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1.

INTRODUCTION.

1.1

An application for a proposed development at Harold’s Cross is
being made to An Bord Pleanala . The development comprises
apartments and artists’ studios set out in 4 no. blocks of varying
sizes and heights on an irregular-shaped site adjacent (to the
south-west) to Harold’s Cross Bridge.

1.2

deemed appropriate to prepare an Architectural Heritage
Impact Assessment to accompany the submission.
1.5

The site has limited “frontage” onto both Harold’s Cross Road
and (almost parallel) Greenmount Lane but, apart from this, it is
basically a backland “brownfield” site.

The proposed development comprises 4 no. linear blocks
running in an approximately north-south direction. Blocks B
and D are linked at lower floor levels, on the roof of which are
gardens. Accordingly, the blocks are identified as A, B, C and D,
Block A facing Harold’s Cross Road, while Block D faces
Greenmount Lane.

PIC. 2; CURRENT O.S. MAP; PROPOSED NEW DEVELOPMENT OVERLAID.

The above illustration shows the proposed new blocks
superimposed upon the existing situation.

PIC. 1; CONTEXT (AERIAL VIEW); SITE MARKED IN BLUE.

1.3

The site has been built on previously, viz. a late 20th century
residential scheme of 3 storeys, and an earlier large single
storey warehouse (which faces Greenmount Lane).

1.4

As there are traditional buildings, including Protected
Structures, in the vicinity, and the site is close to a
“Conservation Area” (on the current Development Plan), it is

The remaining blocks are located to the interior of the site. All
the proposed blocks are located approximately corresponding
to the position of existing structures.
1.6

Their height varies from three to nine storeys, with the higher
blocks, generally located towards the interior of the site.

1.7

For ease of assessment, and evaluation, the most likely
impacted historic structures/areas are hereby segregated into
related groups, as indicated in the illustration below:

These are considered separately; Nos. 1-8A are located directly
north of Block ‘D’ of the proposed development, and their rear
gardens abut the site boundary. Nos. 9-24 are located in line
with these, but further west along the Canal; none of these
houses, or their gardens, abut the site of the subject
development.
All are protected structures, except no. 8A, which is the
western-most house on Terrace A, which flanks Greenmount
Lane. Of the first terrace, only nos. 1-5 feature in the NIAH,
while on Terrace C, all are featured in the NIAH, except nos. 9,
10 and 22.
The front (north-facing) of these houses also contributes to the
Grand Canal Conservation Area.
1.7.3 Separate Groups of Cottages on/adjacent Greenmount Lane.
(3a & 3b).

PIC. 3; BUILDINGS OF INTEREST HIGHLIGHTED (DOTTED BLUE SURROUNDS).

Below is an outline description of the buildings/groupings; an
assessment of their character and condition follows later in this
report.
1.7.1 Terrace of 3. no. Houses to South of 1-3 Parnell Road.
(identified as ‘1’ on the diagram above).
Houses are late 19th century terrace of three; 2-storey with
returns of various age and different in size. Modest, vernacular
type, undistinguished aesthetically.
This is the only group of buildings within the subject site.
1.7.2 Protected Structures (to North & West of site) facing Canal.
(identified as 2a & 2b).

It is considered appropriate to group these together, as they
are mostly single-storey houses (although 8 of the 43, i.e.
those facing east, located on Greenmount Lane, are of twostoreys). Most of these, however, seem to have been
developed almost concurrently with their immediate
neighbours to the west.
None of these are Protected Structures, nor do they feature in
the N.I.A.H.
1.7.4 Industrial Buildings to west.

There are three Protected Structures in the Greenmount
industrial Estate to the west.
1.7.5 West-Facing

Houses on Harold’s Cross Road (fronting
Armstrong Street).

These four houses, with addresses on Harold’s Cross Road,
might appear not to be affected by the proposed development,
but they are included in this assessment as they are effectively
“fronticepieces” of the group of more than 100 houses. This is
evidenced by their superior aesthetic treatment, with formal
gable treatment facing the main road; there is a corresponding,
but less formal treatment at the opposite end of Armstrong
Street, where it abuts more modest, single-storey cottages.
They are not Protected Structures; nor do they feature in the
N.I.A.H.
1.7.6 Grand Canal Conservation Area.
This linear strip, approximately 10 kM long, stretches from the
confluence of the Canal with the Rivers Dodder and Liffey and
their emergence at Sir John Rogerson’s Quay in the east to the
M50 in the west.
The character of this linear strip alters considerably from its
beginnings at the port, its meandering through the inner
suburbs, till it ends at the M50. This can be seen in the three
images (from Google Streetview) below and right.

PICS 4, 5 AND 6: IMAGES (FROM GOOGLE EARTH) SHOWING DIFFERENCES
IN CHARACTER AT DIFFERENT LOCATIONS (NO. 6 IMMEDIATELY ABOVE)
BEING AT THE SUBJECT SITE.

In places, it is quite sylvan; elsewhere it is quite built-up, with a
strong urban form. As one moves westwards, it becomes a
busy traffic artery. If one is walking or cycling, there is always
the urge to move onwards, to the next lock, to the next
neighbourhood. Always, it retains the quality of being a
journey, the still canal waters being an ever-present calming
presence.

2.

BRIEF HISTORY OF HAROLD’S CROSS/IMMEDIATE AREA.

2.1

While individual structures/groups of building are described
below, it is worth recalling the history and significance of the
region. As this has been much cited in numerous previous
applications, this does not purport to be the definitive history
of Harold’s Cross.

2.1

2.2

Harold’s Cross Road was historically the principal road from
Dublin, and its “liberties”, towards Terenure and Rathfarnham.
There are many competing, and conflicting, stories as to how it
gained its name. The most oft-quoted is that an actual cross
was erected c. 16th century at a point which marked the
distinction of lands of the Earl of Meath (formerly the lands of
the Viking Harald clan) and the Archbishop of Dublin.
As it was situated on ground that was considered high, many of
its finer houses have the prefix “mount” in their title, e.g.
Mount Jerome, Mount Argus, Greenmount. It was considered a
healthy place compared to the city. Perhaps that is why so
many institutions were founded there – schools, churches,
hospices, cemeteries, etc.

2.3

It was also, thanks in part to the Poddle river and its associated
channels, which runs through it, a centre for milling. Joseph
Archer in his Statistical Survey of Co. Dublin, in 1801, lists eight
mills in Harold’s Cross, for various manufacturing purposes:
paper, flour, corn, wire, etc.

2.4

The family which most closely associated with milling in the
area is the Pim family, who were quakers. For a time they
occupied no. 11 Parnell Road. This tradition continued for many
years, and almost to the present day. The lands immediately to
the west of the subject site, with their remaining industrial
buildings, are testament to this.

2.5

This naturally gave rise to the construction of many small
workers’ cottages (erected both by the mill owners themselves,
or the Dublin Artisans’ Dwellings Company).
These, along with humble, two-up, two-down houses, abound
in the area, on both sides of Harold’s Cross Road.

2.6

Other significant developments, which contributed to the
physical quality of the area, were the military Barracks (now
Griffith College) and the Grand Canal. The legacy of both of
these is perhaps evident in the substantial houses (some
decent, some quite fine) on Parnell Road, facing the Canal.

2.7

It is worth noting that the name “Parnell Road” is not recently
named after Charles Stuart Parnell, Irish patriot, but rather
after his great-great grandfather, John Parnell, Chancellor of
the Exchequer.

2.8

The images overleaf show how the area appeared at the time
of the 1837 and 1910 Ordnance Survey maps. It can be seen
that the area, while more developed in the later map, retained
its association with the “Spinning mills”, as they were then.

2.9

Significant industrial activity tends to spring up around such
modest rivers as the Poddle, These lesser rivers, like the Tolka
on Dublin’s north side, are readily “tamed” to form mill races
and ponds, around which small workshops and industries
develop. The Poddle originally ran overground and would have
been progressively culverted. As Arran Henderson, in his Dublin
Decoded series, says:
“It’s clear the Poddle played a crucial role in shaping Dublin’s
history over so many hundreds of years. Providing our drinking
water, powering mills, providing water for brewing, tanning,
distilling and market gardens”.

PIC. 9; PODDLE DISCHARGING TO THE LIFFEY AT WELLINGTON QUAY.
PIC. 7; 1830s ORDNANCE SURVEY MAP.

2.10 The Spinning mills, inevitably morphed into “Greenmount
Industrial Estate, which is its name today, over 100 years later,
where it is {to this day} home to a myriad of small, independent
industries.
Undoubtedly, the proximity of the Canal, with its connection to
the Docks/Irish Sea to the east and the River Shannon/midlands
to the west, made the location even more attractive.
2.10 Incidentally, the Greenmount Oil Works, which was a small oil
refinery owned by the Le Brocquy family (painter Louis trained
as a chemist, with a view to having a career there), and
occupied the southern end of “Cherry Orchard” in the 1910
O.S. map only closed in the 1960s.
One can only wonder what were the contents of the “Tank”
indicated on the 1910 map, adjacent to Limekiln Lane!

PIC. 8; 1910 ORDNANCE SURVEY MAP.

3.

DESCRIPTION / CONDITION OF GROUPED STRUCTURES.

3.1

Terrace of 3. no. Houses to South of 1-3 Parnell Road, known
as Clare Villas. (1 in PIC 3).

3.1.6 As this terrace of houses are to be demolished to facilitate the
proposed development, a measured and photographic survey
has been prepared and is an attached appendix to this report.
3.2

Houses facing the Canal (2a & 2b in PIC 3).

3.2.1 These, nos. 1-24 Parnell Road, vary considerably in quality.
They all date from shortly after the Canal was constructed.
The N.I.A.H gives them Regional rating and classifies their
special interest as being “architectural” and “artistic”.

PIC. 10; 3 NO. HOUSES (CLARE VILLAS), LOOKING WEST.

3.1.1 While attractively located (in what may originally have been
the gardens of 1-3 Parnell Road, these are considered to be of
limited interest. Restricted access was made available to the
writer in May 2021; photographs were taken.
3.1.2 While structures are indicated in this approximate location on
early maps, surviving fragments suggested the current houses
date from a later time, probably the late 19th century.
3.1.3 A terrace of three houses, called Clare Villas, appears on the
1910 25” O.S. map. They have been much altered, particularly
internally, and extended, but are recognisably these houses.
3.1.4 They are not on the R.P.S., nor do they feature in the N.I.A.H.
3.1.5 Their condition is considered fair/good.

PIC. 11; TERRACE OF HOUSES 1-9A PARNELL ROAD, LOOKING SOUTH.

3.2.2 Nos. 5, 6 and 7 of the easternmost block, and are 3-bay. The
best of them are thought to be nos. 1-4 and 11-24, all of which
have M-profile roofs. In its summary appraisal, the N.I.A.H.
says (in respect of several houses): “The quality of materials,
and composition and scale of the houses create a pleasing
coherent design, making positive architectural contribution to
the street and to the setting of the Grand Canal”. In relation to
no. 5, it adds: “This house brings variety to the terrace, with an
interesting irregular fenestration pattern which differs from its
more formal neighbours.”

3.2.3 Their condition, from a casual inspection, is considered good.

3.3.3 The condition of these is considered good, with extensions
possibly only fair.

PIC. 12; TERRACE OF HOUSES 10-24 PARNELL ROAD, VIEW LOOKING
SOUTH.

3.3

Separate Groups of Cottages on/adjacent Greenmount Lane.
(3a & 3b in PIC 3).

3.3.1 There are many groups of (mostly single-storey) cottages in
the vicinity of the proposed development, and in the general
area. These were most likely formerly related to the
milling/industrial activities carried on to the west, although
now having that connection broken.
Those which are potentially most impacted are the closest,
with access (either direct or via another road) from
Greenmount Avenue or Greenmount Lane.
3.3.2 Those further south (half of which are accessed from Limekiln
Lane, off Greenmount Avenue) are of interest as all 22 of these
have shallow curved roofs. These must have been originally
covered in a bituminous-type finish. They can clearly be seen
in the pictures (from Google Earth) to the right.

PIC.13 & 14: AERIAL VIEW OF NEARBY COTTAGES.

3.4

Industrial buildings to the west (4 in PIC 3).

3.4.1 There are three buildings in this group which are on the Record
of Protected Structures; these are indicated in the illustration
on right (extract from DCC Development Plan zoning maps). I
will describe them each in turn (my notation in green added):



(Building A) Four-storey poly-chromatic brick building, mostly
covered with 4-bay slated hipped roof; some flat. Inspected
only externally. Condition: good.



(Building B) Partially demolished (no roof) formerly single-bay
industrial premises. Condition: ruinous.



(Building C). Two-storey masonry structure with metal-clad
catslide roof. Condition: good. The precise extent of the
protected structure is uncertain.

PIC. 16; NOS. 17-23 HAROLD’S CROSS ROAD.

This means they align perpendicularly to the existing 1990s
housing & apartment scheme directly facing them on the west
side of Harold’s Cross Road. This block is to be demolished as
part of the current proposal for the subject proposed
development.
3.5.2 They appear to be in good condition, having been well-cared
for and (thankfully) little modified.
PIC. 15; DCC DEVELOPMENT PLAN ZONING MAP, SHOWING PROTECTED
STRUCTURES.

3.6

Grand Canal A.C.C.

West-Facing Houses on Harold’s Cross Road (fronting
Armstrong Street). (5 in PIC. 3).

3.6.1 The only constant in the whole of this A.C.A. is the presence of
water, i.e. the canal and, in places, the added interest of its
locks (which are still functioning).

3.5.1 While not noted of the Record of Protected Structures, nor
mentioned in the N.I.A.H., these houses are worthy of
consideration because, as can be seen from their plan, their
orientation is twisted to align, not with their related scheme of
houses behind (to the east), but with Harold’s Cross Road itself.

3.6.3 I believe the description offered at 3.2 above, and the
assessment at 4.2 below, adequately addresses the description,
character and potential impact upon it resulting from the
proposed development.

3.5

4.

CHARACTER OF THESE STRUCTURES & IMPACT OF PROPOSED
DEVELOPMENT ON THEM.

4.1

Terrace of 3 Houses to South of 1-3 Parnell Road.

4.1.1 As these houses are the only traditional buildings to be
demolished as part of the proposed development, they were
inspected (with restricted access) internally as well as
photographed and their character analysed.

4.2

Houses facing the Canal (2a & 2b in PIC 3).

4.2.1 The existence of houses like these are the reason this is an
Architectural Conservation area. Their setting is enhanced by
their having long front gardens, and by the variation in their
treatment and finish.

4.1.2 They are 2-storey, 2-bay houses, with a variety of single and
two-storey returns, dating from the late 19th century, but
considerably altered. They have double-A profile roofs, two of
natural and one of replacement, fibrous-cement slate covering
with replacement aluminium gutters and RWPs on replacement
timber facias.
External walls are of masonry, with a render finish, which
seems to be a later addition and is cementitious in nature; this
is of “roughcast” to the front (east) elevation and otherwise of
smooth finish. Windows, and opes, appear to have been
altered, although those to the front of no. 3 may be original.
4.1.3 There is a structure indicated to the rear of nos. 1, 2 & 3 Parnell
Road on the 1837 O.S. map, but
4.1.4 Their demolition obviously has a negative impact. In
mitigation, I would say the following:
 They are of limited interest (not Protected Structures or in
NIAH).
 Much of their interior features are lost.
 They have been surveyed and recorded. This survey is
attached to this document. Although limited, a more detailed
survey could be carried out; this could be conditioned in any
permission that would ensue.

PIC. 17; PARNELL ROAD.

4.2.2 Their distance away from the canal means that the proposed

development will be glimpsed over the roof line of these
houses, but the following are mitigating factors:
 Only the shorter terrace (nos. 1 to 9 Parnell Road – Area 2a in
PIC 3) border directly on the proposed development. Nos. 10
to 24 Parnell Road are separated from it by Greenmount
Lane, and the new buildings in the development can thus
only be seen over them obliquely. The rear gardens of these
houses are inordinately long (c. 30 metres), which prevents
the proposed development from being overbearing.
 Apart from the planting in their front gardens, the rear
gardens are heavily planted, further obscuring the proposed
new buildings of the development.

 The proposed development is visually broken into six blocks.
All of the new buildings are aligned on a north/south axis,
thus further reducing their visual impact.
4.2.3 As a result of these factors, I would say the negative impact of
the proposed development has been reduced to slight.
4.3

4.3.3 Their small size is possibly their most endearing feature, and
this contributes to their character. Their presence is enhanced
by their entrances, placed on the narrow footpaths, and the
dominance of their substantial chimneys. This is a recurring
characteristic of such houses, which are common in Dublin
(whether built by Dublin Artisans Dwelling Company or others).

Separate Groups of Cottages on/adjacent Greenmount Lane.
(3a & 3b in PIC 3).

4.3.1 As with the houses facing the canal, only the cottages at 3b
(the ones with curved-roofs) abut the development site; the
others are separated from it by Greenmount Lane.

PIC. 19; VIEW OF SOUTHERN END OF COTTAGES ON GREENMOUNT LANE
(LEFT) & LIMEKILN LANE; NOTE CURVED ROOFS.

4.3.4 The houses of 3b, facing Limekiln and Greenmount Lane, have
an additional feature, which add to their character. This is
their curved roof profiles, which can be seen in the above
photograph.

PIC. 18; VIEW NORTHWARDS ALONG GREENMOUNT SQUARE.

4.3.2 These are small buildings. As single-storey, they are already
dwarfed by their 3-storey high 20th century neighbours (to be
demolished to facilitate the proposed development) and their
much higher (at a tall four storeys) 19th century neighbours in
the nearby industrial estate.

4.3.5 As these cottages have lived historically “cheek by jowl” with
their higher neighbours, this situation is set to continue after
the completion of the proposed development.
4.3.6 It is worth noting that Blocks A and B of the proposed
development are aligned with the cottages of 3b, which
reduces potential conflict with their modest form.
4.3.7 It is interesting to note how, although not within the former
Spinning Mills/Greenmount Industrial Estate, there are several

other industrial premises in the immediate area. This, and its
associated history, gives the area an “edge” which is not
suburban, but rather distinctly urban.

4.4.2 By far the most important, and prominent, of these Protected
Structures within the Estate is Building A (see PIC. 15), which is
the 4-storey (equivalent to 5 domestic storeys) polychromatic
brick building with multi-bay hipped roof.

PIC. 20; VIEW NORTHWARDS ALONG GREENMOUNT LANE.

This character survives to the present day. As can be seen, this
gives the interior of the subject site a more “gritty” feel than,
say, the canal-side houses
4.3.7 I would say the tight urban grain is more than capable of
absorbing denser development and, accordingly, the proposal
would have a largely neutral impact on it.
4.4

Industrial buildings within Greenmount Industrial Estate.

4.4.1 Rather than analysing these buildings (which are Protected
Structures) individually, I am treating them as a group. This is
because, although they have different physical characteristics,
and are at varying distance from the development, their
character will be equally impacted by the proposed
development.

PIC. 21; PROTECTED STRUCTURE C IN GREENMOUNT INDUSTRIAL ESTATE.

At 65 metres distance from the nearest point of the proposed
development, this is deemed not to suffer any impact from the
proposed development, as it is sufficiently far removed from it.
4.4.3 It is also very robust in form and stands relatively remotely
from its immediate neighbours. It is felt that, if its site were to
be developed, its lower, less visually distinctive neighbours
would be demolished, making it even more prominent.

4.4.4 The other two Protected Structures within the Industrial
complex are, at 100 and 115 metres respectively, more distant
from the proposed development. They will thus be subject to
less impact than building A.

4.5

West-Facing Houses on Harold’s Cross Road (fronting
Armstrong Street). (5 in PIC. 3).

4.5.1 The character of these houses lies in the manner in which
present such a satisfactory fronticepiece towards the main
road for the much humbler single-storey (probably workers’)
cottages behind.

PIC. 22; VIEW OF BUILDING C (3 BAYS TO EXTREME LEFT NOT P.S.)

PIC. 24; NOS. 17-23 HAROLD’S CROSS ROAD; ARMSTRONG ST. BEHIND..

4.5.2 As stated at 3.5.1 above, this is achieved by aligning their
facades (and plans behind) with Harold’s Cross Road while the
scheme in general lines up with the site boundaries.

PIC. 23 VIEW OF BUILDING B (BUILDING A IN BACKGROUND, AT CENTRE).
ALTHOUGH A PROTECTED STRUCTURE, THE ROOF OF THIS BUILDING WAS
APPARENTLY RECENTLY REMOVED BY THE OWNER.

4.4.5 Accordingly, and also because they are not located adjacent to
the subject site, I regard the impact of the proposed
development upon them, in heritage terms, as zero.

4.5.3 Further emphasis is added by coupling the entrances of the
four houses into two pairs, along with the projection of the
rooms above as breakfronts, which are given a gable treatment
towards the road.
4.5.4 The final flourishes lie in the treatment applied to the gables
which are enlivened by additional fenestration and the slightly
projecting corbelled chimneys, the plinths and string courses,
use of fine materials throughout and the small front gardens
enclosed by wrought iron railings on granite plinths.

PIC. 25; EASTERN END OF ARMSTRONG STREET, WHERE IT ABUTS SINGLESTOREY COTTAGES.

4.5.5 As this urban set-piece has such a strong presence, it is not
thought to suffer as a consequence of the proposed
development. As the proposed building nearest it, Block A, is
also aligned to Harold’s Cross Road (as was the 20th century
block which is being demolished), they directly face each
other. I believe the set-piece of four houses is sufficiently
robust not to be unduly compromised, even though the new
building will be 8 storeys high.

5.

CONCLUSIONS.

5.1

In considering the potential impact of the proposed
development upon its neighbours, I have tried to distinguish
between the different relevant buildings or groups of buildings
in terms of (a) their specific character and (b) their relationship
to the new buildings.

5.2

The most severely impacted group is obviously the three
houses (Clare Villas) which are to be demolished. Accordingly,
a record (measured and photographic) of these has been made
and is attached to this report as an appendix.

5.3

A view could be taken that the new building, at up to nine
storeys high are, in general, too high and overbearing. I do not
concur with this view; the existing buildings are sufficiently
visually robust and have traditionally sat beside significantly
larger industrial structures.

5.4

There is also the opinion that new structures should be timid,
e.g. not break the skyline. Again I disagree. As the city evolves,
the skyline is constantly changing, just as it changed when the
factory shown in PIC. 20, now a Protected Structure, made a
dramatic appearance on the skyline of Harold’s Cross in the
late 19th century.

5.5

While it is beyond the scope of this assessment to comment in
detail on the external finishes of the proposal, it is to be
welcomed that a consistent, and limited, palette of materials
has been chosen.

5.6

It is also to be welcomed that the higher blocks are located
towards the interior of the site, away from the surrounding
roads and that these are stepped down as they approach the
perimeter of the site.

Accordingly, I regard the likely impact of the proposed
development on this set-piece as neutral.
4.6

The Grand Canal A.C.A.

4.6.1 As stated previously, the character of the Canal is not
consistent; it is constantly changing as one progresses along it.
I do not believe the new buildings, insofar as they are seen,
have a damaging influence upon it.
4.6.2 I estimate the impact of the proposed development upon the
A.C.A. as slight, but not a negative one.

6.

RESEARCH, & REFERENCES.

6.1

Apart from the photographs included in this Heritage Impact
Assessment, many others were taken (by both the designers
and the undersigned). At 6.4.12 of the ‘Architectural Heritage
Protection; Guidelines for Planning Authorities’ (2011), it
states that photographs: “if necessary, should be crossreferenced to floor plans. The location and direction of the
camera when the image was taken should be indicated on
the survey drawings.”

6.2

In considering the impact of the proposed works) the
following specific publications (inter alia) have been
consulted:
 “The Advice Series” by DoEHLG
 “Architectural Heritage Protection; Guidelines for Planning
Authorities” by DoEHLG,
 “Dublin City Council Development Plan 2016-2022”.
 “The Building Site in 18th-century Ireland” by Arthur Gibney.
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 Retention and restoration of façade of Strand Cinema, Dublin
(1920s), and its integration into apartment scheme
 Renovation and refurbishment of 19 Kildare St., Dublin (18th
Century) for Mitchell & Son
 Alterations, refurbishment and Conservation of The Temperance
Hall, Longford (1905) for the Parish of St. Michael
 Works to boundary wall & railings St. Mary’s church (1815), Main
Street, Mohill, Co. Leitrim (part of works to public realm).
 Conservation and repair of metal railings and stone plinths to
front of nos. 34 to 39 Parnell Square for the I.N.T.O.
 Structural repairs to roof; provision for disabled access at Church
of the Holy Name, Beechwood Ave., Ranelagh, Dublin. (1914)
 Conservation & restoration of estate walls, “Gandon Gate” and
lodges, essential temporary works, at Carriglas Manor, Longford;
measured & condition survey of Gandon Yards & manor house.
He has given Conservation advice to Castlebar Urban District
Council on planning applications for protected structures and has
prepared a number of Section 57 Declarations for that Authority.
He has made many successful applications for grants for
Conservation works from various sources including the 2015, 2016,
2017 & 2018 Structures at Risk Fund and the 2019 & 2020 Historic
Structures Fund.
He has also prepared dozens of evaluations of historic buildings and
sites and prepared a number of Architectural Heritage Impact
Assessments for both his own clients and those of third parties.

