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Dear SirfMadam,

RE: SUBMISSION ON THE DRAFT SUSTAINABLE AND COMPACT SETTLEMENT
GUIDELINES FOR PLANNING AUTHORITIES ON BEHALF OF PARK
DEVELOPMENTS

INTRODUCTION AND RELEVANT CONTEXT

On behalf of our client, Park Developments, The Herbert Building, The Park, Carrickmines,
Dublin 18, we, John Spain Associates, 39 Fitzwilliam Place, Dublin 2, wish to make a
submission in respect of the ‘Draft Sustainable and Compact Settlement - Guidelines for
Planning Authorities’ (Draft Guidelines), published on the 31% August 2023.

RELEVANT CONTEXT

Park Developments have a proven track record of delivering high quality homes in the Dublin
Metropolitan Area. Since 1962 they have brought innovations in design and have built a
large volume of homes, offices and retail developments. Their developments are now well-
established communities and form part of the built environment.

Park Developments have delivered ¢. 20,000 homes over the years and therefore have
considerable knowledge and interest in planning and development matters and welcome
the review of the 2009 Guidelines and the opportunity to comment on the Draft Guidelines.

Our client is actively delivering housing on a significant number of development sites
including the following:

¢ Clay Farm Phase 2, Ballyogan Road, Dublin 18- SHD permission for a
residential development of ¢. 835 residential units, a neighbourhood centre,
Loop Road and public open space- Currently under construction on a phased
basis, with a significant portion complete and occupied.

* Clay Farm Phase 1C, Ballyogan Road, Dublin 18- SHD permission for an
amendment to a S. 34 permission to provide for a total of 192 residential units-
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Recently completed, resulting in a total of 425 residential units, a childcare
facility and public open space being provided in Clay Farm Phase 1.

» Brennanstown Wood, Brennanstown Road, Dublin 18- SHD permission for
a residential development of 136 residential units - Currently at an advanced
stage of construction.

* Glencairn House lands, Murphystown Way, Dublin 18- SHD permission for
a residential development of c. 340 residential units- Currently under
construction, with a number of units / apartment blocks occupied.

¢+ Church Road, Killiney, Co. Dublin- SHD permission for residential
development of 210 units and a childcare facility- Demolition and site works
undertaken and construction commenced on the residential blocks in 2022.

s Murphystown Way, Dublin 18- SHD permission for a residential development
containing 249 no. apartments and a childcare facility. Construction commenced
on the enabling works on site in 2021, however, due to viability issues with the
apartments the scheme is on hold at present.

¢ Santa Sabina, Sutton- S. 34 and SHD permission for 155 residential units and
a childcare facility. Recently completed.

However, recently our client has taken a more cautious approach to the residential sector
and a key reason for this has been due to uncertainty in the planning system and the
constant changing of the goalposts from a legislative and policy perspective, and the risks
associated with Judicial Review challenges of planning permissions. A further reason to the

recent cautious approach is the viability issues with higher density apartment schemes in
suburban areas

Therefore, the new Guidelines provide an opportunity to enhance the viability of residential
developments and provide greater certainty for house builders, however, there are a number
of aspects of the draft Guidelines which we consider require further consideration /
clarification prior to publication of the final guidelines.

The following provides a series of suggested recommendations / amendments to the draft
guidelines with a supporting justification / analysis for each.

GROUNDS OF SUBMISSION

Section 3.0 Settlement, Place and Density and Section 3.2 Tailoring Policy to Local
Circumstances

In general, our client welcomes the settlement categories set out in the Section 3.2.2 of the
Draft Guidelines, which defines settlements at each tier (or groups of tiers) in the national
settlement hierarchy and sets out the key priorities for compact growth.

It is acknowledged that the Draft Guidelines state that the decision maker(s} will need to
deiermine the appropriate density range for an area or site, generally within the ranges set
out in Section 3.2.2, with the density refined in accordance with the guidance set out in
Section 3.3. it continues that to give effect to the Guidelines, the planning authority should
when preparing a land-use plan for a settlement consider defining and the mapping of the
central, urban, suburban and edge locations. However, our client is concerned that this is
not mandatory, and is dependent on the preparation of a new land-use plan for a settlement,
which could take up to 6 years in some cases. In addition, it could result in variance across
planning authorities in how the areas are interpreted and defined.

It should be made clear that in the interim period, in advance of the Planning Authority
mapping the areas as part of a land-use plan for a settlement, that the applicant can rely on

John Spain Associates Planning & Development Consultants



Submission on the Draft S&CS Guidelines for Planning Authorities, 2023

justifying the location and density of a site, having regard to Table 3.7 and based on the
proximity and accessibility to services.

Key Request No. 1:

That the new Guidelines should include clear arrangements that in advance of the
Planning Authority mapping the central, urban, suburban and edge locations as part of a
land-use plan for a settlement, that an applicant can rely on justifying the ‘area type’ and
density of a site having regard to Table 3.6 and / or based on the proximity and
accessibility to services having regard to Table 3.7.

Section 3.2.2.1 (ii) Areas and Density Ranges for Dublin and Cork

Section 3.2.2.1 (ii) and Table 3.1 of the Draft Guidelines sets out the areas and density
ranges for Dublin and Cork. A number of key priorities for city and metropolitan growth are
outlined, including the following:

e) Deliver sustainable urban extension at scale at strategic greenfield locations that are
served by existing or proposed high capacity public transport in accordance with the
principles of Transport Orientated Development (TOD), and

() Deliver sequential and sustainable urban extension at suitable locations that are next in
sequence to the urban core and are integrated into, or can be integrated into, the existing
built up area of the city and suburbs or metropolfitan town.

As part of the Development Plan process, lands are zonhed having regard to the NPF
(National Policy Objective 72a), where planning authorities are required to apply a
standardised, tiered approach to differentiate between i) zoned land that is serviced and i)
zoned land that is serviceable within the life of the plan, with reference to Appendix 3 of the
NPF which provides a methodology for the ‘tiered approach to land zoning’.

Therefore, any subsequent reference to delivering sequential and sustainable urban
extension, in sequence to the urban core, as part of the Draft Guidelines should be carefully
considered to ensure it does not prevent individual applications on zoned and serviced land
from coming forward for residential development. As currently worded, the Guidelines could
be interpreted as requiring housing delivery on zoned and serviced lands to come forward
based on ‘next in sequence to the urban core’, which could be hugely problematic and would
in effect overrule the effectiveness of zoning and create further uncertainty for
housebuilders, which would be very unwelcome. Given the zoning of land is prepared in
accordance with the requirements of the NPF and relevant S. 28 Guidelines, it is not
considered necessary to repeat the references within the Draft Guidelines.

Key Request No. 2 {Amended/additional text in green, omitted text shown in red

with a strikethrough):

Having regard to the above, it is important that the Draft Guidelines do not constrain the
delivery of lands zoned for residential development. Therefore, it is requested the
following key priorities are omitted from Section 3.2.2.1:
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Table 3.1 — Metropolitan Towns

There appears to be a discrepancy between the higher density range for Metropolitan Towns
{as per Table 3.1) and that indicated for Regional Growth Centres / Key Towns / Large
Towns (i.e. Non-Metropolitan Large Towns (as per Table 3.3)), and this is particularly of
relevance to the Key Towns in the Metropolitan Area, i.e. Swords, Bray and Maynooth, which
are served by existing or planned high quality rail services and where an upper density range
of 100dph is considered too low.

Specifically for Metropolitan Towns, the Draft Guidelines state the following:

“Metropolitan towns in Dublin and Cork are the network of towns outside of the city and
suburb areas but within the designated metropolitan areas. These fowns have good
transport links to the city and are economically active towns in their own right. These
settlements will accommodate significant population and economic growth in support of a
consolidated metropolitan area. It is a policy and objective of these Guidelines that
residential densities in the range 40-100 dph (net) shall generally be applied in
metropolitan town centres and on lands around an existing or planned high capacity
public transport node or interchange (defined in Table 3.7); and that residential
densities in the range 35-50 dph (net) shall generally be applied at suburban and edge
focations.” (Emphasis Added)

Footnote 8 confirms a Metropolitan Town is as ‘defined within the Regional Spatial and
Economic Strategy and Metropolitan Area Strategic Plan (MASP)'. For example, Bray falls
within the ‘Metropolitan Town’ category, along with all other metropolitan towns,
notwithstanding that it is identified as a Key Town, along with Swords and Maynooth, in the
Metropolitan Area in the Eastern and Midland Regional Assembly Regional Spatial and
Economic Strategy 2019-2031 (RSES). NPO 68 and the RSES provides for the allocation
of additional population growth to Bray, along with Maynooth and Swords.

However, far Non-Metropolitan Towns, the draft Guidelines allow for a higher upper density
figure of 150 dph (a density range of 40-150 dph {(net)), and it also allows for circumstances
where larger sites (e.qg. strategic brownfield or infill sites) may be capable of defining their
own density. It is not clear why a similar approach is not applied for Metropolitan Towns, or
in particular for the Key Towns within the Metropolitan Area such as Bray, Swords and
Maynooth, which are served by / planned to be served by DART, DART+ and MetroLink.

Key Request No. 3 (Amended/additional text in green, omitted text shown in red

with a strikethrough): T

With regard to the density ranges proposed within Metropolitan Towns, it is considered
that a revised approach should be taken, with allowance for increased densities (where
appropriate/viable) more closely aligned with the proximity to existing and proposed
public transport corridors, and their location within the Metropolitan Area. It is requested
that the density range for Metropolitan Towns is amended as follows:

“Metropolitan towns in Dublin and Cork are the network of towns outside of the city and
suburb areas but within the designated metropolitan areas. These towns have good
transport links to the city and are economically active towns in their own right. These
settlements will accommodate significant population and economic growth in support of
a consolidated metropolitan area. It is a policy and objective of these Guidelines that
residential densities in the range 40-180150 dph (net) shall generally be applied in
metropolitan fown centres and on lands around an existing or planned high capacity
public transport node or interchange (defined in Table 3. 7); Larger sites (e.g. strategic
brownfield or infili_sites) may be capable of defining their own density based on
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considerations of proximity fo the centre, relationship with surrounding built form and
accessibility. and-that Residential densities in the range 35-50 dph (net) shall generally
be applied at suburban and edge locations, and that densities of up to 80 dph (net} shall
be open for consideration at accessible urban locations (defined in Table 3.7).”

3.3.1 Consideration of Proximity and Accessibility to Services

Whilst the Draft Guidelines state that the density ranges should be considered and refined,
based on considerations of proximity and accessibility to services and local character, it is
also specific in stating in Section 3.3.1 that ‘planning authorities should encourage densities
at or above the mid density range at the most accessible urban locations in each area and
densities at the mid to lower end of the range at intermediate and / or peripheral locations.’

There is concern that if this approach is imposed strictly by planning authorities, that
individual development proposals would be directed toward the higher end of the density
range, particular for sites located in a ‘High Capacity Public Transport Node’ or ‘Accessible’
areas. Similarly, the Draft Guidelines appear to group ‘intermediate and / or peripheral
locations’ together, despite both forming different locations in Table 3.7, and again suggests
that individual development proposals in intermediate locations will be directed towards the
lower end of the density range, despite having increased accessibility than a peripheral
location. In both scenarios, this could result in planning authorities imposing densities and
building types which are not viable and which do not reflect the local market requirements,
and therefore be contrary to the aim of the guidefines which is to support the delivery of
compact housing.

Key Request No. 4:

Careful consideration is required to ensure the Draft Guidelines do not impose densities
and building types which are not viable, and ensure that there is sufficient flexibility in the
delivery of compact housing at the lower end of the density ranges to assist in addressing
viahility constraints.

Tabe 3.7: Proximity and Accessibility

Table 3.7 of the Draft Guidelines sets out the definitions of the terms ‘High Capacity Public
Transport Node or Interchange’, ‘Accessible Urban Location ' ‘Intermediate Urban Location’
and ‘Peripheral Urban Location’. While the Draft Guidelines state that the definitions
provided ‘are aligned to the definitions in section 2.4 of the Sustainable Urban Housing:
Design Standards for New Apartments, Guidelines for Planning authorities last issued in
20227, the definitions are not entirely consistent with the ‘Sustainable Urban Housing:
Design Standards for New Apartments’, as published by the Department of Housing,
Planning and Local Government in July 2023 (Apartment Guidelines, 2023). Minor revisions
are suggested below to avoid confusion between the Guidelines and to provide for
consistency.

In addition, the ‘High Capacity Public Transport Node or Interchange’ category in the Draft
Guidetines, includes for locations within 500 metres walking distance of an existing or
planned BusConnects Core Bus Corridor stop. We would be concerned with the reference
in the definition to ‘BusConnects Core Bus Corridor stop’, which is a specific project as
opposed to a service, and that the proximity criteria only provides for locations proximate to
future public transport setvices where a public authority? has published the preferred route

1 Compact Seftlement - Guidelines for Planning Authorities, 2023, pg.24
2 National Transport Authority (NTA), Transport infrastructure Ireland (Til), CIE or Dublfin Bus
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option and stop locations, which would equate to lengthy lags between the delivery of new
bus routes and residential development.

Furthermore, there is concern on the reliance on ‘the approach to refining density should be
informed by the capacity of the public transport services at a node or interchange (number
of options, capacity and peak hour frequency) and the journey time to significant
destinations (e.qg. city centre or significant employment location).” Again this requires careful
consideration, as there is no further clarity on how this would be demonstrated, and could
be interpretated differently by planning authorities on how this should be assessed.

Key Request No. 5§ (Amended/additional text in green, omitted text shown in red
with a strikethrough):

It is submitted that the reference to ‘BusConnects Core Bus Corridor stop” in Table 3.7
should be replaced with ‘high frequency (i.e. min 10 minute peak hour frequency} urban
bus services’ and that the definition also include ‘or where such services can be provided’
as per the Apartment Guidelines 2023, to capture circumstances where new / upgraded
bus routes are planned for in a Development Plan / LAP but the details of the route has
not been approved and published by the service providers.

It is also requested that minor revisions to the definitions are incorporated to avoid
confusion and provision for consistency between the Draft Guidelines and the
‘Sustainable Urban Housing: Design Standards for New Apartments’, as published by the
Department of Housing, Planning and Local Government in July 2023 (Apartment
Guidelines, 2023). This will ensure that the Guidelines are consistent with the Apartment
Guidelines in terms of the proximity and accessibility to services assessment criteria, and
provide for residential development to be permitted in tandem with the delivery of new or
upgraded public transport.

High Capacity Public Transport Node or Interchange

 Lands within 1,000 metres (1km) walking distance of an existing or planned high
capacity urban public transport node or interchange, namely an interchange or node
that includes DART, high frequency Commuter Rail, light rail or MetroLink services; or
focations within 500 metres walking distance of an existing or planned BusGennects

Core-Bus-Corrddor-stop-high frequency (i.e. min 10 minute peak hour frequency) urban
bus setvices or where such services can be provided.

* Highest densities should be applied at the node or interchange and decrease with
distance.

» Reference fo ‘planned public transport’ in these Guidelines refers to transport
infrastructure and services that are identified in a Metropolitan Area Transport Strategy
for the five cities and where a public authority (e.g. National Transport Authority,
Transport Infrastructure Ireland, CIE or Dublin Bus) has published the preferred route
option and stop locations for the planned public transport, or a Development Plan or
LAP makes provision for future public transport services in order to cater for the needs
of planned new residential communities.

Accessible Urban Location

* Lands within 400 - 500 metres (i.e. up to 5-6 minute walk) of a principal town or
suburban centre or a significant employment location(s) such as a large hospital or
third fevel institution; and
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+ Lands within 500 metres (i.e. 6 minute walk) of existing or planned high frequency (i.e.
10 min peak hour frequency) urban bus services or where such services can be
provided.

Intermediate Urban Location

* Lands within 800 - 1,000 metres (i.e. 10-12 minute walk) of a principal town or
suburban centre or a significant employment location(s) that may include a large
hospital or third level institution;

* Lands within 1,000 metres (i.e. 12 minute walk) of existing or planned high frequency
(i.e. 10 minute peak hour frequency) urban bus services; and

* Lands within 500 metres (i.e. 6 minute walk) of reasonably frequent {min 15 minute
peak hour frequency) urban bus service or where such services can be provided.

Housing Types

The Draft Guidelines refers to supporting ‘greater innovation’, and the need for ‘innovative’
housing types throughout. Whilst the support for more ‘own door’ housing models is
welcomed, the Guidelines require careful consideration on the appropriateness of the
terminology for ‘innovative’ house types as a perceived high quality design solution, as it
potentially undermines the role of traditional housing in delivering compact growth. It should
be clear the development management standards for housing are applicable to all forms of
housing, i.e. planning authorities should not be seeking an ‘innovative’ design when applying
SPPR1, 2 and 4 to new residential developments.

Linked with this, Appendix D: Design Checklist - Key Indicators of Quality Design and Place
Making provides a checklist which presents a series of questions that should be used in the
refinement and review of detailed plans (such as masterplans or urban design frameworks)
and in the consideration of individual planning applications. Section 2- Vibrant Centres and
Communities, part (i) of Appendix D asks the following:

Have a diverse and innovative range of housing types been provided to meet local and
projected needs (having regard to the Housing Need Demand Assessment), supplemented
by innovative range of housing typologies that support greater housing choice??
(emphasis added)

As currently worded, it is submitted that the requirement for innovative housetypes could
cause some difficulty in interpretation, particularly when the Guidelines are adopted and
designs that are currently considered ‘innovative’ will become more standard, or result in
requests for housing design that increases costs, and in turn works against the aim of the
Guidelines to assist in the delivery of more housing, albeit in a more compact format.

Key Request No. 6:

That the references to innovative design throughout the Draft Guidelines be removed and
/ or replaced with ‘variation’ / ‘variety’ as appropriate to avoid future issues in the
assessment of development when design solutions currently considered innovative
become the norm and to make it clear that the standards are applicable to all forms of
housing. This revision does not alter the spirit of the Draft Guidelines in relation to the
delivery of new compact housing types.

Furthermore, Figure 3.3 sets out the typical density ranges with various housing
typologies, and Appendix E sets out sample housing images, plans and layouts. A
number of the examples are of high end housing developments, and the delivery of these

4 Compact Settlement - Guidelines for Planning Authorities, 2023, pg.62
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as standard on new compact housing schemes in Ireland is not practical or achievable.
It is considered that these elements should be omitted from the Draft Guidelines, so as
they are not considered as mandatory requirements, and would be better placed within
the Design Manual as examples of different types of solutions that might be appropriate
when proposing reduced separation distances, etc., below the new standard of 16m back
to back.

SPPR 1- Separation Distances and SPPR 2 - Minimum Private Open Space Standards
for Houses

The reduction in the minimum separation distance between opposing rear first floor windows
serving habitable rooms from 22 metres to 16 metres (as per SPPR 1), and the reduction in
the private open space standards (as per SPPR 2) are welcomed.

However, there is concern with the final paragraph in both SPPRs which refer to n aff cases,
the obligation will be on the project proposer to demonstrate to the safisfaction of the
planning authority or An Bord Pleanéla that residents will enjoy a high standard of amenity’,
with SPPR1 continuing that ‘the proposed development will not have a significant negative
impact on the amenity of occupiers of existing residential properties.” This paragraph
undermines the requirements of the policy, and provides greater uncertainty on how this will
be applied, noting it is open to interpretation by planning authorities. It is considered there
is sufficient protection within the remainder of the policies to prevent undue impact on
residential amentity, and therefore it is requested that this text be omitted from both SPPR1
and SPPR 2.

Key Request No. 7 (Amended/additional text in green, omitted text shown in red

with a strikethroughy):

Having regard to the above, it is requested the following text is omitted:

SPPR 3 - Public Open Space

The proposal for a standardised approach to the requirement for public open space at a
percentage of 10% of net site area and no greater within development plans is welcomed.
However, it is considered that further clarity is required in respect of SPPR 3 (iv) where it
states '/n all cases, the planning authority must be satisfied that the public open space will
provide a high standard of amenity for all users.” Again this is open to interpretation by
planning authorities, noting that Development Plans vary considerably in terms of what is
accepted as public open space.

Key Request No. 8:

The Guidelines should ensure that Development Plans ensure a flexible approach and
do not apply an overly prescriptive hierarchy of open spaces, and a greater emphasis
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should be placed on flexible qualitative standards, providing for usable open space, whilst
recognising it is multi-functional and can provide for other functions, including biodiversity
and protection of existing trees, watercourses and hedgerows, surface water attenuation
and so on.

SPPR 4 - Car Parking

As noted in the supporting text to SPPR 4, it is important to achieve a balance between the
quantum of car parking and its design. Whilst reference is made to the Design Manual for
Urban Roads and Streets (DMURS) and the supporting text acknowledges that off-street
parling has a role in some instances, it continues to be overly prescriptive in stating that off
street parking should be designed to integrate into the block layout and buiiding envelope in
order to maximise efficiency. There may be site circumstances where this approach is not
appropriate,

Key Request No. 9:

Given the supporting text refers to DMURS, it is not necessary to repeat guidance in
respect of this matter, and therefore it is requested that the supporting paragraphs to
SPPR 4 which reference DMURS are omitted, as it will provide greater flexibility for
planning authorities and design teams to bring forward acceptable solutions for particular
sites.

Section 5.3.6 Daylight

Section 5.3.6 sets out that the provision of acceptable levels of daylight in new residential
developments is important. Whilst the Draft Guidelines include that planning authorities do
not need to undertake a detailed technical assessment in relation to daylight performance
in all cases, and planning authorities may apply a level of discretion in this regard, it is
considered that this should be specific in stating that the need for a detailed technical
assessment will only be considered in circumstances where separation distances below 16
metres are proposed (having regard to SPPR 1) for houses or duplex units, i.e. in a standard
housing or duplex scheme an assessment on the internal daylight performance of rooms
should not be required (which had always been the accepted practice until recently and the
inclusion of appropriate text in the new Guidelines would provide clarity on this for applicants
and planning authorities).

Section 5.3.6 (b) sets out a number of guides that technical assessments of daylight
performance should have regard to, including international, European and UK guidance.
Further clarity is required here to explain that the BRE Guidelines are considered to be of
more relevance to residential developments, and demonstrating adherence to these
guidelines is considered sufficient, rather than having to run a test against the three different
guidelines mentioned, which only results in additional costs and confusion for planning
authorities, applicants and third parties in assessing the appropriateness of a proposed
development.

Key Request No. 10:

Amend the daylight section of the Guidelines to make it clear that the requirement for
daylight assessments for standard housing or duplex schemes does not arise, i.e. where
back to back separation distances of 16m + between buildings is achieved, and that in
assessing applications that the BRE Guidelines 2022 are the appropriate guidance to use
when assessing daylight and sunlight performance.,
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Application of Guidelines

With regard to the application of the Guidelines once they come into effect, the draft
Guidelines do not at present provide sufficient certainty or clarity as to their impact on
planning applications and appeals which are currently under consideration at the time of the
publication of the new guidance, or in respect of planning applications that come forward in
advance of a review of a statutory development Pian to comply with the Guidelines. Further
clarity on this will help to avoid potential uncertainty and delays to applications which are
currently under consideration or at an advanced stage of preparation.

Section 2.1.2 refers to the transitional period prior to the review of a statutory development
plan to comply with the new Guidelines, and notes that the planning authority must apply
the SPPRs in the Guidelines where a proposed development would not contravene
materially an objective of the development plan or local area plan concerned. The Draft
Guidelines continue by stating that ‘in circumstances where a material contravention of an
objective of the development plan or local area plan would arise, permission may be granted
in accordance with the provisions set out under Section 34 (4) of the Act, where the decision
maker is a planning authority and Section 37 (2) of the Act in the case of An Bord Pleanala’.

However, the above references to the specific sections of the Act are incorrect, as the above
should refer to Section 34 (2)(ba) where the decision maker is a planning authority and
which states that ‘Where specific planning policy requirements of guidelines referred to in
subsection (2)(aa) differ from the provisions of the development plan of a planning authority,
then those requirements shall, to the extent that they so differ, apply instead of the provisions
of the development plan.” Where the decision maker is An Bord Pleanala it should refer to
Section 37 (1){b), which includes confirmation that subsection (2) of section 34 will apply in
relation to the determination of an application by the Board on appeal.

We understand that the above statement has caused some confusion, and therefore the
final guidelines should make it very clear to planning authorities that the SPPR’s supersede
any conflicting provisions of the development plan or local area plan and permission can be
granted under S. 34 or S. 37, without the requirement for going through the material
coniravention process.

It should also be made clear that as the density provisions in the Guidelines are not included
as an SPPR, that the density provisions in the relevant development plan and LAP will
continue to apply until such time as the plan is reviewed and varied to reflect the new
Guidelines. This is considered necessary to avoid any ambiguity on how the guidelines are
to be applied in practice, as arose during the SHD process.

in addition, and similar to the approach taken in updating the Apartment Guidelines 2023,
the new Guidelines (including any SPPRs therein} should include a clear statement on
transitional arrangements for applications in the system. It is submitted that the new
Guidelines should clearly state that on the date of publication of the Guidelines, a valid
planning application, SHD, SDZ or LRD application to a planning authority, appeal to An
Bord Pleanala, or LRD S. 32B pre-application request to a planning authority, should be
determined on its merits against the planning policy framework in place prior to the issuing
of the Guidelines.

Key Request No. 11:

Section 2 should include clear and unambiguous text on the application of the Guidelines,
SPPRs, and other provisions to ensure that planning authorities are clear on how
applications should be assessed when the new Guidelines come into effect.

John Spain Associates Planning & Development Consultants
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CONCLUSION

This submission on the Draft Sustainable and Compact Settlement Guidelines has been
prepared on behalf of our client, Park Developments. it is respectfully requested that the
above points are duly considered by the Department in finalising the Guidelines.

If you have any queries, please do not hesitate to contact us.

John Spain Associates Planning & Development Consultants
11


mccarthyc02
Highlight

mccarthyc02
Highlight

mccarthyc02
Highlight

mccarthyc02
Highlight

mccarthyc02
Highlight


