given that there 100 on-street spaces available and in-c

provides dedicated parking for all residents bar 5

parking

7.67. lnding the arguments of the appellant a

provide the equivalent of two car parking spal

street car parking space, the proposed addiy5m

publicly accessible d

on-

rfking spaces would not be

7.68 Therefore, the proposal would

provision on Lesson Park and

policy of the Dub

existing on-street parkjl -£roviding compensatory spaces for the loss of

provided for by Policy SMT25.he

7.69 Id would be for the

appellant

ng space given the

consider that the provision of an additional car parking space in this accessible

location would be inconsistent with global transport planning policy, which supports a

move away from the use of the private car towards more sustainable modes of

transport including walking, cycling and public transport,

ABP321 049-24 Inspector’s Report Page 29 of 32



The proposal would provide the equivalent of two car parking spaces off-street

which would not be publicly accessible. However, the proposal would remove one

on-street communal car parking space, which would depreciate the finite managed

car parking resource on Lesson Park, which is subject to a pay & display and

residents permit parking scheme in operation (Monday-Friday 08.00-18.30), and

would be inconsistent with Policy SMT25,

I also acknowledge the concerns of the conservation officer in the matt

cumulative impact of incremental works on the historic streetscape incl

of historic fabric and legability

Finally, the extensive hard-surfaced parking area

ly

7.70

domestic car parking in a

Having regard to the
screen out

IIe of the proposed development it is possible to

the submission of an NIS

8.0

8.1

Recom

OU

6usal of planning permission for the reasons and considerations

9.0 Reasons and Considerations

Having regard to the grounds of appeal, the reasons for refusal, the residential

conservation zoning objective and the policy framework provided by the Dublin City

Development Plan 2022-2028, it is considered that the proposal to alter the existing

historic boundary treatment comprising a plinth wall and wrought iron railing and to
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provide a vehicular entrance and off-street parking area to no. 40 Lesson Park, a

protected structure, which would provide two in-curtilage private car parking spaces

and eliminate an on-street communal car parking space, would be inconsistent with

Section 8.5.7 (car parking), Policy SMT25, Policy BHA2 (development will conserve

and enhance protected structures and their curtilage), Policy BH A9 (development in

conservation areas) and Appendix 5, Section 4.3.7 (parking in the curtilage of

Protected and in Architectural Conservation and Conservation Area

Athe Dublin City D It Plan 2022-2028 and, as such, would be

with the proper planning and sustainable development of the residen Ifon

area

10.0 Refusal

The removal of an on-street

vehicular access is contrary

reduce the supply of

street. The proposal

8.5,7 and Appendix

2022-2028, which aims

the city alongside the

activity, and

SeTldate a privatecar parking s
to the Dub policy and would

Fbte to residents on th

itreet parking to serve the needs ofg
lents, visitors, businesses, kerbside

requirements. The reduced supply of on-

from the convenience of road users and the

The proposal would set an
ent and would

zoning objective and the

Status of the house, the proposed modification of the extant

c railings and stone plinth and associated works would have a

Zriously injurious impact on the special character of the Protected

Structure, its setting and wider streetscape, and as such would be contrary

to Policy BH A2 which seeks to ensure conserves and

enhances Protected Structures and their curtilage and Policy BHA9 of the

City Development Plan 2022-2028 which seeks to protect the special

interest and character of DubEin’s Conservation Areas. The proposed
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development is therefore considered contrary to the proper planning and

sustainable development of the areaI
I confirm that this report represents my professional planning assessment,

judgement and opinion on the matter assigned to me and that no person has

influenced or sought to influence, directly or indirectly, the exercise of my

I M/
mony Abbott King
Planning Inspector

19 February 2025
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