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Introduction

Dublin City Council welcomes the publication of the Draft Guidelines and the opportunity provided
by the Department to input into the final Guidelines document.

The decision to review the Guidelines is a positive step; due to the outdated nature of the previous
Guidelines and the need to shape this document within the context of other more recent Guidelines
and SPPRs.

Dublin City as a wholly urban and suburban authority, and the largest by population size; and has
gained significant experience in relation to the implementation of sustainable compact growth
which has been included in the most recent City Development Plan and recent SDZs and LAPs. The
Council welcomes the intent expressed in the Draft Guidelines to publish best practice
accompanying document; as it is only by working through real examples that the proposed policy
direction outlined can be truly tested. We are happy to input into this when appropriate.

Our response to the draft Guideline document is outlined below, with some general overall
comments followed by specific cormments- following the general chapter layout of the texi. The
previous Dublin City Council submission; made at pre-draft stage, should also be considered in
relation to key points regarding the best practice document.

General Comments

Dublin City Council would like to express a view on a few broader key themes; open space, the role
of local government and material contraventions.

Open Space

DCC is of the view that the overall approach to public open space provision in the drafi Guidelines
needs reconsideration. Our submissicn at the pre-draft stage emphasised the importance of context,
rather than blunt figures in achieving compact growth; which was based on this theme being

identified in the pre-draft document. This theme needs to be developed, strengthened and built
into the final Guidelines.

In seeking to deliver quality compact communities in an urban context, with a recently established
national pelicy approach that is now dominated by higher density, smaller unit size housing and
smaller private open spaces alongside higher height apartment living; there must be a balance in
higher quality and quantity of public open space. The achievement of quality new places for people
to live is at risk of being reduced to a site maximisation methodology when viewing this Draft
Guideline in comhination with other recent Guidelines {the Urban Development and Building Heights
Guidelines (2018) and Sustainable Urban Housing Design Standards for new Apartments Guidelines
(2018/2022)). The approach framed in the Guidelines undermines the importance of achieving



liveability, well-being and place making for areas that are experiencing significant levels of
development or regeneration.

Secondly there is a lack of appreciation in the standards set of the impact of the many needs placed
on open spaces areas and the reality that they are not always compatible. This merging of uses
within the limited public open space provision can result in the undermining of the main purpose of
the space for the residents perspective- relaxation and play.

The positive development of nature based SUDS and the growth of both Water Framework Directive
and habitat protection measures as undeveloped spaces within the fabric of the landscape of a city
or town also place demands on public and private landowners to organise development to
accommodate these needs. Meeting these needs can at times be met within the open space
provided for the benefit of the residents and community but not always; and local authaorities should
not be limited by numbers in seeking to balance the competing needs of achieving sustainable
development. Site maximisation should not the main driver. The importance of landscape and
nature-led placemaking in providing context, setting and a sense of place for areas of new
development should not be undermined by capping the ability of local authorities to make policy
decisions on open space provision. Dublin City Council 2022 Development Plan {and earlier plans)
contain a zoning Z12 which requires a higher provision of open space. This is not an arbitrary
application to reduce the extent of development; but is specifically applied to lands where there are
specific landscape, amenity and heritage contexts that need to be respected and development
designed to benefit from these contexts- such as mature tree groups, settings of large protected
structures, historic demesne landscapes, former institutional lands etc. For a number of such lands,
the public would have had a long standing (but not legally binding) use of the lands for recreational
purposes. Decisions need to be made at policy stage on such issues, not at planning application
stage.

There is ongoing concern within Dublin City in relation to the quality of public open space proposed
in settlements and housing. While the basic quantitative provision is clear in the Draft Guidelines;
further guidance on achieving quality open spaces is required and an Open Space Design Manual
should result from the Guidelines. Quality open spaces are vital for the liveability of urban and rural
settlements and housing. They contribute positively to community building, public health,
conservation and place making and it is considered important that those involved in development
management throughout the country have adequate guidance on its provision. Open space needs
to be activated with uses to serve the residential population and to this end formal guidance on
recreational standards and provision is required on a national level.

Role of Local Government

In relation to the role of local government, Dublin City wishes to make the point that there needs to
be careful consideration as to how far any Guideline document should go in prescribing policy. Itis
neither possible nor appropriate to prescribe a measure or a limit on every eventuality. We operate
in a dynamic and diverse environment, with a beautiful and historically complex country of natural
and manmade assets across our cities, towns and rural areas. The role of local government is to
take national policies and apply them as seen appropriate locally; taking into account the detail and
minutiae of the many elements of the local environment to find the most appropriate solution for
that location. The complexity of each local context and the local needs that emerge will be lost in an
overprescribed set of Guidelines that do not give local government the hand it needs to create great
places and adapt the overali policy approach to the local need and context. It would be to the



greater benefit of future development that the Guideline gives great guidance on how quality
development can be achieved and analysis of the issues; but does not prescribe a numerical
approach in delivery to all aspects. Planning needs to retain one of its core strengths- its grounding
in local understanding, supported by the democratic mandate of the Elected Members; and
supporting the subsidiarity policy approach set out in Agenda 21.

Material Contraventions

The paragraph on page 10 regarding transitional arrangements is noted. The description of the
requirements for circumstances where a local authority is obliged to grant a permission to meet the
requirements of the SPPR, and in breach of an existing objective in the relevant statutory plan is
welcome but challenging. it differs to previous Guidelines and whilst the clarity offered in this
instance is important; it brings a level of complexity to the process of assessing applications and will
have an impact on the rate of decision-making.

Chapter 2.
The clarity given in the statement relating to SDZs is welcomed and will allow for the future
development of SDZs to continue without confusion with regard to the impact of the Guidelines.

Chapter 3.

In relation to the Areas and Density Ranges for Dublin and Cork {table 3.1), the range of densities
suggested for the city centre and urban neighbourhoods is supported by DCC. The clear direction
that super-dense development is not appropriate for Dublin city and that extensions to the urban
area need to provide medium level density; thus allowing for a greater diversity of housing
typologies and building in local open spaces close to housing is welcomed. The exceptions set out in
3.2.2.5 are appropriate and reasonable. It is considered though that Table 3.6, in seeking to
summarise the information in the earlier tables, has lost the context and runs a risk of confusion
particularly in relation to urban density. In addition, section 3.3 is overly prescriptive; in presuming
that the only significant input into density decision is location; and not context. As outlined in the
earlier section there needs to be a reconsideration of drawing out prescribed approaches that do
not start with consideration of the local environment as a first principle. The requirement that local
authorities prepare a Built Heritage Character Assessment {and all that is listed to be contained in
the document, Sc. 3.3.2) is a significant and extensive undertaking for the full extent of a local
authority area, which has many different historic places. Whilst there is a clear benefit to such
research in informing policy, it should not be a pre-requisite to applying a sensitive policy approach
to areas with historic and landscape elements that need a tailored policy response. For these
reasons, Dublin City has some concern about the prescriptive nature of policy and objective 3.1.

Chapter 4.

In relation to Section 4.3 is it considered that this section needs a reconsideration, as it is not clear
as where this approach sits within the hierarchy of plans. Detailed design can and should in most
cases form part of a statutory LAP. The items listed as forming the elements of detaifed design-
block layouts, street networks, natural heritage features, community facilities- are for the vast
majority, core elements of a successful LAP. The overlapping of the DM process in this section is also
adding the lack of clarity of this section. It is suggested that this section has a separate category
specifically on the role of non-statutory plans- such as masterplans and village improvement plans;



and what additionality they bring; and the relevant points made in relation to development
management are addressed separately.

The points made regarding the importance of sustainable mobility are generally supported and are
principles that are imbedded in all DCC plans; however, point (d) regarding managing car parking
through reduced space provision needs to be balanced with the context of place. Over limiting
planned parking in certain types of locations results in uncontrolled unplanned parking- impacting
negatively on new developments where parking blocks footpaths, green spaces etc. It is not feasible
to rely on Gardai and traffic warden parking control measures to address such problems when they
become endemic in a particular in new development areas. In contrast, inner urban and city core
areas can deliver new housing without any parking provision in many locations and the flexibility set
out for such areas is supported.

The inclusicn of cultural uses as a use to be planned for in the description of mixed use areas and
their role in supporting the vibrancy of city and town centres is a welcome addition.

The Council supports the description of green and blue infrastructure outlined in 4.4 (iii) and the
importance of protecting natural features and planning for integrated apen spaces as part of the LAP
process. Itis critical therefore that the Guidance recognises that achieving such a principle can and
in many cases, will, result in an open space provision across an LAP or masterplan area of in excess
of 10%; to protect key natural assets; create green routes, and also ensure that adequate space is
available for residents and new communities to get out and have the space to play; informally or
formally on sports grounds. The views expressed in this section need to match better with the SPPR
3; by allowing such plans set the most appropriate percentage for the context in question.

The referencing of nature based solutions needs to be qualified to recognise that SUDS can be a
benefit to open space, and also be a negative for open space lands; and that there should not be a
presumption that all SUDS can be accommodated within the 10% provision.

There is a concern that language used in (a) and (b} is too vague and will result in concept designs
that will not deliver quality landscapes at construction stage. It is recommended that a statement
on the need to avoid damage to existing green and blue infrastructure and mitigate against any
potential impacts in included in this section (or in supporting documentation/appendix}; that Green
& Blue infrastructure to be based on site assessment and enhancement proposals by Ecologist
working with IDT; that existing site conditions record with photographic record to be submitted for
PAD and that applicants provide a long term maintenance strategy for the whole scheme. In
relation to ‘(c) Promote urban greening and Nature-Based Solutions’ the language needs be more
definitive. NBS should be delivered/designed in the context of the site setting and the local
development plan/LAP.

Section 4.4 (iv) is very much written from a county rather than a city perspective. The decision to
separate out within the guidelines Class 1 and Class 2 open spaces and to set standards for Class 2
only does not take into account the needs of a city/built up urban environment. Within built up
areas, the ability to create large-scale new parkland to meet population growth is very limited. By
dividing open space into categories and placing a limit on Class 2 for site provision will result in city
areas being underprovided for open space in large-scale development as the lack of new Class 1 is
not accounted for,



Not all public open spaces fit neatly into the two categories. For redevelopment areas within the
city, often there is provision for 1-2 larger scale spaces, complemented by small pocket parks to
provide for local play and green relief. However such an approach does not fit into the descriptions
of space in this document. It is important that Councils be allowed shape their approach to open
space provision based on the realities of how such space can be provided and what is needed. There
needs to be flexibility allowed for where the development form does not fit with the open space
categories outlined. Authorities should be able to ensure that open space provision is appropriate
and not be limited to only being able to require the smaller scale spaces provided for in Class 2; to
the overall detriment of a new community.

Chapter 5.

It is disappointing that the Draft Guidelines have not taken the opportunity to set minimum
standards for internal rooms (similar to apartments) for housing and duplex units. Such standards
are even more important where the external environment around new building is being maximised
to achieve higher densities. It would also be an important benefit to the document to address the
importance of lifetime housing and accessible housing forms. This issue is much more significant in
dense urban locations, where the built form is not easily expanded to address such needs. The lack
of choice in urban areas for those who require accessible forms of housing in both the purchase and
rental sector is a double blow to people with such requirements in a tight housing market. All large
schemes; whether housing or apartments should have a percentage of units that are either designed
or easily adaptable to meet such needs.

In relation to SPPR 2, is the view of DCC that the allowance of up to 50% of private open space to be
pooled into communal space is too large a portion of what is now stipulated as the minimum
provision of open space- which is already a reduced volume of private space overall. We would
recommend that this figure is no more than 20%. Communal open spaces can in certain
circumstances become contested spaces between neighbours, with differing expectations of what is
a suitable use of the space- particularly around play. It is important for young children to have
private spaces to play safely and without limits placed on their right to use the communal “private”
open space provided for their benefit.

It is asked that SPPR3 is revised to recognise that not alt locations have the opportunity to create
Class 1 type spaces and that Councils are given the ability to adjust their open space requirements.
This is necessary as not all plans can deliver class 1 and class 2 space, nor can the spaces provided fit
neatly into these descriptions. The provision by site/masterplan/LAP therefore in these
circumstances needs to meet the needs of the area and the new population. It is also requested
that the exceptions provided under (ii) are not limited to just historic settings as other situations can
also apply {such as spaces required for key biodiversity assets, natural/a rchaeclogical features or
former institutional lands). Councils should be supported and encouraged to identify such sites, not
at application stage when levels of expectation on development return on particular sites can be
overly elevated; but at zoning stage; where appropriate, evidence based zoning decisions can be
made that recognise the particular circumstances of sensitive locations. This gives greater clarity to
land owners, and allows input by residents and elected members and such decisions are made in an
open and public setting; and is subject to the review of the OPR.

It is suggested that the text be amended to allow LAPs and masterplans contained within statutory
plans {LAPs/UDZs/CDPs) to extend the minimum requirement; where it is based on a design-led and
evidence hased approach that addresses the particular site and wider context circumstances.



Greater emphasis is needed within this section on the importance of “useable and high quality”
open space; not just a calculation of the areas out with private properties. Further guidance on open
space location, layout, design and standards of facilities to be provided, biodiversity value etc., is
needed through the delivery of an Open Space Design Manual. The text should state that in all
cases, the planning authority must be satisfied that the public open space will provide a high
standard of amenity for all users; and that the footprint areas of refuse storage areas/other facilities
should be excluded from open space calculations. The guidance should seek the careful location of
refuse storage areas/other facilities to minimise impacts (odour/vermin/litter) to open space users
and avoid hazards {e.g. reversing waste vehicles).

Within regard to SPP4 and car parking category (i) is not fully clear. The principle that city centre and
inner urban locations (within short walking and cycling distance of the city core) can support low or
no car parking provision is supported by DCC and the current City Development Plan. However,
“urban neighbourhoods” is a very wide description and could encapsulate the entire city area.
Considering the density range listed in Table 3.1 {from 50 uph to 250 uph), it is clear that this
category is a very broad group, and some clarity/flexibility is needed. Itis suggested that some
flexibility is built into this category to allow for visitor/limited overspill/delivery parking to avoid
casual obstructive parking occurring in developments on a regular basis.

As outlined earlier this section needs to reconsider the inclusion of drainage facilities into the
calculation areas for public open space. This should be revised to state that where proposed
drainage facilities conflict with the core function of public open spaces (recreation, biodiversity
conservation, tree conservation, landscape conservation) then the Planning Authority will have the
flexibility to require additional open space to accommodate drainage facilities.

Dublin City would like to see within this chapter some statement with regard to the importance of
designing for streets and on street parking in particular, to be at taking in charge standards; and that
on-street forms of parking should not be “allocated” leased or sold with individual units. Whilst at
the time of development a landowner may indicate that such areas are not intended for taking in
charge, and build out on that basis; this ignores the eventual reality that residents can and do come
back to Councils looking for the responsibility of maintenance and public liability to be placed with
the Council and not their management company. Such situations can become deeply complex
where parking spaces in the public realm are allocated; and also can become even more complex
where SUDS features are built that are not appropriate/easily maintained in a public setting. There
are lessons to be learnt from such experiences that need to be reflected in the Guidelines to the long
term benefit of new residential communities.

Appendices

Page 58 — It is suggested that urban design statement is needed for developments over 50
residential units is too high a threshold. The complexity of the statement can be scaled to the
scheme; but the basic principles of good design from the outset; addressing public and private open
space and SUDS in a pro-active design led approach is important for all developments.

Page 59 - Arboricultural Impact Assessment (Tree Survey)



It is recommended that this applies to all sites with trees and the term ‘significant’ is deleted. It is
recommended that the term ‘hedge’ is also included. In view of the objectives of sustainability,
biodiversity conservation and greening the opportunities for both tree and hedge retention require a
consistent approach. The significance of existing trees and hedges can only be determined by survey
and a tree and hedge survey should be carried out first to determine their characteristics and value.
Impact assessment and protection plans then follow.

It is recommended that this text is revised to the following:

Report

Recommended Threshold

Notes

Arboricultural Survey (Trees &
Hedges),Impact Assessment

and Protection Plan

Sites where there are trees
and/or hedges.

As identified/requested by the
Planning Authority
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