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1.0 METRICSERMINOLOGY AND METHDODGY

1.1 Introduction

In line with Dublin City Development Plan 26228, this report uses the docume#tQ{ A G S € I @2 dzi T2 NJ R/
adzyf AIKGY | 3 Z3zdRditioiJpudlisHedy thaRizidiRgSRR<@arch Establishment (BRE) as a basis

for examining the daylight, sunlight, and overshadowing performance of the proposed residential development

on Crumlin Road, Dublih.y G KA & NBLIR2NI (GKA& RSOSt2LIVSyd oAttt 0SS NBTS
or simply the proposed development.

puli

The numerical targets contained within the BRE Guide are, as the Guide étaigdgNS t & | ROAaA2NE | YR
targets may be used based on the special requirements of the proposed development or itsdoghiton
assessment divides into two parts:

1 Impact on the surroundings
1 Performance of the proposed accommodation

1.2 Case Specific Considerations.

In this case, the neighbouring sitetoNXzY £ A y w hab taf plan@ing pe2ntisBion granted for a library

building andcafé, also developed by Dublin City Council. In this report it will be referred to &tisented

[ AONI NB 5S@St2LIYSyiG o002 Oft SINI& RAFTFSNBYGAIFIITRIsAG FNRY
consented development consists of a new library building and the redevelopment of 318 Crumlin Road

Due to this development, some extra analysis weglired to consider both the impact of th@roposed
development on the surroundings and the daylight performance of the proposed developiiesting scenarios
with and without the consented library developmentere considered. The BRE procedure requires each test to
compare a baseline condition to a future proposed condition.

As we believe that this consented schemaighly likelyto be built,the modelsused in this reporto determine

the impact of CRR on the surroundirigsluded theconsented library development in bothe base and future
proposedconditions.Initial testing was carried out to ensure that this was an appropriate charidethere were
not any windows or areas deemed to be overly sensitive to the inclusion of the library building

Outline of Scenariosfor Impact Testing
Baseline Conditiorm Surroundings as currently existing with the inclusion of the consented library development.

Future Proposed ConditiogasLJISNJ G KS o6F 4SSt AyS O2yRAGAZ2Y 0dzii (adh 6 K GKS A
the removal of the existing buildings on that 3ite

Outline of Scenarios fotnternal Daylight Performancé esting
Due to the sensitivity of some of the windows in CiRRas deemed sensible to test the daylight performance
using two scenariosAs the performance test is not a comparative omely one condition is required péest.

1 Scenario t The surroundingontextincludesthe consented library developmenas well as existing
surrounding buildings.
1 Scenario 2 Thesurroundings are as existimgrrently.

/7 ~\ Dublin City Housing
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1.3 Externallmpact Assessment Criteria

There arethree elements to this part of the assessment, as below, which are fudbecribedn the following
sections:

Daylight impact analysis of neighbouring buildings: Vertical Sky Component (VSC)$ikyl Wiee (NSL)
Sunlight impact analysis of surrounding buildings: Annual Probable Sunlight Hours and Winter Probable
Sunlight Hours (APSH and WPSH)

1 Sunlight to surrounding amenity areas (sunlight hours on March 21st)

il
il

1.3.1 Vertical Sky Component (VSC)

In designing a new development, it is important to safeguard the daylight to nearby buildings. To assess this, the

AdOd XVIA
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BRE Guide recommends using the Vertical Sky Component (VSC) as a metric, comparing existing values for nearby

windows with proposed values thithe proposed building in place.

The VSC indicates the degree of daylight availability on a vertical surface and is expressed as a percentage, with
40% being the maximum. It represents the extent to which skylight from an overcast sky is able to reach a
window as a proportion of the wholeky hemisphere. In suburban areas, the recommended minimum is 27%,

any change below this should be limited to 0.8 of the existing value.

The BRE Guide statés! f (1 K2dzZ3 K (GKS . w9 3JFdzARS 3IA@PSa ydzYSNAOFf 3IdzA RS

since natural lighting is only one of many factors in site layout design. In special circumstances the developer or
planning authority may wish to use different targét- f dzS a ¢ ¢

The following paragraph is from the BRE Guide; it describes how the 27% target is derived:

GLFT 6S O2yaARSNI I GKS2NBGAOFKE NRBIFIR gAlK (G662 aiz2NBe
the houses have windows at ground and first floor level, and a pitched roof with a central ridge, then a reference
point could be taken at theentre of a ground floor window of one of the properties. From this point if a line was
drawn to the central ridge of the property on the other side of the road the angle of this line would equate to 25

0 S N

RSANBSaXd GKAE SldzZ § S®22RyPy8ljaXxonmSwda OSNIAOIE ale

It can be appreciated that in a city, this kind of urban form is impractical. The BRE Guide gives planning
authorities the option of setting alternative targets for locations where these numerical targets may not be
appropriate.

A VSC of 15% is mentioned in the BRE Guide as minimum for large windows, above which, daylight availability is

likely to be adequate; 27% is the equivalent for average window sizes.

15% VSC has also been used as a benchmark for urban regeneration areas in other urban contexts. Comments by
Greater London Authority (GLA) in the context of a planning appeal have been used as guidance on urban sites in

London. The GLA report presented 28% / Ay GKS LINRPLIR2 AaSR OF a-feens &SCaitdlel a 2 y I o f

G OOSLIiF ot S¢ 2y adzOK aridSao

Due to the low density of the surrounding buildings, this report refers to the 27% VSC target as we believe that
this will be achievable with the proposed desigrits suburban context

/ NHzYt Ay wk Fait $ DED Assesanter



1.3.2 No-Sky Line (NSL)

The BRE Guide recommends use of theSKp Line (NSL) metric to assess daylight distribution within the rooms

2F ad2NNRdzyRAy3 o0dzAif RAy3ae ¢KS b{[ RAOGARSAE I NBIFa 2F GKS
cannot. The recommendationisforh F NBI 2F (KS NR2Y gKAOK OFly &aasSS¢ (KS
no smaller than 0.8 of the existing value. The working plane is placed at 850mm above the floor. The BRE Guide

states that NSLs should only be assessed where room layouts are ksdneccuracies are likely to arise if

estimated layouts are used.

1.3.3 Probable Sunlight Hours (APSH/WPSH)

APSH and WPSH (Annual and Winter Probable Sunlight Hours) measure the percentage of sunlight hours a
window is likely to receive for a year or for the winter months betweet 2&ptember and ZLMarch. The
recommendation for a room to appear adequately sunlit is for it to receive 25% of annual probable sunlight
hours, including at least 5% of winter probable sunlight hours. It is recommended that reduction in sunlight
access below these levels kept to a minimum If the available sunlight hours are boléss than the

percentages stated aboykess than 0.80 times their former value in either petiadd the overall annual loss is
greater than 4% of APSH, then the reduction in sunlight may be noticeable.

The Guide suggests that the recommendation be applied to main living rooms of dwellings with a window facing
within 90° of due south. Kitchens and bedrooms are considered less important and need not be analysed,
although it is recommended not to block tawouch sun. In this study, room uses are largely unknown, so all
windowstested for daylight and facing within 90° of due south have been analyghdre roomuses and

dimensions are known, the results for the besnlit windowof the roomare takento determine if a room

passes or fails the test.

1.3.4  Sunlight to Surrounding Amenity

It is recommended that at least half an amenity space should receive at least two hours of direct sunlight on
March 21st, and any change to this area that may be caused by a new development not result in this area being
less than 0.8 times its existing ual

1.3.5 BRE Impact Assessment Classification
The BRE Guide states the following in its Appendix H:

G¢KS aasSaavySyid 2F AYLI OGO gAtft RSLISYR 2y | O2Y0AYylLGAz2y
be applied.

Where the loss of skylight or sunlight fully meets the guidelines in this document, the impact is assessed as
negligible or minor adverse. Where the loss of light is well within the guidelines, or only a small number of
windows or a limited area of openaqe lose light (within the guidelines), a classification of negligible impact is
more appropriate. Where the loss of light is only just within the guidelines, and a larger number of windows or
open space area are affected, a minor adverse impact woulddve appropriate, especially if there is a
particularly strong requirements for daylight and sunlight in the affected building or open space.

Where the loss of skylight or sunlight does not meet the guidelines in this document, the impact is assessed as
minor, moderate or major adverse. Factors tending towards a minor adverse impact include:

1 Only a small number of windows or limited area of open spacaféeeted.

/ o\ Dublin City Housing
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1 The loss of light is only marginally outside thedelines.
1 An affected room has other sources of skylighdumlight.
1 The affected building or open space only hémmalevelrequirement for skylight or sunlight

There are particular reasons why an alternative, less stringent guideline should be applied, for example an
overhang above the window or a window standing unusually close tbatedary.

Factors tending towards a major adverse impact include:

A large number of windows or large area of open spacafiested.

The loss of light is substantially outside thedelines.

All the windows in a particular property aaéfected.

The affected indoor or outdoor spaces have a particularly strong requirement for skylight or sunlight, e.g.
' fAGAY3 NB2Y Ay | RgStftAyda 2N I OKAfRNByQa LI} I &3NZ
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1.4 Performance: Target llluminance

The BRE Guide offers two methods for assessing interior daylight in new buildings. Target llluminance uses
climate-based daylight modelling to account for orientation and sunlight and is the method employed in this

assessment. The table shows median illuanice levels, quoted in the BRE Guide from the national annex of BS

9b mMTnoTYHAMYZ Fa FLLIXAOIGES G2 aKFENR G2 tA3IKG ReSttAyYy
the working plane for half of the daylight hours in a year.

Table 11.4-1: Target illuminance values for dwellings accordingtt® National Annex in BS EN 17037:2018.
Room Type llluminance (lux)

Kitchens 200
Living Rooms 150
Bedrooms 100

KitchenDiners or KitchetkivingDiners aregenerallyrequired to achieve the level of the kitchen as this room has
the highest requirement of the combined room typétowever if the main usage of the spacecignsidered to
be that of a living room, itnay be appropriate to use the target for the living room across the whole space.

1.5 Performance: Sunlight Levels

The recommendation is for at least one habitable ropen dwellingto receive at least 1.5 hours sunlight on

March 2F. As per the guidance for this teghk 6 A ( | 0 f Ifs bé@h2akea 8ot to include bedrooms.

1.6 Performance:Sunlight on Surrounding Amenity

The same test is used to demonstrate the performance of amenity spaces within the proposal as is used to assess
the impact on the surrounding amenity i.e. it is recommended that at least half an amenity space should receive

at least two hours of direct slight on March 21st, and any change to this area that may be caused by a new
developmentshouldnot result in this area being less than 0.8 times its existing value

/ NHzYt Ay wk Fait $ DED Assesanter



1.7 Geometry

The proposed building was converted from Revit models supplied by the pasgttectsin March 2025 In line
with section 5.3 of the Dublin City Development Plan 28028 Appendix 16: Dayligand Sunlight, all
surrounding buildings that sit within three times the height of the proposed development havedmesidered
for assessment.

Reasonable approximations of neighbouring window locations and geometries have beenitisadpropriate
carg frominformation derived froma site surveynadein Autumn 2021 and online data. Since this is, in part, a
comparative study, two models were set up representing the existing and proposed cases. In both models,
fencestrees,and shrubbery were excluded as per the BRE guidance.

1.8 Model Setup

The following values, taken from EN 17037 and the BRE Guide, were used in calculations:

Tablel1.8-1: Surface reflectance values used in internal performance model.
Internal Surface Finishes Reflectance

Internal Walls 05
Floor 0.2
Ceiling 0.7

Ground & Context 0.2

As per the BRE Guide, Visible Light Transmittance (VLT) for double glazing was assumed té\ ferly.68.
conservativanaintenance factor of @2was chosen in line witguidance given in BS EN 17087urban
environments

A 200mm grid was used in illuminance calculations.

These analyses were carried out using the following software: Radiance, Revit,dRiiil@rasshopper Tools

/10\ Dublin City Housing
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2.0 ARCHITECTURE & DAYLIGHT

2.1 Location and design

Dublin City Council (DCC) is proposi
to develop the site at the junction of
Crumlin Rd and Rafters Rd, bordered
by Rafters Lane to the Nortehown  °
to the rightin Figure2.1-1Figure
2.1-1: Aerial photo showing the site of
the proposed development
highlighted in blueThe proposal
comprises accommodation over four
floors.

NVHAAIOd XVIN

of the proposed building have been
tested, and adjustments have been
made to improve the quality of
daylight within the proposed

the design over a series of iterations.
Design modifications included:

1 Widening and adding
windows

1 Narrowingbalconies
1 Reconfiguration of internal
layouts
; Figure2.1-1: Aerial photo showing the site of the proposed development highlighted in bllike site of the
The resultlng proposal consented library J)evelopment has been hlghllgIEn)ted in orange.

maximises internal daylight

levels within the given design parameters. Further enhancement would require architectural features regarded

as necessary (e.g. amenitleckaccess, fire walls) to be compromised. Importantly, the daylight and energy

strategies have been harmonised. Advice and testing for daylight, have been made in conjunction with advice and
GSadGAy3a F2NI GKS LINB2SOGQa Sy IAH@ somiSanartteidy amg6<ets theNS Ij dzA NB Y S
limit of acceptabiliy for compliance with the Nearly Zero Energy Building standard, required for planning.

Max Fordham LLP has been appointed by DCC to undehiskeunlight, Daylight and Overshadowing report to
accompany thé. JNR 2 Badriing submissian

/ NHzYf Ay wk Fait $ DEDAssesantet



3.0 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The purpose of this report is to examine the impact of the proposed builti@yumlin Rafters Roash the
sunlight, daylight and overshadowing of adjacent properties, and to assess levels of daylight and sunlight within
the proposal.

This report follows the assessment method described in the documié@t:{ A G S € | @2dzi F2NJ RIF&f A 3IK
322 R LINI O@rd €difion)Imieiish& ®yxhe BRE is the industry standard document for such
FaaSaavySyida IyR GKS NBFSNByOS OAGSR Ay 5dzotAy [ AlGe [ 2dz
City Development Plan 2022028).

I 2YGFAYSR 6A0GKAY SIFOK SRAGAZ2Y 2F GKS . w9 DddzARS A& | NB
the designer and that its numerical guidelines should be interpreted flexibly because daylight is one of many
factors under consideration. Etresults of this study reflect

91 the other constraints on the design e.g., housing density targets, provision of amenity, access, cost, and
space requirements for each apartment
1 the harmonisation of daylight and energy strategies, considering the heat loss associated with fagade
2L SyAy3da YR GKS LINRP2SOGQa 59!t SySNBHeée 26t A3l dA2ya

¢tKS RSaArAay (GSIY RS@GSt2LISR aSOSNIf AGSNIGA2ya 2F GKS LIN
neighbouring properties and increase access to natural light within the development. A preliminary daylight
analysis was undertaken while the massing @&f pinoposed scheme was being designed.

3.1 Impact on the surroundings

In line with DCC City Plan 262@28 Appendix 16 recommendations, receptors in a radius 3 times the height of
the proposed building were assessed: a tota245windows and34 amenity area. Overall 99% of the windows
comply with the VSC guidanc@&/hen thewindows which did not pass were considered without overhangsiand
context¢ as partof the roomthey serve- all measured spaces comply with tgeidance All windows or rooms
complied with theannual probable sunlightours guidancend al amenity areas complied with treunlight

hours guidance.

Therefore, the impact to all the assessed buildings may be classified as negligible. Results for all properties can be
seen in the Appendices.

Existing surroundings
A total of222windows, 3 roomsand 33 amenity spacewere assessed at the following locations:

5-6 Rafter's Lane

6a-6b Rafter's Lane

7vm wlk FGSNDRa [FyS
llammo wl FGSNRa [+
2H 1 wl FGSNDRD&a w2l R
3n wlk FGSNRa w2l R
309-315 Crumlin Road

317-325 Crumlin Road

327-331 Crumlin Road

333-343 Crumlin Road

345349 Crumlin Road
351-353Crumlin Road

yS

=4 =4 =4 -4 - -4 -8 -84 _a_9_-9

f\ Dublin City Housing
\J Crumlin Rafter'Road- Part 8 DSO Assessment



T 310 Crumlin Road
T 312 Crumlin Road

In terms of itseffect onexistingneighbouringproperties, 100% of thevindows tested comply with VSC daylight
recommendationsand 100%of thosewhich have gotential sunlight expectatioromply with sunlight
recommendations. Sunlight levels at surrounding amenity spaces are maintaid@¥h of the rooms tested
(which wereonly those withavailable information) passed the +sky line test.

Impact on the consented development
23 windowsover 12 roomsand 1 amenity space&ere assessed at the followitgcations:

1 Consented.ibrary Developmert318 Crumlin Road
1 Consented.ibrary Development New Library Building

NVHAIOA XVIA

In terms of the effect on the consented developmg®8% of the windows pass thésC teswith the standard
target, and 97% with the reduced target of 15%.

The BRE Guide states that for overhung windaw8 @Sy | Y2RS&0 20a0NHzOGA2y 2LJJI2aAl
relative impact on the VSCEwowindowsin the New Library Buildin§ 2 NJ G KS OK Rad Rmigoy Q& f A 6 NI NE
impact to the VS(However, when the overharghading was removed, the impact on the main windeas

reduced to negligibleThe other window is significantly smaller in aggal is less important for the daylight in

the room.

When the overhang was remove#l7% of the windows passed tiSC test with the standard target, including
GKS tfFNBS 6Sad FI OAy3 dheydgdted VEG/ was dal€ulatedthe dhikndS yieady. f A 6 NI NE
Using this metric, the whole room passes the VSCefjnigs.

Allthe tested roomg; those with an expectation of daylighpassedhe no-sky line test.

For the sunlightarget for windows and roomsas there was room data available it was possibliglémtify a

main window for each room for sunlight access. Therefore, even though some individual windows were affected,
aseach room haa main window that hasufficient sunlight accessll the spaces here passtt APSH

guidelines.

Sunlight levels were maintained in the amenity spactheflibrary.

3.2 Performance of the proposed development

Natural levels within the rooms of the proposal have been enhanced throughout the development through over
various design iterations such as:

1 Widening of windows

91 Dual aspect units

1 Careful placement of WCs and stores in less daylit areas within units and habitable rooms in well daylit
areas

1 Considered sizing and positioning of windows and balconies

As mentioned in the BRE guidet a courtyard developmentwhichwas considered the right urban design
typology in this casét can betricky to ensure adequatdaylight to all areasThe design was also constrained by
the relativelylow formwhen compard to the surroundingswhich is reflected in the excelleakternalimpact
results and the requirement to ensure efficient usage of the spaith regards to number of units.
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The performance may be described as follows:

Scenario 1

Daylight: 85%o0f rooms meet or exceed the relevant benchmark, as measured against the minimum target
illuminance method set out in the latest edition of the BRE Guide and the National Annex of BS ENvihéd37
the KLD rooms are treated as living roomfishe KLD rooms are treated as kitchens the pass rate is reduced to
77% of rooms.

Scenario 2

Daylight: 86%0f rooms meet or exceed the relevant benchmark, as measured against the minimum target
illuminance method set out in the latest edition of the BRE Guide and the National Annex of BS ENvihéd37

the KLD rooms are treated as living rooms. If the KLD rooms are treated as kitchens the pass rate is reduced to
77% of rooms.

Sunlight¢ Both scenarios
Sunlighton windows The benchmarKor sunlight hours incident on windows met or exceeded i85%of the
proposed dwellings.

Sunlighton amenity. For completeness, two areas werdested The Courtyard Garden and the Facility Area. The
CGourtyard Garden passes the good practice benchmark, with 56%of the area exceeding 2 hours of sunlight on
the 21 March. The Facility Area does not meet the good practicebenchmark

Consideration has gone into the designof the landscapesuch that the features that most benefit from sunlight
access ¢ the play area and seating ¢ have been placed in the Gourtyard Garden, where they will receive adequate
sunlight. Featuresthat do not have such a high requirement for sunlight, including bike parking and access paths,
are inthe Facility Area.

f14\ Dublin City Housing
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4.0 RELEVANT DOCUMENTS

Sustainable Urban Housing: Design Standards for New Apartme@siidelines for Planning Authorities
(Department of Howsing, Planning and Local GovernmeBtecember 2022):

AdOd XVIA

WIX0 Flooitto-ceiling height affects the internal amenities of apartments, in terms of sunlight / daylight, storage
space, and ventilation. This is most significant at ground level, where the potential for overshadowing is greatest.
Ground level floor toailing height will also influence the future adaptability of individual apartments for potential
alternative uses, which will vary depending on locafibf.

46 The provision of acceptable levels of natural light in new apartment developments is an important planning
consideration as it contributes to the liveability and amenity enjoyed by apartment residents. In assessing
development proposals, planning autitees must however weigh up the overall quality of the design and layout
of the scheme and the measures proposed to maximise daylight provision with the location of the site and the
need to ensure an appropriate scale of urban residential development.

6.6 Planning authorities should avail of appropriate expert advice where necessary and have regard to
guantitative performance approaches to daylight provision outlined in guides like A New European Standard for
Daylighting in Buildings IS EN17037:2018, UKoNak Annex BS EN17037:2019 and the associated BRE Guide 209
2022 Edition (June 2022), or any relevant future standards or guidance specific to the Irish context, when
undertaken by development proposers which offer the capability to satisfy mininaundastls of daylight

provision.

6.7 Where an applicant cannot fully meet all of the requirements of the daylight provisions above, this must be
clearly identified and a rationale for any alternative, compensatory design solutions must be set out, which
planning authorities should appliaeir discretion in accepting taking account of its assessment of specifics. This
may arise due to design constraints associated with the site or location and the balancing of that assessment
against the desirability of achieving wider planning objecti®sh objectives might include securing
comprehensive urban regeneration and or an effective urban design and streetscape <oltion.

Dublin City Draft Development Plan 2022028, Appendix 16c, Section 1.0

G¢KA& IdZARS A& AYGSYRSR (2 LINPGARS RANBOGAZ2Y (G2 FLILXAO
purpose is to offer clarity on the required technical approach, such that a standardised methodology and set of

metrics are used by consultants flmmpleting daylight and sunlight assessments. The guide also contains

information on what standards are appropriate and what information should be contained in daylight and

sunlight reports to enable the planning authority to complete a robust assesshpatential impacts and

mitigation measures. The intended outcome of this guide is to ensure a consistent approach to completing

daylight and sunlight assessments. This guide does not outline exact, city wide, expected results or a suite of

results thatare likely to be considered acceptable by the planning authority. Proposals will continue to be
assessedonacabg-Ol &S o0l aAa RSLISYRAYy3I 2y &aAGS &LISOAZHaRdBSOA NDdzY &
BN 17037 have relevance. will look to rece®ievant metrics from BR 209, BS 8206nd BS EN 17037. If, over

the coming years, a revised version of BR 209 is to be issued, the guidance within this new version will take

Urban Development and Building HeightsGuidelines for Planning Authorities (March 2018)

!4 GKS aolrtsS 2¥ 6K AA0SkodzAf RAY3Y
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1 The form, massing and height of proposed developments should be carefully modulated so as to
maximise access to natural daylight, ventilation and views and minimise overshadowing and loss of light.

1 Appropriate and reasonable regard should be taken of quantitative performance approaches to daylight
LINEGA&aA2y 2dzif AYSR Ay 3JdzARS& fA1S GKS . dzZAf RAy3a wSace
FYR {dzyf A3K(GIQ 0 nYROSSWANRRIAY 2 Hagt Nogemiiciicy far i
5Fef AIKGAY3Q

BR 209 (2022 Site LayoutPlanning for Daylight and Sunlight, A Guide to Good Practice (Third Edition)

This document is widely used as a methodology for daylight and sunlight assessments, both for the impact of a
new development on its surroundings and for assessmenttifral light within proposed buildings. The third
edition incorporates BS EN 17037.

BS EN 17037:20%8Daylight in Buildings

A new, Europeatwide standard for daylight in buildings was introduced in 2018. The UK National Annex A of BS

EN 17037 also gives minimum values for housing, in living rooms, kitchens, and bedrooms. These are minimum
recommended values for locations whdre LINSR2YA Yyl yif & RF&f A G forexdindfléibNd yOS A a
ol aSYSyid NR2Y& 2N gAGK AAIYATFAOLIYyG SEGSNYIt 20&iGNHzOGA 2

The national annex contains minimum daylight targets for kitchens, living rooms and bedrooms.
Greater London Authority, representation hearing report D&P/3067/@3Appendix 1, 18/11/2013.

Comments by Greater London Authority (GLA) in the context of a planning appeal have been used as guidance on
urban sites in the UK:

GLG akKzdzZ R ySOSNIKStSaazr 0SS y2i0SR -deisitylsublreaShousingg +{/ Gl
model. The independent daylight and sunlight review states that inrgrcity urban environment, VSC values

more than 20% should be considered as reasonably good and that VSC in-teemsighould be acceptable.

However, where the VSC value falls below 10% (to be in single figures), the availability of direct light from the sky
wAff 0S8 LJ2NME
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5.0 CONCLUSION

The proposed development &rumlin Rafters Rodths been assessed both for its impact on natural light at
surrounding properties and provision of daylight and sunlight withingtaposal itself. In keeping with Dublin
I AGe [/ 2dzyOAt Q& 5S8S@St2LIYSyd tftly 06! LILIEYORS), the assesmentNI F 0
F2t{t26SR oNR® SRAGAZ2Y 2F W{AGS ftl&2dzi T2 NJskibadtha 3K i
RSaA3dy GSIFYyQa RS@OSt2LIVSyid 2F aSOSNIf AGSNIXGAz2ya 2F |9
neighbouring properties and increase access to natural light within the development

AHOd XVIN
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o
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¢KA&d NBLR2NI KFIa RSAONAROSR (KS RSaA3aly GSIyYQa RS@St zgéy
reduce the impact on neighbouring properties and increase access to natural light within the development
The results of this study reflect:
91 the other constraints on the design e.g., housing density targets, provision of amenity, access, cost, and
space requirements for each apartment
1 the harmonisation of daylight and energy strategies, considering the heat loss associated with fagade
2L SyAy3da YR GKS LINRP2SOGQa 59!t SySNBHeée 26t A3l dA2ya

The proposed development offers 100% dual aspect homesaesidential courtyard.

5.1 Impact on the surroundings

puli

The numerical targets contained within the BRE Guide are, as the Guide étatddzNS t @ | RGAa2NE | yR
targets may be used based on the special requirements of the proposed development or itsddgafemence in
this report has been made to target VSCs of 27%.

A total of245windows 15 roomsand 34 amenity areas have been assessed. Some of these winddhveerve
non-habitable rooms and others serve bedrooms which the BRE Guide considers less imptotester, due to
lack of data it was not possible identify all of these and hen¢@n case of uncertaintythese windows were
included.

Using this as a basis, thastmajority ¢ 99%- of the surrounding windows tested are compliant with standard
BRE daylight guidelines with the proposal in pladen overhangs anghole roomsVSC valueare considered,
this rises to 100%All tested rooms passed the reky line testThe passrate for sunlighto windows orroomsis
100%.

The impact to amenity areas around the site is in line with BRE recommendations.

5.2 Performance of the proposed development

Daylight levels:In scenariol, which hasthe inclusion of the consented library development in the surroundjngs
85%of habitable rooms within the proposal meet the relevant benchmark recommended in the BREWBeide
the KLD rooms are treated as living rooms. This rate slightly incremsesnario 2which iswithout the inclusion

of the consented developmento 86%o0f rooms passingVhenKLD rooms argeated askitchens the pass rate

is 7'®4 regardless of the surroundings.
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Qunlight on windows. 95% of apartments satisfy the minimum requirement for sunlight to habitaldems
6aKIoAlGlIofS NBr2vYaé¢ Ay (KAa aSyasS 2yfe KF-a oSSy GFr{Sy y

Qunlight to amenity areas: 56% of the/ NXzY f Ay  w I GBuiitydr Raiiden arddnify space satiifs the
recommendations for amenity sunlight provisigne. area over the 2h benchmarkyhis isgreater than the
recommended 50% benchmarkhe Facility Area does not meet the recommended benchmark. However, the
functionality of this space meansthat it has lower sunlight requirementsthan the Courtyard Garden.

-\ Dublin City Housing
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6.0

APPENDICES
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7.0

VSC RESULTS

This appendix gives the calculated values for the VSC for all tested wirBle#&s/SC numerical
recommendation: 27% proposed VSC and/or ratio 0.8bmve e.g. a window with 21% VSC and Ratio of 0.91
meets the recommendation. The visualisation is as follows:

= =

f
f

1

Greeng The wndow passes the standard test.

Yellowg The wndow either marginal pagsor a margindy failsthe standard testDue to the nature of

the test, there is slight variation in the results between calculations and therefore and window that has a
reduction factor within £0.005 of 0.80 is categorised as margiftaése windows can be examined on a
caseby-casebasis.If the proposed VSC ftine window is comfortably abov27% thent passes.

Amber¢ Window fails the standard test (27%) target but passes the alternative urban target of 15%.
Magentag The windoweither marginally passes or marginally féfile test withthe alternative target of

15%.

Redc The wndow failsboth the standard and the alternative target test.

Unless notedtherwise, the consented neighbouring library development has been included in both the baseline
and proposed model.

/-~\ Dublin City Housing
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Table7.1-1: VSC summary, 68b Rafter's Lane

6 Impact Classification

Pass Rate Pass rate
-Standard Alternative None  Negligible Minor Moderate Major

Scenario  Target (%) Target (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
External
Impact
Test 100.0% 100.0% 16.7% 83.3% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
\ 2 il 3
| — 5 4
—
0

Figure7.1-1: Pass/fail visualisation of VSC Results for@@aRafter's Lane

Table7.1-2: VSC results for 68b Rafter's Lane

. . VSC Alternative Pass/Fail Window
Window Baseline Proposed . . .
Ref VSC (%) VSC (%) Ratio Target Pass/Fail VSC Targel Alternative Impact
(%) (%) Target Classification
0 29.6 28.2 0.95 27 Pass 15 Pass Negligible
1 36.4 34.3 0.94 27 Pass 15 Pass Negligible
2 36.6 34.2 0.93 27 Pass 15 Pass Negligible
3 33.5 31.8 0.95 27 Pass 15 Pass Negligible
4 27.6 27.6 1.00 27 Pass 15 Pass None
5 35.6 33.9 0.95 27 Pass 15 Pass Negligible
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7.2 7-11 Rafter's Lane

Table7.2-1: VSC Summary:¥1 Rafter's Lane

Total Windows 20 Impact Classification

Pass Rate Pass rate
-Standard Alternative None  Negligible Minor Moderate Major

Scenario Target (%) Target (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
External impact
test 100.0% 100.0% 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%

The figure below shows the windowssesse@nd a reference number for each.

6
5 9 11
& — 12 13 16
a4 — 18
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Figure7.2-1: Pass/fail visualisation of VSC Results fet1 Rafter's Lane

Table7.2-2: VSC results for-11 Rafter's Lane

. : VSC Alternative Pass/Fail  Window
Window Baseline Proposed . . .
Ref VSC (%) VSC (%) Ratio Target Pass/Fail VSC Target Alternative Impact
(%) (%) Target Classification
0 31.9 27.7 0.87 27 Pass 15 Pass Negligible
Marginal

1 334 26.8 0.80 27 Pass 15 Pass Negligible
2 37.9 329 0.87 27 Pass 15 Pass Negligible
3 37.9 32.8 0.87 27 Pass 15 Pass Negligible
4 34.4 28.3 0.82 27 Pass 15 Pass Negligible
5 32.7 26.5 0.81 27 Pass 15 Pass Negligible
6 37.9 323 0.85 27 Pass 15 Pass Negligible
7 34.4 275 0.80 27 Pass 15 Pass Negligible

/22\ Dublin City Housing
\._/ Crumlin Rafter'Road- Part 8 DSO Assessment



Window Baseline Proposed _ VSC _ Alternative Pass/Fa_iI Window
Ref VSC (%) VSC (%) Ratio Target Pass/Fail VSC Target Alternative Impaqt_ _
(%) (%) Target Classification
8 37.7 324 0.86 27 Pass 15 Pass Negligible
9 37.7 324 0.86 27 Pass 15 Pass Negligible
10 34.1 27.4 0.80 27 Pass 15 Pass Negligible
11 37.7 325 0.86 27 Pass 15 Pass Negligible
12 37.5 33.1 0.88 27 Pass 15 Pass Negligible
13 37.5 334 0.89 27 Pass 15 Pass Negligible
14 33.6 28.6 0.85 27 Pass 15 Pass Negligible
15 31.7 29.2 0.92 27 Pass 15 Pass Negligible
16 37.2 33.8 0.91 27 Pass 15 Pass Negligible
17 35.1 31.8 0.90 27 Pass 15 Pass Negligible
18 37.2 34.2 0.92 27 Pass 15 Pass Negligible
19 325 26.8 0.82 27 Pass 15 Pass Negligible
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7.3 5-6 Rafter's Lane

Table7.3-1: VSC Summary:& Rafter's Lane

Total Windows 6 Impact Classification

Pass Rate Pass rate
-Standard Alternative None  Negligible Minor Moderate Major

Scenario Target (%) Target (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
External impact
test 100.0% 100.0% 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%

| 4

SL i

4

Figure7.3-1: Pass/fail visualisation of VSC Results $e6 Rafter's Lane

Table7.3-2: VSC results fds-6 Rafter's Lane.

. . VSC Alternative Pass/Fail ~ Window
Window Baseline Proposed . . :
Ref VSC (%) VSC (%) Ratio Target Pass/Fail VSC Target Alternative Impact
(%) (%) Target Classification
0 33.2 32.7 0.99 27 Pass 15 Pass Negligible
1 33.6 334 1.00 27 Pass 15 Pass Negligible
2 32.8 32.2 0.98 27 Pass 15 Pass Negligible
3 33.7 325 0.96 27 Pass 15 Pass Negligible
4 21.3 20.7 0.97 27 Pass 15 Pass Negligible
5 31.6 31.6 1.00 27 Pass 15 Pass Negligible

ublin City Housing
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Table7.4-1: VSC Summary, 1141b Rafter's Lane

Total Windows 8 Impact Classification

Pass Rate Pass rate
-Standard Alternative None  Negligible Minor Moderate Major

Scenario Target (%) Target (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
External impact
test 100.0% 100.0% 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%

——d

Figure7.4-1: Pass/fail visualisation of VSC Results for 1l Rafter's Lane.

Table7.4-2: VSC results fatla11lbRafter's Lane.

. . VSC Alternative Pass/Fail ~ Window
Window Baseline Proposed . . :
Ref VSC (%) VSC (%) Ratio Target Pass/Fail VSC Target Alternative Impact
(%) (%) Target Classification

0 67.6 67.3 1.00 27 Pass 15 Pass Negligible
1 32.4 30.7 0.95 27 Pass 15 Pass Negligible
2 36.5 33.4 0.92 27 Pass 15 Pass Negligible
3 37.9 354 0.93 27 Pass 15 Pass Negligible
4 36.4 33.6 0.92 27 Pass 15 Pass Negligible
5 38.1 345 0.91 27 Pass 15 Pass Negligible
6 35.9 30.5 0.85 27 Pass 15 Pass Negligible
7 38.1 341 0.89 27 Pass 15 Pass Negligible
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Table7.5-1: VSC summary,-8 Rafter's Road

Total Windows 6 Impact Classification

Pass Rate Pass rate
-Standard Alternative None  Negligible Minor Moderate Major

Scenario Target (%) Target (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
External impact
test 100.0% 100.0% 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%

Figure7.5-1: Pass/fail visualisation of VSC Results®m  wl FiSND& w2l R®
Table7.5-2: VSC results fa3-n~ wl Fi SNDa w2l RO

. . VSC Alternative Pass/Fail ~ Window
Window Baseline Proposed . . :
Ref VSC (%) VSC (%) Ratio Target Pass/Fail VSC Target Alternative Impac.t. .
(%) (%) Target Classification
0 35.9 349 0.97 27 Pass 15 Pass Negligible
1 35.0 329 094 27 Pass 15 Pass Negligible
2 34.8 33.4 0.96 27 Pass 15 Pass Negligible
3 36.0 33.4 0.93 27 Pass 15 Pass Negligible
4 34.2 32.8 0.96 27 Pass 15 Pass Negligible
5 37.0 36.2 0.98 27 Pass 15 Pass Negligible

ublin City Housing
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Table7.6-1: VSC Summary:2a Rafter's Road

Total Windows 4 Impact Classification

Pass Rate Pass rate
-Standard Alternative None  Negligible Minor Moderate Major

Scenario Target (%) Target (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
External impact
test 100.0% 100.0% 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%

S

Figure7.6-1: Pass/fail visualisation of VSC Results fean2 wl T SNR& w2 Ro®

Table7.6-2: VSCresults fd2-H I wl TG SND& w2l RO

. . VSC Alternative Pass/Fail ~ Window
Window Baseline Proposed . . :
Ref VSC (%) VSC (%) Ratio Target Pass/Fail VSC Target Alternative Impact
(%) (%) Target Classification
0 37.0 35.0 0.94 27 Pass 15 Pass Negligible
1 35.6 335 094 27 Pass 15 Pass Negligible
2 35.0 33.7 0.96 27 Pass 15 Pass Negligible
3 36.9 345 0.94 27 Pass 15 Pass Negligible
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7.7 309-315Crumlin Road

Table7.7-1: VSC Summary, 36815 Crumlin Road

Total Windows 28 Impact Classification

Pass Rate Pass rate
-Standard Alternative None  Negligible Minor Moderate Major

Scenario Target (%) Target (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
External impact
test 100.0% 100.0% 7.1% 92.9% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
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Figure7.7-1: Pass/fail visualisation of VSC Results for 1% Crumlin Road.

Table7.7-2: VSC results fa309-315CrumlinRoad.

. . VSC Alternative Pass/Fail ~ Window
Window Baseline Proposed . . :
Ref VSC (%) VSC (%) Ratio Target Pass/Fail VSC Target Alternative Impact
(%) (%) Target Classification

0 37.6 36.7 0.98 27 Pass 15 Pass Negligible
1 29.8 28.4 0.95 27 Pass 15 Pass Negligible
2 28.3 27.1 0.96 27 Pass 15 Pass Negligible
3 375 36.8 0.98 27 Pass 15 Pass Negligible
4 36.2 35.1 0.97 27 Pass 15 Pass Negligible
5 34.6 33.3 0.96 27 Pass 15 Pass Negligible
6 34.3 33.3 0.97 27 Pass 15 Pass Negligible
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Window Baseline Proposed _ VSC _ Alternative Pass/FaiI Window
Ref VSC (%) VSC (%) Ratio Target Pass/Fail VSC Target Alternative Impaqt_ _
(%) (%) Target Classification

7 30.2 30.1 1.00 27 Pass 15 Pass Negligible
8 37.6 36.0 0.96 27 Pass 15 Pass Negligible
9 34.6 326 0.94 27 Pass 15 Pass Negligible
10 34.0 334 0.98 27 Pass 15 Pass Negligible
11 36.1 35.2 0.97 27 Pass 15 Pass Negligible
12 30.5 30.6 1.00 27 Pass 15 Pass None
13 29.4 29.3 1.00 27 Pass 15 Pass Negligible
14 29.3 29.3 1.00 27 Pass 15 Pass None
15 30.1 28.4 0.94 27 Pass 15 Pass Negligible
16 30.7 289 0.94 27 Pass 15 Pass Negligible
17 30.5 30.3 1.00 27 Pass 15 Pass Negligible
18 37.7 36.2 0.96 27 Pass 15 Pass Negligible
19 30.2 28.2 0.93 27 Pass 15 Pass Negligible
20 36.4 34.7 0.95 27 Pass 15 Pass Negligible
21 31.6 29.1 0.92 27 Pass 15 Pass Negligible
22 29.2 28.9 0.99 27 Pass 15 Pass Negligible
23 29.1 28.9 0.99 27 Pass 15 Pass Negligible
24 36.4 345 0.95 27 Pass 15 Pass Negligible
25 30.4 30.0 0.99 27 Pass 15 Pass Negligible
26 32.0 29.1 0.91 27 Pass 15 Pass Negligible
27 30.2 28.0 0.93 27 Pass 15 Pass Negligible
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7.8 317¢ 325Crumlin Road

Table7.8-1: VSC Summary, 31325 Crumlin Road

Total Windows 35 Impact Classification

Pass Rate Pass rate
-Standard Alternative None  Negligible Minor Moderate Major

Scenario Target (%) Target(%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)

External impact

test 100.0% 100.0%  0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
O Emlt ‘memi I B UEErE EmE & B e
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Figure7.8-1: Pass/fail visualisation of VSC Results for @25 CrumlinRoad.

Table7.8-2: VSC results fa317-325Crumlin Road

. : VSC Alternative Pass/Fail ~ Window
Window Baseline Proposed . . .
Ref VSC (%) VSC (%) Ratio Target Pass/Fail VSC Target Alternative Impact
(%) (%) Target Classification

0 35.8 335 094 27 Pass 15 Pass Negligible
1 30.9 30.4 0.98 27 Pass 15 Pass Negligible
2 30.9 27.1 0.88 27 Pass 15 Pass Negligible
3 37.9 355 0.94 27 Pass 15 Pass Negligible
4 30.6 29.7 0.97 27 Pass 15 Pass Negligible
5 31.3 26.9 0.86 27 Pass 15 Pass Negligible
6 37.9 351 0.92 27 Pass 15 Pass Negligible

/30\ Dublin City Housing
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Window Baseline Proposed _ VSC _ Alternative Pass/FaiI Window
Ref VSC (%) VSC (%) Ratio Target Pass/Fail VSC Target Alternative Impagt_ _
(%) (%) Target Classification

7 37.2 324 0.87 27 Pass 15 Pass Negligible
8 31.6 29.8 0.94 27 Pass 15 Pass Negligible
9 36.8 33.8 0.92 27 Pass 15 Pass Negligible
10 30.3 27.2 0.90 27 Pass 15 Pass Negligible
11 30.3 29.9 0.99 27 Pass 15 Pass Negligible
12 30.4 29.7 0.98 27 Pass 15 Pass Negligible
13 37.0 33.3 0.90 27 Pass 15 Pass Negligible
14 30.8 27.3 0.89 27 Pass 15 Pass Negligible
15 36.3 33.3 0.92 27 Pass 15 Pass Negligible
16 36.3 32.8 0.90 27 Pass 15 Pass Negligible
17 38.0 34.3 0.90 27 Pass 15 Pass Negligible
18 31.1 27.2 0.87 27 Pass 15 Pass Negligible
19 30.9 26.0 0.84 27 Pass 15 Pass Negligible
20 38.1 33.9 0.89 27 Pass 15 Pass Negligible
21 37.3 32.0 0.86 27 Pass 15 Pass Negligible
22 36.6 32.2 0.88 27 Pass 15 Pass Negligible
23 31.3 27.1 0.86 27 Pass 15 Pass Negligible
24 31.3 29.1 0.93 27 Pass 15 Pass Negligible
25 31.7 26.3 0.83 27 Pass 15 Pass Negligible
26 30.8 29.6 0.96 27 Pass 15 Pass Negligible
27 31.0 29.5 0.95 27 Pass 15 Pass Negligible
28 36.6 31.9 0.87 27 Pass 15 Pass Negligible
29 38.1 33.1 0.87 27 Pass 15 Pass Negligible
30 37.3 311 0.83 27 Pass 15 Pass Negligible
31 31.0 254 0.82 27 Pass 15 Pass Negligible
32 30.1 25.7 0.85 27 Pass 15 Pass Negligible
33 31.4 29.1 0.93 27 Pass 15 Pass Negligible
34 315 28.4 0.90 27 Pass 15 Pass Negligible
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7.9 327¢ 331 Crumlin Road

Table7.9-1: VSC Summary, 32331 Crumlin Road

Total Windows 21 Impact Classification

Pass Rate Pass rate
-Standard Alternative None  Negligible Minor Moderate Major

Scenario Target (%) Target (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
External impact
test 100.0% 100.0% 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
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Figure7.9-1: Pass/fail visualisation of VSC Results for &34 Crumlin Road.

Table7.9-2: VSC results foB27-331 Crumlin Road.

. . VSC Alternative Pass/Fail  Window
Window Baseline Proposed . . .
Ref VSC (%) VSC (%) Ratio Target Pass/Fail VSC Target Alternative Impac.t. .
(%) (%) Target Classification

0 32.1 27.7 0.86 27 Pass 15 Pass Negligible
1 31.1 26.9 0.86 27 Pass 15 Pass Negligible
2 37.6 305 0.81 27 Pass 15 Pass Negligible
3 35.1 294 0.84 27 Pass 15 Pass Negligible
4 31.2 27.3 0.87 27 Pass 15 Pass Negligible
5 37.6 30.7 0.82 27 Pass 15 Pass Negligible
6 33.2 27.8 0.84 27 Pass 15 Pass Negligible
7 29.9 26.4 0.88 27 Pass 15 Pass Negligible
8 38.3 328 0.86 27 Pass 15 Pass Negligible
9 29.7 251 0.85 27 Pass 15 Pass Negligible
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Window Baseline Proposed _ VSC _ Alternative Pass/Fqu Window
Ref VSC (%) VSC (%) Ratio Target Pass/Fail VSC Target Alternative Impac_t_ _
(%) (%) Target Classification

10 31.1 25.7 0.83 27 Pass 15 Pass Negligible
11 30.3 26.7 0.88 27 Pass 15 Pass Negligible
12 38.3 32.6 0.85 27 Pass 15 Pass Negligible
13 31.0 26.8 0.86 27 Pass 15 Pass Negligible
14 31.9 26.6 0.84 27 Pass 15 Pass Negligible
15 38.2 32.6 0.85 27 Pass 15 Pass Negligible
16 37.5 305 0.81 27 Pass 15 Pass Negligible
17 31.7 26.7 0.84 27 Pass 15 Pass Negligible
18 32.2 27.2 0.84 27 Pass 15 Pass Negligible
19 31.9 28.1 0.88 27 Pass 15 Pass Negligible
20 35.8 304 0.85 27 Pass 15 Pass Negligible
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7.10 333¢ 343Crumlin Road

Table7.10-1: VSC Summary, 3333 Crumlin Road

42 Impact Classification

Pass Rate Pass rate
-Standard Alternative None  Negligible Minor Moderate Major

Scenario  Target (%) Target (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
Impact
Test 100.0% 100.0% 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
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Figure7.10-1: Pass/fail visualisation of VSC Results for 88 Crumlin Road.

Table7.10-2: VSC results fo8B33-343Crumlin Road.

Window Baseline Proposed Alternative Pass/Fail Window

Ref VSC (%) VSC (%) Ratio Pass/Fail 2{)/?)(3 Target ?gcreég?nve Icr:T;:sCi;ication
0 35.9 315 0.88 27 Pass 15 Pass Negligible
1 30.4 25.6 0.84 27 Pass 15 Pass Negligible
2 30.1 26.2 0.87 27 Pass 15 Pass Negligible
3 31.6 28.9 0.92 27 Pass 15 Pass Negligible
4 30.8 28,5 0.93 27 Pass 15 Pass Negligible
5 38.5 339 0.88 27 Pass 15 Pass Negligible
6 38.0 32.0 0.84 27 Pass 15 Pass Negligible
7 38.5 33.6 0.87 27 Pass 15 Pass Negligible

/~,\ Dublin City Housing
34
\_._/ Crumlin Rafter'Road- Part 8 DSO Assessment



Window Baseline Proposed _ VSC _ Alternative Pass/FaiI Window
Ref VSC (%) VSC (%) Ratio Target Pass/Fail VSC Target Alternative Impagt_ _
(%) (%) Target Classification

8 38.0 315 0.83 27 Pass 15 Pass Negligible
9 38.1 33,5 0.88 27 Pass 15 Pass Negligible
10 30.9 29.1 0.94 27 Pass 15 Pass Negligible
11 30.5 29.2 0.96 27 Pass 15 Pass Negligible
12 30.7 27.4 0.89 27 Pass 15 Pass Negligible
13 30.0 26.9 0.90 27 Pass 15 Pass Negligible
14 30.4 26.4 0.87 27 Pass 15 Pass Negligible
15 36.5 33.7 0.92 27 Pass 15 Pass Negligible
16 37.0 34.3 0.93 27 Pass 15 Pass Negligible
17 38.7 36.5 0.94 27 Pass 15 Pass Negligible
18 31.8 284 0.89 27 Pass 15 Pass Negligible
19 31.0 28.6 0.92 27 Pass 15 Pass Negligible
20 38.3 35.8 0.93 27 Pass 15 Pass Negligible
21 35.7 30.6 0.86 27 Pass 15 Pass Negligible
22 31.4 274 0.87 27 Pass 15 Pass Negligible
23 31.8 27.0 0.85 27 Pass 15 Pass Negligible
24 30.5 27.2 0.89 27 Pass 15 Pass Negligible
25 29.9 27.3 0.91 27 Pass 15 Pass Negligible
26 354 31.9 0.90 27 Pass 15 Pass Negligible
27 39.0 355 0.91 27 Pass 15 Pass Negligible
28 31.4 27.0 0.86 27 Pass 15 Pass Negligible
29 38.2 34.2 0.90 27 Pass 15 Pass Negligible
30 38.8 35.7 0.92 27 Pass 15 Pass Negligible
31 31.3 30.2 0.97 27 Pass 15 Pass Negligible
32 32.0 30.7 0.96 27 Pass 15 Pass Negligible
33 38.3 354 0.92 27 Pass 15 Pass Negligible
34 31.7 30.9 0.98 27 Pass 15 Pass Negligible
35 31.8 31.2 0.98 27 Pass 15 Pass Negligible
36 31.5 28.7 0.91 27 Pass 15 Pass Negligible
37 38.7 36.8 0.95 27 Pass 15 Pass Negligible
38 30.9 27.7 0.90 27 Pass 15 Pass Negligible
39 32.3 31.9 0.99 27 Pass 15 Pass Negligible
40 32.7 32.2 0.99 27 Pass 15 Pass Negligible
41 37.2 35.5 0.96 27 Pass 15 Pass Negligible
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7.11 345-349Crumlin Road

Table7.11-1: VSC Summar
Total
Windows 21 Impact Classification

, 34519 Crumlin Road

Pass Rate Pass rate
-Standard Alternative None  Negligible Minor Moderate Major

Scenario Target (%) Target (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
Impact
test 100.0% 100.0% 4.8% 95.2% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%

Figure7.11-1: Pass/fail visualisation of VSC Results 3#5-349 Crumlin Road.

Table7.11-2: VSC results f345-349Crumlin Road.

. . VSC Alternative Pass/Fail ~ Window
Window Baseline Proposed . . .
Ref VSC (%) VSC (%) Ratio Target Pass/Fail VSC Target Alternative Impac_t_ _
(%) (%) Target Classification

0 41.9 40.7 0.97 27 Pass 15 Pass Negligible
1 38.5 37.0 0.96 27 Pass 15 Pass Negligible
2 32.6 30.5 0.93 27 Pass 15 Pass Negligible
3 32.4 32.1 0.99 27 Pass 15 Pass Negligible
4 30.7 29.6 0.96 27 Pass 15 Pass Negligible
5 38.8 37.9 0.98 27 Pass 15 Pass Negligible
6 31.0 31.0 1.00 27 Pass 15 Pass Negligible
7 31.3 31.3 1.00 27 Pass 15 Pass None
8 38.8 38.1 0.98 27 Pass 15 Pass Negligible
9 36.1 34.7 0.96 27 Pass 15 Pass Negligible
10 315 30.0 0.95 27 Pass 15 Pass Negligible
11 30.7 30.6 1.00 27 Pass 15 Pass Negligible

f%\ Dublin City Housing
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Window Baseline Proposed _ VSC _ Alternative Pass/ngI Window
Ref VSC (%) VSC (%) Ratio Target Pass/Fail VSC Target Alternative Impac_t_ _
(%) (%) Target Classification

12 36.4 354 0.97 27 Pass 15 Pass Negligible
13 39.2 38.0 0.97 27 Pass 15 Pass Negligible
14 31.8 30.1 0.94 27 Pass 15 Pass Negligible
15 31.6 30.5 0.96 27 Pass 15 Pass Negligible
16 38.5 375 0.97 27 Pass 15 Pass Negligible
17 32.0 319 1.00 27 Pass 15 Pass Negligible
18 31.9 30.4 0.95 27 Pass 15 Pass Negligible
19 31.4 31.2 0.99 27 Pass 15 Pass Negligible
20 36.8 36.2 0.98 27 Pass 15 Pass Negligible
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7.12 351¢ 353 Crumlin Road

Table7.12-1: VSC Summary, 35353 Crumlin Road

14 Impact Classification

Pass Rate Pass rate
-Standard Alternative None  Negligible Minor Moderate Major

Scenario  Target (%) Target (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
Impact
test 100.0% 100.0% 14.3% 85.7% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%

E— — N Teml Pl B

- IR By

4

Figure7.12-1: Pass/fail visualisation of VSC Results 3&1-353Crumlin Road.

Table7.12-2: VSC results foB51-353Crumlin Road.

Window Baseline Proposed _ _ Alternative Pass/ngI Window
Ref VSC (%) VSC (%) Ratio Pass/Fail VSC Target Alternative Impac_t_ _
(%) Target Classification
0 31.4 30.3 0.96 27 Pass 15 Pass Negligible
1 38.8 384 0.99 27 Pass 15 Pass Negligible
2 31.4 31.5 1.00 27 Pass 15 Pass None
3 32.2 31.0 0.96 27 Pass 15 Pass Negligible
4 36.0 35,5 0.99 27 Pass 15 Pass Negligible
5 38.9 38.3 0.99 27 Pass 15 Pass Negligible
6 38.4 37.8 0.98 27 Pass 15 Pass Negligible
7 30.7 30.7 1.00 27 Pass 15 Pass None
8 29.5 29.4 1.00 27 Pass 15 Pass Negligible
9 38.4 379 0.99 27 Pass 15 Pass Negligible

/38\ Dublin City Housing
\_._/ Crumlin Rafter'Road- Part 8 DSO Assessment




10 32.4 32.4 1.00 27 Pass 15 Pass Negligible
11 36.2 35.7 0.99 27 Pass 15 Pass Negligible
12 30.5 29.7 0.97 27 Pass 15 Pass Negligible
13 31.1 30.2 0.97 27 Pass 15 Pass Negligible
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7.13 310 Crumlin Road

Table7.13-1: VSC Summary, 310 Crumlin Road

7 Impact Classification

Pass Rate Pass rate
-Standard Alternative None  Negligible Minor Moderate Major

Scenario  Target (%) Target (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
Impact
test 100.0% 100.0% 14.3% 85.7% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%

Figure7.13-1: Pass/fail visualisation of VSC Results 310Crumlin Road.

Table7.13-2: VSC results faB10Crumlin Road.

. . VSC Alternative Pass/Fail ~ Window
Window Baseline Proposed . . :
Ref VSC (%) VSC (%) Ratio Target Pass/Fail VSC Target Alternative Impact
(%) (%) Target Classification

0 79.8 79.0 0.99 27 Pass 15 Pass Negligible
1 34.4 34.3 1.00 27 Pass 15 Pass Negligible
2 31.4 31.3 1.00 27 Pass 15 Pass Negligible
3 83.7 835 1.00 27 Pass 15 Pass Negligible
4 34.6 34.8 1.01 27 Pass 15 Pass None
5 35.3 35.0 0.99 27 Pass 15 Pass Negligible
6 35.9 35.9 1.00 27 Pass 15 Pass Negligible

/,~\ Dublin City Housing
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7.14 312 Crumlin Road

Table7.141: VSC summary, 312 Crumlin Road

4 Impact Classification

Pass Rate Pass rate
-Standard Alternative None  Negligible Minor Moderate Major

Scenario  Target (%) Target (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
Test 1 100.0% 100.0% 50.0% 50.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
1 3
i

Figure7.14-1: Pass/fail visualisation of VSC Results 332 Crumlin Road.

Table7.142: VSC results faB12Crumlin Road.

. . VSC Alternative Pass/Fail ~ Window
Window Baseline Proposed . . .
Ref VSC (%) VSC (%) Ratio Target Pass/Fail VSC Target Alternative Impact
(%) (%) Target Classification
0 26.8 26.9 1.00 27 Pass 15 Pass None
1 33.5 33.3 0.99 27 Pass 15 Pass Negligible
2 29.5 295 1.00 27 Pass 15 Pass None
3 31.4 31.3 1.00 27 Pass 15 Pass Negligible
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7.15 Consented\eighbouring Library Development

Theconsentedneighbouring library development can be broken down into seationsthe new library building
and the redeveloped school building at 318 Crumlin Road

318CrumlinRoad

Total
Windows 8 Impact Classification

Pass Rate Pass rate
-Standard Alternative None  Negligible Minor Moderate Major

Scenario Target (%) Target (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
Impact
test 100.0% 100.0% 12.5% 87.5% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%

North View of 318 CrumlifRoad South View of 318 Crumlin Road

igure7.151: Pass/fall visualisation of VSC Results 38 Crumlin Road.

Table7.151: VSC results for 318rumlin Road.

. . VSC Alternative Pass/Fail ~ Window
Window Baseline Proposed . . .
Ref VSC (%) VSC (%) Ratio Target Pass/Fail VSC Target Alternative Impact
(%) (%) Target Classification

0 19.5 19.7 1.01 27 Pass 15 Pass None
1 19.1 15.7 0.82 27 Pass 15 Pass Negligible
2 19.1 15.8 0.83 27 Pass 15 Pass Negligible
3 35.6 33.4 0.94 27 Pass 15 Pass Negligible
4 32.6 31.6 0.97 27 Pass 15 Pass Negligible
5 32.9 29.8 0.91 27 Pass 15 Pass Negligible
6 36.6 34.0 0.93 27 Pass 15 Pass Negligible
7 36.8 31.2 0.85 27 Pass 15 Pass Negligible
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New Library Building; Summary

Table7.15-2:VSC pass rate for the new library building, summary of options (with and without overhangs
Total
Windows 15 Impact Classification

Pass Rate Pass rate

-Standard Alternative None  Negligible Minor Moderate Major
Scenario  Target (%) Target (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
With
overhang
shading 86.7% 93.3% 20.0% 66.7% 13.3% 0.0% 0.0%

Without
overhang
shading 93.3% 100.0% 20.0% 73.3% 6.7% 0.0% 0.0%

New Library Building; With overhangs

/
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Figure7.15-2: Pass/fail visualisation of VSC Results fioe new library building (with overhangs)

Table7.153: VSC results fathe new library building (with overhangs

Alternative Pass/Fail Window

Window  Baseline - Proposed Ratio Target Pass/Fail VSC Targel Alternative Impact

Ref VSC (%) VSC (%)

(%) (%) Target Classification

0 16.6 11.7 0.71 27 Fail 15 Fail Minor

1 24.3 186 0.77 27 Fall 15 Pass Minor

2 17.9 17.3 0.97 27 Pass 15 Pass Negligible

3 6.7 6.8 1.00 27 Pass 15 Pass None

4 5.5 58 1.05 27 Pass 15 Pass None

5 26.3 25.6 0.97 27 Pass 15 Pass Negligible

6 21.0 209 1.00 27 Pass 15 Pass Negligible

7 19.8 175 0.88 27 Pass 15 Pass Negligible

8 12.4 125 1.00 27 Pass 15 Pass None

9 13.3 12.7 0.95 27 Pass 15 Pass Negligible
10 33.3 29.9 0.90 27 Pass 15 Pass Negligible
11 21.3 20.4 0.96 27 Pass 15 Pass Negligible
12 27.1 25.3 0.93 27 Pass 15 Pass Negligible
13 35.0 32.6 0.93 27 Pass 15 Pass Negligible
14 25.5 241 0.95 27 Pass 15 Pass Negligible
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New Library Building; No Overhangs

Figure7.15-3: Pass/fail visualisation of VSC Results fioe new library building (no overhangs)

Table7.154: VSC results fathe new library building (no overhangs

. . VSC Alternative Pass/Fail  Window
Window Baseline Proposed . . .
Ref VSC (%) VSC (%) Ratio Target Pass/Fail VSC Targel Alternative Impact
0 0 (%) (%) Target Classification

0 34.0 28.2 0.83 27 Pass 15 Pass Negligible
1 28.6 22,5 0.79 27 Fail 15 Pass Minor
2 18.4 17.7 0.96 27 Pass 15 Pass Negligible
3 7.0 6.9 0.98 27 Pass 15 Pass Negligible
4 5.6 57 1.02 27 Pass 15 Pass None
5 26.2 25.7 0.98 27 Pass 15 Pass Negligible
6 21.0 21.1 1.00 27 Pass 15 Pass None
7 19.8 17.3 0.87 27 Pass 15 Pass Negligible
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Alternative Pass/Fail Window

Window Baseline Proposed

Ref VSC (%) VSC (%) Ratio Pass/Fail XJ/?)C Target ?;treg;(r;?nve I(;Tg)ssci;ication

8 12.4 125 1.01 27 Pass 15 Pass None

9 13.2 125 0.95 27 Pass 15 Pass Negligible
10 33.3 30.1 0.90 27 Pass 15 Pass Negligible
11 215 20.6 0.96 27 Pass 15 Pass Negligible
12 28.1 25.2 0.90 27 Pass 15 Pass Negligible
13 35.2 326 0.93 27 Pass 15 Pass Negligible
14 26.5 23.9 0.90 27 Pass 15 Pass Negligible

New Library Building;2 SAIKGSR +={/ F2NJ GKS / KAt RNByQ&a [ Ao NI NEB

Table7.155: Summary table of weighted VSC for children's library
Childrents Library

Weighted VSEXxisting 20.21
(%0)
Weighted VSC Proposec 18.10
(%0)
Ratio 0.90

Figure7.154: Window references for weighted VSC, childrefitsrary.

/,~\ Dublin City Housing
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Figure7.155: Window references for weighted VSC, childrefitzrary.

Table7.156: VSC data for weighted VSC calculation, children's librar

VSC Existing  VSC Area existing VSC Proposed  VSC Area

Windows Area (m?) (%) (m2) (%) Proposed (m?)
1 19.85 16.81 333.66 11.58 229.99
2 3.27 24.46 80.00 18.57 60.71
3 5.45 27.86 151.72 28.08 152.93
4 2.59 27.19 70.51 27.31 70.80
5 2.59 27.25 70.65 27.28 70.74
6 21.92 19.10 418.58 19.28 422.46

Total 55.67 1125.11 1007.63
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8.0 NO-SKY LINE

No-Sky Lines (NSL) have been calculatedhfedocatiors listed below. These wetée onlylocationsfor which
reliable plans were obtained.

1 335 Crumlin Road

1 Proposed\eighbouring_ibrary Development
o 318 Crumlin Road
o New Library Building

NSLs were calculated for habitable rooms facing the proposed building.

8.1 335 Crumlin Road

Figure8.1-1: Pasdfail visualisation, No sky line, 335 Crumlin Road

Table8.1-1: No Sky line data, 335 Crumlin Road
Room Sky View Sky View

Area Existing Proposed Reduction

Room ID (m"2) (%) (%) Factor Pass/ Fail
Living Room 14.368 98.99 98.99 1.00 Pass
Bedroom1 13.307 99.35 98.97 1.00 Pass
Bedroom?2 6.1223 88.11 88.11 1.00 Pass

o\ Dublin City Housing
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8.2 Proposed Neighbouring Library Development

318 Crumlin Road

Figure8.2-1: No sky line pasfail visualisation, 318 Crumlin Road

Table8.2-1: No sky line data, 318 Crumlin Road

Room Sky View Sky View

Area Existing Proposed Reduction

(2 I C7)) (%) Factor Pass/ Fail
Officel 17.98 93.90 83.30 0.89 Pass
Office3 15.5 94.05 94.20 1.00 Pass
CaféServery 17.% 93.92 84.15 0.90 Pass
CafeDiningl 17.% 93.65 92.04 0.98 Pass
CafeDining2 17.60 77.35 75.54 0.98 Pass
Office2 17.% 96.06 95.44 0.99 Pass
StaffRoom 17.60 94.32 95.35 1.01 Pass
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New Library Building

Figure8.2-2: Pasdfail visualisation for nesky line, new library building.

Table8.2-2: No-sky line data, new library building

Room Sky View Sky View

Area  Existing Proposed Reduction

(m”~2) (%) (%) Factor Pass/ Fail
AdultLibrary 262.52 98.73 97.69 0.99 Pass
Readindroom 51.47 100.00 100.00 1.00 Pass
EventsRoom 75.91 99.57 99.62 1.00 Pass
9 6 R0 ILibrery 1 143.37 100.00 99.66 1.00 Pass

ublin City Housing
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9.0 APSHANDWPSH

Results for windows known to serve circulation spameson-habitable spacehave been omittedWindows that
do not face within 90° of due south have also been omitted, as it is not expected for these windows to receive
direct sunlight.

AdOd XVIA

BRE APSM/PSHThe recommendation for a room to appear adequately sunlit is for it to receive 25% of annual
probable sunlight hours, including at least 5% of winter probable sunlight hours. It is recommended that reduction
in sunlight access below these levels be kepatminimum If the available sunlight hours are both less than the
percentages stated aboyéess than 0.80 times their former value in either periand the overall annual loss is
greater than 4% of APSH, then the reduction in sunlight Ineayoticeable.

9.1 5-6 Rafter's Lane

Table9.1-1: APSH Summary;& Rafter's Lane

Total Windows

Scenario Window Pass Rate (%

Impact Test 100.0%

Figure9.1-1: Pass/Fail visualisation for APSH on windows fe Rafter'sLane

Table9.1-2: APSH and WPSH results fo6 Rafter's Lane

APSH
APSH  APSH Points
Window Existing Proposed APSH Reduction WPSH WPSH WPSH
Ref (%) (%) Ratio (%) Existing Proposed Ratio Pass/Fail
0 61.4 60.6 0.99 -0.8 23.1 22.3 097 Pass
1 62.8 62.0 0.99 -0.8 24.2 23.4 097 Pass
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APSH

APSH  APSH Points
Window Existing Proposed APSH Reduction WPSH WPSH WPSH
Ref (%) (%) Ratio (%) Existing Proposed Ratio Pass/Fail
2 60.5 59.5 0.98 -1.0 22.4 215 0.96 Pass
3 36.3 345 0.95 -1.8 9.4 76 0.81 Pass
4 37.7 35.0 0.93 -2.7 14.6 119 0.82 Pass
5 59.1 58.1 0.98 -1.0 20.7 19.7 0.95 Pass

Dublin City Housing
Crumlin Rafter'fRoad- Part 8 DSO Assessment

)
&




A

9.2 6a-c 6 wl FiGSNRa [l yS

Table9.2-1: APSH Summary, &b Rafter's Lane

Total Windows

Scenario Window Pass Rate (%

Impact test 100.0%

Figure9.2-1: Pass/Fail visualisation for APSH on windows for@aRafter's Lane

Table9.2-2: APSH and WPSH results for@a Rafter's Lane

APSH
APSH  APSH Points
Window Existing Proposed APSH Reduction WPSH WPSH WPSH
Ref (%) (%) Ratio (%) Existing Proposed Ratio Pass/Fail
0 54.3 51.4 0.95 -2.9 13.6 10.6 0.79 Pass
1 71.7 66.6 0.93 -5.1 30.4 25.4  0.83 Pass
2 72.0 66.1 0.92 -5.9 30.7 24.8 0.81 Pass
3 59.3 55.2 0.93 -4.0 27.0 22.9 0.85 Pass
4 46.1 46.0 1.00 -0.1 14.1 140 0.99 Pass
5 66.1 61.6 0.93 -4.4 28.8 244  0.85 Pass
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9.3

7-M M

Table9.3-1: APSH Summal

Total Windows

Scenario
Impact test

;71 Rafter's Lane

wl FidSNRa

Window Pasfate (%)

100.0%

Figure9.3-1: Pass/Fail visualisation for APSH on windows fet T Rafter's Lane.

Table9.3-2: APSH and WPSH results b1 Rafter's Lane.

APSH
APSH  APSH Points
Window Existing Proposed APSH Reduction WPSH WPSH WPSH
Ref (%) Ratio (%) Existing Proposed Ratio Pass/Fail
0 56.0 47.8 0.85 -8.3 20.5 12.2 0.60 Pass
1 58.9 44.4  0.75 -14.5 23.7 9.2 0.39 Pass
2 72.9 62.0 0.85 -10.9 33.7 22.8 0.68 Pass
3 73.4 619 0.84 -11.6 33.5 219 0.66 Pass
4 61.5 48,5 0.79 -13.0 26.3 13.3 0.51 Pass
5 57.2 444 0.78 -12.8 22.0 9.2 0.42 Pass
6 74.0 62.0 0.84 -12.0 33.7 21.8 0.65 Pass
7 61.0 46.3 0.76 -14.6 25.3 10.7 0.42 Pass
8 73.9 61.0 0.83 -12.8 33.6 20.8 0.62 Pass
9 73.9 61.1 0.83 -12.7 33.6 209 0.62 Pass
10 60.6 46.1 0.76 -14.4 25.1 10.7 0.43 Pass
11 73.7 62.3 0.84 -11.5 33.4 219 0.66 Pass

I
N
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APSH
APSH  APSH Points
Window Existing Proposed APSH Reduction WPSH WPSH WPSH
Ref (%) (%) Ratio (%) Existing Proposed Ratio Pass/Fail
12 73.5 63.7 0.87 -9.8 33.1 23.3 0.70 Pass
13 73.8 64.0 0.87 -9.8 33.4 23.7 0.71 Pass
14 60.3 479 0.80 -12.4 25.5 13.1 0.51 Pass
15 57.7 51.6 0.89 -6.2 21.9 158 0.72 Pass
16 72.5 64.2 0.89 -8.3 32.3 241 0.74 Pass
17 67.2 58.1 0.87 9.1 28.1 19.0 0.68 Pass
18 71.2 64.8 0.91 -6.4 31.8 25.3 0.80 Pass
19 57.0 45.8 0.80 -11.2 21.0 9.9 0.47 Pass
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9.4 1lammo wl FGSNRa [yS

Table9.4-1: ASPH summary, 11Hlb Rafter's Road

Total Windows

Scenario Window Pass Rate (%
Impact test 100.0%
!
0
3 4
5 bid
2 1

Figure9.4-1: Pass/Fail visualisation for APSH on windows for 111l Rafter's Lane.

Table9.4-2: APSH and WPSH results for 111#b Rafter's Lane.

APSH
APSH  APSH Points
Window Existing Proposed APSH Reduction WPSH WPSH WPSH
Ref (%) (%) Ratio (%) Existing Proposed Ratio Pass/Fail
0 59.1 57.7 0.98 -1.4 25.4 24.0 0.94 Pass
1 57.7 53.2 0.92 -4.5 25.2 20.7 0.82 Pass
2 68.6 61.1 0.89 -7.5 30.3 22.8 0.75 Pass
3 73.1 65.7 0.90 -7.4 34.2 26.9 0.78 Pass
4 65.9 58.1 0.88 -7.8 33.1 25.4  0.77 Pass
5 75.8 67.1 0.89 -8.7 34.5 25.8 0.75 Pass
6 68.6 55.8 0.81 -12.8 28.2 154 0.55 Pass
7 75.9 66.1 0.87 -9.8 34.5 248 0.72 Pass
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9.5 2Hl wl FGSNRa w2l R

Table9.5-1: ASPH summary-2a Rafter's Road

Total Windows

Scenario Window Pass Rate (%
Impact test 100.0%
2 1

Figure9.5-1: Pass/Fail visualisation for APSH on windows fe2@Rafter's Lane.

Table9.5-2: APSH and WPSH results feR2 Rafter's Lane.

APSH
APSH  APSH Points
Window Existing Proposed APSH Reduction WPSH WPSH WPSH
Ref (%) (%) Ratio (%) Existing Proposed Ratio Pass/Fail
0 55.0 49.4  0.90 -5.7 23.0 22.0 0.96 Pass
1 52.3 475 0.91 -4.8 22.5 21.7 0.96 Pass
2 49.2 446 0.91 -4.6 18.6 18.0 0.97 Pass
3 54.6 48.3 0.88 -6.3 22.8 21.4 0.94 Pass
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9.6 Consented\eighbouring Library Development

318 Crumlin Road
Below is a summary table of results.

Table9.6-1: APSH summary, 318 Crumlin Road
Total Rooms

Total Windows

Scenario Window Pass Rate (% RoomPass Rate (%)
Impact test 100.0% 100.0%
5
7

Figure9.6-1: Rooms and windows APSH P4da8g visualisation for 318 Crumlin Road

Table9.6-2: Rooms APSH padata for 318 Crumlin Road

Room Name

Office2 TRUE
CafeDiningl TRUE
Officel TRUE
CaféServery TRUE

Crumlin Rafter'fRoad- Part 8 DSO Assessment
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Table9.6-3: APSH and WPSH data for windows in 318 Crumlin Road

APSH
APSH  APSH Points
Window Existing Proposed APSH Reduction WPSH WPSH WPSH
Ref (%) (%) Ratio (%) Existing Proposed Ratio Pass/Fail
5 50.4 46.6 0.92 -3.8 26.9 23.1 0.86 Pass
6 45.7 416 0091 -4.2 22.6 19.0 0.84 Pass
7 53.0 43.4 0.82 -9.6 28.4 204 0.72 Pass
8 49.4 39.1 0.79 -10.3 24.8 174 0.70 Pass
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New Library Building
Below is asmmarytableof the results for the new library buildin@lthough some of the windows do not pass

the tests, because each room has a main window that does pthe rooms pass thguidance as set out in the
BRE guidelines.

new library building

Table9.6-4: APSH summary,
Total Rooms

Total Windows

Scenario Window Pass Rate (% Room Pass Rate (%

Impact test 84.2% 100.0%

gblre9 6-2: APSH pasfail visualisation, new I|brar)bund|ng

€9.6-5: APSH rooms data, new library building

Room Name

Childrerx Library TRUE
Adult Library TRUE
Reading Room TRUE
Events Room TRUE
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Table9.6-6: APSH windows data, new library building

APSH
APSH  APSH Points
Window Existing Proposed APSH Reduction WPSH WPSH WPSH
Ref (%) (%) Ratio (%) Existing Proposed Ratio Pass/Fail
1 26.7 159 0.60 -10.8 11.8 11.1 0.94 Fail
2 28.6 19.0 0.66 -9.6 8.8 7.0 0.79 Fall
3 454 454 1.00 0.0 21.1 211 1.00 Pass
4 43.4 434 1.00 0.0 21.3 21.3 1.00 Pass
5 43.5 435 1.00 0.0 21.4 21.4 1.00 Pass
6 33.8 33.8 1.00 0.0 20.4 204 1.00 Pass
7 12.5 11.7 0.93 -0.8 0.0 0.0 1.00 Pass
8 0.8 1.7 218 0.9 0.0 0.0 1.00 Pass
9 3.5 3.5 1.00 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.00 Pass
10 47.8 454 0.95 -2.4 29.1 26.8 0.92 Pass
11 33.8 33.8 1.00 0.0 21.6 216 1.00 Pass
12 21.6 16.7 0.78 -4.8 1.1 0.4 0.38 Fail
13 8.6 8.6 1.00 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.00 Pass
14 9.2 7.8 0.85 -1.3 1.4 0.1 0.07 Pass
15 36.2 29.3 0.81 -6.9 8.9 5.7 0.65 Pass
16 17.9 15.0 0.83 -3.0 2.6 26 1.00 Pass
17 24.4 226 0.93 -1.8 2.9 25 0.85 Pass
18 41.2 349 0.85 -6.2 13.7 8.1 0.59 Pass
19 23.9 221 0.92 -1.8 2.4 1.3 0.55 Pass
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10.0 AMENITYSUNLIGHT EXISTING AREAS

BRE Amenity Sunlight: The recommendation for an amenity space to receive adequate sunlight is fohalfleast
the area to receive 2 hours of direct sunlight on MarcH.2fla space is already existing, then the area receiving
more than 2 hours of sunlight should not be reduced by greater than 20%, i.e., a reduction factor of less than 0.8.

10.1 Results

Table10.1-1: Amenity Sunlight, existing areas, summary data

Total
windows Impact Classification

Negligible Moderate
Scenario Passrate None (%) (%) Minor (%) (%) Major (%)
100.0% 24.0 10.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
A W “\zs y ] 'w || 19 ‘3., > y 20
. | A7), 151 (IELL A

Figurel0.1-1:Reference amenity spaces for sunlight hours analysis with Pass Fail Colouration.
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Table10.1-2: Hours of sunlight at the surroundingmenity spaces

Existing % Area Proposed % Area
Average Over?2 Average Over?2
Area Sun Hours Sun Hours Reduction
Reference Area Name Hours (h) (existing) Hours (h) (proposed) Factor Pass/Fail
0 2ARaftersRoadFront 64.75 7.80 99.98 7.52 99.98 1.00 Pass_
1 2RaftersRoadFront 98.63 9.42 100.00 8.78 100.00 1.00 PassJ>
2 1RaftersRoadFront 73.44 8.31 100.00 8.25 100.00 1.00 Pass™ 7
3 310CrumlinRoadReal 139.02 3.62 77.86 3.62 77.86 1.00 PassA‘
4 308CrumlinRoadReal 137.71 4.95 83.12 4.95 83.12 1.00 Pass
5 312CrumlinRoadReal 93.36 1.49 37.90 1.49 37.90 1.00 Pass
6 312CrumlinRoadFron 30.09 7.01 100.00 7.01 100.00 1.00 Pass
7 310CrumlinRoadFron 29.69 9.10 100.00 9.08 100.00 1.00 Pass
8 3RaftersRoadl 477.93 8.59 86.43 8.04 86.34 1.00 Pass
9 A4RaftersRoad 220.56 8.17 96.79 8.17 96.79 1.00 Pass
10 3RaftersRoad2 79.49 7.97 100.00 7.23 100.00 1.00 Pass
11 3RaftersRoad3 54.48 10.18 100.00 9.73 100.00 1.00 Pass
12 Library 961.31 4.58 73.85 3.82 66.68 0.90 Pass
13 11RaftersLaneFront 83.45 5.74 93.15 4.63 85.68 0.92 Pass
14 10RaftersLaneFront 59.66 6.55 86.65 5.59 86.22 1.00 Pass
15 O9RaftersLaneFront 58.00 7.40 99.90 5.80 99.67 1.00 Pass
16 11ARaftersLaneFront 43.00 3.61 94.66 3.08 81.08 0.86 Pass
17 11BRaftersLaneFront 51.14 4.06 97.28 3.50 84.51 0.87 Pass
18 8RaftersLaneFront 57.32 6.84 93.33 5.83 92.69 0.99 Pass
19 7RaftersLaneFront 122.17 7.87 97.81 7.37 97.70 1.00 Pass
20 5RaftersLaneFront 63.56 11.14 100.00 11.09 100.00 1.00 Pass
21 6RaftersLaneFront 65.71 10.56 100.00 10.30 100.00 1.00 Pass
22 11ARaftersLaneRear 40.23 211 53.87 2.11 53.87 1.00 Pass
23 11BRaftersLaneRear 56.61 2.67 64.22 2.67 64.22 1.00 Pass
24 10RaftersLaneRear 94.39 2.56 41.89 2.56 41.89 1.00 Pass
25 O9RaftersLaneRear 104.42 3.49 39.94 3.49 39.94 1.00 Pass
26 8RaftersLaneRear 110.76 3.80 45.61 3.80 45.61 1.00 Pass
27 T7RaftersLaneRear 148.56 3.24 57.38 3.24 57.38 1.00 Pass
28 11RaftersLaneRear 116.66 1.87 50.76 1.87 50.76 1.00 Pass
29 bRaftersLaneRear 270.52 9.84 94.54 9.84 94.54 1.00 Pass
30 6ARaftersLaneRear 53.44 4.76 87.14 4.76 87.14 1.00 Pass
31 6BRaftersLaneRear 68.21 3.30 78.21 3.30 78.21 1.00 Pass
32 6ARaftersLaneFront 40.78 4.67 92.85 4.65 92.85 1.00 Pass
33 6BRaftersLaneFront 32.54 2.72 62.61 2.58 61.17 0.98 Pass
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Hours of sunlight at the surrounding amenity spaces

Sunlight hours - existing
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Figure10.T-2: Hours of sunlight at the surrounding amenity spaces.
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11.0 DAYLIGHT PERFORMANCE

Target llluminances for the habitable rooms of the proposal are shown below. Figures are compared with the National B8nex of
EN 17037:2018, as recommended in the BRE Guidéy the Dublin City Development Guide due to their room specificity.

The targets are:

In kitchens, greater than 200 lux over 50% of the floor area for over 50% annual daylight hours.

In living rooms, greater than 150 lux over 50% of the floor area for over 50% annual daylight hours.

In bedrooms, greater than 100 lux over 50% of the floor area for over 50% annual daylight hours.

For KitcherLivingDining Rooms (KLD), these can either be counted as a kitchen or a living room, dependent on the main
use of the room. The default is to assume usage as a kitchen as this is the more onerous daylight requiverhent

included bothversions of theesults for completeness

=A =4 -4 =4

In the tables of data belowBSEN17037efers toEuropean StandarB8S EN 17037:201&/hich are not room type specifizghereas
Annexrefers to theBritish National Annex in BS EN 17037:20tdchprovides room specific target¥he results referred to in the
report are those fronthe British National Annex in BS EN 17037:20h8 resultsusingEuropean StandarBS ENL7037:201&re
included for completeness.

In total, 114 rooms were testedncluding34 KLD roomsg} kitchens, 4 living rooms and 72 bedrooms

11.1  Scenario Xk With the consentedneighbouringlibrary development.
For scenario Jwhenthe KLD rooms are treated &ichens, i.e. lhe target illuminance level is 200 [uken 88 out of 114 rooms

pass, which is a 77% pass rate. WHenKLD rooms are treated as living roomih a target illuminance of 150 lux, then the
number of rooms passing increases to 97, whicmi8%26 pass rate.
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11.1.1 With KLD Rooms treated as Kitchens

Ground Floor

Table11.1.1-1: sDA for ground floor, scenarioWith KLD rooms treated as kitchens.

Room %
Room % above
above target target

illuminance illuminance
(EY) Meets (EY) Meets
Flat compliance Recommendation compliance Recommendation
Block Floor Number (BSEN1®37) (BSEN1703) (Annex (Annex

N 0 4 2B4AP KLD 17.79% FALSE 23.84% FALSE
N 0 4 2BAP Bedroom 8.70% FALSE 34.78% FALSE
N 0 4 2B4P Bedroom 0.00% FALSE 24.52% FALSE
N 0 3 2B3P Bedroom 0.00% FALSE 19.91% FALSE
N 0 3 2B3P Bedroom 0.00% FALSE 4.39% FALSE
N 0 3 2B3P KLD 8.62% FALSE 13.60% FALSE
E 0 6 1B2P KLD 29.45% FALSE 50.36% TRUE
E 0 6 1B2P Bedroom 16.12% FALSE 71.49% TRUE
E 0 5 1B2P KLD 13.69% FALSE 23.62% FALSE
E 0 5 1B2P Bedroom 16.85% FALSE 59.18% TRUE
S 0 7 2B4P Bedroom 1.69% FALSE 41.57% FALSE
S 0 7 2B4P Bedroom 12.33% FALSE 66.21% TRUE
S 0 10 1B2P Kitchen 65.75% TRUE 96.58% TRUE
W 0 1 2B4P Bedroom 37.93% FALSE 99.43% TRUE
W 0 2 2B4P Bedroom 37.93% FALSE 99.43% TRUE
W 0 2 2B4P KLD 37.05% FALSE 57.01% TRUE
W 0 1 2B4P KLD 37.02% FALSE 57.09% TRUE
S 0 9 2B3P Bedroom 35.45% FALSE 93.64% TRUE
S 0 9 2B3P Bedroom 33.72% FALSE 95.93% TRUE
S 0 9 2B3P KLD 35.30% FALSE 47.85% FALSE
S 0 8 3B5P Bedroom 34.60% FALSE 98.58% TRUE
S 0 8 3B5P Bedroom 55.83% TRUE 100.00% TRUE
S 0 8 3B5P Bedroom 37.79% FALSE 98.84% TRUE
S 0 8 3B5P KLD 29.23% FALSE 41.07% FALSE
W 0 2 2B4P Bedroom 97.12% TRUE 100.00% TRUE
W 0 1 2B4P Bedroom 35.15% FALSE 99.01% TRUE
S 0 7 2B4P KLD 29.93% FALSE 45.62% FALSE
S 0 10 1B2P Living 100.00% TRUE 100.00% TRUE
S 0 10 1B2P Bedroom 55.35% FALSE 88.68% TRUE
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sDA resultsGroundfloor, KLD rooms treated as Kitchens
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igureI1.1.T1: Ground floor target illuminance results, Scenario 1 with KLD rooms treated as kitchens.
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Pass/FailGround floor, KLD rooms treated a<itchens
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igureI1.1.72: Ground floor target illuminance results (pass/failscenario 1 with KLD rooms treated as kitchens.
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First Floor
Table11.1.1-2: sDA forfirst floor, scenario Iwith KLD rooms treated as kitchens.

Room %

Room % above

above target target

illuminance illuminance

(EY) Meets (EY) Meets

Flat compliance Recommendation compliance Recommendation
Block Floor Number (BSEN17037 (BSEN17037 (Annex (Annex
1 6 1B2P KLD 17.44% FALSE 32.89% FALSE

E 1 7 1B2P KLD 17.66% FALSE 30.91% FALSE
E 1 7 1B2P Bedroom 17.60% FALSE 73.78% TRUE
E 1 8 2B4P Bedroom 23.79% FALSE 66.02% TRUE
E 1 6 1B2P Bedroom 66.29% TRUE 100.00% TRUE
E 1 8 2B4P Bedroom 80.19% TRUE 99.53% TRUE
E 1 8 2B4P KLD 17.03% FALSE 25.45% FALSE
S 1 9 2B4P Bedroom 24.66% FALSE 99.54% TRUE
S 1 9 2B4P Bedroom 4.49% FALSE 46.07% FALSE
N 1 4 3B5P Bedroom 10.19% FALSE 35.44% FALSE
N 1 4 3B5P Bedroom 18.55% FALSE 53.23% TRUE
N 1 4 3B5P Bedroom 0.00% FALSE 5.32% FALSE
N 1 5 2B4P Bedroom 17.55% FALSE 53.72% TRUE
N 1 5 2B4P Bedroom 15.67% FALSE 46.08% FALSE
N 1 4 3B5P KLD 0.16% FALSE 3.91% FALSE
N 1 5 2B4P KLD 0.89% FALSE 6.22% FALSE
W 1 3 2B4P Bedroom 99.48% TRUE 100.00% TRUE
W 1 2 2B4P Bedroom 37.13% FALSE 99.50% TRUE
W 1 1 2B4P KLD 40.16% FALSE 64.23% TRUE
W 1 3 2B4P KLD 37.61% FALSE 56.88% TRUE
W 1 2 2B4P KLD 37.59% FALSE 58.52% TRUE
W 1 2 2B4P Bedroom 40.23% FALSE 100.00% TRUE
W 1 3 2B4P Bedroom 32.76% FALSE 99.43% TRUE
W 1 1 2B4P Bedroom 28.95% FALSE 96.05% TRUE
W 1 1 2B4P Bedroom 32.18% FALSE 98.51% TRUE
S 1 12 1B2P Kitchen 77.78% TRUE 98.61% TRUE
S 1 11 2B4P Bedroom 44.19% FALSE 99.42% TRUE
S 1 11 2B4P KLD 38.35% FALSE 57.71% TRUE
S 1 10 3B5P Bedroom 36.97% FALSE 99.05% TRUE
S 1 10 3B5P Bedroom 58.33% TRUE 100.00% TRUE
S 1 10 3B5P Bedroom 41.86% FALSE 98.84% TRUE
S 1 10 3B5P KLD 31.91% FALSE 45.97% FALSE
S 1 9 2B4P KLD 28.28% FALSE 56.39% TRUE
S 1 11 2B4P Bedroom 38.64% FALSE 99.09% TRUE
S 1 12 1B2P Bedroom 56.47% FALSE 90.00% TRUE
S 1 12 1B2P Living 100.00% TRUE 100.00% TRUE
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sDA Resultdijrst floor, KLD rooms treated as Kitchens
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igureI1.1.73: First floor target iluminance resulisScenario 1 with KLD rooms treated as kitchens.
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Pass/FailFirst floor. KLD rooms treated as Kitchens
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igure11.1.T4: First floor target ifluminance results (pass/fajliscenario I with KLD rooms treated as kitchens.
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Second Floor
Table11.1.1-3: sDA values for second floor, scenariovith KLD rooms treated as kitchens.

Room %

Room % above

above target target

illuminance illuminance

(EY) Meets (EY) Meets

Flat compliance Recommendation compliance Recommendation

Block Floor Number (BSEN17037 (BSEN17037 (Annex (Annex
S 2 9 2B4P Bedroom 28.31% FALSE 99.54% TRUE
S 2 9 2B4P Bedroom 11.80% FALSE 69.66% TRUE
S 2 12 1B2P Kitchen 86.43% TRUE 98.57% TRUE
S 2 11 2B4P Bedroom 41.36% FALSE 99.09% TRUE
S 2 11 2B4P Bedroom 50.00% TRUE 100.00% TRUE
S 2 11 2B4P KLD 40.14% FALSE 63.26% TRUE
S 2 10 3B5P Bedroom 40.76% FALSE 99.53% TRUE
S 2 10 3B5P Bedroom 61.67% TRUE 100.00% TRUE
S 2 10 3B5P Bedroom 44.77% FALSE 98.84% TRUE
S 2 10 3B5P KLD 33.18% FALSE 54.66% TRUE
S 2 9 2B4P KLD 32.12% FALSE 77.19% TRUE
E 2 8 2B4P Bedroom 24.76% FALSE 65.53% TRUE
E 2 7 1B2P Bedroom 17.98% FALSE 90.64% TRUE
E 2 7 1B2P KLD 20.09% FALSE 36.87% FALSE
E 2 6 1B2P KLD 22.08% FALSE 48.34% FALSE
E 2 8 2B4P KLD 30.47% FALSE 44.80% FALSE
E 2 8 2B4P Bedroom 95.28% TRUE 100.00% TRUE
E 2 6 1B2P Bedroom 70.41% TRUE 100.00% TRUE
N 2 4 3B5P Bedroom 17.48% FALSE 58.74% TRUE
N 2 4 3B5P Bedroom 34.13% FALSE 76.98% TRUE
N 2 4 3B5P Bedroom 26.44% FALSE 74.71% TRUE
N 2 5 2B4P Bedroom 26.44% FALSE 77.59% TRUE
N 2 5 2B4P Bedroom 23.26% FALSE 72.09% TRUE
N 2 4 3B5P KLD 30.70% FALSE 39.82% FALSE
N 2 5 2B4P KLD 32.62% FALSE 42.38% FALSE
W 2 1 2B4P KLD 37.79% FALSE 63.20% TRUE
W 2 1 2B4P Bedroom 29.41% FALSE 98.53% TRUE
W 2 1 2B4P Bedroom 25.91% FALSE 93.64% TRUE
W 2 2 2B4P Bedroom 33.91% FALSE 99.43% TRUE
W 2 3 2B4P Bedroom 33.91% FALSE 99.43% TRUE
W 2 3 2B4P KLD 57.32% TRUE 83.21% TRUE
W 2 2 2B4P KLD 65.89% TRUE 90.00% TRUE
S 2 12 1B2P Living 100.00% TRUE 100.00% TRUE
S 2 12 1B2P Bedroom 59.34% FALSE 90.11% TRUE
W 2 2B4P Bedroom 32.18% FALSE 99.01% TRUE
W 2 2B4P Bedroom 98.51% TRUE 100.00% TRUE
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sDA Results, secorftbor, with KLD rooms treated as kitchens
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igureI1.1.T5: Second floor target Mluminance resulfScenario 1 with KLD rooms treated as kitchens.
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Pass/Fail, scondfloor, with KLD rooms treated as kitchens
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igureI1.1.76: Second floor target illuminance results (pass/faicenario 1 with KLD rooms treated as kitchens.
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Third Floor

Tablel11.1.1-4: sDA results, third floor, scenarioWith KLD rooms treated as kitchens.

Room %

Room % above

above target target

illuminance illuminance

(EY) Meets (EY) Meets

Flat compliance Recommendation compliance Recommendation

Block Floor Number (BSEN17037 (BSEN17037 (Annex (Annex
S 3 1 2B4P KLD 78.65% TRUE 98.18% TRUE
S 3 2 3B5P KLD 63.03% TRUE 93.52% TRUE
S 3 2 3B5P Bedroom 43.02% FALSE 98.84% TRUE
S 3 2 3B5P Bedroom 61.67% TRUE 100.00% TRUE
S 3 2 3B5P Bedroom 38.86% FALSE 99.05% TRUE
S 3 3 2B4P KLD 72.76% TRUE 96.24% TRUE
S 3 3 2B4P Bedroom 48.26% FALSE 99.42% TRUE
S 3 3 2B4P Bedroom 41.36% FALSE 99.09% TRUE
S 3 4 1B2P Kitchen 96.53% TRUE 99.31% TRUE
S 3 1 2B4P Bedroom 100.00% TRUE 100.00% TRUE
S 3 1 2B4P Bedroom 21.35% FALSE 96.07% TRUE
S 3 4 1B2P Living 100.00% TRUE 100.00% TRUE
S 3 4 1B2P Bedroom 71.76% TRUE 100.00% TRUE

sDA Resultshird floor, with KLD rooms treated as kitchens
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igurel1.1.7-7: Third floor target ilfuminance resultsScenario 1 with KLIboms treated as kitchens
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igure11.1.1:8: Third floor target ilfluminance results (pass/fajlscenario 1 with KLD rooms treated as kitchens.
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11.1.2 With KLD Rooms treated as Living Rooms

Ground Floor
Table11.1.21: sDA results, ground floocenario 1 with KLD rooms treated as living rooms.

Room %

Room % above

above target target

illuminance illuminance

(EY) Meets (EY) Meets

Flat compliance Recommendation compliance Recommendation

Block Floor Number Flat Type (BSEN17037 (BSEN17037) (Annex) (Annex)
N 0 4 2B4P KLD 17.44% FALSE 28.65% FALSE
N 0 4 2B4P Bedroom 8.15% FALSE 33.70% FALSE
N 0 4 2B4P Bedroom 0.00% FALSE 24.04% FALSE
N 0 3 2B3P Bedroom 0.00% FALSE 19.03% FALSE
N 0 3 2B3P Bedroom 0.00% FALSE 4.39% FALSE
N 0 3 2B3P KLD 9.00% FALSE 17.05% FALSE
E 0 6 1B2P KLD 29.69% FALSE 66.03% TRUE
E 0 6 1B2P Bedroom 16.12% FALSE 71.07% TRUE
E 0 5 1B2P KLD 13.91% FALSE 33.55% FALSE
E 0 5 1B2P Bedroom 16.85% FALSE 59.55% TRUE
S 0 7 2B4P Bedroom 1.12% FALSE 41.01% FALSE
S 0 7 2B4P Bedroom 12.33% FALSE 66.67% TRUE
S 0 10 1B2P Kitchen 66.44% TRUE 95.89% TRUE
w 0 1 2B4P Bedroom 37.93% FALSE 99.43% TRUE
w 0 2 2B4P Bedroom 37.93% FALSE 99.43% TRUE
W 0 2 2B4P KLD 37.41% FALSE 69.42% TRUE
W 0 1 2B4P KLD 36.46% FALSE 72.56% TRUE
S 0 9 2B3P Bedroom 35.91% FALSE 94.55% TRUE
S 0 9 2B3P Bedroom 33.14% FALSE 95.93% TRUE
S 0 9 2B3P KLD 35.48% FALSE 62.90% TRUE
S 0 8 3B5P Bedroom 34.60% FALSE 98.58% TRUE
S 0 8 3B5P Bedroom 55.00% TRUE 100.00% TRUE
S 0 8 3B5P Bedroom 37.79% FALSE 98.84% TRUE
S 0 8 3B5P KLD 29.23% FALSE 53.40% TRUE
w 0 2 2B4P Bedroom 97.12% TRUE 100.00% TRUE
W 0 1 2B4P Bedroom 35.15% FALSE 99.01% TRUE
S 0 7 2B4P KLD 30.29% FALSE 64.42% TRUE
S 0 10 1B2P Living 100.00% TRUE 100.00% TRUE
S 0 10 1B2P Bedroom 55.35% FALSE 88.68% TRUE
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sDA ResultsGround floor, Scenario 1 with KLD rooms treated as living rooms

q 00,04 284P kLD

30

i 4 - 284p | Be 1

i N0 P 1-4 284¢ | m. £ 00/05 18288 0

20 zssP Sedropiige

N_OD_LB |

s i k

o ‘; £.00, !
! - &
£.00.06 Qn om
droom

droon -

384K g

L}
5y 7 “Bedroom
$.00.07 droom

- 'L 5. IJ.’U)'LE

soooar?’r\n '

i . 5

w, =%
DA 3 3
I R, X ,iMP_KLD

90 ‘\

s

80
70 1

) - 79 ' Bedroom
80 S 000 room

30 ! T il .
0 - L s 00,07,&

L

S_00.08 BE'SP,KLD

S_00 1‘edroom $.00_0¢
*nrhen
S.00 vim

igureI1.1.21: Ground floor target illuminance results, Scenario 1 with KLD rooms treated as living rooms.
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Pass/Fail Result$zround floor, Scenario 1 with KLD rooms treated as living rooms

PassFail

i

W_00_02_2B4P_Becroom

W 00 02 2B4R Becroom
Wi00%02 284k K2
W 0001 2B4P Becroom
w_00_(}1_2B4P Bedroom

Wi00%eT 284k, ki

LD

£.00_05 1828 Bedroom

£.00_06.182P_Bédroom

E.00_06 182P_KLD

71284P Bt coom
5000 droom.

S_00.07_ZBAP KLD

$100.08.2557_KLD

5.00.05 3852 Bedroom

PassFail

W_00Z07_2B4F, KL

E_UU_06_TBZP_KLD

7 2B4P_Bedroom

5 00 Ireom

S 00.07_2B4P KLD

S 00 08 3B5P KLD

S 00 08 3BSP Bedroom
S_00_08_3B5P_Bedroom
S_00_08_3BSP Bedroom

5 00009 283P KLD

S_00 02 2B3P Bedroom

S_00_1071B2P Bedrocm S 00 09 2B2P Bedroom

S100. 7@ _1B2P Kitchen
S 0010 1B2P_Living

igureI1.1.22: Groundfloor target illuminance results (pass/fai)Scenario 1 with KLD rooms treated as living rooms.
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First Floor
Table11.1.22: sDA results, first floor, Scenario 1 with KLD rooms treated as living rooms.

Room %

Room % above

above target target

illuminance illuminance

(EY) Meets (EY) Meets

Flat compliance Recommendation compliance Recommendation

Block Floor Number Flat Type (BSEN17037 (BSEN17037) (Annex) (Annex)
E 1 6 1B2P KLD 17.22% FALSE 60.71% TRUE
E 1 7 1B2P KLD 17.44% FALSE 48.12% FALSE
E 1 7 1B2P Bedroom 17.98% FALSE 73.03% TRUE
E 1 8 2B4P Bedroom 23.79% FALSE 65.05% TRUE
E 1 6 1B2P Bedroom 66.29% TRUE 100.00% TRUE
E 1 8 2B4P Bedroom 79.72% TRUE 99.53% TRUE
E 1 8 2B4P KLD 17.03% FALSE 34.23% FALSE
S 1 9 2B4P Bedroom 24.66% FALSE 99.09% TRUE
S 1 9 2B4P Bedroom 4.49% FALSE 46.63% FALSE
N 1 4 3B5P Bedroom 10.19% FALSE 34.95% FALSE
N 1 4 3B5P Bedroom 18.55% FALSE 53.23% TRUE
N 1 4 3B5P Bedroom 0.00% FALSE 4.26% FALSE
N 1 5 2B4P Bedroom 17.55% FALSE 52.13% TRUE
N 1 5 2B4P Bedroom 15.67% FALSE 46.54% FALSE
N 1 4 3B5P KLD 0.16% FALSE 7.82% FALSE
N 1 5 2B4P KLD 0.71% FALSE 10.30% FALSE
W 1 3 2B4P Bedroom 98.96% TRUE 100.00% TRUE
W 1 2 2B4P Bedroom 37.62% FALSE 99.50% TRUE
W 1 1 2B4P KLD 40.00% FALSE 84.55% TRUE
W 1 3 2B4P KLD 37.06% FALSE 67.16% TRUE
W 1 2 2B4P KLD 37.41% FALSE 78.52% TRUE
W 1 2 2B4P Bedroom 40.23% FALSE 100.00% TRUE
W 1 3 2B4P Bedroom 33.91% FALSE 99.43% TRUE
W 1 1 2B4P Bedroom 29.82% FALSE 96.05% TRUE
W 1 1 2B4P Bedroom 32.67% FALSE 98.51% TRUE
S 1 12 1B2P Kitchen 77.78% TRUE 98.61% TRUE
S 1 11 2B4P Bedroom 45.35% FALSE 99.42% TRUE
S 1 11 2B4P KLD 38.17% FALSE 73.30% TRUE
S 1 10 3B5P Bedroom 37.44% FALSE 99.05% TRUE
S 1 10 3B5P Bedroom 58.33% TRUE 100.00% TRUE
S 1 10 3B5P Bedroom 41.86% FALSE 98.84% TRUE
S 1 10 3B5P KLD 32.07% FALSE 61.45% TRUE
S 1 9 2B4P KLD 28.83% FALSE 89.05% TRUE
S 1 11 2B4P Bedroom 39.09% FALSE 99.09% TRUE
S 1 12 1B2P Bedroom 55.88% FALSE 89.41% TRUE
S 1 12 1B2P Living 100.00% TRUE 100.00% TRUE
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sDA resultsFirstFloor, Scenario 1 with KLD rooms treated as living rooms
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igureI1.1.23: First floor target illuminance results, Scenario 1 with KLD rooms treated as living rooms.

Dublin City Housin  /g7\
Crumlin Rafter's RoadPart 8 DSO Assessmi  \._/



Pass/Fall, FirsEloor, Scenario 1 with KLD rooms treated as living rooms
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igurel1.1.24: Firstfloor target ilfluminance results (pass/fai)Scenario I with KLD rooms treated as living rooms.
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Second Floor
Table11.1.23: sDA resultssecondfloor, Scenario 1 with KLD rooms treated as living rooms.

Room %

Room % above

above target target

illuminance illuminance

(EY) Meets (EY) Meets

Flat Room compliance Recommendation compliance Recommendation

Block Floor Number Flat Type Type (BSEN17037 (BSEN17037) (Annex) (Annex)
S 2 9 2B4P Bedroom 29.68% FALSE 99.54% TRUE
S 2 9 2B4P Bedroom 12.36% FALSE 68.54% TRUE
S 2 12 1B2P Kitchen 86.43% TRUE 98.57% TRUE
S 2 11 2B4P Bedroom 42.73% FALSE 99.09% TRUE
S 2 11 2B4P Bedroom 50.00% TRUE 100.00% TRUE
S 2 11 2B4P KLD 40.14% FALSE 81.72% TRUE
S 2 10 3B5P Bedroom 40.28% FALSE 99.53% TRUE
S 2 10 3B5P Bedroom 62.50% TRUE 100.00% TRUE
S 2 10 3B5P Bedroom 44.77% FALSE 98.84% TRUE
S 2 10 3B5P KLD 33.18% FALSE 66.03% TRUE
S 2 9 2B4P KLD 31.57% FALSE 90.69% TRUE
E 2 8 2B4P Bedroom 25.24% FALSE 65.53% TRUE
E 2 7 1B2P Bedroom 17.98% FALSE 89.89% TRUE
E 2 7 1B2P KLD 20.09% FALSE 58.72% TRUE
E 2 6 1B2P KLD 22.30% FALSE 84.55% TRUE
E 2 8 2B4P KLD 30.65% FALSE 52.51% TRUE
E 2 8 2B4P Bedroom 94.81% TRUE 100.00% TRUE
E 2 6 1B2P Bedroom 70.04% TRUE 100.00% TRUE
N 2 4 3B5P Bedroom 17.96% FALSE 58.25% TRUE
N 2 4 3B5P Bedroom 34.13% FALSE 76.98% TRUE
N 2 4 3B5P Bedroom 26.44% FALSE 75.29% TRUE
N 2 5 2B4P Bedroom 27.01% FALSE 77.01% TRUE
N 2 5 2B4P Bedroom 23.26% FALSE 72.09% TRUE
N 2 4 3B5P KLD 30.70% FALSE 48.63% FALSE
N 2 5 2B4P KLD 32.62% FALSE 50.35% TRUE
W 2 1 2B4P KLD 38.28% FALSE 85.64% TRUE
W 2 1 2B4P Bedroom 29.90% FALSE 98.53% TRUE
W 2 1 2B4P Bedroom 26.36% FALSE 94.09% TRUE
W 2 2 2B4P Bedroom 34.48% FALSE 99.43% TRUE
W 2 3 2B4P Bedroom 33.91% FALSE 99.43% TRUE
W 2 3 2B4P KLD 57.68% TRUE 96.79% TRUE
W 2 2 2B4P KLD 66.61% TRUE 98.93% TRUE
S 2 12 1B2P Living 100.00% TRUE 100.00% TRUE
S 2 12 1B2P Bedroom 59.34% FALSE 91.21% TRUE
W 2 2 2B4P Bedroom 31.68% FALSE 98.51% TRUE
W 2 3 2B4P Bedroom 98.51% TRUE 100.00% TRUE
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sDA resultsSecondFloor, Scenario 1 with KLD rooms treated as living rooms
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igure11.1.25: Second floor target illuminance results, Scenario 1 with KLD rooms treated as living rooms.
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Pass Fail result§Sec
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igurel1.1.26: Secondloor target illuminance results (pass/faijf)Scenario I with KLD rooms treated as living rooms.
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Third Floor

Table11.1.24: sDA resultsthird floor, Scenario 1 with KLD rooms treated as living

Room %

Room % above

above target target

illuminance illuminance

(EY) Meets (EY) Meets

Flat Room compliance Recommendation compliance Recommendation

Block Floor Number Flat Type Type (BSEN17037 (BSEN17037) (Annex) (Annex)
S 3 1 2B4P KLD 78.83% TRUE 99.09% TRUE
S 3 2 3B5P KLD 63.19% TRUE 98.89% TRUE
S 3 2 3B5P Bedroom 43.02% FALSE 98.84% TRUE
S 3 2 3B5P Bedroom 60.83% TRUE 100.00% TRUE
S 3 2 3B5P Bedroom 38.86% FALSE 99.05% TRUE
S 3 3 2B4P KLD 72.40% TRUE 99.46% TRUE
S 3 3 2B4P Bedroom 48.84% FALSE 99.42% TRUE
S 3 3 2B4P Bedroom 41.36% FALSE 99.09% TRUE
S 3 4 1B2P Kitchen 96.53% TRUE 99.31% TRUE
S 3 1 2B4P Bedroom 100.00% TRUE 100.00% TRUE
S 3 1 2B4P Bedroom 21.35% FALSE 96.07% TRUE
S 3 4 1B2P Living 100.00% TRUE 100.00% TRUE
S 3 4 1B2P Bedroom 71.18% TRUE 100.00% TRUE
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sDA results, Third Floor, Scenario 1 with KLD rodreated as living rooms
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igure11.1.27: Third floor target ilfluminance results, Scenario 1 with KLD rooms treated as Tiving rooms.
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Pass/Fail, Third Floor, Scenario 1 with KLD rooms treatelivasy rooms
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igureI1.1.28: Thirdfloor target ifuminance results (pass/fai)Scenario 1 with KLD rooms freated as living rooms.
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11.2  Scenario Z; With the surroundings as existing

For scenario 2, when the KLD rooms are treated as kitchens, i.e. the itangémance level is 200 lux, then 88 out of 114 rooms

pass, which is a 77% pass rate. When the KLD rooms are treated as living rooms, with a target illuminance of 150 leix, then th
number of rooms passing increases to 98, which is an 86% pass rate.

11.2.1 With KLD rooms treated as Kitchens

Ground Floor

Table11.2.1-1: sDA for ground floorScenario2 with KLDroomstreated as kitchens

Room %

Room % above

above target target

illuminance illuminance

(EY) Meets (EY) Meets

Flat compliance Recommendation compliance Recommendation

Block  Floor  Number (BSEN17037 (BSEN17037) (Annex) (Annex)
N 0 4 2B4P  KLD 17.8% FALSE 23.7% FALSE
N 0 4 2B4P  Bedroom 8.7% FALSE 34.8% FALSE
N 0 4 2B4P  Bedroom 0.0% FALSE 23.6% FALSE
N 0 3 2B3P Bedroom 0.0% FALSE 19.0% FALSE
N 0 3 2B3P Bedroom 0.0% FALSE 4.4% FALSE
N 0 3 2B3P KLD 8.8% FALSE 13.8% FALSE
E 0 6 1B2P KLD 29.9% FALSE 52.0% TRUE
E 0 6 1B2P  Bedroom 16.5% FALSE 81.0% TRUE
E 0 5 1B2P KLD 15.7% FALSE 27.6% FALSE
E 0 5 1B2P Bedroom 18.4% FALSE 73.4% TRUE
S 0 7 2B4P  Bedroom 1.1% FALSE 41.6% FALSE
S 0 7 2B4P  Bedroom 12.8% FALSE 65.8% TRUE
S 0 10 1B2P Kitchen 67.1% TRUE 96.6% TRUE
W 0 1 2B4P Bedroom 37.9% FALSE 99.4% TRUE
W 0 2 2B4P  Bedroom 38.5% FALSE 99.4% TRUE
W 0 2 2B4P KLD 37.2% FALSE 57.4% TRUE
W 0 1 2B4P KLD 36.8% FALSE 56.7% TRUE
S 0 9 2B3P Bedroom 35.5% FALSE 95.0% TRUE
S 0 9 2B3P Bedroom 33.1% FALSE 95.3% TRUE
S 0 9 2B3P KLD 35.5% FALSE 48.4% FALSE
S 0 8 3B5P Bedroom 34.1% FALSE 98.6% TRUE
S 0 8 3B5P Bedroom 55.0% TRUE 100.0% TRUE
S 0 8 3B5P Bedroom 37.8% FALSE 98.8% TRUE
S 0 8 3B5P KLD 29.4% FALSE 41.1% FALSE
W 0 2 2B4P Bedroom 97.1% TRUE 100.0% TRUE
W 0 1 2B4P Bedroom 34.7% FALSE 99.0% TRUE
S 0 7 2B4P  KLD 30.5% FALSE 45.6% FALSE
S 0 10 1B2P Living 100.0% TRUE 100.0% TRUE
S 0 10 1B2P  Bedroom 56.0% FALSE 89.3% TRUE
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sDA results, Ground Floor, Scenario 2 with KLD rooms treated as kitchens
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Pass/Fail, Ground Floor, Scenario 2 with KLD rooms treated as kitchens
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FigureI1.2.1:2: Ground floor target ilfluminance results (pass/failpcenario 2 with KLD rooms treated as kitchens.
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First Floor
Table11.2.1-2: sDA for first floor, scenario 2 with KLidomstreated as kitchens.

Room %

Room % above

above target target

illuminance illuminance

(EY) Meets (EY) Meets

Flat compliance Recommendation compliance Recommendation

Block  Floor  Number (BSEN17037 (BSEN17037) (Annex) (Annex)
E 1 6 1B2P KLD 18.3% FALSE 36.2% FALSE
E 1 7 1B2P KLD 17.9% FALSE 32.9% FALSE
E 1 7 1B2P Bedroom 18.7% FALSE 83.9% TRUE
E 1 8 2B4P Bedroom 24.8% FALSE 67.5% TRUE
E 1 6 1B2P Bedroom 67.8% TRUE 100.0% TRUE
E 1 8 2B4P Bedroom 81.1% TRUE 99.5% TRUE
E 1 8 2B4P KLD 17.2% FALSE 25.1% FALSE
S 1 9 2B4P Bedroom 25.1% FALSE 99.5% TRUE
S 1 9 2B4P Bedroom 4.5% FALSE 45.5% FALSE
N 1 4 3B5P Bedroom 10.2% FALSE 35.9% FALSE
N 1 4 3B5P Bedroom 18.5% FALSE 54.0% TRUE
N 1 4 3B5P Bedroom 0.0% FALSE 5.3% FALSE
N 1 5 2B4P Bedroom 16.5% FALSE 51.1% TRUE
N 1 5 2B4P Bedroom 16.1% FALSE 46.5% FALSE
N 1 4 3B5P KLD 0.2% FALSE 3.9% FALSE
N 1 5 2B4P KLD 1.1% FALSE 6.4% FALSE
W 1 3 2B4P Bedroom 99.5% TRUE 100.0% TRUE
W 1 2 2B4P Bedroom 37.1% FALSE 99.5% TRUE
w 1 1 2B4P KLD 40.3% FALSE 63.4% TRUE
W 1 3 2B4P KLD 37.4% FALSE 56.5% TRUE
w 1 2 2B4P KLD 37.8% FALSE 58.9% TRUE
W 1 2 2B4P Bedroom 40.2% FALSE 100.0% TRUE
W 1 3 2B4P Bedroom 34.5% FALSE 99.4% TRUE
W 1 1 2B4P Bedroom 29.4% FALSE 96.1% TRUE
w 1 1 2B4P Bedroom 31.7% FALSE 98.5% TRUE
S 1 12 1B2P Kitchen 77.8% TRUE 98.6% TRUE
S 1 11 2B4P  Bedroom 45.3% FALSE 99.4% TRUE
S 1 11 2B4P KLD 38.5% FALSE 57.3% TRUE
S 1 10 3B5P Bedroom 37.4% FALSE 99.1% TRUE
S 1 10 3B5P Bedroom 58.3% TRUE 100.0% TRUE
S 1 10 3B5P Bedroom 41.3% FALSE 98.8% TRUE
S 1 10 3B5P KLD 32.2% FALSE 46.4% FALSE
S 1 9 2B4P KLD 28.5% FALSE 56.4% TRUE
S 1 11 2B4P  Bedroom 39.1% FALSE 99.1% TRUE
S 1 12 1B2P Bedroom 55.3% FALSE 89.4% TRUE
S 1 12 1B2P Living 100.0% TRUE 100.0% TRUE
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sDA results, First Floor, Scenario 2 with KLD rooms treated as kitchens
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FigureI1.2.13: First floor target illuminance results, scenario 2 with Kiddms treated as kitchens.
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Pass/Fail, First Floor, Scenario 2 with KLD rooms treated as kitchens
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Second Floor

Table11.2.1-3: sDA for second floor, scenario 2 with Kkdibmstreated as kitchens.

Flat

Floor Number

Block

Room %
above target
illuminance
(ED)
compliance
(BSEN17037

Meets

Recommendation

(BSEN17037)

Room %
above
target
illuminance
(2]
compliance
(Annex)

Meets
Recommendation
(Annex)

S 2 9 2B4P Bedroom 29.7% FALSE 99.5% TRUE
S 2 9 2B4P Bedroom 11.8% FALSE 69.7% TRUE
S 2 12 1B2P Kitchen 86.4% TRUE 98.6% TRUE
S 2 11 2B4P Bedroom 42.3% FALSE 99.1% TRUE
S 2 11 2B4P Bedroom 49.4% FALSE 100.0% TRUE
S 2 11 2B4P KLD 40.5% FALSE 63.4% TRUE
S 2 10 3B5P Bedroom 39.3% FALSE 99.5% TRUE
S 2 10 3B5P Bedroom 62.5% TRUE 100.0% TRUE
S 2 10 3B5P Bedroom 44.8% FALSE 98.8% TRUE
S 2 10 3B5P KLD 33.0% FALSE 54.7% TRUE
S 2 9 2B4P KLD 32.5% FALSE 76.5% TRUE
E 2 8 2B4P Bedroom 24.8% FALSE 66.5% TRUE
E 2 7 1B2P Bedroom 18.4% FALSE 90.3% TRUE
E 2 7 1B2P KLD 20.3% FALSE 37.1% FALSE
E 2 6 1B2P KLD 22.7% FALSE 49.7% FALSE
E 2 8 2B4P KLD 30.8% FALSE 44.8% FALSE
E 2 8 2B4P Bedroom 95.8% TRUE 100.0% TRUE
E 2 6 1B2P Bedroom 70.0% TRUE 100.0% TRUE
N 2 4 3B5P Bedroom 17.5% FALSE 57.8% TRUE
N 2 4 3B5P Bedroom 34.9% FALSE 77.0% TRUE
N 2 4 3B5P Bedroom 26.4% FALSE 74.1% TRUE
N 2 5 2B4P Bedroom 26.4% FALSE 76.4% TRUE
N 2 5 2B4P Bedroom 23.3% FALSE 72.1% TRUE
N 2 4 3B5P KLD 30.7% FALSE 40.4% FALSE
N 2 5 2B4P KLD 32.6% FALSE 42.4% FALSE
W 2 1 2B4P KLD 37.5% FALSE 62.7% TRUE
W 2 1 2B4P Bedroom 29.9% FALSE 98.5% TRUE
W 2 1 2B4P Bedroom 25.9% FALSE 94.1% TRUE
W 2 2 2B4P  Bedroom 35.1% FALSE 99.4% TRUE
W 2 3 2B4P Bedroom 33.9% FALSE 99.4% TRUE
W 2 3 2B4P KLD 57.5% TRUE 82.9% TRUE
W 2 2 2B4P KLD 66.3% TRUE 89.8% TRUE
S 2 12 1B2P Living 100.0% TRUE 100.0% TRUE
S 2 12 1B2P  Bedroom 58.8% FALSE 89.0% TRUE
W 2 2B4P  Bedroom 31.7% FALSE 98.5% TRUE
W 2 3 2B4P Bedroom 99.0% TRUE 100.0% TRUE
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sDA results, Second Floor, Scenario 2 with KLD rowested as kitchens
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FigureI1.2.T5: Second floor target illuminance results, scenario 2 with KLD rooms treated as kitchens.
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Pass/Fail, Second Floor, Scenario 2 with KLD rooms treatddtetsens
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FigureI1.2.T6: Second floor target illuminance results (pass/fail), Scenario 2 with KLD rooms treated as kitchens.
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Third Floor

Tablel11.2.1-4: sDA for third floor, scenario 2 with KLD rooms treated as kitchens.

Room %

Room % above

above target target

illuminance illuminance

(EY) Meets (EY) Meets

Flat compliance Recommendation compliance Recommendation

Block  Floor  Number (BSEN17037 (BSEN17037) (Annex) (Annex)
S 3 1 2B4P KLD 78.6% TRUE 97.8% TRUE
S 3 2 3B5P KLD 63.2% TRUE 93.0% TRUE
S 3 2 3B5P Bedroom 43.6% FALSE 98.8% TRUE
S 3 2 3B5P Bedroom 60.8% TRUE 100.0% TRUE
S 3 2 3B5P Bedroom 38.9% FALSE 99.1% TRUE
S 3 3 2B4P KLD 72.4% TRUE 96.6% TRUE
S 3 3 2B4P Bedroom 47.7% FALSE 99.4% TRUE
S 3 3 2B4P Bedroom 41.4% FALSE 99.1% TRUE
S 3 4 1B2P Kitchen 95.8% TRUE 99.3% TRUE
S 3 1 2B4P Bedroom 100.0% TRUE 100.0% TRUE
S 3 1 2B4P Bedroom 21.9% FALSE 96.1% TRUE
S 3 4 1B2P Living 100.0% TRUE 100.0% TRUE
S 3 4 1B2P Bedroom 71.2% TRUE 100.0% TRUE
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sDA results, Third Floor, Scenario 2 with KLD rooms treated as kitchens
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igure11.2.T7: Third floor target ifuminance results, scenario 2 with KLD rooms treated as kitchens.
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Pass/Fail, Third Floor, Scenario 2 with KLD rooms treated as kitchens
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igureI1.2.18: Third floor target ilfluminance results (pass/fail), Scenario 2 with KLD rooms treated as kitchens.
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11.2.2 With KLD rooms treated as Living Rooms

Ground Floor

Table11.2.2-1: sDA for ground floor, Scenario 2 with KLD rooms treated as living

Room %

Room % above

above target target

illuminance illuminance

(EY) Meets (EY) Meets

Flat compliance Recommendation compliance Recommendation

Block  Floor  Number (BSEN17037 (BSEN17037) (Annex) (Annex)
N 0 4 2B4AP KLD 17.8% FALSE 28.6% FALSE
N 0 4 2B4P  Bedroom 8.7% FALSE 34.8% FALSE
N 0 4 2B4P Bedroom 0.0% FALSE 23.6% FALSE
N 0 3 2B3P Bedroom 0.0% FALSE 19.0% FALSE
N 0 3 2B3P Bedroom 0.0% FALSE 4.4% FALSE
N 0 3 2B3P KLD 8.8% FALSE 17.0% FALSE
E 0 6 1B2P KLD 29.9% FALSE 68.2% TRUE
E 0 6 1B2P Bedroom 16.5% FALSE 81.0% TRUE
E 0 5 1B2P KLD 15.7% FALSE 41.5% FALSE
E 0 5 1B2P Bedroom 18.4% FALSE 73.4% TRUE
S 0 7 2B4P  Bedroom 1.1% FALSE 41.6% FALSE
S 0 7 2B4P  Bedroom 12.8% FALSE 65.8% TRUE
S 0 10 1B2P Kitchen 67.1% TRUE 96.6% TRUE
W 0 1 2B4P Bedroom 37.9% FALSE 99.4% TRUE
W 0 2 2B4P Bedroom 38.5% FALSE 99.4% TRUE
W 0 2 2B4P KLD 37.2% FALSE 68.9% TRUE
W 0 1 2B4P KLD 36.8% FALSE 73.5% TRUE
S 0 9 2B3P Bedroom 35.5% FALSE 95.0% TRUE
S 0 9 2B3P Bedroom 33.1% FALSE 95.3% TRUE
S 0 9 2B3P KLD 35.5% FALSE 62.7% TRUE
S 0 8 3B5P Bedroom 34.1% FALSE 98.6% TRUE
S 0 8 3B5P Bedroom 55.0% TRUE 100.0% TRUE
S 0 8 3B5P Bedroom 37.8% FALSE 98.8% TRUE
S 0 8 3B5P KLD 29.4% FALSE 54.0% TRUE
W 0 2 2B4P Bedroom 97.1% TRUE 100.0% TRUE
W 0 1 2B4P Bedroom 34.7% FALSE 99.0% TRUE
S 0 7 2B4P KLD 30.5% FALSE 65.7% TRUE
S 0 10 1B2P Living 100.0% TRUE 100.0% TRUE
S 0 10 1B2P  Bedroom 56.0% FALSE 89.3% TRUE
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sDA results, Ground Floor, Scenario 2 with KLD rooms treated as living rooms
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11.2.21: Ground floor target ilfuminance results, Scenario 2 with Kiddms treated as living rooms.




Pass/Fail, Ground Floor, Scenario 2 with KLD rooms treated as living rooms
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FigureI1.2.22: Ground floor target ilfuminance results (pass/fail), Scenario 2 WhD rooms treated as living rooms.
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First Floor
Table11.2.2-2: sDA for first floor, Scenario 2 with KLD rooms treated as living rooms.

Room %
Room % above
above target target

illuminance illuminance
(EY) Meets (EY) Meets
Flat compliance Recommendation compliance Recommendation
Block  Floor  Number (BSEN17037 (BSEN17037) (Annex) (Annex)

E 1 6 1B2P KLD 18.3% FALSE 71.3% TRUE
E 1 7 1B2P KLD 17.9% FALSE 54.5% TRUE
E 1 7 1B2P  Bedroom 18.7% FALSE 83.9% TRUE
E 1 8 2B4P Bedroom 24.8% FALSE 67.5% TRUE
E 1 6 1B2P Bedroom 67.8% TRUE 100.0% TRUE
E 1 8 2B4P  Bedroom 81.1% TRUE 99.5% TRUE
E 1 8 2B4P KLD 17.2% FALSE 33.9% FALSE
S 1 9 2B4P Bedroom 25.1% FALSE 99.5% TRUE
S 1 9 2B4P  Bedroom 4.5% FALSE 45.5% FALSE
N 1 4 3B5P Bedroom 10.2% FALSE 35.9% FALSE
N 1 4 3B5P Bedroom 18.5% FALSE 54.0% TRUE
N 1 4 3B5P Bedroom 0.0% FALSE 5.3% FALSE
N 1 5 2B4P Bedroom 16.5% FALSE 51.1% TRUE
N 1 5 2B4P Bedroom 16.1% FALSE 46.5% FALSE
N 1 4 3B5P KLD 0.2% FALSE 8.1% FALSE
N 1 5 2B4P KLD 1.1% FALSE 10.7% FALSE
W 1 3 2B4P Bedroom 99.5% TRUE 100.0% TRUE
W 1 2 2B4P  Bedroom 37.1% FALSE 99.5% TRUE
W 1 1 2B4P KLD 40.3% FALSE 84.4% TRUE
W 1 3 2B4P KLD 37.4% FALSE 67.5% TRUE
W 1 2 2B4P KLD 37.8% FALSE 78.5% TRUE
W 1 2 2B4P Bedroom 40.2% FALSE 100.0% TRUE
W 1 3 2B4P Bedroom 34.5% FALSE 99.4% TRUE
W 1 1 2B4P Bedroom 29.4% FALSE 96.1% TRUE
W 1 1 2B4P Bedroom 31.7% FALSE 98.5% TRUE
S 1 12 1B2P Kitchen 77.8% TRUE 98.6% TRUE
S 1 11 2B4P  Bedroom 45.3% FALSE 99.4% TRUE
S 1 11 2B4P KLD 38.5% FALSE 72.8% TRUE
S 1 10 3B5P Bedroom 37.4% FALSE 99.1% TRUE
S 1 10 3B5P Bedroom 58.3% TRUE 100.0% TRUE
S 1 10 3B5P Bedroom 41.3% FALSE 98.8% TRUE
S 1 10 3B5P KLD 32.2% FALSE 61.6% TRUE
S 1 9 2B4P KLD 28.5% FALSE 88.7% TRUE
S 1 11 2B4P Bedroom 39.1% FALSE 99.1% TRUE
S 1 12 1B2P Bedroom 55.3% FALSE 89.4% TRUE
S 1 12 1B2P Living 100.0% TRUE 100.0% TRUE
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sDA results, First Floor, Scenario 2 with KLD rooms treated as living rooms
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FigureI11.2.23: First floor target illuminance results, Scenario 2 with KLD rooms treated as living rooms.
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Pass/Fail, First Floor, Scenario 2 with KLD rooms treated as living rooms
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FigureI1.2.24: First floor target illuminance results (pass/fail), Scenario 2 with KLD rooms treated as living rooms.

\\

{03

Dublin City Housing
Crumlin Rafter's RoadPart 8 DSO Assessment


































