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7" June 2022 Fumbally Exchange, Argus
House, Dublin 8
T. +353(0)1264 7800
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RE: DAYLIGHT ASSESSMENT FOR PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT ON BELGARD ROAD, DUBLIN 24.
To whom it may concern,

BPG3 has been engaged by Ravensbrook Ltd to assess the daylight levels associated with a proposed
development on Belgard Road, Dublin 24. The outputs of this assessment are located within three

separate daylight reports which are included with this application.

Daylight impact has been assessed with respect to the test methods detailed in the BRE (Building
Research Establishment) guide ‘Site layout planning for daylight and sunlight - A guide to good

practice’ 2" Edition. The results of this testing are presented in Daylight Report 1 of 3.

In accordance with the guidance provided in current ministerial guidelines, including Sustainable
Urban Housing: Design Standards for New Apartments — Guidelines for Planning Authorities, 2021 and
Urban Development and Building Heights — Guidelines for Planning Authorities, 2018, daylight
adequacy within the proposed development has been assessed with reference to the
recommendations provided in the BRE (Building Research Establishment) guide ‘Site layout planning
for daylight and sunlight - A guide to good practice’ 2™ Edition and BS 8206-2: 2008 — ‘Lighting for
Buildings — Part 2: Code of Practice for Daylighting’, British Standards Institute, 2008. This testing
regime is reflective of the traditional testing regime which has been adopted in Ireland over the past

decade. The results of this testing are presented in Daylight Report 2 of 3.

As some ambiguity exits in Ireland currently regarding the standing of BS 8206 relative to the new
European Daylight Standard (EN 17037 Daylight in Buildings) a decision was made, in the interest of
completeness, to assess daylight adequacy using a dual assessment approach. In this case BPG3 has
been commissioned to repeat the assessment of daylight adequacy using the alternative testing

regime detailed in Irelands implementation of the new European Standard (I.S. EN 17037); see



Daylight Report 3 of 3. While some overlap exists between Daylight Report 2 of 3 and Daylight Report

3 of 3 it is important to note that they have been drafted as stand-alone reports which are to be read

independently of each other.

Yours sincerely,

</

Rory Walsh BEng MEngSc MScSP PhD MIPI
Principal Daylight Consultant
BPG3.



DAYLIGHT IMPACT REPORT: ASSESSMENT OF DAYLIGHT
IMPACTS ASSOCIATED WITH A PROPOSED RESIDENTIAL
DEVELOPMENT ON BELGARD ROAD, DUBLIN 24.

Daylight Report 10of 3
Prepared for Ravensbrook Limited

Date: 7" June 2022
REV O3

BPGS.



Daylight Impact Report — Report 1 of 3

Rev. Description

Assessment of daylight
impacts associated with a
proposed residential
development

Rev 01

Rev 02 Minor edits

Rev 03 Minor edits

Rev 03
June 2022
Page 2 of 69

Issued by

RW

RW

RW

Date

4th May
2022

25 May
2022

7th June
2022

Checked

KR

KR

KR

BPG3.

Ravensbrook Limited
Daylight Assessment for Proposed Development on Belgard Rd.
Copyright © BPG3



Daylight Impact Report — Report 1 of 3

This report has been prepared for the sole benefit, use and information of

Ravensbrook Limited for the purposes set out in the report or instructions in

commissioning it. The liability of BPG3 in respect of the information

contained in the report will not extend to any third party.

author

signature

date

approved

signature

date

Rev 03
June 2022
Page 3 of 69

Rory Walsh

7t June 2022

Karen Rock

Cages (2l

7t June 2022

BPG3.

Ravensbrook Limited
Daylight Assessment for Proposed Development on Belgard Rd.
Copyright © BPG3



Daylight Impact Report — Report 1 of 3

BPGS3

Fumbally Exchange,
Argus House, Blackpitts,
Dublin 8

t. +353(0)1264 7800
t. +353(0)87 7956980

e. rory@bpg3.com
wW. www.bpg3.com

Rev 03
June 2022
Page 4 of 69

BPG3.

Ravensbrook Limited

Daylight Assessment for Proposed Development on Belgard Rd.
Copyright © BPG3



Daylight Impact Report — Report 1 of 3 BPG3.

CONTENTS
GLOSSARY S
INTRODUCTION 7
STUDY A: ASSESSMENT OF SKYLIGHT LEVELS AVAILABLE TO NEIGHBOURING ACCOMMODATION N
STUDY B: ASSESSMENT OF SUNLIGHT LEVELS AVAILABLE TO NEIGHBOURING LIVING ROOMS 20
STUDY C: ASSESSMENT OF SUNLIGHT LEVELS AVAILABLE TO NEIGHBOURING RECREATION AREAS. 34
CONCLUSIONS 40
APPENDIX A: POLICY BASIS FOR DAYLIGHT STANDARDS 42
APPENDIX B: DISCRETION AVAILABLE TO CONSENT AUTHORITIES 44
APPENDIX C: PRIMARY / SECONDARY ASSESSMENTS 46
APPENDIX D: SOURCE MATERIAL 49
APPENDIX E: CONVENTIONS USED TO ASSESS THE SIGNIFICANCE OF IMPACTS 50
APPENDIX F: JUSTIFICATION FOR THE ADOPTION OF EXPANDED IMPACT CLASSIFICATION SCHEME 55
APPENDIX G: WINDOWS IDENTIFIED FOR TESTING IN STUDIES A & B 58
APPENDIX H: SHADOW CASTING IMAGERY 62
APPENDIX I: ABOUT THE AUTHOR 69
Rev 03 Ravensbrook Limited
June 2022 Daylight Assessment for Proposed Development on Belgard Rd.

Page 5 of 69 Copyright © BPG3



Daylight Impact Report — Report 1 of 3

Glossary

Annual Probable
Sunlight Hours (APSH)

Daylight

Skylight

Sunlight

Vertical Sky Component

Winter Probable
Sunlight Hours (WPSH)
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the long-term average of the total number of
hours during the year in which direct sunlight
reaches the unobstructed ground (when clouds
are considered)

combined sunlight and skylight

part of solar radiation that reaches the earth’s
surface as a result of scattering in the
atmosphere.

part of solar radiation that reaches the earth’s
surface as parallel rays after selective
attenuation by the atmosphere.

ratio of the part of illuminance, at a point on a
given vertical plane, that is received directly
from a CIE (Commission Internationale De
L’Eclairge) standard overcast sky, to
illuminance on a horizontal plane due to an
unobstructed hemisphere of this sky. The VSC
does not include reflected light, either from the
ground of from other buildings

the long-term average of the total number of
hours between the 21% of September and the
215 of March in which direct sunlight reaches
the unobstructed ground (when clouds are
considered)
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Introduction

BPG3 have been engaged by Ravensbrook Limited to assess the daylight
levels associated with a proposed residential development at Belgard
Square East, Belgard Road, Dublin 24.

The proposal relates to the construction of a mixed-use development
including 318 no. “Build-to-Rent” residential apartments and commercial use
(c. 2,206 sgm) on a c. 1.25 ha site at Belgard Square East, Belgard Road
and Blessington Road, Tallaght, Dublin 24.

This assessment has been carried out in accordance with the methods
presented in the guide ‘Site layout planning for daylight and sunlight — A
guide to good practice’ 2" Edition, published by the Building Research
Establishment (BRE) in 2011. The assessment responds to point 5 of the
opinion received from An Bord Pleanala:

“Relevant reports/drawings etc that considers the impact of the
proposed development on the development potential of neighbouring
sites and consideration of any potential impacts of adjacent
development on the amenity of future occupiers of this proposed

development.”

The assessment investigates the degree to which the proposed

development would impact on the levels of daylight available to neighbouring

BPG3.

properties. The assessment of light levels within the proposed development
is presented in separate reports; see Daylight Report 2 of 3 and Daylight
Report 3 of 3.

A total of three separate daylight studies are presented in this report. These
studies include:

Study A: Assessment of skylight access levels available to
neighbouring accommodation: An assessment of the extent to
which the proposed development could impact on the skylight access
levels available to the accommodation located in neighbouring
properties.

Study B: Assessment of sunlight access levels available to
neighbouring accommodation: An assessment of the extent to
which the proposed development could impact on the levels of
sunlight access available to accommodation in neighbouring

residences.

Study C: Assessment of sunlight levels available to
neighbouring recreation areas: An assessment of the extent to
which the proposed development would impact on the levels of

sunlight access available to neighbouring outdoor recreation areas.

Rev 03 Ravensbrook Limited
June 2022 Daylight Assessment for Proposed Development on Belgard Rd.
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As recommended in the BRE guide, a quantitative approach to the
assessment of daylight impacts has been adopted in this study. Numeric
calculations have been carried out to predict the daylight levels which would
be available at a number of test points and areas. The results of these
calculations are presented in tables.

The quantitative assessment has been carried out using computational
methods. Three-dimensional computer models of the existing site, the
existing buildings, and the proposed development have all been generated
and simulated under appropriate sky conditions.

As is customary, impacts have been assessed by comparing the levels of
light which would be available in an after-development scenario to the levels
which would be provided in a baseline scenario. The baseline scenario
adopted in this case is illustrated in Figure 1; the after-development scenario

is illustrated in Figure 2.

Information relating to the proposed development and the surrounding areas
has been supplied to BPG3 by Henry J Lyons in electronic format. The study
assumes that the information provided is accurate and that no omissions
have been made. The particular information sources which have been used

to develop the models used in this study are outlined in Appendix D: Source

BPG3.

In accordance with guidance provided in Appendix H of the BRE guide the
effect which trees have on light levels has not been considered in this impact

assessment.

It is important to note that whilst the methods presented in the BRE guide
provide designers and planners with a clear and objective way of assessing
daylight levels, the associated performance targets are not mandatory
standards. This is clarified within the introductory section of the BRE guide:

“The advice given here is not mandatory and this document should
not be seen as an instrument of planning policy. Its aim is to help
rather than constrain the designer. Although it gives numerical
guidelines these should be interpreted flexibly because natural

lighting is only one of many factors in site layout design.”

While it is accepted that advisory targets should always be aspired to, the
associated imperatives which exist to create sustainable levels of urban
density, to encourage the development of compact urban form and to make
best use of scarce urban land will always place restrictions on the degree to

which it is appropriate to pursue full conformity with advisory minimums.

Material.
Rev 03 Ravensbrook Limited
June 2022 Daylight Assessment for Proposed Development on Belgard Rd.
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Figure 1 Image depicting the baseline scenario adopted in all impact assessments Figure 2 Image depicting the after-development scenario adopted in all impact
assessments (proposed development highlighted in pink).

Rev 03 Ravensbrook Limited
June 2022 Daylight Assessment for Proposed Development on Belgard Rd.
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In instances where it can be shown that reasonable levels of daylight would
be retained, or in instances where the impacts registering are determined to
be of reduced significance, it is BPG3's view that a justifiable basis, for
accepting light levels which fall below advisory minimums, will have been
established. It is on this basis that both a primary assessment (as
ascertained with reference to conventional testing) and secondary
assessments (based on a professional opinion/interpretation which is
informed by wider considerations) have been provided within this report.
BPG3 recommends that the merits of the secondary assessments should
only be considered having first considered the findings of the primary
assessments. A deeper consideration of primary and secondary
assessments is provided in Appendix C: Primary / Secondary Assessments.

The framework which BPG3 adopts to determine the significance of impacts
is presented in Appendix E: Conventions used to Assess the Significance of
Impacts. Where significant impacts are identified these impacts should also
be deemed acceptable in instances where wider planning objectives or
compensatory design measures countervail. Guidance regarding the
discretion which is available to consent authorities on this matter is provided

in Appendix B: Discretion available to consent authorities.
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Study A: Assessment of skylight levels

available to neighbouring accommodation

Study A: Assessment Overview

This assessment considers the degree to which the proposed development
would affect the levels of diffuse skylight which would be available to

neighbouring accommodation.

As recommended in national planning guidance! the assessment is carried
out in the first instance with regard to the conventional tests recommended
in the BRE guide ‘Site layout planning for daylight and sunlight — A guide to
good practice’ 2" Edition.

According to the BRE guide, the potential for good daylighting can be
assessed with respect to a measure called the Vertical Sky Component
(VSC). In circumstances where a proposed development blocks a significant
amount of the sky that can be seen from a neighbouring window the
proposed development could potentially have a negative effect on the level
of daylight that a neighbouring property receives. In order to investigate this

possibility, the VSC is calculated and assessed.

1 See Appendix A: Policy Basis for Daylight Standards

BPG3.

The Vertical Sky Component is described as the ratio of the direct sky
illuminance falling on the vertical wall at a reference point, to the
simultaneous horizontal illuminance under an unobstructed sky; see below.
When calculating VSC the sky is assumed to be a CIE standard overcast
sky and reflected light from the ground or neighbouring obstructions is not

accounted for.

horizontal illuminance under OV&P
(0
an unobstructed sky Enor EON
S
P
A~ illuminance under an

obstructed sky Eobs

VSC = Zobs » 100%

hor

equation 1.

Rev 03 Ravensbrook Limited
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VSC is tested at a point which is taken to be positioned in the middle of the
window being analysed and located on the same plane as the external

surface of the attendant wall.

The BRE recommends that the potential for good daylighting exists where a
Vertical Sky Component of 27% or higher is available to the windows serving
habitable accommodation. In instances where impact on neighbouring
properties is being assessed the BRE provide the following

recommendation:

‘If the vertical sky component, with the new development in place, is
both less than 27% and 0.8 times its former value, then the occupants
of the existing building will notice a reduction in the amount of
skylight.’

In certain circumstances, where the BRE’s standard test procedures are
thought to be providing unreliable guidance?, supplementary testing is
carried out to more thoroughly investigate the significance of any departures

which have been identified.

2 See Appendix C: Primary / Secondary Assessments

3 Where a room is served by more than one window the BRE advise that the VSC
results can be averaged in instances where the windows are the same size. A
sensible extension of this approach, which can be used in instances where a room
is served by windows of different sizes, is to adopt an area weighted approach in the
calculation of average VSC. In instances where the windows serving a room are not

BPG3.

In the circumstances of this project the assessment has been extended to
include a consideration of the skylight access which would be available to

accommodation located within future development on neighbouring sites.

Study A: Assessment Points

A careful appraisal of the neighbouring environment identifies a number of
existing properties which could potentially experience some form of altered
lighting conditions as a result of the proposed development. The properties
identified are located within the Abberley Square Apartment Complex to the
east of the proposed development.

This study has assessed the levels of skylight access available to a total of
119 windows in the immediate neighbourhood, see Appendix G: Windows
Identified for Testing in Studies A & B. These windows have been selected
to capture the worst-case impacts which could register on neighbouring

properties.

In circumstances where a room is served by more than one window it is
permissible to assess compliance with reference to the average® of the levels
which register on individual windows. On examination, the 119 windows

identified for testing are found to serve 104 rooms in neighbouring properties.

all the same size the contribution which individual window results make to the overall
room result has been determined with reference to the size of each individual
window; this approach relies on an area weighted calculation procedure. When
window areas are being determined only section of glazing located above a height
of 0.85m are considered.

Rev 03 Ravensbrook Limited
June 2022 Daylight Assessment for Proposed Development on Belgard Rd.
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Study A: Results

This study has assessed the levels of skylight access (assessed with respect
to Vertical Sky Component) available to a number of properties located in
the immediate vicinity of the proposed development. In order to determine
the levels of impact arising skylight access levels have been calculated for

both “before development” and “after development” scenarios.

The results of this study (see Table 1) indicate that compliance with BRE
guidelines would be achieved in most cases. Of the 104 rooms assessed in
this study 99 of them are found to retain skylight access levels which satisfy
advisory minimums (proposed levels are either greater than 27% VSC or
greater than 0.8 times their former value); on the basis that compliance with
BRE guidelines has been demonstrated it is safe to assume that reasonable
levels of skylight would remain available to these rooms with the proposed
development in place.

In the small number of cases (Rooms 15, 16, 17, 19 & 39, see 2" column
of Table 1) where it has not been possible to demonstrate full compliance
with BRE guidelines it is BPG3’s view that the significance of the associated
impacts falls at the lower end of the scale in all cases (see 2™ last column of
Table 1). It is on this basis that these impacts are assumed to fall within

tolerable bounds.

Further to this it is important to recognise that all of the rooms which fall short

of advisory minimums are served by windows which are located below

BPG3.

overhanging balconies. A significant amount of latitude needs to be
exercised when assessing the significance of these departures as the self-
shading produced by these overhanging balconies makes it unduly difficult
for compliance to be demonstrated. The need to assess departures of this

nature flexibly is recognised within Section 2.2.11 of the BRE guide:

“Existing windows with balconies above them typically receive less
daylight because the balcony cuts out light from the top part of the
sky, even a modest obstruction opposite may result in a large
relative impact on the VSC, and on the area receiving direct skylight”.

[Emphasis added]

When assessing the significance of the departures identified in this study it

is important to recognise a number of compensating factors:

¢ Aresidential offer which will help to address housing shortages in the
immediate neighbourhood.

e The provision of additional public amenity space in the immediate
neighbourhood.

e Improved street frontage and concomitant passive supervision along

public roads and footpaths.

Rev 03 Ravensbrook Limited
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Table 1 Results of skylight testing; assessed with regard to VSC. (Standard BRE testing highlighted in blue; Professional interpretation of test results highlighted in orange)

VSC Levels (%) Professional Opinion
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1 1 L 13,5 125 | 13,5 108 125 | Yes Negligible Medium/High Negligible Reasonable skylight access retained (0)

2 2 L 349 336 | 349 270 33,6 | Yes Negligible Medium/High Negligible Reasonable skylight access retained (0)

3 3 L 27.0 255 | 27.0 21.6 255 | Yes Negligible Medium/High Negligible Reasonable skylight access retained (0)

4 4 B 26.2 246 | 262 21.0 246 | Yes Negligible Low Negligible Reasonable skylight access retained (0)

5 5 L 213 196 | 21.3 17.0 19.6 | Yes Negligible Medium/High Negligible Reasonable skylight access retained (0)

6 6 L 229 214 | 229 183 214 | Yes Negligible Medium/High Negligible Reasonable skylight access retained (0)

7 7 B 38.2 36.0 | 382 27.0 36.0 | Yes Negligible Low Negligible Reasonable skylight access retained (0)

8 8 L 232 214 | 232 186 214 | Yes Negligible Medium/High Negligible Reasonable skylight access retained (0)

9 9 L 23.8 21.0 | 23.8 19.0 21.0 | Yes Negligible Medium/High Negligible Reasonable skylight access retained (0)
10 10 L 23.8 20.7 | 23.8 19.0 20.7 | Yes Negligible Medium/High Negligible Reasonable skylight access retained (0)
11 11 B 249 214 | 249 199 214 | Yes Negligible Low Negligible Reasonable skylight access retained (0)

12 12 L 26.6 225 | 26,6 213 225 | Yes Negligible Medium/High Negligible Reasonable skylight access retained (0)

13 13 L 26.6 222 | 26,6 213 222 | Yes Negligible Medium/High Negligible Reasonable skylight access retained (0)

14 14 B 375 327 | 375 27.0 32.7 | Yes Negligible Low Negligible Reasonable skylight access retained (0)

15 15 L 233 18.0 | 23.3 186 18.0 No Negligible/Low  Medium/High Negligible/Low  Impact falls within tolerable bounds (A)

16 16 L 226 174 | 226 181 174 No Negligible/Low  Medium/High Negligible/Low  Impact falls within tolerable bounds (A)

17 17 B 226 16.6 | 226 181 16.6 No Low Low Negligible/Low  Impact falls within tolerable bounds (A)

18 18 B 381 31.2 | 381 27.0 31.2 | Yes Negligible Low Negligible Reasonable skylight access retained (0)

19 19 L 104 51 | 203 16.2 16.0 No Negligible/Low  Medium/High Negligible/Low  Impact falls within tolerable bounds (A)

20 19 L 33.7 30.7 | 203 16.2 16.0 No Negligible/Low  Medium/High Negligible/Low  Impact falls within tolerable bounds (A)

21 20 B 312 286 | 31.2 25.0 286 | Yes Negligible Low Negligible Reasonable skylight access retained (0)

Rev 03 Ravensbrook Limited
June 2022 Daylight Assessment for Proposed Development on Belgard Rd.
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VSC Levels (%) Professional Opinion
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22 21 L 183 16.3 | 183 146 16.3 | Yes Negligible Medium/High Negligible Reasonable skylight access retained (0)
23 22 B 263 243 | 263 21.0 243 | Yes Negligible Low Negligible Reasonable skylight access retained (0)
24 23 L 13.6 128 | 13.6 109 12.8 | Yes Negligible Medium/High Negligible Reasonable skylight access retained (0)
25 24 L 350 339 | 350 27.0 339 | Yes Negligible Medium/High Negligible Reasonable skylight access retained (0)
26 25 L 27.1 259 | 27.1 217 259 | Yes Negligible Medium/High Negligible Reasonable skylight access retained (0)
27 26 B 263 249 | 263 21.0 249 | Yes Negligible Low Negligible Reasonable skylight access retained (0)
28 27 L 21.4 199 | 214 171 199 | Yes Negligible Medium/High Negligible Reasonable skylight access retained (0)
29 28 L 23.0 21.7 | 23.0 184 21.7 | Yes Negligible Medium/High Negligible Reasonable skylight access retained (0)
30 29 B 384 36.4 | 384 27.0 364 | Yes Negligible Low Negligible Reasonable skylight access retained (0)
31 30 L 233 218 | 233 186 21.8 | Yes Negligible Medium/High Negligible Reasonable skylight access retained (0)
32 31 L 240 215 | 240 19.2 215 | Yes Negligible Medium/High Negligible Reasonable skylight access retained (0)
33 32 L 240 213 | 240 19.2 21.3 | Yes Negligible Medium/High Negligible Reasonable skylight access retained (0)
34 33 B 25.0 22.0 | 25.0 20.0 22.0 | Yes Negligible Low Negligible Reasonable skylight access retained (0)
35 34 L 26.7 232 | 267 214 23.2 | Yes Negligible Medium/High Negligible Reasonable skylight access retained (0)
36 35 L 268 23.0 | 26.8 214 23.0 | Yes Negligible Medium/High Negligible Reasonable skylight access retained (0)
37 36 B 37.7 335 | 37.7 27.0 335 | Yes Negligible Low Negligible Reasonable skylight access retained (0)
38 37 L 234 188 | 23.4 187 188 | Yes Negligible Medium/High Negligible Reasonable skylight access retained (0)
39 38 L 227 183 | 227 182 183 Yes Negligible Medium/High Negligible Reasonable skylight access retained (0)
40 39 B 228 175 | 22.8 182 175 No Negligible/Low Low Negligible Impact falls within tolerable bounds (4)
41 40 B 38.2 323 | 382 270 323 Yes Negligible Low Negligible Reasonable skylight access retained (0)
42 41 L 10.5 6.0 23.1 185 194 | Yes Negligible Medium/High Negligible Reasonable skylight access retained (0)
43 41 L 369 34.2 | 23.1 185 194 | Yes Negligible Medium/High Negligible Reasonable skylight access retained (0)
44 42 B 36.1 338 | 36.1 27.0 33.8 | Yes Negligible Low Negligible Reasonable skylight access retained (0)
Rev 03 Ravensbrook Limited
June 2022 Daylight Assessment for Proposed Development on Belgard Rd.
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VSC Levels (%) Professional Opinion
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45 43 L 240 223 | 240 19.2 223 | Yes Negligible Medium/High Negligible Reasonable skylight access retained (0)
46 44 B 32.7 309 | 32.7 26.2 309 | Yes Negligible Low Negligible Reasonable skylight access retained (0)
47 45 L 13.7 13.1 | 13.7 110 13.1 | Yes Negligible Medium/High Negligible Reasonable skylight access retained (0)
48 46 L 354 345 | 354 27.0 345 | Yes Negligible Medium/High Negligible Reasonable skylight access retained (0)
49 47 L 273 263 | 273 218 26.3 | Yes Negligible Medium/High Negligible Reasonable skylight access retained (0)
50 48 B 26.4 253 | 26.4 211 253 | Yes Negligible Low Negligible Reasonable skylight access retained (0)
51 49 L 215 203 | 215 172 20.3 | Yes Negligible Medium/High Negligible Reasonable skylight access retained (0)
52 50 L 23.1 22.0 | 23.1 185 22.0 | Yes Negligible Medium/High Negligible Reasonable skylight access retained (0)
53 51 B 385 36.9 | 385 27.0 369 | Yes Negligible Low Negligible Reasonable skylight access retained (0)
54 52 L 235 222 | 235 188 22.2 | Yes Negligible Medium/High Negligible Reasonable skylight access retained (0)
55 53 L 241 221 | 241 193 221 | Yes Negligible Medium/High Negligible Reasonable skylight access retained (0)
56 54 L 241 219 | 241 193 219 | Yes Negligible Medium/High Negligible Reasonable skylight access retained (0)
57 55 B 25.2 227 | 252 20.2 22.7 | Yes Negligible Low Negligible Reasonable skylight access retained (0)
58 56 L 269 239 | 269 215 239 | Yes Negligible Medium/High Negligible Reasonable skylight access retained (0)
59 57 L 269 23.7 | 269 215 23.7 | Yes Negligible Medium/High Negligible Reasonable skylight access retained (0)
60 58 B 38.0 345 | 380 27.0 345 | Yes Negligible Low Negligible Reasonable skylight access retained (0)
61 59 L 236 19.7 | 23,6 189 19.7 | Yes Negligible Medium/High Negligible Reasonable skylight access retained (0)
62 60 L 229 19.1 | 229 183 19.1 | Yes Negligible Medium/High Negligible Reasonable skylight access retained (0)
63 61 B 223 179 | 223 178 179 | Yes Negligible Low Negligible Reasonable skylight access retained (0)
64 62 B 384 333 | 384 270 333 Yes Negligible Low Negligible Reasonable skylight access retained (0)
65 63 L 9.4 5.6 23.2 186 20.1 | Yes Negligible Medium/High Negligible Reasonable skylight access retained (0)
66 63 L 385 36.1 | 23.2 186 20.1 | Yes Negligible Medium/High Negligible Reasonable skylight access retained (0)
67 64 B 385 36.4 | 385 27.0 36.4 | Yes Negligible Low Negligible Reasonable skylight access retained (0)
Rev 03 Ravensbrook Limited
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VSC Levels (%) Professional Opinion
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5 e o = Magnitude of Significance of Professional Opinion (see notes at end
o - < = o Impact ¥ Room to Impact @ of table for expanded explanation)
Z 2 o ° -~ E T 5 Impact ¥
3 o Q o) o o0 T S “ ‘5
S 05 S c o c S E o o
c o 2 @ = 7] S ¢ o w
£ 3 2|2 ¢°o| % 3£ ¢ ¥
= < < i a i <= a o
68 65 L 268 253 | 26.8 214 253 Yes Negligible Medium/High Negligible Reasonable skylight access retained (0)
69 66 B 358 342 | 35,8 27.0 34.2 | Yes Negligible Low Negligible Reasonable skylight access retained (0)
70 67 L 236 23.1 | 23.6 189 23.1 | Yes Negligible Medium/High Negligible Reasonable skylight access retained (0)
71 68 L 378 37.0 | 37.8 27.0 37.0 | Yes Negligible Medium/High Negligible Reasonable skylight access retained (0)
72 69 L 383 375 | 383 270 375 | Yes Negligible Medium/High Negligible Reasonable skylight access retained (0)
73 70 B 385 37.6 | 385 270 37.6 | Yes Negligible Low Negligible Reasonable skylight access retained (0)
74 71 L 219 210 | 219 175 21.0 | Yes Negligible Medium/High Negligible Reasonable skylight access retained (0)
75 72 L 199 19.1 | 199 159 19.1 | Yes Negligible Medium/High Negligible Reasonable skylight access retained (0)
76 73 B 386 373 | 386 27.0 37.3 | Yes Negligible Low Negligible Reasonable skylight access retained (0)
77 74 L 203 193 | 203 16.2 19.3 | Yes Negligible Medium/High Negligible Reasonable skylight access retained (0)
78 75 L 376 359 | 37.6 27.0 359 | Yes Negligible Medium/High Negligible Reasonable skylight access retained (0)
79 76 L 383 36,5 | 383 27.0 36.5 | Yes Negligible Medium/High Negligible Reasonable skylight access retained (0)
80 77 B 376 356 | 37.6 27.0 356 | Yes Negligible Low Negligible Reasonable skylight access retained (0)
81 78 L 386 36.1 | 386 27.0 36.1 | Yes Negligible Medium/High Negligible Reasonable skylight access retained (0)
82 79 L 386 36.0 | 386 27.0 36.0 | Yes Negligible Medium/High Negligible Reasonable skylight access retained (0)
83 80 B 385 357 | 385 27.0 357 | Yes Negligible Low Negligible Reasonable skylight access retained (0)
84 81 L 37.4 342 | 374 27.0 342 | Yes Negligible Medium/High Negligible Reasonable skylight access retained (0)
85 82 L 379 344 | 379 27.0 344 | Yes Negligible Medium/High Negligible Reasonable skylight access retained (0)
86 83 B 26.0 222 | 26.0 20.8 22.2 | Yes Negligible Low Negligible Reasonable skylight access retained (0)
87 84 B 345 30.6 | 345 270 30.6 | Yes Negligible Low Negligible Reasonable skylight access retained (0)
88 85 L 250 20.8 | 23.3 186 20.5 | Yes Negligible Medium/High Negligible Reasonable skylight access retained (0)
89 85 L 224 204 | 23.3 186 20.5 Yes Negligible Medium/High Negligible Reasonable skylight access retained (0)
90 86 B 303 286 | 30.3 242 286 | Yes Negligible Low Negligible Reasonable skylight access retained (0)
Rev 03 Ravensbrook Limited
June 2022 Daylight Assessment for Proposed Development on Belgard Rd.
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VSC Levels (%) Professional Opinion
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< . . G
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o £ 0 ) Sensitivity of e . -
5 e o = Magnitude of Significance of Professional Opinion (see notes at end
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S 05 £ c o c @ E o G
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= < < i a i <= a o
91 87 L 269 253 | 269 215 253 | Yes Negligible Medium/High Negligible Reasonable skylight access retained (0)
92 88 B 386 37.2 | 386 270 37.2 | Yes Negligible Low Negligible Reasonable skylight access retained (0)
93 89 L 184 17.8 | 181 145 17.5 | Yes Negligible Medium/High Negligible Reasonable skylight access retained (0)
94 89 L 171 165 | 181 145 17.5 | Yes Negligible Medium/High Negligible Reasonable skylight access retained (0)
95 90 L 25.0 244 | 250 20.0 244 | Yes Negligible Medium/High Negligible Reasonable skylight access retained (0)
9% 91 B 256 249 | 25,6 205 249 | Yes Negligible Low Negligible Reasonable skylight access retained (0)
97 92 L 25,9 25.1 | 259 20.7 25.1 | Yes Negligible Medium/High Negligible Reasonable skylight access retained (0)
98 93 L 259 25.0 | 25,9 20.7 25.0 | Yes Negligible Medium/High Negligible Reasonable skylight access retained (0)
9 94 B 259 249 | 259 20.7 249 | Yes Negligible Low Negligible Reasonable skylight access retained (0)
100 95 L 26.1 25.1 | 26.1 209 25.1 | Yes Negligible Medium/High Negligible Reasonable skylight access retained (0)
101 96 L 13,5 123 | 16,5 13.2 15.2 | Yes Negligible Medium/High Negligible Reasonable skylight access retained (0)
102 96 L 174 16.1 | 16,5 13.2 15.2 | Yes Negligible Medium/High Negligible Reasonable skylight access retained (0)
103 96 L 18.0 16.6 | 16,5 13.2 15.2 | Yes Negligible Medium/High Negligible Reasonable skylight access retained (0)
104 97 L 181 16.6 | 181 145 16.5 | Yes Negligible Medium/High Negligible Reasonable skylight access retained (0)
105 97 L 18.1 165 | 181 145 16.5 Yes Negligible Medium/High Negligible Reasonable skylight access retained (0)
106 97 L 181 164 | 181 145 165 | Yes Negligible Medium/High Negligible Reasonable skylight access retained (0)
107 98 L 181 16.3 | 181 145 16.1 | Yes Negligible Medium/High Negligible Reasonable skylight access retained (0)
108 98 L 18.1 16.2 | 181 145 16.1 | Yes Negligible Medium/High Negligible Reasonable skylight access retained (0)
109 98 L 181 16.0 | 181 145 16.1 | Yes Negligible Medium/High Negligible Reasonable skylight access retained (0)
110 99 L 180 15.7 | 17.2 13.8 15.1 | Yes Negligible Medium/High Negligible Reasonable skylight access retained (0)
111 99 L 17.8 15.3 | 17.2 13.8 151 | Yes Negligible Medium/High Negligible Reasonable skylight access retained (0)
112 99 L 155 13.8 | 17.2 13.8 15.1 | Yes Negligible Medium/High Negligible Reasonable skylight access retained (0)
113 100 B 31.8 288 | 31.8 254 288 | Yes Negligible Low Negligible Reasonable skylight access retained (0)
Rev 03 Ravensbrook Limited
June 2022 Daylight Assessment for Proposed Development on Belgard Rd.
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w — @ — — — Assumed Room Type (2

VSC Levels (%)

At Window
K

5 £
29.0 26.0
31.2 28.0
19.6 17.9
16.9 15.4
18.7 17.4
18.7 17.5

Existing

24.1
241
24.1
16.9
18.7
18.7

For Room
(Weighted
Average)

dvisory
Minimum 3

Proposed

21.8
21.8
21.8
15.4
17.4
17.5

BRE Guidelines Satisfied?

<
]
(%]

Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes

Magnitude of
Impact ¥

Negligible
Negligible
Negligible
Negligible
Negligible
Negligible

Sensitivity of
Room to
Impact ¥

Medium/High

Medium/High

Medium/High
Low

Medium/High
Low

BPG3.

Professional Opinion

Significance of
Impact @

Negligible
Negligible
Negligible
Negligible
Negligible
Negligible

The location of these windows is illustrated within Appendix G: Windows Identified for Testing in Studies A & B
See Appendix E: Conventions used to Assess the Significance of Impacts for Room Type codes

Advisory minimum is 27% unless 0.8 times former value is lower

Professional Opinion (see notes at end
of table for expanded explanation)

Reasonable skylight access retained (0)
Reasonable skylight access retained (0)
Reasonable skylight access retained (0)
Reasonable skylight access retained (0)
Reasonable skylight access retained (0)
Reasonable skylight access retained (0)

The framework used to classify impacts is described within Appendix E: Conventions used to Assess the Significance of Impacts

On the basis that full conformity with BRE guidelines has been demonstrated it can be concluded with confidence that a reasonable level of skylight would remain

available to this room with the proposed development in place.

On the basis that the significance of impact has been determined to register at the lower end of the scale and having regard to the wider planning benefits which
this development would bring, the impact identified is considered to fall within tolerable bounds in this instance.

Page 19 of 69
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Study B: Assessment of sunl ig ht levels e Has areduction in sunlight received over the whole year greater than

) ) ) o 4% of annual probable sunlight hours.
available to neighbouring living rooms

Study B: Assessment Approach Study B: Assessment Points

Sunlight access is assessed with respect to a measure called Annual The windows assessed in Study A are considered again within this study. As

Probable Sunlight Hours (APSH). This measure relates to the total number previously established the 119 windows identified (see Appendix G:

of hours in the year that the sun is typically expected to shine on Windows ldentified for Testing in Studies A & B) are associated with 104

unobstructed ground, allowing for average levels of cloudiness for the separate rooms. In accordance with BRE guidance, sunlight testing is

location in question. generally only applicable to residential living rooms with south facing

windows; applying these criteria a total of 62 rooms are identified for testing.
According to the BRE guide a dwelling, or non -domestic building which has

a particular requirement for sunlight, will appear reasonably sunlit provided: Study B: Results
e At least one main window wall faces within 90° of due south and This study has assessed the levels of sunlight access available to all
e The centre of at least one window to a main living room can receive accommodation in the immediate neighbourhood of the proposed
25% annual probable sunlight hours, including at least 5% of annual development. In order to assess impacts both the “before development” and
probable sunlight hours in winter months (taken to fall between the “after development” levels have been calculated. Further to this both annual
21% of September and the 21 of March). and winter sunlight levels have been considered.

Further to this the BRE advise that the sunlighting of existing dwellings ma . . .
ghting g g y The results obtained for both annual sunlight access (see Table 2) and winter

be adversely affected if the centre of the window in question: . - . . e
4 q sunlight access (see Table 3) indicate that conformity with BRE guidelines

Receives less than 25% of annual probable sunlight hours, or less . . . ,
* 0 P g would be achieved in most cases. When annual sunlight access is tested 60

than 5% of annual probable sunlight hours between the 21%t of
September and the 215 of March and

of the 62 assessable rooms (equivalent to 97%) are found to received

advisory minimum levels of sunlight access. When winter sunlight access is

o Receives less than 0.8 times its former sunlight hours during either tested 62 of the 62 assessable rooms (equivalent to 100%) are found to

period and received advisory minimum levels of sunlight access. On the basis that full
Rev 03 Ravensbrook Limited
June 2022 Daylight Assessment for Proposed Development on Belgard Rd.
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compliance with BRE guidelines has been demonstrated in these instances
it is safe to assume that a reasonable level of both annual and winter sunlight
would remain available to all these rooms with the proposed development in

place.

In the small number of cases (Rooms 19 & 41, see 2" column of Table 2)
where it has not been possible to demonstrate full compliance with BRE
guidelines for annual sunlight access it is BPG3’s view that the significance
of the associated impacts falls at the lower end of the scale in all cases (see
2" last column of Table 2). It is on this basis that these impacts are assumed

to fall within tolerable bounds.

When assessing the significance of the departures identified in this study it

is important to recognise a number of compensating factors:

o Aresidential offer which will help to address housing shortages in the
immediate neighbourhood.

e The provision of additional public amenity space in the immediate
neighbourhood.

o Improved street frontage and concomitant passive supervision along

public roads and footpaths.

Rev 03
June 2022
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Table 2 Results of annual sunlight testing assessed with respect to APSH. (Standard BRE testing highlighted in blue; Professional interpretation of test results highlighted in
orange)

% APSH Levels (%) Professional Opinion
= =
= At
g = For Room
_ 8 E Window & L . .
= o e = c . Sensitivity N Professional Opinion (see notes at
O - s L = Magnitude Significance
= Q - ko) - € - Lo ) of Room to ) end of table for expanded
2 £ o = - o} . = ) 5B of Impact () of Impact .
s 3 £ 8 = z c o E Z 2 Impact explanation)
° o) = 0 b o b 2 = o *
= (%) 7 = N2 o %) % E ) g =
= £ £ o 3 al & <= & o &
1 1 L S 25 25 25 20 25 Yes Negligible ~ Low/Medium Negligible Reasonable annual sunlight retained ()
2 2 L S 49 49 49 25 49 Yes Negligible ~ Low/Medium Negligible Reasonable annual sunlight retained ()
3 3 L S 44 44 44 25 44 Yes Negligible ~ Low/Medium Negligible Reasonable annual sunlight retained ()
4 4 B S - - - - - - - - - Testing only applicable to living rooms
5 5 L S 34 34 34 25 34 Yes Negligible ~ Low/Medium Negligible Reasonable annual sunlight retained ()
6 6 L S 35 34 35 25 34 Yes Negligible  Low/Medium Negligible Reasonable annual sunlight retained (0)
7 7 B S - - - - - - - - - Testing only applicable to living rooms
8 8 L S 35 32 35 25 32 Yes Negligible  Low/Medium Negligible Reasonable annual sunlight retained (0)
9 9 L S 39 36 39 25 36 Yes Negligible ~ Low/Medium Negligible Reasonable annual sunlight retained (0)
10 10 L S 39 35 39 25 35 Yes Negligible  Low/Medium Negligible Reasonable annual sunlight retained (0)
11 11 B S - - - - - - - - - Testing only applicable to living rooms
12 12 L S 47 41 47 25 41 Yes Negligible  Low/Medium Negligible Reasonable annual sunlight retained (0)
13 13 L S 42 37 42 25 37 Yes Negligible Low/Medium Negligible Reasonable annual sunlight retained (0)
14 14 B S - - - - - - - - - Testing only applicable to living rooms
15 15 L S 37 31 37 25 31 Yes Negligible  Low/Medium Negligible Reasonable annual sunlight retained (0)
16 16 L S 39 32 39 25 32 Yes Negligible Low/Medium Negligible Reasonable annual sunlight retained (0)
17 17 B S - - - - - - - - - Testing only applicable to living rooms
18 18 B S - - - - - - - - - Testing only applicable to living rooms
19 19 L S 18 11 18 14 11 No Low/Medium Low/Medium Low Impact falls within tolerable bounds (4)
20 19 L N - - - - - - - - - Testing only applicable to south windows
21 20 B N - - - - - - - - - Testing only applicable to living rooms
22 21 L N - - - - - - - - - Testing only applicable to south windows
Rev 03 Ravensbrook Limited
June 2022 Daylight Assessment for Proposed Development on Belgard Rd.
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% APSH Levels (%) Professional Opinion
= =
= At
£ —
5 c Window For Room "
— (@) o (] ong. .q q 0.
= o o = c . Sensitivity N Professional Opinion (see notes at
O - s L = Magnitude Significance
= Q - 0 - € - Lo ) of Room to ) end of table for expanded
= £ 9 = - o} . = ) 2T of Impact @) of Impact .
5 & £ T = 0 e S E 2 8 = Impact explanation)
2| o | s o b % B 2 .= Q @
= £ £ o 3 a|l & <= & o &
23 22 B N - - - - - - - - - Testing only applicable to living rooms
24 23 L S 25 25 25 20 25 Yes Negligible ~ Low/Medium Negligible Reasonable annual sunlight retained ()
25 24 L S 49 49 49 25 49 Yes Negligible ~ Low/Medium Negligible Reasonable annual sunlight retained ()
26 25 L S 44 44 44 25 44 Yes Negligible ~ Low/Medium Negligible Reasonable annual sunlight retained (0)
27 26 B S - - - - - - - - - Testing only applicable to living rooms
28 27 L S 34 34 34 25 34 Yes Negligible ~ Low/Medium Negligible Reasonable annual sunlight retained (9)
29 28 L S 35 34 35 25 34 Yes Negligible ~ Low/Medium Negligible Reasonable annual sunlight retained ()
30 29 B S - - - - - - - - - Testing only applicable to living rooms
31 30 L S 35 32 35 25 32 Yes Negligible ~ Low/Medium Negligible Reasonable annual sunlight retained (0)
32 31 L S 39 36 39 25 36 Yes Negligible  Low/Medium Negligible Reasonable annual sunlight retained (0)
33 32 L S 39 35 39 25 35 Yes Negligible ~ Low/Medium Negligible Reasonable annual sunlight retained (0)
34 33 B S - - - - - - - - - Testing only applicable to living rooms
35 34 L S 47 42 47 25 42 Yes Negligible ~ Low/Medium Negligible Reasonable annual sunlight retained (0)
36 35 L S 42 38 42 25 38 Yes Negligible  Low/Medium Negligible Reasonable annual sunlight retained (0)
37 36 B S - - - - - - - - - Testing only applicable to living rooms
38 37 L S 37 32 37 25 32 Yes Negligible  Low/Medium Negligible Reasonable annual sunlight retained (0)
39 38 L S 39 33 39 25 33 Yes Negligible Low/Medium Negligible Reasonable annual sunlight retained (0)
40 39 B S - - - - - - - - - Testing only applicable to living rooms
41 40 B S - - - - - - - - - Testing only applicable to living rooms
42 41 L S 18 13 18 14 13 No Low Low/Medium Negligible/Low Impact falls within tolerable bounds (A)
43 41 L N - - - - - - - - - Testing only applicable to south windows
44 42 B N - - - - - - - - - Testing only applicable to living rooms
45 43 L N - - - - - - - - - Testing only applicable to south windows
46 44 B N - - - - - - - - - Testing only applicable to living rooms
Rev 03 Ravensbrook Limited
June 2022 Daylight Assessment for Proposed Development on Belgard Rd.
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= APSH Levels (%) Professional Opinion
) p
= =
= At
£ —
5 c Window For Room "
— (@) o (] ong. .q q 0.
= o o = c . Sensitivity N Professional Opinion (see notes at
O - s L = Magnitude Significance
= Q - 0 - € - Lo ) of Room to ) end of table for expanded
2 £ o = - o} . = ) 5B of Impact @) of Impact .
e 8 £ 8 & 2 e o E 2 8 = Impact explanation)
2 o S 5 ] o ] 2 .= a (7
= £ £ o 3 a|l & <= & o &
47 45 L S 25 25 25 20 25 Yes Negligible ~ Low/Medium Negligible Reasonable annual sunlight retained ()
48 46 L S 51 50 51 25 50 Yes Negligible ~ Low/Medium Negligible Reasonable annual sunlight retained ()
49 47 L S 45 45 45 25 45 Yes Negligible ~ Low/Medium Negligible Reasonable annual sunlight retained ()
50 48 B S - - - - - - - - - Testing only applicable to living rooms
51 49 L S 34 34 34 25 34 Yes Negligible Low/Medium Negligible Reasonable annual sunlight retained ()
52 50 L S 35 34 35 25 34 Yes Negligible Low/Medium Negligible Reasonable annual sunlight retained (9)
53 b51 B S - - - - - - - - - Testing only applicable to living rooms
54 52 L S 35 34 35 25 34 Yes Negligible  Low/Medium Negligible Reasonable annual sunlight retained (0)
55 53 L S 39 38 39 25 38 Yes Negligible ~ Low/Medium Negligible Reasonable annual sunlight retained (0)
56 54 L S 39 37 39 25 37 Yes Negligible  Low/Medium Negligible Reasonable annual sunlight retained (0)
57 55 B S - - - - - - - - - Testing only applicable to living rooms
58 56 L S 46 44 46 25 44 Yes Negligible  Low/Medium Negligible Reasonable annual sunlight retained (0)
59 57 L S 42 39 42 25 39 Yes Negligible ~ Low/Medium Negligible Reasonable annual sunlight retained (0)
60 58 B S - - - - - - - - - Testing only applicable to living rooms
61 59 L S 37 34 37 25 34 Yes Negligible ~ Low/Medium Negligible Reasonable annual sunlight retained (0)
62 60 L S 39 35 39 25 35 Yes Negligible  Low/Medium Negligible Reasonable annual sunlight retained (0)
63 61 B S - - - - - - - - - Testing only applicable to living rooms
64 62 B S - - - - - - - - - Testing only applicable to living rooms
65 63 L S 15 12 15 11 12 Yes Negligible  Low/Medium Negligible Reasonable annual sunlight retained (0)
66 63 L N - - - - - - - - - Testing only applicable to south windows
67 64 B N - - - - - - - - - Testing only applicable to living rooms
68 65 L N - - - - - - - - - Testing only applicable to south windows
69 66 B N - - - - - - - - - Testing only applicable to living rooms
70 67 L S 44 44 44 25 44 Yes Negligible Low/Medium Negligible Reasonable annual sunlight retained (0)
Rev 03 Ravensbrook Limited
June 2022 Daylight Assessment for Proposed Development on Belgard Rd.
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Negligible

Sensitivity
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Low/Medium
Low/Medium
Low/Medium
Low/Medium
Low/Medium
Low/Medium
Low/Medium
Low/Medium
Low/Medium
Low/Medium
Low/Medium
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Professional Opinion

Significance
of Impact )

Negligible
Negligible
Negligible
Negligible
Negligible
Negligible
Negligible
Negligible
Negligible
Negligible
Negligible
Negligible
Negligible
Negligible

Professional Opinion (see notes at
end of table for expanded
explanation)

Reasonable annual sunlight retained ()
Reasonable annual sunlight retained ()
Testing only applicable to living rooms
Reasonable annual sunlight retained (0)
Reasonable annual sunlight retained ()
Testing only applicable to living rooms
Reasonable annual sunlight retained ()
Reasonable annual sunlight retained (0)
Reasonable annual sunlight retained (0)
Testing only applicable to living rooms
Reasonable annual sunlight retained (0)
Reasonable annual sunlight retained (0)
Testing only applicable to living rooms
Reasonable annual sunlight retained (0)
Reasonable annual sunlight retained (0)
Testing only applicable to living rooms
Testing only applicable to living rooms
Reasonable annual sunlight retained (0)
Testing only applicable to south windows
Testing only applicable to living rooms
Testing only applicable to south windows
Testing only applicable to living rooms
Reasonable annual sunlight retained ()
Reasonable annual sunlight retained (0)
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% APSH Levels (%) Professional Opinion
- "
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95 90 L S 38 38 38 25 38 Yes Negligible  Low/Medium Negligible Reasonable annual sunlight retained (0)
96 91 B S - - - - - - - Testing only applicable to living rooms
97 92 L S 41 41 41 25 41 Yes Negligible ~ Low/Medium Negligible Reasonable annual sunlight retained ()
98 93 L S 41 41 41 25 41 Yes Negligible ~ Low/Medium Negligible Reasonable annual sunlight retained (0)
99 94 B S - - - - - - - - - Testing only applicable to living rooms
100 95 L S 41 41 41 25 41 Yes Negligible ~ Low/Medium Negligible Reasonable annual sunlight retained (9)
101 96 L S 20 20 29 23 29 Yes Negligible ~ Low/Medium Negligible Reasonable annual sunlight retained ()
102 96 L S 28 27 29 23 29 Yes Negligible  Low/Medium Negligible Reasonable annual sunlight retained (0)
103 96 L S 29 29 29 23 29 Yes Negligible ~ Low/Medium Negligible Reasonable annual sunlight retained (0)
104 97 L S 30 30 30 24 30 Yes Negligible  Low/Medium Negligible Reasonable annual sunlight retained (0)
105 97 L S 30 30 30 24 30 Yes Negligible ~ Low/Medium Negligible Reasonable annual sunlight retained (0)
106 97 L S 30 30 30 24 30 Yes Negligible  Low/Medium Negligible Reasonable annual sunlight retained (0)
107 98 L S 30 30 30 24 30 Yes Negligible ~ Low/Medium Negligible Reasonable annual sunlight retained (0)
108 98 L S 30 30 30 24 30 Yes Negligible  Low/Medium Negligible Reasonable annual sunlight retained (0)
109 98 L S 30 29 30 24 30 Yes Negligible ~ Low/Medium Negligible Reasonable annual sunlight retained (0)
110 99 L S 30 29 30 24 29 Yes Negligible  Low/Medium Negligible Reasonable annual sunlight retained (0)
111 99 L S 30 29 30 24 29 Yes Negligible Low/Medium Negligible Reasonable annual sunlight retained (0)
112 99 L S 30 29 30 24 29 Yes Negligible Low/Medium Negligible Reasonable annual sunlight retained (0)
113 100 B S - - - - - - - - - Testing only applicable to living rooms
114 101 L S 47 45 47 25 46 Yes Negligible Low/Medium Negligible Reasonable annual sunlight retained (0)
115 101 L S 47 46 47 25 46 Yes Negligible  Low/Medium Negligible Reasonable annual sunlight retained (0)
116 101 L N - - - - - - - - - Testing only applicable to south windows
117 102 B N - - - - - - - - - Testing only applicable to living rooms
118 103 L N - - - - - - - - - Testing only applicable to south windows
Rev 03 Ravensbrook Limited
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BPG3.
% APSH Levels (%) Professional Opinion
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119 104 B N - - - - - - - - - Testing only applicable to living rooms
1 The location of these windows is illustrated within Appendix G: Windows Identified for Testing in Studies A & B
2 See Appendix E: Conventions used to Assess the Significance of Impacts for Room Type codes
3 Advisory minimum is 25% unless 0.8 times former value or former value less 4% APSH is lower
4 The framework used to classify impacts is described within Appendix E: Conventions used to Assess the Significance of Impacts
(d) On the basis that full conformity with BRE guidelines has been demonstrated it can be concluded with confidence that a reasonable level of annual sunlight
would remain available to this room 