An
Bord
Pleanala

Inspector’s Report
ABP301908-18 /
ABP302039-18.

Development

Location

Applicant

Planning Authorities

Prescribed Bodies

Observers to Planning Application

Objectors to CPO

Types of Applications

ABP301908-18 / ABP302039-18

Inspector’s Report

Greater Dublin Drainage Project
incorporating a Regional Biosolids

Storage Facility.

Dublin City and Dublin County.

Irish Water

Fingal County Council and Dublin City

Council.

10 prescribed bodies - Listed in
Appendix

152 observations - Listed in Appendix

14 objectors - Listed in Appendix

Application under the provisions of
S37 of the Planning and Development
Act and Compulsory Purchase of
Lands under the Housing Act 1966..

Page 1 of 399



Dates of Site Inspections 8" August 2018, 3@ September 2018,
7t September 2018, 6" March 2019,
9t March 2019, 15" March 2019, 24t
March 2019 .

Inspector Mairead Kenny.

ABP301908-18 / ABP302039-18 Inspector’s Report Page 2 of 399



Contents

(O g1 (0o [ o i o] o PP PPPPPPPPPPPI 6
2.0 Site Location and DeSCIIPLION .......ciiieeirieieiiiiei e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e eeeeennns 8
3.0 Proposed DeVEIOPMENT .........iiii et e e e e e 12
K T B O V=T V= TP 12
3.2. Regional Biosolids Storage FacCility ... 13
3.3. Orbital pipeline route - Blanchardstown to N2 (Ch 0,000-CH 5,500)........... 15
3.4. Orbital Pipeline Route - N2 to M1 (Ch 5,500 to 12,600)...........ccceevverereeennn. 16

3.5. Orbital / Outfall pipelines - M1 to Marine Diffuser (Ch 12,700 / Ch 5,935) .. 17

3.6. Abbotstown PUmping STation .......ccoooeeeeiiiiiieeee 18
3.7. Wastewater Treatment Plant and Sludge Hub Centre .........cccccceevvveieeeeennns 19
4.0 WIitten SUDMISSIONS ......uiiiiiiiiieiiiiiiie e e e 20
4.1, LOCAI AULNOMTIES. ...ccoiiieeieeee et 20
4.2. Prescribed DOAIES .......coooviiiiiiiiiiiii 23
4.3. Observers’ Written SUDMISSIONS ..........ueiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiei e 27
5.0 Oral HEANNQ ...cvvveiiie et e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e raaa s 32
ST I O V=T =TT 32
5.2. Main Irish Water SUDMISSIONS .........cciiiiiiiiiiiiiii e 32
5.3. Local authorities and prescribed bodies..............uvuiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiii s 33
5.4. Observers’ SUDMISSIONS ........cooviiiiiiie e 34
6.0 Planning HiSIONY.......oooiiiii e e e 35
7.0 Relevant legislative and Policy ConteXt.........c..uuiviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieeceeis e, 39
7.1. Selected Legal ProViSIONS ........cooooiiiiiiieeeeeeeeeee 39
7.2. Project 2040 and related ... 41
7.3.  Irish Water PUDIICALIONS .........ccooiiiiieeeeeeeeeeeee 43

ABP301908-18 / ABP302039-18 Inspector’s Report Page 3 of 399



7.4, ReQIONAI POLICY ....coeeieeeee et e e e e e e e e eeeanes 43

7.5. Development PIaNnS ... 45
7.6. Natural Heritage DesignatioNns ..........coooeriiieiiiieeeeeeee e 50
8.0 Planning ASSESSMENT ........uuuuiiieeeeieiiiiii e e e e e et e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e 51
8.1, INTTOAUCTION ... 51
8.2. Planning POHCY......ccoooiiiiiiiiiie e 51
8.3. Need and AILEINALIVES ........ccoiiiiiiiiiei e 60
8.4. Marine Water QUAIILY .......coooeiiieeeeeeeeeeeeeeee 71
8.5, AN AN OQOUN.....ccoiiieieeeeeee e 94
8.6. Cultural heritage, Landscape and Visual impacts and Tourism................. 115
8.7. Roads, traffic and INfraStruCtUre ............oooeeiiiiiiii e 128
8.8, FlOOU MSK. ... 142
8.9. Community Benefits Scheme, Contributions and other matters................ 148
B.10.  CONCIUSION ... 152
9.0 Environmental IMpact ASSESSMENT. .......uuuuuuuuuiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieee e 154
9.1, INEFOAUCTION .t e e e e e 154
9.2. Compliance with Legislation...........cooooeiiiiiiiie 155
9.3. PUublic partiCipation .........ccooeeiiiieeeeeeeeeee e 157
9.4. Description of the Proposed Project...........ccoovviiiiiiiiiniiiiiiieiiiie e 158
9.5, ARBINALIVES ... 159
9.6. Conclusion on EIAR Compliance with Legislation..............ccccceeveeiiinnnnnnn. 160
9.7. Likely Significant Effects on the Environment ..............ccccvevviiiiiinneeeeeeenns 161
9.8. Vulnerability of projects to major accidents and/or natural disasters......... 226
9.9. Reasoned Conclusion on the Significant Effects...........cccccvviciiiiiiiiininnnns 231
10.0  ApPropriate ASSESSIMENT ......uuuuuiiieeeeieiieiiiieie e e e ettt e e e errr e 234

ABP301908-18 / ABP302039-18 Inspector’s Report Page 4 of 399



10.1.

10.2.

10.3.

10.4.

11.0

11.1.

11.2.

11.3.

11.4.

11.5.

11.6.

11.7.

11.8.

12.0

13.0

13.1.

13.2.

13.3.

13.4.

13.5.

INEFOAUCTION ...t 234
STAGE 1 - SCrEENING ...vvuiiiee it e e e e eeeees 237
Conservation Objectives - Table. ..o, 238
STAGE 2 — Appropriate ASSESSMENL.........cccevuuviiiiieeeeeeeeieiiee e e e eeeeanns 252
Compulsory PUrchase Order...........cuuevviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieeeeeeeeeeeeeeeee e 289
OVBIVIBW ... 289
PUIPOSE Of CPO ... . et 290
Application SUBMISSION ... 290
Format of CPO and Schedule............ccccccvviiiiiiii 291
Objections and rESPONSES ........ceuvuiiiieeeeeeeeieiiies e e e e e e e e e e eaaann 292
AMENAMENTS ... 305
Oral HEANNG ...ttt 305
ASSESSIMENT ...t 310
RECOMMENAALION ... 322
AAPPENTIX L 342
List of prescribed bodies and 0bServers ..........ccccccceeeeiiiieeiieiiicceee e, 342
Planning Application - Written SUDMISSIONS...........ccvvviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieeee. 349
Planning Application — Oral Hearing .........cccoevvvviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieeeeee 370
CPO — Written SUDMISSIONS .......vvviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiee 397
CPO - Oral Hearing StatemMentsS............uuuuveriiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieieenninenneenens 397

ABP301908-18 / ABP302039-18 Inspector’s Report Page 5 of 399



1.0

Introduction

This report considers the planning application and compulsory purchase application
related to the application for consent to develop the Greater Dublin Drainage (GDD)
Project and Regional Biosolids Storage Facility (RBSF) comprising:

e A 500,000 PE wastewater treatment plant (WwTP) and Sludge Hub Centre
(SHC)

e A 13.7km orbital sewer from Blanchardstown to the WwTP

e An Odour Control Unit (OCU) at the interface between the rising main and the

gravity sewer elements at Dubber
e A North Fringe Sewer (NFS) diversion to the proposed WwTP

e Abbotstown pumping station (APS) in grounds of National Sports Campus
(NSC)

e A 11.3km outfall sewer including land and marine sections terminating at point

1km north-east of Ireland’s Eye
¢ Ancillary infrastructure including access roads and landscaping

¢ A Regional Biosolids Storage Facility at an 11.4 hectare site at Newtown,
Dublin 11.

e A proposal for UV treatment introduced at the oral hearing.

Apart from the RBSF the project is generally described as the GDD project. Drawing
32102902-2000 provides an overview.

The majority of the development falls under the jurisdiction of Fingal County Council.
The site access road to the WwTP site and the NFS fall within the area of jurisdiction
of Dublin City Council.

An application for expansion and upgrade of the Ringsend Wastewater Treatment
Plant recently permitted is described under the Planning History section of this

report. It also includes the Regional Biosolids Storage Facility (RBSF).

References in submissions to attenuation tanks generally refer to the
Blanchardstown Regional Drainage Scheme, which was permitted by FCC and to be

located at Waterville Park. It is the point of connection to the GDD orbital sewer.
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Application submissions

The application was submitted to An Bord Pleanéala on 20" June 2018. The
application is accompanied by an Environmental Impact Assessment Report and a

Natura Impact Statement.

In relation to the planning application 142 observations were received and 13
objections to the compulsory purchase application.

Subsequently the Board was notified by the applicant that documents had been
omitted. Copies of further public notices were received by the Board on 13"
September 2018. A further 29 observations were received in relation to the planning
application and a further 9 objections to the compulsory purchase application.

The applicant on invitation responded to observations. The written response was

received on 14 January 2019.
Oral hearing

An oral hearing was held between 20" March 2019 and 2" April 2019, a total of 6.5
days in all. Six days were devoted to planning application 301098-18 and the

remaining half day concerned the compulsory purchase order application 301039-18.

All documentation presented at the hearing is on file. The oral hearing recording is
the formal record of the proceedings and is on file. | refer in this report to significant
matters which emerged and discussions which took place at the hearing. Within the
oral hearing summary which is in an appendix, | present information relating to
speakers and briefly describe points of particular relevance. Further discussion
details are contained within the assessment section of this report.

Other statutory consents
The primary separate statutory consents required are:
o A wastewater discharge licence to be granted by the EPA

e A foreshore licence to be granted by the Minister for Agriculture, Food and the

Marine or Minister for Housing, Planning and Local Government
e A certificate of registration for the RBSF from the local authority

o Fire safety certificate under building control legislation.
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Abbreviations Table

The table below summarises the main abbreviations used in this report.

Full title Abbreviation

Wastewater treatment plant WwTP

Sludge Hub Centre SHC

Odour Control Unit OoCu

North Fringe Sewer NFS

Abbotstown Pumping Station APS

Regional Biosolids Storage Facility RBSF

Fibre optic cable crossing FOCC

Tunnel / subsea pipeline interface The interface

2.0 Site Location and Description

The site of the proposed development straddles an extensive area between
Blanchardstown to the west and Ireland’s Eye to the east. The various elements of
the development sit between Connolly Hospital Blanchardstown and a point 1km to
the north-east of Ireland’s Eye with the M50 to the south and the most northerly point

being the site of the RBSF at Newtown close to the N2.

In this section | broadly describe the landscape character and land uses moving from
west to east, dividing the area into three sections. | separately identify significant
features of the coastline, of major infrastructure and significant land uses.
Descriptions of access roads, cultural heritage sites, landscapes, residential

locations and other development is provided throughout the report as relevant.
Blanchardstown to N2 Finglas Road and north to Newtown

This overall area would encompass a significant length of outfall pipeline route,

Abbotstown pumping station and the proposed RBSF.

In terms of existing land this area is noteworthy for Connolly Hospital, St Francis
Hospice, Abbotstown National Sports Centre and the National Aquatic Centre (NAC)
and for a range of industrial facilities notably Huntstown quarry and Huntstown power
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station (Seveso site) close to the RBSF site and a major substation at the junction of
the M50 and the M2. The western side is largely designated as demesne landscapes
including at the NSC. St Caoimhin’s Church and graveyard, which may have

medieval components is adjacent the site of Abbotstown pumping station, St Francis

Hospice and Abbotstown House are nearby.

The eastern side of this sector is of different character. It contains some industrial
estates/ business parks, generally characterised by small units and mixed uses. At
the northern end, close to the N2 and visible from that elevated road is the site of the
RBSF, an 11.4 hectare plot. To the south of the RBSF site is a small recently
completed housing scheme and further south are more houses, the access to
Huntstown, to Kildonan House and a major substation. The RBSF site itself is
vacant and in slightly overgrown condition and contains some derelict structures and

a partly built access road network.
N2 Finglas Road to M1

This area would contain Dubber Odour Control Unit and part of the outfall

pipeline.

This area is largely located to the south of Dublin airport and north of the M50. Itis
emerging largely as a business park / industrial development area. At Baleskin is a
residential ‘reception centre’ for migrants. The nearest residential development to the
proposed OCU at Dubber is Dubber Cottages. To the north are the Coldwinters
ponds. Other noteworthy developments in this area are Dubber House and Dubber
Castle and further east is Sillogue golf course, south of which is the Northpoint
business park / NCT centre. At this location also to the north of the business centre
development is an area of ecological interest / potential, Sillogue Nature
Development Area. There are long stay car parks at Ballystruan near the Old Swords
Road at the opposite side of which is Dardistown Cemetery and the sports grounds
of ALSAA.

M1 to Ireland’s Eye

This area contains the site of the proposed wastewater treatment plant and
sludge hub centre. The outfall pipeline (marine section) would pass under
Baldoyle Bay SAC and re-emerge within the foreshore at the low water tide point and
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continue along the sea bed. To the west the M1 and agricultural lands dominate. The
character and land uses to the east are coastal and recreational.

The WwTP/SHC site is in the middle of agricultural lands in a block defined by
Baskin Lane to the north, the R139 (former N32) Malahide Rd to the south, the R107
to the east and Clonshaugh Road / Stockhole Lane to the west. The site abuts
existing roads at the R139 close and Clonshaugh Road only and does not have an

extensive frontage.

Within the block and to the south of the site is a large recently constructed substation
and Craobh Chiarain GAA club. Between the GAA / substation and the site a major
new road east west distributor road is proposed. That would define the southern end
of the site. The WwTP / SHC site itself and the lands to the north comprise farmland.
The hedgerows are generally thin and many have been removed to create the large
fields. The lands were under tillage and vegetables at the time of inspection. The
Cuckoo stream defines the northern site boundary beyond which is a derelict
farmhouse where there are mature trees. The Mayne River is traversed by the route

of the north-south access road into the main WwTP site from the R139.

Broadly south and east of the block containing the site are residential areas and high
density urban development and commercial development. Two-storey housing and
associated parks at Darndale are the dominant land uses south of the R139. There
is a large Traveller community resident in the general area and a particular
settlement is Cara Park, close to the location of the proposed entrance and NFS
diversion. Gannon properties lands at Belcamp are a few hundred metres to the
east of the site. These lands include the site of Belcamp House which has
connections with George Washington. The main cluster of commercial development
is located at the south-east of the block containing the WwTP site. That area is
known as ‘Northern Cross’ and the nearby Clare Hall Shopping Centre is to the

south.

To the west of the site is Clonshaugh Road / Stockhole Lane where there is a
small group of houses. Nearby the west is an area which is described as an
emerging hotel zone and which contains the Clayton Hotel Dublin Airport, partly in

full time residential use and Topaz filling station.
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Apart from some significant business enterprises, including Bewleys’ head office,
Butlers chocolate factory and other manufacturing and office there are a number of
small enterprises including Kinsealy Riding Centre, a garden centre, motor sales and

others. Balgriffin Cemetery is to the east of the R107.

This is also an area with a strong demesne element, notably Springhill House, a
protected structure to the north of the WwTP site and other demesne houses to the
east. At Malahide Road there are schools and medium density residential

development.
The coastal area is further described below.
Coastal features

The coastline of north Dublin contains three prominent estuaries one of which is
Baldoyle Bay. The Sluice and Mayne rivers flow into the inner estuary and areas of
salt marsh occur. Large areas of intertidal flats are exposed at low tide. The
habitats are of international importance in themselves and for birdlife. The area
through which the outfall pipeline (marine section) would pass is not a designated
shellfish area but is important as a fisheries area for the export market of razor

clams in particular and as a high intensity codling nursery.

The estuary, the surrounding roads and beach are popular for walking. Other
recreational uses include kayaking, long distance swimming events and diving.

There are two golf courses and hotels.

Velvet Strand / Portmarnock Strand is a Blue Flag beach containing two bathing
areas, only the northern one being an officially designated bathing water. The
southern beach close to a small car park also has lifeguards and is understood to be
popular with local people on busy days. These resources are highly valued and
heavily utilised including on a daily basis by sea swimmers and throughout the year
by walkers.

The hinterland of the beach is laid out in golf courses. These rely on irrigation
wells for watering of greens. There remain extensive dune areas including near

Baldoyle Bay.

Ireland’s Eye is 24 ha in area above the high tide mark and contains near vertical

cliffs. It is of international importance for birds and habitats. The island is visited by
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3.0

3.1.

day trippers when conditions permit. More often the boats circle the island and the
trip provides good views of the 69m high cliffs, the Stack and the small island Thulla.

Off the east coast is a series of sand banks. The main sand banks moving
southwards from the site area towards the coast off county Wicklow are the Bennet
bank, Burford bank and Kish Bank. An area close to Burford Bank is an approved
location for dumping at sea for Dublin port dredging works.

From Portmarnock the seabed slopes gently out to depths of 10m to 15 m below
chart datum before rising again towards Lambay Island. Directly east of Howth Head
the depth increases to 35 m below chart datum before rising again to 15 m below
chart datum.

Land ownership and major infrastructure

The information presented in the EIAR is that 39 land holdings will potentially be
affected by the construction of the proposed development of which 26 land

holdings are in agricultural use.

The site of the proposed development contains crossings of ten national and
regional roads. Other major infrastructure in the area which will be traversed
includes the electricity lines, the Belfast railway line, Connolly Hospital,
watercourses, Sillogue golf club, a fuel pipeline, a subsea fibre-optic cable (FOC)

and the routes of Metrolink and Metro West.

| attach photographs which were taken during inspection. | refer to the EIAR in
particular for images of the Clonshaugh site and to the various appendices and
reports which supplement the EIAR and which provide an excellent visual record of

features of interest.

Proposed Development

Overview

The proposed development may be described in more detail as:

e Regional WwTP of 500,000 PE on 29.8 ha site in Clonshaugh to be

constructed in a single phase.

e SHC to be co-located on the site and to serve Fingal County.
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3.2.

e 13.7 km length orbital sewer from Blanchardstown to the WwTP.

e 600 m connecting sewer from NFS to the WwTP at site access road. Access
road from existing R139 (left-in) and new egress point (left-out) onto

Clonshaugh Road
e Abbotstown pumping station in National Sports Campus grounds.
e Provision for future connections to developing areas.

e 11.3 km length outfall pipe from WwTP to outfall point approximately 1 km

north-east of Ireland Eye (5.4 km land-based, 5.9 km marine section)

e RBSF at 11 ha site at Newtown in Fingal to store biosolids from Clonshaugh
WwTP and from Ringsend WwTP.

e All associated construction compounds and ancillary work areas.
e Overview drawing of project is drawing ref: 32102902 — 2000.
e A proposal for UV treatment was presented at the oral hearing.

The development is further described below commencing with the RBSF then
moving to the point of the proposed connection to the 9C sewer at Blanchardstown
and traversing the county of Fingal to the location of the marine diffuser almost 6km
off the coast. Further details of project elements are presented in Chapter 4 Volume
2A of the EIAR with respect to GDD and in Volume 4 of the EIAR for RBSF. Matters
related to construction detail are described in the engineering reports and the Outline

Construction and Environmental Management Plan (CEMP).

Regional Biosolids Storage Facility

The RBSF site is isolated from the remainder of the project area being positioned 1.6
km to the north of the M50 / N2 (Finglas) junction and to the west of the N2 itself off
the R135. The facility will be for storage of treated biosolids from the GDD and
Ringsend plants to cater for the period up to 2040 and to gradually replace use of a

facility in Carlow.

Biosolids are biologically stable with pathogens reduced so that it is safe for use in
agriculture and suitable for transport and storage without further health protection

measures. The main forms of biosolids are biocake and biofert (which differ in terms
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of moisture content). Storage amount of 34,600m?3 per annum. Also provides for
storage of 6,000 tonnes per annum of struvite, a biosolid by-product of the Ringsend

plant. Ultimately struvite will be delivered directly to the fertiliser industry.

The RBSF will comprise two storage buildings to be positioned at the northern side
of the 11 hectare site. The layout utilises partly constructed infrastructure which was
built as part of an incomplete waste recover facility. That includes enabling works
including drainage, fencing, weighbridge, electricity and buildings. The southwestern
corner is traversed by a 100kV line and the boundaries contain Huntstown Stream to

which the site drains.

The site would be accessed from the R135 and from there to the N2 / M50. There is

a turning lane along the regional road.

The development involves construction in the northern part of the site and the

southern side is ‘reserved for future development’. The 110kV line is avoided. Traffic
circulation would be a one-way system. Storage buildings would be 105m long, 50m
wide and 15.2m above ground level, incorporate curved roof profiles and cladding of

grey and silver.

The proposal includes water supply for fire-fighting purposes and a firewater holding
tank. Solar panels will contribute about 40% of annual energy demand. Wheel
cleaning to prevent spread of biosolids and discharge of wash down material to foul
drainage is proposed along with SuDS and pollution prevention measures. An odour

control system involving vertical stacks 3m above building heights is proposed.

Construction of the facility would be in two phases of 12 months and 9 months.
Demolition of 400m of road is proposed but there is no requirement for deep

excavation.

In the operational phase the transport of biosolids from the WwTPs to the site will be
a year round activity but export of material will be seasonal. The existing
arrangements for land spreading of biosolids in Leinster and south Munster will
continue. HGVs will be covered until inside the facility, where loading and unloading

will occur.
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3.3.

Orbital pipeline route - Blanchardstown to N2 (Ch 0,000-CH 5,500)

This section contains 5,500m of the orbital pipeline route, the Abbotstown pumping
station and compounds 1 and 2. In general the working corridor for the open cut
sections of the orbital pipeline (and land based section of outfall pipeline) will be 40m
wide. Work will be undertaken in short lengths and durations. Trenchless techniques

will be used for the crossing of existing infrastructure and watercourses.

The orbital pipeline commencement point Ch 0,000 in the grounds of Waterville Park
is to the west of the Edmund Burke College and west of Connolly Hospital campus.
This is the location of the permitted Blanchardstown Regional Drainage Scheme. At
this location the proposed orbital sewer is a 1,800mm diameter gravity sewer. It is
stated to pass under the roots of the mature trees and will thus also pass under an
old stone estate boundary wall. The route takes a south-easterly direction between
the school and the Tolka River, crossing under Mill Road, skirting the south-western
boundary of the hospital grounds and passing a further 450m before intersecting the
roundabout at the hospital entrance. The route next follows a more easterly direction
again broadly parallel to the Tolka and passing just over 110m south of St Francis
hospice. Trenchless techniques are to be used in Connolly hospital grounds and for
the construction of 1km of pipeline between Waterville Park and Abbotstown

pumping station.

Between Ch 1,000 and Ch 1,200 is the site of compound 1 which is aligned parallel
to the M50 and situated about 80m north of the carriageway. This is a very large
construction zone. The north-eastern edge of compound is adjacent Caoimhin’s
church and graveyard, a protected structure. There are a number of mature trees in
the vicinity and to the east is a large planting of less mature trees and some estate
boundary walls. The sewer at this location is a 1,400mm rising main from

Abbotstown pumping station. Cross country running events pass through this area.

The route continues in a north-easterly direction in parallel with the M50 for a
distance of 550m to cross a private road at Ch 1,750. The orbital pipeline route
continues to pass in parallel to the M50 through the NSC grounds and taking a north-
easterly route through agricultural lands to avoid cottages and a small Traveller
community site at Ch 2,200. The route continues on in parallel with the M50 passing

to the north of a waste facility at CH 2,800 and through the Premier Business Park
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3.4.

south of existing units and north of planned units. The route crosses under the
Cappagh Road at Ch 2,400 near Cappogue cottages and Compound 2 is at the

other side of Cappagh Road. Huntstown quarry is to the north at this location.

The route continues in parallel through Kildonan south of Kildonan House until taking
a small diversion at Ch 4,600 to avoid the major electricity substation at the junction
of the M50 and the N2 and then going under the N2 at Ch 5,500.

Orbital Pipeline Route - N2 to M1 (Ch 5,500 to 12,600)

Following crossing of the N2 and avoiding the Baleskin migrant reception centre the
outfall pipeline route hugs the boundary of lands in the ownership of Bovale
Developments and continues south of the Coldwinters ponds. This is a disturbed
gravel landscape and one of the ponds close to the roadside is permanent. The
ponds are a habitat for protected newt. A further change in direction towards the east
occurs at Ch 6,000 when the route takes an easterly direction heading north of
Dubber Cottages. At Ch 6,250 is the site of the proposed Dubber Odour Control Unit
(OCU). This marks the change to a 1,800 diameter gravity sewer to the WwTP. The
OCU would be 250m north of Baleskin Reception Centre and at its closest point to
the long rear gardens at Meakstown / Dubber Cottages the separation distance
would be 350m.

Next passing parallel and to the south of the airport runway through an area of
mixed land uses including agricultural lands, business park and golf course, the
route direction alters at Ch 8,400 in Sillogue townland to turn to the south-east and
pass through North Point Business Park. The M50/R108 interchange is at Ch 9,100
in Ballymun. Construction compound 3 is adjacent the entrance to the business park
which houses the NCT centre and where there is also a small Traveller community
site and to the north Sillogue NDA. Between Ch 9,100 and Ch 10,200 the orbital
pipeline would pass close to the M50 taking a northerly route at Ch10,200 and
passing through the west side of a long stay car park. The route takes an easterly
direction at Ch 11,000 and passes south of the old airport road — the DAA lands are
at the other side of the road and airport landing lights are located just beside the
orbital route. Construction compound 4 is at Ch 11,400 and compound 5 at the other
side of the Old Swords Road at Collinstown Cross, which is tunnelled under. The

alignment continues to the east through the southern end of the ALSSA sports
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3.5.

grounds and north of Dardistown cemetery, which is separated from the works site
by a hedge.

Orbital / Outfall pipelines - M1 to Marine Diffuser (Ch 12,700/ Ch 5,935)

The orbital pipeline route passes under the M1 at Ch 12,700 and then takes a path
north of the Carlton hotel and other commercial development. The route crosses the
narrow and busy Clonshaugh Road (Stockhole Lane) at Ch 13,400 close to
residential dwellinghouses. At this location is the proposed egress road from the

Clonshaugh site.

The outfall pipeline (land section) takes off from the north-east corner of the WwTP
site in the townland of Springhill travelling first in a northerly direction and turning at
Ch 0,700 due east to the Malahide Road crossing it at compound 7, passing then
through agricultural lands before following the west and southern boundaries of
Trinity Gaels GAA. Compound 8 is at this location with access from the south. The
outfall pipeline route continues towards the main line railway which is crossed at Ch

1,600. Residential development is under construction nearby.

The outfall pipeline route (marine based section) commences immediately west of
the R106 and 90m north of Moyne Road R123. It will be tunnelled in bedrock under a
stiff boulder clay. Routed in a north-easterly direction for 1 km under Baldoyle
estuary, across the Golf links Road it comes through a grassed area beside the
beach car park from where it would follow in an easterly direction for 5 km out to sea
terminating 1 km north-east of Ireland’s Eye. The pipeline route follows a falling
profile from 9 m OD at the R106 to 2.8 m OD in the green space and -22.84 m OD at
the discharge point. The proposed outfall pipeline route (marine section) will operate

as a pressurised gravity sewer.

Associated with the trenchless crossing of the estuary are compounds 9 to the west
and 10 to the east of Baldoyle Bay estuary. An area of 150m X 100m will be required
at each with requirements for bentonite and fuel storage as well as an office and a
crane. Access to the beach car park at this location, which is to the south of the golf

club is to be maintained for the duration.

The outfall pipeline (marine section) will have an internal diameter of 2m and be at

depths between 15m and 20m below ground level. Pipe sections will be installed as
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3.6.

the micro tunnelling machine progresses. Tunnelling will take 12 months on a 24
hour seven day basis. The outfall pipeline route (marine section) would emerge
approximately 600m offshore terminating below the low tide water mark. This point is

the tunnel / subsea pipeline interface (‘the interface’).

The outfall pipeline route (marine based section) between Ch 2,000m and Ch
5,940m would be constructed through subsea pipe laying (dredging) techniques
whereby a trench is dug in the bed and the pipe position into it. A backhoe dredger
would be used in shallower areas — dredged material would be placed in a barge and
redeposited and stockpiled parallel to the outfall trench within a 250m wide
construction corridor. In deeper areas a trailer suction hopper dredger (TSHD) is
required — this will involve depositing and stockpile excavated material parallel to the
proposed trench within the 250 m construction corridor. This material would be used

to refill the trench once the pipe is installed.

In the dredged section long length large diameter polyethylene pipe would be
installed. This will be constructed at the factory to the required diameter in
continuously extruded strings up to 650 m long. Potential assembly areas are Dublin
port lands and adjacent the pipeline trench. The assembled pipeline strings will be
towed to the outfall location, surface positioned over the trench and installed in a
continuous operation. When the pipe is in place at the trench previously excavated
material will be replaced around and over the pipe. Diffuser valves will be installed
(bolted) on the vertical risers using marine divers. These valves are integral to the
final section of the outfall pipeline route (marine section).

There are a number of options presented for the connection of the pipe strings.
There are also a number of alternatives to the use of concrete ballast. The interface
between the tunnel and subsea pipeline sections will be constructed over a six

month period as described on page 21 of Chapter 4 of the EIAR.

Abbotstown Pumping Station

The closest point of the site of APS to the nearest building St Francis Hospice is
150m. The invert level of the inlet sewer is 17m below ground level. There is rock at

2.5 m below ground level. The aboveground component will be a small single storey
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3.7.

building of vernacular design (rendered concrete building with copper sheeted roof).

There will be stacks which will extend to a maximum of 10m above roof level.

Wastewater Treatment Plant and Sludge Hub Centre

The final design of the WwTP and SHC will be determined under a Design, Build and
Operate (DBO) process. The finalised design will be subject to the requirement to
achieve emission limit values (ELVs) which will be set by licence from the EPA. For
the purposes of assessment of environmental impacts of the project an indicative
design has been undertaken and the maximum impact has been assessed. The
maximum height of buildings will not be exceeded and any additional technology
(including the UV treatment which was proposed during the oral hearing) will be
accommodated within the buildings described in the application. The stack heights

also represent the maximum height.

The indicative layout of the site and the main features are:
e Preliminary treatment zone 1 at the Western side of the site
e Biological treatment, final settlement and testing zone 2 in the centre
e Sludge treatment facilities zone 3 in the eastern zone.

e Maximum building height of 18 m above ground level. Stack heights of 24m

are proposed.
e Three-year construction period.
e Typical works sequence described in OCEMP.

¢ Significant planting and large berms and buffer zones throughout the site.
Naturalistic landscaping approach close to rural areas. Formal planting at

southern boundary to integrate with future business park.

e Colour scheme and building form envisaged fully described. Low site

coverage proposed and buildings to read as small individual units.
e Provision for expansion of treatment capacity subject to consent.

Other significant elements of the proposed development including its envisaged
construction methodology, which are shown on the application drawings or described

in the application include:

ABP301908-18 / ABP302039-18 Inspector’s Report Page 19 of 399



4.0

4.1.

4.1.1.

¢ Piling works at the microtunnelling compounds 9 and 10 and at the fibre optic
cable crossing and the interface of the tunnelled and dredged sections of the

marine outfall.
e Measures contained in the outline Surface Water Management Plan (SWMP).
e Groundwater monitoring at Portmarnock and Sillogue Golf Courses.
e Use of trenchless techniques for the construction of proposed NFS.

e Energy efficiency measures.

Written Submissions

Local Authorities

Fingal County Council.
Chief Executive Report

The report presents reports from internal departments and an ecological advisor Ms
Aebhin Cawley and provides an assessment of the planning issues, the EIAR and
matters related to appropriate assessment. In all 19 number conditions are
recommended as well as an additional 15 number, which pertain particularly to the
RBSF. The most significant points of the report are presented below in summary.
The overall view is that the development is of positive benefit.

Development plan policy:
e Principle of the development is established. Complies with the zoning policy.
Landscape and visual impact and cultural heritage:

e Visual impact of WwWTP is reduced by design, layout and landscaping. Visual
impact of WwWTP is significant but does not impact on residential amenity.

e Landscaping is required at RBSF site and APS in particular. Tree surveys and
protection measures are required at a number of locations including NSC near
compound 1, near demesne houses and at hedgerows which are townland

boundaries. Adjustments to compound 1 desirable.
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e Remaining Abbotstown designed landscape is not high quality and the
location of development and its impact are acceptable subject to amendments

to boundary treatment and lighting. Comments on other demesnes.

Roads and traffic:

e A special contribution is required in the amount of €202,950 euro towards
upgrade of the R132 and M2 northbound slip priority junction to a signalised
junction. Cost to be shared between RBSF and other developments.

e Transport section indicates that a future determination should be made
regarding the access to be two-way, with access from the R139 being

reserved for emergency vehicles. A condition should be attached.

e The operational phase traffic will be substantial and would add a limited

amount of time to predicted long delays by 2040 at a nearby junction.
Noise, vibration, air and odour:
¢ High sensitivity receptors are close to every major element of the project.

e APS, OCU and WwTP will not result in generation of air pollution or odour
sufficient to be a significant nuisance on sensitive receptors outside the
boundaries of the WwTP or in proximity to APS or Dubber OCU.

e Significant impact on hospital and hospice as a result of noise, vibration and
dust. Aspergillus fungal emissions addressed by adherence to guidance.

¢ Noise impacts on the hospital and hospice are described in detail and
restriction of works to daytime period is considered most reasonable
approach. Overall noise impacts would be temporary.

Marine water quality and ecology:

¢ Clarification needed in relation to the maintenance of excellent bathing water
quality. Not possible to fully determine effect on shellfish.

e Regarding the NIS a number of matters are raised. The applicant is
requested to consolidate mitigation measures within the NIS, to further justify
screening out of Ireland’s Eye SAC, to confirm use of appropriate guidance in
relation to marine mammals, to further consider in combination effects from

other dredging / dumping at sea projects.
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4.1.2.

Competent authority should consider whether the available documentation
adequately addresses the matters raised by prescribed bodies and others in

the consultation phase, summarised in Appendix A2.1 and A2.2 of the EIAR.

Elected Representatives.

The record of the formal meeting shows that the issues raised related to:

Inadequate proposals for water quality and need for tertiary treatment. Level

of public opposition noted.

Option of smaller localised plants promoted.

Objection to location on edge of two authority’s functional areas.
Potential impacts from Dubber OCU.

Major disturbance to hospital and hospice and other areas including related to

6 attenuation tanks.

Construction phase traffic impacts including impacts on residents and
recreation assets. Operational impacts on junction near N2 due to RBSF and

cost to Council. Need for special contribution.

Concern about ecological impacts.

Opposition to use of greenbelt lands.

Need for project. In its absence can zoned lands be developed?

Marine outfall needs to be longer.

Need for most up to date technology and minimal environmental impacts.

Vote to call on ABP to refuse permission was taken and was lost.

Dublin City Council

Chief Executive Report

The development includes a 600m 1.5m diameter pipeline and access road partly

within the DCC administrative area to which the report is stated to refer.

The following points were made:
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4.2.

4.2.1.

Policies S11, S12, SI1, SI2 and SI3 support the project. It is also supported in
the LAP including sections 14.0, 14.3, which describe the NFS and the GDD.

Objective IS08 is to ensure no negative impact on DCC neighbourhoods as a

result of GDD including on implementation of the LAP.

Transportation Department conditions relate to standard of works, SuDS,

mitigation as outlined in SWMP.

Report of Roads and Traffic Planning Division enclosed refers to CMP, HGV
management strategy, abnormal load permit, minimise impact on local

communities related to construction and operation traffic.
The NIS is generally satisfactory.

GDD is acknowledged as critical infrastructure. Satisfied with the works to be

undertaken in administrative area.

Elected Representatives

The following was adopted as a resolution:

Sewage treatment plant will be seriously injurious to amenity of the City
Council area, the scale and size are not in keeping with the proper planning
and development of the area and will undermine housing and employment
creation and retention, will be injurious to farmland, sports and ecological

resources. Serious concerns regarding overflows and impact on biosphere.

Other comments recorded at the meeting referred to the unsuitable location, large

scale, lack of trust that there will be no odours, concerns about traffic, employment

would be welcome, need for ABP to engage experts, need to provide infrastructure

in different areas other than Ringsend, smaller plants preferred, concern about

sewage outflow and statements that the infrastructure is needed.

Prescribed bodies

Environmental Protection Agency

The proposed development may require a licence under the Waste Water Discharge

(Authorisation) Regulations 2007, as amended. The agency has not received a

licence application. Should a licence be received all matters to do with emissions to
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4.2.2.

4.2.3.

4.2.4.

the environment from the activities proposed, the application documentation and the
EIAR will be considered and assessed.

Meath County Council

The Chief Executive’s report sets out the policy context and need for the
development. The infrastructure is critical to facilitate future sustainable economic,

social and residential growth of South Meath settlements.

Section 7.12 of the development plan supports the wastewater treatment plant —
policies WS POL 10, WS POL 13, WS POL 14.

The adopted economic development strategy for County Meath 2014 — 2022 will

require wastewater infrastructure that is resilient, secure and reliable.

Failte Ireland

Significant visual impacts are envisaged due to the proposed WwTP in the ten years
pending maturation of trees. Impacts on airport and demesne houses area also
predicted in that period. The area to the east of the WwTP will be most significantly

impacted. The airport and M1 are less sensitive.

The coastal zone includes areas of exceptional landscape quality and valued
amenities. Portmarnock area could be bypassed during construction due to traffic.
Amenities will be affected and views impacted.

Failte Ireland appreciates the need for the project. Construction phase will have most
significant impact on tourist amenities. Operational phase will result in some
temporary impacts initially but are unlikely to be significant in the long term.
Imperative that mitigation fully implemented.

Irish Rail

Works which may affect the safe operation of railway should be undertaken in
consultation with larnrod Eireann and in accordance with requirements. Particular
care is required where proposed outfall crosses under the Dublin — Belfast railway

line and any observations or issues by larnrod Eireann should be addressed

If permission is granted then further consultation with IE recommended.
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4.2.6.

4.2.7.

Transport Infrastructure Ireland (TII)
The following matters were raised:
e Crossings of the existing motorway network require approval.

e Methods or technigues employed in traversing the national road network

should be subject to agreement of Tl or the County Council or the PPP.

e Metrolink and future Metro/Luas/BRT lines are a matter for the NTA.

Health Service Executive
Comments of Environmental Health Service include:
¢ EIAR addresses air, water, traffic and waste impacts adequately.

e The predicted noise impacts should be tested by monitoring and mitigation
implemented in the event of exceedances. CMP should address responsibility

for noise and vibration monitoring.

e Dust minimization and Aspergillus prevention plan will ensure no significant

impacts at the facade of buildings.
e Concentrations of NO2, SO2, PMio, PM2.5s and CO will comply with standards.

e Groundwater through which pipeline passes must be protected and well

owners advised of risk.

Department of Arts, Heritage and the Gaeltacht (DAHG)

Potential for discovery of hitherto unrecorded archaeological remains should be

addressed by condition, as set out.

Unlikely to have a permanent negative interaction with Natura 2000 sites, due to the

nature of the works.

Detailed comments provided in relation to the quiet zone designated for birds under
the Portmarnock South LAP where compound 9 is proposed. In carrying out an
appropriate assessment An Bord Pleanala must assess whether the temporary
loss of these lands will negatively impact on wintering birds when considered
cumulatively with the construction activities in the LAP lands. It will need to be
determined what other quiet areas will be available in the absence of this area.
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4.2.9.

Proposed restoration of compound 10 habitat should include dune habitat.
Licences for newt relocation and works to badger setts should precede planning.
New ponds should be considered as a newt mitigation measure.

To protect bats felling of trees during August to October is preferred and to protect

nesting birds September to October.

All mitigation set out should be included as a condition of any permission
especially relating to Ecological Clerk of Works, estuarine and marine birds, water
quality, bats, badgers, newts, tree and hedgerow replacement and restoration of

wetland habitat.

Outline construction management plans to allow for implementation of all mitigation

measures, including possible bentonite spill should be ensured.

Dublin Airport Authority
In the context of the company’s remit the following is highlighted:

e [Future wastewater demands generated by increased growth in Dublin airport

should be including in future capacity projections. Assumptions are unclear.

e Objective DA13 relevant to inappropriate forms of development and in this

regard any changes to surface water management would require consultation.

e Objective DA14 of development plan refers to the compounds located on DAA

lands and in the outer public safety zone. Further agreement will be needed.

e A condition should be attached to ensure future road access that may cross
the wayleave can be developed to enable possible future development of

airport lands — particularly to the east of the R132.

e A condition should be attached to any grant of permission requiring the

developer to agree proposals for cranes with DAA and 1AA.

Inland Fisheries Ireland

All discharges must comply with the Environmental Quality Objectives European
Communities Environmental Objectives Sl 272/2009, Quality of Bathing Water
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Regulations SI 179/2008, and the Quality of Shellfish Water Regulations Sl
268/2006.

Any permission should be subject of the mitigation measures detailed in section 9.7,
11.14.1 and 17.7.1 of the EIAR.

Observers’ Written Submissions

There is considerable overlap between the written observations made. | have chosen
to present a summary of the issues on a topic basis rather than summarise each of
the individual observations. That summary is contained in an appendix at the rear of

this report. It highlights common themes and significant points made in observations.

The overview below sets out the main issues which | consider are most relevant. All
written observations have been read and taken into account in the preparation of this

report. The submissions are on file for consideration by the Board.
Policy

The development is considered to be contrary to the national and development plan

policies including in respect of zoning and the protection of the environment.
Project need

A number of observations acknowledge the need to improve wastewater

infrastructure.
Project scale
There is a very high level of opposition to the largescale nature of the project.

A network of smaller facilities is considered the appropriate form of development to

minimise impacts, risk and costs.

Project location

The history of the site selection is a common theme in the submissions.
The site selection process is considered to be flawed and biased.

The initial sites should have been re-visited when the Biosphere was designated.
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The proximity of the proposed WwTP / SHC to a densely populated residential area
is of particular concern to many objectors. The selected site is unacceptable at a

fundamental level.

The proposal will result in property devaluation, health, amenity and other impacts on

local community including related to odour and air emissions.
Alternative visions for the area will not be realised if this project goes ahead.

The location of the WwTP site at the southern side of Fingal County is described as

being a politically motivated decision.

There is no benefit to the area from the proposed project.

The site should be on poorer lands and away from densely populated areas.
Marine water quality

The need for a tertiary level of treatment is a dominant theme.

The aim should be to retain ‘Excellent’ water quality.

There is also concern relating to chemicals, micro plastics, viruses and hormones.

A number of objections refer to the location of the outfall in its wider strategic terms
and to the termination point close to Ireland’s Eye stating that a longer outfall is

needed.

To carry out a credible EIA it is necessary to demonstrate that the location selected

as the outfall is optimal and will not reduce water quality.

The seabed is shallow and the sandbank acts as a lagoon and will trap sediments.
The modelling is considered to be flawed and local knowledge is more reliable.

It is considered that the northern outfall option should be revisited.

Marine environment

The value of the marine environment for recreation, ecology and fishing is a

dominant theme in the observations from the coastal zone.

Velvet Strand is unique as the only beach on the east coast to hold both blue and
green flags and as the only blue flag beach on the north of the city. It has a very high

community value and historical significance.
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Presently wastewater is discharged in smaller quantities up and down the coast and
is diluted. The outfall for the scheme falls in the middle of the Malahide production
area which is of ‘A’ status meaning that razor clams are fit for the live and most
lucrative export market. Inadequate treatment is proposed and potential accidents

will impact this fisheries.

Project could have adverse effects on birds in Baldoyle estuary including from 24-
hour tunnelling and compounds. Ecological buffer zones breached. Potential impact

on marine mammals due to noise.
Population and health

The impact on health and amenity due to air emissions is a dominant concern in
observations from the residential areas of Darndale and Belcamp to the south of the
WWTP site, most of which areas lie within DCC. Similar issues prevail in other areas

including at Meakstown / Dubber.

It is considered that air emissions including odour are proven to have contributed to

poorer health outcomes for populations close to WwTP sites.

The vulnerable nature of some individuals and groups is identified. Long-term health
impacts on the thousands of households within a few kilometres of the project are
not addressed.

A submission on behalf of the local traveller community refers.
Air and Odour

Odours will make use of outdoor areas unfeasible and will affect day to day
enjoyment of private gardens and parks.

There is a lack of trust in the design and future operation of the abatement

technology.
Roads and Traffic
The GDD is premature pending roads improvements in the area.

Construction will lead to serious traffic disruptions and impacts on the local
community. Significant use by heavy traffic of roads which adjoin an active local

park, schools and houses. Traffic management not properly detailed.
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In the operational phase the trucks moving sludge from the plant to the proposed
RBSF are of concern. Operational phase traffic is in general of concern including in

terms of possible impact on emergency vehicles.
Landscape and Visual

Size and height of the plant will be visually intrusive. Size and scale of WwTP are out

of keeping. Will constitute a blot on the landscape. Too large for site.

Record of Irish Water and related

The record of operation of wastewater treatment plants leads to no trust.

The problems at Ringsend with respect to odours and overflows will be repeated.
Blanchardstown Drainage Scheme

One observation refers to this permitted scheme, which is to be located close to
Blanchardstown Hospital. The tanks will impact the hospital and the orbital pipeline

route associated with the GDD is not an efficient route.

Noise and Vibration

A minority of observers raise issues relating to local noise and vibration impacts.
Flood risk

Mayne River is a polder with the central area below sea level and the catchment has

regularly flooded.

There is a history of flooding from the Cuckoo, which is a tributary of the Mayne

River, which is flooded every few years.

There is no basis for the conclusion that there will be no discernible impacts from the

project on the existing flood regimes of the area.
Community benefits scheme

Given the level of economic deprivation in the adjacent areas of Darndale and

Belcamp the scheme should be amended to better serve the local community.
Appropriate assessment

Project contravenes article 6.1, 6.2 and 6.3 of the Habitats Directive
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Construction and operation phases will have significant negative impacts on habitats
and species in Baldoyle Bay SAC, Ireland’s Eye SAC and Rockabill to Dalkey Island
SAC resulting in certain deterioration of habitats and species contrary to

conservation objectives for these sites.
The abundance of case law listed dictates the project cannot be permitted.
EIA and related

EIAR fails to address most of the residents’ concerns, including visual impact, noise,

odours, accidents and general negative impacts on the area in any forensic detail.

The length of the documents is a deliberate attempt to discourage public

consultation.

The EIAR and NIS failed to consider several in combination effects including from
the Dublin Port Master Plan 2040 and other developments in the marine

environment.
Consultation
Report on consultation is inaccurate.

Consultation with residents further from the plant appears to have been more

extensive including at Howth, Baldoyle and Portmarnock.

Economic Issues

Cost benefit analysis has not been produced.

Upkeep, maintenance and operation of plant will not be properly funded.
Risk assessment

There is large potential for environmental disasters due to the location of the WwTP

site along the airport flight path.
Material assets

General submissions refer to the adverse impact of the WwTP on property values

and on business near the Clonshaugh site.

Two major landowners’ submissions refer to the impact on future hotel developments

to the west of the WwTP site and residential lands to the east of the WwTP site.
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5.0

5.1.

5.2.

Oral Hearing

Overview

The hearing took place over a six and a half day period. The CPO module, which
forms part of the overall hearing is separately recorded primarily in the relevant

section of my report.

The hearing on the planning application is summarised in more detail in the report
contained in an appendix to this main report. | also attach a summary of some

statements made in relation to the CPO in the same appendix.

The commencement of the hearing was interrupted by requests for an independent
record of the hearing to be made available, for live streaming and for independent
assessment of the Irish Water submissions to be undertaken. These requests were

reiterated throughout the hearing.

Main Irish Water submissions

Some of the most significant points raised by Irish Water at the hearing are

summarised below.

The project need was explained and the main components described. Irish
Water describe the proposal as the most environmentally, technically and
economically beneficial solution. All alternatives have been fully considered. The

project will safeguard public health and the environment.

The capacity of the plant has been based on analysis of three growth scenarios
and provides for anticipated industrial growth including at Leixlip as well as DAA
lands. The provision of 20% headroom is a new approach by Irish Water. By
monitoring connection agreements Irish Water will be in a position to anticipate

capacity constraints and to advance new plans and thus avoid overloads.

A proposal for UV treatment was presented. This would be incorporated into the
buildings at the WwTP. It was being introduced out of an abundance of caution
following the input of a specialist ecologist. The design will be specified to deal
properly with the composition of the treated wastewater. Any new regulations in

terms of water quality or otherwise will be met.

ABP301908-18 / ABP302039-18 Inspector’s Report Page 32 of 399



5.3.

Process failure would not result in any discharge to the marine environment due to
a number of factors. These include stoppage of the intake pump in the WwTP,
closure of the two main pumping stations which supply most of the effluent and the

availability of a very large storage capacity within the pipeline.

Observers’ issues relating to marine ecology and ornithology have been responded
to in detail and there is sufficient information to reach complete, precise and
definitive findings required for AA and to draw a positive conclusion. All impacts
on European sites and qualifying interests including cumulative impacts are

addressed.

The evidence in relation to the geological conditions underlying the Baldoyle Bay
estuary are well understood and there is no geological fault at that location. A longer
outfall would have to have been about twice the diameter and would be likely to have

encountered a geological fault which is present.

The issue of odour has been fully addressed as part of the design from the outset
and robust and effective measures put in place. The most stringent assessment
target of 1.5 OUE/m3 as a 98" percentile of one hour averaging periods has been
adopted. For the APS, Dubber OCU and WwTP sites the prediction is that even in
the worst case meteorological conditions there would be no nuisance odours

detectable at the closest sensitive receptor to any of the project elements.

Health impacts are anticipated to be overwhelmingly positive. Traffic impacts
and future road layouts have also been addressed and are shown to provide for the
planned East West Distributor Road (EWDR) and others.

Significant consultation with all affected parties has taken place.

In summary, the development is needed and it is the right project in the right place.

Local authorities and prescribed bodies

The main participants were Fingal County Council which was represented by a
large team and NPWS who were represented by two ecologists for the duration of

the main discussion on ecology and appropriate assessment.

The submission of FCC provides a response to the Irish Water document of January

2019 and addresses the greenbelt policy, development contributions, planning gain,

ABP301908-18 / ABP302039-18 Inspector’s Report Page 33 of 399



5.4.

permeability, water quality, noise impacts at Connolly Hospital, trees and hedgerows,
biodiversity including compounds 9 and 10. The location of the WwTP in Clonshaugh
is set out in the development plan and the proposal is part of a strategic project to
provide adequate wastewater facilities for future growth. The landscape design
response is considered appropriate for the Green Belt and HT zonings and the
development would comply with objectives SS08 and SS09 as there is a
demonstrated need for the location and it would provide for sustainable development
opportunities on zoned lands and avoid the need for additional zoning and

encroachment in the future. A number of conditions were requested to be attached.

NPWS contributed in particular to the discussion on appropriate assessment.

Observers’ submissions

Many of the significant points made are addressed in detail in the discussion section
of the oral hearing summary in the appendix.

Particular points of note include:

e Need to undertake an assessment of risk including in view of the Critical

Infrastructure Directive.

e Detailed submissions on behalf of Gannon Properties in relation to the
roads proposals, safety issues at the site entrance and costs and construction

efficiency.

e The importance of compound 10 as a Brent geese roosting site and the

potential for additional noise impacts associated with the airport.

e Other matters which might be relevant to appropriate assessment including in
relation to the geological conditions at Baldoyle estuary and impact on the
trenchless tunnelling, the adequacy of the vessel management plan and the

use of Ireland’s Eye by seals.
e The stated need to consult with UNESCO in relation to the Biosphere.

e The potential for antimicrobial resistant bacteria to enter the marine

environment and the food chain.
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The more commonly stated themes in observers’ submissions refer to matters

which were previously outlined in the written submissions including the following:

e Scale and location — 4 times size Croke Park — allowance for expansion.
Single plant not the appropriate option.

e Unsuitable and politically motivated site selection process.
¢ Need for tertiary treatment.
e Blue flag, tourism and recreation will be undermined.

¢ Noise and impacts on hospital and hospice including closure of windows,

aspergillus, odours and lack of access to open space.

e Leaks and odour at Ringsend will inevitably be repeated. Has health impact

arising from malfunctions been assessed?
e Danger to recreational assets including swimming and scuba and to fishing.
e Inadequate communications and poor consultation.

e Costings and overruns. Inefficient model.

Planning History

Blanchardstown Regional Drainage Scheme

This is a sewer duplication and storage scheme involving an upgrade of the existing
sewer network serving Blanchardstown. It comprises construction of 3.2km of
pipeline using trenchless tunnelling, construction of underground storage tanks with
combined capacity of 30,000m3, provision of Tolka Valley Park Pumping Station, and
other works. The application was approved by Fingal County Council. The purpose
of the development included allowing for growth within the 9C sewer catchment and
reducing the frequency of surcharge and the likelihood of uncontrolled spills to the
Tolka and to contribute to the elimination of odours at manholes due to flows
exceeding capacity. | attach a copy of a drawing which identifies the location of the

development.

An application for Compulsory Purchase in relation to the above was made to An
Bord Pleanala (ABP-300747-18) — no objections received.
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Ringsend Upgrade

Permission was granted under ABP-301798-18 for a revisions and alterations to the
existing and permitted development at Ringsend WwTP and for a new Regional
Biosolids Storage Facility being two components of an integrated wastewater

treatment facility and to comprise:
e Continued expansion to permitted capacity of 2.4 million PE.

e To be achieved through introduction of aerobic granular sludge (AGS)

technology.
e Omission of 9 km long sea outfall tunnel.
e Further descriptions of the two components is provided in the Board'’s order.

Subject to compliance with conditions the Board considered that the development
would enable sustainable residential and economic growth through delivery of
increased wastewater treatment capacity, would improve the quality of effluent
discharge to the receiving waters and assist Ireland in meeting its obligations under
EU directives, national legislation and planning policy and would be acceptable in

terms of odour, noise, vibration and traffic.
The conditions of the decision relating to the two components include:
e Ten year permission to carry out development.

e CEMP and WMP to be submitted and agreed in writing with both planning

authorities.

e TMP for construction and operational phases to be agreed with planning

authorities.

e MVMP to be agreed. To include appropriate noise and vibration limit set out in
the EIAR. To include compliance with BS 5228 in respect of construction and
demolition phases. To adhere to specified limits at the nearest sensitive
receptor and other requirements. Monitoring to be carried out in accordance

with the requirements of planning authorities.

e Odour requirements specified for the two different components. At the
Ringsend site limits are set for the site boundary (10 OUe/m?® as the 99.4™

percentile of hourly averages) and for sensitive receptor locations (3 OUe/m?

ABP301908-18 / ABP302039-18 Inspector’s Report Page 36 of 399



as the 98™ percentile of hourly averages) and for the RBSF are set for the
sensitive receptor locations only (3 OUe/m?3).

e Standard requirements relating to archaeological materials.

¢ Detailed landscaping of the two components to include strengthening of
boundary treatment, screening of construction compounds, general landscape
details, detailed decommissioning and site restoration plan in respect of
compounds to be agreed.

e Requirement to comply with planning authorities in relation to surface water
management. Specific requirements regarding surface water pipeline

traversing site of RBSF, to be realigned and a wayleave provided.

e Details for the prevention of environmental pollution related to fire occurrence
and to include assessment of risk of environmental pollution due to fire water

and necessary mitigations at the site of the RBSF.

e All works within and adjacent European sites within Dublin Bay to be
undertaken in accordance with requirements of suitable ecologist appointed

following consultation with NPWS.

e Special contribution in respect of upgrade and signalisation and of R135 and

the N2 northbound slip priority junction. Amounts to be agreed.
Site of the Regional Biosolids Storage Facility

Permission was previously granted at this site for development of a waste recovery
facility for C&D waste, a biological waste treatment facility, waste transfer facility and
sludge hub centre treating 26,511 TPA of municipal sludge. PO6F.EL.2045 refers.

Works which were undertaken pursuant to that permission and which are to be
retained and utilised as part of the development of this site for the RBSF include part

of the road network and entrance and small structures.
Gannon Lands to east of Clonshaugh site

Gannon own an 87 ha development site at Belcamp adjacent to the proposed
wastewater treatment plant in Clonshaugh. The zoned Belcamp lands have a
development capacity for over 3,000 dwellings and associated mixed uses and a

master plan has been prepared and a copy is attached to the owner’s submission to
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this application. Permission has been granted for phase 1 of the Belcamp lands
which comprises 175 units at the eastern end of the holding (ref.F15A/0609, PL
06F.248052).

Hotel and other developments at Roundabout

The lands to the north-west and west of the roundabout at the junction of Malahide
Road (R139) and Clonshaugh Road (also known as Stockhole Lane) have been

subject of a number of significant applications including:

e Permission granted for Topaz filling station including extension to trading

hours. This site is accessed from the roundabout.

e Permission granted on lands to the west of Topaz for various hotel schemes.
FO8A/1305 for a 325 bedroom hotel extended till September 2019. Up to 10
storeys. PL232704.

e Permission refused for major office development of 5 storeys (phase 1 of
master plan) at site further west. The Boards decision largely was based on
policy traffic impacts on M1 and M50 in absence of public transport.
PL247665 refers.

e Permission granted for an extension to the existing Clayton Hotel (140
additional bedrooms F16A/0437), to the south-west of the roundabout, south

of the planned office / hotel / and existing Topaz.
Cases which are of particular relevance to the CPO

Table 3.1 of the CPO Planning Report summarises planning applications made
within the area of the Project, and includes commentary in respect of any likely
impacts of the project and how these may have been accommodated. | outline the
relevant aspects of the planning permission as they remain relevant in the

consideration of the proposed CPO later in this report.
Land remediation application — IDA Belcamp lands

In April 2019 FCC received an application from IDA for remediation of lands to the
south of the site (part of the IDA / HT holding). This is stated to be a project for site
remediation involving removal of 22,000m? of contaminated lands, involving

installation of a cut-off wall to the south and south west and restoration with grass

ABP301908-18 / ABP302039-18 Inspector’s Report Page 38 of 399



7.0

7.1.

and tree line where applicable. An Environmental Impact Assessment report (EIAR)
and Natura Impact Statement (NIS) accompany the application. F19A/0149 refers
and permission was granted on the 17" of July 2019. There is no overlap between
this site and the GDD lands.

Nearby

An application for provision of a double circuit 110kV underground transmission line
between the Belcamp and Darndale substations was granted permission under ABP-
303687-19.

Relevant legislative and Policy Context

Selected Legal Provisions

Water Framework Directive 2000/60/EC (WFD)

This requires Ireland to manage its water resources on an integrated basis to
achieve at least ‘good’ ecological status and to avoid deterioration in the status of

any waters.

The coastal waters of Dublin Bay HAO9 from Howth Head to Malahide Bay, the
location of the outfall have a status of ‘unassigned’. The coastal waters of Malahide
Bay have a status of ‘good’. The transitional water body the Mayne Estuary has a

status of ‘unassigned’.

Urban Wastewater Treatment Directive 91/271/EEC amended by Directive
98/15/EC (UWWTD)

This aims to protect the water environment from the adverse effects of discharges of
urban wastewater and from certain industrial discharges. The Directive identifies the
general need for secondary treatment. For urban waste water discharging into
‘sensitive areas’ it may be necessary to require more stringent treatment. Sensitive
areas are listed under the Urban Waste Water Treatment (Amendment) Regulations

2010 Part 3 Schedule 1. None are relevant to the current proposal.
Urban Wastewater Treatment Regulations (UWWT) (S.I. 254/2001)

This requires that all urban wastewater systems for a population equivalent of 10,000

and over provide for secondary treatment. The standard to be achieved is to not
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exceed 25mg/l biological oxygen demand (BOD), 125mg/I chemical oxygen demand
(COD) and 35mg/I total suspended solids (TSS).

European Communities Environmental Objectives (Surface Water) Regulations
2009 (SI 272/2009) as amended by The European Communities Environmental
Objectives (Surface Water) (Amendment) Regulations 2015 (S.l. 386/2015)

These give effect to the measures needed to achieve the environmental objectives
established for surface waterbodies by the WFD. The proposed outfall is within
‘coastal waters’ as defined under Article 1(7) of the (Water Framework Directive).
The target water quality standards for coastal waters are set out under Table 9 of the
2009 regulations. The standards for DIN is less than 0.25 mg/l (median) (34.5 PSU),
for good status and less than 0.17 mg/lI (median) for high status. For coastal waters
there are no specified limits for BOD, SS or MRP.

Waste Water Discharge (Authorisation) Regulations 2007 (S.l. 684/2007)

This concerns the authorisation process relevant to a requirement that a licence be

sought from the EPA for the wastewater discharge.
European Union Bathing Water Directive 2006/7/EC (BWD)

This establishes procedures and standards for bathing waters. Under the Directive,
all waterbodies are required to achieve a minimum of ‘sufficient’ quality, which is

based on the main parameters Intestinal Enterococci and Escherichia coli (E. Coli).
The Bathing Water Regulations (S.l. 79/2008)
The following bathing water targets are relevant to designated bathing areas.

e E.coli —less than 250 cfu/100ml (excellent quality) 95-percentile.

e Intestinal enterococci (i.e. — less than 100 cfu/100ml) (excellent quality) — 95

percentile.

Local authorities are obliged to ensure that the bathing waters are classified at not
less than ‘sufficient’. The requirement is also that local authorities take such
measures as appropriate to increase the bathing waters classified as good or

excellent.
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7.2.

European Communities (Quality of Shellfish Waters) Regulations 2006 (Sl
268/2006)

This transposes the Shellfish Waters Directive which requires designation of waters
to support shellfish. Limits for a number of parameters are specified. For faecal
coliforms the standard to be achieved is equal to or less than 300 in the shellfish

flesh and intervalvular liquid.
River Basin Management Plan for Ireland, 2018-2021

The River Basin Management Plan for Ireland, 2018-2021 (RBMP) sets out
measures aimed towards achievement of the WFD objectives. The priority objective
for this cycle is to secure compliance with the Urban Waste Water Treatment
Directive and to contribute to the improvement and protection of waters. Achieving

this objective entails addressing waste-water discharges and overflows.

Marine Strategy Framework Directive 2008/56/EC This sets a requirement to
achieve Good Environmental Status in the marine environment by 2020. There is a
requirement that a programme of measures be put in place. The permitting
processes which include the foreshore consent process, EIA, SEA and AA leading to
appropriate controls on developments in the marine environment will contribute

towards the achievement of Good Environmental Status.

UNESCO Dublin Bay Biosphere Reserve Biosphere reserves are designated with
a view to achieving conservation, development and logistic support and comprise
core protection areas with zones where sustainable development is fostered. The
ecological significance of the Biosphere is related to the well-developed salt marshes
and dune systems and the importance of the area for nesting and wintering

waterfowls. It is the only UNESCO Biosphere within a capital city.

Other European Directives which are relevant in the consideration of the
environmental effects of this case relate to air quality and habitats and birds.

Project 2040 and related

National Planning Framework

The NPF is the government’s strategic planning document. It sets out the spatial

pattern which is considered to best accommodate and support change including

ABP301908-18 / ABP302039-18 Inspector’s Report Page 41 of 399



growth of one million people. The NPF will inform future strategic national

investment, including in infrastructure.
Objectives include:

e Ensure that wastewater needs are met by major projects to increase waste

water treatment capacity.

e Implement the Greater Dublin Strategic Drainage Study, through enlarging
capacity in existing wastewater treatment plants (Ringsend) and develop the

Greater Dublin Drainage Project.

e Provision of additional sludge treatment capacity and a standardised
approach to managing wastewater sludge and including options for the

extraction of energy and other resources.
National Development Plan

The National Development Plan outlines investment measures to support the NPF,
including a major commitment to fulfilling Ireland’s infrastructure and investment

requirements over the next ten years, through an investment of €116 billion.

The NDP includes the GDD as one of the major infrastructure projects required in
the context of the NPF and accommodating growth. Under national strategic
objective 9 investment in waste management infrastructure is described as critical to
our environment and economic well-being for a growing population and to the

achievement of economic and climate objectives.
The associated capital tracker identifies the cost of the GDD as €482m.
Capital Investment Plan 2016-2021

The Government’s framework for infrastructure investment highlights the importance

of investment including in water services in facilitating economic growth.
Water Services Policy Statement 2018-2025

This was published by the Minister in May 2018 following the NPF and NDP. Priority
objectives include bringing and maintaining public water and wastewater services to
acceptable international benchmarks and ensuring full compliance with the UWWTD
and licensing requirements. Implementation of the NPF requires that services are

aligned with the framework.
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7.4.

Action 13 of the Climate Action Plan 2019 sets the objective to ensure that the
selection criteria for each of the Project Ireland 2040 Funds will operate to promote
low carbon investments. Also review the selection criteria for each capital funding

scheme to ensure that low carbon designs and investments are prioritised.

Irish Water Publications
A number of publications of provide relevant supporting information for the
application.

Irish Water - Water Services Strategic Plan (2014-2021) — A Plan for the Future
of Water Services (WSSP)

This acknowledges the importance of effective wastewater management in the

enablement of social and economic growth and the protection of the environment.

Extension to the Ringsend facility will ensure that it remains within its licence limits

but only until 2025, after which date implementation of GDD would be necessary.
Irish Water Business Plan - Transforming Water Services in Ireland to 2021
Identifies a need for €5.5bn investment in water infrastructure and services.

Irish Water - National Wastewater Sludge Management Plan (NWSMP) 2014-
2016

This is the strategy to ensure a nationwide and standardised approach to
management, storage, transport and disposal or reuse of wastewater sludge. Sludge

Hub Centres allow for efficiency, flexibility and energy recovery.
Plans for Fingal involve development of a SHC as part of the GDD.
Where required sludge storage may be accommodated at SHCs or separately.

The preferred option for re-use of biosolids is reuse on land.

Regional Policy

Regional Spatial and Economic Strategy (RSES) for the Eastern and Midland
Regional Assembly area
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This was came into effect on 28th June 2019. Amongst the policies and statements
relevant to this application are:

e RPO 4.2 Alignment of infrastructure investment and priorities with spatial

planning strategy.

e Ongoing wastewater treatment projects critical to deliver capacity at a large
scale include GDD and Ringsend.

¢ RPO 10.12 Requirement that development plans support strategic wastewater
treatment infrastructure investment and provide for the separation of foul and

surface water networks to accommodate the future growth of the region.

e RPO 10.13 EMRA shall support appropriate options for the extraction of
energy and other resources from sewerage sludge in the region.

e Dublin Bay Biosphere is described on page 162. It was designated in 1981,
expanded in 2015 and has evolved to include areas of ecological value and
the communities that live and work there. It is managed by the Dublin Bay
Partnership which includes the local authorities, Dublin Port Company, Failte
Ireland and NPWS. RPO 7.20 is to promote the development of improved
visitor experiences, nature conservation and sustainable development

activities within the Dublin Bay Biosphere in co-operation with the Partnership.

e 5.9 refers to Green Infrastructure and Amenities and the case study notes the
three zones including the core areas of high natural value and the buffer zone
including golf courses and the wider transitional zone which includes

residential areas and other. 300,000 population resident.
Greater Dublin Strategic Drainage Study (GDSDS), 2005

GDSDS was a strategic analysis of foul and surface water systems in the GDA in the
context of overloading on existing systems, deterioration in water quality, flooding
risks and capacity. The Final Strategy Report 2005 recommendation was the
upgrading of all existing wastewater treatment plants in the GDA, the construction of
a large WwTP in North County Dublin with discharge to sea and an orbital drainage

network to divert in full or in part some existing foul drainage catchments.

The Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA) 2008 of the GDSDS concluded
that a new regional wastewater treatment plant should be built in the Northern
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7.5.

Greater Dublin Area, with an orbital sewer serving existing and future sub-
catchments in the north, west and north-west of the Ringsend WwTP catchment
area, and that the outfall should be located along the North Dublin coastline following

a detailed site selection process.
Eastern — Midlands Region Waste Management Plan (EMRWMP) 2015 - 2021

The Eastern-Midlands Regional Waste Management Plan recognises the NWSMP

as a core component of the waste plan.

Policy H1 provides that local authorities will work with relevant stakeholders and take
measures to ensure systems and facilities are in place for the safe and sustainable
management of all sludges generated in the region.

Development Plans

Fingal County Development Plan 2017-2023 (FCDP)

Key challenges ahead in planning for economic growth include wastewater services.
The GDD is a regional wastewater project designed to serve the Greater Dublin Area
by augmenting the Ringsend Wastewater Treatment Plant. It implements the
recommendations of the Greater Dublin Strategic Drainage Study (GDSDS) Final
Strategy and the SEA of the GDSDS.

The project includes
e A planned treatment plant at Clonshaugh in Fingal;
¢ A marine outfall discharging 1km north east of Irelands Eye; and

e An orbital sewer with two pumping stations — at Abbotstown, Blanchardstown
and Grange, Baldoyle — which will divert wastewater from the southern areas

of Fingal and the north of Dublin City to the new treatment plant.

The Council will liaise and cooperate with Irish Water to ensure the delivery of the
proposed Capital Investment Plan 2014 -2016 (as updated) or other relevant
investment works programme to provide infrastructure to increase capacity to service

settlements.

Chapter 7 outlines the situation within the County in respect of foul drainage and

wastewater treatment, and notes that wastewater from south Fingal discharges to
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the Ringsend WwTP, which was designed for a capacity of 1.64m PE, but is
operating slightly above this. It is necessary to upgrade and expand the treatment

plant to its maximum capacity, estimated to be 2.1 million PE.

Objective WTO03: Facilitate the provision of appropriately sized and located waste
water treatment plants and networks including a new Regional Wastewater
Treatment Plant and implementation of other recommendations of the Greater Dublin
Strategic Drainage Study, in conjunction with relevant stakeholders and services
providers, to facilitate development and to protect the water quality of the county’s
coastal and inland waters through the provision of adequate treatment of

wastewater.

Objective WTO05: Seek the best available technology in all waste water treatment

plants proposed for the County.

Objective WT11: Establish a buffer zone (not less than 100m from the odour
producing units) around all wastewater treatment plants suitable to the size and

operation of each plant.

Objective WT12: Establish an appropriate buffer zone (not less than 35 metres — 50
metres from the noise/ odour producing part) around all pumping stations suitable to
the size and operation of each station.

Objective WM15: Implement the adopted Sludge Management Plan and update as
required. Work with Irish Water and other relevant stakeholders to ensure the
provision of facilities for the safe and sustainable management of sludge generated
within the County having regard to the Fingal Sludge Management Plan and relevant

environmental legislation.

Objective WTO02: Liaise with Irish Water to ensure the provision of wastewater
treatment systems in order to ensure compliance with existing licences, EU Water
Framework Directive, River Basin Management Plans, the Urban Waste Water

Directive and the EU Habitats Directive.

Objective NH18: Seek to protect the functions of the ecological buffer zones and
ensure proposals for development have no significant adverse impact on the habitats

and species of interest located therein.
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Sheet 2 Green Infrastructure Maps show Nature Development Areas (NDAS)
including one to the west of Connolly Hospital and one to the north of the NCT centre
near Ballymun Junction 4 of the M50. They have been selected for their existing or

potential value for wildlife.
NH20 is to maintain or enhance the biodiversity of these NDAs.

Objectives including Nh23 and NH24 and others refer to the protection of

ecological corridors and stepping stones including trees and watercourses.
Objectives

The site of the WwTP / SHC lies partly within the Airport Safety Zones (Inner and
Outer). Objective DA14 is to review these zones and to implement the policy to be
determined by the government in relation to these zones. Objective DA10 is ‘to
restrict development, which would give rise to conflicts with aircraft movements on
environmental or safety grounds ... on the main flight paths serving the airport ...
Objective DA13 is to ‘promote appropriate land use patterns in the vicinity of the
flight paths...”. The advice of the IAA will be followed.

The Project lies within or adjacent to lands with the following zoning objectives:
e Green Belt (GB): Protect and provide for greenbelt.

e High Technology (HT): Provide for office, research and development and
high technology/high technology manufacturing type employment in a high

quality built and landscaped environment.
e High Amenity (HA): Protect and enhance high amenity areas.

e Open Space (OS): Preserve and provide for open space and recreational

amenities.

* General Employment (GE): Provide opportunities for general enterprise and

employment.
e Heavy Industry (HI): Provide for heavy industry.

o Dublin Airport (DA): Ensure the efficient and effective operation and

development of the airport in accordance with an approved LAP.
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e Warehousing & Distribution (WD): Provide for distribution, warehouse,
storage and logistics facilities which require good access to a major road

network within a good quality environment.

The Land Use Classes Technical Guidance - Appendix 4 - defines a ‘Utility
Installation’ as comprising “A structure composed of one or more pieces of
equipment connected to or part of a structure and/ or a facility designed to provide a
public utility service such as the provision of heat, electricity, telecommunications,

water or sewage disposal and/or treatment”.

Waste Disposal/ Recovery Facility (High Impact), such uses are defined within the
FCDP as comprising “The use of land or buildings for facilities with high potential for
odour, noise, dust and other nuisances including putrescible waste. Examples of
high impact facilities are transfer stations and treatment plants for organic and
residual waste which have a potential for odour, crushing and processing of
construction and demolition waste, and facilities where waste is stored outside of
buildings and which is visually intrusive or otherwise likely to be a nuisance,

including scrapyards. Excludes landfills”.
Dublin City Development Plan 2016-2022

Progressing development of the Greater Dublin Regional Wastewater Treatment

Plant and associated infrastructure is essential to the future growth of the region.

Policies SI2 — to support and facilitate Irish Water in the development and
improvement of wastewater systems including the regional wastewater treatment

plant and other infrastructure as part of the GDSDS.

The NFS is on lands which are zoned for social, economic and physical development

and / or rejuvenation and public service installations are permissible.
Meath County Development Plan 2013-2019

Acknowledges the strategic role of the development of the GDSDS and its role in the
future sustainable development. All developments to have regard to the policies
expressed in the GDSDS.
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Kildare County Development Plan 2017-2023

Capacity of treatment works and associated networks will be a key factor influencing
future development. County is dependent on national and regional solutions to the

provision of water and wastewater infrastructure.

Portmarnock South Local Area Plan 2013 — extended from 7th July 2018 — 6th
July 2023

The GDD Project will provide a long-term solution for wastewater network and

treatment services to serve the area.

The orbital sewer corridor extends through lands zoned Open Space (OS) and High
Amenity (HA). Open space lands are also designated as an ecological buffer zone,

the purpose of which is

to protect the integrity of the nationally and internationally designated
sites, [Baldoyle Bay in this case] by providing suitable habitat for key
species such as birds and providing for compatible land-uses around
the designated sites.
These lands are multi-functional landscapes, where agricultural uses are maintained,

with nature conservation targets and low-intensity recreational uses.

Coastal and Estuary Landscape Character Types are highly sensitive to
development due to their exposed nature. The landscape quality of the estuaries is

also regarded as outstanding.

The LAP provides for the reservation of lands adjacent to the Dublin-Belfast railway

line to accommodate its future expansion.
The LAP designates quiet areas for birds.
The Dardistown Local Area Plan 2017 - 2023

This plan relates to approximately 154 ha of lands bounded by Dublin Airport to the
north and the M50 to the south. New sewer connections will be required. The area
will be a strategic employment node, including office, research and development and
high technology manufacturing. It is envisaged as maximising opportunities

presented by its location close to existing and planned transport network.
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Clongriffin — Belmayne LAP 2012-2018

This notes the need to deliver necessary infrastructure to ensure adequate capacity
to accommodate the development envisaged by the LAP. The GDD initiative aims to
provide strategic drainage infrastructure to ensure that the GDA can development
socially and economically and to ensure future growth can be accommodated. It is
an important project to facilitate employment, social progress and economic growth
as well as protection of water quality. The emerging sites (3 no.) identified includes

one at Clonshaugh.
Dublin Airport Local Area Plan 2016

The 2016 plan which was prepared by Fingal County Council in conjunction with
DAA relates to lands close to the airport. The masterplan notes the origin of the
airport safety zones in the report prepared by ERM and that this has not been

adopted as national policy but is used as guidance.

Natural Heritage Designations

The project traverses three European sites as follows:

e Baldoyle Bay SAC — the outfall pipeline (marine section) passes under this
site and construction compounds adjoin the site. The pipeline commences
close to the R106 at the point of the tunnel launch shaft and is routed in a
north-easterly direction terminating north east of Ireland’s Eye. It crosses
under the SAC to a point 600m offshore where it exits the tunnel and

continues in an easterly direction.
e Baldoyle Bay SPA — as above

¢ Rockabill to Dalkey Island SAC — 1300m of outfall pipeline and the marine

diffuser are within this site.

Further descriptions of the development and its location relative to the proposed

project are provided in the Appropriate Assessment section of this report.
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8.1.

8.2.

8.2.1.

Planning Assessment

Introduction

| consider that the key issues in respect of the planning assessment may be
considered under the following headings:

e Planning Policy

e Need and Alternatives

e Marine Water Quality

e Air and Odour

e Cultural Heritage, Landscape and Visual Impacts and Tourism
e Roads, Traffic and Infrastructure

e Flood Risk

e Community Benefits Scheme and Contributions

e Other Matters.

Where there are references to the oral hearing any written submissions were
received are identified by a number based on the reference attached to the
documentation at the hearing (OH-number).Any references to the hearing may also

be given by day and time.

Planning Policy

In this section | present the following:
e An overview of policy relevant to the GDD.

¢ An assessment of the zoning and other development plan objectives.

Policy Overview

In principle the provision of adequate wastewater infrastructure to cater for future
development is a fundamental tenant of proper planning and sustainable

development and is necessary and / or appropriate in the context of international
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legislation including the Water Framework Directive, Habitats Directive, Marine
Strategy Framework Directive and the UNESCO biosphere designation. This
legislative environment also sets targets for and limits on standards to be achieved,

such matters being the focus of much of the substance of this report.

The strong national, regional and local policy support for development of the GDD
project is evident from the Policy Context section above, which refers to the place of
the GDD in a suite of policy documents. | consider that in principle the need for
additional wastewater infrastructure to be delivered by construction of a major
wastewater treatment plant in North County Dublin is established in the adopted
policy framework, which emerged following a range of studies and consultations.
Notwithstanding the submissions of the elected representatives of the Councils and
of elected representatives, | consider that it must be concluded that the GDD has
long-standing and far reaching policy support. As a basis for that conclusion | refer
to:

e NPF National Strategic Outcome 9:

- toimplement the GDSDS through enlarging capacity at Ringsend and
providing a new treatment plant in North County Dublin — known as the

Greater Dublin Drainage Project

- to provide for effective waste management including additional sewage
sludge treatment capacity and a standardised approach to managing
waste water sludge and including options for extraction of energy and

other resources.

e The NDP listing of the GDD as one of the major infrastructure projects which
is required in the context of the NPF and accommodating growth and is

described as a Strategic Investment Priority.

e The WSSP which indicates a need for implementation of the GDD

notwithstanding the planned Ringsend upgrade.

e The GDSDS which recommended upgrading of all wastewater treatment
plants in the GDA and the construction of a regional wastewater treatment
plant in north Dublin and an orbital drainage network to divert some existing

catchments from Ringsend.
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e The Regional Spatial and Economic Strategy (RSES) for the Eastern and
Midland area, which reference the GDD in the context of delivery of capacity

at large scale.

e The listing in the GDA RPGs of the GDD as one of ten Critical Strategic

Projects for Waste Water and Surface Water.
¢ NPF identification of need to provide additional sewage sludge capacity.

e NWSMP which supports suitability of land spreading of a means of disposal of
biosolids and as such supports the RBSF.

e NWSMP which presents arguments in favour of regional sludge centres as an
efficient and high quality approach to its management.

e The RSES for the Eastern and Midlands area which supports appropriate
options for the extraction of energy and other resources from sewerage
sludge in the region.

e Eastern-Midlands Region Waste Management Plan 2015 — 2021.

e Objective WTO03 of the Fingal Development Plan which is to facilitate and
provide for the implementation of the Greater Dublin Regional Drainage

Project.

e Objective WM15 of the Fingal Development Plan which refers to the provision

of facilities for the safe and sustainable management of sludges.

¢ Development Plans of Fingal County Council, Dublin City Council, Kildare and

Meath County Councils, which support the scheme in principle.

As highlighted by FCC the GDD is a project of regional scale but with national
importance. | consider that the policy framework is clear and robust and supports the
need for the project and the means of its delivery including by reference to provision
of a large plant in north county Dublin and its broad design parameters. The growth
of population, which is envisaged in the hierarchy of adopted and approved spatial
planning policies is dependent on a parallel upgrade in provision of services
including in the area of wastewater infrastructure. In summary | am satisfied that the

project is clearly supported at a strategic level in the adopted policy framework.
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8.2.2.

Zoning, Greenbelt Policies, Ecological Buffers and Flight Path

Throughout the report | address some specific policies, which the observers’
reference. The principle specific policy matters which | consider are relevant to the
decision of the Board relate to the Clonshaugh zoning, the ecological buffers and the

location of the site under the airport flight path.
Clonshaugh Zoning

The Clonshaugh site is mainly within the GB zoning, the objective of which is to
protect and provide for greenbelt. An incidental amount of the Clonshaugh site is
zoned open space OS and most of the southern strip is zoned for high technology
HT in relation to which there is an objective to prepare a masterplan.

| note that in the adoption of the 2017 development plan the planning authority
highlighted the Clonshaugh site as the location for the GDD and that the Clonshaugh
site zoning remained unchanged. The specific site had been identified at the time.
The planning authority through its officials at the oral hearing and in various written
submissions has reaffirmed its opinion that the site zoning objective is not

contravened by the proposed development.

Some observers state that the development at Clonshaugh constitutes a material
contravention of the development plan. It is appropriate that the Board give
consideration to how the development of almost 30 hectares of land for a wastewater
treatment plant, sludge hub centre and other infrastructure fits within the zoning

objective.

At the outset | refer to the nature of the development and to the permitted uses
within the GB lands. Fingal County Council supports the applicant’s position that the
WWwTP site generally falls within the definition of a ‘utility type infrastructural
development’. | agree with this interpretation. The zoning matrix would indicate that
the proposed land use would be generally considered to be ‘open for consideration’,
which would fall to be assessed in terms of its contribution towards the achievement
of the zoning objective and vision and compliance and consistency with the policies

and objectives of the development plan.

The arguments presented in the Planning Report submitted by Irish Water is that the
development of the WwTP and SHC at the Clonshaugh site will not serve to
undermine the objective of the greenbelt the purpose of which is to demarcate
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urban and rural lands in order to curb unrestricted urban sprawl into the
countryside and to maintain the separation between settlements including
Portmarnock and Malahide. Further, it is stated that due to the nature of the project
as essential public infrastructure it will not set a precedent. The applicant refers also
to the extensive landscaping plan to be implemented and the relatively low rise
structures which together with the layout and the buffer zone are considered to be

consistent with the character of the landscape and will integrate with the area.

The lands to the south and the High Tech zoning provides for office, research and
development and high-tech uses in a high quality built and landscaped environment.
Part of the WwTP site is within this zone in addition. Figure 4.4, 4.5 and 12.5
(Volume 5 Part A of EIAR) show the site zoning, site layout and the landscape
mitigation plan, which | consider are particularly relevant for consideration of the

principle of development of the site in the context of the greenbelt.

In terms of the criteria which are relevant to the interpretation of uses which are

‘open to consideration’ namely

o achievement of the zoning objective and vision and

o compliance and consistency with the policies and objectives
my conclusions are presented below.

1. There are aspects of the Greenbelt vision which are not achieved by the
proposed development including in relation to recreation and agricultural

uses.

2. Regarding the requirement for ‘compliance and consistency with the
policies and objectives of the development plan’, | consider that the
proposed WwTP and would be deemed to be necessary for the purposes of
implementing the FCDP including its growth strategy and environmental
protection measures and also for the achievement of the core strategies of
other development plans of counties in the area. As such the proposed use

would be consistent with the policies and objectives of the development plan.

3. The consistency with the established character of the landscape of the
area has been aided by the requirements of the planning authority at

consultation stage, which included enlargement of the site to ensure ample
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space for landscaping. | consider that the nature of the layout and
landscaping responds well to the site location at the edge of the built-up urban
area and at its northern, western and eastern side establishes a green belt. |
also note that the development in its operational phase would not be a
particularly active use in terms of the generation of traffic. The development
does serve to demarcate the boundary between the built up area and the rural
area, although it does so at the expense of encroaching on the agricultural

lands in the greenbelt and significant landscape change.

The Sludge Hub Centre at the Clonshaugh site requires separate comment. The
Planning Report prepared on behalf of the applicant acknowledges that the SHC
might be considered to be a Waste Disposal / Recovery Facility (High Impact).
That definition includes ‘transfer stations and treatment plants for organic and
residual waste which have a potential for odour’. The position of the applicant
overall is that the SHC is integral to the WwTP and the planning authority supports
this stance. | note that while the SHC will deal with the sludge arising at the site and
as such could be considered to be an integral part of the WwTP and fall under the
utility definition, it will also cater for sludge from other WwTPs in Fingal and (without
mitigation) would have potential for odour. It would not be unreasonable to conclude
that the SHC is a Waste Disposal / Recovery Facility (High Impact). However part of
its function is also ancillary to the WwTP proposed at the site. A Waste Disposal /

Recovery Facility (High Impact) would be ‘Not Permitted’ in the GB / HT zoned lands.

In view of the relatively small scale of the SHC element of the proposal | recommend
that the Board interprets the SHC zoning in the context of the GDD proposal and
conclude that the SHC is part of the overall project. On balance | agree with the
position of the applicant and FCC and consider that the development does not
materially contravene the development plan.

Should the Board decide that the proposed development is a material contravention
the Board may nevertheless grant permission, not being bound by the provisions of
the development plan. | consider that there is a strong case to be made that
notwithstanding the zoning objective there is considerable strength in the prevailing
policy provisions in favour of the development of the WwTP at the Clonshaugh site —

this applies also to the SHC. In my opinion the high level support in the development
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plan for the GDD and the specific references to the Clonshaugh site should over-ride

any concerns which the Board might have in relation to the greenbelt policy.

The Board will be familiar with the circumstances relating to material contravention,
which strictly speaking are relevant to circumstances where the Board is considering
a decision already made by the planning authority. Nevertheless, the criteria set out
are useful in the consideration of this case. If the Board considers that there is
validity to arguments presented that the GDD constitutes a material contravention of

the development plan then | would refer to these criteria.

| consider that the circumstances outlined under section 37(2)(b) of the Planning and
Development Act are clearly met in this case and that the Board can be satisfied that

the proposed development:
e Is of strategic or national importance

e |s one to which the issue of conflicting development plan objectives is

pertinent, particularly WT03

¢ |s one which should be granted having regard to national and regional
planning policy.
On that basis the Board should conclude that the zoning objective is not an

impedance to a grant of permission in view of its strategic importance.

Finally | refer to objective SS09 which is:

Promote development within the Greenbelts which has a
demonstrated need for such a location, and which protects and
promotes the permanency of the Greenbelt, and rural character of
the area.

In the event that the Board considers that the development of this site for the
purposes of the GDD is demonstrated in terms of a need for this location, then such
a conclusion would be further support for the development in the greenbelt. It is the
applicant’s position following a rigorous four stage Alternative Site Assessment
(ASA) and Route Selection (RS) process this siting is justified. My consideration of

this matter is set out below under ‘Alternatives’.
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Ecological Buffer Zones

| consider that the other primary development plan policy issue of particular
relevance to the making of a decision on this case concerns the objectives related to
ecological buffers. | refer in this regard to the Portmarnock South Local Area Plan
2013 (extended to July 2023). The LAP shows the route of the outfall pipeline related
to the WwTP site and identifies the construction corridor and a construction
compound to the west of the estuary Baldoyle Bay. The construction corridor would
traverse lands which are designated as an ecological buffer zone, the purpose of
which is ‘to protect the integrity of the nationally and internationally designated sites
by providing suitable habitat for key species such as birds and providing for

compatible land uses’.

Objective NH18 of the Fingal Development Plan also seeks to protect the functions
of the ecological buffer zones and to ensure the proposals for development do not
give rise to significant adverse impacts on the habitats and species of interest
located therein. The proposed development in the short-term will return lands
suitable for use as an ecological buffer zone. However, it also has the potential to
impact on this function during construction, in which case the ecological buffer zone
objective would be undermined. In principle | do not consider that the short-term use
of these lands contravenes the ecological buffer zone subject to it being
demonstrated that there is no adverse impact on the integrity of the SAC/SPA. If the
proposal meets the tests under appropriate assessment then it meets the
development plan objective of the policy relating to ecological buffer zones.

| refer in the Biodiversity section to the Nature Development Area (NDA) at the NCT
site (Sillogue NDA) and my overarching conclusion is that subject to the relocation of
species under licence as necessary and the suitable restoration of the site the NDA

objective would not be undermined.
Airport Safety Zones

The location of the WwTP site within the Dublin Airport Inner Public Safety Zone
has been raised as an issue by observers namely in terms of visual amenity and also
in terms of safety. These matters are considered later under Landscape and Visual

Impact in the Planning section of this report and under the Risk in the EIA section.
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The development plan sheet no. 11 clearly defines the airport safety zones. The
policy provision relating to these zones is to restrict development which would
give rise to conflicts with aircraft movements on environmental or safety
grounds, particularly residential development. Objectives DA10 and DA13 are most

relevant.

Having regard to the nature of the development and taking into account the written
and oral submissions and the EIAR, | am satisfied that this is not a form of
development that might interfere with the safety of, or the safe and efficient
navigation of, aircraft. It is however policy as set out in the development plan to take
into account comments of IAA and comments of DAA referred to the future
agreement of matters by IAA. IAA was formally consulted as part of this application
and prior to the making of the application and no formal comment was received. The
written submission of DAA does not raise any safety matters subject to a condition
requiring agreement on the detail of cranes being made with DAA and IAA and to
there being no changes to the proposals for surface water management. | conclude
that the development is acceptable in terms of the development plan policy

provisions.

In relation to the specific matters of objectives DA10 and DA13 the policy emphasis
should be interpreted as mainly applying to uses which would be sensitive to noise. |
consider that while the matter of risk was identified by observers there were no
specific claims made which would indicate how the development might give rise to
conflicts with aircraft movements. Having considered the matter | do not consider

that the development would be contrary to objectives DA10 or DA13.

The not unconnected matter of a requirement for an assessment of this case under
the Critical Infrastructure Directive was raised at the hearing by Ms Kemper Jones
(OH-72). Her point was that an assessment of risk would have to be undertaken at
some time and that it would be prudent to present it now prior to consent. Her
concern was that any risks to the GDD or to the airport associated with the siting of
this facility under the flight path would be assessed under that process. Mr McGrath
referred to the Directive as applying to built infrastructure and relating mainly to
terrorist threats. (Day 5, 11 am). | am satisfied that there is no requirement for this

particular risk assessment to be undertaken as part of this application. | address the
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8.3.

8.3.1.

matter of the risk of major accidents as a requirement under EIA in the EIAR section
of this report.

| conclude that the development complies with national, regional and local planning
policies including zoning subject to further consideration of the LAP ecological buffer

zone under the appropriate assessment section.

Need and Alternatives

| consider the relevant matters under the following headings:
e Need and Capacity.

e Alternatives and Site Selection.

Need and Capacity

In relation to need and capacity of the development, | consider that these matters are

separate to consideration of alternatives, which is addressed later.

The EIAR in V2A, Chapter 3 addresses the need for the project, outlining its origins
in the GDSDS and the subsequent SEA, which identified a need to develop new
infrastructure at the same time as maximising the capacity of the existing WwTPs
and networks to ensure that the growing gap between load and treatment capacity
could be met. The GDSDS identified a need for new infrastructure to address
growth. Table 3.2 shows the recent status of upgrade works at the main WwTPs in
the Dublin region. The majority of upgrades planned under the GDSDS have been
undertaken, apart from at Ringsend, which has just been permitted. Other works
including the transfer of excess loads at Leixlip to Blanchardstown (9C Sewer)

catchment are in train.

The applicant states that the re-visiting by Irish Water of the projections for future
loading confirmed that the combined design capacity will not meet demand,
perhaps by 2025 in the case of Ringsend and earlier in the case of Leixlip. Mr Laffey
at the hearing noted that the amount of wastewater generated in the GDA is
projected to increase by over 50% by 2050 (OH-1). The 2017 report ‘Assessment
of Domestic and Non-Domestic Load Report’ by Jacobs Tobin refers. By 2050 a
predicted treatment capacity deficit of 508,024 PE is envisaged based on the most
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likely growth projections. The freeing up of capacity at Ringsend by construction of
the GDD involving additional treatment capacity at Clonshaugh and the diversion of
flows from Ringsend will facilitate continued growth in other catchments including

Dublin city centre and the Lucan / Clondalkin area.

| consider that it is reasonably demonstrated in a range of publications and studies
and in the EIAR that there is a need for additional capacity in the region if residential,
commercial and industrial growth is not to be constrained. This position is supported
by the local authorities in the area and indeed is not subject of third party opposition,
who largely oppose the development due to its location and scale and the failure to
develop a network of smaller plants, rather than presenting arguments that there is
no need to provide additional capacity. | conclude that the development is clearly
needed for the fulfilment of growth in the Dublin region and implementation of

the NPF, regional and county development strategies.

The Board will note that the ‘do nothing’ scenario was assessed as having major
negative impacts and was rated as ‘Major Negative’ in terms of its economic
implications due to the required restrictions on development (Section 5.3 EIAR
VolI2(A) of 6). | later revisit the issue of ‘Alternatives’, which matter warrants separate
consideration because of the requirements of the EIA Directives and in response to
the third party submissions. While observers reject the importance of the ‘do

nothing’ scenario it does further support the case for the project.

Regarding the RBSF, which has been permitted under the Ringsend application and
is also subject of this application, the need is established by the seasonal
constraints on land spreading which requires a level of storage of biosolids.
Notwithstanding the observers’ opposition to land spreading of biosolids that
approach is acceptable under current regulations and provides for the use of
biosolids and the harnessing of the nutrients they contain, which is also supported in
the RSES policy in my opinion. The economic value of the biosolids can thus be
recouped. The storage of biosolids at a location close to the two relevant wastewater
treatment plants is appropriate in my opinion notwithstanding the proposed

continuance of land spreading in a wider area.

It is stated that insufficient capacity is the major operational issue with the

existing Ringsend plant including in relation to marine water impacts and odour. It
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is therefore necessary and appropriate that the Board be satisfied that the GDD
project will meet future regional demands post 2025 and that the deficiencies which

emerged at Ringsend will be repeated.

To this end the applicant has presented a description of the growth forecasts in the
wider area, which culminated in the selection of the ‘most likely’ scenario. The
basis for the design of the WwTP is related to typical unit loads and a PE of 500,000
with a maximum week peaking factor of 1.5 applied to average daily loads. The
projected population is based on the 2016 census figures and other data (OH-1-8). |
do not consider that the Board should re-visit these calculations, which appear to me
to be based on up to date statistics and sound principles and approach. However,
some observers’ comments and oral hearing discussion relating to industrial demand

and secondly to headroom are worth reviewing.

Irish Water stated that industrial demand was underestimated in previous
assessments, including in planning for Ringsend. The manner of calculation for the
industrial demand associated with the GDD was initially queried by DAA in a written
submission. The applicant’s January 2019 document referring to 3.5.2 of the EIAR
confirmed that the future industrial demands which may arise would be catered for
by the headroom allowance of 20% of the sum of the residential and
commercial load and that it was assumed that existing industrial demand would be

retained.

As Mr O’Keeffe indicated to the hearing the provision of headroom constitutes a
new practice. By maintaining tight control on the connections policy Irish Water will
be in a position to foresee upcoming capacity constraints and to address any issues
in a timely fashion before any overloading arises. If a major mobile international
industry was required to be served then the capacity would be in place in the early
years when the full 500,000 p.e. of the plant will not be needed. A further application

for expansion might then be needed earlier than currently envisaged. (Day 6,15.15).

| consider that it is demonstrated that the additional wastewater treatment capacity in
the order of 500,000 p.e., which will be provided after 2025 is needed. In addition |
am satisfied that there is sufficient allowance for headroom to cater for any

unforeseen high growth including industrial demands and prevent overloading.
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8.3.2.

In relation to the RBSF the EIAR states that it will have capacity to store treated
sludge from the GDD and from Ringsend and that the requirement (for 3.0 million PE
total) is 34,600m3 of biosolids by 2040. This will cater for the required 4 month
storage. There are three potential products which could arise from biosolids namely
biocake, the drier material biofert and the most refined which is struvite. The latter
may in future be suitable for bagging and for direct supply to customers. There is a
level of flexibility in relation to the nature of the biosolids which would be stored in the
facility and there is room for expansion within the site subject to further consents.
The different materials have different stacking heights and thus take up different
amounts of the floor area. The decision relating to the Ringsend case did not restrict
the specific proportions of materials to be stored. | agree that no such requirement is

necessary.

| conclude that there is a demonstrated need for the project and that capacity issues

have been properly considered.

Alternatives and Site Selection

In this section | consider the matter of alternatives and site selection under the

following headings:
¢ Non project options.

e Strategic Drainage Scenarios from the GDSDS and subsequent SEA of
GDSDS.

e Site selection.

e Design and site layout

e Other Matters.
Non-project options

As described in the EIAR and following assessment under the GDSDS, this set of
alternatives involves all options other than the provision of new WwTPs to address
the shortfall in capacity in the GDA. As such it includes measures to reduce
stormwater, groundwater and industrial inflow to the combined network and
upgrading existing sewer networks and WwTPs. Inflows to the combined sewers

are continuously being addressed and are shown not to alleviate or sufficiently
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address the shortfall in capacity. The constraints at Ringsend for future
expansion include the intensity of urban development and utilities in the area. Mr
Laffey reiterated this point at the hearing drawing attention to the limited capacity in
existing drainage networks to accept flows from future development and to issues of
overloading. Due to the intensity of underground utilities and the high levels of
traffic, | accept the description of a network upgrade work in this context as
constituting a major engineering challenge. None of these non-project options, which
were subject of investigation under the GDSDS appear to me to comprise feasible

alternatives.
Strategic Drainage Scenarios from GDSDS and the associated SEA

Many of the observers are united in their view that a network of smaller plants is a
preferred option to the single large plant. There is support also for options involving
treatment of waste close to source. The written observations do not address these
matters in detail and do not identify which of the scenarios assessed under the
GDSDS or SEA would be preferable and do not propose any other specific
scenarios. Where detail has been provided by observers in relation to alternatives
the focus is on the process which lead to selection of the large plant option and the
perceived flaws with that option as well as the merits of dispersing effluent and odour
over wider areas and the preference for a northern marine outfall. Matters related to
the selection of the ‘single plant’ approach and the merits of the approach is the

focus of this section of the report.

The eight strategic drainage scenarios of the GDSDS summarised in Table 5.1
(Chapter 5 Vol 2 EIAR) of the EIAR include:

e Development of new WwTP at a suitable site to be selected under a future
site assessment process for the new regional WwTP of capacity of
850,000PE.

e 7 no. sub-regional catchment based WwTPs of 40,000PE to 150,000 PE with
discharge of treated effluent to ground / surface waters or to the coast by way

of a regional pipeline.

e Network of 850 no. community WwTPs of capacity of 1,000 PE each with
discharge of treated effluent to ground / surface waters or to the coast by way

of a regional pipeline.
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e 15 sub-regional WwTPs of capacity of 20,000PE to 65,000PE on a catchment
based approach with discharge of treated effluent to ground / surface waters

or to the coast by way of a regional pipeline.

All scenarios were assessed in the associated SEA against the Environmental
Objectives which are listed in Table 5.3 (Chapter 5 Vol 2 EIAR). Of the scenarios
considered in the GDSDS and the subsequent SEA | consider that the basis for the
assessment is comprehensive and broad in scope. The scenarios were all assessed
in the SEA against the Environmental Objectives which are listed in Table 5.3 of the
EIAR.

Having regard to the totality of the information presented as part of this application |
concur with the conclusion that a single regional plant is an appropriate method of
addressing the capacity issues. My later consideration of environmental impacts
confirms this conclusion. In view of the significance attributed to this issue by

observers, | provide additional comment below.

The scenario of an extensive network of community-based WwTPs with treated
effluent orbital pipeline was assessed by Irish Water and deemed to be impractical
including in the areas of energy consumption, sludge management and
transportation complexities, environmental risks and major negative impacts for air
quality, climatic factors, material assets, cultural heritage and landscape. The scale
of the proposed WwTP derives from the policy to provide treatment on a regional
basis rather than a county by county basis as noted in EIAR, V2, C3.

| consider that there are certain advantages associated with a large scale plant. The
delivery of the highest levels of treatment of wastewater and odour can be most
effectively discharged at a large plant where suitable processes, staffing,
maintenance and monitoring can be expertly and efficiently delivered. It appears to
me that a plant of some scale would be required to address a range of the issues of
concern to observers. This would include retrofitting of the design to cater for any
new regulations on air and water discharges, which might result from future
legislation. | reject the idea that the proximity principle over-rides the advantages of

the selected approach.

| do not find any reason to conclude that a smaller plant would lessen adverse

impacts, which in my opinion are dependent on the quality of the operation rather
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than its scale. The development of a network of community scale plants appears to
me to be a fatally flawed proposal due to the reliance for discharge to small rivers
and streams, which would inevitably be required in many instances. In this regard |
refer to the Water Framework Directive status of rivers in the region and the
presence of many waterbodies, which are not complying with the requirement for

‘good’ status.

| consider that none of the observations adequately respond to the concerns listed
by Irish Water and | agree with the applicant’s conclusion that the option of a network
of smaller plants should not be further pursued. It has been assessed and it has

been discounted and in my opinion the conclusion is reasonable.

The third party submissions aim to re-visit the previous assessments and to re-open
the principle of the main elements of the proposed development involving the new
WWwTP of regional scale, the orbital sewer and the southern option of the outfall. | am
satisfied that for the purposes of the making of this application and EIA, the applicant
has thoroughly assessed and properly reported upon the considerations which lead
to the project as proposed being presented in this application. | consider that it is
appropriate that considerable weight be given to the extensive body of professional
input into background studies, which took place over two decades and which

have all pointed in the direction of a single plant to be located in north Dublin.

| emphasise that the requirement under EIA is to present the main reasonable
alternatives considered. | consider that this is achieved. Having regard to the above |
consider that it is clear that detailed consideration has been made of all options

including of the option of smaller plants.
Site Selected

| now respond further to observers’ comments in relation to the merits of the selected
site and the method of its selection. Observers state that the selection of the
Clonshaugh site was politically motivated. One former elected representative
supports this claim. The decision is described as unfair and one which affects a

community which already hosts a wide range of uses.

While the selection by FCC of a site on the periphery of its administrative and
electoral area and close to a population resident in the area administered by DCC
may have that appearance, these claims are completely undermined in my opinion
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by the fact that the SEA process resulted in Clonshaugh being selected. That
process addressed complex issues in detail and it considered the hurdles to be
overcome in obtaining consent for the selected sites. A multi-criteria analysis and
consideration of detailed modelling would have been involved. | am satisfied that it

was on the basis of this further analysis that the WwTP site was selected.

The selection of the site necessarily was undertaken in conjunction with
consideration of where the marine outfall would be located. The site at Clonshaugh
was compared to Annsbrook and Newtowncorduff and was considered to be ‘more
favourable on the basis of a greater number of criteria including less ecological
value, better initial dilution and mixing of southern outfall and ease of tunnelling of
southern outfall. Section 5.7 of the EIAR further considers the assessment
undertaken of the outfall location. The latter was subject of detailed hydrodynamic
studies which set out the water quality implications of both northern and southern
outfall. The outfall is addressed in more detail later.

At the oral hearing there was considerable discussion in relation to the ASA. Ms
Gray in particular set out what she considered are flaws in the selection of the site
and the southern outfall (OH-53). She notes that the Baldoyle Bay SAC / SPA was
not identified on the study map and considered that it was overlooked.
Notwithstanding the omission of a caption denoting the location of Baldoyle Bay SAC
/ SPA | accept Mr O’Keeffe’s confirmation that this and all European sites were
considered as constraints in the site selection process. Ms Kemper Jones (OH-72)
states that assumptions in relation to the lack of impacts due to tunnelling
under that estuary were premature. | consider that it would have been possible to
revert at any time to consideration of other sites as more information came available
and if that was deemed necessary. It is for the Board now to consider the
environmental impacts of the selected option including the tunnelling under the

European sites.

Ms Gray refers to other details of the ASA process. For instance she states that the
southern outfall area is smaller and would be likely to have less constraints than a
northern route. Thus there was a bias towards the southern outfall. She also
refers to the omission of the ‘neighbourhood zone’ criteria in the SEA stage. | am
unconvinced by her claim that the process was flawed and | completely reject the

idea that the process should be revisited by the Board for reasons already stated.
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Regarding the designation of the Biosphere in 2015 it is stated that this should
have resulted in a re-assessment of the site selection process. However, it is also
relevant to note two points presented by Irish Water to the hearing. Mr McGrath
noted that the decision to extend the Dublin Bay Biosphere was made in the
context of knowledge of the GDD. Mr O’Keeffe noted that the Ringsend discharge is
into the core of the Biosphere. Regarding the site selection process | consider that

the Biosphere was adequately considered.

The increased importance of the shellfish industry in the area as a result of
upgrades of wastewater infrastructure should also have resulted in re-consideration
of the outfall location according to observers. The outfall is not located in a
designated shellfish area. | consider that unless it was evident that the site and
outfall selections would grossly undermine these resources then the decision to
continue with the process was entirely appropriate. In a complicated multi-factorial
analysis and the long-term planning for a project of this nature there has to be some

limits to the continued re-evaluation of the options and | disagree with the observers

position.

Regarding the option of a south Dublin site, which has been raised a number of
times by observers | note the purpose of the GDD to alleviate the Ringsend plant
where the north/north-west of the city presently discharges to, thereby freeing up
capacity at Ringsend to cater for central and southern catchments. | submit that it is
not unreasonable or in any way appropriate that the new regional plant be located at
the north side of the GDA, which is envisaged as accommodating high levels of

future growth.

Having considered the reports and all submissions | conclude that the approach to
the site selected for scheme is based on a proper assessment of the likely
environmental effects of the different possible approaches. | do not consider that
there is evidence to suggest that the cost of the Clonshaugh option was given undue

weight. | reject the simple conclusion that the site selection was largely political.

In my opinion the applicant has presented for the consideration of the Board an
application for a development which is proposed following a very thorough, robust

assessment of the various alternatives as summarised in the EIAR.
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Design and site layout

Regarding design options for the plant there are various matters considered in the
applicant’s submissions. The site layout has been determined to account for three
possible layouts namely based on conventional activated sludge plant, sequencing
batch reaction or aerated granular sludge. The building envelops would not be
altered by changes to the treatment method or standard and the heights including of

chimneys are maximum.

The plant layout and building envelop allows for future add-ons. For example it is
stated to be capable of provision of thermal drying, the cost of which may not be
justified in the early stages but which may be required in the event of a decrease in
land availability for biosolids spreading. The additional UV treatment which can be
introduced within the building envelop is a further example of the flexibility of the
plant design. | conclude that the design may be considered to be inherently flexible

and to facilitate responses to new technology.
Other Related Matters

The residential community in the vicinity of the plant describe the proposed WwTP

as a project which is not related to the area, which will not benefit the area, will
remove the potential for other more attractive uses and detract from the area’s

residential and economic attractiveness leading to decreases in quality of life, poorer
health outcomes and other adverse impacts on the local community. The scale of the
facility being proposed in this location is described as being unfair and inappropriate.
Different models of development for this area were envisaged and there is a need for

housing.

Regarding the use of the lands for housing as an alternative, | note that the
requirement under the GB zoning to demonstrate a need for such location would
apply. Pending the availability of other equally suitable lands for residential
development the ‘functional need’ hurdle might not be easily overcome. Regarding
the alleged failures to realise plans for development in this area this is not a matter
for consideration by the Board. Again, | emphasise that the requirement is that the

Board consider the merits of the application presented.

Observers refer to the environmental consequences of accidents and the
difficulty of managing incidents, which is deemed to be more difficult in the case
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of large plants. | am satisfied that there is little substance to these concerns. | refer to
the later discussion on marine water quality and process failure, and to the
applicant’s proposals for air and odour management, which address the matter of

normal operation and malfunction.

Regarding the option of incineration of biosolids and whether land spreading is
environmentally acceptable | consider this later, including in relation to energy
efficiency and water, and conclude that there is no objection to the proposed

spreading which is compliant with current policy.

Observers have queried whether the alternatives for sludge treatment or disposal
and particularly an incineration option have been subject of assessment in terms of
their environmental impact. The proposal to undertake a feasibility study to further
develop alternative sludge reuse or disposal options as stated in Chapter 20 refers. It
is clear that the incineration option has not been ruled out in perpetuity, which is
reasonable as the options are not static. | consider that it is not necessary for the
purposes of EIA or as part of this planning assessment that all available options be
assessed and reported upon in the same detail and | note that any amendment to
the permitted design would be subject to AA screening and would have to fall within

the limits of the permission including its environmental impacts.

Regarding the fact that the plant will treat wastewater from the surrounding
counties | do not consider that there is merit in revisiting this issue. The very
detailed study under the GDSDS, which was a regional study set out firm
conclusions which have not been overturned by any subsequent study. Rather there
is national, regional and local level / policy support for the facility as sited and for its

intended purpose.

It is clear from the applicant’s submissions that the assessment of alternatives by the
applicant has been wide ranging, and matters of concern to observers have been
considered. | conclude that the Board can be satisfied that the main alternatives
considered have been described in the EIAR. The task presented to the Board is to

assess the merits of the proposed development as presented in this application.
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8.4.

8.4.1.

8.4.2.

Marine Water Quality

Introduction

The potential adverse impact on marine water quality constitutes the most
significant issue identified by a large proportion of the observers who
expressed concern relating to the location of the marine outfall and its length, the
failure to provide tertiary treatment and the potential for accidents, all of which are
considered likely to undermine bathing water quality and threaten the Blue Flag
status of Portmarnock beach. The commercial fisheries industry raised concerns
relating to marine water quality including the location of the outfall pipeline (marine-
based section) and the diffuser in an area where shellfish for live consumption
are harvested. The importance of water quality impact is further emphasised by the

requirements of regulations and directives.

In this section | examine the following:
e The selected marine outfall pipeline location and modelling
e The water quality impacts and compliance with legislation
e Whether there is a need for further design enhancements

e Risk of accidents.

Marine outfall pipeline location and modelling

The selection of the southern outfall option from the GDSDS and the modelling
undertaken for the assessment of marine water quality impacts were subject of

considerable concern in written and verbal submissions. | refer in this section to:
e The background to selection of the outfall pipeline and diffuser location
e The model inputs and validation presented in support of the proposal
e The baseline environment

e Legislative requirements and design standards.
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8.4.2.1.

Background to outfall selection and diffuser location

The selected outfall and diffuser location emerged following a series of marine

modelling efforts. The Board will note three main steps in the process involving
e high level evaluation
e comparative assessment of two options
e detailed consideration of the selected option.

The initial high level evaluation in 2011 comprised a background preliminary
modelling study to identify potential outfall locations along the north Dublin coast®.
Two discrete areas (the northern and southern options) were shown to exist where

an outfall would minimise impact on the receiving marine environment.

The subsequent 2013 near-field modelling study considered the relative merits
of the northern and southern options2. The modelling undertaken was based on
a virtual single port which would be the worst case scenario in terms of dilution (OH-
38-2). The southern outfall option exhibited more favourable coastal hydrodynamic
characteristics namely larger current speeds and greater water depths. As such it
allowed for faster and greater dilution of treated wastewater than the northern outfall

study area.

In 2015 a detailed hydrodynamic and water quality model was developed to
assess construction and operational phase impacts of the proposed outfall pipeline
route on the marine environment examining the area between Balbriggan and
Shankill.

Based on the above assessments the southern outfall option is promoted by the
applicant as the preferred choice. | consider that no substantive case has been
made to support any claims that the northern option is clearly more suitable.
Although the principle of the selection of the southern outfall remains of concern to
observers | am satisfied that the approach taken in the selection of the outfall

location was thorough, scientific and sufficient.

1 Alternative Site Assessment and Route Selection report Phase 1. Subject to consultation.
2 Alternative Site Assessment and Route Selection report Phase 4. Subject to public consultation.
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8.4.2.2.

Model inputs and validation

The adequacy of the modelling which was undertaken as the basis for the
assessment of water quality impacts was subject of considerable discussion in

written and verbal submissions and warrants detailed consideration.

The MIKE3-FM model was utilised for the purposes of the application and EIA. This
is a three dimensional, hydrodynamic, sediment and solute transport model.
Its purpose in this application was to predict water circulation patterns, the
movement and settlement of sediments during the construction of the outfall pipeline
and the dispersion of treated wastewater and plum trajectories in the operational
phase. To generate outputs on this detailed information and for the purpose of
model validation there is a requirement for a large body of data, which was obtained

from datasets and from field measurements.
| refer the Board to the some of the data sourced for input to the modelling:

e Seabed bathymetry information from datasets was the basis for the

generation of the model mesh.

e Hydrodynamic calibration of the model relied on measurements of levels,
speed and direction of water currents at different depths in the water column

at Skerries and Howth — the survey was undertaken over two months in 2012.

e Transport model calibration relied on results of dye dispersion releases at two

locations and in different tidal phases.

e Site investigation including drilling of boreholes to investigate the nature of

seabed sediments along the outfall pipeline route.

e Other data inputs to the modelling study included the hydraulic flows and

pollutant loads from other WwTPs and from rivers.

The model was designed to have a very high resolution in the vicinity of the
proposed outfall pipeline route and a lower level of resolution further from the
pipeline. This provided capability to undertake detailed assessment along the outfall

pipeline route / diffuser.

Mr Berry for Irish Water provided detailed information on the approach to and the

accuracy of the model calibration (OH-38-3). Calibration of the hydrodynamic and
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the solute transport components of the model was made by comparing modelled with
data which was recorded in the field in over a number of months in 2012 and 2015.
The surveys involved deployment of instruments to gather information about water
levels and current speeds and directions and through use of dye release and
current profilers to compare the modelled result with the real world situation.
In relation to the hydrodynamic model fit against tidal data the EIAR information is
that at the location of the proposed marine diffuser (ADCP C) the calibration of the
model provides a ‘good’ representation of current speeds and directions. It is
concluded in the EIAR and by Mr Berry that the model has been successfully
calibrated and validated against field measurements and that it accurately represents

hydrodynamics in the study region.

On the other hand observers dispute that the results of the modelling can be relied
on and it is claimed that it is a theoretical exercise only. Observers have raised
issues based on real life knowledge of fishermen, sailors and others and claim that
the coastal conditions are not properly understood or described by Irish Water.
Written and oral submissions of observers refer to data from Howth Yacht Club
and the DVD presented to the hearing includes evidence to the effect that the local
knowledge available refutes the result of modelling undertaken. The observers have
not raised particular objections to the modelling undertaken but rely heavily on the
evidence of local persons including fishermen who have knowledge of tidal flows. In
essence it is stated that the local knowledge on tidal flows refutes the results of
modelling. It was also queried why storm events were not modelled and it was
claimed that due to recent storm events the seabed may have shifted since it was

surveyed.

In response on the matter of storm events, Mr Berry noted that surveying extreme
events causes health and safety problems. However, modelling of storm events can
be undertaken and in this regard Mr Berry referred to simulations of high winds as
part of the assessment of the ‘Ringsend levels’ of coliforms. Ms Joyce Kemper
queried the difference between 2012 and 2015 results in view of seabed changes.
Mr O’Keeffe noted that it would be standard practice to re-survey prior to

construction and changes could be made if necessary.

| submit that the scientific and continuous records compiled by the applicant in the

field as inputs to the modelling are an appropriate basis for decision making. In the
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event that the applicant had presented information on tidal flows, which were based
solely on witness evidence such evidence would have been dismissed by the Board.

The observers’ reliance on such evidence should be treated with caution also.

Regarding the performance of the model | consider that it is demonstrated to be
sufficient for the purposes of the application and | refer to comments made by Mr
Berry which stressed the dynamic nature of model and that it takes into account
changes which occur in the dynamic environment on a second by second basis,
which are not accounted for in the Howth Yacht Club maps. Mr Berry indicates that
local knowledge was in fact considered and points to the close relationship between
the modelled data and the currents shown in the Howth maps. The dye release
maps presented to the hearing and which are presented in the EIAR support that
position (OH-62).

In relation to the modelling exercise and related matters, | am satisfied that the
assessment undertaken for the location of the pipeline and the diffuser is based on a
thorough and professional analysis in terms of the model used and the data
compiled for calibration / validation purposes. A wide range of scenarios and the
relevant parameters were modelled. | accept that the model is the industry standard
for analysing free surface flow hydrodynamics and dispersion in coastal areas and
seas and note that it has been used for decades across the world. | refer to the
credentials and experience of Mr Berry who was responsible for the modelling and
who gave evidence to the hearing. | consider that his evidence is highly convincing
and | consider that the Board can be satisfied with the applicant’s submissions in
terms of their adequacy and the veracity of the conclusions. In the event that
following re-survey any adjustments were required the normal restrictions would
apply namely that the proposed development would have to comply with the terms of
the permission and that AA screening would be considered.

| note the suggestion of observers, which was made on a number of occasions at the
hearing that the Board hire a specialist consultant to review the marine water quality
issues in this case but do not consider that this is necessary. However, if the Board

has any doubts about my conclusions that option is available.
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8.4.2.3. Baseline environment

Amongst the concerns identified by observers include reference to the particular
features of the marine environment. There is particular concern in relation to the
location of Baldoyle Bay and the direction of water flow, to the banks out to sea and
the shallow nature of the sea in particular. The bathymetry is described by
observers as creating a lagoon-like area in which any inputs to the marine
environment would be trapped. The comment is made that Baldoyle Bay would be
prone to silting up. The quality of the marine environment and its importance for

bathing, recreation, commercial fishing and ecology are referenced throughout.

The EIAR describes the receiving environment in section 8.3. The shallow depth of
water is noted to be a feature, as well as the gentle slope of the seabed together with
the relatively deep water at a location close to Ireland’s Eye. Further out is the
presence of the north-south sand bank. The predominant current direction of the
coast of Ireland’s Eye is in the north-west to south-east direction for both neap and
spring tides. The tidal currents offshore of Dublin are north/south caused by the tidal
wave propagating northwards towards the flood tide and southwards towards the

ebbing tide.

The baseline environment is further described in the EIAR under the headings of
WEFD status classification, Bathing Waters and designated shellfish areas.

Information includes:

e Figure 8.11 shows the WFD assigned status. The discharge lies within
‘coastal’ waters as defined by the WFD. The coastal waters of Dublin Bay
HAOQ09 from Howth Head to Malahide Bay, the location of the outfall have a

status of ‘unassigned’.

e Figure 8.12 shows the bathing waters classification. Section 8.3.4 notes
designation of 8 no. beaches and water quality status. In 2017 only
Portmarnock Velvet Strand beach was awarded Blue Flag status but Sutton
beach also achieved ‘excellent’ water quality status. The southern beach at

Velvet Strand and Balscadden at Howth are not designated bathing areas.

e Figure 8.2 identifies areas which are designated under the Shellfish Waters
Regulations. The designated areas near the proposed outfall route identified

do not include the route of the marine outfall.
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8.4.2.4. Legislative requirements and design standards

For the purpose of ensuring compliance with the WFD the proposal is required to be
assessed to comply with the relevant legislation. | have previously summarised the

relevant legislation.

Regarding the Environmental Objectives (Surface Water Regulations) 2009 as
amended and the Bathing Water Quality Regulations the standards for reporting

are set out in table 8.14 of the EIAR, which is replicated below.

Parameter | WFD Status Value | Salinity | Standard | Regulation
Classification
DIN (mg/l) | Coastal and | Good Less 34.5 Median | Environmental
Transitional than/ | hsy Objectives
equal
(Surface
to 0.25
Water
Regulations)
2009 as
amended
MRP Transitional - Less 34.5 Median | As above
(mg/l) than/ pSU
equal
to 0.04
BOD (mg/l | Coastal - Less 95% As above
0> than/
equal
t0 4.0
coLl Transitional | Good 500 95% Bathing Water
(/200ml) and Coastal Sufficient 90% Quiality
Regulations
2008

In terms of the Surface Water Regulations the main factor of interest is DIN. A
breach of the standard for DIN could lead to nutrient enrichment in the coastal

waters. There is no standard for MRP in coastal waters under the Surface Water
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Regulations 2009 and no requirement for it to be assessed. Nevertheless the MRP
standard for transitional waters has been adopted and is included in the table. |

consider that this is a highly precautionary approach.

The standard to achieve ‘Excellent’ bathing water quality is as presented in table 8.2
of the EIAR — 250 Escherichia coliform (colony forming units) (cfu)/100ml and 100
Intestinal enterococci (cfu/100ml) by 95% or more samples. The Board will note that
the standards adopted in table 8.14 above do not refer to the adoption of ‘Excellent’
as the standard for bathing water quality. That may have contributed to observers’
concerns. Excellent water quality is necessary for a Blue Flag beach. However, as
seen below the prediction is that ‘Excellent’ bathing water quality will in fact be

attained.

In terms of the Urban Wastewater Treatment Regulations, which set out the
requirements which the discharge from the WwTP must meet, the requirement is that
the discharge not exceed 25mg/l BOD, 125mg/l COD and 35mg/l TSS. Secondary

treatment is the requirement for WwTPs discharging to these coastal waters.

The treated wastewater emission levels will be dictated ultimately by EPA licence
under the Waste Water Discharge (Authorisation) (WWDA) Regulations 2007.
As part of the design process the applicant has reviewed the wastewater discharge
licences which have been granted by the EPA. Appendix A4.1 of the EIAR and
provides more information and Mr O’Keeffe addressed the matter (OH-2). For the
purposes of consideration of the environmental impacts of the proposed project the
plant has been designed to conform to the emission limits below.
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8.4.3.

Parameter Emission Limit Values

pH 6-9 -

Temperature 25 degrees C (max) -

BOD 5 day limit 95" percentile 25mg/l Oz.
Not to exceed 50mg/I

COD 95t percentile 125 mg/l

250mg/I

Not to exceed

TSS 95t percentile 35 mg/l
Not to exceed 87.5mg/l

On the basis that the proposed WwTP discharge complies with the above and
having regard to the dilution characteristics at the location of the marine diffuser the
applicant states that the receiving waters will meet ‘good’ status under the WFD and

will meet the environmental quality objectives for coastal water nutrient levels.

The applicant also clarified at the oral hearing that under the bathing water

regulations the water quality to be attained is ‘excellent’.

Regarding the protection of shellfish the standards are established under the

relevant legislation is discussed later.

Finally, I refer to the role of the Board which is to determine if it can be satisfied that
compliance with European and national standards can be achieved in order to reach
a conclusion that the proposed development would be in accordance with the proper

planning and sustainable development of the area.

Marine water quality impacts.

Having discussed the model above and accepted its suitability and validity and

having described the baseline characteristics and the standards to be achieved |
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8.4.3.1.

8.4.3.2.

now report on the modelled scenarios and the predicted water quality impacts. |

consider the following:

Scenarios which were modelled
Construction phase water quality impacts

Operational phase impacts including compliance with Urban Wastewater

Treatment Regulations and Surface Water Regulations

Operational phase impacts including compliance with Bathing Water
Regulations and Shellfish Regulations

The need for additional treatment

Risk of accidents.

Scenarios modelled

The particular scenarios examined in the modelling exercise were:

Construction phase — dredging of 3.9km of trench to 5m depth using back-
hoe dredger over 78 days and 24 hours per day with deposition of spoil
material within the construction corridor route on flood tides from 2 no.

1,000m? capacity hopper barges - 300,000 m?3 material in total.

Operational phase was modelled for the continuous discharge of secondary
treated wastewater for average flow conditions and for flow to full treatment
(FFT) conditions and for process failure involving discharge of untreated

wastewater over a three day period.

In response to the report of the Chief Executive of FCC the model was run for
higher levels of Coli than originally input (i.e. than reported in the EIAR) and
results were presented in the January 2019 document and to the hearing —

this is referred to as the ‘Ringsend levels’.

Construction phase impacts

The primary concern in the construction phase in terms of marine water

quality impacts relates to dredging and sedimentation. This matter warrants

detailed consideration as it is relevant to the appropriate assessment, particularly
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due to potential impacts on reefs and harbour porpoise. There is also potential for
adverse water quality impacts from accidental spillages from working vessels.

Regarding the sedimentation effects in the dredging period the model simulates the
loss of material from the barges by tracking the movement of particles in the water
column. The dredging was assessed for a 78 day period. The simulated placement
of dredged material from barges was defined as discrete discharges on flood tides.
The characteristics of the sediment were taken into account. The physical process
governing discharge of dredged material are described in the EIAR. Heavier
fractions are predicted to settle out within a few metres of the dredger and only finer
fractions would be put into suspension in the water column during dredging.
Suspended sediment concentrations in the upper layers of the water column are

predicted to dissipate to background levels within hours.

During dredging increased suspended sediment concentrations were predicted
within the corridor near the sea bed. In response to observers’ concerns | address
this in more detail. Diagram 8.5 from the EIAR shows the bottom layer of the water
column. The prediction is that for a maximum of 0.8% of the dredging operation the
suspended sediment concentrations would exceed 10 mg/l in each of the modelled
grid cells. A similar exercise and figures are presented for exceedances of 100 mg/I
and the relevant figures are 0%, 0.3% and 0.5% of the dredging period. It is clear
therefore that the duration of increased levels of suspended sediment is short. In
addition it is noted that the background total suspended solids between in the
receiving waters were between 15 mg/l and 50 mg/I for the majority of times. The
suspended sediments from each individual placement operation were predicted to
dissipate to background levels within 12.25 hours between the placement operations
on flooding tides. In summary, the modelled results show a brief but recurring
effect on marine water quality for the duration of dredging of the seabed. |
accept the conclusion presented by the applicant that this would have a negligible

impact compared with natural variability of total suspended solids.

Regarding the direction of the dispersal of suspended sediments in the construction
phase the modelling undertaken shows that the plume would be concentrated in an
area to the north of the outfall pipeline, which is away from the more sensitive

ecological areas nearby at Ireland’s Eye. EIAR Volume 5, Figure 9.6 refers.
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The Board should note that the proposed discharge on the flooding tides is one of
the three recommended mitigation measures which are intended to minimise the
impact of dredging operations on receiving waters. Mr Berry briefly summarised these
in his presentation (OH-5-3). The other measures relate to monitoring of turbidity and
suspended sediment concentrations of the receiving waters during dredging and to
cessation of works if water column suspended sediment material exceeds 40mg/I

above background levels.

Regarding the potential consequences as a result of spillages from the working
vessels | consider that such events are unlikely. If spillages did occur they are readily
amenable to mitigation. This matter was discussed at the oral hearing and reference
made to the modelled levels of dissipation of any spillage which would result in an
imperceptible increase in levels of chemicals in waters. | conclude that there would
be no likelihood of significant water quality impact related to possible spillages from
vessels in the construction phase. | consider that the mitigation measures which are
set out in the CEMP adequately address such events and spillages would be likely to
be readily contained. The proposed Vessel Management Plan and MARPOL

guidance, which are subject of comment elsewhere in this report are also relevant.

A further construction phase water quality impact relations to potential flood risk at

compounds 9 and 10 which is addressed later.

Clir Healy at the oral hearing noted that the option of tunnelling of the entire
outfall was not considered (OH-45). However, | note that this option was under
consideration by Irish Water during the pre-application consultations. The alternative
of tunnelling the entire length of the proposed outfall pipeline route (marine section)
would have resulted in generation of a considerable amount of surplus waste along
the entire length and subsea laying techniques for the final section of the outfall
pipeline route (marine section) was selected to mitigate impacts. This option would
also be likely to have substantially increased the duration of works and the impacts
on the residents and ecology. | consider that it in the circumstances where it is not
demonstrated that the works at the sea bed would not result in significant adverse
water quality impacts, it is unclear as to how a more disruptive outfall pipeline could

be justified in terms of its environmental impact.
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8.4.3.3.

In conclusion in relation to the impacts associated with the construction phase |
conclude that the Board can be satisfied that the water quality impacts would be

localised and short term.

Operational phase — Compliance with Urban Wastewater Treatment

Regulations and Surface Water Regulations

In the operational phase potential impacts on water quality arise from the discharge
of treated wastewater. The predicted results are presented in the EIAR for the
average daily flow conditions and flow to full treatment (FFT) conditions, which is the

maximum flow that can be treated by the plant.

| have referred above to the emission limit values to which the proposed WwTP is to
be designed, built and operated (OH-2-6). The proposal will be required by any EPA
licence to meet the requirements of the UWWT regulations. The design set out in
the EIAR presents three layouts for the proposed WwTP involving a conventional
activated sludge plant, a sequencing batch reactor and an aerobic granular sludge
plant. The technology to be used has been proven capable in Ireland and abroad.
The deployment of AGS would be relatively innovative but is proposed at Ringsend.
This treatment method could be deployed in the event of a requirement under the
EPA licence for higher levels of nitrogen or phosphorous removal. | am satisfied that
the detailed design of the WwTP does not have to be finalised at this time. |
conclude that the design proposed will ensure that the wastewater treatment plant
will meet the requirements of the UWWT regulations. | recommend in the interest of
clarity that the plant design achieve the design values specified for BOD, TSS and
COD.

The modelled results for the four parameters relevant to the Surface Water
Regulations and Bathing Water Regulations (DIN, MRP, BOD, COLI) are
presented as the average concentration over the depth of the water column for each
scenario at four stages of the neap tide and spring tide namely high water, mid ebb,
low water and mid flood. Diagrams 8.25 — 8.68 refer to DIN, MRP and BOD. In
general the applicant states that the transitional waters are affected by discharging
rivers and not by the discharge plume, which I consider is evident from the diagrams.

Regarding dissolved inorganic nitrogen this is the critical parameter for coastal
waters under the Surface Water Regulations. The median concentration limit for DIN
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at less than or equal to 0.17mg/I N in coastal and transitional waters to achieve high

status and less than or equal to 0.25mg/I N to achieve good status.
Regarding DIN the modelling showed:
e No predicted impact on receiving waters for average daily flow conditions.

e For FFT diagrams 8.17-8.24 show the DIN plume achieving good status

with a slight local impact to the receiving waters.

e For process failure for a three day period the DIN plume (diagram 8.25-8.28)
was predicted to exceed the 0.25mg/l N limit during high and low slack water
stages of the tide with least mixing. The 0.25 mg/l was not exceeded during
mid flood or ebb tides. There would be a Slight impact local to the diffuser

on the receiving waters during the simulated three day process failure.

e In summary for DIN, none of the scenarios predicted the likelihood of any

significant impact.

Regarding molybdate reactive phosphorous the transitional waters median
concentration limit of less than or equal to 0.04mg/I for good status for transitional

water is applied in the absence of a coastal waters limit.
The conclusions of the modelling exercise for MRP are as follows:
e No impact predicted for average daily flow conditions

e For FFT the diagrams show a very small MRP plume exceeding the 0.04mg/!

at certain stages of tide and very localised to the discharge point

e Regarding the simulated 3 day process failure there would be a small MRP
plume from the discharge point exceeding the 0.04mg/l P limit to achieve

good water status very localised to the discharge point.

e In summary there would be a Slight localised impact on the receiving

waters due to MRP levels.

The Surface Water Regulations set a 95" percentile concentration limit for
biological oxygen demand at less than or equal to 4.0mg/lI O2to achieve good

status in coastal waters.
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Regarding BOD none of the diagrams (8.49-8.68) show the limit for good status
being exceeded in any of the scenarios or tidal conditions and there is no predicted

impact on BOD.

| separately discuss Escherichia coli (COLI) below in relation to the impact of

shellfish and bathing water quality.

Regarding the need for a longer tunnel including to address observer’s claim that
the suspended sediment would lead to silting up of coastal areas or estuaries |
accept Mr Berry’s response that the proposed discharge of 35mg/I will have no such
effect. The environmental context is such that there are large amounts of sediment in
circulation in the baseline environment. In relation to the observer’s claim that the
currents direct material towards Baldoyle Bay estuary and that the suspended solids
from the discharge would contribute to it silting up, my opinion is that applicant has
adequately shown that there would be no such effect in view of the discharge

location.

Regarding the detailed design of the diffuser the modelling undertaken for a worst
case scenario is based on the single port design and the multi-port diffuser would
result in greater initial dilution than modelled. This diffuser is a substantial structure
and | am satisfied that it can be suitably designed for the required purpose.
Alternatives suggested by observers include provision of two parallel pipelines for
the last 1km length. As the applicant’s assessment has determined the optimal
discharge point in terms of dispersal within the study area | am unconvinced as to
the merits of the suggested option of a split pipeline.

Conclusion

In conclusion | consider that the results of the assessment as relevant to the surface
water regulations and suspended sediment is that there are localised impacts on the
receiving waters from the proposed operation of the proposed outfall pipeline route
(marine section) discharge point, which | do not consider would be described as

significant.

Following mitigation measures, which are contained in section 8.5 and which include
matters related to the disposal of drainage materials, monitoring of turbidity and
suspended sediment and modifications to the operation, the residual impacts which
are identified in the EIAR are:
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e Environmental Objectives (Surface Water) Regulations 2009 - will meet
‘good’ status criteria and will meet the environmental quality objectives for
coastal water nutrient levels. There would be an imperceptible residual
impact on water quality off coastal waters of Dublin.

e Water Framework Directive — imperceptible impact on water quality of the
coastal waters off Dublin, which will not impact on achieving the goals of the
WEFD of reaching good status.

| have concluded above that the model can be relied upon and | therefore accept
these conclusions. The oral hearing submissions of Irish Water experts on the
matter of risk is also relevant. | accept his evidence, which | address separately

under the heading of ‘Risk’.

Having regard to the above | am satisfied that the operational phase the
development would comply with the Urban Wastewater Treatment Regulations,
would not give rise to significant adverse water quality impacts in the context of the
Surface Water Regulations and would not give rise to deterioration in the status of

waters under the Water Framework Directive.

8.4.3.4. Operational phase —impacts on bathing waters and shellfish

The potential impacts on bathing water quality and shellfish are the key issues
of concern to the many objectors. The relevant parameter is COLI, which is
represented in diagrams 8.69-8.88, V3A of EIAR. The diffuser is a considerable
distance from all designated bathing water areas and from other areas used
regularly for bathing. | have considered the observers comments in relation to areas
which may be designated in the future as bathing areas. It is appropriate that the

development does not result in water quality deterioration at these areas.

The diffuser and the outfall pipeline route lie outside of formally designated shellfish
areas, which were avoided as constraints from the initial stages of project design.
Nevertheless the outfall passes through an area, which is of importance to the
shellfish industry and where harvesting is for live consumption. The industry has
benefited from water quality improvements due to other wastewater infrastructure
projects. The standards for shellfish waters relate to the measured level of Coli in the

live flesh of shellfish, not to the level in the water.
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Regarding Coli the Bathing Water Quality Regulations requirement is that values
should not exceed the mandatory value of 500/100ml in 95% or more of the samples
in the season to ensure ‘good’ classification of bathing water beaches. The standard

for ‘Excellent’ is 250 / 100ml in 95% or more of the samples in the season.

In the EIAR the applicant presented the conclusions of the modelling exercise in
relation to COLI as follows:

e No impact predicted for average daily flow conditions.

e For FFT one diagram shows a localised area (kilometers from the beach)

where there is exceedance of the 500/200ml limit to achieve good status.

e Regarding the simulated 3 day process failure none of the diagrams show an

exceedance of the limit to achieve good water status.

e Imperceptible impact on water quality of the coastal waters off Dublin, which

will not influence any designated bathing waters or Blue Flag Beaches.

The model inputs in terms of the level of COLI had been queried by FCC in its report
to ABP on the basis that it was considerably lower than the level of 300,000 cfu /
100ml, which was used at the Ringsend upgrade proposal. In response as published
in the submission of January 2019, the applicant ran the model for the ‘Ringsend
levels’, which the applicant considered to represent an extreme scenario that
would not occur in a well-managed plant of the proposed size. The applicant also
notes that the measured Ringsend discharge for the period January to April 2018

averaged 81,396 cfu/100ml, which supports the extreme nature of the scenario.

The results of this extreme scenario modelled for Velvet Strand and Claremont
(Howth) beaches included the 3 day process failure as reported to the hearing (OH-
5-6). As such the Board can be satisfied that the most extreme event has been
modelled. The graphs show that the concentrations of coliform over the course of the
three days did not exceed the 250 / 100ml limit required to achieve ‘Excellent’ status
at any of the designated bathing water areas. Elevated coliform levels return to
previous levels within three days. | consider that the applicant has clearly
demonstrated that there is no reasonable likelihood of reduction in water quality at

the bathing areas. There is considerable evidence to support the conclusion that
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‘Excellent’ water status, which is necessary for the retention of the blue flag at

Portmarnock will be maintained as a result of the project.

Regarding the impact on shellfish the EIAR concluded that there would be an
imperceptible impact on water quality of the coastal waters off Dublin, which will not
influence any designated shellfish waters. Following further assessment the
modelled results show that for the operational phase based on the higher ‘Ringsend
levels’ of Coli, water quality will be sufficient to prevent impact to protected areas
such as shellfish waters according to the applicant. In this context | refer again to the
significant dispersion of treated wastewater from the diffuser in the near field mixing
zone, which at minimum will result in a 20 fold dilution within 50 m. Thus the
applicant states that there will be a negligible impact locally and regionally on

shellfish populations.

The significant point of the applicant’s position as outlined in January 2019 in
response to FCC and observers is that for given the maximum predicted coliform
concentration of 147cfu/100ml in water is such that there would be equal time for
uptake/accumulation and subsequent clearance/removal of any coliforms by

shellfish for the FFT scenario.

Notwithstanding the conclusions of the EIAR and Mr O’Keeffe’s position and
following further consultation with a marine shellfish ecologist, the applicant
proposed as part of the submission to the oral hearing to modify the proposed
development through the addition of UV disinfection treatment, to be incorporated
in the buildings at Clonshaugh. Mr White outlined the proposal (OH-11 and OH-33).

Regarding the proposed UV treatment some observers raised concerns relating to
its design and operation. Ms Browne responded on behalf of objectors with a
statement which was read out (OH-10). She and other observers highlighted the
possibility that the failure to adequately remove suspended sediments to
sufficient level would render the process ineffective. Others referred to the possible
reactivation of viruses after UV. | consider that the matters raised could be relevant

in certain circumstances and my considerations follow.

Regarding the argument that the observers had insufficient time to consider this
proposal or that it should be rejected by the Board my conclusion is that the

applicant made available considerable expertise to the observers and | consider that
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there would be no benefit to rejecting the proposed amendment. | do not consider
that there was failure to adequately consult on this technical matter. Rather I note
that the additional treatment was made partly in response to observers’ comments

following consultations.

At the oral hearing | consider that witnesses for Irish Water particularly Mr White and
Mr Fitzsimons satisfactorily responded to observers concerns including by the

following points:

e UV will provide a further 90% reduction in E. Coli in order to further protect
shellfish waters. It will reduce and control spikes and variability thus

providing for an upper level of E Coli concentration.

e Performance may be impacted by wastewater characteristics including
suspended solids. The design of the UV would be specified to address
the levels of suspended solids in the treated effluent. It will be designed
and operated to achieve an average concentration in the order of 5,000-
6,000 E.Coli/200ml in the final effluent at which concentration there will be no
impact on the shellfish water. Across the WwTP overall there will be a 99.9%

reduction in E. Coli.

e Due to the length of the outfall there would be a 4 hour travel time between
the WwTP and the diffuser. This together with the use of a medium pressure
UV system as proposed will prevent the photo-reactivation process, which

might otherwise occur.
e UV is not being introduced in response to and is not relevant to AA issues.

| consider that the proposed UV treatment is a welcome and beneficial addition to
the proposed treatment level proposed. | note that it obtained some support amongst
observers at the hearing also. The provision of tertiary treatment, one of the core
requests of observers including in the written submissions and as outlined by elected

representatives is partly met by this upgrade.
Conclusion

| accept the applicant’s submissions in relation to bathing water quality and consider
that the EIAR outlines a proposal which would ensure that ‘Excellent’ water quality is
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8.4.4.

maintained. | also consider that the EIAR evidence alone could have been relied
upon in relation to bathing water protection.

The impact on shellfish is more difficult to assess but the control of spikes of coliform
in water is highly advantageous. While applicant’s submissions in the EIAR in
relation to FFT levels appear to me to be reasonable, they were not supported by
expert evidence on shellfish impacts. When such expert evidence was subsequently
obtained it lead to the applicant introducing UV disinfection. As such | commend this
revision to the Board. The addition of UV treatment will ensure that there is no
possibility of endangering the commercial shellfish operation in this area. Subject to
that measure, which warrants being addressed by condition, | am satisfied that there

would be no adverse effect on the shellfish industry.

| conclude that the development is acceptable in the context of the Bathing Water

and Shellfish Regulations.

Whether there is a need for additional treatment.

It is an almost universal theme in observations that the provision of secondary
treatment is inadequate. The call for tertiary treatment appears connected primarily
with a concern that the bathing water quality in particular will be adversely affected,
but there are also identified concerns relating to shellfish and to habitats, including
that Baldoyle Bay would be subject to eutrophication due to nutrient enrichment. The
‘add-on’ of UV disinfection does not constitute ‘full’ tertiary treatment. Tertiary
treatment could involve removal of nutrients, organic matter, suspended solids,
pathogens and heavy metals to a higher level than the secondary treatment. In this
regard observers referred to substances which require further technology including
pharmaceutical resides, which was raised by Mr Darragh O’Brien TD (OH-43) and
others and CPE, which was mentioned by observers including Ms Browne.

It is important to note that the proposed wastewater treatment plant does not
involve discharge into an area which is designated as a ‘sensitive area’ under
the Urban Waste Water Treatment (Amendment) Regulations 2010. Areas which
are so designated in the Dublin region include part of the Liffey and in particular the
channel into which Ringsend WwTP discharges. The entire area between Ireland’s

Eye and Velvet Strand is devoid of any sensitive area designation and as such there
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8.4.5.

is no legal requirement for tertiary treatment in principle. The legal requirement is
to provide secondary treatment only.

In response to observers and following further specialist advice, the applicant now
proposes to introduce UV disinfectant as described at the oral hearing. This measure
was described as being introduced ‘out of an abundance of caution’. It is clarified as
being in response to shellfish only. It has secondary benefits for bathing waters

insofar as Coli are the relevant parameter also.

Regarding the upgrading of treatment to address hormones, antibiotics and
other substances which are not presently regulated by legislation in terms of
wastewater treatment levels, | accept the point made by Irish Water to the effect that
the plant could be upgraded if necessary. There is ample lands within the
Clonshaugh site for the provision of any add-on treatment at a later stage if required
by the EPA in the first instance or later in the event of changes to regulatory
requirements, should that occur. | note that the control of some of these items at
source is under consideration and that there have been reports in the public realm in
relation to research on this issues including by / on behalf of the EPA. | completely
reject the idea that there is any relevant matter which should be addressed by the
Board in the formulation of planning conditions.

| am satisfied that the proposed level of treatment is sufficient and appropriate.

Risk of accidents as relevant to marine water quality

The primary concerns identified by observers in relation to potential accidents and
risks relate to aspects of the development which could give rise to sewage
overflow, to the WwTP being overwhelmed in terms of its capacity with resultant
impact particularly on the marine environment being highlighted. Numerous
examples of malfunctioning were given in the written observations and the theme
continued in the oral hearing. The observers also voiced a general concern relating
to the capacity of the proposing organisation to ensure that water quality parameters

will not be breached in the future.

Risks which have been identified include those related to power failure, shock
loads and malfunctions at APS and the WwTP in particular. FCC identified that
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there is no mention of storage on site of untreated material in the event of a
breach at the WTP or APS.

Irish Water's submissions on predicted water quality are also of interest in this
respect. For instance Mr Berry’s statement (OH 5-paragraph 28) addresses the
process failure for three days based on the modelled results. This indicates
significantly higher maximum predicted coliform concentration over the course of the
simulation within the water near the seabed of 965 cfu/100 ml. Thus there would be

significantly higher potential adverse impacts on shellfish in that scenario.

Irish Water in response to the observers’ comments referred to the range of
embedded mitigation measures relating to identification of operational problems and
to the option to control flow in exceptional circumstances. Storage in process
failure circumstances would be within the network, where there is considerable
volume. There are embedded mitigation against total or partial failure events
affecting marine water quality, which are set out in 22.5.1 of the EIAR and include:

e Three power supplies at the WwTP. Backup generator at Abbottstown.

e Planned maintenance at WwTP can be accommodated by taking individual

treatment units off-line without impacting capacity.

e Pumps to be installed in duty/standby configurations, to address pump

failure.

e Telemetry system in the control room of the WwTP will allow operators to
control flows from Abbottstown and Ballymun pumping stations and in the
event of a problem at the WwTP flows can be slowed or stopped and the

large storage volumes in the network mobilised to retain flows.
e Alarm systems at all key items of mechanical plant.
e Surface water management plan implementation relevant also.

After mitigation the discharge of untreated wastewater during commissioning and
operation phases is deemed to be ‘unlikely’ and of ‘Limited’ post mitigation
consequence according to the EIAR.

At the hearing the project manager and design lead Mr O Keeffe gave evidence on

risk as well as design. His firm and unequivocal position was that there would be
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no discharge to the marine environment in the event of a process failure (OH-26).
The basis for that statement is that flow can be stopped at the two pumping stations

which would supply the WwTP and sewage could be stored in network.

Mr O’Keeffe referenced the Environmental Incident Response Plan as a live
document. Apart from the fact that the risk of a major accident risk is very remote
he referred to the possibility of partial and total failure.

The partial failure of elements would be met by a maintenance regime and the
plant has been designed with in-built redundancy to cater for elements to be taken
offline without impacting treatment capacity. As such the discharge emission limit

values would still be met.

In the event of a total power failure the inlet pumps would not work and the large
volumes of storage available in the network would be mobilised to store wastewater
through activating the stoppage of pumping at Abbotstown and Ballymun. He
therefore emphasised the issue that a discharge of untreated sewage to the marine

environment as a result of total failure of the WwTP cannot occur.

| accept the statement made by Mr O Keeffe relating to partial and total failure and
consider that there is no credible risk to marine water quality from these scenarios
taking into account the limited likelihood of such occurrences and the embedded
mitigation. If that conclusion proved to be incorrect and a discharge did occur, then
the predicted result water quality results are as set out earlier under the modelled 3-
day process failure simulation, which indicated very limited and localised effects
taking account of the marine diffuser location and the dispersal characteristics. |
have reported Mr Berry’s comments above. | do not consider that there is any
likelihood of stoppage of treatment for such a lengthy duration resulting in the plant
being overwhelmed as was implied at the hearing. In addition | am satisfied that the
operational phase water impacts including in the scenario of process failure provide
evidence that there is no requirement for a longer outfall as has been suggested by

observers.

Regarding the matter of shock loads and the observers’ concern that there is
insufficient early storage capacity in the system, | refer the Board to the
response of Irish Water in section 9.3.4 of the January 2019 document. This

comprises a short description of the measures to control of flows by way of the
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8.5.

pumping stations and the telemetry system. Mr O’Keeffe at the hearing noted that
almost all flow arriving at the WwTP site is pumped and that the pumps have a

limited capacity. | agree that these provide for considerable control over the system.

Mr O’Keeffe referred to existing overflows and to plans to avoid new overflows. He
noted that the lands between the N2 and N1 which are zoned for industry will be
properly controlled through the Irish Water connection policy under which rainwater
will not be accepted into the foul sewers. There is no significant rainfall event that
would inundate the plant he stated. In response to a question Mr O Keeffe noted that
existing combined sewer overflows in the catchment will still discharge to
watercourses but also referred to their frequency being reduced through ongoing
diversion works. | accept the comments of Mr O’Keeffe and consider that there is

minimal risk of marine water quality problems due to overflows.

In conclusion | accept the applicant’s position in relation to the marine water quality

risks from partial or total failure.

Conclusion

| conclude that the overwhelming evidence suggests that the GDD project will
provide for necessary planned regional growth and will assist in ensuring that Ireland
is compliant with the WFD, the Surface Water Regulations, the UWWT and the
Shellfish and Bathing Waters Regulations as a result of the high standard of
treatment proposed. | have no reservations in supporting the conclusions of the
applicant in relation to the effects on the marine water quality and dependent

resources.

Air and Odour

This section of this report deals with the predicted air and odour impacts which may
be anticipated in connection with the significant elements of the proposed
development. Inevitably there is an overlap with the matter of human health which is
also referenced under the EIA section of this report and was discussed at the oral

hearing.

Observers have raised issues in relation to odour in particular and a number of

submissions refer to construction dust and vehicles emissions during construction
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and to particular issues which could impact Connolly hospital. Air emissions
particularly odours it is stated will impact on quality of life in a highly populated
residential area including through affecting use of rear gardens and public open

spaces including named parks and sports facilities.

Observers consider that air quality and odours will impact on human health
including by reason of the presence of bio-aerosols. Research papers were
presented at the hearing and were referenced in relation to the health of residents

near WwTPs being adversely affected.

| address the matters arising under the following headings:
e Overview of baseline data, modelling and assessment undertaken
e Assessment of predicted dust impacts and other construction phase impacts
e Assessment of predicted odour impacts

e Other operation phase air impacts.

Overview of baseline data, modelling and assessment undertaken
Baseline information

The GDD project baseline is described in 14.3.1 (Chapter 14, Volume 3 EIAR). The
data compiled included wind speed and direction which is relevant for dispersal
patterns. The influences on ambient air quality are listed in section 14.3.2 of the
EIAR and include domestic, commercial and industrial heating, traffic from roads and
from air traffic. Emissions of dust and particulates from agricultural activities
especially near the Clonshaugh site and sections of the proposed orbital sewer route
are relevant. The main substances which are of interest in terms of existing air
guality are SO2, NOx, PM (PM1o and PMz2.5) and section 14.3.3 describes existing
levels of the various substances and the significance thereof. Existing ambient air
quality is good for all health related pollutants as shown by the low levels relative to
the air quality standard (AQS) presented in table 14.6. In terms of ecological
receptors the applicant refers to an area of 1,500km? as being relevant for the
operational phase air quality assessment, which seems to constitute a very

conservative approach. However, in the context of the nature of the development
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and the operational emissions, it is not inappropriate and the assessment for NOx

refers.

The RBSF weather records were sourced from Dublin airport records, 4.5 km east
of the RBSF. Data collected during five representative years 2012 to 2016 refers.
EPA continuous monitoring data records were sourced, depending on the substance
of relevance. In relation to the GDD the applicant’s submission describes the existing
air quality in terms of Zone A data and as such the ambient air quality would also be
described as good. Due to the characteristics of the RBSF dust is likely to be the
major source of air quality impacts and is the main focus of the applicant’s
assessment. This is also deemed to be the relevant air emission of concern in terms
of human health from the RBSF. Localised air quality impacts associated with
increased traffic are also identified as a likely significant impact. In summary for the
RBSF element the key pollutants are NO2, PM1o, PM2s, benzene and CO, with
particular focus on NO2 and PM1o. The applicant states that there is no requirement
for an assessment of ecological receptors based on Tll guidance and the level of
traffic and distance from designated sites. | accept this conclusion having regard to
the nature of the RBSF as a storage facility and the lack of relevant operational

phase emissions of concern.
Modelling and assessment

| am satisfied that the applicant has relied on standard and up to date modelling for
the assessment presented in the EIAR. AERMOD which was utilised in the
undertaking of modelling at for the GDD and the RSBF is described in EPA guidance
Air Dispersion Modelling from Industrial Installations Guidance Note (AG4) as a new
generation air dispersion model. | consider that it is suitable to take into account the

real world context including topography.

| consider that the applicant has presented sufficient and appropriate information to

enable the Board to be satisfied with the modelling undertaken. | note as follows.

e The location of the site is such that there is access to high quality long-term
baseline information from two airports (Dublin and Casement), both of which
were utilised as part of the assessment undertaken. The former was utilised
as the primary modelling input and data from Casement was used to test the

sensitivity of the projections.
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e The assessment addressed the principle pollutants which are likely to be
emitted during the construction and operation phases. These were
summarised by Dr Shanahan at the hearing as comprising dust, particulate
matter, gases such as nitrogen oxides, carbon dioxide and benzene in the
construction phase and odour, fine particulate matter, carbon monoxide,
methane and sulphur dioxide in the operation phase. Taking into account the
legislation pertaining and the nature of the project | concur that the EIAR
assessment was appropriate in terms of the factors considered.

e For the purposes of the modelling the applicant has presented the various
assumptions made including for example for conversion ratios, proportions of
different sizes of particulates and the like. Other aspects of the modelling
consideration including for example in relation to building downwash effects
and digital terrain data effects are discussed in the EIAR and | consider that
the basis for and conclusions of the approach are set out and can be
accepted. Mr Harte had raised the issue of the specific topography at the

Clonshaugh site and the meteorological conditions.

e Key sensitive human receptors were identified including residential properties,
schools, hospitals and care homes.

e Ecologically sensitive receptors were included in the GDD air quality
assessment, with sites within 25km selected which could potentially
experience the most significant potential impacts and the focus being on NOx

concentrations, which is the ecologically relevant impact parameter.

e Predictions were compared with relevant Air Quality Standards (AQS). Added
to the predicted impact of emissions are the existing background
concentrations for the purposes of comparison with AQS in the operational

period.

e EPA guidance AG4 does not suggest specific criteria for studies on odour in
Ireland but does set out principles and suggestions which the applicant

indicates were followed. | later address the issue of odour criterion.

Regarding the assessment undertaken | refer to the separate preparation of the
assessments of the GDD and the RBSF (Volumes 3 and 4 of the EIAR) by two
different consultants. This matter was addressed by Dr Shanahan in response to

ABP301908-18 / ABP302039-18 Inspector’s Report Page 97 of 399



8.5.2.

guestions at the hearing. | am satisfied following the discussion that there was a high
level of consultation during the preparation of the two different volumes. That
engagement enabled Dr Shanahan to stand over the evidence presented in relation
to the RBSF as well as the GDD. The issue of background odour is commented on
below and | refer below to a slight difference in approach in Volumes 3 and 4. |
consider that there are no unacceptable differences in the approaches undertaken,
which include marginally different model versions and (as discussed below) different
odour criteria and approach to background odours. | also note and agree with the
comment made by Dr Shanahan that the nature of the odour and air emissions,
which would be associated with the project are well known and understood.

Having regard to the points above | am satisfied with the approach to air impact
assessment presented in the EIAR. The applicant’s assessment involves a very

conservative approach, which is considered to be in line with EPA Guidance AG4.

Construction phase air quality and vehicle related emissions

The principal construction phase air quality impacts will be associated with dust
emissions and vehicle emissions. There are particular issues of concern in addition
in relation to works in the vicinity of Connolly Hospital. Due to the extensive nature of
the development and the duration of the project and its proximity to residential
development, schools and medical facilities, the construction phase impacts in this

case are potentially significant.

| consider that the most significant concerns relating to construction phase emissions
can be considered under the following headings:

e Dust from earth excavations associated with construction.
o Potential aspergillosis emissions, which might affect vulnerable people.
e Vehicular emissions.

Dust impacts

The potential for dust emissions affecting sensitive receptors is a likely significant
impact throughout the geographic area covered by the proposed project. It is
submitted that the dust impacts will primarily affect a 200m zone from construction

and that the greatest impact would be within 50m. | accept that point and note the

ABP301908-18 / ABP302039-18 Inspector’s Report Page 98 of 399



assessment of this factor by the applicant in terms of the TA Luft standard, which is
appropriate in the absence of a national standard. | comment below in relation to the

main construction zones.

Works at the Clonshaugh site will be over a three year construction period. The
applicant has set out aspects of the work and the levels of activity. | consider that the
daily traffic and associated dust from track-out from HGVs is likely to impact a small
number of residential receptors close to the site egress. The majority of the
residents in this area are separated from this site by the regional road and by a
significant distance there is no likelihood of significant dust effects on large numbers
of people. The most significant potential impacts associated with dust in the
construction of the proposed WwWTP are those associated with soil stripping and
excavations, landscaping and construction traffic. | accept the conclusion presented

by the applicant that impacts would be temporary and highly localised.

The North Fringe Sewer diversion and WwTP access road elements of the GDD
are closer to the more densely populated areas. Work includes a significant amount
of trenchless construction as well as above ground works. Some impact on
residential amenity is likely to be associated with all construction compounds by
reason of air quality and in particular dust and mitigation would be warranted. It is the
submission of DCC that the North Fringe Sewer and access road works, which lie
within that local authority’s administrative area, would not adversely affect the local
amenities during construction. | note in this regard the proximity of these works to
the Traveller community site and the submission on behalf of that community and
statements in relation to health characteristics of the population. | consider that
subject to mitigation, which | consider can be highly effective, there is no reasonable
likelihood of significant effects as a result of dust or indeed any other air quality effect

in the construction period.

Regarding the RBSF, it is accepted in Volume 4 that the due to the total building
volume and the proximity of residential receptors there is potentially a large impact
associated with the construction of the RBSF. That site includes houses right at the
southern site boundary. However, impacts are reduced by the location of
construction works at the northern end of the site and a number of significant
mitigation measures including those described in Appendix 8B. This includes a

commitment to monitoring and to curtail works and implement procedures in the
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event of dust impacts occurring outside the site boundary. | consider that it is
reasonable to conclude that the overall risk of temporary dust soiling impacts from
the RBSF is low.

Construction of Abbottstown pumping station requires a 17m deep excavation
involving excavation in rock for the most part and a 1km pipeline tunnelling proposed
resulting in a large construction compound and relatively long works duration. At this
location the sensitivity of the receptors in the vicinity is high. The facilities which
could be impacted include a Community Nursing Unit at Connolly Hospital and St
Francis Hospice. At the hearing Dr Shanahan reiterated that based on the
assessment of the EPA draft guidelines there is predicted to be short-term slight
adverse impact on the nearest receptors (including St Francis hospice) in the
construction phase (OH-69). | accept the applicant’s statement that a CEMP
incorporating a dust minimisation plan will ensure dust impacts are suitably managed
in the construction phase. | noted on site that the hospice building is a modern
structure and that landscaped gardens are mainly shielded from the construction site
by buildings. The submission of HSE is that subject to mitigation there would be no

significant impacts at the facades of buildings including the hospice.

At the proposed construction compounds 9 and 10 required in connection with the
micro tunnelling close to Baldoyle estuary, the tunnelling work would take 12 months
to complete on the basis of 24-hour per day seven days a week. At the location of
these compounds numbered 9 and 10, the applicant’s submissions acknowledge
potential impacts including in relation to a house on Golf Course Road. Impacts are
deemed to be slight and short term impact and will be managed. | accept the
submission of the applicant and consider that mitigation to control dust can be highly

effective.

The other eight main locations for the temporary construction compounds
together with the compound at Abbottstown and at the WwTP site are assessed in
the EIAR, as are the haul routes. Some smaller temporary construction compounds
will be needed at some of the trenchless crossings sites in addition. | consider that it
may be concluded that taking into account the pattern of development at these
locations and the duration of impact and mitigation measures that no significant

residual impacts are likely.
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In general in the assessment of the outfall pipeline (marine section) there is noted
to be limited potential for release of dust and particulate emissions and the

magnitude of emissions is assessed as low.

In general in the pipe-laying phase involving the orbital and outfall pipelines the
impacts will be short-lived and will affect a small number of receptors. Construction
of the orbital and outfall pipelines generally within a 40m construction corridor by
conventional open cut will be undertaken (apart from at certain road/railway
crossings where trenchless techniques are proposed) and some rock breaking may
be required at locations for short lengths, which is deemed to be insignificant.
Sensitive locations include the temporary school at Malahide Road (R30 Figure
14.4), where a construction compound and road crossing works would result in
relatively lengthy exposure time. The existing school is likely to be closed by
construction. It is not likely that the dust impacts relating to the pipelines would affect
any specific receptor for more than 3 to 4 days. Regarding the areas where pipelines
are to be installed using tunnelling techniques the duration of impact would be

expected to be longer but the impacts would be not dissimilar.

Regarding monitoring and mitigation | note the HSE request for monitoring of dust in
particular and the comment that the programme of monitoring and mitigation
presented will ensure that dust would be mitigated by best practice dust suppression

and containment, which | agree is achievable.

Having regard to the mitigation measures presented in the application including the

proposed finalisation of a CEMP, screening and dust mitigation measures in general
| am satisfied notwithstanding the large-scale and lengthy construction duration that
the proposed development would not adversely impact on these residential areas by

reason of dust impacts.
Bio-aerosols and Aspergillus

As with all large scale projects involving significant earthworks the construction of the
GDD will give rise to disturbance of fungal spores, which are dormant in soil. Fungal
spores are ubiquitous, including in air. In general there is no reason to even consider
this issue as there is no significant likelihood of adverse impacts on residents as a

result of bio-aerosols in the construction phase.
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Associated with the construction of APS and the western end of the orbital pipeline
there is however potential for concern related to particular issue of Aspergillus
spores affecting patients at Connolly Hospital and St Francis Hospice. The extensive
nature of works involved at Abbotstown and its proximity to these medical facilities is
such that the potential for impacts due to the disease ‘invasive aspergillosis’ affecting
persons with suppressed immune systems cannot be ruled out and has been raised
by observers. Dispersion of all fungal spores is a function of time and distance and
there would be no measurable concentration at 250m from the source according to

the applicant’s submission.

The HSE publication National Guidance for the Prevention of Nosocomial
Aspergillosis identifies the need to and means of protecting populations at-risk of
acquiring Aspergillus infection. The guidelines specify minimisation of dust generated
during construction in the vicinity of hospitals as part of the measures to prevent
spread of fungal spores and dust infiltration into patient care areas. The applicant
has committed to following the relevant guidelines. As referenced by Dr Shanahan at
the hearing closure of windows at the hospital and hospice is a mandatory
requirement under that guidance. Active dust suppression measures which would
also benefit the control of bio aerosols are also specified in section 14.8 of the EIAR.
It is the applicant’s position that these measures together with an aspergillus

prevention plan will ensure no significant impacts at the facade of buildings.

A comment of the HSE refers to the requirement that monitoring to be undertaken
during and after construction to ensure that air quality standards are achieved. The
applicant has confirmed that this will be undertaken. This measure relates to the
entire development but has particular relevance to the environs of the hospital,
including in relation to the issue of Aspergillus. The HSE is satisfied with the

applicant’s proposals.

Subject to mitigation measures presented | am satisfied that the impact on the

residents of medical facilities from fungal spores and dust will be acceptable.
Vehicle Emissions

| accept the applicant’s submission that dust associated with vehicles from the
construction phase traffic would not generally be likely to be a significant impact

having regard to the nature of the surrounding roads in particular and the limited
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duration of works affecting smaller roads. | note at this point also that the

widespread nature of the project inevitably brings traffic changes to some local roads
including roads which are residential in nature. Localised air quality impacts including
due to vehicular emissions can be anticipated but where local roads are affected the

duration of impact is generally short.

Regarding the operational traffic associated with the GDD the applicant’s
submission is that the small number of vehicles compared to the existing levels is
such that the contribution of vehicle emissions is accordingly low also. An
assessment was undertaken for NO2 and PMaio at various sensitive receptors, which
indicates that the levels are significantly less than the relevant AQS and furthermore
that the contribution of the development in terms of percentage change is small and

under IAQM guidance would be considered to be Negligible.

Regarding the RBSF it is noted that there is no requirement to undertake modelling
for this aspect of the development based on the IAQM guidance. However, the

potential dust impacts relating to HGVs is noted and dust related to track-out is one
of the four identified major dust generating activities. In the worst case scenario it is

noted that there is a low risk of dust impacts and mitigation measures are set out.

In all I consider that there is no evidence to point to the matter of traffic emissions

being a particular concern in this case, notwithstanding some localised effects.

Operation phase emissions — odour
| address below:
e The standards adopted
e Modelling details and scenarios
e Predicted impacts
e The design, operation, mitigation and commissioning

e Cumulative impacts and monitoring.

Adopted standards
EPA guidance AG4 recognises that exposure to odour is assessed based on odour

concentration as well as the length of the time that the population may perceive the
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odour. The selection of the standard should relate to the offensiveness of the
odour. UK guidance recommends odour standards should vary from 1.5 to 6.0
OUte/m3as a 98™ percentile of one hour averaging periods at the site boundary.
Under this guidance a target benchmark of 1.5 OUe/m3is set for the most offensive
odours, which would include raw sewage and septic sludge. Moderately offensive
odours include sources such as aeration tanks and clarifiers at a WwTP and a target

benchmark of 3.0 OUe/m? applies.

In the absence of national standards the EIAR Volumes 3 and 4 described the

adopted odour criteria as follows:

e RBSF - at sensitive receptor locations including residential houses essentially
at the southern site boundary, a limit of 3 OUe/m? as the 98" percentile of

hourly averages.
e GDD - at ABP boundary and Clonshaugh site boundaries, 1.5 OUg/m?3,

In effect both limits are set at the site boundaries as there are houses at the
boundary at the RBSF site. In adopting 1.5 OUe/m? for the entire Clonshaugh
facility the designers anticipate minimal odour effects will result. In applying that limit
at the site boundaries (as opposed to at the nearest houses for example) the
applicant has further ensured that subject to implementation of the design there
would be basically no odour detectable at the site boundary and with distance the

odour will completely dissipated.

In relation to the higher level adopted for the site boundary of the RBSF (in
effect) | note that the 3 OUe/m? level at this location is acceptable in view of the less
offensive nature of the material. The applicant sent biosolid samples from Ringsend
to a UK accredited laboratory for analysis for the purposes of assessment of the
offensiveness of the material. The results correspond to ‘unpleasant’ but samples
were fresh biosolids material and as the material ages the odour becomes less
offensive with time. The adopted odour annoyance criteria is therefore 3 OUe/m? as
a 98t percentile of hourly averages at sensitive receptors locations identified and
described in section 10.2.6 of Volume 4. | consider that this is acceptable. In relation
to the different criteria set for the two projects, it is accepted practice and in my
opinion makes common sense that a higher criterion can be applied where the odour

source is less offensive.
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As an aid to further understanding of the very conservative nature of the
approach | consider it is useful to refer to the definition of one odour unit per cubic
metre (OUe/m?3), which is the detection threshold of 50% of a qualified panel of
observers working in an odour-free laboratory using odour-free air as the zero
reference. | also emphasise the importance of the fact that the limit is set at the
boundary, thereby not making any allowance for dispersal. While the nearest
sensitive receptors include some houses at the site boundary (in the case of the
RBSF) it is necessary to refer to the significant separation in the main of residential
development from the WwTP / SHC site boundaries. | emphasise that the
performance standard which has been adopted in the EIAR in relation to GDD and
the RBSF including at the Clonshaugh site, which has garnered most objections

constitutes an extremely stringent limit.

The 98" percentile guidance allows for the possibility that weather conditions may
occasionally limit odour dispersion. If those conditions do not arise then the nuisance
odours would not be detectable beyond the boundaries as the odour control unit

would be performing to design.

At the hearing observers reiterated concerns that use of rear gardens would be
affected by the proposed development. Significant concern was expressed that
the allowance for higher odour levels a limited number of hours over the year would
fail to protect the amenity of the area. Dr Shanahan in response noted that dispersal
is poorest in conditions which are normally experienced at night. By contrast warm,
sunny weather favours atmospheric mixing. | consider that it is demonstrated that
there is very limited risk of any adverse impacts in sunny afternoons, which concern

is referenced in many of the written submissions.

In conclusion, | have no reservations in setting out my full support for the adopted

criteria, which constitute extremely conservative and low limits.
Modelling details and scenarios

In terms of observers’ comments on the modelling and scenarios the main concerns
identified which are relevant related to the stack height. The observers referred to
Dubber OCU in terms of why the stack height of 5m was selected. Mr Harte at the
hearing argued for a higher chimney height at Clonshaugh, where the treated air

will be emitted through vertical stacks of a maximum height of 24m above ground.
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In terms of modelling undertaken the calculated odour emission rates were
derived using the approaches described in the EIAR. | accept the applicant’s
position that modelling of odour emission rates rather than individual substances is
considered more reliable in indicator of potential odour impact. As described in the
EIAR some individual substances at the WwTP site were modelled for the purposes
of testing. Dr Shanahan described the selection of H2S as an indicator substance for

odour modelling at the hearing.

A number of modelling scenarios were considered by the applicant for the purpose
of evaluating the impact of the potential variations in the emission rates. These
included normal and peak operating conditions, occasional running of diesel
generators and scenarios to test potential variable operating conditions. Very unlikely
scenarios were amongst those considered such as continuous operation at peak for
all of the OCUs at Abbottstown, Dubber and Clonshaugh. The approach to the
selection of stack height was to choose a configuration which leads to a minimum of

8m/s exit velocity, which would provide an effective dispersion velocity for odour.

| consider that the Board should accept that the modelling undertaken conforms to

best practice, was thorough and relied upon good quality data.
Predicted Impacts

The written submissions from residents are dominated by concerns about the
potential for adverse odour impacts. While the majority of comments relate to the
Clonshaugh site this perhaps is a reflection of the population density in this general
area as well as the scale and nature of the facility. Observers have also expressed
concern in relation to the potential for odours arising from APS, Dubber OCU,
from transport of biosolids and from the RSBF at Newtown. The oral hearing
submissions re-iterated these concerns and testified as to the anger in the
community around the siting of the WwTP in particular. The evidence of Ms Theresa
Doyle and others to the hearing expressed the deep seated and genuine concerns
which persist in the local community regarding the likely odour impacts on the

environs.

| refer the Board to Dr Shanahan’s evidence that in the operational phase predicted
impacts are significantly lower than the permissible levels of the assessment criteria
adopted for the project. For the APS, Dubber OCU and WwTP sites the
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prediction is that for at least 98 percent of time nuisance odour will not be
detectable at the boundary. Dr Shanahan in response to a question at the hearing
also clarified that the modelling predictions is that odour nuisance associated with
any element of the project would not be detectable at the boundary for more
than 44 hours in any given year, based on modelling which is reported in appendix
14.5 of the EIAR for the 99.5 percentile. She also stated that in reality the
percentage of time would be significantly lower. Under the poorest dispersal
situation (atmospheric stability categories E and F) Dr Shanahan acknowledged
that nuisance odours might be detected close to the site but the detailed
modelling predictions show that even under these maximum adverse meteorological
conditions nuisance odours will not be detectable at the closest sensitive
receptor to any of the project elements APS, Dubber OCU and Clonshaugh (OH-
69). The risk of detecting nuisance diminishes as the distance from sources
increase. Dr Shanahan also clarified that in referring to the standards she did not
intend to imply that would happen, she was just explaining the standards and what

they mean. She reiterated that there will not be any nuisance odours at any receptor.

It must be stated that Dr Shanahan’s statements gave rise to considerable objection
from oral hearing participants who considered that the potential for impacts for a
possible 44 hour period over the year would constitute an unacceptable imposition.
That concern is reasonable insofar as any resident would seek to secure minimal
impact on their home environment and valued places of amenity. However the
concern is misplaced in my opinion. Any potential impacts would be recorded at
the site boundary, which is a considerable distance of at least 700m from the
traveller community housing and other residential areas south of the R135
from which location most objections arise. The closest individual houses to the
WwTP are about 250m from that site and there are very few houses in those rural
areas. The houses closest to Dubber OCU are at a similar distance. Regarding the
development plan buffer zone of 100m, | note that the Belcamp lands which are
zoned for future residential development are about 180m from the site. No significant
concern was expressed by the representatives of Gannon Properties in this respect
at the oral hearing. | conclude that there is no reasonable likelihood of odours

impacting the main residential areas or indeed any of the houses near the site.
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Regarding fugitive emissions the potential for odour from vehicles transporting
sludge into the SHC and biosolids to the RBSF has been raised by observers. The
various submissions made by the applicant refer to a range of mitigation which will
be part of the operation of the facilities including use of tankers or covered skips to
transport sludges to the SHC. | am satisfied that these measures will be effective
and can be easily implemented and monitored.

Design, operation, mitigation and commissioning

| have already concluded above that the modelling undertaken was thorough and
suitable and | have set out the predicted impacts. | note that the odour criteria
assigned for the GDD and RBSF boundaries will be achieved if the abatement
systems are properly designed, operated and monitored, which matters are next
further discussed. | also report below on the commissioning phase, which was

discussed at the hearing.

Regarding the on-site treatment of sludges by advanced anaerobic digestion
resulting in biosolids and biogas, this will give rise to emissions including a range of
substances that contribute to odours. Similarly the APS wet well which will contain
raw sewage is a potential source of significant odour. There are a range of odour
sources at the WwTP. Biosolids are the main source at the RBSF.

The significant aspects of the design which will avoid or mitigate odour impacts
include the enclosure of tanks and structures, together with containment and
treatment of odours and optimisation of stack height to ensure that the site
boundary standards are met. All activities at the Clonshaugh site will be fully
enclosed. In addition the layout of buildings at the Clonshaugh site takes into
account the dispersion characteristics and has been optimised to promote effective

dispersion of emissions.

The overall approach to odour abatement is that odour control units will be used to
treat odour and a two stage and three stage odour control systems will be used
where necessary to give the required treatment efficiency. Regarding the specific
abatement technology to be applied this matter is addressed in Appendix 14.6 of
Volume 3 for instance which describes the options which would be considered
proven technology. This information refers to the options and their advantages but

does not specify which will be selected. | noted in this regard that observers have
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raised concern that some involve chemicals and that there are concerns that the
resulting emissions could impact human health. This level of detail does not need to
be specified at this stage, the main point being that the achievement of emissions

goals will be the basis for the design approach.

In terms of odour abatement (and other air emission control) the information
presented by the applicant results from calculations which take into account
emission temperature and character, stack height and other matters. Through
changes to these factors the ground level concentration at any given location would

be altered. There is a considerable level of detail in the EIAR on these factors.

Observers have expressed concern that the stack height at Dubber OCU is only
5m, compared for example with heights of up to 24m at the Clonshaugh site. | am
satisfied that the applicant has shown that the worst case assessment has been
undertaken and that the stack heights were fully and properly considered. Table
14.36 of the EIAR refers to the consideration of options for that facility and the 5m
stack height recommended so that taking into account uncertainties with the
modelling the target specification is achieved. | accept that there is simply no
requirement for a very tall stack at a relatively small facility such as the Dubber OCU.
| note also that the exercise for Dubber was undertaken for all other elements of the
project notably including the Clonshaugh site and | consider that there is no reason
to doubt the adequacy of the design. Finally in relation to the need for an OCU at
Dubber, which observers say should be omitted in lieu of treatment at APS, | note
that the Dubber OCU is to be positioned at the point where the orbital pipeline
changes from a rising main to a gravity sewer at which location there is considered
to be a potential for odour emissions. Dubber OCU is thus proposed as a
precautionary measure to ensure that any odour impacts are mitigated and | am
satisfied that this is the appropriate location for this measure and the appropriate

approach.

In terms of the standard of operation of the facilities the applicant has committed to
application of controls which would be applied under EPA licence and which
would be considered to be best practice. In terms of the odour impacts the reference
in this regard to the effectiveness of operation of abatement systems will be secured
through continuous monitoring of key gases. For the first two years and at regular

intervals throughout the lifetime of the facility in addition it is proposed to have an
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independent performance check undertaken. | note that observers have
expressed a lack of trust about the future operation, which | consider is

demonstrated to be ill-founded.

Regarding the comparison with Ringsend this matter was subject of much
comment at the oral hearing. Mr Cassidy from the Ringsend / Sandymount
Environmental Group attended for the purpose of recording the community’s
experience of the problems which arose there. | consider that various submissions
on behalf of Irish Water refute the argument that there is any reasonable parallel
between the facilities having regard to the design measures which are embedded in
the GDD proposal. As part of the GDD the OCUs will be designed to achieve the
criteria which is set at a very low level. | note in this regard that there are higher
odour criteria (meaning less stringent levels) set for the Ringsend upgrade as
referenced above under planning history section. There is no comparison relevant
between the two plants in my opinion and fears based on such comparison are ill

founded.

Irish Water has expressed confidence that the WwTP and other elements of the
GDD will be well capable of meeting required standards to ensure protection of the
community from malodours. Observers indicate that such commitments were
previously given but were not realised. It is also relevant to note that the
proposed WwTP plant is very different from other plants largely due to technological
advances and use of state of the art design approaches. | refer the Board to the fact
that the modelling undertaken has addressed all scenarios including maximum
operation and adverse weather conditions and that the plant capacity incorporates

significant headroom. | consider that | has proven its case.

Regarding the RBSF where houses are located at the southern boundary a
range of mitigation measures refer. All biosolids would be stored inside and
transferred indoors. The development would be sealed and air extracted from the
storage buildings on a continuous basis. The internal divisions within these buildings
allow operation of separate zones and fast-action doors would be fitted to control
and minimise the time of opening. | note the additional requirement for a
certificate of registration and the ability of the local authority to attach conditions

deemed necessary to ensure protection of the environment. As such that facility will
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operate under requirements concerning the types and quantities of sludges and
control of odours.

In response to a question regarding the commissioning phase and whether this
might give rise to nuisance, Dr Shanahan noted there are periods of time required,
which can be short, for the system to be operating as intended. She commented that
if any facility was instantly loaded to full capacity there might be problems. In practice
she noted that all of the commissioning involves phasing and for that reason she did
not anticipate any problems. The principle would apply to large or small facilities and

she confirmed her professional experience included large facilities.

Dr Shanahan also addressed the possibility of failure or any other peak scenario,
which would result in higher odour levels. Her evidence was that the matter had
been studied and that the odour system could deal with such levels and for any

required time.

| note in addition at the hearing there was a response made to comments relating to
maintenance works and to the types of odour abatement to be used and whether
nuisance or health impacts might arise. Mr O’Keeffe noted that there is an
understanding based on the type of media used of the timeframes for various filters
to be effective and he stated that replacement of filters is a fairly seamless process.
The maintenance system is to be agreed with Irish Water and it would be in the
contractor’s interest to ensure that the system is properly designed and operated. Dr
Shanahan noted that all of the proposed facilities have multiple systems and one

part can be taken out for maintenance and functioning is thus not impaired.

In conclusion | consider that the potential odour impacts are thoroughly assessed in
the application submission and the Board can be satisfied that no significant impacts

would result so as to adversely impact residential areas.

Operation phase emissions — Air Quality

After some comment on the applicant’s approach to assessment in relation to
standards and guidance, | outline below the predicted impacts from the GDD and the
RBSF in the operational phase and consider the mitigation measures which are

proposed.
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Standards and guidance

Limit values which are set under air quality legislation are concentrations that cannot
be exceeded and which are based on WHO guidelines for the protection of human
health. Air quality legislation also sets ‘guide values’. These are set as long term
precautionary measures for the protection of human health and the environment. As
noted in the EIAR, WHO guidelines differ from the European Union air quality
standards (EU AQS) as they are primarily set to protect public health from the effects
of air pollution whereas AQS are recommended by governments and other factors

including socio-economic factors may be considered in setting the standards.

Notwithstanding that they are not mandatory it is relevant to note that the WHO
guidelines might be considered to be the levels to which we should be aspiring in
order to minimise adverse health impacts of air pollution. The applicant references
these standards and considers them in the assessment for the GDD in Tables 14.3
and 14.4 refer.

Predicted air quality impacts

In terms of the GDD the potential sources of emission from the GDD are primarily
associated with occasional use of back-up generators at APS and from the
combined heat and power system at Clonshaugh. The parameters of concern are
particulates, nitrogen dioxide, sulphur dioxide, carbon monoxide, hydrogen sulphide,
mercaptans and ammonia. In all, fifty-two sensitive receptors near elements of the
project were considered. Air dispersion modelling undertaken to determine
potential impacts from the CHP and the backup generators concluded there
would be no exceedances of the air quality standards by the operation of the GDD.
At the RBSF the air quality impacts of concern (apart from odour) relate to possible
dust related to biosolids and potential impacts related to health have been identified

by observers.

Regarding concerns raised by observers, a very high proportion of observers
particularly in the vicinity of the Clonshaugh site and at Dubber and Abbottstown and
the RBSF site referred to consideration of human health and specifically matters
relating to aspergillosis and dust (which are considered above in terms of
construction phase impacts) and to viruses and bacteria. In particular in relation to

the Blanchardstown area the submissions of Mr Lyons and Mr Bourke (OH-51) refer
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to the possible transfer including by air of C.Diff and other pathogens including
very small airborne viruses such as polio and norovirus. These would come from
sewage which would be contained in underground structures at locations close to
Blanchardstown village and hospital and the hospice. Ms Browne raised a similar

matter also in the context of treated wastewater and the human health concerns.

Dr Hogan’s evidence refers to health related impacts (OH- 70). While his suitability to
give evidence on this matter was challenged by Ms Browne, | accept his expertise
and consider that his evidence should be accepted. Mr Bourke an observer who
referred to the impacts from the proposed tanks at Blanchardstown also has
expertise in the area of industrial microbiology. | refer the Board to Mr Bourke’s
paper and note that the emphasis of his submission relates to the possible emission
on antimicrobial resistant bacteria (AMR) from the associated vents related to tanks,
which are to be constructed under a different and permitted scheme. | address the
matter nevertheless insofar as it might be deemed to have relevance to other

elements of the project.

Regarding the possibility that the GDD would give rise to spread of AMR bacteria
Dr Hogan refers to a HSE publication, which is the national guidance document for
infection-control specialists in relation to CPE. He notes that this guidance does not
mention that wastewater is a consideration. In the absence of effective wastewater
treatment there can only be increased infection and spread outside hospitals.
Regarding the spread to rivers and lakes or the sea of CPE Dr Hogan notes the EPA
report and the bathing water quality limits and that there would be no level of
antimicrobial resistant bacteria in treated wastewater, which would pose a risk to

human health.

| note that the underground tanks to which Mr Bourke refers have permission and the
treatment of the wastewater including from the hospital has to be undertaken and
can be completed to ensure no health effects. However, the matter raised by him
has essentially arisen in other observations regarding the Clonshaugh site. |
consider that the observations have not presented sufficient information to support a
reason for refusal of permission or an amendment to the scheme in order to address
the matter of particular bacteria / viruses. | accept Dr Hogan’s comments in relation
to the benefits of the scheme from a health point of view. | have considered the detail

of the assessment undertaken by the applicant. In the circumstances where | am
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satisfied that the compilation of baseline information and the modelling were
professionally considered | consider that it may be concluded that the predicted

impacts are valid and that the standards, which are required to be met will be met.

The potential sources of air quality impacts (other than odour) in the operation phase
of the RBSF is primarily dust from biosolids. As described earlier in relation to odour
mitigation, all loading and unloading will be within the sealed buildings which will be
fitted with self-closing doors for pedestrian use. Trucks will be covered. Taking these
measures into account the potential for significant dust impacts after mitigation can
be discounted in terms of its significance for residential amenity or human health.
Regarding vehicular emissions | consider that the additional traffic generated would
not give rise to significant vehicular emissions which would impact human health or

residential amenity.

The potential for adverse health effects from biosolids is of concern to third
parties. This has been raised also in terms of the objection to land spreading and is
considered later in relation to water quality impacts but is relevant to air emissions
too. It is the applicant’s submission that the treatment of sludge in the SHC prior to
its arrival at the RBSF will eliminate any concern relating to pathogens or viruses. |
accept this position and note in addition that the handling of material at the site will
ensure no fugitive emissions. | am satisfied that there is no potential significant

impact in this regard.

A final matter relates to an objection by residents of the Meakstown area that they
will be affected by air quality impacts from two facilities namely the RBSF and
Dubber OCU. Dr Shanahan at the hearing acknowledged that this area is the sole
location which was considered relevant in terms of cumulative impacts and the
assessment was undertaken and potential adverse impacts discounted following
consideration of the results of the modelling. | consider that her evidence should be
accepted having regard to the modelling results presented and nature of the
emissions which would be associated with the RBSF (a moderately offensive

material) and the small scale of Dubber and the separation distance to houses.

Conclusions

In conclusion | am satisfied that the applicant’s assessment demonstrates that all

relevant air emissions standards will be met, that the development will not give
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rise to odour nuisance at residential areas and that no adverse health impacts
will arise. This conclusion stands for all elements and activities associated with the
GDD including those at Abbotstown, Newtown, Clonshaugh and Dubber and for the

RBSF in the construction and operation stages.

The Board will note that the matter of air emissions including odour does not fall
under licence by the EPA. There was discussion at the oral hearing as to how any
complaints would be addressed. The initial comment of FCC was that except for the
RBSF the local authority does not have an enforcement function in relation to odour.
Mr McGrath noted that it would be open to the planning authority or a member of the
public under section 160 of the PDA to require that Irish Water’s legally binding
obligations under the application were met. | note that under S| 787 of 2005
European Communities (Wastewater Treatment) (Prevention of Odours and Noise)
Regulations 2005 it is required that the design, construction and operation and
maintenance of wastewater treatment facilities avoids nuisance arising from odours
or noise. The legislation also requires that plant operators report to the EPA on
incidents. | note also that there is provision for sanction under section 63 of the
Environmental Protection Agency Act 1992 in relation to compliance with the
requirement that any wastewater treatment plant under a sanitary authority’s control
is operated and maintained as to ensure that it avoids causing nuisance through

odours or noise.

| am satisfied therefore that there is strong legal provision to ensure that the
conditions of the permission including in relation to all air mitigation measures are
enforced. | consider that the relevant technical matters arising are capable of
resolution in the context of a modern plant, which | am satisfied is designed to
operate within foreseeable capacity. | consider that the Board can be satisfied that

the development would be acceptable in terms of air and odour emissions.

Cultural heritage, Landscape and Visual impacts and Tourism

In this section | address not only the impact on cultural heritage and the landscape, |
also refer to the value of these assets in terms of tourism, which matter has been

raised in a number of submissions.
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The scale of the project and its linear nature, together with its location in an area at
the edge of the capital city in an area with a long history of settlement and in the

marine environment, means that the development would have a significant effect
on archaeological sites and protected structures and their settings. 1% of the

county’s archaeology would be impacted by the development.

There are a number of designed landscapes in the area where the project would be
located although these have been significantly altered. The Clonshaugh facility due
to its scale, nature and location in an agricultural area, would constitute a major

landscape change which might be deemed to be negative in character.
| address the following matters:

e The archaeological impacts.

e Designed landscapes and protected structures.

e Landscape and visual impacts including the effect on tourism and residential

development.

8.6.1. Archaeological impacts

| consider that the main archaeological impacts, which are likely to arise in this case

relate to:
¢ Known and identified direct impacts on archaeological sites.
e Construction compound 1 at Abbotstown.
e Marine archaeological impacts.
e Other.

In considering this matter | refer the Board in particular to figures 16.1 — 16.6,
Volume 5A of the EIAR.

Identified archaeological impacts

| consider that it is clear from the information presented in the EIAR that where
possible avoidance of impacts on known archaeological sites is achieved in the
layout of the outfall and orbital pipeline routes. Due to the high level of
investigation work which has been undertaken by the applicant the proposal

complies with FCDP policies relating to avoidance of impacts. | consider due to the
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mitigation measures the project accords with policy CHO2 of the FCDP which,
provides for preservation by record.

The predicted impacts on archaeological monuments nevertheless includes
three very significant negative direct impacts. Overall, direct impacts are unavoidable
at 10 no. archaeological sites. A further 10 areas of archaeological potential would
be excavated and other areas subject to testing / test-trenching. Excavation under

licence is proposed, which will ensure sites are fully preserved by record.

The report of DAHG indicates satisfaction with the mitigation measures presented.
The Department does not indicate reservations regarding the allotted 3 months
identified in the CEMP although the planning authority has suggested the timeframe
is short. Given the linear nature of the development and the proposed working in
short sections, | consider that this matter can be reasonably addressed by the
licencing procedure and does not warrant particular planning conditions. | note the
conditions of the community archaeologist of FCC, which | consider are largely
reasonable. In view of the archaeological impacts predicted | recommend that these
conditions be largely reiterated. | am unconvinced that the requirement for separate
publication of archaeological findings (other than the formal report) is justified and

have omitted it from my recommendation.
Compound 1

There are a range of issues arising in the vicinity of the proposed compound 1, which
will be sited in close proximity to St Caoimhin’s church and graveyard (AH2/BtH2), a
recorded monument as well as a protected structure and an area where there are
mature trees associated with Abbotstown demesne. The FCC archaeologist referred
to the possibility that earlier burials are likely to have taken place in the area which
now lies outside the graveyard wall. The area at St Caoimhin’s also contains mature

trees and is within the landscape associated with Abbotstown House (BtH4).

Irish Water propose that the compound be set back from the church and graveyard
in order to protect trees and archaeology during construction. Agreement with FCC
on an appropriate buffer zone is proposed. | also consider that it is appropriate at this
location that a site-specific tree survey take place and appropriate measures put in
place for the tree protection. | agree with the recommendation of the Parks

Department of FCC that boundary treatment for the pumping station should be
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agreed with the planning authority. | consider that the vernacular design idiom of
APS will ensure that it is integrated into the area. Subject to the buffer zone being
agreed following archaeological investigations and a tree survey, | consider that
there would not be any significant adverse impacts on St Caoimhin’s church and

graveyard or the view from Abbotstown house as a result of compound 1.
Marine environment

The large area designated as an area of archaeological potential at the coast
encompasses the sites of compounds 9 and 10, part of Baldoyle estuary and the
foreshore. A number of shipwrecks are known to exist along the coast and an
observer has stated that archaeological impact should be avoided by tunnelling.

Regarding the presence of shipwrecks along Portmarnock Beach and the matter of
underwater archaeology in general within the route of the marine outfall, | consider
that this has been adequately explored and is well understood. Some anomalies
identified in geophysical surveys were determined not to be archaeological in origin.

The pipeline will be tunnelled under a newly discovered shipwreck.

DAHG (DAU) recommends that the potential for discovery of hitherto
unrecorded archaeological remains should be mitigated as per the applicant’s
assessment. The commitment by the applicant includes general and underwater

monitoring which will ensure that archaeological remains are identified.

Following mitigation including excavation and underwater monitoring no residual

impact on cultural heritage sites is predicted. | accept this conclusion.
Other archaeological impacts

The site of the RBSF has been subject of extensive test trenching in 2002 and no
archaeological material identified. 30m north of the site boundary is DU014-013,
Newtown Castle, a motte and bailey. This monument was flattened in 1952 but
remains visible on aerial views as an oval enclosure. As mitigation a screened buffer
zone will be retained between the site of the proposed development and the
archaeological site, which will not be impacted by the proposed development. No
mitigation is required and no residual impacts predicted. | consider that the

applicant’s conclusion is robust.
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8.6.2.

One additional matter was raised by FCC and that concerns the extent of removal of
hedgerows across the GDD pipelines, some of which are townland boundaries. The
applicant has presented a methodology regarding townland boundary protection,
which | consider is considered acceptable subject to requirements for retention of
original hedgerow for appropriate replanting. This was discussed at the oral hearing
and a reduction in the working width can be achieved at locations where townland

boundaries would be impacted. A condition on this matter is recommended.

The wastewater treatment site is identified as an area of archaeological potential due
to its extensive size and there is a requirement for monitoring. | consider that the

recommended mitigation will ensure that any remains will be fully resolved.

| conclude in relation to the archaeological impact that the development proposed is

acceptable.

Designed landscapes, protected structures and architectural heritage

There are a number of demesne landscapes through which the proposed pipeline
would pass. | consider that the most significantly potential impacts relate to
Abbotstown demesne (DL1/ BtH4), Emsworth (DL9 / BtH18) and Springhill
(DL4/BtH14) taking into account the architectural heritage importance and the nature
of the development impacts. Lower Middleton House located to the northwest of the

WwTP also warrants consideration.

The largest of these is the Abbotstown House demesne which has been much
altered including through construction of the M50, Connolly Hospital and the NSC
grounds and buildings. Change is ongoing due to development of major institutions
and associated with the GDD would be largescale temporary works, tree loss and
the permanent pumping station. The front of the house is orientated away from the
main construction compound and temporary visual impacts are largely avoided.
However, there will be inevitably some tree loss in the area, which is overlooked by
Abbottstown house due to the orbital pipeline construction. Following inspection and
the oral hearing discussion | do not consider that the proposed development would
be detrimental to the setting/outlook from the protected structure but it is appropriate
that tree loss be minimised. A general condition relating to tree surveys and

protection which | recommend below will ensure no significant adverse impacts.
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Regarding Emsworth this is a building of considerable architectural importance and
the associated demesne lands remaining would be traversed for a short distance by
the outfall pipeline and compound 7 would be located nearby. | note the comments
of the FCC conservation officer which relate to the impact from a temporary
construction compound. | agree with the overall recommendation and consider that
the temporary impacts would be acceptable and that no modification to works would
be warranted. The recommended tree survey condition is an appropriate mitigation

measure.

Springhill House retains significant architectural interest and would be potentially
impacted by the proposed development. In this regard | refer to photomontage VPS5,
which shows the view from the front of Springhill House across a woodland area.
From this location the upper level of the buildings at the Clonshaugh site would be
visible. Similar limited views of the WwTP / SHC facility would be anticipated from
other demesne landscapes. Confirmation was obtained at the hearing that there
would be no visible plumes from the facility, a point which | consider is especially
relevant to this house, which is orientated directly in line with the site. | conclude that
the limited view of the Clonshaugh site structures would not significantly detract from

the view from the house or interfere with its heritage value.

The confirmation of an absence of plumes is also significant in relation to Lower
Middleton House and due to distance and orientation | do not consider that the

demesne landscape would be significantly effected in the long-term.

| note and agree with the comments of the FCC Conservation Officer which largely
discount any potential significant impacts on other heritage sites including Dubber
House (BtH 26) and the thatched cottage at Dardistown (BtH5), which are

protected structures.

Regarding the Old Portmarnock ACA at Drumnigh Road this would be affected on
a temporary basis by compound 8. | disagree with the FCC Conservation Officer
recommendation that the impact would warrant re-location of that compound, which
in my opinion would not be feasible and would constitute an excessive requirement
for temporary impacts. The treeline at this location along the shared boundary with

Trinity Gaels should be retained.

ABP301908-18 / ABP302039-18 Inspector’s Report Page 120 of 399



8.6.3.

Regarding St Doulagh’s church and cemetery (VP10) adjacent the Malahide road
and some distance from the edge of the site, | am satisfied that there would be no

significant visual impact including due to orientation and screening.

| consider that the development would not impact on the architectural heritage
associated with the former Belcamp House, a recorded monument and listed on
the NIAH for its historical and architectural character and is almost 700m from the
proposed WwWTP. No issues were raised by the conservation officer of FCC in

connection with this site.

Due to the linear and underground nature of the orbital route and the outfall pipe the
impact on architectural heritage is mainly associated with tree loss which could affect
the setting of the houses and their associated features. The remaining construction
phase impacts involving indirect effects on demesne landscapes are temporary and

do not generally warrant specific comment in my opinion.

| conclude that the impact on demesne landscapes and protected structures arising

from the GDD is slight, short-term and not significant.

Landscape and Visual impact - Tourism, Leisure and Residential Uses

The receiving landscape is a highly diverse mix of institutional, industrial, residential,
coastal and agricultural uses and contains demesne landscapes, high amenity /
recreational areas, major roads and electricity infrastructure. In the EIA section of
this report | provide an overview of the landscape and visual impacts. For the
purposes of the planning assessment and taking into account the assessment above
in relation to the demesne landscapes and the associated protected structures, |

consider that there are three remaining key matters which require further comment:
e Other landscape and visual impacts from the Clonshaugh WwTP / SHC

e Impact on sensitive landscapes, which are of importance for leisure and

tourism.
e Tree protection.

In this section | refer to the viewpoints from the photomontages presented in Volume

6, where relevant. A description of these views and what they represent is given in
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Appendix A12.1. Some of the views are representative — for example VP3 from the
road at Springhill is representative of local community views.

Clonshaugh

At the outset it is relevant to point out that following consultation with the planning
authority the site layout provides for generous areas of naturalistic planting and
formal landscaped areas. The development of this 29.8 hectare agricultural plot
for a major utility will obviously constitute a major landscape change. The
development of 18m high buildings (including through the construction phase) will
give rise to significant visual impacts. The development includes also the stacks
associated with odour control units and a flare stack, which would be up to
25m in height. In terms of the development proposed, | would describe the proposed
development as having a low site coverage, with a high level of soft landscaping and
that the buildings proposed are relatively low in scale and of medium height. In terms
of the detailed design of the buildings there are some matters which are proposed to
be addressed through agreement with the planning authority. | consider this is
acceptable as the nature of the elements to be agreed includes minor details such as
window positions. The primary elements of the buildings proposed including heights
and external finishes are well considered and are described in sufficient detail for the
purposes of assessment of the landscape and visual impacts. In the interest of clarity
and to allow for further refinement of landscaping and building design | recommend a

condition providing for final agreement with the planning authority.

The existing site character at present does not significantly contribute to the visual
amenities of the area. It is a largely featureless plot of land which is flat and is
subdivided into large fields with sections of hedgerow retained. This landscape is not
designated as being of high amenity value as the planning authority emphasised
during the oral hearing. | consider that no such designation would be warranted.
Furthermore, the site is not highly visible from areas to which the public have access.
The view to the site from the main residential areas and from the associated
parks is separated by a band of Scots Pine trees along the R139, by the major road
itself and by the bank of lands north of the Malahide Road, which are zoned for hi-
technology type development. | consider that VP13 clearly demonstrates that the
development would not in any way affect the amenity value of Belcamp Park or of

the residential areas, which would be sensitive to such changes. VP11 further shows
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that even from the area to the north of the R139 due to site screening and the extent
of intervening lands there would be no visibility to the proposed development.

The southern site boundary landscape scheme takes account of the future
development of the area including the planned east-west distributor road and the
redevelopment of the HT / IDA lands. At a more detailed level the applicant proposes
to provide dense ornamental shrubs, a plinth wall and railing and widespread
planting of poplars. | agree with the conclusion of the planning authority that the

formal style of the planting proposed at this location is appropriate.

The landscape scheme proposed for the north, west and eastern site
boundaries is approached in a manner which the applicant acknowledges is
deliberately different. The landscape plan proposes organic embankments to
provide visual screening. The embankments will be planted with dense bands of
hedgerow species. Between the mounds there will be specimen trees planted in
wildflower meadow, which would reflect the demesne landscapes to the east. |
consider that the general thrust of the approach to these three boundaries is
appropriate and that the reservation of these lands and the planting proposed is in

keeping with the broad objectives for the area including the greenbelt.

In terms of the visibility of the proposed development from the western side,
this is limited due to the separation of the site boundaries from the main roads. The
development together with the reserved agricultural lands as viewed from the point
at which the egress road joins the Clonshaugh Road / Stockhole Lane is indicated in
VP1. This is a surprisingly busy road given its width. The majority of receptors would
be motorists, who would not be considered to be sensitive receptors. | consider that
(at most) passing motorists would have a glimpsed view to the development which
would be mitigated by the deep buffer zone. From this location where there is a
small cluster of houses and | agree with observers that there would be clear views
to the proposed buildings pending maturation of planting. In the long-term the upper
level of the buildings would remain visible and the planted banks would form a more
dominant landscape element. | do not consider that the residents would experience

unacceptable levels of visual intrusion.

Regarding the unoccupied house to the north, there is an expansive view across the

full body of the site and as a result the level of visual change experienced is more
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significant. VP4 refers. As planting would mature only the highest building elements
and stacks would be visible from this direction. | have referred to Springhill House to
the north-east earlier and note that this is an occupied residential development,
which | consider would not be materially impacted in terms of landscape / visual
impacts by the proposed development. Regarding a nearby new dwellinghouse at
VP3 I note that there are a few other houses nearby. The selected viewpoint
represents those few other houses (occupied and unoccupied) quite well and | am
satisfied that the visual amenity of residents would not be adversely impacted

notwithstanding the major landscape change.

Finally | note that the Clayton hotel which is represented by VP2 is presently partly
occupied on a full time basis. This residential receptor might be adversely impacted
by the proposed development and comments to that effect were offered at the
hearing. The image presented in the EIAR shows that the development would be
visible from upper levels of the Clayton hotel. The landscape in the foreground
contains a suburban character dominated by the road and roundabout and the petrol
filling station. The mid and far distance are presently of rural landscape (cottages,
agricultural and horticultural buildings and large fields) with sea views at the horizon.
The recently constructed substation is also a significant element. The Board will
note the horizontal sub-division in the colour scheme of the proposed development.
| agree with the applicant that this is effective in minimising the visual impact of the
development as viewed from this distance and height. | also consider that while the
poplars from this direction would add to the incongruous nature of the development
in the landscape (but are appropriate in the long-term) they would also serve to

screen the development.

Regarding views from sensitive receptors to the south of the R139 including
Cara Park these houses are 700m minimum from the site and there is extensive

boundary screening and an intervening road. No significant adverse impact arises.

Having regard to all of the above | consider that the landscape and visual impacts
associated with the development would not adversely impact on the landscape of the

area in terms of the residential amenities of the area.
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Tourist and Recreational amenities

A number of specific matters are referenced in the submissions of Bord Failte and

individual observations and are considered below.

Bord Failte notes the importance of various tourist attractions including country
demesnes and protected structures (including Belcamp House and Dubber Castle
and others) and notes the importance of the mitigation measures particularly at the
WwTP site. While all of these add to the cultural heritage value of the area and
consequently to its tourist value and potential, | consider that none are major tourist
destinations in themselves. Furthermore, having regard to my conclusions on the
limited extent to which they might be impacted, | consider that this is not a matter
which should overly influence the assessment of this case. | note the conclusions of
Bord Failte in relation to the overall development and its merits. | concur with the
comment in relation to the mitigation measures, which would follow as a requirement

from any permission.

Third parties refer particularly to the historic importance of features in the area,
particularly associations with Grattan, Markievicz and Swift and others (including the
site of Belcamp House) and the first east — west transatlantic flight (Velvet Strand).
Having regard to the nature of the development | do not consider that the historical
associations would be diminished by the development, which does not directly
impact the relevant areas on a long-term basis. Notwithstanding the proximity of the
site of Belcamp House, | consider that the evidence available indicates that its
setting would not be adversely impacted. Any future tourist related development

would not therefore be impeded by the proposed development in my opinion.

There is also a widespread objection by large numbers of observers to the fact that
the Clonshaugh site is visible from the flight path, from T2 at the airport and from
what is allegedly an emerging hotel cluster to the west of the site, adjacent the
Clayton hotel, which is stated would also be adversely affected. Elected
representatives referred to this area at the hearing. The visibility of the main element
of the GDD project from planes arriving in the country is deemed to be unacceptable
as it would detract from the green image of the country by its industrial character and
its large scale. The wastewater treatment plant / sludge hub centre would be visible

from the flight path as planes come in to land. Obviously only a small proportion of
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passengers would have a view and then only for a very short time period. The large

facility would not remove any valued landscape assets and it would replace an area

of commercial agricultural use. | cannot see why visitors would have any objection in
principle to a modern wastewater treatment plant at the edge of a capital city and |

do not accept that this is an issue of significance.

| consider that similar arguments refer in relation to the view to the site from the
airport including T2. In the EIAR VP8 refers. The Clonshaugh development would
not be highly visible except from elevated locations such as the top of an elevator in
T2. Itis necessary to add that there is so much existing intervening urban
development of similar character that the proposed Clonshaugh WwTP / SHC would

have an insignificant impact.

| have earlier discussed the Clayton hotel and VP2. While there is reference to this
area being an emerging hotel district there is currently only one hotel in situ and
there is no development plan or other designation of this area for hotel uses. |
consider that there is some merit in the applicant’s position that the hotel market

would focus on airport-related stays.

Overall, in terms of the impacts of the proposed development on tourist amenity |
consider that there is no evidence that the development would in the long term
detract significantly from any particular tourist amenity or from the attractiveness of

the area for tourists or detract from the image of the country.

Regarding recreational amenity assets which are likely to be affected by the
proposed development there are a range of direct and indirect impacts, some of
which are significant and adverse but also are short-term being related to the
construction phase. | consider that the area which would be most affected would be
the coastal zone where the traffic management measures and the works
generally are likely to deter visitors from the area around Baldoyle Bay estuary
and the car park which is adjacent the southern end of Portmarnock beach. In
addition Board Failte has referenced the R106 as a main entry point to Malahide,
while also noting that there are alternative access options. | consider it unlikely that
construction traffic congestion would significantly deter visitors to Malahide village or

to the Castle. There would however be additional congestion and delays. | am
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satisfied that for major events including concerts at Malahide Castle visitors can be
accommodated on other routes.

At protected views along Golf Course Road and Coast Road there would be
short-term and limited impacts on the visual amenities. | do not consider that this

would be a significant impact as the compounds would be on the landward side.

In the main the beach users from the more urban parts of Portmarnock will not
experience any alterations in terms of use of the northern end of the strand. The
works mainly involve tunnelling under the strand. There will be some nuisance
associated with the development of compound 10 but beach access would be
maintained. Observers have referred to the use of public roads for parking during
peak summer periods and state that this will be interrupted. | consider that parking
restrictions cannot be ruled out pending a traffic management plan being finalised.
However, in my opinion this would not be likely to significantly diminish the value of
the coastal area for recreational purposes even in the short-term.

At the sports grounds at Abbotstown direct impacts upon the recreational assets
associated in particular with cross country running will be experienced. These
running routes can be re-designed for the period. Traffic through the site will not
directly impact other sports facilities and | consider that indirect impacts would not be
significant. At the ALSSA facilities at Santry a narrow strip of sports grounds will be
impacted also for the pipeline route for the short duration of the works and pending

restoration. This is on the edge of the grounds and continued use may be feasible.

Regarding the recreational uses of the sea including for daily swimming,
kayaking, diving and similar activities | consider that these will not be affected in view
of my conclusions above relating to marine water quality impacts. | have concluded

elsewhere that there would be benefits in terms of water quality.

Regarding the site of the RBSF, it has already been significantly altered and

amended. While it contains natural and visually attractive elements, these would not
be highly evident to passing motorists on the adjacent road or to residents of nearby
houses. Motorists viewing the site from the elevated N3 would have a very brief and

glimpsed view only.

Regarding the site of the Abbotstown facility | am satisfied having regard to the

nature of the nearby hospice use, the limited number of occupants at any one time
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8.7.

(up to 40), many of whom are day patients, the limited outlook from the building and
the design of the proposed pumping station, that the proposed building subject to

appropriate fencing and planting of the boundaries would not detract from the visual
amenities of the facility to such a degree as to warrant further action / amendment to

the proposed scheme.
Tree Protection

A proposal to submit a preliminary tree survey, which could be followed with an on
the ground survey was made at the hearing. Based on my inspection and the
documentation presented | consider that the Board may conclude that the main
impacts are on relatively immature species, which are of limited landscape or
ecological value. The value of a detailed tree survey at this time would be limited and
is not warranted in my opinion. The applicant in previous submissions has
committed to protect trees and to replant where their removal was required, thereby
fulfilling the requirements imposed under policy NH27 of the development plan. In
general | consider that the applicant’s approach is acceptable and any matters
arising are appropriate to be addressed by condition, which | have previously

referenced.
Conclusion

In conclusion having inspected the area and considered the submissions of the
observers and the applicant | consider that the development would be acceptable in
terms of landscape and visual impacts affecting residential receptors and protected
structures and on landscapes and protected views and would accord with the

development plan.

Roads, traffic and infrastructure

The development would be located within and likely to impact on an area containing
major roads and rail infrastructure and which is already heavily trafficked. In
particular, the location of the development in the area to the north of the M50 and
close to the junction of that motorway with other major roads, which already suffer
some peak time congestion means that traffic impacts constitutes a significant issue

in this case.
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8.7.1.

| consider that the main issues arising relate to:
e Protection of existing and planned roads and transport infrastructure.
e Construction traffic impacts on the road network.
e Entrance sightlines and road safety issues.
e Operational traffic impacts.

e Mobility management and other issues.

Protection of existing and planned roads and transport infrastructure

The protection of the existing road network and of existing and future public transport
is briefly considered here and also dealt with elsewhere in relation to the topic of
‘material assets’. The EIAR clearly describes the measures which have been
undertaken in the protection and avoidance of adverse impacts on road and rail,

including the planned metro lines and the following are noteworthy in my opinion:

e The applicant has shown evidence of route planning to avoid impacts on
existing and planned infrastructure and utilises a narrower construction

corridor where appropriate to minimise impacts on infrastructure.

¢ An Engineering Specialists Report for Crossings has been prepared and there

will be widespread use of trenchless techniques.

e Pipelines are at distances agreed with the relevant authorities in terms of

required vertical separations at crossings of railway and roads.
e Consultation with Tll and FCC and larnrod Eireann will be continued (OH-25).

| consider that it may be concluded that the development would not adversely affect
the existing roads or prejudice the provision of future public transport. The use of
trenchless crossings of roads minimises some traffic congestion issues and reduces
safety concerns but a detailed assessment of the traffic impact is nevertheless

warranted and is set out below.

Regarding proposed road improvements in the area the issue of most concern to
some observers, particularly Gannon Properties, relates to a future road which is
planned to be developed to the south of the WwTP / SHC site. The planned road is
the Malahide Road realignment scheme (or East West Distributor Road, EWDR)
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and will involve improvement of the junction between the R139 and the R107 and

includes the construction of a link road connecting the R107 Malahide Road and the
Clonshaugh Road and a further road linking it to the R139 (the north-south link).

The oral hearing discussion between FCC, Irish Water and representatives of

Gannon Properties was fruitful. Based on that discussion | consider that the following

may be concluded:

There is a high level of understanding and co-operation between the planning
authority and the applicant on this matter and the GDD design and layout

make suitable provision for the future road.

The representatives of Gannon expressed concern about the timelines in the

delivery of the EWDR (2027). The Board should note that the development of
those lands is proceeding from the east (with a limited number of houses). It is
not within the remit of this application or the functions of Irish Water to provide

more of this infrastructure than is required to serve the GDD project.

The provision of a two-way road to serve the proposed Clonshaugh facilities is
appropriate at this time, and the WwTP site access road can be widened in
the future to the required width for the north-south link road. The works for
future widening (from 5m to 18m) can occur while retaining operational

access to the WwTP.

Design and construction standard of the north-south link road to be agreed
with FCC.

The proposal for separate entrance and egress to the site should be

considered to be a short-term measure as is further discussed below.

The proposal presented during the hearing to construct a widened culvert,
which will allow for the ultimate 18m width road is in the interest of the proper
planning and sustainable development of the area. This was a revision to the
original proposal which allowed for widening but did not propose construction
of the full width culvert for the 18m road (OH-66-4). Sufficient lands for the
wider culvert are provided within the CPO line.
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8.7.2.

e Proposal accords with policy MT41 of the FCDP to seek to implement road
improvement schemes including the East-West Distributor Road: Malahide

Road to Stockhole Lane.

| conclude that the development will not interfere with the provision of planned
roads or public transport and that the construction of the pipeline by trenchless
techniques at crossings of road and rail infrastructure minimises impacts on

existing infrastructure.

Construction traffic impacts - GDD Project Elements

The Clonshaugh site where the majority of development is to be focused is designed
with a one-way left-in from the R139 (JA) and left-out arrangement from the
egress (JB) onto Clonshaugh Road at the west of the site. The local road
network including Clonshaugh Road/Stockhole Lane to the west (egress location) is

very heavily used and is narrow and poorly aligned.

Another focus of construction works is the NAC / NSC. At that location construction
traffic will be accommodated by existing junctions at new or upgraded roads, which
are heavily trafficked but are also less congested. In the coastal zone roads can be

heavily used from time to time in the summer months.

The application submissions include an outline construction traffic management
plan, which sets out all of the site access points and haul routes along the road
network and shows their location in the context of the construction compounds. Use
of the working wayleaves and the crossing of all motorway, national and regional and
busy local roads by tunnelling reduces the direct impacts through avoiding the need

for road closures.

Nevertheless the development of this major project would give rise to high traffic
levels and peak predicted traffic levels are presented in Table 13.2 Vol 3 for
example. Large weekly numbers of HGV movements are associated with the WwTP
site (2,750 cars and 438 HGVs), the NFS diversion (196 HGVS), the orbital sewer
(450 HGVs), the access shaft (2,520 cars and 226 HGVS), the tunnel under Baldoyle
Bay (840 cars and 53 HGVs) and Abbotstown pumping station (220 cars and 50

HGVs). The GDD would generate significant construction traffic across a wide area.
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Baseline data was compiled from turning count surveys which were carried out, then
adjusted to take account of seasonal variation and yearly traffic growth to determine
the background traffic flows for the years to be analysed. For the purposes of
assessment the construction project peak period phase 5 (2024) was assessed.
Following consultation with FCC the applicant presented an assessment of eight
existing junctions (listed below) together with the new junctions at the WwTP site, JA
and JB. The significant results of the traffic analysis for the 2024 construction peak is
presented below in summary. This overview is based on the information presented in
tables 13.6 — 13.15 of the EIAR. The original tables include all data on the various
junction arms and the ratio of flow to capacity figures, queue lengths and delay times

and present the ‘no construction’ traffic levels for 2024.

Junction Performance during peak construction

period

J1 — Clonshaugh Road roundabout. | Marginally higher peak hour queues result.

J2 — R139 / Clonshaugh Road Small increase (0.88RFC) on Arm A in PM
roundabout. Currently over capacity | peak. No other significant changes.

arms B and D. Arm A not over
capacity — RFC under 0.85 and

short queue lengths.

JA — egress from Clonshaugh site Small queues and short delays at the site
onto Clonshaugh Road. egress — no extra queues on Clonshaugh

Road - exiting traffic will not have priority.

JB — left-in entry from Malahide No delay anticipated.
Road R139, which has two lanes
both directions and footpaths.

J5 — R139 / R107 Malahide Road — | The peak construction phase would result in
existing signalised crossroads. a temporary maximum increase (of 0.171)
Currently over capacity on all arms | in the PM peak on one arm. Typically would
with average delays of 22 mins add a minute to delays.

presently predicted to rise to 42
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minute average delay even without

construction by 2024.

J8 — R106 Coast Road / R123
Moyne Road. By 2024 capacity
predicted to be exceeded at Moyne

Road arm in AM peak.

Adding in the construction traffic additional
temporary increase in RFC of 0.035 at the
Mayne Road arm in 2024. The other arms
will operate within capacity with and without

construction.

J9 — R106 coast road / golf links
road priority junction.

Junction will operate within capacity with
small queues and delays in park hours in
2024.

J10 — R106 coast road / station road
three arm mini roundabout.

Currently all arms are over capacity.

At most the additional of construction traffic
results in a 0.001 increase RFC on all arms.

J11 — R843 Snugborough Road /
NAC signalised priority junction.
Existing capacity issues now and in

2024 without construction.

Development would increase delays from
1.27 mins to 1.31 average. An increase of
0.0007 degree of saturation in 2024 at
most. (DOS value of over 1.0 indicates it is

over capacity).

J12 — R843 Snugborough Road /
priority junction. Used only for major

events.

Not to be used for construction.

The selected junctions comprise a suitable geographic spread across the area most

affected and in my opinion are appropriate in that the focus is on roads close to the

Clonshaugh site, at the NSC / NAC and in the coastal area, thus including narrow

roads and significant junctions. | am satisfied that the assessment took into account

permitted projects which have the potential to impact the road network in terms of

potential cumulative impacts, which include Dublin airport runway, development at

NSC and Connolly Hospital, bus rapid transit projects, Metro lines, Ringsend WwTP

upgrade project and Malahide Road realignment scheme. In general minimal

potential cumulative impacts on traffic are anticipated as a result of these projects as
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they will not overlap in timescale or will not generate significant traffic in the vicinity
of the GDD. Table 13.1 outlines the individual developments including the Ringsend

WwTP upgrade but does not reference the RBSF.

In summary it may be concluded based on the assessment which | consider is
thorough, that the development will impact five of the 10 assessed junctions
which are or will be over capacity, and which will remain so during the peak
construction period. The significance of the construction process impacts in
accordance with EPA criterion based on the temporary increase in 2024 (at most
and for four junctions only) a Slight Negative Effect. | consider that this conclusion is
reasonable based on the figures presented and the criteria. It is important to
acknowledge that traffic impacts in the vicinity of the Clonshaugh site will impact the
area for about three years. However, the use of trenchless crossing greatly alleviates

the potential impacts.

| refer to mitigation measures set out in section 13.11.1, which include detailed
construction programme, scheduling of deliveries outside of peak traffic hours and
liaison with relevant authorities and stakeholders. These measures, which will be
subject of further agreement with the planning authority will ensure that the effect of
traffic generated in the construction phase including its impacts on local residents
and schools and houses is minimised to the extent possible. The agreement of the
detail of measures with the planning authorities is acceptable. | disagree with

observer comments that it excludes members of the public.

| note the submission of the applicant that there are no anticipated abnormal loads
and that it is intended to comply with the DCC HGV Management Strategy.
Further in response to comments of DCC the applicant has referred to the
commitment to undertake pre construction and post construction visual pavement
surveys and to remedy any relevant damage. A condition on this matter is

recommended.

Subject to further consideration of the cumulative impacts and in relation to peak
construction phase and its impact on traffic levels, | consider that it is demonstrated
that while the works will take place in an area which will be increasingly congested,
the construction traffic would not in itself contribute to that congestion to such an

extent as to be considered to be contrary to the proper planning and sustainable
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development of the area. The GDD development is therefore acceptable in terms of
construction phase traffic impacts. | separately refer later to specific safety issues

relating to vulnerable users.

Construction traffic impacts from RBSF and interactions with GDD

The site of the RBSF is quite separate from that of much of the GDD project. The
information presented in Volume 4 of the EIAR refers. The site adjoins the R135 at a
location close to the N2 at a location to the south of Kilshane Cross and north of a
slip road to the N2. This regional road terminates at the substation to the south. The
slip road from the N2 is indicated in Volume 3 as a construction access route for the
orbital pipeline, a location close to trenchless crossings of the N2 and two regional
roads. The slip road also serves to provide access to Huntstown facilities. As such
this is an important area from the point of view of the construction of the GDD and
the RSBF and serving other major developments. In addition, this is an emerging
warehouse/employment area which is anticipated to change considerably in the next
two decades due to the building out of 182 ha of zoned lands. All of this serves to put

the junction of the N2 and R135 in context in terms of its critical nature.

The development of the RBSF site would be in two phases and the second phase
between would largely overlap with the construction phase of the remainder of
the GDD. The interactions between the two major projects in terms of traffic
generation was presented by Mr Cannon at the hearing and in Volume 4 of the EIAR
(OH-31). Mr Cannon confirmed the concurrent traffic impact from the operation of
Building 1 of the RBSF would coincide with the construction of part of the orbital
sewer (at access point 4) for a duration of about 10 weeks, adding about 9 HGV in
and 9 HGV out movements from the GDD orbital construction to the 4 HGV arrivals
and 4HGV departures from operation of Building 1. He noted in addition that
construction of the orbital sewer section near the RBSF would precede the

construction of Building 2.

Regarding the roads junctions which would be affected during the construction
phase, | consider that due to proximity to the N2 it is acceptable that the traffic
assessment focused on the narrow area nearby. In the table below | present some
information relating to the two most constrained junctions (Kilshane Cross and Elm
Road roundabout) and the traffic impacts for 2024.
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Junction AM Peak RFC Delay (sec/veh)

Kilshane Cross Without project 1.007 178
R135 signalised

As above With project 1.010 181
Roundabout Without project 0.831 24
As above With project 0.918 34

| consider that it is clear from the above extracted data, which comprise the worst
case scenarios and the most congested junctions that the development would further
impact on junctions which are already at or near capacity as defined by the accepted
standard of 0.85 RFC for instance. The increased delays which are those which can
be attributed to the project would be described as slight.

Mitigation measures for the construction phase include:

e Details construction programme aiming to avoid coincidentally high volumes

of traffic using the same roads where possible.
e Deliveries scheduled outside of peak traffic hours.

In relation to the construction phases and taking into account the cumulative
impacts, which | am satisfied are fully addressed in the EIAR and at the hearing, it is
evident that while the development would contribute to overall traffic congestion at
some junctions in the area, the contribution to that congestion would not constitute a

very significant impact on the area or the functioning of the road network.

Road safety issues

The works impact on a number of areas, which may be used for emergency access
or by pedestrians and cyclists. | consider that road safety issues are of particular

concern in the following respects:
¢ Requirements to maintain emergency access at Connolly

e Impact on residential areas
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e Works in the vicinity of places of education or recreation including the coastal

roads.

In overall terms it is appropriate and necessary to point out that the highest
standards of safety are required to ensure the safety of vulnerable road uses in the
construction of the development in particular. Finalisation of a detailed CTMP and
compliance with safety legislation will ensure that all feasible safety measures will be
put in place and procedures followed, which should reduce risk to the lowest levels. |
refer below to specific parts of the GDD and RBSF developments moving from west

to east.

Regarding the specific impacts on Connolly hospital | note that there has been
considerable engagement between the HSE Estates Department and the applicant,
including in relation to the matter of not impeding the ‘Blue Routes’ during the
construction of the development. The emergency vehicle routes will be maintained
due to the installation of a large length of pipeline to be constructed by trenchless
techniques. As such | am satisfied that the proposed construction phase would not
impact on the operational requirements of the hospital in terms of emergency traffic.

Regarding the recreational use of lands at NSC, construction works will be
accessed by way of the NAC Snugborough Road entrance and an entrance off the
L3090 to the east. There are footpaths and signalised crossing points at or close to
these junctions. At the hearing in response to a question Mr Cannon justified the
selection of the northern of two possible entrance options onto the L3090, including
on the basis of the availability of a southbound right hand turning lane. The selected
entrance location has the advantage of less land ownerships being involved in
addition and it is currently used on occasion. There is a signalised junction to the
south for local residents and for general pedestrian crossing. The health and safety
issues to be managed at the campus are broad and extend beyond traffic safety
measures. | consider that the proposals will ensure that traffic safety is maintained

and vulnerable users protected.

The lands in the vicinity of the RBSF generate little activity by vulnerable road
users. As such traffic safety issues are largely restricted to vehicular traffic.
Nevertheless in relation to the safety of such users the details of the access to the

RBSF have been the subject of a recommended condition relating to footpaths. |
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agree in principle with condition no. 5 subject to a minor modification to the wording,
which was suggested by Irish Water (OH-27-2). | note however that the Board did
not apply any such requirement under 301798-18. Having regard to the minor
nature of the works to be undertaken and the separate powers of the planning
authority, | conclude that this condition would not be warranted and the matter can
be otherwise resolved.

Regarding a concern of observers it is noted that there are no proposals to use
Baskin Lane to the north of the WwTP site in connection with construction or
operation. It is perhaps necessary also to point out that the nature of roads in the
vicinity of the proposed WwTP site including Stockhole Lane / Clonshaugh Road are

such that they would not be frequently used by many residents for cycling or walking.

A review of existing vulnerable road users amenities confirmed the limited
footpaths and cycle lanes present along the R139 where the WwTP site entrance
would be located. A footway will be installed along the proposed access road,
frontage to the site and internal roads within the proposed WwTP to facilitate
vulnerable road users. The applicant considers that severance due to the GDD is
imperceptible as marginal changes in traffic flow are unlikely to create or remove
severance. In relation to the entrance and exit to the WwTP site from the R139 and
the question of traffic management, the possible signalisation of the entrance
junction needs to be further considered due to the considerable distance between
signalised junctions, the high residential population, and the likelihood of pedestrians
crossing this heavily trafficked regional road. At present there is a large distance
between suitable crossing points but there are also few destinations which would
generate crossings by pedestrians. In the absence of officials from Dublin City
Council at the hearing this matter was not progressed. Pending the outcome of the
final road safety audit | have no further comments on this specific matter. Because of
the importance of this matter | recommend a condition requiring finalisation of the

road safety audit and implementation of its recommendations.

| agree with the suggestion made at the oral hearing on behalf of Gannon Properties
that in the long-term the in—out arrangement including an entrance at Stockhole
Lane / Clonshaugh Road should be eliminated in favour of use of the East-West
extension route as the sole entry to the site. The Board may wish to consider a

condition in this respect, noting that the relevant local authority for the R139 is Dublin
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City Council. However, in the EIAR it is clearly stated that the junction from the R139
which will operate as a left turn entry only priority junction to the WwTP site will be
omitted should the remainder of the Malahide Road realignment scheme be
constructed. | take this as a commitment to be implemented in the long-term.
However, the matter is of importance and | consider that a condition should be

attached.

The main points which arose in the road safety audit to date were considered in the
entrance design according to the applicant’s submissions. Account was taken of
DMURS but it was not strictly applied. | consider may not be unreasonable in the
circumstances of the regional road, but all conclusions should be further tested
under the finalised road safety audit. There are also emerging proposals for a bus
lane along the R139 which will have to be considered. In the event of incidents along
all routes and junction access and egress, suitable measures will be put in place

including emergency diversions.

The applicant states that the developed boundary treatments will ensure that
required visibility splays are maintained and suitable arrangements will be made
for gates and for access to Craobh Chiarain GAA club and in the future to
accommodate the new substation onto the north-south road. The applicant also
indicates that the requirements of DCC including the provision of an area for HGVs
(3 no.) to wait off the road carriageway are complied with in the design. | consider

that the aspects of the development are acceptable.

| note that witnesses for Gannon also called for a more efficient use of public
expenditure, referring to the long section of the egress road to Stockhole Lane,
which ultimately will be closed off. In the present circumstances | consider that this
option provides for the safe construction and operation of a major facility, is a

feasible alternative and is acceptable.
Mitigation measures of particular relevance to safety include:

e Restrictions on construction activities during drop-off and peak collection

times in the vicinity of schools.

e Liaison and communication strategies including informing of and of scheduling

of events and avoidance of clashes with local events.
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e Appropriate signposting.
e Outline construction traffic management plan to be finalised.

Having considered the various submissions | am satisfied that there are no road
safety issues in this case which would warrant a refusal of permission or a significant
alteration to the development and the proposal is acceptable in terms of traffic

safety.

Operational traffic impacts

| consider that the conclusions presented for the operational phase traffic associated

with the GDD may be summarised as follows:
e Operational phase traffic is of less significance than construction phase.

e All existing junctions presently operating within capacity expected to continue
to operate within capacity. JA and JB (WwTP site entrance and exit) to

operate below capacity.

e The most significant impact as a result of the project will be the addition
of 35 vehicles to the R139 in the PM peak, which will result in increased
delays at the Clonshaugh roundabout junction (J2) in the peak hour by 40

seconds (onto existing 22 minutes delay).

e Other junctions including J2, J5, J10, and J11 currently operating over
capacity will experience further capacity issues as traffic grows with or

without the development of the project.

Neither the observers nor the planning authority have provided any information
which undermines the basis for the above conclusions and | consider that they

should be accepted.

| note that nearby residents have referred to the operational phase traffic including
from the importation of sludge and the transport of biosolids. There would be no
capacity issues as a result of the development at the egress (Junction A). Amenity
effects would be perceptible to a very small number of houses at the Stockhole Lane
/ Clonshaugh Road side of the WwTP and to the few houses in the immediate
vicinity of the RBSF. The traffic and particularly the HGVs would add a small amount

to the existing traffic passing by houses between Junction A and Clonshaugh Road

ABP301908-18 / ABP302039-18 Inspector’s Report Page 140 of 399



8.7.6.

roundabout, all of which has been fully detailed in the EIAR. | consider that the long-
term the development of a single entrance onto the future EWDR would largely
relieve the likely impacts on some individual houses, but | note that this is some

years from realisation.

The RBSF access requires further comment. In full operation in 2040 the level of
traffic which would be anticipated at the RBSF would be 70 HGV arrivals and
departures. The N2 northbound slip road exceeds the theoretical carrying
capacity of 1.0 RFC in all scenarios at that date in the AM peak. The Kilshane
Cross signalised junction theoretical carrying capacity is also exceeded in all
scenarios at that time. Based on information presented including tables 13-22 and
13-22 of EIAR Volume 4, | am satisfied with the conclusion that the proposed RBSF
component would result in an imperceptible impact in 2040. In this regard | refer to
the separate consideration below in relation to the proposals for a special
contribution, which shows that there is a need an upgrade of this junction even in the

‘do nothing’ scenario.

In conclusion | consider that the operational phase of the development in the vicinity
of Clonshaugh and at the N2 junction serving the RBSF would add to traffic
congestion but the associated traffic impacts would not be significant and would not
warrant a refusal of permission or a significant alteration to the proposed

development.

Mobility management and other issues.

In view of the distance from bus stops and the relatively low level of employees |
consider that the requirement for a Mobility Management Plan to promote
sustainable forms of development might be added as a condition only on the
understanding that its implementation is likely to be delayed. The applicant’s
comments note the absence of bus stops along Clonshaugh Road or near the
entrance at the R139 and 2 km distance from Junction B and 4km from Junction A to
the nearest bus stops. The number of staff will not be sufficient to provide a feeder
bus service, Irish Water states. The predicted staffing levels at the WwTP site will be
25 staff members for the first shift, 10 in the second shift and five in the third shift. At
Abbotstown the pumping station will have two staff per day for general maintenance.
| agree with the applicant that the 4 km distance existing bus services would prove
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8.8.

impractical for use by employees but also consider that it is likely that the existing
situation will be improved. | accept the point made regarding a feeder bus.

| note that mitigation measures for the operational phase set outin 13.11.2
include measures to encourage sustainable modes of transport, which may include
taxis or commuter tickets and car sharing options and scheduling of shifts to avoid
peak traffic flows. Covered cycling parking will be provided to allow for a maximum of
10 bicycle spaces. | recommend that a MMP be agreed with FCC and any such plan
could be reasonably targeted to address existing conditions and to evolve as the

public transport environment changes.

Conclusion

| conclude that the proposed construction phase and operational phase traffic
impacts have been appropriately considered by the applicant and that no significant
adverse impacts which would warrant a refusal of permission or significant alteration
to the proposal are anticipated. The development provides in particular for the
minimisation of congestion and hazard and protects existing and planned roads and

public transport infrastructure.

Flood risk

The Flood Risk Assessment (FRA) in Volume 3B of the EIAR and Chapter 17 of
Volume 3 and Volume 4 and the RFI document present the case on behalf of the
applicant. The applicant focuses on the WwTP and APS as the infrastructure which
is most vulnerable to being adversely impacted by flooding and on the potential
downstream increases in flooding. | note the comments made in the FRA in relation
to potential groundwater related flood impacts and concur that these can be

discounted.

The development, which comprises essential infrastructure is classified as ‘Highly
Vulnerable’ under the Flood Risk Management (FRM) Guidelines and in the
event of it being located in Zone A or Zone B would require a Justification Test.
Observers have commented that parts of the development is at risk of flooding and

that the flood risk assessment is not adequate.
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The following comprise the most significant matters raised by observers in my

opinion:

e Observers’ submissions in relation to the Mayne and Cuckoo adjacent the
WWwTP site, both of which are stated to have a history of flooding.

Submissions of elected representatives and others refer.

e Submissions of Ms Joyce Kemper to the hearing that construction
compounds 9 and 10 would be in an area which is subject to coastal
flooding.

e The issues relating Abbotstown Stream made in the HSE comments
including the report of Roughan O’ Donovan engineers under the CPO

application.
| assess the matters arising under the following headings:
o WWTP site.
e Coastal zone and construction compounds.
e APS and Connolly hospital.
e Pipelines and the RBSF.

e Conclusions.

WwTP site

The WwTP site falls within the catchment of the Mayne River. The north of the site
drains to the Cuckoo tributary at the site boundary, the south to the main channel of
the Mayne and a small area to another tributary to the east. The Mayne enters the
sea at Baldoyle estuary where there are European sites.

The FRA presents data from known historical flood locations. There is no data
relevant to the WwTP site. The nearest recurring historic flood locations is at
Stockhole Lane about 1.1km to the north-west of the site. The FRA also relies on
data from the 2011 Fingal East Meath study published in 2011 and a useful map is
extracted from that study with the WwTP site superimposed. | accept the applicant’s

comment that these maps are more accurate than the PFRA maps. | have also
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examined the maps on the relevant website (floodinfo.ie) and taken that information

into account.

In relation to observers’ comments relating to the flood risk to the WwTP site from
the Cuckoo Stream, this small stream is acknowledged by the applicant in the FRA
to be the most significant flood risk to that facility. The applicant notes that while part
of the WwTP site is within the 100 and 1000 year fluvial flood event areas no
infrastructure will be within those parts of the site. As all development (other
than landscaping) at the WwTP site will be within Flood Zone C, | consider that there
is no requirement for a Justification Test. | consider that the development adheres to
the requirements of the FRM Guidelines including the avoidance of areas prone to
flooding as the first step where possible. From examination of the information
presented by the applicant and the most up to date information in the public realm |
consider that there is no likelihood of fluvial flooding of the proposed infrastructure
from the Cuckoo stream. The available shows no historical flooding issues at this
location and no predicted flood zones which would affect the vulnerable

infrastructure.

In view of the proposals outlined to ensure attenuation of surface water to green-
field rates there is no risk that the development would contribute to downstream
flooding. In addition, the development due to its location and layout has avoided
impact on any existing floodplains, which also mitigates against downstream

flooding.

| conclude that there would be no adverse impacts related to flooding as a result of
the WwTP / SHC site development.

Coastal flooding and construction compounds

Leaving aside the matter of coastal flooding, which is addressed in the next
paragraph, no observers have raised issues of concern in relation to construction
phase project elements, which if subject to flooding could give rise to adverse
environmental impacts. | do not consider that there are any operational stage coastal
flood risks. Ms Sabrina Joyce Kemper and other observers have raised issues
relating to the potential flooding of construction compounds 9 and 10 to be

positioned in a coastal area which is prone to flooding and close to European sites. |
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agree that this warrants assessment. | do not consider that there are any other
significant issues relating to coastal flooding.

The EIAR describes the location of compounds and temporary storage areas and
launch pits as being in low risk zones in terms of flood potential. Prevention of
interference with any overflow routes as a result of suitable positioning and storage
of materials during construction is also referenced. With the exception of compound
10, I accept that the construction phase elements of the development will not be
subject to flooding or exacerbate or give rise to downstream flooding. Regarding the
observers’ comments | consider that Compound 9 would not be in an area prone to

flooding being in a Flood Zone C.

The RFI of Irish Water submitted to the Board acknowledges that Compound 10 is
located in an area that is prone to flooding. Itis in Flood Zone A as shown on
Figure 1 in the Flood Risk Assessment Report (Appendix A17.1). | consider that the
requirements for a justification test are not relevant except in the circumstances of
the provision of vulnerable infrastructure, which is not especially relevant in at this

location.

Measures which will ensure no impact as a result of flooding events are set out in
paragraphs 45-48 inclusive of the Irish Water RFI submission. Mr O’Keeffe
contributed to oral hearing discussion on this matter. Mitigation measures outlined
include selection of piling method to ensure hydraulic sealing of shafts and measures
to ensure that all storage of bentonite, solvents and hydrocarbons are above the
most extreme flood risk area, if necessary by development of raised areas. | am
satisfied that the compound and works areas can be satisfactorily contained and
protected and that potential contaminants can be suitably positioned above the flood
level. | consider that the proposed mitigation measures are realistic, feasible and
sufficient to address potential risks associated with potential pollution emanating
from any flood event at the site of compound 10. | am satisfied that this is an
construction phase engineering matter which has been sufficiently described for the
purposes of EIA and AA and that the Board can be satisfied that it would not give

rise to significant pollution events after mitigation.
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Subject to the mitigation measures proposed in the EIAR including in the OCEMP
and the SWMP | am satisfied that the construction phase would not result in adverse

effects related to flooding.

APS and Connolly hospital issues.

Both the Abbottstown pumping station site and Connolly Hospital through which
the orbital sewer will traverse are within the catchment of the Tolka River. These
lands are significantly elevated above watercourse. The concern identified by
Roughan O’Donovan in the HSE submission is that the FRA has not taken sufficient
consideration of Abbotstown stream, which has been diverted and has
constrictions which have resulted in flooding on the hospital campus. It is
considered that flooding may arise in a 1 in 1000 year fluvial event and that more
detailed modelling would provide a more accurate and better estimate of flooding
including flood extent, flood depths and overland flow. | note the recommended
condition contained in that report which is that a detailed 2D flood assessment be
carried out on Abbottstown stream prior to commencement of any works and
provided to HSE Estates — this should include details of any proposed remedial
measures to avoid potential flooding of either the Abbottstown pumping station or the
construction compounds. As an alternative it is recommended that the culvert be

significantly upgraded.

The applicant has no objection to complying with the request of HSE and indicated
that a condition to this effect would be acceptable. This could further consider the
claim that a compound and access shaft are vulnerable to flooding. However, it is
also clearly stated by the applicant (and | consider that this is a reasonable
conclusion) that the use of trenchless techniques will ensure that the proposed works
will not exacerbate any flooding in the vicinity. | accept the applicant’s statement in
this regard and consider that there is no requirement for further flood assessment for
the purposes of this application. | also note that any enlargement of any culvert
would be subject of AA screening. | consider that the development is acceptable as
proposed and that there is no likelihood of significant flood risk associated with
Abbotstown Stream and related to the proposed development.

In terms of the potential flood issues at APS, | consider that due to its small size
and the proposal to attenuate to green-field rates, the issue of potential downstream
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flooding is not significant. The main concern in the assessment of this case should
be to ensure that the proposed infrastructure itself is not vulnerable. The pumping
station site is not within or close to an area of historical flood event other than one
associated with major road networks, which | consider is not relevant due to the
separation distance and topography. The site is within a Flood zone C area, which is
a suitable location for highly vulnerable development including essential

infrastructure.

| conclude that the works at Connolly Hospital lands and the APS would not give rise

to adverse impacts relating to flooding.

Pipelines and RBSF.

In relation to the remainder of the proposed orbital sewer route and the outfall
pipeline route, these project elements would not be deemed to be vulnerable to
flooding. For the most part in addition these pipelines pass through areas which are
not prone to flooding, the exception being at watercourse crossings locations. In
order to avoid any potential flood risk issues at these locations two main proposals
are presented in the EIAR, namely use of suitable trenchless construction
techniques and location of construction sites / launch pits beyond the floodplain of
the summer peak flood. Due to their relatively small scale the presence of the
pipelines would not be likely to contribute to downstream flooding. As such | consider
that any identified concerns relating to flood events along the pipeline location are
not highly significant issues in this case. | conclude that there are no likely significant
flood risks associated with the pipelines.

Regarding the RBSF site | consider that due to its location in Flood Zone C and
having regard to section 4.3.4 of Volume 4 of the EIAR in relation to historic flooding
patterns, there is no significant likelihood of flooding of the infrastructure proposed
for the site. In relation to the impact of the development on downstream areas the
proposal to attenuate surface drainage to green-field run-off rates with an allowance
for climate change will ensure no increased risk of flooding elsewhere. | note a
proposal to remove localised depressions and topography within the site, which will
address any potential pluvial flooding. | accept the conclusions presented by the

applicant that there are no flooding impacts predicted as result of the RBSF.
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8.9.

Conclusions

| consider that the flood risk associated with the proposed GDD and the RBSF when
considered in accordance with the Flood Risk Management Guidance is acceptable.
The development is for the most part located in areas of low flood risk and | have
addressed above any issues relating to other locations. | conclude that any
environmental impacts can be suitably mitigated by the measures described by the

applicant.

| note the recommended conditions presented in the FCC Chief Executive’s report,
which are set out in paragraph 55 of the RFI. The applicant has indicated no
objection to these detailed measures which include reference to Codes of Practice,
CIRIA standards and to the obtaining of permission for works from OPW. The Board
does not normally attach conditions relating to third parties or Codes of Practice. |
consider that it is appropriate that a general condition be attached that the applicant
agree proposals for surface water drainage with Fingal County Council and Dublin
City Council. I have examined the recommended planning conditions of the
conditions Drainage Division and do not recommend attachment of any further of
these requirements, which are largely covered by separate procedures. | consider
that this standard condition will address the issues raised by DAA in relation to
changes to surface water and the potential that open areas could constitute a risk to

aircraft.

In conclusion | am satisfied that the development would not result in increased
flooding downstream of the site and would not give rise to adverse ecological
consequences or effects on material assets including in the construction phase. The

development is not itself vulnerable to flooding.

Community Benefits Scheme, Contributions and other matters

In the application and oral hearing submission the applicant proposes to address the

matter of community benefits by:
e A social procurement initiative to provide local employment opportunities.

e Measures to ensure SMEs on social enterprises benefit from delivery of the

infrastructure.
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e Provision of a permanent wastewater education zone at Clonshaugh.

e In-kind support for local projects that seek to enhance or protect the local
natural environment, which would be a continuance or expansion of funds and

campaigns which it already supports.
e Habitat management proposals for the site of compound 10.

Observers have referred to part of the environs of the project as highly
disadvantaged. The local population which would benefit from any measures or fund
which might be established are mainly resident within the DCC administrative area.
In relation to the natural environment assets are in the jurisdiction of FCC. DCC
have made no comment on this matter in the report of the Chief Executive and was

not present at the hearing.

The applicant’s position is that following a community needs analysis study
measures which relate to education and employment are most needed in the area,
which is well served with sports and community facilities. Mr O’Boyle gave evidence
to this effect at the hearing. Mr Hamilton reiterated the nature of the infrastructure
investment in a major public project. He stated the employment of a community
liaison officer during the construction phase is only part of that person’s role, which
will include coordinating with all stakeholders to ensure effective implementation of

the community benefit scheme.

It should be pointed out that at the hearing there was no significant enthusiasm
amongst members of the public for the proposed community benefit scheme or any
similar measures as they sought to oppose the development overall or particular
aspects. A number of the written submissions and officials of Fingal County Council

sought to secure enhanced measures and to revise the applicant’s proposals.

| agree with the general thrust of those submissions that the wastewater education
facility is not one which is targeted at the local community rather is one which has a
regional remit, attracting school tours from a wide area and probably on a once-off
basis. However the facility could target local schools subject to particular programs
being put in place as part of its operation. Mr Hamilton describes the wastewater
education facility as maximising benefits for communities in proximity to the
proposed development. | recommend a condition to the Board that the operation of

the facility include measures to target schools in the local area.
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| note the suggestion that Sillogue NDA lands be acquired as a community gain for
the purpose of it being managed as a habitat. | do not recommend this suggestion to
the Board.

Regarding the payment of the financial contributions the suggestion of Fingal County
Council’s officials was that an annual sum in the amount of €10,000 be payable
towards supporting water conservation and habitat improvement projects within the
project catchment area, which would be of benefit to the local community(OH-80).
This suggestion was countered by Irish Water on the basis that it is a public service
provider and secondly that it would have to be demonstrated that some amenity
have been affected. (OH-79) The applicant was less hostile to the argument also
presented by FCC in relation to payment of a once off capital contribution to
0.0001% of the stated capital cost. | consider that such a payment is reasonable
in the context and scale of the construction of the GDD element and that this matter
should be addressed by condition.

Regarding the general financial contributions scheme it is the position of Fingal
County Council that payment of contributions in respect of any office building within
the WwTP plant (500 sgm) and at the administrative building within the RBSF
(110sgm) is required and would be in accordance with the Draft Water Services
Guidelines for Planning Authorities. In the Board’s decision relating to wastewater
treatment plants at Ringsend and Arklow (301798-18 and 302556-18) neither
attracted a contribution under the DCS. | proposed to follow that approach in my

recommendation.

FCC has provided a recommended wording in relation to a special contribution
condition and set out the rationale for the payment in the amount being €15,000 out
of the total overall cost of €202,950 towards upgrading a slip road which is will
be impacted by traffic from the RBSF connecting with the N2 (OH-80). Payment of a
proportion of the overall amount is reasonable. | note the agreement of the applicant
at the hearing in this respect. | refer to the Board’s decision under 301798-18 which
attached a requirement for a special contribution in respect of the upgrade and
signalisation of the R135 and the N2 North Bound Slip Priority Junction. The amount
was to be agreed with the planning authority. In the interest of consistency |

recommend that the same approach be undertaken in this case.
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The applicant has indicated a willingness to agree with the planning authority a name
for the Clonshaugh facility. A suitable name may assist in properly marketing the
facility including in terms of the proposed wastewater education resource. | therefore

recommend a condition to this effect.

Various submissions refer to the cost of the project. In relation to financing the
most up to date information was provided by Mr Laffey who gave a cost estimate of
€500 million and who referred to the Irish Water Strategic Funding Plan 2019-2024
as the basis for measures to implement the objectives of the WSSP. That figure is
broadly in line with the GDD project cost listed on the Capital Tracker on the Project
2040 website. Mr Laffey noted that the project has been approved by the board of
Irish Water as an urgent priority and that sufficient resources will be available in a
timely manner for the project. The observers made certain references to cost over
runs on different largescale projects, which | do not consider are relevant to the
Board’s consideration of this proposal. Observers also queried the cost benefit
assessment. In my opinion these are not matters of relevance to the determination
of the Board.

Observers consider that implementation of the proposed development under a
Design, Build and Operate approach is an inappropriate means of progressing the
development. This approach to delivery of major infrastructure has been commonly
applied and | consider that there is nothing to suggest that it is fundamentally flawed.

The design parameters are clearly established in the application.

Regarding the Biosphere and the question of whether there is a requirement for
further consultation with UNESCO, | have considered this matter further since the
hearing and confirmed my opinion that there is no legal requirement for formal
notification. In response to discussion regarding procedures relevant to UNESCO Mr
Murray noted that the Biosphere steering committee is chaired by Dublin City
Council who made a submission on the GDD. Mr Harte noted that a number of other
bodies have an input into the steering group and reiterated that the committee had
not been notified, noting that there are only 112 such sites in the world. In response
to whether the Biosphere would be threatened Mr O’Keeffe noted that the Ringsend
discharge is into the core of the Biosphere. | consider that the further assessment of

construction and operational impacts later in this report addresses the protection of
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the ecology of the Biosphere and that there are no other matters arising and no need
for formal referral of the application.

| consider that there is merit in the recommended condition 2 of FCC which refers to
the preparation of a comprehensive document setting out all mitigation measures
and recommend a condition to that effect. As the document would be primarily
relevant to FCC | recommend that the planning authority be given the responsibility

of agreeing its detail.

FCC requested that a pedestrian pathway be provided at a particular location along
the route of the orbital pipeline and condition 17 recommended by FCC is to that
effect. This refers to the developer liaising with the HSE to provide for a cinder
type public path along the pipeline between Ch 0,500 and CH 0,700. The
particular Local Objectives of relevance is 116 on Sheet 13 and it refers to the
provision of greater public access to publicly owned lands and the establishment of
walking trails linking Blanchardstown village, the river and the Abbotstown lands.
The submission of Irish Water (OH-76) on this matter refers. | agree with the
applicant that the tests for planning conditions as set out in law would not be met by
a condition to this effect. No element of the proposed development results in a
requirement for this condition. In addition, the issue of the legal powers for
undertaking of compulsory acquisition refers. Therefore notwithstanding the merits of
the proposal and the development plan objective | do not recommend a condition

along these lines.

Conclusion

In relation to the planning issues arising | would highlight the following conclusions:

e The need for and nature of the proposed development is justified and the
objective to develop the GDD including the Sludge Hub Centre and the
Regional Biosolids Storage Facility is embedded in a range of policy

documents.

e The proposed development complies with the development plan including the

zoning objective.

e The development is required to ensure sufficient capacity for planned growth.
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¢ Alternatives were sufficiently considered are not shown to be preferable.

e There has been adequate consideration of the site selection, including the
location and length of the marine outfall. The assessment involved

professional expertise, a multi criteria analysis and site investigations.

¢ Air and odour modelling undertaken as the basis for assessment, which |
consider can be relied on showed that there would be no exceedances of air

quality standards.

e The adoption of an extremely conservative odour threshold at the Clonshaugh
site, the RBSF site and the site of Dubber OCU and the design of the
abatement measures will ensure that odour will be contained and treated, will
be dispersed in the atmosphere and will not detectable beyond the
boundaries of the sites.

e Marine water quality impacts related to the construction of the project would
be localised and short-term.

e The proposed development will comply with the Urban Wastewater Treatment
Regulations, would not give rise to significant adverse water quality impacts in
the context of the Surface Water Regulations and would not give rise to

deterioration in the status of waters under the Water Framework Directive.

e The development by reason of the level of treatment and the location of the
marine diffuser will ensure retention of ‘Excellent’ water quality status at
bathing areas and is acceptable in the context of the Bathing Water

Regulations.

¢ Following the addition of UV treatment there will be no possibility of
endangering the commercial shellfish industry in this area and the

development will comply with the Shellfish Regulations.

e The impacts on archaeological sites have been considered in detail and can

be reasonably mitigated.

¢ Significant landscape change would be envisaged in places but the design
and layout of all major facilities has been carefully considered. The

development would be acceptable in terms of landscape and visual impacts
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including on residential receptors and protected structures, landscapes and
views and would accord with the development plan.

e The proposals in terms of roads and traffic are acceptable. The development
would not give rise to a traffic hazard subject to further consideration of the
entrance to the Clonshaugh site under the finalised road safety audit and
implementation of any recommendations. The proposal is compatible with the
planned roads layout at Clonshaugh / Belcamp. The increases in traffic and
congestion are acceptable.

e The development would not give rise to an unacceptable flood risk and would
comply with the Flood Risk Guidelines recommendations. Temporary risks are
amenable to mitigation and have been fully considered.

¢ In principle and in terms of the planning issues arising the proposal is
acceptable.

Environmental Impact Assessment

Introduction

This section of the report comprises an assessment of the likely significant effects of
the project comprising the GDD and RBSF components. It should be read in
conjunction with remainder of the report and considered in the context of the nature

and character of the area and its environmental assets.

As an application under Section 37E of the Act and having regard to the thresholds

for EIA there is a clear legal requirement for EIA in this case.

The requirement for EIA arises as the project is of a type and scale identified under
Schedule 5 Part 1 of the Planning and Development Regulations 2001-2018 as
amended. The type and class of project is:

Waste water treatment plants with a capacity exceeding 150,000 population
equivalent as defined in Article 2, point (6), of Directive 91/271/EEC.

The application was submitted after 16th May 2017, the date for transposition of
Directive 2014/52/EU amending the 2011 EIA Directive.
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The Directive was transposed into Irish legislation on September 1st of 2018 under
the European Union (Planning and Development) (Environmental Impact

Assessment) Regulations, 2018, after the application was received.

The legislation relevant for the purpose of considering whether the information
contained in the EIAR is adequate is A94 of the Planning and Development
Regulations 2000. | am satisfied that the information contained in the EIAR complies
with Article 94 of the Planning and Development Regulations 200, as amended, and
the provisions of Article 5 of the EIA Directive 2014.

Compliance with Legislation

In compliance with legislation the requirement that the development submit an
Environmental Impact Assessment Report is met in this instance as described

below.

The EIAR comprises the following documentation:

Volume I: EIAR Non-Technical Summary

Volume 2: Introduction (Part A — Report and Part B — Appendices)

Volume 3: Proposed GDD Project (Part A: Report and Part B: Appendices)

Volume 4: Regional Biosolids Storage Facility (Part A: Report and Part B:
Appendices)

Volume 5 Drawings (Part A: Proposed GDD Project and Part B: Regional Biosolids
Storage Facility).

Volume 6: Proposed Project Photomontages.

| consider that the EIAR identifies, describes and assesses in an appropriate
manner, the direct and indirect significant effects of the project on the following
environmental factors: (a) population and human health; (b) biodiversity, with
particular attention to species and habitats protected under Directive 92/43/EEC and
Directive 2009/147/EC; (c) land, soil, water, air and climate; (d) material assets,
cultural heritage and the landscape and it equally considers the interaction between

the factors referred to in points (a) to (d).
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In accordance with Article 5 and Annex IV, the EIAR provides a description of the
project comprising information on the site, design, size, characteristics and other
relevant features of the project. It also provides a description of the likely significant
effects of the project on the environment and a description of the features of the
project and/or measures envisaged in order to avoid, prevent or reduce and, if
possible, offset likely significant adverse effects on the environment.

The EIAR includes a non-technical summary of the information referred to in Article 5
(a) to (d) and additional information specified in Annex IV relevant to the specific
characteristics of the overall project and project type and to the environmental
features likely to be affected. In this regard, the EIAR provides a description of the
evidence used to identify and assess the significant effects on the environment. The
EIAR provides an adequate description of forecasting methods/ evidence used to
identify and assess the significant effects on the environment. Any difficulties which
were encountered in compiling the required information are set out under the

respective environmental topics which were individually assessed.

The features of the project and/or mitigation measures envisaged to avoid or prevent
what might otherwise be significant adverse effects on the environment are set out
under each environmental topic considered. The potential impacts and mitigation
measures are presented in each chapter and are summarised in Chapter 24 of
Volume 3A and in Chapter 17 Volume 4. A summary of residual impacts is presented
in Chapter 25 of Volume 3A and Chapter 18 of Volume 4. Where proposed,
monitoring arrangements are also outlined. Environmental interactions and
cumulative impacts are addressed in Chapter 23 of Volume 3A and in Chapters 16
and 19 of Volume 4.

In relation to the documentation presented | consider that it is comprehensive and
well founded. | particularly note the comprehensive nature of site specific
investigations, the availability and use of other high quality data and use of
recognised technigues and guidance. | am satisfied that the EIAR has been

prepared by competent experts.

My assessment below is based on the information provided by the applicant,

including the EIAR, the reports and submissions made in the course of the
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application by the planning authorities, prescribed bodies and observers and the

applicant’s responses.

| am satisfied that the information provided in the EIAR is sufficiently up to date and
is adequate for the purposes of the environmental impact assessment to be

undertaken.

Public participation

In terms of the public participation element of the process | note that many objectors
refer to the large volumes of material and to their scientific nature. It is stated that the
information presented makes public access to and understanding of information
unreasonably difficult. | consider that the nature of the material submitted was
unavoidable and reflects the complexity of the project and the diversity of issues
involved. In this regard | note that a number of the topics which are required to be
considered under EIA could not have been properly addressed without the
undertaking of very detailed site-specific analysis and the provision of expert reports
on the same. All of this adds to the volume of the applicant’s submission, which |
agree is significant when considered in its totality. The submission of the non-
technical summary fulfils the legal requirements which aims to aid public
involvement. | also note that in the main observers’ interests would be focused on a
limited number of issues. | consider that the clear layout of the EIAR together with

the executive summary at the start of every chapter facilitates understanding.

In terms of access to public information | note the efforts by the applicant in the lead
up to the making of the application, which involved a number of events throughout

the area affected and various rounds of consultation with members of the public and
with other stakeholders. Observers have queried the number of events particularly in
the Clonshaugh area. | am satisfied that the applicant has complied with all statutory

requirements and comment that those requirements have been exceeded.

In relation to the period after the application was lodged | note the omission of
certain volumes of information, which came to the applicant’s attention and the
Board was notified of such occurrence. At that point the documents which had been
omitted were advertised by way of further public notice and a period for further
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consultation was opened. In addition | note that all observers (and all objectors to the
CPO) were notified by letter and comments invited.

In relation to the receipt of a response from Irish Water to observations (and
objections), | note the objections of some observers that copies of this information
was not made available to them prior to the oral hearing. The parties were however
all advised of that information prior to the hearing, which | considered adequate.

Regarding the request to live stream the oral hearing, | rejected this request on a

number of occasions in line with normal procedures.

The very active engagement of elected representatives on behalf of their
constituents is noted. The presence of officials of Fingal County Council throughout

the hearing added to the information available.

Regarding participation in the oral hearing | consider that the applicant made
significant efforts to engage with the public and to assist observers. These included
an offer to host a technical workshop on the proposed UV treatment and the daily

posting of oral hearing presentations onto the website.

The EIAR sets out general commitments to continue engagement, notably including

the appointment of Community Liaison Officers.

| conclude that the consultation process was thorough and certainly was well in

excess of the legal requirements.

Description of the Proposed Project

The project comprises the following main elements:

e A 500,000 PE Wastewater Treatment Plant and a co-located Sludge Hub

Centre at a 29.8 hectare site at Clonshaugh

e A 13.7km orbital sewer from Blanchardstown to connect to existing drainage

networks and to transfer load to the WwTP

e An Odour Control Unit (OCU) at the interface between the rising main and the

gravity sewer elements at Dubber
e A North Fringe Sewer (NFS) diversion to the proposed WwTP

e Abbotstown pumping station in grounds of National Sports Campus
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e A 11.3km outfall sewer including land and marine sections terminating at point

1km north-east of Ireland’s Eye
¢ Ancillary infrastructure including access roads and landscaping

e A Regional Biosolids Storage Facility at an 11.4 hectare site at Newtown,
Dublin 11.

Apart from the RBSF the project is generally described as the GDD project.

The development as described in the EIAR was amended by the addition of UV

treatment, which was introduced at the oral hearing.

The GDD is to be developed in a single phase and there is no indication of plans to
develop further phases at this time, although previous proposals were for a higher
PE level and the project incorporates space for expansion should that be required.

There is no requirement for the Board to assess any future phases.

The RBSF will be constructed in two phases and phase 1 will be operational at the
time of construction of phase 2 of the RBSF and of the GDD.

Alternatives

The EIA Directive requires that an EIAR contain a description of the description of
reasonable alternatives studied by the developer, which are relevant to that project,
including, as appropriate, an outline of the likely evolution of the current state of the
environment without implementation of the project (baseline scenario), as a means
of improving the quality of the environmental impact assessment process and of
allowing environmental considerations to be integrated at an early stage in the

project's design.

| refer to the earlier sections of this report which deals with this matter. | have
considered all of the written and oral submissions made in relation to alternatives. It
is relevant to note that the principle of developing a large wastewater treatment plant
in North County Dublin has already been subject of SEA and that the follow-up
studies which emanated from that process were undertaken and formed the basis of

the project before the Board.

Volume 2A of the EIAR considers the main alternatives in relation to the overall

project including the RBSF. It describes the strategic scenarios, GDD alternative
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sites assessment and the route selection, the alternatives of the outfall location, the
potential for reuse of treated wastewater, alternatives to biosolids disposal including

thermal processes and landfill and alternative sites for the RBSF.

Throughout the documentation there are more references to alternatives which were
considered in terms of detailed design. In all | consider that there is ample evidence
that all reasonable alternatives relevant to the project were considered and that
environmental considerations were integrated throughout all stages of the project
design. In my opinion, it is clear that the selection of the alternative chosen has taken

into account environmental effects of the project.

The do-nothing scenario is considered in the EIAR and rejected on the basis of five
Major Negative Impacts under the Environmental Objectives of Biodiversity,
Population and Human Health, Water, Air Quality and Material Assets. The
assessment of this scenario is a legislative requirement under the EIA Directive. In
this case this option cannot be taken forward due to the Major Negative Impacts
which would arise and its effect on the curtailment of regional growth and its rejection

by the applicant is appropriate.

| consider that the legal requirement to provide a description of the reasonable
alternatives studied by the developer has been met.

Conclusion on EIAR Compliance with Legislation

| am satisfied that the information provided in the EIAR is reasonable and sufficient
to allow the Board to reach a reasoned conclusion on the significant effects of the
development on the environment, taking into account current knowledge and
methods of assessment to be incorporated into its decision on the planning
application. | am also satisfied that the information contained in the EIAR complies
with the provisions of Article 3, 5 and Annex (IV) of EU Directive 2014/52/EU
amending Directive 2011/92/EU.
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9.7.1.

9.7.2.

9.7.2.1.

Likely Significant Effects on the Environment

Introduction

In this section, | consider the direct and indirect significant effects of the development
against the factors set out under Article 3(1) of the EIA Directive 2014/52/EU:

a) population and human health;

b) biodiversity, with particular attention to species and habitats protected under
Directive 92/43/EEC and Directive 2009/147/EC,;

c) land, soil, water, air and climate;
d) material assets, cultural heritage and the landscape;
e) the interaction between the factors referred to in points (a) to (d).

In the assessment below | address the two project components under the above

factors.

| have carried out an examination of the information presented by the applicant
including the written reports, drawings and the EIAR and the information submitted
during the oral hearing. | have considered all of the written submissions made by the
planning authorities, prescribed bodies and observers. A summary of the main
issues raised during the course of the application has been set out at earlier and in
the appendix of this report. | have visited the site on the dates indicated on the front

cover.

In the assessment of impact significance | follow the terminology adopted in the
EIAR.

Population and Human Health

Population
Introduction and Existing Environment — GDD and RBSF

The EIAR provides detailed descriptions of the area including the location of

residential settlements, of economic resources and recreational amenities. A range
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of data is presented in relation to the relevant factors and amenities and facilities are
mapped.

The main residential areas in the vicinity of the overall project include houses at the
site boundary of the RBSF, Dubber Cottages close to the proposed OCU, traditional
two-storey housing estates at Belcamp and Darndale about 800m from the WwTP /
SHC site and to the south of the R135, a number of Traveller community residential
areas including at Cara Park which is over 600m from the southern boundary of the
WwTP / SHC site and close to the NFS diversion and access road and various
locations close to the proposed orbital pipeline, individual houses which are
scattered throughout and a number of apartment developments concentrated on the
area to the east of the WwTP/SHC site. Residential use of the hotel to the west of
the proposed WwTP / SHC site was noted at the hearing. There are extensive lands
identified for future development notably the Gannon holdings to the east of the
WwTP/SHC site.

A community infrastructure audit reported that sporting facilities and amenities are
adequately provided for across the project area notably at Abbotstown and
Portmarnock coast but also throughout the region. This includes highly valued
amenities such as Velvet Strand and major national institutions such as the NSC and
NAC. Local amenities of more importance for daily recreation use by residents

include GAA clubs, golf clubs and parks such as Belcamp Park.

Tourist amenities in the area include major infrastructure such as the airport and
associated uses including hotels. National sporting infrastructure also has a tourist
dimension. Assets of tourist importance include Malahide Castle and other houses

and landscapes of cultural heritage value.

Economic activity reported in the EIAR includes airport related uses, several
business parks and a variety of small businesses which serve the needs of the local
population including Kinsealy riding centre. The planned expansion of airport related
economic uses is noted. Marine related activities include commercial fisheries
focused on shellfish and recreational uses of the marine environment including

kayaking, sailing and diving.

The study area contains significant healthcare uses including St Michael’s House at
Belcamp which is under 600m from the WwTP site, 200 m from the proposed access
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road. Connolly Hospital and St Francis Hospice Blanchardstown would be 450 m to
220 m from the proposed APS and compound 1. Cappagh National Orthopaedic
Hospital is 400 m from the proposed orbital pipeline. Community infrastructure close
to the study area includes cemeteries. Educational facilities include a number of

primary and secondary schools and a third level college.
Potential Impacts - RBSF

The provision of the RBSF facility which would support residential and economic
development is considered to be a Significant Positive Impact on Population.
Otherwise as suggested in the EIAR the category ‘Population’ is not especially
pertinent to the RBSF site and all of the matters arising are best considered under

‘Human Health’ and other particular topics.

There are houses close to the RBSF site at the eastern site boundary. While the
movement of construction and operational phase HGVs would be perceptible as
would the scale of the completed RBSF facility | consider that impacts would be
Slight and not generally Significant, having regard to the existing and emerging
character of the area and the nature and position of the development. Uses in the
area are largely industrial and commercial and there are no recreational or tourist
amenities of significance close to the RBSF site. As such the impact on resident,
working and visiting populations would not constitute Significant Impacts as a result

of landscape changes or impacts on amenities.

Positive effects which are noted include employment (direct and indirect) but the
number of posts would not be described as a Significant Impact.

Potential Impacts - GDD
| consider that the Significant Impacts on population from the GDD are:

1. Positive long-term impacts to population through the provision of facilities to

support residential and economic development.

2. Indirect positive effects from the protection of water quality and dependent

recreation facilities.

3. The impact due to road closures and diversions at three local roads where

open cut techniques are to be used and where residential properties are
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affected for about 3 days. The impact would be Significant Negative and
Temporary.

4. The impact on Kinsealy Riding Centre through which the pipeline traverses.
Due to the nature of this facility involving horses and children the impact of
construction through these lands would be Significant Negative and
Temporary.

5. A major alteration to the access arrangement to Craobh Chiarain GAA will be
required in connection with construction of the WwTP/SHC site access road.

This impact would be Significant Negative and Temporary.

6. Impacts to the grounds of the NSC and NAC due to construction traffic and
the direct impact on the national cross country track through which the orbital

pipeline passes. This is a Significant Negative Temporary Impact.

7. The impacts on some individual houses, including as a result of construction
phase working relating to tunnelling. This is a Significant Negative Temporary

Impact.

8. Provision of new infrastructure which will support development of new
residential and employment areas. This would be a Significant Positive Long-

term impact.

The EIAR concludes that the impact on a waste recycling facility by reason of short
term (1-2 day) road closure to facilitate open cut construction is a Significant
Negative Temporary Impact. A traffic light will be installed to regulate HGV
movements. Even prior to this mitigation measure | would not describe this as
Significant as described in Table 6.1 in view of the nature and location of the facility

and access road.

Construction employment in the order of 300 jobs and about 40 jobs in the
operational period is described in the EIAR as a Slight Positive Impact. | consider
that this is a reasonable conclusion, | note that some of the employment is
specialised and that in this context there may be validity to the observers’ claim that
benefits will go abroad. The economic benefits to the area will however largely

remain.
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On the general issue of disruption to social and commercial activity due to road
works and traffic measures | note that it is proposed that the majority of roads are to
be crossed by trenchless techniques thus minimising impacts on resident and visiting

populations.

Bord Failte has commented on the possible consequences due to traffic congestion
in terms of access to Malahide but there is an alternative route. The possible
avoidance of the Portmarnock area in its entirety as suggested is not supported in
the traffic assessment undertaken and is unlikely to deter a high proportion of users

due to rail access as an option for visitors travelling from the city in particular.

Disruption to access to recreation facilities at Velvet Beach include noise and visual
intrusion and car parking impacts. These would be Neutral and Imperceptible
Impacts in my opinion as the activities / resources themselves could still be enjoyed

and access to Velvet Strand maintained.

In general construction and operational traffic will add to traffic levels at junctions
which are already congested notably at the Clonshaugh Road area in the operational
phase. While there would be a negative impact at that location the overall impact
including in the construction and operational phases is described as Neutral and
Imperceptible as the project GDD traffic is proportionally small. Due to the level of

congestion arising at a particular junction this remains a significant effect.

Impacts on commercial and recreational fishing during construction due to temporary
loss of grounds is described in the EIAR as a Slight Negative Temporary Impact. |
agree with this conclusion. There will be a particular impact along the working
corridor but other fishing areas will be available and the duration is short. The long-

term impacts are considered to be Neutral and Imperceptible.

Use of the sea environment for recreation such as sailing may be affected by
construction of the marine outfall which will take place in the summer months.
However | note that there are no direct impacts on access to fixed infrastructure and
it is considered that impacts on recreational uses can be managed and will not result

in significant adverse impacts.

Impacts on tourism related transport infrastructure would be described as Neutral
and Imperceptible. | consider that there would be minor adverse effects on the views
from hotels near the site pending maturation of planting. The visual and traffic
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disturbance impacts related to the construction phase would have a Slight Negative
on tourist amenities including hotels and beach access. In the overall scheme of
things | consider that the impact on tourist amenities would reasonably be described
as Slight, Negative and Short-term. | reject the idea that there would be significant
effects on any emerging hotel areas or on the image of Ireland due to views from the
air / airport of the site of the WwTP / SHC in construction of operational phases. |

consider that there are no relevant Significant Impacts on tourist amenities.
Disturbance to agricultural activities is addressed under Agronomy / Material Assets.
Mitigation and Residual Impacts

| am satisfied that the mitigation measures presented to address the Significant
Negative and Temporary Impacts on three local roads serving residential
development and involving diversions to ensure that access is maintained at all

times results in a Slight Negative Brief residual impact.

To address the impacts on Kinsealy Riding Centre it is proposed to limit works so
that peak hours are not impacted and to minimise use of large machines, alarms etc.
The conclusion presented in the EIAR is that these measures would reduce the
Significant Negative and Temporary Impacts to Moderate Negative and Temporary
Impacts. On balance | consider that this is a reasonable conclusion.

The changes to the Craobh Chiarain GAA access involve mitigation including a
permanent re-routing of the access and would not directly interfere with use of
facilities and would give rise to a Neutral and Imperceptible Residual Impact level it
may be concluded.

At the NSC there are options for re-routing courses including the national cross
country routes. The area would be impacted by a substantial construction phase
including compound 1 and there would be considerable use of the grounds of NSC
and NAC by HGVs. This would be mitigated by a CEMP including traffic
management. The result would be a Moderate Negative Temporary Residual

impact.

| consider that the tunnelling impacts affecting a house at Golf Course Road is
amendable to mitigation only involving relocation of residents for a few days. |

consider that this would remain a Negative Significant Temporary Residual impact.
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9.7.2.2.

| consider that due to the level of additional congestion arising at a particular junction

this remains a significant effect.

Human Health
Overview

In addressing the topic of human health for the purposes of EIA the requirement,
which is set out in national guidance is to consider human health in the context of

other factors in Article 3(1) of the Directive.
Potential Impacts - GDD
| consider that the potential Significant Impacts on Human Health from the GDD are:

1. Noise and vibration impacts on a small number of sensitive receptors and on
the hospital and hospice during construction would constitute Moderate to
Imperceptible Impacts. Other facilities which are likely to be impacted will not
be occupied during evening or night time. Impact duration would be Short-

term.

2. Aspergillus is of concern where there is largescale construction and where
vulnerable communities are present, and could affect medical facilities close
to compound 1 in the construction phase. It is not otherwise of concern to
human health. | consider that this is a Potential Short-term Significant Impact.

3. Due to the protection of public water supply and the marine environment the

development would be associated with Significant Positive Impacts.
4. Positive impacts through the provision of wastewater infrastructure.

In general as set out in the EIAR the main significant impacts due to noise are those
which arise at night-time and due to use of tunnel boring machines on a 24 hour
basis. The impacted receptors include Connolly hospital West Wing where there
are occupied wards and the careful location of machinery is set out as a mitigation
measure. Other potential noise sensitive receptors including units of Connolly
hospital, schools and St Michael’s House will not be occupied at night. The EIAR
identified the consultation on this matter which has taken place. There is one house
(R35 on Golf Links Road) where night time noise levels will be in excess of the

30dBLaeq criterion for indoor rooms at night and for a period of more than a few days
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(up to ten days is likely due to tunnelling through the night) and where relocation of
residents would be the only effective mitigation.

In general | consider that the construction noise impacts are reasonable and are
achievable. At the hearing Fingal County Council reiterated its support for condition
13 of its recommendation. This includes measures relating to Connolly hospital and
APS and other sensitive receptors. There is no significant divergence between the
applicant’s approach and the requirements of the planning authority. The
recommended general condition to agree a noise and vibration plan provides for

these details to be addressed by the planning authority.

The observers comment on the potential effects from operational noise from
Dubber OCU. | note the separation distance between this small facility and the
nearest houses, which is in the order of 350m at which distance | do not consider
that there would be any significant noise impacts and no human health impacts. |
consider that the same conclusion may be drawn in relation to the noise impacts at

Baleskin Reception Centre which is 250m from the noise source.

| have considered the potential for significant adverse marine water quality
impacts in the operational phase (including in the event of plant failure) relating to
bathing waters or shellfish water. Such events could to give rise to indirect human
health impacts. My conclusion is that there is no likelihood of such effects, hence my

position as above that public health impacts would be positive.

Significant indirect effects on drinking water quality at private wells during
construction, which could impact human health can be discounted in view of
proposals to monitor any potentially affected wells and to provide alternative
sources. | am also satisfied that the pipeline location and construction will eliminate

leakages which could impact human health.

The SHC provides a new facility for disposal of sludge arising from maintenance of
septic tanks and thus indirectly protects aquifers used for drinking water and

protects human health. This is a Moderate Long-term Positive Impact.

| have outlined and assessed the predications for air quality under the construction
phase and based on the good site and traffic management and compliance with the
TA Luft standards for dust and particulates | consider that there is no likelihood of
significant adverse health impacts. | refer to the EPA guidance, which recommends
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consideration of health impacts in terms of adopted standards, which set limits for
the purposes of health protection of vulnerable people.

Localised elevated dust emissions and traffic related emissions are not ruled out and
| note the concerns of observers who testify to particular health impacts amongst
family members, including residents close to the WwTP / SHC site. Notwithstanding
these factors | consider that it can be concluded for the purposes of EIA that the
population would not experience significant dust related health impacts. | refer to Dr
Hogan’s point also that the standards are set to ensure protection of vulnerable
rather than robust individuals (OH-13-26).

| have separately addressed dust related vehicle emissions in the construction
phase and noted the assessment of NO2 and PMao at various sensitive receptors. |
have concluded that there is no likelihood of significant air quality impacts. That was
amongst the concerns of Mrs Elaine Jones who referred to the health of individual
family members and considered that the matter of vehicle emissions had not been

properly assessed.

As air emissions from the facilities in the operational period will not breach the
AQS | agree with the applicant’s conclusion that there will be no adverse human

health effects. | have addressed this matter in more detail in the Planning section.

Regarding the observers’ concerns in relation to fungal spores and viruses
including antimicrobial resistant bacteria, | consider that there is no reasonable basis
for concluding that there would be significant adverse impacts in the context of the
fully enclosed facilities and the high levels of design and treatment. Further | note
that one of the main focuses of the observers concern relate to a permitted
development and not to the proposed development. In this regard | refer the Board

back to the Planning section of my report.

Odour would not be associated with direct health impacts and a very low boundary
limit is set in any case. Some observers have raised issues relating to indirect effects
and cumulative impacts. | note in this regard that the EIAR also refers to
psychological impacts, which are described as Imperceptible. | concur with this

assessment.
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Regarding other issues which are raised in observations including health issues
relating to rodents, these matters are amenable to being addressed by the proposed

rodent and pest control plan and would not constitute potential Significant Impacts.
Mitigation and Residual Impacts - GDD

The requirement for mitigation arises in relation to construction noise and
Aspergillus. In its commitment to adhere to guidance on Aspergillus | consider that
the applicant has ensured that there would be no significant effect in this regard.
There is also a potentially significant noise impact from the works at Connolly
hospital. Part of the mitigation for Aspergillus involves maintaining closed windows,
which is also identified as a reason that noise impacts predicted will not affect
patients (but not as a noise mitigation measure). The particular buildings which are
of concern are modern structures, which would be likely to be well provided for in
terms of air conditioning. The mitigation which is presented in section 7.5.2 for noise
in the construction phase includes that rock breaking and piling at this location and at
the house at Golf Course Road would be restricted to daytime hours only. This point
was re-stated at the hearing and would be likely to be incorporated in any noise
management plan. In the context of the lack of specific objection from St Francis
Hospice or Connolly Hospital (HSE) on this matter and having regard to the DPHLG
guidance | conclude that impacts arising after mitigation are acceptable. The high
background level is also noted at this location and in this context | concur with the
conclusion that the measures proposed would reduce the Residual Impact
significance to Moderate at this location.

| consider that similar conclusions may be drawn at locations close to houses where
24 hour tunnelling will be required. The impacts from noise will be within adopted
criteria but at a number of houses there will remain a Moderate or Significant Impact
even after mitigation. Prior notification of residents which is proposed would
mitigated the impacts. Apart from re-location of residents of specific individual
houses particularly R35 for the 10 day duration (which has been suggested) there is

no further evident means to address this matter.

In relation to impacts which are purely related to vibration the information presented
in the EIAR shows that the levels of vibration which are predicted would not result in

adverse impacts to property including underground infrastructure. There is a need
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however for a method statement in relation to the operation of medical
equipment at Connolly hospital and | consider that this should be specified to be

included as part of any plan to be agreed with the planning authority.

As such there is a Significant Residual Short-term Impact due to noise and vibration.
Residual Positive Impacts related to protection of bathing water and shellfish water
quality and indirectly due to treatment of sludge in the SHC are likely.

Potential Impacts - RBSF

| address the proposed land spreading of biosolids largely in relation to water
quality impacts. Any health impacts would be considered to be an indirect effect of
the RBSF in the event that water pollution gave rise to health impacts as a result of
drinking water contamination or in relation to foodstuffs. | am satisfied that there is
insufficient evidence to support any conclusion that there would be significant
adverse health impacts including through long-term indirect effects on water and
food consumed by humans.

Construction phase noise and dust effects would impact on residential populations
near the site but this would be a Short-term Slight impacts as a result of the minor
nature of increases in noise and dust. When taken in combination these effects could
give rise to Short-term Slight impacts on human health.

Regarding potential cumulative impacts of the RBSF and Dubber OCU there is
no reasonable likelihood of significant odour impacts such as might give rise to
psychological impacts and as such constitute a health impact. | have earlier
considered the matter of cumulative impacts and the evidence of Dr Shanahan to the
hearing. | consider that there is no potential for significant adverse effects from air
emissions including odours including when considered on a cumulative level so as to

materially breach the standards for a significant duration.

| am satisfied that there are no other significant adverse effects on human health

including in relation to transport of biosolids by road from the GDD site.

The economic benefits arising from employment could be considered to constitute
indirect positive impacts on human health through improved access to well-being
and healthcare, but it would not be a significant impact.
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9.7.2.3.

| conclude that there are no potential Significant Impacts on Human Health from the

RBSF. Any impacts would be limited to slight impacts in the construction phase.
Mitigation - RBSF

The measures proposed for the construction stage are centred on preparation and
adherence to the CEMP, a traffic management plan and other measures in the EIAR.
The Community Laision Officer will be available to deal with complaints in the first

instance and for community consultation.
Residual Impacts - RBSF

| concur with the position set out in the EIAR in relation to residual impacts namely

that there would be no significant adverse impacts.

Conclusion on Population and Human Health — GDD and RBSF

Having regard to the above, | am satisfied that the impacts identified would be
avoided, managed or mitigated by measures forming part of the proposed GDD and
RBSF development. | am therefore satisfied that the proposed development would
not have any unacceptable significant direct or indirect impacts on Population and
Human Health. | conclude that following mitigation the significant effects on

Population and Human Health are as described below.

Positive long-term impacts to population and human health from the provision of
adequate wastewater and sludge treatment and from the provision of biosolids
storage capacity to support planned residential and economic growth in the Dublin
region while securing compliance with European Directives. Positive long-term
indirect impacts to human health from the protection of bathing water and

commercial shellfish areas.

Significant negative temporary impacts on population and human health as a result
of noise and vibration and disturbance. The sensitive receptors which are likely to
be impacted include parts of Connolly hospital, St Francis hospice and some
individual houses and a school. Potential impacts on Connolly Hospital are
minimised through design mitigation measures including the construction of a 1km
tunnel to accommodate the orbital pipeline through the campus, by mitigation
measures to ensure maintenance of emergency routes and by measures to minimise

air and noise effects on the use of wards. Temporary rehousing of residents will be
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considered in the case of individual residential properties, in the absence of other
mitigation being sufficient. Dust impacts and emissions from vehicles during the
construction phase will have a temporary and highly localised impact.
Notwithstanding the mitigation measures proposed, the residual impacts could still

be significant albeit localised and temporary in duration.

The adoption of conservative odour criteria minimises potential adverse impacts
due to odour. The design, implementation and monitoring of odour abatement

systems and adherence to the adopted criteria set out in the EIAR and by condition
below will ensure that odour emissions do not reach a level that could cause odour

nuisance at or beyond the site boundary of any of the facilities.

Operational traffic will result in increased congestion at junctions which are already
congested and which will be congested at the time of operation of the wastewater
treatment plant and the regional biosolids storage facility. The proposed
development will add to delays at those locations.

9.7.3. Biodiversity
In this section | present
e asummary of the baseline environment
e a description of the potential significant impacts
e an assessment of the mitigation and residual impacts

on marine biodiversity, ornithology, terrestrial biodiversity and freshwater aquatic
biodiversity as a result of the construction and operation of the GDD and RBSF as

relevant.

This section of this report should be considered in conjunction with the Appropriate
Assessment section, wherein some of the information to support conclusions is

provided.

9.7.3.1. Marine biodiversity
GDD

Overview and baseline environment
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A marine impact assessment in the EIAR addresses potential impacts on the
benthos, marine mammals, fish, plankton and water quality and reports on the
extensive range of surveys undertaken between 2012 and 2017 including
geophysical and benthic surveys of the outfall pipeline (marine section) route,
underwater surveys of the reefs at Ireland’s Eye and extensive monitoring of harbour

porpoise. | consider that the following survey / research results are noteworthy:

e Mapping of Baldoyle Bay SAC confirmed its extent accords with the SAC
designation. The marine outfall passes underneath.

e Other relevant sites include Rockabill to Dalkey Island SAC where the diffuser
and part of the outfall are located and Ireland’s Eye SAC, 800m to the south.

e Marine habitats of importance for wintering birds include mudflats and

sandflats, qualifying saltmarsh interests for Baldoyle SAC and rocky reefs.

¢ Land and boat based surveys confirmed the importance of the area for
harbour porpoise. IWDG records show bottle nose dolphin use the outfall
pipeline area on a regular basis and year round. Both are Annex |l species.
Other infrequent cetacean sightings are in Table 9.14.

e Harbour (common) seals and grey seals (qualifying interests of Lambay Island
SAC) forage within / around discharge point and breed on Ireland’s Eye.

e Underwater noise recording and modelling were undertaken.
¢ Marine benthos along the outfall pipeline is a diverse but typical population.

¢ No hard reef features (or other Annex 1 habitats) were recorded along outfall
pipeline route (marine section). Inter-tidal and subtidal rocky reef complexes

(Annex 1) are recorded on the northern and eastern shorelines of Ireland Eye.

e Highly mobile surface sediments are present at the marine diffuser location.
There is high sediment content where reefs at Ireland’s Eye are present.
There is a low ow concentration of metals, PCBs and aromatic compounds

along the proposed outfall pipeline route (marine section).

e Mussel reefs which are along the south and west of Ireland’s Eye would be
sensitive to smothering and in dense aggregations can be designated as an

Annex | habitat. They are not present along the outfall pipeline.
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e Key water quality parameters relevant to marine ecology are discussed in
section 9.3.5 of EIAR along with the surveys undertaken. Unpolluted status of
Dublin Bay (HAQ09) transitional waters in terms of the Nitrates Directive.
Ecological status of the transitional waters at the location of the outfall is

presently undetermined but previously was good.

e Otters may occur in the area on occasion especially in Baldoyle estuary but
may be discounted as a key receptor for assessment purposes due to the
infrequent visits and negligible likelihood of being directly impacted by
pollution events. Indirect impacts relating to prey are addressed under the

assessment of fish.

¢ Fisheries interests recorded which are expected to be in the area include
Atlantic salmon, sea and river lamprey and various marine fish species
including some which are of importance as prey or are threatened or
vulnerable (cod, spurdog, sandeels, herring, sprat, plaice and whiting) and of

commercial value (notably razor clams).
| consider that the key receptors for biodiversity assessment are:

e The European sites in the immediate vicinity namely Baldoyle Bay SAC,
Rockabill to Dalkey Island SAC and Ireland’s Eye SAC.

¢ Mudflats and sandflats and three saltmarsh habitats and rocky reefs, which

are important for wintering birds and in their own right.
e Cetaceans (including harbour porpoise and bottle nose dolphins) and seals.
e Marine benthos.
e Fish and shellfish.
Potential Significant Impacts

Potential significant impacts construction phase impacts on ecological
receptors in the marine environment are discussed below. The significance attributed
in the list below is based on the terminology set out in Table 9.5 of the EIAR. The

information presented takes into account the oral hearing discussion.

e Working at the microtunnelling compounds which could impact

migratory and juvenile fish, benthos and otter by noise / vibration or
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pollution. This is considered to be an impact of Negligible Significance due
to use of bunded protection, pollution prevention measures and having regard
to possible pathways. The comments in the appropriate assessment section
relating to the containment of spillages are relevant to the protection of
sandeels which are important for harbour porpoise and is relevant also to
prey for birds. These impacts can be discounted from further consideration in

terms of marine biodiversity for the purposes of EIA.

e Tunnelling underneath the Baldoyle SAC is further discussed in the
appropriate assessment section. There are potential impacts due to surface
air venting or bentonite breakout which could result in small physical
breakages in the saltmarsh or mudflats or small spillages of bentonite. |
accept the applicant’s evidence that any such occurrence would have a
Negligible impact on benthos and fish but may induce some avoidance
including by seals and harbour porpoise. Any impacts on saltmarsh habitat in
the SAC would affect a very small area and would be of short-term duration
but resulting in a Minor Impact Significance due to the ecological value of

the saltmarsh habitat.

e There is also potential that noise and vibration related to tunnelling
operations would impact benthos, fish, seals and harbour porpoise and
other cetaceans. This is discussed in more detail in the appropriate
assessment section in relation to species which are qualifying interests of
European Sites and benthos. It may be concluded that vibration effects
would not impact marine benthos or other species. The detailed
underwater noise assessment was not subject of dispute at the oral hearing or
in written submissions. These impacts can be discounted from further

consideration in terms of marine biodiversity for the purposes of EIA.

e Waterborne noise impacts from the micro tunnelling operation is indicated to
be on the limit of perception for salmon and lamprey and no significant
adverse effect (avoidance or injury) is expected. | accept that vibration
associated with the TBM is well below a level which would be perceived by
marine benthos. These impacts can be discounted from further consideration

in terms of marine biodiversity for the purposes of EIA.
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e The noise impact on marine mammals due to microtunnelling is likely to
be imperceptible to cetaceans and likewise for seals based on the data
presented. | note that the Ecological Value assigned in the EIAR to seals is
Medium. Ms Joyce Kemper at the hearing reported on the importance of
Ireland’s Eye for seals based on the 2018 surveys. Attributing a higher
importance to Ireland’s Eye as a habitat for seals would not change the
assessment conclusions presented by the applicant as the EIAR evidence
takes into account significant use of the Portmarnock area and the outfall
pipeline route by seals. | consider that the noise impact which is short-term
and of negligible magnitude would be described as of Negligible Significance
except for the harbour porpoise for which a Minor Significance would be
attributed due to its ecological value.

e Dredging in the marine environment - impacting the benthic environment
potentially impacting reefs. The results of modelling undertaken are
reprised in section 9.4.3 of the EIAR. None of the discharged sediment will
impact the reefs at Ireland’s Eye. The impact magnitude of Negligible for a

short — term duration results in a Minor Impact Significance.

e Dredging plume may result in a small reduction in the area available to
seals and harbour porpoise for foraging although noise impacts may in
any case induce avoidance of the area. Harbour porpoise use echo-location
during navigating and hunting and are routinely found in areas of high natural
turbidity. Seals are likely to show avoidance if they encounter a plume.
Dredging plume in summary would have a Minor Impact Significance on

migratory fish and pinnipeds, on reefs and on harbour porpoise.

e Dredging through direct impacts on the seabed would give rise to a loss
of habitat for benthos and fish including sandeel (an important food source
for harbour porpoise and also affected by smothering), cod, marine benthos
and shellfish including the important commercial species razor clam. The
impact of dredging on the codling nursery was addressed at the hearing. Due
to the short-term impact and avoidance and rapid physical recovery of
the seabed (OH-32) | am satisfied that impacts would be of Negligible

Significance.
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e Pollution events including from vessels. The magnitude of such events is
at most Negligible and such events would have no more than a Negligible to
Minor Impact Significance on marine species. That matter was discussed at
the oral hearing following which | accept the case made by Irish Water in
relation to the dispersal of any pollution to levels which would be
inconsequential particularly at or near Ireland’s Eye. These impacts can be
discounted from further consideration in terms of marine biodiversity for the

purposes of EIA.

e Due to the duration of the construction there is potential for effects on
seasonal migration of salmonids, harbour porpoise and nursery fish

species in the area.

¢ Due to significant noise impacts predicted from the construction of the
interface between the micro-tunnelling and dredged area (which may
require sheet piling or installation of a caisson) and from the crossing of the
existing fibre-optic cable (which also may require sheet piling), harbour
porpoise, salmonids and pinnipeds may be exposed to potentially
harmful noise levels. The likely impact significance due to noise is Negligible
for marine fish and Minor for salmonids. The impact on pinnipeds and
cetaceans results in a Minor Significant Impact which will require mitigation to

monitor for the presence of the species during these activities.

e Loss of habitat along pipeline and at marine diffuser. Installation of the
marine diffuser will result in a direct impact on the seabed within the SAC but
there are no qualifying interests in this area and the overall impact to benthos
will be of Negligible significance. These impacts can be discounted from

further consideration in terms of marine biodiversity for the purposes of EIA.

¢ Noise associated with this activity will be related to the activity of vessels (no
piling is anticipated within the RDISAC). Noise impacts from the
construction of the marine diffuser are expected to be less than that of the

dredging activities and of Minor Significance for Harbour Porpoise.
In the operational phase the potential significant impacts are:

e Discharge has potential to affect water quality and shellfish. The diffuser is
located in an area where there is high levels of dispersal in the near field
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mixing zone and is designed to enhance dilution. Dispersal is predicted to be
by a factor of 20 within 50m and a factor of 33 within 500m. These impacts
can be discounted from further consideration in terms of marine biodiversity

for the purposes of EIA.

e The suspended solid load for normal operating conditions will be within
the range routinely recorded. No direct effect on harbour porpoise is
anticipated as this species is routinely found in high turbidity shallow waters.
In the worst case scenario of highest suspended solids load there would be
an almost imperceptible increase in background turbidity at 500m. A
radius of 500m would be equivalent to 0.07% of the total SAC. The
modelling also indicates that the sediment plume would discharge away
from Ireland’s Eye coastline. The resulting Minor Impact Significance due to
habitat loss for harbour porpoise and Negligible for the reef features is a solid
conclusion in my opinion. These impacts can be discounted from further

consideration in terms of marine biodiversity for the purposes of EIA.

e The consequences of a pollution event during the operation under
licence of the WwTP would be a Negligible Impact Significance. | concur
with this conclusion. | refer in this regard to Mr O’Keeffe’s statements to the
oral hearing and to the results of the modelling for process failure as dealt
with in the earlier section on marine water quality. These impacts can be
discounted from further consideration in terms of marine biodiversity for the

purposes of EIA.

¢ Regarding the localised predicted increase in DIN at the diffuser this may
lead to increased productivity and attract pinnipeds and cetaceans, resulting
in a negligible but potentially beneficial impact magnitude. It is shown in the
water quality modelling however that this will not lead to eutrophication.
Details of a 20 year benthic monitoring programme of a similar project are
reported in the EIAR. Negligible impacts to marine benthos (apart from the
immediate vicinity of the diffuser) were recorded, and at a distance of 750m
from the diffuser there would be no impact on the reef features. A Negligible
Impact Significance on reefs from the increase in DIN is a reasonable
conclusion. These impacts can be discounted from further consideration in

terms of marine biodiversity for the purposes of EIA.
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The operational impacts on different fish species will vary but a negligible
magnitude of impact can be anticipated overall including for commercial
fisheries. These impacts can be discounted from further consideration in
terms of marine biodiversity for the purposes of EIA.

Mitigation measures

The EIAR mitigation measures relevant to this topic are:

Related to the microtunnelling — avoidance of any discharges, CEMP and
other best practice management, volume and pressure management relating

to use of bentonite.

Related to the dredging of the subsea surface — discharge of dredged material
only on the flooding tide and monitoring of plume, ramping up of noise, vessel
management plan and use of passive acoustic monitoring and marine
mammal observers, establishment of safe zone, minimise duration of
dredging, stop if sightings by mammal observers, implementation of CEMP,

avoidance of discharge or disposal of waste to sea, MARPOL guidance.

Regarding installation of the marine diffuser — minimise duration of dredging,
monitoring of noise and use of marine mammal observers, cessation of works

where necessary and ramping up of noise on re-commencement.

Operational phase mitigation — adherence of targets in EIAR and licence

conditions.

Residual Impacts

Subject to the above measures and taking into account the proposals for control of

noise and maintenance of water quality, particularly the SWMP and CEMP, | concur

with the conclusion of the EIAR that the residual impacts of note would be:

Saltmarsh habitat impacts due to air break out - Negligible to Minor Residual

Impacts.

Harbour Porpoise impacts from sediment plume during construction — Minor

Residual Impacts.

Migratory fish impacts related to noise and vibration from works at tunnel

interface — Minor Residual Impacts.
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9.7.3.2.

¢ Negligible Residual Impacts otherwise predicted.

Ornithology
Ornithology — GDD and RBSF
Overview and baseline environment

In this section | consider the impacts from the GDD on estuarine, marine and

terrestrial ornithology.

Due to the distance and the land use at the RBSF site there is no reasonable
likelihood of significant impacts on estuarine or marine ornithology. Any relevant

ornithological comments are included under RBSF Terrestrial Ecology.

The EIAR has utilised sources of information which are recognised and presented
the results of a specific walkover, vantage point and boat based surveys. The timing
and methodology authorities is outlined and it appears to me to be appropriate and

was discussed at the oral hearing in relation to the Clonshaugh site in particular.

The key receptors identified include Baldoyle Bay SPA and other wetland sites of
significance importance for overwintering water birds including Malahide Estuary
SPA, Rogerstown Estuary SPA, Skerries Island SPA, North Bull Island SPA, South
Dublin Bay and Tolka River Estuary SPA. The baseline environment is described in
considerable detail in section 10.3 of the EIAR. This includes a number of tables
including a list of species recorded during baseline surveys which are also SCI’s of
Baldoyle Bay SPA (table 10.6), of other species recorded at this location generally
(table 10.7) and the birds listed as being present at Ireland’s Eye SPA and Howth

Head Coast SPA and recorded during the vantage point surveys.

Farmland birds reported in the area included the Annex | species the Kingfisher at
the Tolka. No works are proposed in the immediate river corridor and the area has
high levels of activity and noise. In general the breeding bird assemblage is of local
importance. There were no agglomerations of winter birds recorded apart from at the

coastal areas as discussed at the hearing.

During the consultation phase and in observers’ submissions the use of the WwTP
site by birds was raised and this was discussed at the hearing. The matters raised

included the possibility that migratory bird species from the coast used these fields
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for foraging and species identified included Brent geese, oystercatchers and curlew.

| am satisfied that there is no evidence to support the original submission in the EIAR
which does not attribute any particular ornithological value to this site. | have
discussed this further in the Appropriate Assessment section and in the oral hearing

summary. For the purposes of EIA | am satisfied that no further comment is needed.

At the RBSF site only one species of medium conservation concern (robin) was

noted. Snipe which was recorded was deemed likely to be visiting.
Potential Significant Impacts

It was identified in the EIAR and | concur with the conclusion that the key aspects of
the project impacts which could give rise to significant effects relate to the following:

e Disturbance/displacement due to land take in the vicinity of the
microtunnelling compounds 9 and 10 involving direct habitat loss and working

on a 24-hour basis for 18 months duration.

e Visual disturbance related to the above activities and involving construction

workers and vehicles and structures.

e Displacement or disturbance due to vessel activity in relation to the dredging
of the subsea section and laying of the pipeline. Similarly at the location of the

marine diffuser.

e Works at the interface and crossing of the fibre optic cable and maintenance.

Involving piling.

Noise related to piling at the proposed microtunnelling compounds which will take
place in daytime hours has the potential to impact birds at a distance of 90m from
the activity. Within that area is part of Baldoyle Bay SPA and the area of impact
would also encroach on the Quiet Zone, which is designated under the Portmarnock
South LAP. Surveys which were recently undertaken and are presented in the EIAR
indicate that low numbers of birds use these areas. There would be a degree of
habituations to noise at this location. Disturbance / displacement effects are
therefore not potentially significant in terms of general noise and habitat loss. Piling
will take place for two weeks only. It is concluded that a Negligible Impact
Significance will result and | consider that this conclusion is supported by oral

hearing discussion. The matter is further discussed in the appropriate assessment
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section. There is no requirement for further consideration of this matter in relation to

EIA.

| consider that there would be no significant indirect impacts on Baldoyle Bay

including from any plume or due to impacts on the sandeel population or other prey,

which matters are fully considered in the EIAR. The information presented by the

applicant is sufficient and this matter does not require assessment under EIA.

Potential significant impacts on estuarine, marine and terrestrial ornithology

are therefore identified below. This accords with the conclusions presented in Tables

10.15 and 10.16 of the EIAR in relation to estuarine and marine ornithology and with

Chapter 11 of the EIAR in relation to terrestrial ornithology.

Visual impacts affecting birds in an area up to 500m from
microtunnelling compounds and resulting in disturbance / displacement.
The areas which would be affected are large and the number of birds
including many species which are SCls of Baldoyle Bay SPA and Ireland’s
Eye SPA are high. For these SCI’'s a Major Impact Significance is concluded.
For the other birds found to use the area to be affected but which have a
lower ecological value a Moderate or Minor Impact Significance may be

concluded.

Disturbance / displacement due to piling and vessel traffic associated
with the interface and fibre optic crossing and the outfall pipeline work
and the marine diffuser construction, which could affect a range of birds
notably SCI’s of Ireland’s Eye SPA particularly auks and SCls of Howth Head
Coast SPA. The sensitivity of the relevant individual bird species to vessel
traffic, the distances from activity where disturbance is likely and the likely
presence of the species in the area including on the water during these
activities are all outlined in detail. The area of disturbance overlaps with
Ireland’s Eye SPA. Generally a Moderate Impact Significance.

Potential for significant impacts on farmland birds during the construction of
the GDD and the RBSF. Generally common and widespread species found in

surveys.
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Mitigation measures

The EIAR mitigation measures relevant to estuarine and marine ornithology

are:

Related to the visual disturbance effects at compounds 9 and 10 the erection
of hoarding under supervision of an ornithologist and in the appropriate period

is proposed.
Full reinstatement of ecological habitat at compounds 9 and 10.
Vessel Management Plan as detailed in Appendix A10.2.

In order to address particular sensitive receptors which could be affected by
dredging, restriction on the timing of construction is required — works between

April and October.

Mitigation relating to farmland birds includes suitable timing of vegetation
removal, suitable checking, replanting and provision at the site of the WwTP

and APS of nest boxes and cavities.

During construction, no vegetation would be cleared from the site during the
bird breeding season to avoid disturbance to nests, subject to results of a

breeding bird survey, prior to construction.

| consider that the evidence presented is sound, is based on expert and experienced

advice and that the mitigation measures are appropriate and capable of

implementation.

Residual Impacts

| consider that it may be concluded that following mitigation measures relevant to the

ecological receptors, which are likely to be impacted by the GDD the following

summarises the Significance of Residual Impacts.

Visual disturbance impacts at microtunnelling compounds — Residual
Moderate Impact Significance for SCI species and Minor Impact Significance

otherwise.

Vessel disturbance and piling related noise at interface and fibre optic

crossing — Residual Minor Impact Significance.
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9.7.3.3.

No Significant Residual Impacts on farmland birds as a result of the GDD,

including from the use of the WwTP site.

Terrestrial and Freshwater Aquatic Biodiversity.

This topic is relevant to all elements of the GDD and RBSF.

Terrestrial Biodiversity - GDD

Overview and baseline environment — GDD

Regarding terrestrial ecology and baseline conditions:

60% of the GDD project is within transitional or buffer zones of Dublin Bay
UNESCO Biosphere reserve and the GDD involves tunnelling under a core
area of the Biosphere reserve. Qualifying features of European sites are

within the zone of influence.

The project passes under Baldoyle Bay pNHA and close to Royal Canal
pNHA (350m to the south at Abbottstown), Sluice River Marsh pNHA (910 m
north of outfall pipeline route) and Feltrim Hill pNHA (1.2 km north of the
orbital pipeline) and passes through or encroaches into Nature Development
Areas (NDAs) and Ecological Buffer Zones (EBZs) identified in the FCDP
2017 and the Fingal Biodiversity Action Plan 2010 — 2015 and which are
located at Abbottstown, Sillogue Park Golf club, Mayne (compound 7) and

Portmarnock (compound 9).

Details of surveys reported in the EIAR included examination of possible
Annex | dune habitats at compound 10, other fauna and terrestrial habitat

surveys, bat, badger, otter and smooth newt surveys.

Terrestrial habitats are described 11.3.2 of the EIAR. Noteworthy features include:

Compound 9 will be in located in horticultural land and compound 10 in an
area of improved amenity grassland both of which habitats are of local
importance (lower value). Mixed fixed dune (CD3) habitat of local value
occurs east of the proposed temporary construction compound where outfall

pipeline route will be tunnelled. There is no potential loss of Annex | habitats.

General absence of protected plant species. Significant local importance of

trees and hedgerows including for their value in supporting protected species.
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e Smooth newt is present at ponds at Coldwinters / compound 2.

e Identification of badger setts — there are 8 setts within corridor.

e Absence of significant bat roosts but detailed surveys were undertaken.
e Absence of signs of otter but their presence is likely.

An observer Mr Michael Keating has raised issues relating to the adequacy of the
ecological assessment and the likely impact on a pond and meadow habitat north
and northwest of the NCT site at Ballymun. The orbital pipeline would pass through
the lands. While smooth newt was not detected at the site they are present at a
location 250m to the north. A large number of common frog (1454 adults in 2019)
together with birds and insects are reported in the submitted survey. Bat activity in
the area is stated to have been recorded for two species in hedgerows and treelines
along the boundary with the golf club.

This observation was discussed at the oral hearing (OH-44). In relation to the
adequacy of the survey data presented this site is not given specific priority in the
EIAR. However, Mr McCrory referred to the suite of surveys (2012-2017) which were
undertaken as described in section 11.2.3 of the EIAR and he also noted that any
survey is a snapshot. The report of Mr Keating identifies a range of protected fauna
and aquatic invertebrates, with some emphasis on common frog. The species

reported by Mr Keating were all surveyed and assessed in the EIAR.

| conclude that the assessment of terrestrial biodiversity undertaken was based on
sufficient survey material, including in relation to the Sillogue NDA site at Ballymun
and the other NDAs and EBZs.

Terrestrial Biodiversity - Potential impacts - GDD

The potential significant construction phase impacts on terrestrial biodiversity

are discussed below:

e Potentially significant impact on mixed broadleaved woodland, on hedgerows

and tree lines, on bats, smooth newt and badgers.

e Loss of habitats of local importance. NDAs could be directly affected.
Potential impact on EBZs. Compound 9 site comprises approximately 20% of
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the quiet zone designated under the LAP as a supporting function for
migratory birds.

¢ Indirect impact on species due to removal of woodland hedgerows and tree

lines which are foraging and commuting routes.

e Throughout the GDD including pipeline routes, the APS and the WwTP / SHC
sites the removal treelines and hedgerows and mixed woodland would reduce
bat foraging habitat and availability of insect species resulting in a direct
significant adverse impact on bats. Potential impact on mature broadleaf trees
at WwTP and Blanchardstown, which may occasionally be roosting or resting
places for small numbers of bats. Potential disturbance of bats due to lighting
in the construction phase.

e Direct impacts on five ponds at Coldwinters, which are used by smooth
newts. Displacement and potential for harm.

e Directimpacts on badger setts within the proposed construction corridor.
Displacement and potential for harm. One active sett and one disused sett
likely to be impacted by construction disturbance. Neither is a main breeding
session or an annex to a main breeding sett. Three setts will be directly

impacted during construction.

¢ Regarding the WwTP site the removal of 1.6 km of hedgerows (800m of
which abuts a drainage ditch along the southern boundary) is a permanent

loss of a feature of local importance (higher value).
e Loss of wet grassland (GS4) at Kildonan including removal of seed bank.

e Impact on Sillogue NDA near Northpoint at Ballymun is likely to include
potential impacts on common frog, badgers and bats as identified in the
relation to the individual species above. There is also potential for common

newt to re-located from the drain at the golf course to the north.

The potential significant operational phase impacts on terrestrial biodiversity
are described in section 11.5 including a summary table 11.15. Regarding

receptors of ecological significance | note as follows:
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¢ Directional drilling at Blanchardstown will pass under roots of trees in the
Tolka Valley Regional Park (part of the NDA) avoiding any direct or indirect
habitat impact.

¢ Regarding the submission of Ballymun Wildlife Group (also referred to as the
Keating report) the oral hearing response of Mr McCrory refers (OH-63). The
area to be impacted is the Silloge Park Golf Club NDA. NDA'’s have been
identified in order to provide opportunities for habitat improvement and this
objective is not prevented by temporary use for construction — these areas are
not designated for occurrence of protected species. The EIAR acknowledges
direct habitat loss. | agree with the conclusion that this temporary impact does
not undermine the long term opportunities for habitat improvement as the
orbital sewer will affect only a small part of the NDA and largely is installed
underground at this location. Translocation of species under NPWS licence

as required.

e No part of the project is within any habitat above the mean high water mark
which is part of a European site or within any terrestrial NHA or pNHA and no

impacts on the pNHAs including indirect impacts are likely.

e No component or aspect of the project is to be located within any terrestrial

NHA or pNHA there will be no impacts during the operational phase.

Regarding mammals other than those referred to above, no anticipated
operational activities giving rise to noise or visual disturbance is likely and there is
no additional land take. Hedgerows will be re-established and tree surveys

undertaken.

My conclusion therefore is that the potentially significant impacts on

terrestrial biodiversity are:
e Habitat impacts including loss of a wet grassland at Kildonan.

o Habitat impacts related to loss of hedgerows, trees and scrub along the

pipeline.

e Impacts on protected species and which require licence from NPWS including
smooth newt, bats, common frog and badger, including at the lands at

Northpoint.

ABP301908-18 / ABP302039-18 Inspector’s Report Page 188 of 399



Disturbance or reduction of habitat for farmland birds and bats.

Mitigation and Residual Impacts - GDD

The EIAR sets out a range of mitigation to address terrestrial habitat impacts and

notes that the GDD has been designed as far as possible to avoid high-value

biodiversity receptors, much of it will be underground with habitats reinstated.

A further overarching mitigation measures for terrestrial biodiversity as set out in

11.7.1 include appointment of an Ecological Clerk of Works to act as a liaison in

the discharge of planning conditions relating to biodiversity.

Specific mitigation measures relevant to terrestrial biodiversity are:

Reinstatement and replanting will be undertaken along the pipeline routes
and where relevant topsoil from wet grassland and neutral grassland habitats
will be reinstated its original location. The oral hearing discussion on tree and
hedgerow surveys and the condition recommended below is an associated

mitigation.

Regarding terrestrial habitats all hedgerows are proposed to be re-instated
as feasible and planting will be implemented as part of the landscape
strategy, resulting in ecological corridors which will be maintained in the
operational phase.

Activities affecting the smooth newt at Coldwinters would be subject to licence
and at the hearing NPWS accepted in the circumstances of the case that to
obtain a licence prior to the application would not be reasonable. This point
refers also to badgers. Avoidance of the core breeding area of smooth
newt at Coldwinters, including the largest pond which retains water all year
is proposed by the applicant. Elsewhere it is proposed to capture and relocate
the species from affected ponds to an alternative pond prior to construction

and undertaking of works under licence with monitoring as necessary.

Various measures are set out in relation to the protection of bats in the
construction and operation phase, the nature of which | would describe as
fairly standard best practice for large scale projects but which | consider have
been thorough addressed in the application documents. Section 11.7.4 of the

EIAR refers for example. These include measures specific to the major
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construction sites required for the development and to the pipeline routes and
involve protection of bats and reinstatement of habitat.

e Mitigation for badgers will include pre-construction surveys, disturbance
licences, exclusion and closure of five badger setts (three permanently). A
Wildlife Act disturbance licence will be obtained. Two setts which are to be
reopened will be protected from construction activity by an exclusion zone.
The fence for the proposed construction corridor will allow unimpeded

movement of badger.

e Many of the above matters are relevant to the Sillogue NDA. Given the
concern which has arisen and the possibility that the nearby population of
smooth newt (or any other mobile species) might take up residence at this site
prior to construction and to the most up to date information presented by
observers in relation to the importance of the site for common frogs, |
recommend a condition requiring agreement with the planning authority
on restoration proposals for this site. Together with the condition
recommended elsewhere relating to tree protection and surveys and the
licencing procedures which would be operated by NPWS, | consider that no

significant residual impacts are likely.

| agree with the applicant’s conclusion that there are no significant residual

impacts on terrestrial biodiversity related to the GDD.

Regarding difficulties encountered in the compilation of the EIAR the applicant notes
that a small number of locations could not be accessed. There is no indication
from any of the written submissions that these areas require further consideration.

Terrestrial Biodiversity - RBSF
Terrestrial Biodiversity - Overview and baseline environment — RBSF

The site comprises areas of grassland, with dry meadow and grassy verges and
areas. There are 3 no. European Sites within 10km and these are separately

considered in detail under the appropriate assessment section of this report. There
are no pathways to the proposed Natural Heritage site within 5km of the site and

therefore no possible impact.
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The site of the proposed RBSF can reasonably be described as being of local
importance (higher value) for terrestrial biodiversity. The key receptors identified

in surveys include:
e Signs of badger foraging and commuting on the site. No setts.

e Five bat species recorded on the site, mostly Leisler’s bat, with some activity

of Common pipistrelle, and low numbers of the other species.

e |t was determined that the trees and structures on site are not suitable for
roosting of bats and | accept this conclusion. Treelines and hedgerows
deemed to be of negligible value for roosting bats but of importance for

commuting.
e Bat activity largely was absent from part of site where buildings are proposed.
Potential Significant Impacts - RBSF

Potential significant impacts on terrestrial biodiversity from the RBSF are identified
below. | accept the conclusions of the EIAR. | conclude that the following

Significance of Impacts may be attributed:

e As the proposal subject of this application retains half of the site grassland
which will be suitable foraging for badgers and there are no significant
changes to boundary hedgerows and proposals to introduce a landscaped
berm, the impact on bats, badgers, habitat value is Imperceptible.

e Operational phase impacts will be Imperceptible.
Mitigation measures - RBSF
The EIAR mitigation measures relevant to terrestrial biodiversity are:

e Application of standard measures to protect birds and bats and prevention of

invasive species spread.
e Planting to mitigate loss of trees, lighting to consider bats.
Residual Impacts - RBSF

As a result of the mitigation measures relevant to the ecological receptors the

Significance of Residual Impacts is Imperceptible.

ABP301908-18 / ABP302039-18 Inspector’s Report Page 191 of 399



9.7.3.4.

Freshwater Aquatic biodiversity
Freshwater Aquatic Biodiversity — GDD
Freshwater Aquatic Biodiversity - Overview and baseline environment — GDD

The GDD project comes close to or traverses a number of water courses.
Commencing at Abbotstown at a location 130m from the Tolka, it crosses the Santry
and Mayne rivers and is proposed to be 50m from the Cuckoo Stream at the
Clonshaugh site and crosses that stream (a tributary of the Mayne) at the north-east.
The north-south access road to the WwTP/SHC site is proposed to cross the Mayne
which would be culverted. In terms of the description of the catchments and their
proximity to aspects of the proposed development (including construction
compounds) and ecologically important sites and connection between the

watercourses and catchments full details are in section 11.9 of EIAR.

The Tolka, Mayne and Santry and Cuckoo stream are ‘at risk’ of not meeting
good status under the Water Framework Directive under the 2018-2021 River Basin
Management Plan. The connectivity between the watercourses and the NHAs is
summarised in Table 11.18. Fisheries records reveal no records for watercourses
which might be impacted for protected species but the Tolka is a salmonid and
lamprey spawning habitat. The Cuckoo and Mayne have barriers which exclude
salmonid potential. Drainage ditches which are proposed to be crossed were
surveyed and revealed to have no potential fisheries habitat. In general

macroinvertebrate biodiversity and freshwater flora diversity are low.

In terms of ecological importance the Tolka has been designated in the EIAR as of
‘county’ importance which is reasonable in view of its salmonoid potential. It also

contains good habitat for white-clawed crayfish.

The three other watercourses are evaluated as being of local importance
(lower value) with limited natural habitat, limited biodiversity and Bad to Poor
ecological status. As such under the NRA guidance the importance of these
receptors are as pathways to downstream protected marine areas and the potential
for indirect impacts on areas of international importance. Regarding details of the
habitats and macroinvertebrate communities, habitat characteristics and potential
and Q values Table 11.20 of the EIAR refers and a series of photographs are

provided.
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The surveys indicate that no invasive species were found during surveys of

watercourses but are known from the wider catchments of the Tolka and Santry.

Freshwater Aquatic Biodiversity - Potential Significant Impacts - GDD

Potential significant impacts on freshwater aquatic biodiversity are identified

below. | accept the conclusions of the EIAR. The list below only identifies potential

Impacts of Significance of Minor (or greater) and a number of the potential impacts

would be considered to be of Moderate Impact Significance.

Impacts including on downstream marine sites through contamination in

the construction phase.
Introduction of invasive species including to downstream protected sites.

Suspended solids pollution is an issue throughout the project including at
the temporary compounds, 19 no. outfalls to ditches etc, at the stream
crossings and at earthworks locations notably at APS and the WwTP / SHC

sites.

The crossing of all watercourses associated with the orbital sewer route
using trenchless methods. Risks of air break out, bentonite blow out,
sedimentation, interception of hyporheic zone and noise impacts on fish are
identified. These events if they occurred would in themselves constitute
impacts which would need to be addressed including for example the

requirement to treat large volumes of sediment laden waters.
Impacts related to spillages of fuels or concrete, wash-down and dust.
Potential impacts from above include significant effects on habitats and fish.

The Mayne crossing at the Clonshaugh site entrance road by culvert can
be associated with potential obstruction of fish and aquatic fauna as well as a
reduction in vegetation and habitat. The culvert and bridge construction are
described as moderately negative on a local scale but permanent. There is

also a degree of certainty that such impacts will occur.

There are potential changes to the catchment hydrology due to increases in

hard standing and access roads and buildings. In the absence of mitigation
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these could impact downstream areas. Hydraulic impacts would be moderate
negative or slight negative.

In the operation phases the potential significant impacts also includes
pollution of the watercourses and downstream areas including from leakage
or spillages of untreated wastewater. Observers have referred to these

issues being under-estimated.

Table 11.21 of the EIAR sets out in full the potential impacts in the absence of

mitigation.

Freshwater Aquatic Biodiversity - Mitigation measures - GDD

The EIAR mitigation measures relevant to freshwater aquatic biodiversity

include a range of detailed measures which are described in section 11.14 and are

related to:

No in-stream works in general — the exception is at the proposed access
road where a culvert is required. A commitment during the hearing to facilitate
a culvert to cater for the long-term width of the road avoids further in-stream

works at a later date.

The reduction and prevention of suspended solid pollution in relation to
which a range of best practice and site specific measures are presented
including SWMP, IFI guidance in the control of discharges to fisheries waters,
location of all vulnerable infrastructure in Zone C, location of all temporary
compounds and storage and tunnelling launch pits in Flood Zone C where
possible, adherence to CIRIA guidance including as specified in the EIAR. |
have earlier discussed the particular issues relating to compound 10 which |

consider were adequately addressed by the applicant.

Site specific measures including at the northern boundary of the WwTP site
involving buffer zones, planted earthen mounds and maintenance of riparian
vegetation. Also proposes a 20m buffer zone where trenchless crossings
are to be undertaken, launch and reception pits to be outside this and
installation of silt fences along buffer. Use of clear span structures where

culvert systems to be installed and following of IFI guidance.

ABP301908-18 / ABP302039-18 Inspector’s Report Page 194 of 399



e Further control measures relating to trenchless crossings of watercourses
which address the potential risks from this work include treatment and de-
silting of groundwater dewatering as required and if necessary obtaining of

discharge consent.

e Specific measures relating to the installation of a culvert at the Mayne
including timing, bank protection, maintenance of river substrate and design to

ensure flow regime allows for salmonids in future.

e Measures relating to pollutants, use of concrete, general surface water
management and, compounds and invasive species are described. These
together with the measures to deal with incidents and accidents are fairly
standard in approach. The formulation of an Emergency Operating Plan is

included.

e Arange of proposals are listed throughout involving monitoring of water
quality during works. Supervision by ECoW. Where trenchless techniques are

used monitoring shall involve looking for signs of air blowout and silt plumes.

¢ In the operation phase standard measures including a SUDs at the sites of
APS and Clonshaugh are proposed with maintenance and inspection as

appropriate.

e The potential for leakages of sewage is avoided through best construction
practice and minimising the number of joints. Pipes will be tested for air
tightness prior to being used for sewage. Flow monitors at APS and the inlet
to the WwTP will allow for identification of any significant leaks. The ABP and

WwTP would be designed with secondary containment.
Freshwater Aquatic Biodiversity - Residual Impacts - GDD

As a result of the mitigation measures, which | consider are well described in the
EIAR and to be capable of being effectively implemented, | am satisfied that there is
no likely significant residual impacts on freshwater aquatic biodiversity from

the construction or operation of the GDD.
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Freshwater Aquatic Biodiversity - RBSF
Freshwater Aquatic Biodiversity - Overview and baseline environment — RBSF

The western site boundary contains a tiny polluted drain which drains to the
Huntstown Stream and on to the Ward, which 10km downstream is a salmonid
stream of good water quality. Upstream of RBSF site are major industries.

Downstream the connection is to Malahide Estuary SAC.
Freshwater Aquatic Biodiversity - Potential Significant Impacts - RBSF

Potential impacts on freshwater aquatic biodiversity are identified below. | accept the

conclusions of the EIAR Volume 4.

e Potential for small adverse impacts due to spillages during construction.

Significance is Imperceptible and Temporary.

e Potential for impacts in the operational phase related to contaminants in
run-off from buildings and hard standing including of contamination

associated with biosolids.
Freshwater Aquatic Biodiversity - Mitigation measures - RBSF
The EIAR mitigation measures relevant to freshwater aquatic biodiversity are:

e Stormwater would be attenuated and discharged at greenfield runoff rate.
Petrol and oil interceptors would be used to remove any potential

contaminants from run-off from the site.

e No runoff containing biosolids to be discharged to watercourse but instead to

be discharged to foul sewer.
e Other standard measures relating to prevention of water quality deterioration.
e Operation of SWMP.
Freshwater Aquatic Biodiversity - Residual Impacts - RBSF

All of the mitigation measures set out will ensure that there is no adverse impacts on
the surface water and thus that the construction and operation phases would not
impact any downstream areas including Malahide Estuary SAC and watercourses

and groundwater. Following mitigation, it may be concluded that there would not be
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9.7.3.5.

9.7.4.

9.7.41.

any significant adverse impacts on freshwater aquatic biodiversity as a result
of construction or operation of the RBSF.

Conclusion on Biodiversity — GDD and RBSF

Having regard to the above, | am satisfied that the adverse impacts identified would
be avoided, managed or mitigated by measures forming part of the proposed GDD
and RBSF development. | am therefore satisfied that the proposed development
would not have any unacceptable significant direct or indirect impacts on
Biodiversity. | conclude that the significant effects on Biodiversity are as described

below.

There is potential for a number of slight or short and very localised negative impacts
to marine biodiversity. Air surface venting or bentonite breakout associated with
tunnelling under Baldoyle Bay SAC would impact saltmarsh on a very small area for
a short duration. Discharged sediment from dredging in the marine environment
could impact on reefs, which is mitigated by the controlled discharge of dredge spoil.
Noise and vibration from works at the tunnel interface could lead to avoidance of the
area by marine mammals, which is mitigated by use of marine mammal observations

and passive acoustic monitoring during piling activities.

There is potential for short-term moderate impacts on birds including bird species
which are special conservation interests of Natura sites. This could result from visual
disturbance impacts at microtunnelling compounds and the presence of vessels
working in the marine environment during dredging and pipe laying. There is
potential for disturbance to birds as a result of noise from piling at the interface and
at the fibre optic cable. Mitigation measures which are presented will ensure that

there are no significant residual impacts.

Land, Soil, Water, Air and Climate

Land and Soil — GDD and RBSF
Land and Soil - Overview and Baseline Conditions — GDD

Baseline soils and geology was established through desktop research and drilling of

boreholes and geophysical surveys. This included work to investigate the marine
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outfall pipeline and the nature and characteristics of sediments, which would be
encountered there.

The 29.8 ha site and the North Fringe Sewer diversion line were investigated
including true boreholes of depth of 7m (OH-22). No bedrock encountered. Glacial

materials overlying fluvio-glacial gravels dominate.

An unregulated landfill (subject of a recent planning application) is to the north of the
R135.

The route of the orbital and outfall sewers (land based) are generally composed of
glacial materials overlying limestone. Along the orbital route in places there is made
ground and depth to bedrock is about 2.5 m.

At Abbotstown the noteworthy feature is the shallow bedrock (1.6 m below ground

level). A 17 m deep excavation is required.

Along the full pipeline routes glacial materials overlying limestone depth of about
4.5m below ground and at the coast there is a transition into estuarine deposits.

Low risk of karst. Faults are identified. It is stated by observers that there is no full
understanding of the geology underlying Baldoyle Bay estuary and the matter was
discussed at the hearing. All reasonable means of investigating the geology near
Baldoyle Bay were pursued and | consider that the geology is well understood. The
EIAR including the relevant appendices provides high quality data which | consider
demonstrates a thorough knowledge of the construction context including the
proposed tunnelling under the SAC. | accept the applicant’s experts evidence that
there are no faults in that area and that the data is sufficient.

Land and Soil - Potential impacts — GDD
| consider the significant impacts in terms of land and solil are:
e Permanent loss of agricultural lands.

e Sterilisation of aggregates or bedrock resources. This includes impacts
which would affect the potential expansion of Huntstown Quarry.

e Potential to encounter contaminated soils at the locations shown on

figures 18.3 sheets 1-3, which includes various crossing points of the project.
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Potential to encounter soft ground / marine sediments, notably at the

crossings of Cuckoo Stream and close to the coast.

Impacts on marine environment and ecology including protected areas as a

result of mobilisation of contaminants.

The EIAR describes county geological heritage sites, which | am satisfied will not

be impacted.

| agree with the conclusion of the EIAR that the impact significance would be

Moderate in general as the character of the effect would be in line with baseline

or emerging trends. This is relevant in particular to my consideration of the

impact significance in terms of loss of agricultural lands at the WwTP / SHC site

and to the potential impacts on the future exploitation of aggregates.

Land and Soil - Mitigation measures — GDD

In general the aim will be to minimise impacts including through standard
construction methodology. Re-use of soils and subsoils as appropriate.
Protection of soil and subsoil structures through working techniques including
storage, minimal traffic, suitable handling and appropriate surface water

management measures.

Where suitable aggregates are encountered in the construction phase

materials will be used on site.

SOIL CONST 2 to SOIL CONST 4 are specific measures which address
contaminated land procedures. The baseline investigations identified no
contaminated lands. At the hearing Mr Grehan confirmed that there are no
known contaminated areas which would be relevant. In the event of such

lands being encountered they will be taken and suitably disposed of.

Adherence to BS6349-5 in relation to dredging to minimise mobilisation
of contaminants in marine environment if present — testing has not identified

contaminants in marine sediments, which are described in detail.

The loss of agricultural lands may be considered to be not significant in the
context of the small proportion of agricultural lands impacted on a larger
scale. That is the approach set out in the EIAR and | consider that it is

reasonable.
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e In relation to aggregates the Abbotstown reserves are not high value and
would not be likely to be extracted due to proximity to medical institutions.
The impact from the orbital sewer on the potential expansion of Huntstown
affects a relatively small potential area.

e There is in effect no possible mitigation for the loss of lands / aggregate
reserves. | agree with the EIAR approach in relation to the Abbotstown
reserves and consider that the loss of aggregates and lands has to be
considered in the context of the viability of extraction of the trends in the area.

In this context | would not describe these issues as significant effects.
Land and Soil - Residual Impacts — GDD

Subject to mitigation | consider that it may be concluded that after mitigation there

are no significant residual impacts on soils and geology.
Land and Soil - Overview and Baseline Conditions — RBSF

Site investigations show that the site is made up cohesive glacial tills underlain by
the sand / gravel on silt on a layer of made ground. Overburden is 13m deep

minimum.

No county geology sites affected. The site aggregates are deemed unsuitable for
commercial exploitation, which is important to note in the context of proximity to

Huntstown quarry, the capital city and the M50.
Land and Soil - Potential impacts — RBSF
| consider the most significant impacts in terms of land and soil are:

e Potential to contaminate soils during the construction process. This is a
Slight Impact and is not a significant adverse impact due to the overburden
depth.

e By the provision of storage for biosolids an indirect Moderate Positive
Impact results. This is due to avoidance of land spreading within the periods

which are disallowed under Nutrient Management Plans.
Land and Soil - Mitigation — RBSF

Standard measures are set out including the implementation of a finalised CEMP
and waste management plan and adherence to CIRIA guidance.
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Land and Soil - Residual Impacts - RBSF

There are no significant residual impacts in my opinion, which accords with the

conclusion in the EIAR that residual impacts would be Imperceptible.

9.7.4.2. Conclusion on Land and Soils — GDD and RBSF

Having regard to the above, | am satisfied that the impacts identified would be
avoided, managed or mitigated by measures forming part of the proposed GDD and
RBSF development. | am therefore satisfied that the proposed development would
not have any unacceptable significant direct, indirect or cumulative impacts on Land

and Soils.

97.4.3. Water — GDD and RBSF

This section of this report deals with hydrology and hydrogeology and separately
summarises the conclusions on marine water quality impacts. Flood risk

assessment undertaken is considered also.

9.744. Hydrology and Hydrogeology — GDD
Overview and Baseline Conditions - GDD
The EIAR describes the baseline conditions including:

e The identification of watercourses notably the Mayne River and Cuckoo
Stream, the Sluice and Baldoyle estuary. The WFD status where it is

assigned is ‘Poor’ and Baldoyle estuary is ‘Eutrophic’.

e The aquifers are poor or locally important only. Vulnerability varies — Extreme
at Abbotstown, Low at WwWTP site and High at Velvet Strand (although there is

a layer of boulder clay between bedrock and gravels).

¢ No public water supplies. 10 properties within 1km of the GDD have private

and public supplies.
Potential Impacts — GDD
Embedded mitigation which ensure impacts are avoided are:

e The sand gravel aquifer at Portmarnock golf course where shallow wells are

used for irrigation is underlain by stiff boulder clay - no significant
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adverse impacts likely. No impact anticipated on private wells used for

drinking water.

Use of trenchless techniques and best practice construction avoids risks to
surface water quality at crossings.

Tunnelling marine outfall under stiff boulder clay ensures no pathway
between development and golf club wells or Velvet Strand sand and
gravels. 20m depth of launch pit at tunnel drive/ receptor shaft at

Portmarnock.

All sites including construction compounds in Flood Zone C where possible.

| consider the most significant potential impacts on hydrology and hydrogeology are:

Potential that during construction of APS and WwTP/SHC sites increased

risk of flooding. Slight Impact.

Potential for deterioration of water quality due contaminants in runoff.
Could impact on Cuckoo, Tolka, Mayne, Sluice and Santry watercourses
which includes waters entering Baldoyle estuary. Slight Impact.

Potential for flooding and contamination associated with Compound 10,
which is in Flood Zone A and is immediately adjacent ecologically sensitive

sites including European sites. This would be a Significant Impact.

Risks associated with construction phase dewatering - limited to small
areas. This is not a significant impact due to limited amount of dewatering and
short duration and use of wells and availability of alternative supplies. |

consider that this is a Not Significant Impact.

Similarly the risks associated with groundwater contamination in
construction and operation would be classified as not being of significance for

the same reasons. A Not Significant Impact.

Potential to alter the flow regime as a result of largescale project.

Mitigation - GDD

Application of SuDS at APS and WwTP / SHC sites will attenuate runoff to

greenfield rates.
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e Application of CIRIA guidance on control of water from linear projects will
minimise water quality impacts and support the primary mitigation measures
under the CEMP.

e Emergency Response Plans to address spillages.

e Location of potentially polluting substances on elevated ground in areas prone
to coastal flooding including compound 10. Mr O’Keeffe’s reference to the
CEMP provisions at the hearing is relevant. Mitigation measures outlined
include selection of piling method to ensure hydraulic sealing of shafts
and measures to ensure that all storage of bentonite, solvents and
hydrocarbons are above the most extreme flood risk area, if necessary by
development of raised areas. Section 9.4.1 of the EIAR notes that the use of
bunded protection at microtunnelling compounds adjacent Baldoyle Estuary

as mitigation.

e Agreement with IFl on method statements at the few watercourse crossings
to be crossed by non-trenchless means.

¢ Installation of puddle clay along pipes to prevent preferential flow paths.
Other measures to protect watercourses during trenchless crossings.

Watertight design of sewers.

e Suitable positioning of launch and reception pits relative to summer peak flood

of 1:20 return period.
Residual Impacts

e The location of all development and most of the construction in areas of low
flood risk minimises potential water quality impacts relating to flooding in the
construction phase and avoids downstream flooding of other lands. The
location of compound 10 within Flood Zone A results in low level risk of
adverse effects on the environment due to the proximity to European sites,
which is mitigated by the measures in the CEMP including the piling method,
bunding and use of best practice in relation to storage of material. The
development will not result in any significant residual impacts relating to

flooding.
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9.745.

This impact area comprises largely matters which have been avoided through design
or which would be considered to be amenable to mitigation involving standard
construction practice. | am satisfied that Compound 10 which is within the coastal
flood zone can be satisfactorily designed and that potential contaminants can be
suitably positioned above the flood level. The mitigation measures which have been
described in the applicant’s submission are realistic, feasible and sufficient to
address potential risks associated with potential pollution emanating from any flood

event at the site of compound 10.

| agree with the conclusion in the EIAR that there will be no significant residual

impacts on hydrology or hydrogeology after implementation of mitigation measures.

Marine Water Quality - GDD

Rather than undertake lengthy repetition | provide only highlights of marine water
quality impacts in particular, which | have thoroughly considered above in the
Planning Assessment. This is impact factor is not relevant to the RBSF.

Overview and Baseline Conditions - GDD

Regarding baseline conditions of the marine water quality the facts have been
presented earlier. The inputs to the modelling undertaken are comprehensive and
the modelling was appropriate and sufficient. The water quality parameters to be
met are presented and a conservative approach adopted insofar as the assessment

assumes transitional status for MRP assessment.

The baseline conditions are of the highest quality including by reason of the
suitability of the area as a shellfish ‘A’ and supporting a Blue Flag beach as well as

ecological sites of international importance.

The sediment composition where dredging is to take place has been investigated

and the plume modelled. The methods of dredging are clearly described.

Detailed investigations of the marine environment have culminated in the selection of
this location for the marine outfall including the position of the diffuser. This has
included increasingly refined steps and modelling (of hydrodynamics and solute
transport) using recognised software and calibration against field survey data.

Different scenarios were modelled including the extreme plant failure scenario.
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Potential Impacts — GDD

| consider the most significant potential impacts on marine water quality from the
GDD are:

e When considered on a region level and taking into account the provision of
additional wastewater treatment capacity to relieve Ringsend the project can

be associated with indirect positive impacts.

¢ Impacts to marine water quality from suspended sediment from 6 months

of seabed dredging during construction.

¢ In the operational stage the GDD would have no impact on marine water
quality in average flow conditions, a Slight / Imperceptible Impact in FFT
conditions on area in immediate vicinity of discharge only, and in the event of
process failure a Slight Impact on waters in the immediate vicinity of
discharge based on the modelling but an Imperceptible impact based on Mr

O’Keeffe’s evidence which | accept.

e | disagree with comments of observers that the development would have
significant adverse operation phase impacts including as a result of nutrient
enrichment impacting on the estuary. | consider that the applicant has

demonstrated that such operational effects will not occur.

¢ | have addressed other alleged impacts in the detailed assessment of water
quality earlier including in relation to reduction in bathing water quality and

Blue Flag. Excellent water quality will be maintained.

e Potential impacts on marine water quality supporting commercial fisheries. |
consider that this has been further addressed by the addition of UV treatment,
which will be designed in accordance with requirements and taking into

account the suspended sediment in the treated wastewater.

e | consider that there is no requirement for a longer outfall or higher standard

of treatment. There is no adverse impact from operation.
Mitigation — GDD

¢ Release of sediment from dredging barges on flooding tide. Modelling shows

discharge will deposit material mainly close to the dredging corridor. Subject
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9.7.4.6.

to timing of release as proposed under mitigation measures presented the
plume will flow in a northerly direction away from Irelands Eye.

e Monitoring of dredging operations and if exceeds 40mg/l above background
level then suspension of dredging.

e The operating plant would be monitored under the terms of an EPA licence.
Residual Impacts — GDD

| consider that the residual impact on marine water quality would be Slight to

Imperceptible in the construction phase and operational phases.

Hydrology and Hydrogeology — RBSF
Overview and Baseline Conditions - RBSF

The EIAR describes the baseline conditions relevant to hydrology and

hydrogeology including:
e Baseline conditions were established including by site visit and water testing.

e Huntstown Stream is along the south and west site boundaries and has a
WEFD status of Good overall but in the immediate environs of the stream is
stated to be influenced by Huntstown Quarry as noted by elevated levels of
chemicals indicating cement leaching. As noted earlier this connects with
Malahide Estuary SAC. The Quarry, Power Station and Proposed

Bioenergy facility discharge under licence to the stream.

e Aggregate resources are at depth and unlikely to be considered viable for

expansion of Huntstown Quatrry.

e Sampling undertaken upstream of the site shows that the stream is ‘at risk’

of not meeting Good WFD status in terms of biological quality.

e The RBSF site hydrology is influenced by an existing surface water system

installed as part of the proposed waste facility.
e The position of the RBSF buildings is within Flood Zone C.

e The groundwater body status is good. There are no groundwater wells in area

and Huntstown quarry influences the groundwater flow direction.
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e The groundwater vulnerability rating is classified as low due to the 10 m low

permeability glacial till. Negligible likelihood of increased vulnerability.
Potential Impacts — RBSF

| consider that the most significant potential impacts on hydrology and hydrogeology

are:
e Accidental spillages of chemicals or hydrocarbons.
e Potential that water could be impacted from biosolids.

e There is a relatively high fire risk at this site and potential adverse impacts on

local hydrology related to firefighting runoff.
Mitigation — RBSF
The relevant mitigation measures include:

e Best practice measures including in relation to potential spillages.
Incorporation in the design of hydrocarbon interceptors and similar standard
measure and attenuation of waters prior to discharge to watercourse. Any
impacts related to biosolids is mitigated by the embedded measures which

include discharge of all washings / sweepings to the foul system.

e Containment of firewater in on-site attenuation and controlled discharge to

stream by way of a shut-off valve.
Residual - RBSF

| am satisfied that the measures proposed will ensure no significant adverse impacts.

Residual impacts would be Imperceptible.

9.747. Conclusion -Land, Soils and Water

Having regard to the above, | am satisfied that the impacts identified would be
avoided, managed or mitigated by measures forming part of the proposed GDD and
RBSF development. | am therefore satisfied that the proposed development would
not have any unacceptable significant direct or indirect impacts on Land, Soils and
Water. | conclude that the significant effects on Land, Soils and Water are as

described below.
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9.7.5.

9.7.5.1.

The development would result in positive marine water quality impacts by the
provision of wastewater treatment capacity to meet planned growth and to reduce

reliance on Ringsend wastewater treatment plant.

In the operation phase marine water quality impacts on shellfish areas are mitigated
by the dispersal characteristics at the location of the diffuser and the design of the
wastewater treatment plant including the proposed UV treatment. Bathing water
quality will not be reduced even in the highly unlikely event of a failure of the plant
due to the location of the diffuser in an area of high natural dispersal characteristics,
the range of design measures and the control which can be exercised over flows to
the plant. Excellent water quality at Velvet Strand will be maintained.

The construction phase risks to water quality are avoided by the geological
conditions including the depth of boulder clay separating existing shallow irrigation
wells and Baldoyle Bay SAC from the microtunnelling under the estuary and are
mitigated by use of trenchless crossings of streams, by the application of best
practice including the measures set out in the CIRIA guidance and the adherence to
IFI guidelines. There would be no significant residual impact. As a result of seabed
dredging there will be impacts to marine water quality from suspended sediment
increases, which would be of short duration. Subject to mitigation measures relating
to deposition of dredged material and monitoring there would be no significant

residual impact.

The location of all development and most of the construction in areas of low flood
risk minimises potential water quality impacts relating to flooding in the construction
phase and avoids downstream flooding of other lands. The location of compound 10
within Flood Zone A results in low level risk of adverse effects on the environment
due to the proximity to European sites, which is mitigated by the measures in the
CEMP including the piling method, bunding and use of best practice in relation to
storage of material. The development will not result in any significant residual

impacts relating to flooding.

Air and Climate

Air

As this matter is dealt with in detail earlier | present a brief overview in this section.
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Overview and Existing Environment — GDD and RBSF

The existing air quality is considered to be good. The EIAR relies on available good
guality meteorological data and justifies the selection of the EPA monitoring sites.
The assessments utilise up to date and appropriate modelling methods and
appropriately target the key pollutants which are likely to be emitted from the
activities associated with the GDD and the RBSF in the construction and operational

phases.
Predicted Impacts

During construction the likely significant impacts are related to Aspergillus, to dust
and particulate matter and gases from traffic. In the operation phase the GDD and
APS and Dubber OCU have potential to give rise to odour effects and other air
emissions. In the vicinity of the RBSF the likely significant impacts would include

dust from biosolids and traffic related emissions.
Mitigation and Residual Impacts

| consider that dust emissions from construction are amenable to mitigation and a
detailed range of measures are presented in the EIAR. Slight impacts on a very

small number of houses are anticipated.

The design of the various facilities and the treatment of air emissions prior to
discharge in a suitably designed stack will ensure that air quality standards will be

adhered to in full. No significant Residual Impacts would result.

The odour criteria adopted are very conservative and are suitable to the context, the
type of facilities and offensiveness of the odours. Odour impacts will be reduced by
ensuring that all gases pass through odour control units prior to venting to the
atmosphere. Implementation of an odour management plan as detailed in section
14.8 (volume 3A) and 10.2.7 (volume 4 part A) is proposed. There would be no

odour nuisance even at the site boundaries.

There are commitments to a process proving phase at commissioning and at regular
intervals throughout the operation of the facility and proposals for monitoring
including individual independent quarterly performance checks in the first two years
of operation. These checks will verify the effectiveness of control measures and
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9.7.5.2.

9.7.5.3.

ongoing compliance with required performance targets. Continuous monitoring is

also proposed.

There will be occasions when adverse weather may result in exceedances of the
conservative odour limits set. Any such increased odour levels would be at the site
boundary and for about 44 hours per annum and would be most likely to occur at
night-time. | am satisfied that there would be no impact in such circumstances on the

residential areas to the south. | consider that this is an Imperceptible Impact.

There would be no Significant Residual Impacts.

Conclusion =Air - GDD and RBSF

The adoption of very conservative odour criteria minimises potential adverse
impacts due to odour. Odour abatement systems will be designed, implemented and
monitored to ensure that odour emissions do not reach a level that could cause

odour nuisance at or beyond the site boundary.

The design of the facilities will ensure the achievement of the air quality standards

which are provided for in legislation. There will be no adverse air quality impacts.

Dust impacts and emissions from vehicles during the construction phase will have

a temporary and highly localised impact.

| conclude that there will be no significant residual impacts on Air due to the
comprehensive mitigation and management proposals for the elements of the GDD
and for the RBSF.

Climate
Overview — GDD and RBSF

The international agreements on climate change the European Council in 2014
endorsed a binding target of at least a 40% reduction in greenhouse (GHG)
emissions by 2030 over 1990 levels. In the interim there have been adopted revised
targets for the control of various substances, most recently the European Union
(National Emissions Ceilings Regulations) 2018 which give effect to EU Directive

2016/2284. The new regulations set reductions to below 2005 levels for some

ABP301908-18 / ABP302039-18 Inspector’s Report Page 210 of 399



substances. Ireland has generally complied with the ceilings for SO2, VOCs, NHzs but
failed to comply with the ceiling for NOXx.

Predicted Impacts

Arising from the GDD there would be predicted to be direct and indirect increases in
COg2, CH4 and N20 as described in section 14.5.6 of Volume 3.

Localised increases in ambient levels of air pollutants as a result of increased traffic

levels could result in increased CO2 and GHG emissions for the RBSF.
Mitigation and Residual Impacts

The GDD and RBSF designs include a number of embedded measures which are
positive in terms of the reduction of GHG emissions.

The design of the WwWTP in particular will minimise GHG emissions through
optimising design and operations processes as is described in the EIAR and
summarised at the hearing (OH-15). In the consideration of alternatives as discussed
in Chapter 5 of Volume 2 energy consumption was amongst the factors including in
terms of power requirements and energy usage for pumped flows. Length of pipeline
and gradient are demonstrated to have been considered along with building
orientation to maximise solar gain. The containment of CH4 and its use in the CHP
is relevant. Biogas which is to be produced at the SHC anaerobic digester will be
used. Itis also noted that the maintenance of energy efficiency will reduce
production of CO2. At the site of the RBSF solar panels will contribute about 40% of
annual energy demand. Good control of the activated sludge system will reduce N20
and CO2 emissions.

Regarding the energy requirement relating to pumping the oral hearing submission
of Mr Lyons and Mr Bourke is particularly relevant. They outlined alternatives to the
proposed development, which were stated to be positive in terms of energy
efficiency (OH-51). The route of the orbital route it was stated would work but the
energy demands were high. The main alternative suggested by them involved a
route for the orbital pipeline, which was stated to be at lower gradient. While there
are likely to be routes for the pipelines which are more energy efficient | refer to the
fact that the route selection is a multi-factorial process and | consider that the
requirement for the Board is to consider the project on its merits. It is clear that the
applicant has given due consideration to energy efficiency and some of the
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9.7.5.4.

alternative scenarios were rated poorly for this reason. | do not consider that it is
demonstrated that the route selected or other elements of the proposed project are
in any way fundamentally unacceptable or contrary to the proper planning and

development of the area in terms of energy or climate issues.

A further alternative which it is stated would result in reduced energy consumption
and thus contribute positively to climate change is the option of incinerating biosolids
either for the purposes of contributing to fuels at electricity generating facilities or for
the running of the proposed GDD / RBSF requirements. | consider that while this
may be a viable future option there is no onus on the applicant to select it at this time
and in this regard | note the validity of land spreading as an alternative.

In relation to the GDD | consider that there are no significant predicted impacts on
climate and that there is no requirement for mitigation measures other than the
embedded measures which are presented in the application detail. In relation to the
RBSF | concur with the applicant’s statements that significant climactic impacts are
unlikely except in relation to increased traffic. | consider that these sources would be
described as having an Imperceptible impact significance. | accept the submission
of Irish Water that any climate impacts which would result from the projects would
occur elsewhere if this project did not proceed at this location.

In conclusion there would be no significant residual impacts on Climate.

Conclusion on Air and Climate — GDD and RBSF

Having regard to the above, | am satisfied that the adverse impacts identified would
be avoided, managed or mitigated by measures forming part of the proposed GDD
and RBSF development. | am therefore satisfied that the proposed development
would not have any unacceptable significant direct or indirect impacts on Air and

Climate.
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9.7.6.

9.7.6.1.

9.7.6.2.

Material Assets, Cultural Heritage and the Landscape

Material Assets
Overview

The development has the potential to significantly affect material assets in particular
including medical institutions, existing roads, rail and power-related and other
infrastructure including planned infrastructure such as Metro. In addition many of the
issues raised in relation to the Gannon property lands at Belcamp relate to the
impact on material assets and in this section of this report | respond to those
matters. There are other development lands which could be impacted and | also
briefly reference the concerns of DAA in relation to their future development
proposals. Taking a broad approach to the matter | consider it appropriate also to

examine the impact on recreational assets and residential properties.

Material Assets — GDD
Baseline Conditions

The site context and the variety of land uses is such that there is a large range of
infrastructure, lands and activities which fall to be considered under the heading of

material assets.

The content of the EIAR is heavily focused on the existing utilities / infrastructure.
However it also refers to other particular assets in relation to which there appears to
have been considerable engagement, namely significant watercourses, the Connolly
hospital lands and the golf courses and coastal public amenities. This approach does
not attribute the same level of assessment to other material assets including sports

facilities and there is no reference to residential assets.

The information presented in its totality in the other sections of the EIAR does cover
all matters relevant to material assets and | consider that it is sufficient to enable the
Board to undertake an EIA. In this regard | also refer to the approach recommended
in guidance, which | consider that this has been met in the EIAR. There is no

additional requirement for information on this topic.
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Potential impacts - GDD

e Observers’ concerns extend to the effect of the proposed development on
their dwellinghouses, community and recreational facilities. In general |
do not consider that the community and recreation facilities will be significantly
affected. The issues relating to residential properties and the associated
amenities have been considered elsewhere and given the conclusions relating
to the lack of environmental impacts on those areas | consider that there is no
likelihood of property devaluation and no significant impacts in this regard.

e Nearby medical facilities and their operation could be significantly impacted in
the construction period. Significant effects on St Francis hospice can
discounted in view of the limited occupancy and the nature of the building in
particular. The impacts on the operation of Connolly Hospital including its
future development potential, use of the emergency ‘Blue’ routes, and the use
of wards are minimised by route design, use of trenchless techniques
involving construction of a 1km tunnel through the campus, noise abatement

measures and adherence to specialised guidance related to aspergillosis.

e Gannon lands impacts are mitigated through the development of a widened
culvert at the Mayne crossing, which will facilitate future road provision
including the north south link which will connect to the future EWDR.
Further mitigation of impacts is found in measures relevant to landscape and

visual impacts and to air and odour emissions.

¢ In general the residential areas which contain larger numbers of residents
are too far separated from the development to be adversely impacted in the
construction phase other than by additional traffic.

e Operational traffic will result in increased congestion at junctions which are
already congested and which will be congested at the time of operation of the
wastewater treatment plant. This will add to delays at those locations.

e The route alignment in general minimises impacts on sports pitches and
other material assets. Impacts on the natural environment and recreational
amenity of the coastal area will be mitigated by design including the tunnelling
under Velvet Strand and by the maintenance of access as is proposed at the
beach car park. Effect on golf course dealt with by avoidance and further
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mitigation is not required, including in relation to the irrigation systems in
place. In the operational phase the protection of the recreational assets
associated with the high quality bathing water is the primary mitigation
measure. The introduction of UV treatment is a mitigation measure to ensure

the highest levels of protection to the commercial shellfish fisheries.

The raw materials which would be impacted include approximately 84,200 m3
of material, to be sourced from quarries and various pipes for the sewer route
as well as concrete and steel installation, building materials and mechanical

and electrical equipment.

Mitigation measures — GDD

Impact on major utilities will be mitigated by maintenance of suitable vertical
separation between the head of pipes and base of infrastructure, by

adherence to codes of practice and required approvals will be obtained.

Crossing of watercourses by trenchless techniques as recommended by IFI
will be undertaken in general. Where an alternative approach is required it will
be agreed in advance with IFI. The crossing of the Mayne by the NFS
diversion sewer will be by a box culvert and under the terms of a consent to

be obtained.

Reinstatement of lands and land drains together with suitable handling of
material, supervision of works and control of potentially polluting substances
to ensure that lands affected by construction can be returned to appropriate

usage.

The requirement for materials to be imported will be minimised where
possible. Huntstown quarry could be used as a materials source. Landscaping
plans aim to minimise surplus material. All materials will be suitable sourced

and handled and used in a sustainable manner.

Relocation of residents for a period is to be considered in relation to the house
near a compound. Noise mitigation will be required at other locations in the

construction period.
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e Mitigation of the effects of traffic in terms of safety will be through traffic
management measures. Operational traffic congestion increases associated

with the GDD and RBSF will contribute to existing deficiencies in roads.
Residual

| agree with the conclusion presented in the EIAR that there is limited potential to
adversely affect utilities supplies and transport. | have elsewhere presented my
conclusions in relation to noise, air and odour, marine water quality and other
environmental effects which might be of relevance in terms of material assets related
to residential and recreational property. No significant impacts are anticipated in

terms of the material assets impacts.

The long-term provision of adequate wastewater treatment to serve the growing
Dublin region is a major positive residual benefit on material assets through

facilitating use of zoned services lands.

As a result of design and avoidance measures there would be no adverse impact
on existing and planned major infrastructure including Metro West and the future
Malahide Road realignment and the associated north south link. The development

potential of zoned lands at Belcamp will not be adversely affected.

Potential impacts on Connolly Hospital are minimised through design mitigation
measures including the construction of a 1km tunnel to accommodate the orbital
pipeline through the campus and by mitigation measures to ensure maintenance of
emergency routes and to avoid air and noise impacts affecting the use of wards.

Operational traffic will result in increased congestion at junctions which are
already congested and which will be congested at the time of operation of the

wastewater treatment plant. This will add to delays at those locations.

| consider following the implementation of the mitigation measures, the residual
impacts on material assets arising from the construction and operation of the GDD

would be moderate, negative and short term.
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9.7.6.3.

9.7.6.4.

Material Assets — RSBF
Overview

The confined nature of this site together with its proximity to a major road and
general separation from recreational facilities and amenities are relevant factors. The
history of development of part of the site is also significant. A small housing scheme
to the south has been completed.

Potential impacts

Apart from the roads and traffic issues, | consider that there is very limited potential
impact. The construction phase impacts are referenced earlier in relation to noise
and air as well as population and human health. The operational traffic and potential
for noise and odour to adversely affect residential properties is also addressed and

would be deemed to be imperceptible.
Mitigation measures

The primary construction phase mitigation measure is the adoption and
implementation of a CEMP and associated traffic management measures. The
agreement in principle to undertake site entrance works and to contribute towards
upgrading of the northbound slip road were confirmed at the oral hearing as further
mitigation measures. The impacts on material assets including residential properties
will thus be Imperceptible but there would remain a Slight impact on the roads

network.
Residual impacts

No Significant residual impacts are predicted on material assets during construction

or operation phases for the RBSF.
Monitoring

There is no proposed monitoring and no requirement.

Cultural Heritage — GDD
Introduction and Existing Environment

The area in which the proposed development is to be developed contains a wealth of

sites of archaeological interest and areas of archaeological potential. In addition the
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area contains a number of demesne houses and buildings of architectural interest
including some which are not formally recorded under the NIAH or record of

protected structures.
Potential Impacts
| consider that the potential significant impacts are:

e Direct impacts on recorded monuments. In all 10 sites are directly impacted.
This is a Very Significant Impact in the case of 3 no. individual archaeological

monuments.

e Direct impacts on areas of archaeological potential. In some cases the impact
is Very Significant.

e Potential impacts on marine archaeology specifically shipwrecks cannot be

ruled out although none are identified within the corridor of the outfall pipeline.

Direct and indirect impacts on architectural heritage including demesne landscapes
are described in the EIAR and it is concluded that the Impact Significance is Slight in
terms of direct impacts. | agree with this conclusion and have set out my reasoning

for that earlier in this report.

| note in addition that the avoidance of cultural heritage assets was pursued
throughout the project design. The assessment undertaken has also involved
several phases of archaeological testing, underwater archaeological assessment
and geophysical surveys including of the WwTP site where follow-up testing was

undertaken and at the Orbital Sewer route.
Mitigation Measures
The mitigation measures include:

¢ Archaeological test trenching throughout the lands affected by the GDD
project as precursor to a programme of works to ensure full preservation by

record.
e Monitoring of dredging by a specialist underwater archaeologist under licence.
e Underwater or wade surveys along any watercourses to be impacted.

e Written and photographic records of townland boundaries. Reduction in width

of hedgerow removal at townland boundaries as agreed at oral hearing.
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9.7.6.5.

¢ All recommendations subject to approval by NMS.

e At two specific locations Springhill House and Middletown Lower House full
photographic landscape record to be undertaken to address indirect

landscape impacts.
Residual Impacts

| agree with the conclusion in the EIAR that after mitigation the Impact Significance
would be described as Imperceptible in accordance with accepted practice.

Cultural Heritage — RBSF
Overview and Existing Environment

To the north of the site (30m from the boundary) is the archaeological site of the
levelled Anglo-Norman motte Kilshane Motte / Newtown Castle, which is a protected

structure and a recorded monument.

The site has previously been assessed for archaeology by the carrying out of test

excavations across the entire site. No archaeological material was identified.
No potential impact on known archaeological monuments in area due to distance.
Potential Impacts

An associated buffer zone at Kilshane Motte will be incorporated into the proposed
development. The main storage buildings within the overall development site would
be situated greater than 100m south of the neighbouring Motte and Bailey, which

would be protected by a landscape buffer zone and no impact is therefore likely.

No direct impacts on any items of cultural heritage, archaeology or heritage interest

on site or in the vicinity of the Proposed RBSF Component.
Mitigation measures

No mitigation measures are required.

Residual Impacts

No negative residual impacts are predicted.
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9.7.6.6.

Landscape and Visual — GDD
Overview and Baseline

The assessment of the WwTP/SHC is accompanied by high quality photomontages.
The identified areas of higher sensitivity include the coast, the Tolka Valley and the

Malahide Road Demesnes.
Potential Impacts
| consider that the potential impacts of significance are:

e The GDD will give rise to significant landscape and visual effects throughout
the construction period. The EIAR description of a Moderate to Slight Impact

is reasonable.

e Short term localised impacts associated with the orbital and outfall routes
would generally be Slight in terms of significance. This would include impacts
related to loss of trees and hedgerows. | am satisfied that there is adequate

information available in the habitats survey details for the purposes of EIA.

e The significance of impacts at the WwTP / SHC site would be greater due to
the change in landscape character from agricultural to construction site, the
use of cranes and the emerging structures which would be prominent in the
low lying area. | consider that this is a Moderate Impact Significance due to it
being consistent with emerging trends and does not alter a sensitive aspect of
the environment. The greenbelt designation at this location is not for the

purposes of landscape protection.

¢ In the operational phase there are Substantial Impacts on houses to the north
and west of the site (VP1 and VP4). The house to the north is unoccupied.
The changes at the west near the egress would be visible to residents and to

substantial numbers of passing motorists.

¢ Views from the Clayton Hotel would be of Moderate Impact Significance as
the development is in line with the emerging character including at the HT

lands.

Regarding cultural heritage sites the earlier consideration of Emsworth, Springhill

and Lower Middleton refers. At Emsworth the main concern relates to tree

ABP301908-18 / ABP302039-18 Inspector’s Report Page 220 of 399



protection. Springhill House and Lower Middleton House and other protected
structures discussed earlier will not be impacted in any significant way in my opinion
as the upper part of the proposed buildings at the WwTP site would be barely visible

and would blend into the skyline.
Mitigation
Extensive mitigation measures are presented in the EIAR. These include:

e Restoration of orbital and outfall routes including transplanting of hedgerows

or new planting.

e The reduction in hedgerow removal at townland boundaries and the need for
tree surveys and tree protection measures as recommended by FCC will be
recommended for adoption by condition of any decision to grant permission.
This matter was discussed and agreed at the hearing by the applicant and the

planning authority. Mitigation is addressed in the OCEMP.

¢ Maintenance of landscaped buffers of appropriate character to be

implemented. High level of internal planting.

e Arrangement of building blocks clustering the highest elements to the south
where the HT lands are located and in general providing space between
blocks for planting and to ensure that the development reads as a cluster of
elements in a campus style development with a high degree of visual
permeability. Adoption of appropriate colour scheme for buildings.

e Adoption of a vernacular design at APS. Screen planting at fencing. FCC
recommendations regarding need for tree survey and tree protection

measures highly relevant to this area also.
Residual Impacts

| am satisfied that the significance of residual impacts would be reduced to Moderate
at Clonshaugh. In general | consider that after mitigation the landscape and visual
impacts would be Slight or Imperceptible. The residual impacts are acceptable in my
opinion and the resulting development would be associated with a Neutral Quality of
Effects.
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9.7.6.7. Landscape and Visual - RBSF
Introduction and Existing Environment

The EIAR Volume 4 contains photomontages of the proposed development site.

The site context would not be described as especially sensitive in terms of landscape
and visual impacts being influenced by the adjacent elevated N2 and the general
character of the area which includes large facilities at Huntstown and a range of
smaller business parks as well as one-off residential house and agricultural lands.

There are no landscape designations and no valued landscape features.
Potential Impacts
| consider that the most significant potential impacts are:

e Significant and temporary impacts affecting adjacent houses on the R135.

¢ Visual impacts from elevated sections of the N2 are of interest due to the

numbers of motorists. A Slight Negative Temporary Impact.

¢ Impacts would be Moderate and Negative in the operational phase due to the
massing of the buildings and the proximity to residential receptors in my

opinion.

In general | am satisfied that the development would read as part of the emerging

landscape in an area designated for heavy industry.
Mitigation
The most noteworthy mitigation measures are:

e The construction of earthen berms to provide immediate screening at the

southern boundary of the site.
¢ Final landscaping of the site which includes extensive planting.
Residual Impacts

| consider that no negative residual landscape or visual impacts are likely for the

RBSF either during construction or operation.
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9.7.6.8.

9.7.7.

Conclusion on Material Assets, Cultural Heritage and Landscape

Having regard to the above, | am satisfied that the impacts identified would be
avoided, managed or mitigated by measures forming part of the proposed
development, proposed mitigation measures and matters to be addressed in
planning conditions. | am satisfied that the proposed development would not have
any unacceptable significant direct or indirect impacts on Material Assets, Cultural

Heritage and Landscape.

Cumulative Impacts and Interactions

The assessment of cumulative impacts in the EIAR as revised by the updated
information presented at the hearing (OH-37) provides a comprehensive examination
of the projects which it is considered have potential to overlap with the GDD and
RBSF and to give rise to cumulative impacts. In terms of the actual presentation of
information there is a more detailed account of cumulative impacts in Volume 4. As
the two components are part of the same EIAR and the same application | am
satisfied that when the entirety of the information is taken into account it is sufficient
to enable the Board to draw conclusions relating to interactions and cumulative
impacts. In all it is considered in Volume 3 of the EIAR that 12 no. projects have the
potential to overlap in their temporal scope and to be likely to interact with the project
having regard to their scale and nature and thus to give rise to potential significant
cumulative effects. Based on the approach taken in Volume 3 of the EIAR the

relevant projects for the purposes of cumulative impacts are:
e The aviation fuel pipeline to be constructed between Dublin port and airport.
e Housing at Belcamp on the Gannon Properties lands.
e The proposed land remediation at a location 300m from the WwTP site.

¢ Residential Development at Baldoyle — The Coast — which is about 400m from

the outfall pipeline.

¢ National Paediatric Hospital Development at Connolly adjacent the orbital

sewer.
e Blanchardstown Regional Drainage Scheme.

¢ Drumnigh Residential Development to the north of the outfall sewer.
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e The new runway at Dublin airport.
e Red Arches housing development at Baldoyle.
¢ Ringsend WwTP upgrade project extension.

e Station Manor Portmarnock housing development — to the north of the outfall

pipeline.
e Sutton to Malahide Greenway.

As the application for the Sutton to Malahide Greenway has not received consent it
could be discounted in the assessment of cumulative impacts. | have considered the
potential for cumulative impacts from other projects including projects which currently
permit dumping at sea of dredged material and the permitted Howth Harbour
dredging scheme both of which were discussed at the hearing. | consider that these
projects are not significant for the purposes of EIA. | do consider it relevant to take
into account developments close to the RBSF namely the Huntstown facilities, which
are described in Volume 4. These may be relevant to cumulative water and air
impacts. Emissions would have been considered as part of the existing background
data with the exception of the proposed bioenergy plant for which an extension to the
permission has been granted. As the Huntstown bioenergy facility should be
considered in terms of potential cumulative water quality and air impacts. The

principle cumulative impacts and environmental interactions are described below.

In terms of population and human health construction phase impacts from the
proposed development and other projects if undertaken at the same time could give
rise to increased noise, traffic and air emissions, which could give result in
cumulative effects on residential properties and potentially on health. In view of the
nature scale and location of these potential sources of impact | consider that there is

no reasonable likelihood of significant cumulative impacts.

In view of the separation distance and the mitigation measures for the GDD and
RBSF project there is no potential for significant cumulative marine water quality
impacts from the Ringsend upgrade in the construction or operational phases. My
earlier conclusions in relation to the water quality impacts from the GDD refer. There
are no potential water quality impacts from the RBSF proposal which would result in

cumulative impacts with other proposed projects.
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All of the projects which have been identified as having potential for significant
cumulative effect could give rise to cumulative effects on water quality and on the
wider environment including on protected species and habitats during construction.
This could result from release of suspended sediment and contaminated run-off into
the same catchments traversed by the proposed project. All of the projects have
listed adherence measures which would have to be complied with under the terms of
their consents to undertake the developments. Discharge from the Huntstown
facilities is under licence. Therefore subject to adherence to measures set out in
the CEMP and to the implementation of effective surface water management there
would not be significant cumulative effects on water and / or on related ecology or

environmental resources.

The projects identified as having the potential for cumulative effects with the GDD
and RBDF may involve habitat loss including due to removal of trees and
hedgerows. | accept the applicant’s statements to the effect that this cumulative
loss of habitat would not increase the magnitude of the effect of the habitat loss. No

significant cumulative effect on terrestrial biodiversity is likely.

The potential that the RBSF and GDD components of the overall project could result
in cumulative impacts on air including odour was addressed at the hearing by Dr
Shanahan. Her evidence was to the effect that an area where consideration of
cumulative impacts might be relevant and is between Dubber OCU and the RBSF
but that examination of the information lead to a conclusion that no such cumulative
effects arise. In this regard she referred to the isopleths in the EIAR. | accept this
evidence. The specific matter of the permitted Huntstown bioenergy facility is
addressed in Volume 4 wherein it is concluded that the odour contribution from
Huntstown is negligible when considered in the contest of the RBSF study area and
the combined impacts would be well below the adopted odour annoyance criteria. |

am satisfied that there is no potential for significant cumulative air impacts.

The traffic assessment in Volume 3 took into account permitted projects which
have the potential to impact the road network in terms of potential cumulative
impacts, which include Dublin airport runway, development at NSC and Connolly
Hospital, bus rapid transit projects if permitted, the possible Metro lines, Ringsend
WwTP upgrade project and the future Malahide Road realignment scheme. In

general minimal potential cumulative impacts on traffic are anticipated as a result of
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9.8.

these projects as they will not overlap in timescale or will not generate significant
traffic in the vicinity of the GDD. Table 13.1 outlines the individual developments
including the Ringsend WwTP upgrade and while it does not reference the RBSF the
conclusions remain robust. In considering the potential traffic assessments the
approach in Volumes 3 and 4 has been to take into account likely future traffic as a
result of zoned lands and to consider what may be a likely worst case scenario. In
this respect it may reasonably be concluded that the cumulative impacts are fully

addressed.

| have considered the potential for significant cumulative landscape impacts and
consider that no such impacts are likely due to the separation distances and taking

into account the emerging character of the wider area.

When the RBSF is taken into account with the Ringsend upgrade and the GDD
wastewater treatment plant and sludge hub facility it may be concluded that there are
additional positive cumulative benefits arising from the provision of a means of
dealing with sludge in the region. The indirect effects of land spreading of biosolids

are described in Chapter 19 of the Volume 4.

| am satisfied that the impacts including those arising from interactions, indirect and
cumulative impacts are not significant and can be avoided, managed and / or
mitigated by the measures which are presented by the applicant in the EIAR as
amended by any oral hearing submissions and which would form part of the
proposed development if permitted. In additional | refer to a number of the conditions
which are set out below to address further matters which have arisen. | am satisfied
that consent for the development can be permitted having regard to the significant
effects, the resulting interactions between the environmental factors and the

cumulative impacts.

Vulnerability of projects to major accidents and/or natural disasters

The requirement to address the vulnerability of projects to major accidents and / or
natural disasters under the EIA Directive is addressed by the applicant in Chapter 22
Volume 3 of EIAR and in Chapter 15 Volume 4 of EIAR.
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Observers have made a number of wide ranging comments relating to risk. This
section of this report refers only to what are considered to be potential major risks

and natural disasters. | have elsewhere considered matters related to plant failure.

| have reported earlier on comments made by Ms Joyce Kemper in relation to the
Critical Infrastructure Directive and the requirements for risk assessment which
emanate from that legislation. | have also considered the matter of airport related risk
in terms of planning policy. | accept Mr McGrath’s comments that the Critical
Infrastructure Directive is relevant to existing infrastructure only. My consideration of
the matter of risk below relates to the requirements of EIA and in this regard | have
taken into account the advice in the EPA Guidance documents. A brief summary of
the matters relevant for consideration is set out in the application documents. It is
appropriate that the focus be on potential major accidents and / or disasters based

on a likelihood of occurrence.

In considering the applicant’s submissions as presented in the EIAR in particular |
consider that it is relevant to note the reference to major accident plans and
documentation pertaining including to the airport, Huntstown power station, to fire

risk and to Irish Water’s own procedures.
Potential impacts - GDD

Taking into account the likelihood and the consequences of a major accident and / or
natural disasters that the project may be vulnerable and all submissions made on
this issue | consider that the likely significant potential impacts for assessment are

events due to the following:
e Tunnelling — this is Unlikely but there is potential for Serious Consequences.

e Fire at the WwWTP site or at Abbotstown — this is also Unlikely to occur but

potentially is Serious in terms of risks to life and pollution.
e Accidents related to power lines, which are Unlikely but would be Serious.

e Pollution events related to release of silt to the aquatic environment. | agree
with the assessment undertaken in the EIAR which describes these events as
Likely prior to mitigation and potentially Serious due to impacts on Natura

sites in particular. The same reasoning applies to other pollutants.

e Road traffic accidents are Likely given the scale of the works and Serious.
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e Explosion related to biogas which in the absence of mitigation could be
hazardous and result in pollution. In the absence of mitigation this could be

considered to be a Likely risk and would be potentially Serious.

¢ Significant odour release in the operational phase which prior to mitigation
might be considered to be a Likely event. | agree with the applicant’s

assessment, that the consequences of such event would be Limited.

¢ Similarly without mitigation a marine accident due to vessels colliding in the
construction phase might be reasonably described as a Likely event and one
which would potentially have fatal consequences and lead to environmental

damage. A consequence rating of Serious is reasonable.

| consider that there might be an argument that taking into account certain
embedded mitigation some of the above scenarios would not meet the threshold for
consideration under this section. However, taking a precautionary approach to the

matter | have attributed the highest plausible level of risk and consequences.

| note that the above all constitute Medium risk scenarios and that there are no High

risk scenarios likely. Low risk scenarios are discounted.

The observer Ms Joyce Kemper call for an assessment of risk related to the airport
flight path and the interaction with the site of the WwTP and stated that the identified
risk should not have been rejected. Neither IAA nor DAA has raised any concerns in
relation to this matter. Nevertheless, the Board may wish to consider vulnerability of
the development in the event of a need to use the flight path in an emergency
situation. That risk was considered in the EIAR and is presented in Table 22.4 but
was deemed to be Extremely Unlikely. The site of the WwTP is in the Outer Public
Safety Zone, which is identified on the development plan Sheet 11. | conclude that
the classification of risk undertaken in the EIAR as Extremely Unlikely is appropriate
in that context. The same conclusion may be drawn in relation to a terrorist threat,
which is not specifically addressed in the EIAR. | consider that there is no value for
the purposes of EIA in an exercise which considers a risk which is of such
infinitesimal likelihood, particularly in the absence of any comments from the relevant
authorities. | agree that all plausible risks were considered and that the decision to
discount risks Low risks is acceptable. Further, I consider that there would be no

requirement for such matters to be assessed under any risk assessment relevant to

ABP301908-18 / ABP302039-18 Inspector’s Report Page 228 of 399



any planning application. | have previously addressed the comments made in
relation to the Critical Infrastructure Directive, which | am satisfied do not apply.

Mitigation and Residual Impacts-GDD

The primary mitigation measures which are relevant to the events identified above

and which are presented as part of the project are:

e Measures which fall under legal provisions relating broadly to health and
safety which would address risks relating to working close to power lines
and the use of vehicles and of vessels at sea. The related measures which
are presented in the EIAR are the adoption of a Vessel Management Plan and
a Traffic Management Plan. The Likelihood of an event would after mitigation

be considered to be Very Unlikely.

e The design and selection of appropriate construction which together with
subsidence and vibration monitoring would lead to protection of the
stability of roads and railways. The Likelihood of an event would after
mitigation be considered to be Unlikely. Regarding the risks to Natura sites
associated with the tunnelling | consider that the concerns raised by Ms
Joyce Kemper including in relation to the need for intervention pits and the
level of understanding of the geology under Baldoyle Bay estuary were
adequately addressed at the hearing and that there is no plausible risk related
to tunnelling, which would impact Baldoyle Bay SAC.

e The Likelihood of a pollution event which would impact the natural
environment is reduced by mitigation including a SWMP and a VMP to Very
Unlikely. The measures involved are clearly capable of implementation. In
particular the implementation of the VMP addresses the risk of pollution in the

marine environment.

e Subject to the implementation of the odour abatement technology and
measures which are presented in relation to monitoring and incident response

procedures, risk of a significant odour release is reduced to Very Unlikely.

e Fire risk including due to risks associated with dried sewage sludge and
the risk of gas explosion related to biogas would be Very Unlikely after

mitigation including under the OCEMP and embedded design measures.
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e Anemergency incident response plan will also be put into effect. This is a

live document which will be subject of regular monitoring, review and update.
Conclusion - GDD

It may be concluded that following mitigation there would be no major accidents or
natural disasters, which taking into account the risk of the event in combination with
the consequences would present significant residual impacts or environmental

effects.
Potential impacts — RBSF

Taking into account the likelihood and the consequences of a major accident and / or
natural disasters that the project may be vulnerable to and all submissions made on
this issue | consider that the likely significant potential impacts for assessment are

events related to the following:

e Fire events and events related to damage to power lines, which are Unlikely
but potentially Serious. The risk of fire associated with biosolids is a factor.

e Road traffic accidents which are Likely and which are potentially Serious. The
congestion at the junction of the N2 together with the operational traffic levels

are relevant.
Mitigation and Residual Impacts-RBSF

The primary mitigation measures which are relevant to the events identified above

and which are presented as part of the project are:

e Measures which fall under legal provisions relating broadly to health and
safety which would address risks relating to working close to power lines
and the use of vehicles on roads. The related measures which are
presented in the EIAR include a Traffic Management Plan and the
recommended financial contribution in relation to the upgrade of the motorway
junction are also noted. The Likelihood of an event would after mitigation be

considered to be Very Unlikely.

o Regarding the fire safety aspects the mitigation measures will largely be

covered by separate code and are amenable to being addressed.
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9.9.

9.9.1.

e Anemergency incident response plan will also be put into effect. This is a

live document which will be subject of regular monitoring, review and update.
Conclusion — RBSF

It may be concluded that following mitigation there would be no major accidents or
natural disasters, which taking into account the risk of the event in combination with
the consequences would present significant residual impacts or environmental

effects.

Reasoned Conclusion on the Significant Effects

Having regard to the examination of environmental information contained above in
the EIAR and supplementary information provided at the oral hearing by the
applicant and observers together with the written submission on file from the
observers and prescribed bodies, it is considered that the main significant effects of

the proposed development on the environment are as follows:

e Positive long-term impacts to population and human health from the
provision of adequate wastewater and sludge treatment and from the
provision of biosolids storage capacity to support planned residential and
economic growth in the Dublin region while securing compliance with
European Directives and supporting legislation. Positive long-term indirect
impacts to human health from the protection of bathing water and commercial

shellfish areas.

e Significant negative temporary impacts on population and human health as
a result of noise and vibration and disturbance. The sensitive receptors which
are likely to be impacted include parts of Connolly hospital, St Francis hospice
and some individual houses. Potential impacts on Connolly Hospital are
minimised through design mitigation measures including the construction of a
1km tunnel to accommodate the orbital pipeline through the campus, by
mitigation measures to ensure maintenance of emergency routes and by
measures to minimise air and noise effects on the use of wards. Temporary
rehousing of residents will be considered in the case of some individual
residential properties, in the absence of other mitigation being sufficient. Dust

impacts and emissions from vehicles during the construction phase will have
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a temporary and highly localised impact. Notwithstanding the mitigation
measures proposed, the residual impacts could still be significant albeit

localised and temporary in duration.

e The adoption of conservative odour criteria minimises potential adverse
impacts due to odour. The design, implementation and monitoring of odour
abatement systems and adherence to the adopted criteria set out in the EIAR
and by condition below will ensure that odour emissions do not reach a level
that could cause odour nuisance at or beyond the site boundary of any of the

facilities.

e Positive marine water quality impacts by the provision of wastewater
treatment capacity to meet planned growth and to reduce reliance on

Ringsend wastewater treatment plant.

¢ In the operation phase marine water quality impacts on shellfish areas are
mitigated by the dispersal characteristics at the location of the diffuser and the
design of the wastewater treatment plant including the proposed UV
treatment. Bathing water quality will not be reduced even in the highly
unlikely event of a failure of the plant due to the location of the diffuser in an
area of high natural dispersal characteristics, the range of design measures
and the control which can be exercised over flows to the plant. Excellent

water quality at Velvet Strand will be maintained.

e The construction phase risks to water quality are avoided by the geological
conditions including the depth of boulder clay separating existing shallow
irrigation wells and Baldoyle Bay SAC from the microtunnelling under the
estuary and are mitigated by use of trenchless crossings of streams, by the
application of best practice including the measures set out in the CIRIA
guidance and the adherence to IFI guidelines. There would be no significant
residual impact. As a result of seabed dredging there will be impacts to
marine water quality from suspended sediment increases, which would be of
short duration. Subject to mitigation measures relating to deposition of
dredged material and monitoring there would be no significant residual

impact.
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e The location of all development and most of the construction in areas of low
flood risk minimises potential water quality impacts relating to flooding in the
construction phase and avoids downstream flooding of other lands. The
location of compound 10 within Flood Zone A results in low level risk of
adverse effects on the environment due to the proximity to European sites,
which is mitigated by the measures in the CEMP including the piling method,
bunding and use of best practice in relation to storage of material. The
development will not result in any significant residual impacts relating to

flooding.

e There is potential for a number of slight or short and very localised negative
impacts to marine biodiversity. Air surface venting or bentonite breakout
associated with tunnelling under Baldoyle Bay SAC would impact saltmarsh
on a very small area for a short duration. Discharged sediment from dredging
in the marine environment could impact on reefs, which is mitigated by the
controlled discharge of dredge spoil. Noise and vibration from works at the
tunnel interface could lead to avoidance of the area by marine mammals,
which is mitigated by use of marine mammal observations and passive

acoustic monitoring during piling activities.

e There is potential for short-term moderate impacts on birds including bird
species which are special conservation interests of Natura sites. This could
result from visual disturbance impacts at microtunnelling compounds and the
presence of vessels working in the marine environment during dredging and
pipe laying. There is potential for disturbance to birds as a result of noise from
piling at the interface and at the fibre optic cable. Mitigation measures which

are presented will ensure that there are no significant residual impacts.

e Operational traffic will result in increased congestion at junctions which are
already congested and which will be congested at the time of operation of the
wastewater treatment plant and the regional biosolids storage facility. The

proposed development will add to delays at those locations.
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10.0 Appropriate Assessment

10.1.

Introduction

Article 6(3) of the Habitats Directive requires that any plan or project not directly
connected with or necessary to the management of a European site, but likely to
have a significant effect thereon, either individually or in combination with other plans
or projects, shall be subject to appropriate assessment of its implications for the sites

in view of the sites conservation objectives.

The Board is the competent authority in this regard. The Board must be satisfied
that the proposed development would not adversely affect the integrity of the

European sites having regard to their conservation objectives.

This section of this report assesses whether in view of best scientific knowledge the
project, individually or in combination with other plans or projects, is likely to have a

significant effect on any European site, in view of the sites’ conservation objectives.

The subject application relates to a project that is not directly connected with or

necessary to the management of a European site.

The applicant submitted a Natura Impact Statement (NIS) incorporating an
Appropriate Assessment (AA) Screening Report.

In considering this section of this report | have also had regard to the totality of
information presented by the applicant including the NIS, the EIAR and the written
and oral hearing submissions of the applicant and the observers, including
contributions from DCHG.

The basis for the NIS includes a number of detailed scientific investigations including
field surveys, assessments and modelling which were undertaken to assess and
examine the potential for the project to impact on the conservation objectives of a

number of European sites. | provide a brief summary of these investigations.

The estuarine ornithological survey, the results of which are provided in appendix
A. Species composition and temporal distribution of birds associated with Baldoyle
Bay SPA is described as fairly typical with most SCIs present in peak numbers in
winter and passage and absent or in very low numbers in breeding season, with the

exception of Shelduck.
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Coastal and marine vantage point (VP) ornithological surveys were carried out
between December 2014 and July 2016 and March 2017 and July 2017 using a
vantage point at Velvet Strand and Ireland’s Eye. The results summary in section
5.1.2.1 provides accounts for observations of the SCls of Ireland’s Eye SPA and also
notes that some species that are SCls of Baldoyle Bay SPA were also recorded
during the VP surveys.

A boat based assessment of Auk Fledging was undertaken in July 2016 and July
2017. The results revealed that fledged chicks were not in the water until mid-July.
By the final week of July the majority of guillemots and razorbills had left the area

without massing of large numbers of birds in the water being recorded.

Baldoyle estuary walkover of coastal and intertidal habitats shows that the
boundaries of the Annex 1 habitats as mapped in 2009 have not changed
significantly since that time and the vegetation composition of the marine route
appears to have remained broadly similar. The pipeline route avoids direct impact on

any parts of the SAC.

Surveys for reefs in Ireland’s Eye SAC and Rockabill to Dalkey Island SAC involved
intertidal and subtidal surveys undertaken in 2010 and 2011, used to determine the
physical and biological nature of the Annex 1 habitat. Two additional surveys were
undertaken to obtain a greater understanding of the features within the vicinity of the
outfall pipeline. The results summary indicates that intertidal reef community
complex is recorded on the eastern and southern shores of Ireland’s Eye south of
the proposed outfall pipeline route and marine diffuser location. A detailed walkover
survey in 2015 indicated populations that were well represented and moderately
diverse habitat containing many of the common species found along the Irish Sea
coastline. Subtidal reef community complex is recorded off the northern eastern
and southern shores of Ireland’s Eye south of the proposed marine outfall and
marine diffuser location. Appendix B - moderately high species diversity and no
particular species of nature conservation interest or particularly fragile biotopes

recorded. Naturally high levels of siltation.

Surveys for harbour porpoise in Rockabill to Dalkey Island SAC and data
availability in general is addressed in 5.1.6 including the targeted surveys in 2008.

Also more recent site-specific information of cetacean activity in the vicinity of the
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proposed outfall pipeline over a two-year programme refers. Full details in Appendix
C. IWDG supported the project. High levels of marine mammal sightings recorded.
Harbour porpoise numbers increased in late summer during 2015 and 2016. Some

of the highest densities recorded in Ireland.

Airborne noise modelling at micro-tunnel compounds assessed by a noise

specialist. Airborne noise impacts in subsea environment also assessed.

Water quality modelling and suspended plume analysis computational models
are described briefly in section 5.2.2.1. The backhoe dredger to be used in shallower
areas for 12 hours a day will result in excavation of between 200,000m3 and
400,000m?3 and will take approximately 130 days. Sediment characteristics were
obtained from fibro-coring and borehole data. Grey silty sand predominates along
the entire route and there is an increasing gravel fraction over the depth. The
depo