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1.0  INTRODUCTION  
 

On 28th June 2021, Thornton O’Connor Town Planning on behalf of Birkey Limited submitted 
a pre-application consultation request to An Bord Pleanála. The purpose of this document is 
to respond to the specific information requested by An Bord Pleanála in their Notice of Pre-
Application Consultation Opinion (ABP-310653-21), dated 5th October 2021 further to a 
meeting held on 15th September 2021 with An Bord Pleanála, Dublin City Council and the 
Applicant/Design Team. 
 
This Notice states that it is the Board’s determination that the documents submitted with 
the request to enter into consultations require further consideration and amendment to 
constitute a reasonable basis for an application for strategic housing development. An Bord 
Pleanála consider that 4 No. issues need to be addressed in the application documents that 
could result in the proposal constituting a reasonable basis for a strategic housing 
development application. 
 
In addition, An Bord Pleanála have also requested that specific information should be 
submitted with any application for permission (response outlined in Section 3.0) and that 7 
No. Statutory Consultees should be notified in the event of making an application (outlined 
in Section 4.0).  
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2.0 RESPONSE TO KEY POINTS RAISED BY AN BORD PLEANÁLA 
 

This section will provide a response to the 4 No. issues raised by An Bord Pleanála in their 
Opinion which need to be addressed in the documents submitted that could result in the 
proposal constituting a reasonable basis for a strategic housing development application.  
 
These 4 No.  items are set out as follows: 
 

2.1  An Bord Pleanála Item No. 1 – Height and Massing  
 

An Bord Pleanála stated the following: 
 

‘Further consideration, and a robust planning and design rationale for the height and 
massing of buildings proposed for the site, and possible amendment to achieve greater 
articulation and visual relief. The design response should reflect the specific 
characteristics of the site and its context, demonstrating how it achieves an appropriate 
relationship with surrounding development. Further assessment of the development in 
views from the north and south should be undertaken in this regard, including views from 
Grace Park Road and from Richmond Road in proximity to the development site, and 
from residential roads to the south of the site. This may require possible amendment to 
the documents and/or design proposals submitted.’ 

2.1.1 Applicant’s Response 
 

 RKD Architects have provided a full robust response to this item which is fully detailed in 
their document entitled ‘Response to ABP and DCC Pre Application Consultation Opinions’ 
enclosed as an Appendix to this Report.  
 
It is our professional planning opinion that the subject scheme has taken the opportunity to 
explore the potential for increased height. The height of the subject scheme is modulated 
throughout the site and includes the following maximum heights: 
 

Top of Roof c. 33.5 metres 

Top of Parapet c. 34.6 metres 

Top of Lift Overrun c. 34.8 metres 

Top of Equipment Cabinet c. 35.9 metres 

Top of Dishes c. 36.5 metres 

Top of Antenna Ballast Mount c. 37.5 metres 

 
The height of the subject scheme modulates throughout the site with a lower scale street 
edge created by the proposed part 6 No. storey element presenting a human scale element 
having regard to the receiving context of Richmond Road. Elsewhere the height rises to part 
10 No. storeys towards the middle of the site, where the capacity to absorb increased height 
is greatest with large frontage onto the River Tolka. The height is modulated throughout the 
site and a variety of materials are utilised, which provides varied and interesting facades. 

The National Planning Framework (“NPF”) and the Urban Development and Building Height 
Guidelines for Planning Authorities, December 2018 (“Building Height Guidelines”) both 
encourage the provision of increased height and increased density in appropriate locations 
in order to create a more consolidated urban form and counteract urban sprawl. 
Furthermore, we note that the proposed development is fully in accordance with the Specific 
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Planning Policy Requirements set out in the Building Height Guidelines which is detailed 
extensively in the Planning Report and Statement of Consistency prepared by Thornton 
O’Connor Town Planning and enclosed separately. We submit that the current planning 
context is encouraging of developments being designed to achieve additional height at 
appropriate locations once they don't materially impact on surrounding properties, which is 
demonstrated through the planning application documents including Daylight/Sunlight 
Analysis and Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment. 
 

2.2  An Bord Pleanála Item No. 2 - Development Potential of Leydens 
 

An Bord Pleanála stated the following: 
 

‘Further consideration of, and possible amendment to the documents and/or design 
proposals submitted, having regard to the development potential of adjoining lands to 
the northeast (Leydens), which are understood to be in the control / ownership of the 
prospective applicant.  
 
In this regard, an indicative masterplan should be submitted which should demonstrate 
how the development of the overall lands can be achieved having regard to the protection 
of residential amenity, potential for shared communal and/or public open space, and 
access arrangements. Such masterplan may have also regard to the matters raised under 
item no. 1 above.’ 

 
2.2.1 Applicant’s Response 

 
 RKD Architects have provided a full robust response to this item which is fully detailed in 
their document entitled ‘Response to ABP and DCC Pre Application Consultation Opinions’ 
enclosed as an Appendix to this Report.  
 
We note that the Leyden lands are under the control of the Applicant and the future 
application on these lands will be subject to a detailed design process and will have to ensure 
it has no material impact on the Phase 1 development or any surrounding properties.   

 
 
2.3  An Bord Pleanála Item No. 3 – Access Arrangements  
 

An Bord Pleanála stated the following: 
 

‘The application should provide full and detailed design proposals in respect of access 
arrangements from Richmond Road. Such proposals should provide for safe vehicular, 
pedestrian and cycle access to the site and demonstrate that conflicting movements do 
not arise. An operational service management plan for the site should also be submitted 
in this regard. The design proposals should demonstrate how satisfactory access and 
egress to the site will be provided in both the current scenario and following completion 
of proposed future widening and improvement works on Richmond Road.’ 

 
2.3.1 Applicant’s Response  

 
The following response is set out in Section 9.3.2 of the Traffic and Transport Assessment 
(TTA) prepared by DBFL Consulting Engineers: 
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‘A detailed design proposal has been included in the amended DBFL drawing no. 
210027-DBFL-TR-SP-DR-C-1001 showing the pedestrian facilities to access the subject 
site while RKD amended drawing no. 20199-RKD-ZZ-00-DR-A-1002 shows the 
designated pedestrian/service/resident vehicular accesses. Vehicle swept path analysis 
are detailed in DBFL drawing 210027-DBFL-RD-SP-DR-C-1011. The scheme proposals 
have subsequently been the subject of the Quality Audit as detailed in a separate stand 
alone report as per DMURS requirements.’ 

 
Furthermore, we note that a Delivery and Service Management Plan is included in Section 
5.5 of the TTA. Operational waste is dealt with by AWN Consulting in the Operational 
Waste Management Plan enclosed. To confirm, Dwg No. 210027-DBFL-TR-SP-DR-C-1001 
shows design proposals in both the current scenario and potential future scenario following 
Richmond Road improvement works. 
 
 

2.4 An Bord Pleanála Item No. 4 – Flood Risk  
 
An Bord Pleanála stated the following: 

 
‘Further consideration and clarification in relation to the nature and extent of works 
required to address flood risk arising on the site. Application documentation should 
identify and assess alternative options for the design of such works, and provide a robust 
rationale for the solution proposed, having regard to the location of the site within an 
area identified as a Conservation Area in the Dublin City Development Plan 2016-2022 
and potential impacts on existing trees and vegetation on the site.  
 
Details to be provided should include detailed plan, section and elevation drawings 
describing all works and structures proposed along the riverbank and identifying existing 
and proposed ground levels. The interaction between these works and delivery of the 
pedestrian / cycle greenway route along the River Tolka should be clearly described.  
 
The works proposed in this regard should be included within the scope of other 
assessments undertaken in respect of this application including, but not limited to:  
 
• Site Specific Flood Risk Assessment  

 
• Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment  
 
• Appropriate Assessment Screening Report  
 
• Natura Impact Statement  
 
• Ecological Impact Assessment Report  
 
• Environmental Impact Assessment Report 
 
• Archaeological, Architectural and Cultural Heritage Impact Assessment  
 
• Construction and Environmental Management Plan  
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2.4.1 Applicant’s Response  
 

The following documents are enclosed with this planning application and refer to the nature 
and extent of works required to address flood risk where relevant. 
 

• Site Specific Flood Risk Assessment prepared by DBFL Consulting Engineers  
 

• Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment prepared by Mitchell + Associates Limited 
 
• Appropriate Assessment Screening Report prepared by Enviroguide Consulting 
 
• Natura Impact Statement prepared by Enviroguide Consulting 
 
• Ecological Impact Assessment Report prepared by Enviroguide Consulting 
 
• Archaeological, Architectural and Cultural Heritage Impact Assessment prepared by 
Rubicon Heritage 
 
• Construction and Environmental Management Plan prepared by DBFL Consulting 
Engineers  
 

An Environmental Impact Assessment Report is not required for the proposed development. 
Please see Environmental Impact Assessment Screening Report prepared by Enviroguide 
Consulting. 

 
DBFL have advised that the flood wall works will involve: 
 
Construction of a new c. 126 metre long section of flood wall to the River Tolka along the 
site’s southern boundary. The flood wall is required to complete a missing section of the 
Tolka River Flood Defence Scheme and is required by Dublin City Council. The new flood wall 
is positioned at the top of the existing river bank  and will connect to existing constructed 
sections of flood wall upstream and downstream of the site. The form of construction will 
comprise a stone wall over sheet pile construction. The top of the wall will be set at the 
required flood defence level resulting in typical wall heights of approximately 1.2 to 2 No. 
metres above existing ground levels.  Existing trees along the river bank will be removed to 
facilitate the flood wall construction and repair of existing river banks and river walls. 
Replacement planting will be provided as outlined on the landscaping plan.  
 
Since the tri-partite meeting, it has been confirmed that the Applicant owns the River Wall, 
which as shown at the meeting and set out below contains a number of trees growing out of 
it.  
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Figure 2.1: Images of Existing River Wall   
  
(Source:  The Tree File, 2021)  
 
In the context of the requirement to provide a flood wall and the general development of the 
site, we note the following constraints and rationale which informed the design and location 
of the floodwall which resulted in the loss of the existing trees along the River Tolka to the 
south of the development. 
 

1. The demolition of the existing warehouses will disturb the trees. The Sycamores are 
restricted to a particularly narrow strip between the shed footings and the flood wall 
and will suffer exposure, shelter-loss and disturbance as the structures are removed. 
Additionally, the young age and small current stature of the trees cannot be ignored. 
Already, substantial damage and dislodgement of flood wall masonry has occurred. 
Therefore and appreciating that being the subject species, Sycamore, has the 
capacity to increase in size more than five-fold times, then it is inevitable that the 
wall will suffer far greater damage if the trees are retained. 
 

2. The existing river wall is in poor condition. Extensive repairs and removal of existing 
trees (which are currently destabilising it and causing damage) is proposed. 
Depending on the extent of the damage, it may be necessary to replace parts of the 
existing river wall. The existing river wall is proposed to be repaired and retained, 
which will result in the loss of trees. 
 

3. DCC Drainage Department require completion of this missing section of the Tolka 
flood defence scheme to provide for the proper level of protection of the Richmond 
Road area. The proposed wall position at the river edge is consistent with the DCC / 
RPS flood defence position as extracted on the adjacent figure. 
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Figure 2.2: Proposed Wall Position 

  
(Source:  River Tolka Flooding Study)  
 
As is shown on the diagram below, an 8 metre wide public corridor is designated on our site 
in the Richmond Road Area Action Plan, which states: 
 

‘In all redevelopment, there will be the provision of a public corridor, including walkway 
on the banks of the river, it shall not be provided in the form of a boardwalk. The 
boardwalk will be 8m wide and be contained within the boundaries of the sites’. 
 

The tree survey is overlaid on this diagram for reference. As can be seen from the diagram, 
the cycle and pedestrian walkway land on top of the existing trees and therefore in order to 
comply with the requirements set out in the Richmond Road Area Action Plan 2007, the trees 
will need to be removed. 
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Figure 2.3: Tree Survey Overlaid on Map 13 of the Richmond Road Area Action Plan  
 

(Source:  Richmond Road Area Action Plan, 2007, overlaid by Mitchell + Associates, 
2021)  

 
We refer below to Map 13 of the Richmond Road Area Action Plan 2007 indicating the 
proposed corridor within the subject site outlined in red. Thus, even if there was no 
development on the site and only the required cycle/pedestrian route was to be provided, 
the trees growing on and out of the wall could not be retained.  
 

 
Figure 2.4: Map 13 of the Richmond Road Area Action Plan 

  
(Source:  Richmond Road Area Action Plan, annotated by Thornton O’Connor Town 

Planning, 2021) 
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There are a number of setback requirements on the subject site as follows: 
 

(a) The 8-metre setback along the river corridor as outlined above. In the context of the required 
8-metre setback, we note that the massing of the building is setback a minimum distance of 
8 metres to comply with this requirement and to allow for enough space for the corridor.  
 

(b) There is also a requirement to set the building back from Richmond Road to facilitate a road 
reservation. This is outlined in both the Richmond Road Area Action Plan and the zoning map 
of the Dublin City Council Development Plan 2016-2022.  
 

(c) The boundaries on the north-east side of the site onto Richmond Road require appropriate 
setbacks to residential facing windows. 
 
The proposed building comes close to the 8 metre corridor route at two points. The rest of 
the building line is stepped as far from the route as possible. Due to the awkward nature and 
non-rectilinear shape of the site the developable area left after incorporating the setbacks 
required in (a-c) above, is just feasible for a residential mixed-use development. If there were 
any further setbacks incorporated to extend the 8-metre set-back along the riverbank, the 
site becomes unfeasible for any reasonable development that is suitable for the zoned land. 
 
We note that the flood wall is set back further into the site on the adjoining Deakin Court 
development. However, the tight constraints of the site as outlined above compared to the 
adjacent site to the north-west mean that a flood wall is more suitable at the river edge 
rather setback from the river edge. This allows the river route corridor to be incorporated 
within the landscape design and the flood protection zone. The adjacent site to the south-
east (Distillery Buildings) is more comparable to the Applicant’s development site as it has 
similar restricted access and street frontage. The existing flood defence wall to the southeast 
is set at the river edge and continues northwest partly into the Applicant’s site. 
 
Having regard to the points above which along with numerous other factors outline that the 
provision of the cycle/pedestrian link in isolation or the demolition of the existing 
warehouses will result in the loss of the trees even without any development on the site, it is 
not possible to retain the existing trees growing out of the wall. Although the trees are 
category “C” trees, the loss in relation to biodiversity along the River Tolka is acknowledged 
and in mitigation, we are seeking to implement a native hedge along the new flood wall 
complemented with native tree planting and riparian type planting structures and species as 
part of the semi-private planting strategy and approach, therefore mitigating and reducing 
the immediate loss and impact but in return providing for a long term solution that would 
restore and enhance the river’s biodiversity whilst allowing the implementation of 
the  Richmond Road Area Action Plan. It is also our opinion that the proposed development 
will have a positive impact on the Conservation Area, by providing a high-quality 
development with an 8 No. metre river corridor / walkway along the River Tolka, which will 
animate and enliven the surrounding environment. 
 
We note that the loss of trees was raised by the Parks Department at the tripartite meeting 
and in this regard Enviroguide Consulting have advised the following: 
 

‘The requirement to provide both an appropriate flood defence wall and a cycle 
track/pedestrian green way along the Site’s riverside boundary places considerable 
spatial constraints on the landscaping options available to the Proposed Development. 
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That the stability of much of the existing tree growth along the boundary is somewhat 
reliant on the existing warehouse structures onsite, makes their retention in the design 
of the Proposed Development largely unfeasible. The removal and demolition of these 
structures is likely to undermine parts of this treeline, raising health and safety issues 
regarding their long-term viability along what will be a pedestrian greenway. 
 
The loss of this tree line is therefore considered unavoidable for a number of reasons 
highlighted in the various consultant reports that accompany this application e.g., the 
Arborist Report, Landscaping Report etc., and no viable alternative arrangement has 
been found despite lengthy discussions between relevant Design Team members.  
 
It is noted that the treelines, due to their established nature, provide a habitat corridor 
for wildlife along this part of the Tolka River. However, these trees are also non-native 
species for the most part, with Sycamore (a medium impact invasive flora species) and 
Cypress making up a large component of the species present. 
 
The proposed landscape design for the Site’s boundary with the Tolka has therefore 
been prepared with the aim of offsetting the impact of the loss of the existing treeline 
as much as is possible given the inherent constraints in terms of space, requirement for 
cycle track and pedestrian walkway, and requirement for sufficient flood wall. 
 
As such, the landscaping will provide native Hawthorn hedgerow along the boundary 
with the Tolka, which is to be maintained in a semi-natural condition with a low 
interference management regime; to maximise the ecological value of this vegetation. 
Along with this native hedgerow, a series of native/established tree species (including 
Hazel, Birch and Field Maple) have been selected to provide a novel native treeline along 
this greenway, to compliment the hedgerow and provide a habitat corridor along this 
part of the Tolka into the future. The shrub/grass and floral planting along this corridor 
will also be native and pollinator friendly in nature to add further value to its 
understorey. 
 
Although it is accepted that there will be a loss of an existing treeline at the Site, it is 
noted that this is structurally unavoidable in the context of the requirements placed on 
the Proposed Development. The proposed planting and landscaping approach to this 
riverside greenway has been designed to minimise the impact of this loss and provide as 
robust a replacement in terms of vegetative structure as can be achieved given the 
constraints of the Site.’ 

 
DBFL Consulting Engineers have prepared Dwg No. 210027-DBFL-XX-SP-DR-C-1020 to 
demonstrate the works proposed in relation to the flood wall. 
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 3.0  RESPONSE TO SPECIFIC INFORMATION REQUIRED  
 

This section will provide a response to the specific information requested by the Board in 
their Opinion, which states the following: 
 

Furthermore, pursuant to article 285(5)(b) of the Planning and Development (Strategic 
Housing Development) Regulations 2017, the prospective applicant is hereby notified 
that, in addition to the requirements as specified in articles 297 and 298 of the Planning 
and Development (Strategic Housing Development) Regulations 2017, the following 
specific information should be submitted with any application for permission: 

 
3.1 Item No. 1 – Site Ownership  
 

An Bord Pleanála stated the following: 
 

‘Clarity with regard to ownership of the site and where the applicant is not the legal 
owner of the land concerned, the written consent of the owner to make the application 
should be provided.’ 

 
3.1.1 Applicant’s Response 
 

The total red line application site boundary is c. 0.69 Ha (c. 6,829 sq m) and is broken down 
as follows: 
 

1. The developable site of c. 0.61 Ha (c.6,067 sq m); and 
 
2. Road works to Richmond Road: c. 0.08 Ha (c. 762 sq m). 

 
We have been advised that the Applicant owns c. 6,228 sq m (c. 0.63 Ha) of the site area 
which includes the developable lands and a small area of land towards Richmond Road that 
is included in the road works area above. The remaining land on Richmond Road within the 
red line boundary is Dublin City Council land (c. 601 sq m/ 0.06 Ha) and a letter of consent 
has been received to include the lands in the application site boundary. Please see RKD 
Drawing No. 20199-RKD-ZZ-ZZ-DR-A-1004 which demonstrates site ownership. 
 
In addition, we note that the Applicant has recently secured control of the neighbouring 
Leyden’s site adjacent to the subject site to the north-east. These lands are identified on blue 
on the OS Map enclosed (lands in blue outside of the application site boundary). 
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3.2 Item No. 2 – Z10 Zoning  
 
An Bord Pleanála stated the following:  
 

‘Application documentation should demonstrate how the proposed development and 
the mix of uses therein, complies with the Z10 land use zoning objective for the site 
under the current Dublin City Development Plan 2016-2022.’ 

 
3.2.1 Applicant’s Response  
 

The subject lands are zoned Objective Z10 ‘Inner Suburban and Inner City Sustainable Mixed-
Uses’ in the Dublin City Development Plan 2016-2022, where the stated aim is ‘to consolidate 
and facilitate the development of inner city and inner suburban sites for mixed-uses, with 
residential the predominant use in suburban locations, and office/retail/residential the 
predominant uses in inner city areas’. A narrow sliver of land along the south-west boundary 
adjacent to the River Tolka is zoned Objective Z9 ‘Amenity/Open Space Lands/Green 
Network’, where the stated aim is ‘to preserve, provide and improve recreational amenity and 
open space and green networks’. 

  

  
Figure 3.1: Zoning Map of the Subject Site (Indicative Boundary Outlined in Yellow) 
 
(Source: Dublin City Council Development Plan 2016 – 2022, Zoning Map E) 

  
Part of the subject site is located within a Conservation Area and there are Protected 
Structures within the neighbouring site to the east/south-east and opposite the site to the 
north-east annotated by the red asterix in Figure 3.1 above. Dublin City Council clarified by 
email on 24th September 2020 that the warehouse fronting Richmond Road (within the 
neighbouring Leyden’s site) is not a Protected Structure and is marked on the zoning map in 
error. Please see correspondence attached as Appendix A to the Planning Report & 
Statement of Consistency enclosed separately. Further details in relation to these Protected 
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Structures is set out in the Architectural Heritage Impact Assessment prepared by Historic 
Building Consultants. 
 

 Z10 – ‘Inner Suburban and Inner City Sustainable Mixed-Uses’  
  

The following are the permitted and open for consideration uses under the  Z10 zoning 
objective: 

 
Permissible Uses 

 
Amusement/leisure complex, bed and breakfast, betting office, buildings for the health, 
safety and welfare of the public; car park, car trading, childcare facility, civic offices, 
community facility, cultural/ recreational building and uses, delicatessen, education, 
embassy office, enterprise centre, garden centre, guest house, halting site, home-based 
economic activity, hostel, hotel, industry (light), live work units, media-associated uses, 
medical and related consultants, motor sales showroom, office (max. 600 sq m.), off-
licence, open space, park and ride facility, part off-licence, petrol station, place of public 
worship, public house, residential, restaurant, science and technology-based 
industry, shop (district), shop (neighbourhood), take-away, training centre. 
 
Open for Consideration Uses: 
 
Advertisement and advertising structures, civic and amenity/recycling centre, 
conference centre, embassy residential, factory shop, financial institution, funeral 
home, garage (motor repair/ service), household fuel depot, internet café, nightclub, 
office (max. 1200 sq m), outdoor poster advertising, shop (major comparison), 
warehousing (retail/non-food)/retail park. 

 
Z9 - ‘Amenity/Open Space Lands/Green Network’ 
 
The following are the permitted and open for consideration uses under the  Z9 zoning 
objective: 
 

Permissible Uses 
 
Cemetery, club house and associated facilities, municipal golf course, open space, 
public service installation which would not be detrimental to the amenity of Z9 zoned 
lands. 
 
Open for Consideration Uses 
 
Car park for recreational purposes, caravan park/camp site (holiday), community 
facility, craft centre/craft shop, crèche, cultural/recreational building and uses, golf 
course and clubhouse, kiosk, neighbourhood retail (in accordance with highly 
exceptional circumstances above), tea room, café/restaurant. 

 
Item No. 2 of the An Bord Pleanála’s Opinion requests that it be demonstrated how the 
proposed development and mix of uses complies with the Z10 land use objective. The subject 
scheme proposes 183 No. residential units and 1 No. café/retail unit on these predominately 
Z10 zoned lands. The scheme also includes public and communal open spaces and internal 
communal amenity space for the future residents. The narrow sliver of Z9 zoned land 
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adjacent to the River Tolka is provided with public open space associated with the proposed 
development in accordance with the zoning objective with the majority of the proposed 
public open space provided on the Z10 portion of lands. This public open space will 
incorporate a greenway once the remainder of the neighbouring sites are developed and 
opened up. The scheme allows for future connections to the neighbouring sites at both ends 
of the public open space. 
 
Residential development, café and retail are permissible uses under the Z10 zoning 
objective. The Applicant is applying for both to give greater flexibility in finding a future 
occupant for the unit. 
 
The café/retail unit (c. 157 sq m) will be provided at ground floor fronting Richmond Road, 
which will introduce animation along Richmond Road and will enliven the streetscape and 
provide an active and usable facility for the community and future residents. The site subject 
of this planning application has limited frontage onto Richmond Road and it is our opinion 
that the scheme has taken the opportunity to activate the streetscape as much as possible 
whilst providing a commercial unit that has some opportunity for viability.  

 
As demonstrated below and acknowledged by Dublin City Council, commercial units have 
historically struggled to find a tenant or remain open and it is considered that any 
commercial unit that does not have street frontage will result in vacant units. If the unit is 
deemed unviable in the future, the unit could potentially be adapted to provide an internal 
resident amenity use or residential accommodation (subject to a planning application). 
 
We note that the Applicant has recently secured control of  the neighbouring Leyden’s site 
adjacent to the subject site to the north-east, which will provide a greater opportunity to 
provide increased commercial development as it will have a larger frontage along Richmond 
Road. 
 

Key Point:  
 
We would like to highlight that commercial activity has historically struggled along 
Richmond Road. In this regard, we refer to DCC Reg. Ref. 2556/18, where planning 
permission was granted by Dublin City Council for the change of use of the 2 No. permitted 
commercial units (permitted under DCC Reg. Ref. 2945/15) to provide a residential unit at 
the adjacent Deakin Court residential development, demonstrating the potential lack of 
viability for commercial units in this location. 
 
Dublin City Council stated the following in their assessment:  
 

‘In terms of the omission of the approved commercial units the Planning 
Authority has no strong opposition to this taking place. The viability of such 
units at this location on Richmond Road would be questioned given the presence 
of the service station adjacent with an existing small convenience retail 
element. In light of housing demand the addition of a further large family size 
apartment would be welcome. The elevational changes proposed would not affect 
the form and character of the overall building and generally the principle of 
amending the ground floor layout is reasonable. 
 
With regard to the Z10 zoning objective of the site, and while the Planning Authority 
has no strong opposition to such a change, the applicant should be requested to 
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demonstrate how the change of use complies with the zoning objective for the site in 
an inner suburban location where a mix of uses is preferred. 
 

Dublin City Council requested the following information as part of a Request for Further 
Information: 
 

‘The site is located in an area with a Z10 zoning objective, the purpose of which is to 
consolidate and facilitate the development of inner city and inner suburban sites for 
mixed uses with residential the predominant use in suburban locations and 
office/retail/residential the predominant uses in inner city areas. In this context, 
where the site is located on the outside edge of inner city and the inside edge of inner 
suburban, and with the change of use of a commercial unit to residential, the 
applicant is requested to demonstrate how the intended change of use complies with 
this zoning objective.’ 

 
The Applicant set out in response that their main focus was to provide much needed social 
housing on the site.  
 
Dublin City Council in assessing this response noted: 
 

‘In response to Request Item 3 the applicant provides a letter from Co-operative 
Housing Ireland which states the belief that the change of use to residential is better 
suited to the provision of housing for a family requiring universal access and the size 
of the proposed unit lends itself to this use. It is further stated that the housing body 
does not have the resources, time or skills to effectively run commercial units and 
there is a risk that the units, even if provided, will sit vacant. 
 
With regard to compliance with the Z10 zoning objectives the letter cites the 
presence of both residential and open space as demonstrating mixed use. The letter 
also states the belief that the site is inner suburban and not inner city and that the 
primary use as residential is appropriate. 
 
…While the applicant has made a poor attempt to justify the change of use from 
commercial to residential – open space is in no way considered to contribute to a 
mixed use development, commercial units can be easily operated and managed by 
well qualified individuals or companies – the fact remains that the site is perhaps 
not best suited to having commercial activity at ground floor given location and 
this is a factor present for most such development in the Richmond Road area. 
In making their argument the applicant has hit on a central concern in general which 
is that any required commercial units may lie idle for a considerable period of 
time and this has been borne out by examples in the immediate area such as on 
Richmond Avenue and on Richmond Road itself. In this context changing the use 
to residential, a use which will likely be immediately taken up, given the nature of the 
development, would be appropriate and consistent with overall Development Plan 
policy. 

 
Therefore, it is clear that Dublin City Council have acknowledged the difficulties of 
providing commercial development on Richmond Road and permitted a change of use 
from commercial to residential on this neighbouring site at Deakin’s Court. However, we 
have provided a 157 sq m café/retail unit fronting Richmond Road which is considered in 
compliance with the Z10 zoning objective. 
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We would also like to refer to recent decisions on lands zoned Z10 in Dublin City as follows: 
 

• ABP-308162-21 – Permission Granted by An Bord Pleanála on 22nd December 2020 for a 
Shared Living Development on lands zoned Z4 and Z10 at Cork Street, Dublin 8 

 

• ABP-305324-19 – Permission Granted by An Bord Pleanála on 12th December 2019 for a 
Student Accommodation Scheme on lands zoned Z4 and Z10 at the Brewery Block, Dublin 
8 

 
In relation to the Cork Street Shared Living scheme, the café use and active frontage was 
provided on the Z4 lands fronting Cork Street and the An Bord Pleanála Inspector stated 
that: 
 

I note that this active frontage and café use is strictly within the Z4 parcel of the 
site, while the Z10 parcel is to the rear of the site. However, I do not consider it 
logical for an active use to be located to the rear of the site where it would provide 
no contribution to street activity or vibrancy of the area as the zoning would 
envisage.  
 
The majority of the site is zoned Z4 and the café takes up approximately 16m of the 
street frontage onto Cork Street, forming an extended area of publicly accessible, 
active, street frontage. The proposed development is therefore consistent with the land 
use zoning objectives for both Z4 and Z10 under the DCDP in my view. 

 
Therefore, it is clear from this assessment that An Bord Pleanála considered it acceptable to 
provide no commercial use on lands zoned Z10. 
 
In relation to the Student Accommodation scheme at the Brewery Block, the Z10 portion of 
land was provided with ancillary student amenity space (and not commercial space) whereas 
the commercial co-working space to be publicly accessible was provided on the Z4 portion 
of lands which fronted Cork Street. An Bord Pleanála considered that the proposal complies 
with the zoning objectives of the site.  
 
Therefore, having regard to the zoning objective of the subject site, the planning history of 
Deakin Court adjacent to the subject lands, which was granted permission for the change of 
use of 2 No. commercial units to residential accommodation at ground floor as the 
commercial units were deemed unviable in this location, and having regard to the planning 
history precedents outlined on Cork Street and at the Brewery Block, it is our professional 
planning opinion that the subject scheme will fulfill the mixed use objective for the subject 
Z10 zoned lands (and the Z9 zoning objective). 
 
The inclusion of the café/retail unit will not only satisfy the stated Z10 zoning objective, 
which is ‘to consolidate and facilitate the development of inner city and inner suburban sites for 
mixed-uses, with residential the predominant use in suburban locations, and 
office/retail/residential the predominant uses in inner city areas’, but will also reinvigorate the 
street frontage along the Richmond Road with the added benefit of passive surveillance 
along the street. This will represent a significant planning and community gain for the 
surrounding environment of the subject site. As detailed above, further commercial 
development will be provided through the development of the adjacent Leyden’s site, which 
is under the control of the Applicant with an application expected to be lodged in 2022. 
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3.3  Item No. 3 – Residential Amenity  
 

An Bord Pleanála stated the following:  

 
‘Demonstrate how consideration has been given to the issues of residential amenity 
raised in the report of the planning authority dated 26th July 2021 particularly in respect 
of privacy and overlooking between proposed dwelling units and the quality of private 
residential amenity spaces.’ 

 
3.3.1 Applicant’s Response  
 

The development will provide 545 sq m of dedicated internal resident amenity space (2.98 
sq m per unit). The communal amenity spaces will include the following: 
 

• Gym, lounges, games room, kitchen space, co-working hub/office and meeting 
rooms. 

 
 RKD Architects have provided a full robust response to this item which is fully detailed in 
their document entitled ‘Response to ABP and DCC Pre Application Consultation Opinions’ 
enclosed as an Appendix to this Report.  
 
 

3.4  Item No. 4 – Overlooking/Overshadowing Neighbouring Properties 
 

An Bord Pleanála stated the following:  

 
‘The application should clearly demonstrate how the development will limit the 
potential for overlooking of adjoining residential properties. Additional cross section 
and contextual elevation drawings should be provided to demonstrate the relationship 
with adjoining properties, particularly Deakins Court to the west.’ 
 

3.4.1 Applicant’s Response  
 

 RKD Architects have provided a full robust response to this item which is fully detailed in 
their document entitled ‘Response to ABP and DCC Pre Application Consultation Opinions’ 
enclosed as an Appendix to this Report.  
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3.5  Item No. 5 – Microclimate Assessment  
 

An Bord Pleanála stated the following:  

 
‘The Microclimate assessment accompanying the application should address the safety 
and comfort of communal residential amenity spaces, including roof terraces and upper 
floor balconies, both within the site and on adjoining lands. Any required mitigation or 
other design measures arising from such assessment should be clearly detailed in the 
application.’ 

 
3.5.1 Applicant’s Response  
 

A Microclimate Assessment has been prepared by AWN Consulting and is enclosed with this 
planning application. The report assesses the safety and comfort of communal residential 
amenity spaces, including roof terraces and upper floor balconies, both within the site and 
on adjoining lands. 
 
The Report concludes that: 
 

‘Based on the analysis conducted it was concluded the proposed development would 
have no significant effects with regard to microclimate, either on amenity spaces in the 
vicinity of the development or within the development, or on balcony or roof terrace 
areas.’ 
 

3.6  Item No. 6 – Communal Residential Facilities  
 

An Bord Pleanála stated the following:  
 

‘Further clarification and justification for the type and level of communal residential 
facilities to be provided on the site having regard to the Build to Rent nature of the 
proposed development, in accordance with the provisions of the Sustainable Urban 
Housing: Design Standards for New Apartments Guidelines for Planning Authorities 
(2020) and SPPR 7 contained therein.’ 

 
3.6.1 Applicant’s Response  
 

 The scheme will provide residential facilities including management/concierge, post room, 
bicycle storage, refuse stores, plant and services.  

 
RKD Architects have provided a full robust response to this item which is fully detailed in 
their document entitled ‘Response to ABP and DCC Pre Application Consultation Opinions’ 
enclosed as an Appendix to this Report.  
 
 

3.7  Item No. 7 – Public/Communal Open Space 
 

An Bord Pleanála stated the following:  
 

‘Detail regarding the provision of public open space and accessible, secure and usable 
communal residential open space within the development. Areas required for vehicular 
access and circulation space such as public footpaths, should not be included within 
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defined amenity spaces. The treatment and landscaping of the site to define and 
delineate such spaces appropriate to their function, should be clearly set out and 
illustrated with appropriate plan and sections drawings.’ 

 
3.7.1 Applicant’s Response  
 

The layout of the development allows high-quality open spaces to be provided including 
1,501 sq m of public open space (25% of the developable site area) along the banks of River 
Tolka which provides a pedestrian/bicycle route that will form part of a future Greenway 
public route. The public open space also includes a public route along the north-western 
boundary of the site which will connect to the public open space adjacent to the River Tolka. 
This designated public open space does not include the 198 sq m public plaza and 77 sq m 
vehicular access to the basement ramp from Richmond Road.  
 
The scheme includes 2,074 sq m of communal open space at surface level which can only be 
accessed by the residents, as gated access has been provided between the public and 
communal areas. A further 209 sq m of communal open space is provided in upper level roof 
gardens.  
 
Mitchell + Associates Landscape Architecture have provided the following response: 

 
‘A public future cycle greenway route is proposed to the West and South of the 
development, the route is well defined by boundary walls, feature screening panels and 
low level fencing. The route also includes for tree and shrub planting along with lighting 
which makes for a safe thoroughfare. Seating opportunities have also been provided as 
resting places or to enjoy the views. The communal residential areas are defined by 
gates or low level fencing together with screen planting. A play area is secured by a low 
level fencing and is located away  from any vehicular access route. The communal 
spaces will include for lighting and part M compliant gradients and surface finishes. 
Areas for vehicular and circulation space are not included in the defined public open 
space of 1,501 sq m or the 2,074 sq m of communal open space at surface level 
(additional 209 sq m of communal roof gardens). 
 
The landscape plans -series 100 – outline the different areas and segregations. 
 
The landscape sections – series 200 – provide further detail and context between public 
and residential amenity space and how the landscape elements supports the design in 
functionality and amenity. 
 
The landscape structural elements such as fencing are detailed on the Landscape 
drawings - series 400 and 500. 
 
Further information on the materials and 3D illustrations are provided in the Landscape 
Planning Report.’ 
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Figure 3.2: Connectivity Map for the Proposed Scheme  
 
(Source: Mitchell + Associates Landscape Planning Booklet, 2021) 
 
 

3.8 Item No. 8 – Management and Operation of The BTR Scheme 
 

An Bord Pleanála stated the following:  
 
‘Proposals for the management and operation of the proposed development as a ‘Build-
to-Rent’ scheme in accordance with Specific Planning Policy Requirement No. 7 of the 
Guidelines on Design Standards for New Apartments, including detailed proposals for 
the provision and management of support facilities, services and amenities for 
residents. A Building Lifecycle Report in accordance with section 6.13 of the guidelines 
should also be submitted and shall detail the appropriate use of external materials on 
all elevations. The plan shall also address the management and maintenance of public 
spaces and access to the development.’ 

 
3.8.1 Applicant’s Response  
 

Please see enclosed a Property Management Strategy Report prepared by Aramark which 
includes details for the provision and management of support facilities, services and 
amenities for residents within the proposed development in addition to the management of 
external spaces. A Building Lifecycle Report prepared by Aramark is also enclosed with this 
planning application. 
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3.9 Item No. 9 – Materials  
 

An Bord Pleanála stated the following:  
 

‘Further details of the proposed materials and finishes to the scheme. Particular regard 
should be had to the requirement to provide high quality and sustainable finishes and 
details, which have due regard to the context of the site. The details to be provided 
should also include the treatment of roof terraces, courtyards, landscaped areas and 
the public realm.’ 

 
3.9.1 Applicant’s Response  
 

 RKD Architects have provided a full robust response to this item which is fully detailed in 
their document entitled ‘Response to ABP and DCC Pre Application Consultation Opinions’ 
enclosed as an Appendix to this Report.  

 
 
3.10 Item No. 10 – Traffic  
 

An Bord Pleanála stated the following:  
 

‘The application should be accompanied by the following:  
 

i. A Traffic Impact Assessment, a preliminary Construction Traffic Management Plan 
and a Mobility Management Plan.  

 
ii. A quality audit in accordance with Annex 4 of DMURS.  

 
iii. A rationale for the quantum of car parking proposed on the site having regard to the 

provisions of the SPPR8 of the Sustainable Urban Housing: Design Standards for 
New Apartments, Guidelines for Planning Authorities, in respect of Build-to-Rent 
developments. A Car Park Management Strategy Plan should be provided in in this 
regard.  
 

iv. A rationale for the proposed fire / emergency vehicle access arrangements having 
regard to the comments of the Dublin City Council Transportation planning section 
with regard to use of the proposed pedestrian / cycle greenway in this regard.’ 

 
3.10.1 Applicant’s Response 
  

DBFL Response to Item i): 
DBFL have compiled both a Traffic Impact Assessment (TTA) as well as a separate, dedicated 
Mobility Management Plan which is included within the Planning Application for the 
proposed development. AWN Consulting have prepared a Construction and Demolition Plan 
whilst an Outline Construction Environmental Management (incorporating a Construction 
Management Plan) has been compiled by DBFL, also included within the Planning 
Application documentation. 
 
DBFL Response to Item ii): 
Bruton Consulting Engineers have been commissioned to undertake an independent Quality 
Audit as a standalone report which is to be submitted/included within the Planning 
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Application. The audit has been undertaken in accordance with Annex 4 of DMURS as per 
the above request. 

 
DBFL Response to Item iii): 
Section 5.2.1 of the TTA makes reference to SPPR8 of the Sustainable Urban Housing: Design 
Standards for New Apartments, Guidelines for Planning Authorities. This revised and amended 
TTA makes reference to the reduced car parking provision on the basis of BTR development 
being more suitable for central locations and/ or proximity to public transport services such 
as accessibility levels available at the subject site. Furthermore, the preliminary Car Park 
Management Strategy Plan (presented in Chapter 5) will be finalised and developed and 
rolled out by the Management Company, once appointed. 
 
DBFL Response to Item iv): 
The revised site layout plan submitted within the Planning Application documents depicts 
the amendments which have removed the fire tender vehicle’s use of the proposed 
pedestrian / cycle greenway. This has been further highlighted in Figures 4.2 and 4.3 within 

the TTA and DBFL drawing No. 210027-DBFL-RD-SP-DR-C-1011.  

 
 

3.11 Item No. 11 – Waste Plans 
 

An Bord Pleanála stated the following:  
 

‘A Construction and Demolition Management Plan and an Operational Waste 
Management Plan should be provided having regard to the inner urban nature of the 
site. The Construction and Demolition Management Plan should consider the potential 
for the presence of hazardous materials within existing structures or contaminated soils 
within the site.’ 

 
3.11.1 Applicant’s Response  
 

Please see enclosed a Construction and Demolition Management Plan and an Operational 
Waste Management Plan prepared by AWN Consulting. Section 3.3 (Potential Hazardous 
Waste Arising) of the Construction and Demolition Waste Management Plan addresses the 
potential Hazardous Waste Materials within the existing structures and soils within the 
proposed site. 
 
 

3.12 Item No. 12 – Areas to be Taken-In-Charge 
 

An Bord Pleanála stated the following:  
 

‘The application should clearly identify the areas intended to be taken in charge by the 
Local Authority and / or the National Transport Authority, where appropriate.’ 

 
3.12.1 Applicant’s Response  
 

Please see enclosed RKD Drawing No. 20199-RKD-ZZ-ZZ-DR-A-1003 which demonstrates 
the areas proposed to be taken in charge by the Local Authority. This drawing is extracted 
below for ease of reference (areas in coloured orange and blue): 
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Figure 3.3: Extract of Proposed Taken in Charge Drawing 
 
(Source: RKD Architects Dwg. No. 20199-RKD-ZZ-ZZ-DR-A-1003) 
 
The orange area is the public open space to be taken in charge and the blue area represents 
the portion of the roadworks in the Applicant’s ownership proposed to be taken in charge. 
 
 

3.13 Item No. 13 – Addressing Departmental Reports   
 

An Bord Pleanála stated the following:  
 

‘Address the issues and recommendations set out in the internal departmental reports 
of Dublin City Council, including, inter alia, 
 

• The report of the Archaeology Section dated 19th July 2021.  
 
• The Engineering Department – Drainage Division, dated 22nd July 2021.’ 

 
3.13.1 Applicant’s Response  

Planning Department 

• The principal comments of the Planning Department have been responded to in the 
RKD Architects document entitled ‘Response to ABP and DCC Pre Application 
Consultation Opinions’ enclosed as an Appendix to this Report. 
 
In addition, we note the following: 

o Comments in relation to the Z10 zoning have been addressed in Section 3.2 
of this Report by Thornton O’Connor Town Planning. 
 

o Comments in relation to the neighbouring Leyden’s site has been included 
in the RKD response and as detailed under Section 2.21 and 3.1.1 of this 
Report. 
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o Rationale for the building height have been provided in Section 2.1.1 of this 
Report and has been addressed in the RKD response. 

 
Archaeology 

• The comments of the Archaeology Department are addressed in Section 5.0 of the 
Archaeological, Architectural and Cultural Heritage Impact Assessment prepared by 
Rubicon Heritage Services Limited. 
 
Engineering Department – Drainage Department  

• The comments of the Engineering Department – Drainage Department are 
addressed in Section 5.0 of the Infrastructure Design Report prepared by DBFL 
Consulting Engineers. 
 
Transportation Planning Department 

• The comments of the Transportation Planning Department are addressed in Section 
9.0 of the Traffic and Transport Assessment Report prepared by DBFL Consulting 
Engineers. 
 
Parks, Biodiversity & Landscape Services Department 

• The comments of the Parks Department are summarised and addressed below. 
 

• Tree removal and natural habitat – See response in relation to tree removal 
outlined in Section 2.4.1 of this Report. 
 

• Open space provision under application: 
 

• Public Open Space : 1,501 (25%) 

• Communal Open Space 2,283 sq m (1,073 sq m required) 

• Private open space (In line or exceeding the minimum requirements) 
 

• Invasive Species: Report by Invasive Plant Solutions enclosed. 
 
 

Environmental Health Office 

• The comments of the Environmental Health Office are addressed by AWN 
Consulting below: 

 
1. A full list of up to date authorised waste collection permit NWCPO numbers and if 

sub-contractors are to be used please include permit details.  
Will be supplied post planning on appointment of construction contractor & waste 
contractor prior to works beginning onsite. 
 

2. Please confirm destination facilities that authorised waste collection holders intend 
to use. 
Will be supplied post planning on appointment of construction contractor & waste 
contractor prior to works beginning onsite. 

 
3. Please provide letters on headed paper signed by a relevant competent person from 

the facilities confirming acceptance of material and tonnages agreed. 
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Will be supplied post planning on appointment of construction contractor & waste 
contractor prior to works beginning onsite. 

 
4. Please provide a more detailed response in relation to Quantities. 

Provided in Construction and Demolition Waste Management Plan enclosed 
 

5. Please ensure and confirm that waste dockets used are specific to the authorised 
waste collector that collected the waste load 
Waste dockets used will be specific to the authorised waste collector that collected 
the waste load 

 
6. Please furnish contact details for the appointed site manager. 

Will be supplied post planning on appointment of construction contractor prior to 
works beginning onsite. 

 
7a. Please be aware that crushing concrete onsite will need a waste facility permit and 

so an application will be necessary for the carrying out of this activity. If waste 
facility permit is required, please see condition 7b. 
It is not envisaged the crushing of concrete will occur onsite as outlined in the 
attached Construction and Demolition Waste Management Plan. If crushing of 
concrete is to occur the appropriate mobile waste facility permit will be obtained 
and forwarded on to DCC prior to the waste activity occurring.  

 
7b. Please acknowledge and confirm that material crushed onsite will be disposed of 

off-site at an authorised facility e.g. Licenced/Permitted. Note: Crushed material 
from a waste recovery operation is not appropriate for the Article 27 Notification 
procedure 
If the crushing of waste is undertaken onsite the appropriate waste facility details 
and letter will be supplied to DCC.  

 
8. Please complete laboratory testing of soil onsite and provide Haz. Waste Online 

and Laboratory results.  
Site investigations reports and environmental soil testing results will be supplied 
post demolition phase and prior to any material being removed from site. 
 

9. Please complete an invasive plant species survey prior to development and if found 
to be present provisions on how this will be dealt with e.g. treatment etc. 
 An Invasive Alien Plant Species Site Management Assessment Report & 
Management Plan authored by Invasive Plant Solutions has been included with 
this planning application. 
 

10. Copy of an Asbestos Survey carried out prior to development and if found to be 
present provisions on how this will be dealt with e.g. Waste Collection, Disposal 
etc.  
An asbestos refurbishment / demolition surveys were undertaken by the Iota Group 
in December 2020 and is included within the planning documentation submitted in 
Appendix A of the Construction and Demolition Waste Management Plan. 
 

11. Waste logs to be available in up to date digital formats for inspection 
Digital waste logs will be provided to DCC when requested as outlined in the 
Construction and Demolition Waste Management Plan. 
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4.0  STATUTORY CONSULTEES  
 

As requested, the Applicant has issued a copy of the application documentation to the 
following Statutory Consultees: 

 
1.  National Transport Authority  

 
2.  Childcare Committee  
 
3.  Inland Fisheries Ireland  
 
4. Waterways Ireland  
 
5.  Irish Water  
 
6.  Heritage Council  
 
7.  An Taisce  
 
8.  Minister for Housing, Local Government and Heritage  
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5.0 CONCLUSION  
 

It is our professional planning opinion that the aforementioned responses with the 
supporting technical reports address the specific items raised in An Bord Pleanála’s Opinion. 
We trust that this document fully responds to all of the points raised by An Bord Pleanála in 
their Opinion and we submit that the proposed development represents the proper planning 
and sustainable development of this currently underutilised site.  
 
Yours sincerely 
 

 
 

Patricia Thornton 
Director 

  Thornton O’Connor Town Planning 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

29 | P a g e  

 

APPENDIX – RKD RESPONSE TO ABP AND DCC PRE 
APPLICATION CONSULTATION OPINIONS 
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Richmond Road SHD 

 
RESPONSE TO ABP AND DCC PRE APPLICATION 
CONSULTATION OPINIONS 
 
Rev P1 

9th December 2021 
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1.0 Response to ABP Opinion 

ABP-310653-21 
Pre-Application Consultation Opinion 
 

1.1 Architectural Design Amendments 

 

1.1.1 (ABP Opinion 1) Further consideration, and a robust planning 

and design rationale for the height and massing of buildings 

proposed for the site, and possible amendment to achieve 

greater articulation and visual relief. The design response should 

reflect the specific characteristics of the site and its context, 

demonstrating how it achieves an appropriate relationship with 

surrounding development. Further assessment of the 

development in views from the north and south should be 

undertaken in this regard, including views from Grace Park Road 

and from Richmond Road in proximity to the development site, 

and from residential roads to the south of the site. This may 

require possible amendment to the documents and/or design 

proposals submitted. 
 

- (ABP Opinion) Planning and design rationale for the height and 

massing of buildings proposed for the site 

RKD Response 

• The Urban Development and Building Heights Guidelines (2018) 

Section 2.3, states that increased building heights have;  

 

• “a critical role to play in addressing the delivery of more compact growth 

in Dublin City to make optimal use of the capacity of sites where 

transport, employment, services or retail development can achieve a 

requisite level of intensity for sustainability”.  

 

• In justifying greater height and density a development should satisfy a 

number of criteria as set out in the same 2018 Guidelines; 

 

• The site should be well served by public transport.  SPPR1 specifically 

relates to increased building height in locations with good public 

transport accessibility and states the following: 

 

• ‘In accordance with Government policy to support increased building 

height and density in locations with good public transport 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 

development to secure the objectives of the National Planning 

Framework and Regional Spatial and Economic Strategies and shall not 

provide for blanket numerical limitations on building height.’ 

 

• The location of this site is within walking distance of Drumcondra train 

station and several Dublin Bus stops served by multiple routes on the 
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Drumcondra, Ballybough and North Strand roads. The site is 750m (9-

minute walk) to the Drumcondra Road Lower Quality Bus Corridor. 

Once the greenway route along the River Tolka is open the shortest 

pedestrian route to Drumcondra train station will be via Distillery Road 

and take approximately 13mins.   

 

• The site is well served by public transport with high capacity, frequent 

service and good links to other modes of public transport which makes it 

an ideal location for higher density development.  Refer to DBFL 

Transport Statement for further information.  

• The building height has been considered within the urban context and to 

achieve optimum density for the mixed use residential building typology. 

The site has large frontage onto the River Tolka which allows additional 

height to be absorbed. The height aids in achieving a significant 

quantum of residential development on a strategically located site close 

to Dublin City centre. The resulting increased density enables the 

provision of a residential development in an established community 

within easy walking, cycling and public transport of both the city centre 

and its major employment zones. 

 
 

Dublin Area Satellite Image Showing Public Transport Connectivity 

• Development proposals incorporating increased building height should 

also successfully integrate into or enhance the area in which they are 

to be built. 

• The existing areas are built up in nature and predominately houses 

with significant demand for 1 bed & 2 bed units. The proposal 

complements the existing housing stock and will bring in additional 

residential accommodation targeting the increasing 1 & 2 person 

household demographics which are under-served in the area. 
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• The proposal responds to its overall natural and built environment by 

providing scale and enclosure along the north bank of the Tolka River 

opposite the open spaces of the Belvedere Sports Grounds to the 

south. The overall height aids in wayfinding for those travelling up 

Distillery Road, marking the proposed river walk along the north banks 

of the Tolka. 

• A landscape and visual assessment have been carried out in which 

key views are studied to ensure that the development does not 

negatively impact upon the local context. 

 

• In addition, a local building height assessment has been undertaken 

to determine an appropriate building height to compliment the local & 

wider residential context and to deliver optimum residential 

accommodation to this prime area. 

 

• The study found there are multiple developments of similar height in 

the surrounding context and an emerging development in the Holy 

Cross College with blocks ranging in height from similar to twice as 

tall.  The position of this site at a central point along Richmond Road 

offers the opportunity to step up to a high point of 10 stories, adding 

variety to the roofscape but with a natural progression from the 

adjacent buildings while offering a sense of enclosure to the sports 

grounds across the river. 
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• The height strategy is to create a street edge at a lower scale to fit 

within the adjacent context.  The lower portion of the scheme at 

Richmond Road is set at 6 storeys or 21.5m (to top of parapet) in height 

and provides a harmonious height with the 4-6 storey buildings on either 

side (the whiskey distillery in the adjacent site is 19.1m in height).  The 

building steps down in height at Richmond Road to provide a more 

human scale to the street edge in order to enhance the urban fabric of 

the area.  

• Moving towards the middle of the site the building mass steps up to 10 

storeys (34.6m to top of parapet) to create variety of form and roofscape 

along Richmond Road.  On the southern side the height steps down 

towards the river via setbacks and turns at either end to frame views out 

to the south. 

• A step down to 8 storeys (27.8m to top of parapet) occurs in the centre 

and helps articulate the West and East blocks as individual elements. 

This moment also marks the residential lobby that has access at the 

front and rear of the site.  

 

In summary the form and height is achieving: 

• Urban comfort –giving a street edge at a human scale. 

• Optimization of height and density –scaling up within the site. 

• Maximum viability. 

• Lower volumes towards the street and the river. 

• Integration and variety to context. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

• The setting back of the development along Richmond Road along with 

the form, massing and height is designed to avoid negatively 

impacting on the daylight and sunlight of the buildings to the north. On 

the south side the development also sits back to retain an 8m zone for 
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a public riverside route along the Tolka. The setback on Richmond 

Road is also required for the potential road widening. 

 

 

 

 

 

- (ABP Opinion) Amendment to achieve greater articulation and visual 

relief 

RKD Response 

• The northeast façade facing the Leyden’s site. The diagram below 

shows how the massing is broken up to appear as a series of vertical 

elements rather than one long tall building. The façade has been 

amended since the tripartite meeting to add in extra stone vertical 

elements in between the brick massing.  

 

 

 

 

• The brick and stone detailing around the windows have been updated 

and the balconies staggered, where previously they were stacked, to 

offer visual variety. 

 

• There is a vertical seam and shadow gap between every second bay 

of windows to ensure articulation of the vertical forms. 
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• The pattern of window opening and balconies on each massing block 

is varied to avoid repetition and monotonous architecture. This 

variation and subtle changes in the palette of materials for the building 

provides visual relief and articulation. 
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Elevation drawing post-Tripartite meeting 

 

• Southwest façade facing the River Tolka. The massing here is also 

broken up to appear as a series of vertical elements with setbacks. 

The ends facing the river are accentuated to frame views towards the 

river amenity. The brick openings continue up the building with stone 

panels and windows set inside them. The verticality of the ends of the 

buildings is expressed as slender booked end elements. The colour of 

the upper floor stone setback was softened to make the elevations 

visually more appealing. 
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Extract of CGI View of south facing facade 
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CGI of elevation pre-Tripartite meeting 

 

CGI of elevation post-Tripartite meeting 
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• The west façade facing Deakin Court. As before shadow gaps every 

two bays help to break up the façade into a series of vertical volumes. 

Balconies on upper levels have also been staggered where possible. 

 

CGI of west elevation pre-Tripartite meeting 

 
 

CGI of west elevation post-Tripartite meeting 
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Elevation drawing of west façade pre-Tripartite meeting 

 
Elevation drawing of west façade post-Tripartite meeting 

 

1.8m high perforated screens were added to the balconies on this façade on 

levels 2-6 to ensure privacy between the proposed development private 

amenity and the neighbouring Deakin Court apartments shared amenity. A 

1.8m high planting strip was added to the edge of the terraces on level 1. 
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CGI View of west facing elevation. 

- (ABP Opinion) Response to the specific characteristics of the site and 

context, demonstrating how an appropriate relationship is achieved 

with surrounding development 

RKD Response 

• An Architectural Heritage Impact Assessment was prepared by 

Historic Building Consultants and found that “the proposed 

development would have little or no adverse impact on the character 

of any of the protected structures in the vicinity. It would also result in 

an improvement in the character of the site itself adjacent to the 

conservation area, in that it would replace a series of commercial 

buildings and an open yard that could be seen as conflicting with the 

conservation area objective.” See report for full details. 

• The proposed building faces the river and creates a physical edge that 

is setback. The landscaping between the building and the river will 

make the river edge a very positive amenity for resident’s and public. 

The proposed native planting and trees will be positive for the natural 

habitat of the river. It is considered that the proposed development 

takes the opportunity to enhance the Conservation Area, particularly 

due to the active frontage and high quality design that will be 

provided. The Scheme will complement the Conservation Area and 

will have a positive impact on the character of the area. 

• The building layout on the site is positioned with appropriate setbacks 

from the neighbouring sites and the river edge.  

• The design relates to the site history of the site. The upper setback 

floors are clad with stone panels with chamfered profiles over two top 

storeys. These floors sit on top of the brick structure in a different 

material, like how upper floor features of the Old Jones Road Distillery 

would sit on top of a brick building. 

• The form of the building and roofscape that is designed as a series of 

building forms with varying height, like the distillery buildings. 
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Historic Image of the Jones Road Distillery Buildings 

 

CGI view of Richmond Road 

 

• The lower portion of the scheme at Richmond Road is set at 6 storeys 

or 21m in height and provides a harmonious height with the 4-6 storey 

buildings on either side (the whiskey distillery in the adjacent site is 

24.41m in height). The building steps down in height at Richmond 

Road to provide a more human scale to the street edge to enhance 

the urban fabric of the area. Cafe/retail will enliven and active the 

frontage onto Richmond Road. 
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Extract of Northeast Contextual Elevation 

 

 

 

CGI view of building on the northeast side. 

 

• The rich masonry finish to the façades represents the industrial 

character of the site and its surrounding area. The choice of brick as a 

material responds to the immediate context, particular inspiration is 

taken from The Stables, located in the old Jones Road Dublin 

Whiskey Distillery built in the 1890’s to the east of the subject site. 

The building has since been converted into offices and loft 

apartments. The character of the industrial brick and stone has been 

retained. 
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Photograph of the Distillery Lofts building  
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- (ABP Opinion) Further assessment of the development in views from 

the north and south, including views from Grace Park Road and from 

Richmond Road in proximity to the development site, and from 

residential roads to the south of the site 

RKD Response 

• Verified views demonstrate the relationship between the proposed 

new development and the existing context. When viewed from Grace 

Park Road the development will be visible but not overly intrusive to 

the existing buildings and context. 

  

Context aerial map showing camera position of verified views. Additional 

views V14 – V19 were added since the Tripartite meeting. 

 

 



 

18  

 

Verified view V14 baseline from Grace Park Road 

 

Verified view V14 proposed from Grace Park Road 
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Verified view V19 baseline from Grace Park Road 

 

Verified view V19 proposed from Grace Park Road 
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Verified View V2 baseline from green space near Grace Park Road 

 

Verified View V2 proposed from green space near Grace Park Road 
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Verified View V1 baseline from north of the site. 

 

Verified View V1 proposed from north of the site. 
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Verified View V3 baseline from Richmond Road looking east. 

 

 

Verified View V3 proposed from Richmond Road looking east. 
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Verified View V7 baseline from Richmond Road looking west. 

 

 

Verified View V7 proposed from Richmond Road looking west. 
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Verified View V12 baseline from the south of the site. 

 

 

Verified View V12 proposed from the south of the site. 
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Verified view V10 baseline from access bridge to the Distillery Lofts. 

 

 

Verified view V10 proposed from access bridge to the Distillery Lofts. 
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Verified view V17 baseline from residential area to the south of the site. 

 

 

Verified view V17 proposed from residential area to the south of the site. 
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Verified view V11 baseline from residential area to the south of the site. 

 

 

Verified view V11 proposed from residential area to the south of the site. 
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Verified view V18 baseline from residential area to the south of the site. 

 

 

Verified view V18 proposed from residential area to the south of the site. 
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Verified view V16 baseline from Holy Cross College to the southwest of the 

site. 

 

  

Verified view V16 proposed from Holy Cross College to the southwest of the 

site. 
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Verified view V13 baseline from Holy Cross College to the west of the site. 

 

 

Verified view V13 proposed from Holy Cross College to the west of the site. 
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Verified view V9 baseline from residential area southeast of the site. 

 

 

Verified view V9 proposed from residential area southeast of the site. 
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Verified view V8 baseline from the Luke Kelly Bridge. 

 

 

Verified view V8 proposed from the Luke Kelly Bridge. 
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Context aerial map showing camera position of verified views. Additional view 

V15 was added since the Tripartite meeting. 
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Verified view V4 baseline from Richmond Road looking southeast. 

 

 

Verified view V4 proposed from Richmond Road looking southeast. 
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Verified view V5 baseline from Waterfall Avenue looking south. 

 

 

Verified view V5 proposed from Waterfall Avenue looking south. 
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Verified view V15 baseline from Richmond Road looking southwest. 

 

 

Verified view V15 proposed from Richmond Road looking southwest. 
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Verified view V6 baseline from Richmond Road looking west. 

 

 

Verified view V6 proposed from Richmond Road looking west. 
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1.1.2 (ABP Opinion 2) Further consideration of, and possible 

amendment to the documents and/or design proposals 

submitted, having regard to the development potential of 

adjoining lands to the northeast (Leydens), which are understood 

to be in the control / ownership of the prospective applicant. 

In this regard, an indicative masterplan should be submitted 

which should demonstrate how the development of the overall 

lands can be achieved having regard to the protection of 

residential amenity, potential for shared communal and/or public 

open space, and access arrangements. Such masterplan may 

have also regard to the matters raised under item no. 1 above. 
 

RKD Response 

 

• The adjacent Leyden’s Cash & Carry site measures approximately 

1.35acres (0.54 hectares) and is bounded to the north by Richmond 

Road, the Richmond Road development to its west and to its south by 

The Stables apartment block.  

• It is in zoning area Z10, allowing for predominantly residential 

development with some mix use. Access is via Richmond Road with 

opportunities to connect the site to the River Tolka.  

• A study was undertaken on a mirror image concept, 35m in height and 

set back 22m from the Richmond Road development, to establish the 

effect of overshadowing on neighbouring sites and potential future 

development.  

• This study showed that the proposed mirror image development would 

have a materially negative impact on the daylight received by the 

dwellings opposite on Richmond Road. Due to this site’s proximity to 

those dwellings and the results of the VSC study, the mirror image 

concept was discounted as a viable option.  

• A more evolved concept has been developed for the Leyden’s site 

which sees the creation of an efficient floor plan of three blocks with 6-9 

units per core. The upper floors will benefit from excellent natural 

daylight access and views to the south and southwest with building 

heights matching that of The Stables to create rooftop terraces. 

Setbacks & lower levels at the Richmond Road side of the development 

give a more human scale and minimise overshadowing of the existing 

buildings across the road.  

• At ground level the landscaped open spaces will connect to the 

adjacent development with permeable walkways and cycleways. The 

courtyard spaces will provide nodal points along these connected 

pathways offering amenity and meeting spaces for the inhabitants and 

the public. 
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Masterplan concept sketch showing the proposed development and potential 

development on the Leyden’s site. 

The Daylight/Sunlight study has demonstrated that a Phase 2 development as 

indicatively shown can be provided on the subject site without any material 

impacts on the Phase 1 development. We note that the Phase 2 lands are 

under the control of the Applicant and the future application on Phase 2 will be 

subject to a detailed design process and will have to ensure it has no material 

impact on the Phase 1 development or any surrounding properties.   
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(ABP Additional Requirements) 

Furthermore, Pursuant to article 285(5)(b) of the Planning and 

Development (Strategic Housing Development) Regulations 

2017, the prospective applicant is hereby notified that, in addition 

to the requirements as specified in articles 297 and 298 of the 

Planning and Development (Strategic Housing Development) 

Regulations 2017, the following specific information should be 

submitted with any application for permission: 

 

1.1.3 (ABP Additional requirement c.) Demonstrate how consideration 

has been given to the issues of residential amenity raised in the 

report of the planning authority dated 26th July 2021 particularly 

in respect of privacy and overlooking between proposed dwelling 

units and the quality of private residential amenity spaces. 

 

 
RKD Response 

• The external space on the neighbouring site at this location is 

designated communal open space and at the request of the local 

authority mitigation measures have been introduced to protect the 

privacy of this space from overlooking. 

• At the Level 1 terraces a boundary planter with 1.8m high planting has 

been introduced to act as a visual screen, preventing any overlooking 

from these terraces.  Also, 1.8m high translucent screens have been 

added to each balcony on the Western elevation up to and including 6th 

floor level.  

• See floor plans and elevations showing where 1.8m high screens and 

angled box windows have been added. 
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CGI View showing an example of where screens are added to balconies 

 
 
CGI view of the proposed angle box windows to avoid overlooking from 

dwelling units to neighbouring private amenity space. 
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(ABP Additional requirement d) The application should clearly 

demonstrate how the development will limit the potential for 

overlooking of adjoining residential properties. Additional cross 

section and contextual elevation drawings should be provided to 

demonstrate the relationship with adjoining properties, 

particularly Deakins Court to the west. 

 
RKD Response 

Neighbouring Sites & Overlooking - Richmond Road 

• Extract from DCC Development Plan, “At the rear of dwellings, there 

should be adequate separation between opposing first floor windows. 

Traditionally, a separation of about 22 m was sought between the rear 

of 2-storey dwellings but this may be relaxed if it can be demonstrated 

that the development is designed in such a way as to preserve the 

amenities and privacy of adjacent occupiers.” 

• The building line facing Richmond Road is setback from the road and is 

18.9m to the nearest building. This is a public street so does not require 

a 22m setback that would be required for rear facing windows. 

 
 
• The upper floors L06-L09 are setback a further 28.9m. This side of the 

building faces a public road. The distance to the upper floors is shown 

in the diagram to be adequate distance to avoid any overlooking issues. 

• The large setback of taller elements of the design also prevents 

overlooking into the private garden spaces of the property’s opposite. 

• The distance to the existing buildings on Richmond Road ranges from 

20.4m on the northwest to over 71m on the southeast. 
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Neighbouring Sites & Overlooking - Deakin Court 

 

• Part of the west elevation of the building faces the gable wall of Deakin 

Court and is 15m apart from it. The rest of the west facade faces the 

Deakin Court amenity space and is 11m meters to the boundary. 

• At the Level 1 terraces a boundary planter with 1.8m high planting has 

been introduced to act as a visual screen, preventing any overlooking 

from these terraces.  Also, 1.8m high translucent screens have been 

added to each balcony on the Western elevation up to and including 6th 

floor level.  

• Above this height is considered a significant enough distance that 

people will be barely distinguishable.  See following page for the cross 

section and reference from Jan Gehl’s ‘Cities for People’. The diagrams 

illustrate how people are not distinguishable above certain height 

thresholds.  

• Angled box windows have also been added to the bedrooms on each 

floor up to and including 6th floor level.  These windows are orientated 

to frame views of the River Tolka and minimise overlooking onto the 

neighbouring site by directing views out to the west. 
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View of west elevation 

 

 
 

 
Plan extract showing distances to Deakin Court Boundary 
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• This demonstrates the intention to protect the residential amenity of 

Deakin Court while also ensuring that this prime, underutilised, 

brownfield site is appropriately densified. The decorative screens are an 

architecturally appropriate design solution for the proposed 

development, which animates the elevation while also ensuring that 

potential overlooking to Deakin's Court is mitigated. 
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1.1.4 (ABP Additional Requirement f) Further clarification and 

justification for the type and level of communal residential 

facilities to be provided on the site having regard to the Build to 

Rent nature of the proposed development, in accordance with 

the provisions of the Sustainable Urban Housing: Design 

Standards for New Apartments Guidelines for Planning 

Authorities (2020) and SPPR 7 contained therein. 

 
RKD Response 

The SPPR 7(b) of 2020 apartment Guidelines requires the provision of 

dedicated amenities and facilities specifically for residents of BTR schemes. 

There however is no set ratio for same. There are a range of internal amenity 

spaces totalling to 545 sqm GIA / 2.98sqm. per unit throughout the scheme.  

The applicant notes that communal amenity and resident support facilities of 

the subject scheme have been located at ground floor level, to maximise 

opportunities for social interaction and integration for the future occupants of 

the scheme. These facilities will be located directly adjacent to communal 

open space – and will in turn provide additional passive surveillance of these 

areas as well as the publicly accessible riparian corridor.  

 

Residential Amenity Space – Internal  

There are a range of internal amenity spaces totalling to 545 sqm GIA / 

2.98sqm. per unit throughout the scheme. There is a café / retail space at 

ground level facing Richmond Road (not counted in the above figure) which is 

open to the public and the building residents. The residential internal amenity 

spaces are all on the ground floor on the Tolka River side of the building. The 

spaces are split up into a variety of uses including workspaces, meeting 

spaces, a gym, lounges, kitchen, games room and coworking hub office. All 

amenity areas will be curated spaces with regular events organized by the 

community managers. 

 

Residential Amenity Spaces – External  

There is a range of public and private outdoor spaces throughout the site. The 

public route at the western boundary gives the public access to the greenway 

along the Tolka River, which will be developed into a bike and walking route in 

the future. On level 8 there are 2 external terraces to be shared amongst the 

residents (measuring 209 sqm total). These terraces face south and offer 

views towards the city. 
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The Ground Floor Plan at Tripartite meeting stage. 

  

 
The Ground Floor Plan shows more detail of the types of spaces offered for 

the residential amenity than at Tripartite stage. The plan drawing shows 

indicative furniture layouts that suit the types of space. 

 

BTR Design Reference Images 
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The scheme will also provide residential facilities including 

management/concierge, post room, bicycle storage, refuse stores, plant and 

services.  

 

1.1.5 (ABP Additional Requirement i) Further details of the proposed 

materials and finishes to the scheme. Particular regard should be 

had to the requirement to provide high quality and sustainable 

finishes and details, which have due regard to the context of the 

site. The details to be provided should also include the treatment 

of roof terraces, courtyards, landscaped areas and the public 

realm. 

 
RKD Response 

• The material palette has been chosen to complement the 
neighbouring buildings. A choice of brick as a material from ground 
floor to floor 8 with 2 upper levels setback in a brown coloured stone. 

 

 
 

• Brick is offered as the primary façade material whilst the introduction 

of stone spandrel panels and metal balconies creates a fine grain 

modulation within the overall composition. Three differing brick colours 

are used on the various masses to create a richness and variety to the 

overall architectural composition. 
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• These colours were chosen to respond to the rich masonry colours 

within the broader Richmond Road neighbourhood. Separate colours 

create a visual variety/articulation and break down the overall scale of 

the block. 

• The materials chosen are brick, stone, metal, and glass. These 

materials are natural and sustainable. 

• Stone shadow gaps are used throughout the proposal to create visual 

variety to the elevations and to emphasize the verticality in the façade. 

 

Elevation 1 - Facing Richmond Road / Leyden’s Site 
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Elevation 2 - Facing the River Tolka 

 

 

• Please refer to the RKD Design Statement, Section 04 Architectural 
Approach, for an in-depth description of the material choices for the 
facades. 

 

• The proposal provides a new public realm to the area, with 

connections from Richmond Road down to the River Tolka. The 

pedestrian and cycle route will be open for the public and a low brick 

wall with high quality railings will provide a boundary between the 

communal open space and the public greenway route. The low wall 

and railing will provide security but keep a visual connection between 

the spaces. The residents will have further private shared space on 

the 8th floor roof terraces. 

 

 

 

 

View of resident’s amenity space from the public river route. 
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View of public river route and resident’s amenity space. 

 

 
View of level 8 roof terrace. 
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The principles of the hard and soft landscape are in response to their 

environment and will be hardwearing. New materials are also proposed to 

create a new character and identity for the proposed development. 

Hard Landscape Paving Materials 

The proposals for paving comprise a variety of high quality, durable materials 

which will withstand public use and are hard wearing. The proposals provide a 

cohesive palette of materials throughout and facilitate sustainable drainage. 

Permeable paving is proposed for the main internal spine and will be 

constructed to best practice and BS standards. All spaces and surfaces are 

proposed to be universally accessible and will conform to technical Guidance 

document Part M of the building regulations and best practice such as Building 

for Everyone. 

Proposed hard Landscape and paving materials include the following: 

- Permeable feature paving for spine route and plaza 

- Permeable PC paving for the secondary pathways 

- Buff tarmac cycle pathway along the river 

- Permeable PC paving for the main and secondary pathways on the rooftops 

 
 
A number of low walls and steps are included throughout the scheme 
to allow for level changes. These elements are used from a design point of 
view to create sub-spaces and allow for incidental seating and socializing. 
Formal seating is proposed in and around central areas. Bollards are used 
for traffic control at the entrance. 
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• A tarmac path runs along the river, which is in place for the 
development of pedestrian and walking route under the Richmond 
Road Area Action Plan. 

 

• Areas are also left to grass & meadow and seating is provided to 
make this a valuable communal outdoor space for the community. 

 

 
General principles 
 
The planting pallet has been selected with regard to the ‘Councils 
Actions to Help Pollinators: All Ireland Pollinator Plan 2015-2020’. The 
planting strategy contains areas of pollinator friendly mowing regime, 
hedgerow planting with the recommended 75% hawthorn plus 25% of 
four other native species, pollinator friendly species within the shrubs and 
groundcover mix and inclusion of pollinator friendly street trees. The selected 
planting mix includes shade friendly species as well as being robust and low 
maintenance. 
 
Particularly proposed trees take into account the location, orientation, 
potential for flooding and exposed conditions. In order to overcome the 
constraints, the proposed vegetation will benefit from some or all of a range of 
specifications and detail considerations, including irrigation for planting over 
basement. The selection of trees includes native and non-native species, but 
there is a strong emphasis on native species for ecological and sustainability 
reasons. It is also proposed to use a mix of forms, stem size and stem 
numbers. 
 
Site specific considerations 
 
The tree planting around the perimeter will be formal trees with 
smaller multi stemmed trees within the site and podium level. In areas where 
trees will need to be removed due to arboriculturally reasons we propose to 
plant replacement trees such as Alder, Birch, Rowan and Sycamore. A mix of 
woodland understorey planting is proposed with Ferns and low groundcover 
planting such as Vinca, Geranium, Helleborus and Anemone species. 
Dense planting is proposed around the building perimeter to create 
a generous buffer between ground floor spaces and the semi-private areas. 
Small trees/ shrubs such as Cornus, Amelanchier and Acer palmatum will 
provide for screening. Formal evergreen hedge planting is used to create 
a series of outdoor rooms linked with a mix of herbaceous and structural 
planting including species that are good pollinators such as Verbena, 
lavender, Rudbeckia , Geraniums, Nepeta etc.. 
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• There is a section of native planting and wildflower meadow that lines 
the edge of the route and will help retain the soil at the riverbank. 

 
 
TREE PLANTING 
 
Tree species are selected for longevity, suitability to local ground 
conditions, microclimate, biodiversity (native species) and where required, 
suitability to close proximity to buildings. Proposed tree sizes range from 
semi mature (18-20cmg), to extra heavy standards and multi stemmed 
trees. A substantial number of trees are proposed to be planted for this 
development. The majority of these trees are native Irish species and include 
Alder, Mountain Ash, Hazel and Birch. 
 
SHRUBS AND GROUNDCOVER PLANTING 
 
The tree planting around the perimeter will be formal trees with 
smaller multi stemmed trees within the site and podium level. In areas where 
trees will need to be removed due to arboriculturally reasons we propose to 
plant replacement trees such as Rowan and Birch. 
Underneath trees a mix of woodland understorey planting is 
proposed with Ferns and low groundcover planting such as Vinca, Geranium, 
Helleborus and Anemone species. 
 
Dense planting is proposed around the building perimeter to create 
a generous buffer between ground floor and the semi-private areas. Small 
trees/ shrubs such as Cornus, Amelanchier and Acer palmatum will provide 
for screening. Formal evergreen hedge planting is used to create a series 
of outdoor rooms linked with a mix of herbaceous and structural planting 
including species that are good pollinators such as Verbena, lavender, 
Rudbeckia , Geraniums, Nepeta etc.. 
 
Low planting is utilized to create and reinforce sub-spaces within 
the larger landscape: for visual screening, defensible space, visual interest, 
ecological and bio-diversity purposes and to guide or direct people’s 
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movement. The low planting is conceived as subtle layering of greens within 
the open spaces. 

 

• Please refer to the Mitchell’s Landscaping reports for an in-depth 
description of the treatment of private and public landscaped areas. 
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1.1.6 (ABP Additional Requirement j) The application should be 

accompanied by the following:  

iv. A rationale for the proposed fire / emergency vehicle 
access arrangements having regard to the comments of 
the Dublin City Council Transportation planning section 
with regard to use of the proposed pedestrian / cycle 
greenway in this regard.  

 

RKD Response 

The fire / emergency vehicle access arrangements have been rationalised 

since the Tripartite meeting. As follows: 

• There are two firefighting shafts proposed within the building, 
complete with fire-fighting lift, dry riser, stair and lobby.  

• The external entrances to both of these firefighting cores are at the 
North-East side (Richmond Road) of the building. 

• A pump fire appliance must make its way into the site and have 
access to within 18m of both dry riser inlets (located on the façade at 
the entrance of the firefighting cores). 

• It must be able to turn within the site and leave.  

• Dead ends up to 20m are acceptable without a turning facility.  

• The route has been reviewed on Autotracks by DBFL. 
 
See DBFL TRAFFIC AND TRANSPORT ASSESSMENT REPORT, section 4 
for full details 
 

 

The emergency vehicle access will not be routed over the proposed 

pedestrian / cycle greenway. 
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1.1.7 (ABP Additional Requirement l) The application should clearly 

identify the areas intended to be taken in charge by the Local 

Authority and / or the National Transport Authority, where 

appropriate.  
 

RKD Response 

• See diagram drawing outlining the areas intended to be taken in 
charge. 

 

 
 
Extract of drawing 20199-RKD-ZZ-ZZ-DR-A-1003 SITE – TAKEN IN 
CHARGE. See drawing for full resolution and details. 
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2.0 Response to DCC Opinion 

DCC Reference: ABPSHDPAC0007/21 
Pre-Application Consultation Opinion 
 
 

2.1 (DCC Opinion) Development & Design 

 

2.1.1 (DCC Opinion) It is recommended that the height of the proposal 

is reduced so that the main part of the proposal along the River 

Tolka is no more than 7 to 8 storeys in height to allow for a better 

transition from the proposed 6 storey block fronting onto 

Richmond Road, better integration with existing buildings along 

Richmond Road and given that the site is not particularly well 

served by public transport as there are no bus services within 5 

minutes or 400-500 metres walking distance and the stated 

900m / 11 min walk to quality bus corridor services on 

Drumcondra Road Lower is via Richmond Road which is in part, 

narrow and uninviting for pedestrians. 

 
RKD Response 

• Refer to RKD Architectural Design Statement, Section 02 and Section 

1.1.1. of this document. 

2.1.2 (DCC Opinion) There is concern that the provision of 1 no. café 

in additional the BTR residential development is insufficient to 

provide a satisfactory mix of uses to comply with the Z10 zoning 

objective which seeks to consolidate and facilitate the 

development of inner city and inner suburban sites for mixed 

uses, with residential the predominant use in suburban locations, 

and office/retail/residential the predominant uses in inner city 

areas. Section 14.8.10 of the Development Plan notes that the 

concept of mixed-use is central to the development or re-

development of these sites and mono uses, either all residential 

or all employment/office use shall not generally be permitted.  
 

RKD Response 

• There is a café / retail space proposed on the ground floor facing 
Richmond Road. The viability challenges of retail at this location were 
discussed with DCC at the pre-consultation stage. The applicant has 
considered this and is proposing an option for the BTR operator to 
manage this space as a publicly accessible café with hot-desking 
facilities available for public rent. It was felt that with remote working 
trends that this would be a viable solution to create and active ground 
floor use.  
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2.1.3 (DCC Opinion) It is recommended that the reciprocal implications 

of any potential development of the adjacent Leyden’s cash & 

carry site at 158a Richmond Road be accounted for in terms of 

potential overlooking, obstruction to daylight (see 2.3 of the BRE 

guidance) and obstruction to sunlight. In the same vain the 

applicant should look at similar potential reciprocal impacts on 

‘Z12’ zoned lands located across the river and ‘Z9’ zoned river 

corridor lands. It is recommended that an indicative masterplan 

be produced to illustrate same.  
 

RKD Response 

• Refer to section 1.1.2 and 1.1.3 of this report. 
 

2.1.4 (DCC Opinion) It is recommended that any indicative masterplan 

also shows how a potential redevelopment of 158a Richmond 

Road would efficiently interact with the subject redevelopment in 

terms of shared communal and/or public open space, pedestrian 

and vehicular access.  
 

RKD Response 

• Refer to section 1.1.2 of this report. 

2.1.5 (DCC Opinion) It is recommended that a number of potential 

deadened ground floor elevations be enlivened. For example - 

dummy windows maybe with some form of reflective glazing 

could be inserted into some of the north eastern elevations 

serving the bicycle storage area, generator room and bin store at 

ground floor level. 
 

RKD Response 

• Hard elevations to back of house areas will be hidden by vegetation in 

planter beds incorporated into the landscape design. 
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View of resident’s external amenity area on the east side near the cycle 

storage facilities. 

• The cycle storage rooms have glazing to the external walls so that 

they are not dark spaces. This ensures there is also visual 

surveillance inside and out. The 1st floor units overlook the spaces to 

also provide visual connection and surveillance over the ground floor 

amenity space. 

• This space was a public route pre Tripartite meeting and has been 

changed to be semi-private communal space.  

 

View of resident’s playground space. Glazed windows are proposed on the 

façade and planters are thoughtfully placed around to enliven the space. 
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Diagram Showing External Private and Communal Areas 

 

2.1.6 (DCC Opinion) It is recommended that contiguous views are 

provided for the extended Richmond Road streetscape noting the 

relative heights of higher existing, proposed or permitted 

developments. 
 

RKD Response 

• Contiguous elevations have been provided along Richmond Road 

noting relative heights. See drawings A-1303 and A-1304. 
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Extract of drawing A-1303 

 

Extract of drawing A-1304 
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2.1.7 (DCC Opinion) It recommended that any extensive plinth or 

external staircase elevations be softened perhaps with ‘green 

walls’ etc.  
 

RKD Response 

• Staircases with external elevations feature windows to ensure natural 

daylighting and enlivenment of the façade. 

 

Elevation facing Richmond Road / Leydens Site. 

• The external deck on the west side that covers the parking ramp is 

covered on the sides at ground level with a perforated metal screen. 

Creeper ‘green walls’ are also included to soften them up and ensure 

a more lively and friendly environment. 

 

View of public route on the west side boundary. 
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2.1.8 (DCC Opinion) It is recommended that any basement/podium 

vents be located away from directly below apartment elevations. 

Alternatives should be considered such as some form of 

‘periscope’ system or subtly placed within the general landscape 

area.  
 

RKD Response 

• Basement vents are mostly located away from the building and unit 

balconies. The one vent that is close will be designed like a 

‘periscope’ so any extract air is directed away from the balconies. 

 

 

Extract of site plan showing basement vents. 

 

2.1.9 (DCC Opinion) It is preferable to include balcony depths in the 

schedule of accommodation.  
 

RKD Response 

• Balcony depths have been added to the Housing Quality Assessment 
schedules. All balconies are 1.5m or more. 
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2.2 (DCC Opinion) Communal Space 
 

2.2.1 (DCC Opinion) It is recommended that the requisite amount of 

usable and sufficiently well sunlit communal open space that is 

primarily accessible to future residents is provided at ground floor 

level (as supplemented by the two upper floor communal 

spaces).  
 

RKD Response 

• All spaces are well lit as demonstrated in the Daylight/Sunlight Report 

by 3D Design Bureau. 

• The external residential amenity space has been updated to be 

primarily used by residents. The public river route is now to the west 

side of the site and does not go through the resident’s amenity space. 

• The communal space on the northeast and east side will have good 

sunlight in the mornings; the space on the south and southwest will 

have good sunlight at midday and the evening time. 

• The larger roof terrace will have good sunlight in the morning and the 

evening. The smaller roof terrace will have good sunlight in the 

evening. 

 

Diagram Showing External Private and Communal Areas 

• The variety of spaces and orientations ensures that there are external 

amenity spaces that have direct sunlight at all times of the day. 
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Diagram showing indicative public routes through the site. 

 

2.2.2 (DCC Opinion) It is recommended that further to the above that 

the applicant identify measures to differentiate external public 

circulation area and resident–orientated zones at ground floor 

level.  
 

RKD Response 

• The resident amenity areas at ground floor level have now been 

separated from the public circulation route by a low wall topped with 

railings. 

 

CGI View of low wall and railing between the river route public space and the 

shared amenity space. 
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• The access to the communal space from Richmond Road has now also 

been provided with a gate to ensure only residents have access. This 

delineates the public space from the communal space. 

 

View of entrance gate from Richmond Road 
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2.2.3 (DCC Opinion) It is recommended that details be provided as to 

how the public access via Richmond Road to the river corridor 

will be managed, and how this will not conflict with residential 

amenity and security – noting also the proximity of the north 

western pedestrian route and the entrance to the basement to 

each other. It is also not clear how safe this north-western 

pedestrian route will be perceived – which is also partially 

underpass.  
 

RKD Response 

• The river route pedestrian and cycle corridor connect from the river to 

Richmond Road along the western boundary. Before the Tripartite 

meeting, the proposal brought the route through the site on the north-

eastern boundary. This space is now fenced off for resident’s amenity 

use. 

 

 

View of public route on west side boundary 

 

• The route will be overlooked by southwest facing windows and 

balconies, well-lit with lighting and have green creeper walls to feel 

like a safer environment. 

• The basement will be gated, and the ramp enclosed by minimum 2.8m 

high perforated screen to ensure security. 

• The vehicle access to the basement and public route are separated by 

a planter to ensure safety between vehicles, cycles and pedestrians. 
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View of public route at Richmond Road 

2.2.4 (DCC Opinion) It is recommended that consideration be given to 

the provision of a children’s play area.  
 

RKD Response 

• A play area has been added within the external amenity area in the 

southeast of the site as shown on drawing A1002. Please see Mitchell 

Associates landscaping submission for further details. 

 

Extract of site plan showing children’s playground space. 
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CGI View of children’s playground space. 

 
  

2.3 (DCC Opinion) Public access management & River corridor 

area 

 

2.3.1 (DCC Opinion) It is recommended that some indication is 

provided as to how the continuous river corridor access to the 

adjoining sites can be secured and how it will be managed.  
 

• The proposal allows for a future connection into adjoining sites. The 

management company and owner are aware that this may not happen 

in the short-term. Temporary security measures in the form of gates will 

and railings to ensure security.  

• See Landscape Masterplan 

 

2.3.2 (DCC Opinion) It is recommended that the applicant clarify the 

proposed surface finish to the riverside walk/cycle way. 
 

• See section 1.1.5 of this report and the Mitchell’s + Associates 

Landscape Architecture Design Report. 
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2.4 (DCC Opinion) BTR Facilities 
 

2.4.1 (DCC Opinion) It is recommended that toilet and changing room 

facilities are provided in association with resident 

facilities/amenities at ground floor level. 
 

Toilet and changing room facilities have been provided for in association with 

resident’s facilities. See drawing A1100 Ground Floor Plan. 

 

Extract of the Ground Floor Plan. 

 

2.5 (DCC Opinion) Privacy/overlooking 

 
 

2.5.1 (DCC Opinion) It is recommended that the outlook of opes and 

balconies are revised so they will not unduly overlook and over 

dominate the rear of Deakin Court. 
 

• See section 1.1.4 of this report. 

2.5.2 (DCC Opinion) It is recommended that the applicant clarify that 

the development will not unduly look over the top of any dwelling 

opposite to the north east – and into any private rear garden 

areas behind them. 
 

• See section 1.1.4 of this report. 
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2.5.3 (DCC Opinion) It is recommended that the north western sides of 

the fully projecting balconies serving comparable apartments as 

L1.14, L1.16, L1.17, as well as fully projecting balconies serving 

L1.13, L1.12, L1.11, L1.22 and L1.21; and the south west sides 

of fully projecting balconies serving comparable apartments as 

L1.03; the north east side of fully projecting balconies serving 

comparable apartments as L2.04, L2.05, L2.06 & L2.07 are fitted 

with 1.8m high privacy screens. 
 

RKD Response 

• All the apartments and comparable apartment balconies mentioned 
above do not require privacy screens between them. It is reasonable 
that external amenity space / balconies have some visibility between 
them. Angled box windows are proposed in some locations to ensure 
that there is privacy between a balcony and a neighbouring unit 
window. 

 
 

 

Extract of 2nd Floor Plan 
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2.5.4 (DCC Opinion) It is recommended that the balcony arrangement 

between L2.07 and L2.08 and their proximity to each other is 

reconsidered in terms of maximising private residential amenity 

for each apartment. 
 

RKD Response 

• Balcony L2.08 has had a 1.8m opaque privacy screen partially added 
to provide privacy between it and balcony L2.07.  In addition, balcony 
L2.07 has had a 1.8m translucent screen added. See floor plans and 
elevations. 

 

 

Extract of 2nd Floor Plan showing unit L2.07 

 
 

2.5.5 (DCC Opinion) It is recommended that the private open space 

arrangement to 1st floor apartment L1.07 is reconsidered as it will 

be penned in by adjoining 1st floor terraces and will also be set 

below two balconies of the two apartments mentioned in the item 

above. 
 

RKD Response 

• Balcony L1.07 has been reconfigured so as not to be ‘penned in’ and 

has had 1.8m privacy screens added. In addition, balcony L2.07 has 

had a 1.8m translucent screen added. See floor plans and elevations. 
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Extract of 1st Floor Plan showing unit L1.07 

 

2.5.6 (DCC Opinion) It is recommended that the SE windows serving 

comparable apartments such as L1.02 are amended so as they 

are made to be either a high level ope (i.e. 1.8m above finished 

floor level) or revised such that their overlooking cone is 

redirected away from the balconies serving similar units as L1.01 

and L1.14. 
 

RKD Response 

• The bedroom window of L1.02 has been reconfigured to an angled 
box window which is directed away from the balconies of L1.01 & 
L1.14. 

• In addition, all comparable windows e.g. L2.02 L3.02 L4.02 etc are 
provided with the same angled window 
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2.5.7 (DCC Opinion) It is recommended that the north eastern K/D/L 

windows serving comparable apartments such as L1.10 are 

amended so as their overlooking cone is redirected away from 

the balconies serving similar units as L1.09. 
 

RKD Response 

• Privacy screens have been added to the balconies of LX.09 and 
LX.10. See floor plans and elevations. 

 

 
Extract of plan showing unit L3.10 and L3.09 
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2.5.8 (DCC Opinion) It is recommended that the balcony (and maybe 

also the window) serving similar apartments as L1.17 is ‘slid 

away’ from the adjoining bedroom ope serving L1.18. (while not 

critical such a revision could allow the bedroom in L1.17 to 

access the relocated balcony as well.) 
 

RKD Response 

• The bedroom window of L1.18 has been reconfigured to an angled 
box window which is directed away from the balcony of L1.17.  It is 
preferred not to extend the balcony to allow access from the bedroom 
of L1.17 as to do so would mean the balcony traverses the shadow 
gap seam that helps delineate the blocks into a series of vertical 
elements. 

 

 
Extract of floor plan 

 

2.5.9 (DCC Opinion) It is recommended that the side window to the 

K/D/L space serving comparable apartments as L1.19 is either 

made to be a high level ope (i.e. 1.8m above FFL) or revised 

such that their overlooking cone is redirected away from the 

balconies serving similar units as L1.18. 
 

RKD Response 

 

• The side window to LX.19 has been removed. See floor plans and 

elevations. 
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Extract of floor plan 

 
 

2.5.10 (DCC Opinion) It is recommended that the use of internal privacy 

hall/lobbies within apartments is maximised in order to minimise 

direct overlooking into the apartment’s active volumes. 
 

RKD Response 

• Privacy hallways are incorporated into apartments wherever possible 
including the following typologies. 

 
- 1B2P_03 
- 1B2P_05 
- 2B4P_03 
- 2B4P_04 
- 2B4P_07 
- 2B4P_08 
- 2B4P_09 
- 2B4P_11 
 

• Please refer to the Floor Plan drawings A1100 series and Detail Layout 

Drawings A1500 series. 
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2.5.11 (DCC Opinion) It is recommended that apartment doorways 

along corridors are arranged in a hit & miss arrangement as 

much as possible. 
 

RKD Response 

• Opposite-facing front doorways have been minimised insofar as 
possible with the result that there are only two instances of this 
condition per floor (LX.07 - LX.11 and LX.17 – LX.22). Door ways 
along corridors are in a hit and miss arrangement as much as 
possible. 

 

• Eliminating these has been explored but it was found not feasible due 
to fire escape distance regulations. 

 
 

2.5.12 (DCC Opinion) It is recommended that measures are taken to 

minimise the potential noise and disturbance experienced by 

apartments such as L1.08 from the entry/exit to the basement 

below. 
 

RKD Response 

• The design and specification of windows will ensure that apartments 
such as L1.08 are provided with sufficient sound insulation properties 
to minimise noise disturbance from entry/exit to the basement below. 

 
 

2.5.13 (DCC Opinion) All balconies should be at least fitted with opaque 

glazing. 
 

RKD Response 

• The balconies are all fitted with railings to the front and solid side 

panels to 1,150mm. Some balconies are fitted with decorative privacy 

screens. 

 
 

2.6 (DCC Opinion) Dual Aspect  
 

2.6.1 (DCC Opinion) It is recommended that typical north facing single 

aspect units such as L1.13, L1.12, L1.11 and L1.22 which 

overlook Leyden’s cash & carry are designed to incorporate an 

alternative outlook where possible.  
 

RKD Response 

• We note 2018 Apt Guidelines define north facing units as within 45 

degree (this does not appear to be 2020 Guidelines). in this context, 

none of the units are within this definition of 45 degrees etc. 
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• The units are set back 12.5 metres from the adjacent Leyden’s site. 

• These units overlook the communal open space and are larger than the 

minimum size. Apartment type 1B2P_01 / 1B2P_01B and 1B2P_01 / 

1B2P_01B  are 48.7 sqm. Apartment Type 1B2P_03 is 53.2 sqm. 
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2.7 (DCC Opinion) Daylight/Sunlight  

 
 

2.7.1 (DCC Opinion) It is recommended that the SW wall to the main 

8th floor communal space be lowered as much as possible 

and/or fitted with railings in order to maximise access to sunlight 

to the subject amenity space. – (It’s also not clear of the 

adjoining window/ope arrangement facing onto the 

aforementioned space as shown on page 20 of the Architects 

Design Statement matches the submitted floorplans)  
 

RKD Response 

• The SW wall to the 8th floor roof terrace is designed to be 1100mm 
high. The southwest facing orientation will ensure that there is plenty 
of sunlight into the space. 

 

2.7.2 (DCC Opinion) The scheme should maximise access to daylight 

to corridors, landings and lobbies and minimise reliance on 

artificial illumination.  

 
RKD Response 

• Corridors, landings, lobbies and stair cores have been provided with 
external windows wherever possible. 
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