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JSA Job Ref - 24126

Dear Sjr/ Madam,

RE: RESPONSE T0 THIRD PARTY APPEAL N RESPECT DEMOLlTlON OF
BUlLDlNGS/STRUCTURES AND CONSTRUCTION OF A 14 STOREY BUILDING
lNCLUDlNG OFFICE USE ARTS CENTRE AND CAFE AUDITORIUM AND
ANCILLARY USES AT SITE BOUND BY CITY QUAY TO THE NORTH MOSs
STREET TO THE WEST & GLOUCESTER STREET SOUTH To THE SOUTH
DUBLIN 2. THE SITE INCLUDES 14 CITY QUAY (D02 PC03), 5 CITY QUAY AND
23-25 MOsSs STREET D02 Fg54).

— o —=SIREET (D02 Fsg),

DUBLIN ciIty COUNCIL REG. REF.: WEBZ729/24

ACP CASE NUMBER: ACP-323120-25
1.0 lNTRODUCTlON
We refer to your letter dateq the 28t July 2025 attached a5 Appendix 1 of this
correspondence, inviting g eésponse to the thrrd-party appeals lodged in respect of the
above application.

On behajr of our client, Ventaway Limited, 13 Saint Stephens Green, Dublin 2, we, John
pain Associates, 39 Fitzwilliam Place, Dubilin 2, hereby submit g résponse to the third-

party appeals lodged in respect of the notification to grant Planning Permission by Dubilin
City Council and Managers Order dateq the 27 June 2025,

The third-party appeals in Question were lodged by:

* City Quay Nationa] School Board of Management, City Quay Nationa] School,
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The site is zoned Z5 - City Centre within the Dublin City Council Development Pian 2022-
2028 for which the objective is “To consolidate and facilitate the development of the central
area, and to identify, reinforce, strengthen and protect its civic design character and dignity.”

working space angd arts/cultural uses at ground and lower ground floor levels, within close
proximity to high quality public transport routes and services.

In this regard it is considered that the Proposed development is acceptable and in
accordance with the Sustainable development and proper planning requirements of the area.

The following is included with this appeal response.

Appendix 1 - Correspondence Letter from An Bord Pleanala
Appendix 2 — Appeal response prepared by HJL Architects

Appendix 3 - Appeal response prepared by CityDesigner

Appendix 4 Appea| response prepared by 3DDB

Appendix 5 ~ Appeal Response Prepared by Cronin Sutton Consuiting

20 SUMMARY OF THE PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT

deal for a talle
public transport. The opportuni Y is recognised in the Dublin City Development Plan 2022-
i of the site within the Strategic Development ang
Regeneration Area 6 provisions for a ‘locally higher building'.

The proposed development includes a 14-storey building over two basement levels. The
building will feature office Spaces totalling 23,501 sq.m., a Co-working space 230 sgm, and
arts/cultural Spaces occupying 910 $q.m. over two floors at ground and lower ground levels.
The main entrance, located at the northwest corner and provide for upgrades to the public
realm at this location,

upper floors to reduce bulk.
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As per the public notices, the proposed development is described as follows:
“The proposed development comprises:

- Demoilition of the existing buildings and structures (it is noted the structures or part
thereof may be demolished in compliance with a Dangerous Buildings Notice prior to a
decision being made);

- Construction of a building up to 14 storeys in height (61.05 metres above ground) over a
double basement including office use, arts centre and café, auditorium, and ancillary uses;

- The arts centre js contained at ground and lower ground floor levels;

- The offices are proposed from ground to 13th fioor (14th storey) with terraces to all
elevations;

- The double basement provides for 11 car parking spaces, 314 bicycle spaces, and 3
oforcycle parking spaces. 16 short Stay bicycle spaces are provided at ground floor leve/
along the western site boundary;

- The overall gross floor area of the development comprises 28,569 sq.m. including 910
§q.m. arts centre and 23,501 $q.m. offices;

All ancillary and associated works and development including plant, temporary
construction works, public realm, landscaping, telecommunications infrastructure, utilities
connections and infrastructure.

An Environmental Impact Assessment Report and Natura Impact Statement have been
prepared in respect of the proposed development and have been submitted with the
Planning application”,

Figure2.1: CGI view of

Source: Visual Lab,
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We note that DCC requested some changes to the proposed development at Fi stage.
Please refer to the submitted FI documentation for further details regarding the changes
made to the scheme and the additional/updated reports that were submitted. Most notably,
a co-working space (230 sqm) was provided at ground floor level along Moss Street to
provide additional activation along this street. Also, the glazing on the eastern elevation from
third to fifth floor level was replaced with solid stone rainscreen and the quality of the opaque
glazing on the other floors was increased to mitigate potential of any undue overlooking
impacts onto the adjacent properties. A clarification of further information was requested in

John Spain Associates 5Planning and Development Consultants
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3.0 DUBLIN’S COUNCIL NOTIFICATION OF DECISION TO GRANT PERMISISON
The planning application was submitted to Dublin City Council on the 19t December 2024
and a decision was made by the Planning Authority on 7t June 2025 to grant planning
permission subject to 15 no. conditions. The following condition is of note as it resulted in
Some revisions to the proposed development:

5. The applicant shajj comply with the following conditions:

(@) Prior to the Occupation of the office Space and in consuitation with the Dublin City Arts
Office, the Developer/Applicant shall provide details, for the written agreement of the

ground floor level, Separating it from the gallery space.
(d) The coffee dock in the gallery Space shall be omitted.
(e) The gallery space should have no cladding on the wall.

(f) The lighting for the gallery space should pe adjustable to allow for alterations Subject to
what is being displayed.

Reason: In the interest of proper planning, sustainaple development and to ensure the timely
provision of services
development:

6. The developer shall comply with the following requirements of the Transportation

Planning Division of Dublin City Counci:

John Spain Associates 6Planning and Development Consultants
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the National Transport Authority to ensure that the required construction works do not
negatively impact the delivery of these project.

(iii) No construction access s permitted from Gloucester Street South.

(b) The applicant shall undertake to implement the measures outlined in the Workplace
Travel Plan. A Mobility Manager shall be appointed with responsibility for the implementation
of the plan.

(c) Key/fob access shall be required to staff cycle parking. Cycle parking shall be in situ and
ready for use prior to first occupation of the de velopment.

(d) Car parking Spaces shall not be sold, rented or otherwise sub-let or leased to other
parties. 6no. spaces shall be allocated to car-share. Alf Spaces shall be future proofed for
electrical charging and electrical charging points shall be installed for 50% of the car parking
spaces.

(e) Prior to commencement of the development, the design, material and programming of
public realm works along City Quay, Moss Street and Gloucester Street South adjacent to
the site shall be agreed in writing with the planning authority. All materials and works shall
be to DCC taken in charge standards and in accordance with the Construction Standards
for Roads and Street Works in Dublin City Council, The footpath and kerb dishing adjacent

occupation of the development.

(f) Prior to commencement of the development, a map delineating those areas to be taken
in charge by the Local Authority shall be submitted fo and agreed in writing with the Planning
Authority.

(9) The re-location of the street signage and lighting column shall be agreed with DCC Traffic
Advisory Group (TAG) and Lighting Services divisions prior to commencement of
development. The new locations shall avoid obstructing required sightlines for the permitted

measures identified in the RSA Stage 3, prior to opening of the completed development to
traffic.

(i) Prior to commencement of development, a plan illustrating the Ia yout and line markings
of the basement level car park shall be agreed in writing with the Planning Authority.

() All costs incurred by Dublin City Council, including any repairs to the public road and
services necessary as a result ofthe development, shall be at the expense of the developer.
Reason: In the interest of proper planning and sustainable de velopment.
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4.0 GROUNDS AND RESPONSE TO APPEAL

The third-party appeals outline the following grounds which will be addressed in this appeal
response:

St. Laurence O'Toole Trust (Appeal prepared by Declan Brassil & Co)
* Development height and plot ratio far exceed guidelines. Queries plot ratio stated in
application.
* Abrupt transition in scale from protected structure.
e Daylight and sunlight assessment shows significant losses to school, church, and
residential buildings.
e Outdoor spaces technically meet BRE criteria but suffer seasonal overshadowing.

City Quay National School

* Non- compliance with Z5 zoning objective.

¢ Overdevelopment of site.

¢ Fails to provide appropriate transition in scale to the adjacent school.

* The site is not designated for a landmark building, and the proposals do not meet
the criteria in the Development Plan for such heights.

e Daylight and sunlight assessment shows significant impacts to classrooms and the
schoolyard.

* No planning gain or community benefit provided. Notes brief discussions with the
developer, however, notes that the making available of g portion of the floorspace
for their use in no way mitigates the negative impacts.

Vehicular access adjacent to school entrance poses safety risks.

e Concerns over noise, dust, and disruption from construction activities.

e Construction management plan is vague, and those required by condition would not
be available to the school.

* Ten-year planning permission is excessive and unjustified.

¢ School expansion plans may be hindered by proposed development,

An Taisce
* Damaging impact on setting of architectural set-piece, the Custom House.
* Overshadowing and overlooking of City Quay National School, City Quay Church
and Presbytery.
Excessive height.
Inappropriate design.
Non-compliance with George’s Quay Local Area Plan.
References observation from Office of Public Works.
Supreme Court Judgement re. Conliffe College.

Zoning/ Development Principle

The third party appellants contend that the proposed development does not provide for an
appropriate mix of uses and is therefore contrary to the zoning objective of the Dublin City
Development Plan 2022-2028.

Under the current CDP, the subject site is zoned ‘Z5 — City Centre” with an objective “To
consolidate and facilitate the development of the central area, and to identify, reinforce,
strengthen and protect its civic design character and dignity”. The Z5 zoning objective is to
promote mixed-use in central locations in order to deliver sustainable patterns of
development in line with the principles of the 15-minute city i.e. higher density development

John Spain Associates 8Planning and Development Consultants
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close to existing public transport hubs and services, and recognise the exceptional position
of City Quay and the need for its regeneration.

Figure 4.1: Zoning Extract from the Dublin City Development Plan 2022-2028 with the overall
site approximatelyoutlined in ellow
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The following uses are ‘Permissible Uses” under the Z5 zoning objective;

Amusement/leisure complex, beauty/ grooming services, bed and breakfast, buildings for
the health, safety and welfare of the public, café/tearoom, childcare facility, civic offices,
community facility, conference centre, craft centre/ craft shop, creative, artistic, recreational
building and uses, cultural/recreational building and uses, cultural, delicatessen, education,
embassy office, enterprise centre, financial institution, funeral home, guesthouse, home-
based economic activit , hostel (tourist), hotel, industry (light), internet café/call centre, live-
Work units, media-associated uses, medical and related consultants, mobility hub, nightclub,
office, off-licence, off-licence (part), open space, place of public worship, primary health
care centre, public house, public service installation, recycling facility, residential, restaurant,
science and technology-based industry, shop (district), shop (local), shop (major
comparison), shop (neighbourhood), sports facility and recreational uses, student
accommodation, take-away, training centre, veterinary surgery, warehousing (retail/non-
food)/retail park.

John Spain Associates gPlanning and Development Consultants
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As highlighted above, the proposed uses, consisting of office use, arts and cultural spaces,
and co-working space is permitted in principle under Z5 zoning and therefore, the proposal

“The Applicant has proposed to accommodate a mix of uses within the overall scheme,
including office, cultural and recreational within the overall scheme. This is in accordance
with the Z5 zoning.”

The Development Plan states the following:

“The primary purpose of this use zone is to sustain life within the centre of the city through
intensive mixed-use development. The strategy is to provide a dynamic mix of uses which
interact with each other, help create a sense of community, and which sustain the vitality of
the inner city both by day and night. As a balance, and in recognition of the growing
residential communities in the city centre, adequate noise reduction measures must be
incorporated into development, especially mixed-use development and regard should be

given to the hours of operation.

Ideally, a mix of uses should occur both vertically through the floors of buildings as well as
horizontally along the street frontage. A general mix of uses, e.g. retail, commercial,
residential, will be desirable throughout the area and active, vibrant ground floor uses
promoted. On Category 1 retail streets, retail should be the predominant ground floor use”.

In line with the Development Plan's vision for Z5 zoned lands, which highlights the
importance of central urban sites, the proposal provides for a mix of uses that respond both
$ strategic location and past history as an arts centre. It should also be noted the
surrounding area in the Docklands currently provides for a wide range of uses.

The subject site falls within Strategic Development Regeneration Area (SDRA) 6 —
Docklands, which aims to provide for compact growth within Dublin with a focus on
encouraging economic development.

future physical and social regeneration of this part of the city, consolidating the area as a
vibrant economic, residential, cultural and amenity quarter of the city, whilst simultaneously
nurturing sustainable well-integrated neighbourhoods and communities”.

The proposal provides for a comprehensive re-development of the site in line with the SDRA
guiding principles. The proposed uses, and quantum of the same, responds appropriately

The following policy from the CDP is of particular relevant to the proposed development:

“Policy CEE1 Dublin’s Role as the National Economic Engine
(i To promote and enhance the role of Dublin as the national economic engine and
driver of economic recovery and growth, with the city centre as its core economic
generator,
(i) To promote and facilitate Dublin as a creative and innovative city that is globally
competitive, internationally linked, attractive and open.

John Spain Associates 10Planning and Development Consultants
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(iii) To promote an internationalisation strategy building mutually-beneficial
economic and other links with key cities globally to encourage investment and
tourism in Dublin”,

The subject site has been designated for regeneration to encourage redevelopment and to
boost the city’s appeal through public and private investment. The proposed development
provides for a high-quality, office-led mixed-use building. By primarily offering office space,
the development will significantly expand employment and investment in Dublin in line with
the policy set out above.

George’s Quay Local Area Plan

The appellants have raised concerns regarding the proposed building height, including non-
compliance with the George’s Quay Local Area Plan (LAP) 2012 (extended to July 2022),
transition in scale between adjacent properties, and that the site is not designated as an
area for a landmark building.

2028. The LAP having long since expired, it cannot be lawfully taken into consideration by
the Commission in its consideration and determination of the subject appeal. In order to
protect the integrity of the decision making process, we submit that the Commission is
required to exclude the application of the LAP.

Building Height

The government published the Urban Development and Building Height Guidelines in 2018,
which were issued under Section 28 of the Planning and Development Act. These
Guidelines establish a presumption in favour of increased building height, particularly in city
core areas and locations that benefit from high-quality public transport, such as the subject
site.

The Guidelines state under SPPR 1 that local authorities must not apply blanket height caps
and must identify areas where increased height will be supported to meet national compact
growth objectives. They also encourage flexibility in local plan implementation to support
regeneration of brownfield and underutilised urban sites:

In accordance with Government policy to support increased building height and density in
locations with good public fransport accessibility, particularly town/ city cores, planning
authorities shall explicitly identify, through their Statutory plans, areas where increased
building height will be actively pursued for both redevelopment, regeneration and infill

and density is therefore established in the planning framework, and this is a forefront
consideration when assessing the concerns raised by the appellants with respect to height
and density.

John Spain Associates 11Planning and Development Consultants
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The Height Guidelines highlight that taller buildings can contribute positively to placemaking,
particularly in marking important urban locations such as street junctions, public spaces,
and transport interchanges. In the case of this proposed development, it is proportionate to
its location and forms part of a developing urban skyline that already includes buildings of

a mix of traditional and modern forms coexist. The proposed height assists in reinforcing the
identity of the location without overwhelming it.

The site is located approximately 200 metres from Tara Street DART Station, one of the
busiest public transport nodes in the city, and within walking distance of the future MetroLink
interchange at Tara Street. This is the only planned Metro-DART interchange in the city
centre (See Figure 4. 2 below). Therefore, the site aligns with the national planning objective
to focus higher-density and taller buildings within existing urban footprints and adjacent to
public transport infrastructure, supporting compact, sustainable growth as directed by the
National Planning Framework (NPF).

Figure 4.2: Extract from Tara Street Station Report showing preferred option for Tara Street
Interchange Station.

TARABT MEW DEVELOPMENT

Source: Jacobs/IDOM.

A core objective of the NPF (Revised Draft 2025) is to increase urban consolidation through
urban regeneration and increased densities particularly adjacent to public transport
corridors and public transport interchanges, utilising brownfield sites which are underutilised

and capable of sustaining a greater intensity of development,

National Policy Objective 13 aims to: “Develop cities and towns of sufficient scale and quality
to compete internationally and to be drivers of national and regional growth, investment and
prosperity”.

National Policy Objective 22 aims to: “In urban areas, planning 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 ltargeted
growth.”.

John Spain Associates 12Planning and Development Consultants
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The Dublin City Development Plan 2022-2028 includes Appendix 3 in Volume 2, titled
Achieving Sustainable Compact Growth. Importantly, the appendix highlights areas where
increased height and density are appropriate, such as the city centre, regeneration areas
and areas proximate high quality public transport, all of which apply to the subject site,
before considering the specific designation as previously set out.

Appendix 3 includes a number of Tables for assessing proposals of enhanced height and
scale (over the surrounding context). Table 3 is the applicable table in most of such
circumstances, with Table 4 being applicable to ‘landmark’ buildings. In this case, the
proposal does not constitute a landmark building and is subject to assessment against Table
3. The appellants refer to non compliance with Table 4 however it is simply not applicable.

A document titled Compliance with Appendix 3, Dublin City Development Plan,
accompanied the application, addressing all of the relevant criteria.

It is also critical to note that the Planner’s Report expressly concludes that, “as a whole, the
applicants have justified the height proposed in this location, under the requirements of
Appendix 3, Table 3” of the Development Plan. As such, it is considered the proposed
development complies with the performance-based criteria set out in the Development Plan
and the proposed building height is acceptable having regard to the site and surrounding
context.

Overdevelopment

The subject site has an area of approximately 0.22 hectares, with a proposed total floor area
of 28,569sgm. It is important to clarify that this figure includes the lower ground floor and
basement levels. As such, the total floor area of the proposed development above ground
level is 24,616 sgm.

As set in Height Stagey, Appendix 3, of the DCC Development Plan 2022-2028, plot ratio
calculations exclude lower ground floor and basement levels. Therefore, when calculating
the plot ratio based solely on the above-ground floor area (24,616sgm) and the site area
(2,211sqgm), the resulting plot ratio is 11.14, as correctly stated in the application documents.

While this figure exceeds the indicative ‘Central Area’ range of 2.5-3.0, Appendix 3 of the
the Development Plan acknowledges that higher plot ratios may be acceptable in specific
circumstances, as follows:

* Adjoining major public transport corridors, where an appropriate mix of residential
and commercial uses is proposed.

To facilitate comprehensive re-development in areas in need of urban renewal.

To maintain existing streetscape profiles.

Where a site already has the benefit of a higher plot ratio.

To facilitate the strategic role of significant institution/employers such as hospitals.

Firstly, we note that the site has a designation for a locally higher building in the
Development Plan and therefore an exceedance of an ‘indicative’ plot ratio range is

expected. Secondly, we note that the subject site consists of a significantly underutilised site

John Spain Associates 1:‘]Planning and Development Consuitants
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located in a city centre location within close proximity to key public transport corridors. We
also note that the subject site is located within an SDRA 6 — Docklands and therefore is
considered to be an area identified for urban renewal under the Dublin City Development
Plan 2022-2028. As set out in the Planner’s Report “The proposed development will result
in the redevelopment of a massively underutilised vacant site in a prominent location within
the city centre”.

Having regard to the foregoing, it considered that subject site is capable of achieving a
higher plot ratio and that the proposed development provides for an appropriate quantum of
development having regard to the national policies with support higher densities and highly
accessible locations.

Architectural Design

An Taisce have raised some concerns regard the design of the development and the
appropriateness of the design having regard to the surrounding context.

HJL's have provided a detailed architectural design response in the submitted Architect
Design Statement which was submitted with the planning application. This document sets
out the architectural design with regards to; Strategy, Form & Mass, Composition and
Proportion. Please refer to this document for further details regarding the design response
of the proposed developemnt with regards to the surrounding sit context. It is submitted that
the proposed development provides for a high quality contemporary building which greatly
enhances the site and it's urban setting at the corner of the city block fronting on City Quay
and Moss Street.

HJL’s have also prepared an appeal response document which is enclosed with this cover
letter.

In relation to the scale of the proposed development the HJL’s appeal response sets out
that:

“The applicant submits that the scale and composition of the building respond directly to the
site’s context on the corner of the established city block.

The result is a harmonious building composition which can be Justified simply as follows:

Conceptual form represented b y a simple diagram
Derived from the rectangular shape of the site
Building proportion derived from the width and plot
Tallet corner element address the corner road junction
Ground Level scale addressed by a plinth element”.

Please refer to the HJL's for further details regarding overlooking and community benefit of
the scheme.

Impact on Protected Structures

The appellants have raised concerns, notably by An Taisce, regarding the potential impact
of the proposed development on the Custom House, a protected structure. These issues
relate to the scale, height, and massing of the proposed development, potential
overshadowing of the Custom House’s riverfront elevation, and the alleged lack of adequate
consideration of the impact on Custom House in the submitted Daylight and Sunlight
assessment.

John Spain Associates 14Planning and Development Consultants
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It should be highlighted that a series of specialist reports were submitted as part of the
planning application, providing a comprehensive and evidence-based assessment of the
proposal’s impact on the surrounding heritage context, including the Custom House.

The Sunlight and Daylight Assessment by 3DDB submitted with the planning application
includes a detailed shadow analysis, throughout the day on March 21% June 21st and
December 215, As is shown on pages 79-87, the existing shadow environment is only

winter.

A Heritage Landscape/T ownscape Visual Impact Assessment, prepared by Citydesigner
and included in Volume 3 of the EIAR, examines the historic setting of the Custom House
in detail. The assessment draws upon historical mapping, photographic evidence, and
contextual analysis of views from key locations. It concludes that while the proposed
development introduces a contemporary design and form, it does so in a manner that is

Citydesigner have prepared an appeal response in relation to the impact on the Custom
House and the adjacent protected structures which is enclosed with this cover letter. The
response sets out that:

“The quality of the design, the height and its location in relationship with surrounding
heritage assets is assessed against relevant policies in chapter 6.0 (see paragraphs 6A.1-
6A.12), chapter 8.0 (see paragraphs 8A.1 -8A-5), and chapter 9.0 (see paragraphs 9A.1-

9A.3). It is concluded that the proposals comply with the guidance”.

Notably, the response sets out the following in relation to the assessment of the proposed
development on the Custom House:

“The impact of the proposed development on Custom House is assessed in the HTLVIA at
chapter 6.0 (see paragraphs 6.5.1 which identifies the current setting and 6.5.5 which

Please refer views 5 and 21-24 shown in Appendix 1 of the appeal response prepared by
CityDesigner which shows the Proposed development in the context of the Custom House.

In light of the above, and based on the extensive assessments provided, we respectfully
submit that the proposed development will not give rise to any undue adverse impacts on
the setting, character, or architectural significance of the Custom House or the broader
historic environment.
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It is noted that the An Taisce appeal further makes reference to a specific Supreme Court
judgement, which is addressed later.

Submission by OPW

The An Taisce submission relies in substantial part on a submission made by the Office of
Public Works ("OPW") to the planning authority at first instance on 28 January 2025.

Daylight Sunlight Assessment

One of the appellants have submitted their own daylight and sunlight assessment prepared
by Solearth. The report concludes that:

“The proposed scheme has a significant negative impact on the buildings and external
Spaces of the St Laurence O Toole Diocesan Toole Trust site both under their current and,
more so for a of them (school and 7-8 City Qy), under any future potential development
Sscenarios.

The majority of classrooms of City Qy National School suffer reductions in their daylight
availability as do their windows.

The majority of the south facing rears windows of nos. 7-8 City Qy, a building with
development potential including for residential uses, suffer loses to their daylight and
sunlight.

All windows of the Immaculate Heart of Mary church suffer losses in their da ylight.
The school yard of City Quay National School suffers overshadowing during the afternoons.”

At the outset, we note that the planner’s report highlights that the Daylight and Sunlight
Assessment submitted by 3D Design Bureau carefully considered the impact of the
development on neighbouring properties using established metrics:

Vertical Sky Component (VSC) to assess daily impact,
® Annual and Winter Probable Sunlight Hours (APSH/WPSH) for sunlight impact,
* Sun On Ground (SOG) for external spaces.

The properties evaluated of City Quay National School, 9 City Quay Presbytery and the
surrounding apartments.

The submitted Daylight and Sunlight Assessment prepared by 3DDB notes that:

e The daylight and sunlight effects on all residential properties are classified as
negligible to minor adverse,

* The most affected windows are already constrained or positioned at high levels.
The level of impact is consistent with what is expected for urban regeneration
within a city-centre context.

 Existing amenity spaces already experience poor baseline sunlight, with the
proposed development causing negligible further impact.
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The Planner’s Report set out that “On balance, taking into account, the scale of the proposed
building and the impacts on the surrounding receiving urban environment, it would appear
that, cumulatively, the scheme is likely to have an impact on neighbouring property. In many
cases, a proposed building will have a moderate impact, yet a VSC in excess of 9% is
maintained. It is also noted that the impact on existing amenity spaces are considered
negligible based on the changes to the existing baseline, which is poor”.

3DDB have prepared a response to the concerns raised by the appellants in relation to
daylight and sunlight impacts, which accompanies this submission. In conclusion they state:

“This report has provided a detailed technical review of the da ylight and sunlight assessment
prepared by Solearth, which formed the basis of the appeals against the grant of planning
permission for the subject application (DCC Reg. Ref. WEB2729/24). A comparative
analysis of the Solearth report and the original 3D Design Bureau (3DDB) report submitted
with the planning application has been undertaken for each of the properties addressed in

the Solearth report.

The review confirms that where the assessments are comparable, the findings of both
reports are broadly consistent. In the Vertical Sky Component (VSC) assessments for City
Quay National School and 7 to 8 City Quay, and the Sun on Ground (SOG) assessment for
the Presbytery Garden, the Solearth report does not present any new, significant
quantitative information that would challenge the basis of the planning authority’s decision.
In the case of the school, the original 3DDB report presented a more conservative, greater

level of impact, confirming that the authority was fully informed.

However, where the Solearth report diverges, it is undermined by a series of significant and
demonstrable flaws in jts methodology, analytical modelling, and presentation of data.
These flaws include:

* Fundamentally Flawed 3D Models: The overshadowing model for the schoolyard
contains critical errors, including an incorrect ground plane and the omission of an
existing building, rendering its qualitative shadow study unreliable.

* Use of Inappropriate Metrics: The use of Daylight Factor (DF) and Spatial Daylight
Autonomy (SDA) to assess impact on the school is contrary to the recommendations
of the BRE Guidelines. Furthermore, a correct analysis of Solearth’s own data using
established BRE principles shows the impact to be within an acceptable range.

* Inconsistent Baseline Calculations: The conflicting conclusions on BRE compliance
for 7 to 8 City Quay stem directly from a major divergence in the baseline APSH
assessment. The Solearth report’s baseline figures are notably low, especially given
identifiable factors in their model, such as the omission of existing context buildings
and the use of a more favourable orientation. This difference in the baseline value is
the primary driver of the conflicting findings.

¢ Incomplete and Misleading Analysis: The assessment of the Immaculate Heart of
Mary Church is based on an incomplete window count, omitting those which light the
altar, and its conclusion misleadingly implies all windows are affected. It also fails to
contextualise the impact against the more severe and permitted precedent of the
adjacent Grant Thornton Building.

In summary, the Solearth report fails to provide any credible, robust, or accurate evidence
to suggest that the original daylight and sunlight assessment was deficient. Its conclusions
are based on flawed models, the use of inappropriate metrics, and an Incomplete analysis.

Therefore, it can be definitively stated that the planning authority was provided with sufficient
and accurate information by 3DDB to make an informed and balanced decision. The appeals
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present no new, valid technical grounds to challenge that decision on the grounds of daylight
and sunlight impacts.”

Having regard to the above, it is considered that the proposals are acceptable with regards
to impact on daylight and sunlight.

Construction and Traffic Impacts

regarding the construction management plan of the proposed development and concerns
over noise, dust, and disruption from construction activities. It is considered that these
issues should not form as a basis for objecting to a planning permission.

The planning process cannot anticipate every conceivable mishap which might occur during
the construction, and a grant of permission would not relieve a developer of their common
law duty to avoid damage to other properties. It is considered, therefore, that this issue
should not justify a refusal of permission.

It should be noted that condition 6 of DCC’s notification to grant planning permission will
ensure that a detailed construction management plan will be drafted and agreed with DCC

condition sets out that “No construction access is permitted from Gloucester Street South”.
This will ensure that the construction traffic will not conflict with any drop-off/collections at
the City Quay National School which is located along Gloucester Street South.

The applicant is agreeable to a similar condition should the Comission be minded to grant
permission.

The accompanying appeal response from Cronin Sutton provides further commentary with
respect to construction and operational phase traffic concerns raised in the appeals.

References to Case Law

Preliminary Observation

In various places, the appeal from An Taisce makes specific submissions about the
application of the previous Dublin City Development Plan 2016-2022, but without
recognising that it is the old plan that is being relied upon. For example, paragraph 2 on
page 6 of the An Taisce appeal submission, which notes that the Supreme Court, in the
case of Sherwin v An Bord Pleanala [2024] IESC 13 at paragraph 64, “cites the provisions
of section 11.1.5.3 of the Dublin City Development Plan”. In the same context, in the last
paragraph on the same page 6, An Taisce asserts that the planning authority has “.. failed
to consider the height strategy of the Development Plan and the provisions of the Plan in
relation to the curtilage and setting of Protected Structures in section 11.1.5.3 of the plan.”

We note that the current Dublin City Development Plan 2022 — 2028 does not contain a
section 11.1.5.3 in its written statement. Rather, An Taisce has erroneously sought to
conflate the findings of the Sherwin judgment with the current proposal. Chapter 11 under
the previous 2016-2022 development plan was entitled “Built Heritage and Culture”.
However, the current 2022- 2028 development plan includes Chapter 11 entitled “Buift
Heritage and Archeology’. Although the current chapter 11 has a similar focus in respect of
built heritage, and similar content in places, in fact it contains updated policies and
objectives for consideration. For example, policy CHC2 which was the focus of a substantial
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aspect of the Sherwin judgment that An Taisce relies on (at point 7, discussed later in this
response), does not appear in the current development plan.

Insofar as An Taisce seeks to conflate the Sherwin judgment content (which was dealing
with a planning decision made under the old development plan) with the City Quay
development in the subject appeal, the Sherwin judgment does not have cross-application
in the manner suggested in the An Taisce appeal submission. Clearly, it would not be correct
to accept An Taisce’s submissions relating to the content of the old development plan that

expired in 2022,

Supreme Court Judgement re Clonliffe College

The appellant seeks to rely upon the judgment of the Supreme Court in the matter of Fionula
Sherwin v An Bord Pleanila [2024] IESC 13, delivered on 11 April 2024. Insofar as the
appeal appears to make quasi-legal submissions under this issue heading, we submit that
the Commission is well placed to obtain any legal advice that it might deem necessary, on
foot of the content of the attempt to make a legal submission.

That said, it appears that An Taisce’s reliance on the Sherwin judgment is somewhat
broadbrush in nature, in that no specific point(s) are identified from within the 63-page
judgment that the appeliant appended to its appeal submission. In particular, no specific
paragraph(s) is identified for the Commission to consider. Rather, the appellant’s
submission is notably uncertain. It appears to invite the Commission to cross-apply the

In sum, the Sherwin judgment does not have the significance for this appeal that An Taisce
has asserted. In this regard, we note that the An Taisce submission concludes with similar
uncertainty, saying only that “[Alny upholding of the Council’s decision could raise potential
legal issues” (our emphasis), which amounts to a threat of potential legal acti i

lon following
any potential grant of permission.

The Commission may assess the proposal de novo and is not limited to upholding of the
Council decision, or not, and will be well aware of their functions and obligations under
Section 37 of the Planning Acts.

Turning to the substance of this last issue heading raised in the An Taisce appeal, the
appellant has noted that the Supreme Court decided the Sherwin appeal by reference to
three issue headings:

- The submission discounts the first issue heading as “not relevant to the City Quay
application”:

- It identifies “the second [issue heading] on Material Contravention of the
Development Plan”, and

- ‘"the third [issue heading] on Duty to Give Reasons’

and the appellant submits that these second and third headings “are in Substantial part
relevant to the City Qua y application”,

The submission then fairly makes the following point:

“In summary, the context and issues raised by the City Quay Application are significantly
different to that of Clonliffe College. The protected structure affected by the current
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development is neither within or contiguous to the red line of the application site but on the
opposite side of the River Liffe y,”

We submit that the above statement is correct, and thatiit is crucially important to the balance
of the An Taisce submission. The appellant’s admission of the significant difference in both
“the context and the issues raised” usefully serves to underscore our client's response,
which is that the Sherwin judgment is highly fact-specific, dealing with the precise facts of
that particular case in the very different context of a very substantially different proposed
development on the grounds of Clonliffe college, involving several protected structures and
an adjacent building.

The proposed development at City Quay does not entail works on any protected structure
and there is none on site. The Custom House — whilst the subject of comprehensive
assessment in the documentation submitted with the planning application - is located across
the river Liffey, physically separated and clearly demarcated by its wide expanse.

Additionally, there is a substantial difference between the proposed Clonliffe development
under the old development plan, and the entirely more positive, permissive height strategy
at the City Quay location (which is dealt with earlier in this response). In the case of Clonliffe,
the court was dealing with a decision where the application for a height very substantially
higher than the 2016-2022 Development Plan Height Strategy allowed for on the lands. In
contrast, the City Quay proposal is aligned with current development plan height strategy.
In this regard, we note also that the OPW submission which the appellant relies on, correctly
acknowledges (at section 2.2 on page 3 of the OPW submission) “that the site allocation
map for SDRA 6 Docklands’ in Figure 13-9 of the Development Plan identifies the subject
site for a locally higher building”. We note that the An Taisce submission does not fairly
identify the permissive nature of the development environment at this subject site, rather

references the expired LAP.

In this regard, much of the analysis of the specific facts in the Sherwin judgment is based
on a decision made in a very significantly differentiated planning context. We submit that

We submit this much is apparent from the detailed analysis undertaken by the Supreme
Court of the second issue heading. At paragraphs 106 — 111 of Sherwin judgment, the court
makes key findings which serve to differentiate the Clonliffe case from the City Quay site of

It is submitted that the current development plan has been revised such that it takes an
evolved view, whilst maintaining overall consistency in the approach to date in respect of
contravention arises.

This is confirmed in the view of Dublin City Council in their Planner's Report conclusion
recommending a grant of permission:
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“The proposed development would not materially contravene the policies and objectives of
the Dublin City Development Plan 2022-2028, would accord with the proper planning and
Sustainable development of the area, and it is therefore recommended that planning
permission be granted, subject to the following conditions.”

To demonstrate this distinction between the proposed development at Clonliffe College and
the very different proposal here at City Quay, we set out the relevant paragraphs 106 — 111
below, and we insert our commentary after certain paragraphs in order to distinguish that
judgment from the circumstances of City Quay in this appeal.

In particular, we draw attention the Commission’s attention to the case-specific elements

which subtend the court's analysis and consideration of the legal issues in the appeal then
before it:

“106. | turn next to the application of the above principles to the facts of the present case.
The starting point for me, as per the previous paragraph, is the nature of the determination
if any) made by the Board as fo whether or not the pro osed development, as a matter of
;Z;WI .

Comment: The proposed development that had been permitted at Clonliffe was very
different from the proposal for development at City Quay. As has previously been stated,
there is specific provision in the current development plan for a locally higher building on
this subject site.

108. In the circumstances it was incumbent on the Inspector to make a determination as to
whether or not the proposed development, as a matter of law and fact, would materially

character of the protected structure.”

Comment: The key issue here is the application of CHC2, and whether the Inspector in that
ase did in fact consider and apply it properly in light of the Conservation Officer’s

“109. It seems to me that the first step in making the re uired determination was for the
Inspector to consider the text of para. (d) of policy CHC? and to interpret that text to some
degree, in terms of what she understood it to mean. In many cases the interpretation of such
a provision may be clear and even self-evident, but in other cases there may be some lack
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of clarity requiring some level of engagement with the text. In the present case, on one view
the provision could be seen as relatively prescriptive and clear. While the first part of para.
(d) is more general, i.e. the development will not cause harm to the curtilage of the structure,
the second part specifies how this is to be assessed. It provides that seven stated factual
matters, including the scale and height of the proposed development, should “relate to and
complement the special character of the protected structure.

110. Again, on one view that test might be thought, in its ordinary meaning as it would be
understood by members of the public, to be relatively clear and Specific; i.e. do things like
the scale and height of the proposed development relate in a complementary manner to the

planning application documents? However, on another view, that test might be thought to
involve at least some aesthetic judgment by the decision-maker. The point, it seems to me,
is that it was necessary for the Inspector to qive some indication as fo her understanding of
what the test meant. before she moved on to her application of that test. as so interpreted,
fo the facts of this planning application.”

“111. | would add that this approach_does not impose an obligation to engage in a
mechanical _or legalistic _analysis _when _considering each and every allegation of

understood by members of the public without legal training, as well as by developers and
their agents, unless the document, read as a whole, necessarily indicates some other
meaning.”

Comment: Again, as stated in the preceding comment, this is a statement of what is required
of an Inspector when considering an allegation of material contravention of g development
plan objective.

We note that notwithstanding having identified these general headings for what are, in
reality, strictly legal argument between the parties to that case, An Taisce has not in fact
relied on any specific legal or factual finding of the Supreme Court that it might have said
ought to be readily applied. The appeal submission goes into no further than to merely
identify these issue headings.
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Other Matters

10 Year Permission

One of the appellants contends that a 10-year planning permission is unjustified. However,
given the scale of the proposed development, it is considered that a 10-year permission is
appropriate to allow for the development to completed in a timely manner due to its scale
and complexity.

We note that DCC issued an amending order to the notification to grant permission which
included a condition setting out that permission will be for a period of 10 years:

“15. The duration of the permission hereby granted to implement the proposed development
shall be for a period of 10 Years from the date of the final grant of permission.

Reason: To provide a reasonable period for the completion of the proposed development
and in the interest of proper planning and sustainable de velopment of the area”.

In the event that the Commission is minded to grant planning permission for the proposed
development, we would respectful request that the above condition is included to the
permission.

Development Potential of Adjacent Site

The City Quay National School has raised concerns regarding the impacts on the future
development potential of their site as a result of the proposed development at 1-6 City Quay.

However, at further information stage the eastern elevation of the proposed development
was revised to address concerns raised by DCC regarding the development potential of the
adjacent lands to the east of the site. In response to these concerns, the fenestration of the
eastern elevation up from the third to fifth floor levels was omitted and replaced with solid
stone rainscreen. This will allow for future development on the lands to the east to abut the
Proposed development up to fifth floor level. See below extract from HJL’s appeal response
document with is submitted as part of this appeal response

Figure 4.3: Extract from HJL’s FI Appeal Response showing eastern elevation.
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High Court judgment in Ventaway Limited v An Coimisian Pleandla [2025] IEHC 406

Finally, for clarity, the Commission’s attention is drawn to the finding of the High Court at
paragraph 712, that “the board was correct in holding that the site was within the city historic
core”. Therefore, any consideration of proposed development, including this one, is required
to take this into consideration in the overall assessment.

' Available here: h_tt[ps:ffwww.courts.iefacca’affrescof&ﬂ bd7b0-383d-41 c4-8307%
9628508f8222/2025 IEHC 406.pdf/ dfffview=fitH
2 following detailed analysis between paragraphs 53-70, and note also paras. 72 and 73.
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5.0 CONCLUSION

The site is zoned ‘z5 — City Centre within the Dublin City Council Development Plan 2022-
2028 for which the objective is “To consolidate and facilitate the development of the central
area, and to identify, reinforce, strengthen and protect its civic design character and dignity.”

permission for the proposed development. In deciding to grant planning permission for the
Proposed development Dublin City Council concluded that:

“The proposed development will result in the redevelopment of a massively underutilised
vacant site in a prominent location within the city centre. The Proposed alterations ensure
that the de velopment will not only create valuable commercial space but will also add much
needed artistic Spaces, while also providing managed space for the adjoining school. The
Proposed development would not materially contravene the policies and objectives of the
Dublin City Development Plan 2022-2028, would accord with the proper planning and
Sustainable development of the area, and it is therefore recommended that Pplanning
permission be granted, subject to the following conditions N

development is in accordance with the Dublin City Development Pian 2022-2028, including
Appendix 3, Table 3. in relation to building high criteria, has regard to the site location and

The proposed development has also been designed to a high standard with respect to the
amenity of Surrounding properties and demonstrates that the amenity of surrounding
Properties will not be significantly impacted as a resylt of the development.

In view of the above, we respectfully request that the Commission uphold the decision of
ublin City Council to grant planning permission for the Proposed development as per the

plans and particulars submitted with the planning application in this regard.

Yours faithfully,

Tome o P

John Spain Associates
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APPENDIX 1

Correspondence from An Coimisiun Pleanéla
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Our Case Number- ACP-323120-25
Planning Authority Reference Number-: WEB2729/24 \
Your Reference: Ventaway Limiteq ( .'Hf misiiin

canal:

IVE

John Spain Associates
39 Fitzwilliam Place
Dublin 2

D02 ND61 L s e e S

D ate: 28 July 2025

Re: Demolition of buildings/structures and construction of g 1 4 storey building including office use, arts
centre and cafg, auditorium, and ancillary uses. An Environmental Impact Assessment Report and

Natura Impact Statement have been submitteq with the planning application.

Site bound by City Quay to the north, Moss Street to the west & Gloucester Street South to the

south, Dublin 2. The site includes 1-4 City Quay (D02 PCO03), 5 City Quay and 23-25 Moss Street

(D02 F854)

Dear Sir/ Madam,

As a party to the appeal under section 129 of the Panning and Development Act, 2000, (as amended),
you may make submissions or observations in writing to the Commission within a period of 4 weeks
beginning on the date of this letter.

Any submissions or observations received by the Commission outside of that period shall not be
considered and where none have been validly received, the Commission may determine the appeal
without further notice to you.

Please note when making a response/submission only to the appeal it may be emailed to
appeals@pleanala.je and there is no fee required.

Please quote the above appeal reference number in any further correspondence.

Yours faithfully,

kan Kellz %%
Admiristrative Assstant

Direct Line: 01-8737216

BPO5

il Tel {01) 858 8100

Glao Aitiil LoCall 1800 275 175

Facs Fax (01) 872 2684 64 Sréid,Maoilbhride 64 Mariborough Street
Laithrean Greassin Website www.pleanala.ije Baile Atha Cliath 1 Dublin 1

Riomhphost Email communications@p!eanala.ie DO1 vooz D01 v902



Teil

Glao Aititil

Facs

Laithrean Gréasain
Riomhphost

Tel
LoCall
Fax
Website
Email

(01) 858 8100

1800 275 175

(01) 872 2684
www.pleanalaie
communications@pleanala.ie

64 Sréid,Maoilbhride
Baile Atha Cliath 1
DO1 V902

64 Marlborough Street
Dublin 1
D01 V902



Our Case Number: ACP-323120-25
Planning Authority Reference Number: WEB2729/24 \n
Your Reference: Ventaway Limited Eu‘ IS n

b i ,
in i r! .1l

John Spain Associates
39 Fitzwilliam Place
Dublin 2

Date: 28 July 2025

Re: Demolition of buildings/structures and construction of a 14 storey building including office use, arts
centre and café, auditorium, and ancillary uses. An Environmental Impact Assessment Report and

Site bound by City Quay to the north, Moss Street to the west & Gloucester Street South to the south,
Dublin 2. The site includes 1-4 City Quay (D02 PCO03), 5 City Quay and 23-25 Moss Street (D02
F854)

Dear Sir/ Madam,

Enclosed is a copy of a further two appeals under the Planning and Development Act, 2000, (as
amended).

As you are aware, the planning authority's decision in the matter is already the subject of an appeal to the
Commission. Under section 129 of the Planning and Development Act, 2000, (as amended), as a party to
the appeal you may make submissions or observations in relation to the enclosed appeals in writing to the
Commission within 4 weeks beginning on the date of this letter.

Please note when making a response/submission only to the appeal it may be emailed to
appeals@pleanala.ie and there is no fee required.

Teil Tel (01) 858 8100

Glao Aitiuil LoCall 1800 275 175

Facs Fax . (01) 872 2684 64 Sréid’Maoilbhride 64 Mariborough Street
Laithrean Gréasain Website www.pleanala.ie Baile Atha Cliath 1 Dublin 1

Riomhphost Email communications@pleanala.ie D01 ve02 DO1 vo02






Yours faithfully,

lan Kelly
Administrative Assistant
Direct Line: 01-8737216
BP06
Teil Tel
Glao Aititil LoCall
Facs Fax

Laithrean Gréasain Website
Riomhphost Email

(01) 858 8100

1800 275 175

(01) 872 2684

www pleanala.ie
communications@pleanala.ie

64 Sraid Maoilbhride
Baile Atha Cliath 1
D01 v902

64 Marlborough Street
Dubiin 1
D01 va02
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APPENDIX 4

Appeal Response prepared by 3DDB
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APPENDIX 5

Appeal Response prepared by Cronin Sutton Consulting
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CS CONSULTING

Cvil, Structural & Traffic Engineering

An Bord Pleanala Sent By: Email

64 Marlborough Street Job Ref: V101
Dublin 1 A - MMcE, CF
DO1 v902 Date: 25-Aug-25

RE: Response to Appeal on Planning Reference WEB2729/24

With reference to the above Planning Application, this letter responds to items raised by the City
Quay National School relating to the Qutline Construction Management Plan, in their appeal letter
dated 23 July 2025.

the construction and operational phase.

Construction Phase response

Following the Request for Further Information received from Dublin City Council on 18" February 2025,
additional information was submitted including a very detailed Outline Construction Management
Plan (OCMP) which was developed with the including a very detailed section from a Contractor to

address the points raised in

would be avoided.

The updated OCMP outlines that all construction traffic would enter the site and exit the site on Moss
Street and that there will be no construction vehicle entrance on Gloucester Street South and
therefore adjacent to the school. We would also note that the DCC Planning Grant imposes a
condition that there be no construction access on the south end of the site along Gloucester Street
South. Please refer to figures below which outlines the construction traffic arrangement proposed,

which will need to be complied with in submission of the CMP at construction stage.

KP & Associates Consulting Engineers Ltd., T/A Cronin & Sutton Consulting
Company No. 505303 | Registered Office: 19-22 Dame Street, Dublin 2.
Directors: P. Sutton {Chairman), O. Suliivan {Managing}, C. Sution-Smith,
E. Sutton, N. Barrett, C. Barry, M. McEntee, L. McNames, C. Twomey
Assoc. Director: G. Lindsay | Associates: C. Farmer, W. Gleeson,

D. Mullins, S. Sose, J. Sutton

f

INTERGRATED MANAGEMENT SYSTEM

MOSOM 25 OWO001 20M  80%0; 201

(I) ENGINEERS
IRELAND

T | +35315480863 | info@csconsulting.ie

DUBLIN HQ: 1+ Fioor, 19-22 Dame Street, Dublin 2, D02 £247 !
T1+3531 5480863 E | info@csconsulting.ie , C : Cs C§
o s -
LIMERICK OFFICE: 46 O'Connell Street, Limerick, V94 8083 f HEALT A SAPETY mermomaTaL
{

LONDON OFFICE: Oid Street, 20 Garrett St, London, EC1Y oTW
T | +353 1 5480843 E | info@csconsultinguk.com






Gated pull-in areq for off-loading delivertes using a tower crane - recent city centre profect
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Operational Phase response

The appeal letter also refers fo the operational phase. The vehicular access for the car lifts to the
basement carpark and the access info the loading and service areais on the Gloucester Streef South
elevation. The design of the building layout regarding access has been designed specifically o
mitigate the conflict between our proposed building and the adjacent school, with all deliveries and
queuing for car lifts contained within our own site, which results in no parking or set down for our
building on Gloucester Street South.

This basement carpark accommodates 9No. carparking spaces and 3No. motorcycles and will not
generate excessive fraffic at the Gloucester Street entrance. There are 2No. car lifts provided to
efficiently accommodate arriving cars and avoid any impact on Gloucester Street South from
queuing of vehicles. There is also space outside the vehicle lift for 2No. cars to wait within the curtilage
of the building without encroaching on the footpath and causing obstructions to the pedestrians
using Gloucester Street South.

The vehicle entrances are central along the south elevation and therefore there is a buffer zone
between the school boundary and the vehicle entrance of approximately 8 mefres. The entrance is
also set back slightly from the red line boundary and the footpath is locally increased in width at the
entrances in order to give optimal sight lines for vehicles egressing for the safety of pedestrians and

other road users.

item 9. Relates to Noise, Dust & Vibration generated from Construction Phase activities

Itis typical that conditions are imposed within a planning grant and that a final detailed Construction
and Environmental Management Plan is produced by the appointed Contractor at Construction
Stage. This detailed CEMP will be in line with the OCMP submitted at Planning stage and cannot
substantially deviate from this.

As outlined in the OCMP, measures will be putin place fo avoid, reduce or mifigate adverse impacts
on the surrounding area. Monitoring will be carried out regularly so that data is available to identify
and assess the impacts on an ongoing basis. There are standard guidance documents and norms
which clearly set out the dust, noise and vibration requirement for an inner city site which will be set
out and agreed in the final detailed Construction and Environmental Management Plan by

contractor.







Yours sincerely,

Mg L A,

Mark McEntee
Director | Chartered Engineer

for Cronin & Sutton Consulting
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Appeal Response prepared by HJL Architects
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An Coimisitn Pleandla - 1+ Party Appeal Submission
Dublin City Council Reg. Ref: WEB2729 /24

25.08.2025




Architectural Design Statement

Submission Overview

The information contained herein seeks to address and respond fo
the arguments regarding architectural design rasied in the 3rd Party
appeal submissions against the Dublin City Council’s decision to
grant planning application for the proposed development at 1-6
City Quay.

The relavant extracts from the 3rd Party appeal submission have
been included opposite and the design information contained within
this submission demonstrates the appropriate design response and
measures incorporated into the design which respond positively to
the site’s sensitive context.

Henry J Lyons

’

A

"

An Taisce Appeal Letter - 24th July 2025 First Party Appeal

(text extracts)

“Damaging Impact on setting of architectural set-piece of the Custom House:

Itis considered that the scale and architectural composition of the proposed building
would need to be thoroughly revised using a lower plot ratio and site coverage. The aim
should be to form a more elegant and harmonious arrangement of parts within the given
space, avoiding the heavy-set ‘momolithic block’ form of the proposal as existing, and

avoiding overbearance on the adjoining National School, protected Presbytery and City
Quay Church.”

#Overshadowing and overlooking of City Quay National School, Presbytery and
City Quay Church:

The grant of planning permission of a building of 14 storeys (61.05 metres above ground)
with a building line immediately against the former boundary wall of the national school
will create a possibly unprecedented situation nationally where a school yard and
classrooms are immediately overlooked by an office block on multiple floors.”

“Inappropriate Design

The design of the proposed building itself is bulky and repefitive, with a speculative
appearance, having a curtain-wall bearance, blocking out light to an entire city block.
Viewing the drawings and CGlimages submitted with the application, it is considered
that the proposal lacks coherent architectural expression, appearing jumbled and
consisting of foo many parts and elements, in particular when seen from the front and
east. The problem appears fo be that the basic silhouette or profile of the building is
excessively’massed and monolithic and does not lend itself to successful break-down.”

City Quay National School Appeal - 23rd July 2025

(text extracts)

“The development provides no planning gain for the local community”
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Building Height
Design Proposal In Context

The design proposal responds appropriately to the
site’s local quayside contextin respect of building
scale and height.
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Scale & Composition
Design Evolution

“Itis considered that the scale and architectural composifion of the proposed building
would need to be thoroughly revised using a lower plot ratio and site coverage. The aim
should be to form a more elegant and harmonious arrangement of parts within the given
space, avoiding the heavy-set ‘momolithic block’ form of the proposal as existing, and

avoiding overbearance on the adjoining National School, protected Presbytery and City

Quay Church.”

“The design of the proposed building itself is bulky and repetitive, with a speculative
appearance, having a curtain-wall bearance, blocking out light to an entire city block.
Viewing the drawings and CGI images submitted with the application, it is considered
that the proposal lacks coherent architectural expression, appearing jumbled and
consisting of too many parts and elements, in particular when seen from the front and
east. The problem appears to be that the basic silhouette or profile of the building is
excessively“massed and monolithic and does not lend itself o successful break-down.”

An Taisce Appeal Letter - 24th July 2025

Applicant Response

The applicant submits that the scale and compostition of the building respond directly to
the site’s context on the corner of the established city block.

The result is a harmonious building composition which can be justified simply as follows:

* Conceptual form represented by a simple diagram

* Derived from the rectangular shape of the site

* Building proportion drived from the width of the plot

* Taller corner element affresses the corer road junction

* Ground Level scale addressed by a plinth element.

Henry J Lyons
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Scale & Composition
Design Evolution

“It is considered that the scale and architectural composition of the proposed building
would need to be thoroughly revised using a lower plot ratio and site coverage. The aim
should be to form a more elegant and harmonious arrangement of parts within the given
space, avoiding the heavy-set ‘momolithic block’ form of the proposal as existing, and

avoiding overbearance on the adjoining National School, protected Presbytery and City
Quay Church.”

“The design of the proposed building itself is bulky and repetitive, with a speculative
appearance, having a curtain-wall bearance, blocking out light to an entire city block.
Viewing the drawings and CGl images submitted with the application, it is considered
that the proposal lacks coherent architectural expression, appearing jumbled and
consisting of foo many parts and elements, in particular when seen from the front and
east. The problem appears to be that the basic silhouette or profile of the building is
excessively”massed and monolithic and does not lend itself fo successful break-down.”

14 Storeys

An Taisce Appeal Letter - 24th July 2025

Applicant Response U aErESeTT

The applicant submits that the proposed building is a composition of individual elegant
geometric elements, arranged carefully to create a harmonious building form.

Proposed North Elevation

Henry J Lyons
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Scale & Composition
Design Evolution

“It is considered that the scale and architectural composition
of the proposed building would need to be thoroughly revised
using a lower plot ratio and site coverage. The aim should be
to form a more elegant and harmonious arrangement of parts
within the given space, avoiding the heavy-set ‘momolithic
block’ form of the proposal as existing, and avoiding
overbearance on the adjoining National School, profected
Presbytery and City Quay Church.”

“The design of the proposed building itself is bulky and
repetitive, with a speculative appearance, having a curtain-wall
bearance, blocking out light to an entire city block.

Viewing the drawings and CGl images submitted with the
application, it is considered that the proposal lacks coherent
architectural expression, appearing jumbled and consisting

of too many parts and elements, in particular when seen from
the front and east. The problem appears to be that the basic
silhouette or profile of the building is excessively”massed and
monolithic and does not lend itself to successful break-down.”

An Taisce Appeal Letter - 24th July 2025

Applicant Response

The applicant submits that building form is a response to a range
of contextual factors influencing the site. The design has taken into
considerafion both short and long-range views of the building
and has incorporated set-backs ‘at strategic locations to mitiage
the impact of the prosposal.

Henry J Lyons

Corner expressed as a feature
element of the building.
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Set-backs in building line ———

incorporated to reduce the
building mass from key views
along the Quays.
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6 Storey ‘shoulder’ height of

the Quays recognised. ——f—~
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Set-back entrance at corner
of City Quay & Moss Street.

First Party Appeal

Set-backs in building
line incorporated to
reduce the building
mass towards
Gloucester Street and
to reduce the impact in
long range views from
Gardiner Street.
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The building form and proportion has drawn on the

mnm—m w Oogvommﬁmo—d local historical proportion of the City Quay Church.
Design Evolution

First Party Appeal
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Overlooking
Mitigation measures

The grant of planning permission of a building of 14 storeys Eastern Elevation:
(61.05 metres above ground) with a building line immediately _.
against the former boundary wall of the national school will _
create a possibly unprecedented situation nationally where a B T _
school yard and classrooms are immediately overlooked by _
an office block on multiple floors.” i
An Taisce Appeal Letter - 24th July 2025
s 2 s
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The applicant submits that the building facades have been ! g
designed tfo prevent overlooking from the proposed building i G
towards the adjoining school lands. L ——
~ v
a 100% opaque J ’
Glass curtain wall facade incorporating o0 g
100 % opaque panels on levels 06-13 - ;L
(Facade Typology 1) | I
Q 70% opaque L.
Glass curtain wall facade incorporating B Y
70 % opaque panels & 30% transparent R o s
glass on levels 06-13 _ )
(Facade Typology 2)  [—

o 100% opaque
Solid stone rainscreen on levels GF to 05
(Facade Typology 3)

GLOUCESTER §T ST JUAY NATIONA SCHOC,. 13UILTING DASHED FOR CARIT 3 7 ZITY QUAT IBUILE. NG JRSHED FOR CLARITY) 1 CITY QUAY
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Proposed East Elevation
Facade Typologies

g 100% opaque
Glass curtain wall facade incorporating
100 % opaque panels on levels 06-13

(Facade Typology 1)

Q 70% opaque
Glass curtain wall facade incorporating

70 % opaque panels & 30% transparent
glass on levels 06-13
(Facade Typology 2)

o 100% opaque
Solid stone rainscreen on levels GF to 05
(Facade Typology 3)
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Proposed East Elevation
Facade Typologies

Facade Type Q

Cutrain Wall System

Opaque Glazing 100%

(Metal Fins at 06th -11th levels)

Transparent and Opaque Glazing Comparison

Henry J Lyons

Metal Fin

Opaque

glazing

Transparent

glazing

Opaque

glazing

Internal No views out

®

External

External

First Party Appeal

Internal

No views out
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Proposed East Elevation
Facade Typologies - .
Qmm .—-<—UQ Q Metal Fin
Cutrain Wall System
. o) . O,
Opaque Glazing 70% Clear Glazing 30% S R I
Coloured Metal Fins
Opaque glazing " : I
Glazing with Silk Print Pattern e -
High Level Y I
Pattern ¥
Metal Fin X
No views out
Low Level
Pattern E 1.2m
i i
Internal No views out Views out
I 1
External
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Proposed East Elevation
Facade Typologies

Facade Type ©

Solid Stone Rainscreen System
Opaque 100%
(Stone Fins at 03rd-05th levels)

Opaque 100% Solid Cladding

e R —

Henry J Lyons

First Party Appeal
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Community Benefit
Design Provision

”

“The development provides no planning gain for the local community

City Quay National School Appeal - 23rd July 2025

Applicant Response
The applicant submits that 5% of the building use is designated as

‘Community, Arts and Cultural Space’ and that the applicant has
offered for this space to be usable by City Quay School.

Henry J Lyons

Ground Floor Plan (Isometric View)

Location:
North East Corner

Foor Area:
260m?

Lower Ground Floor Plan {Isometric View)

Location:
Northern end of plan

Foor Area:

652m?

First Party Appeal
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First Party Appeal
Design Reference Look & Feel Image | Vertical Circulation
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Gallery Studio
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Community, Arts & Culture - Proposed School Access
Potential Furture Access Link from School
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Proposed Ground Floor - Part Plan Proposed Lower Ground Floor - Part Plan
Multipurpose Hall - 150 seats configuration shown
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