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1.0

1.1.

2.3.

Introduction

This case relates to an application made by Cork County Council, seeking approval
under Section 226 of the Planning and Development Act, 2000, as amended, for the
decommissioning of the existing Dursey Island cable car and the construction of a

new dual cable car system and other development onsite. Full details are set out g

Bealbarnish Gap to the@

KHO

orms with steel guardrails on both the mainland and island sides, an informal

Wiitor car park on the mainland, which provides space for 70 cars and & small

residents’ car park on the island which provides space for approximately ten cars.

The site is situated on the coastline and comprises a rugged, unduliating open
landscape overlain by thin soils. Dursey Island is one of seven inhabited islands
located off the west coast of County Cork. It is situated at the western tip of the

Beara Peninsula, separated from the mainiand by Dursey Sound, a narrow rocky
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24.

3.0

3.1.

3.2

tidal channel in the Atlantic sea. The island has a stated area of approximately six
square kilometres and it measures approximately 6.5km in length and 1.5km in
width. On the mainland, the topography of the area rises steeply from the coastline,
continuing upwards towards a local hill approximately 300m in from the coast.
Dursey Island follows a similar topography and has a raised central spine. The

surface is uneven with rock outcrops and thin soils.

Currently, the existing cable car, a small structure with capacity to tran
persons, serves two inhabitants of Dursey island and others who h

and properties on the islands and also visitors to the island. It is gtat
current number of visitors (2017/2018) using the cable car t kehe jéurney to

Dursey Island is approximately 20,424 visitors per year.

Proposed Development

The proposed development comprises the.dgco oning of the existing cable car

Nof a new larger dual cable car

[

fé, a new mainland station, an on-site

and associated structures, and the consk

onstruct an interpretive exhibition

facility. On the mainland, it is also 0posee

space ('Visitor Centre’), an 84-
wastewater treatment syst £t roundwater supply borehole. On Dursey Island,

a new station and associ

freatment system arx 30
The proposed U% uld run paralle! to the existing cableway alignment and it

: fa e facilities, waiting area and on-site wastewater

would me length. The mainland pylon and the existing cable car itself
would b retaipe@bn-site as a feature of the original structure. The existing cable car
spged of 0.9 m/s. It is proposed that the outward i Journey to the island,
ble of travelling faster, would operate at 1 m/s and the journey time would
e een five and six minutes to allow visitors to enjoy the recreational
erience and views across Dursey Sound. The return journey and during times
hen it operates for island residents and farmers only, the cable car would be

operated at a faster speed of 6 m/s.

Each of the two cable cars would provide capacity for 15 persons. If is stated in a
footnote (no.3) on page 15 of Chapter 4 (Description of Proposed Development) of
the EIAR that the new cableway could transport approx. between 3,400 and 6,600
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3.4.

3.5.

3.6.

3.7.

persons per day in typical operating hours. However, it is proposed to apply a cap
on the visitor numbers such that an annual maximum of 100,000 would be permitted
onto the mainland facility and visitor centre and of those, 80,000 would be permitted
to make the journey to and from Dursey Island. In addition, a maximum monthly

visitor number of 12,835 would be permitted to travel to and experience Dursey

Island.

It is also proposed to replace the existing car park comprising 70 spaces Wi

locations along the approach roads to the site (Bealbarnish Gapif
Castletownbere, R575 at Eyeries Cross and N71 at Gen

DE re-used or recycled where possible and

aste would be disposed of to an authorised

where not possible, any remim

waste facility.

pplication for this has been made to the Department of Housing, Planning and

Local Government's Marine Planning and Foreshore Unit.
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4.0 Consultation

4.1. Observers

4.1.1.  The following is a summary of the issues raised in submissions received from

observers,

* concern is expressed for proposals to increase the car parking provisi®
to enlarge the footprint of the site, which it is stated would result j e

effect on the environment and would be contrary to climate chng

* climate change has not been adequately addressed an
volume of greenhouse emissions during the construgfion ation phase

has been set out.

* concerns raised regarding potential impactgto thefiatifal environment and to
the Beara Peninsula Special Protectiond\rea (Site code 004155), in

particular the Chough wild bird spegieg

bays along the @
* BirdWatch | sta at they do not suppori the conclusion in the NIS that
there wogld o $gnificant effects on the population of Chough, a highly

prot d bid cies.
4.2. Submifsionsed€ived from Prescribed Bodies

421. T a eived written submissions from prescribed bodies and the principal

S out are summarised below.
rtment of Culture, Heritage and Gaeltacht (Nature Conservation)
» Dursey Island is an important site for Chough bird species;

 the proposed development, inciuding mitigation measures, would not
adversely affect the integrity of any European site, protected species or
biodiversity generally, subject to an additional precautionary mitigation

measure to guarantee that a potential nest site (Chough species) identified in
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a building on the island is not subject to disturbance by visitors to Dursey
istand;

Failte Ireland

« expresses its support for the project;

o its delivery would provide visitors with a world class experience of Dursey,
lsland:

no justification has been provide

24

ifyingjinferests, contrary to European law;

brobosal would exacerbate unsustainable private car based tourism in West
. giving rise to traffic impacts on the narrow local road network and an

overarching adverse impact on ¢limate;
ransport Infrastructure Ireland (TlI)
« no specific observations in relation to the principle of the development;

« in relation to the use of VMS on national roads, reference should be made to

Tl standards and states it would not be supportive of a VMS at the junction of
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the N71/R572 for reasons of having potential to cause inappropriate

distraction and confusion to road users;

» additional parking could be utilised at the multiplicity of other attractions and

towns with available parking on the Beara Peninsula;
Geological Survey of Ireland (GSI)

+ acknowledges correspondence and offers help with interpretive sj in

visitor centre on geological features seen around the island.

4.3. Response to submissions

ourse of the
d by the Board

where relevant, as

4.3.1. Following submissions by observers and prescribed bodie
application, a written response from the Local Autharit wa
on the 5" day of February 2020 and the response is re

part of the assessment helow.

5.0 Planning History

5.1.  Itis stated that the cable car was j tially ereCted in 1969 and that it was
subsequently replaced in pa in 1981 and again in 2004. The pylons were

)

S

continue to remain on site. There is no other planning

replaced with two new ga el structures in 1977. Apart from these

upgrades, and the re f serviceable components, many of the original

components are s

history recorded o mate to the site.

6.0 Polic®e
6.1. tion Regional Policy

and regional policy of relevance, which is considered in the planning

Spessment, is largely set out in the following documents:

¢ Project Ireland 2040: National Planning Framework (2018) and the National
Development Plan (2018-2027)

+ Climate Action Plan 2019

* National Biodiversity Action Plan 2017-2021

» Rural Development Plan (2014-2020)
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« Realising Our Rural Potential — Action Plan for Rural Development {2017)

« People, Place and Policy — Growing Tourism to 2025 (2015)

« Building on Recovery - Infrastructure and Capital Investment (2016 — 2021)

« Guidelines on Landscape and Visual Assessment Landscape Institute
(GLVIA) 2013

« Regional Spatial & Economic Strategy for the Southern Region.

6.2. Local Policy

6.2.1. Local statutory planning policy for the subject site is contained withf
County Development Plan 2014-2020 and the West Cork 4 __
Local Area Plan (2017) (WCMD LAP). -

6.2.2. Other plans of particular relevance include:

e West Cork Islands Integrated Developme

e Cork County Council Climate ~ 3 \
« County Cork Biodiversity Actl MPlan 2009 ~ 20141
+ Kerry County Developmeni¥ 015 — 2021

Volume 2 — EIAR Main Text

« Volume 3 — EIAR Figures and Drawings

1 While the date of the Biodiversity plan period is passed, it is referred to under the Cork
County Development Plan Objective HE 1-1: Continue to implement the County Biodiversity
Action Plan.
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eili2.

7.1.3.

7.1.4,

2
7.2.1.

The main volume (Volume 2) is set out in Chapters including Chapter 1
(Introduction), Chapter 2 (Need for the Proposed Development), Chapter 3
(Alternatives Considered) and Chapter 4 (Description of the Proposed
Development). Chapters 5 to 16 inclusive examine the various environmental factors
both as a baseline and with the development in place and provide an outline of
predicted impacts and measures proposed to reduce or remove any signific

negative impacts (mitigation measures). Chapter 17 provides a descripti

interactions, which are stated to be likely to occur between the envir ors

project to risks of major accidents and/or disasters relevant t jecFconcerned.
A schedule of proposed mitigation measures is provided i . While certain
limitations were noted throughout the EIAR, it is state tn icular difficulties
were encountered that would have precluded the ility 4" as8ess the potential

significant impacts of the development.

a ovided in Chapter one

engarri and on 23t April at Lehanmore

Details of stakeholder consuiltations und

(Introduction). Non-statutory public cons ents were also held on the 27t
March 2019 in the Eccles Hotel i

Community Centre. At each

nts, interested parties were invited to submit
any comments on the pro#o opment. Additionally, 75 statutory and non-
statutory consultees Jto submit comments on an EIA Scoping Report

developed.

| am satisfiedeth e information provided in the EIAR is sufficiently complete and
up to datghan t e EIAR has been prepared by competent experts to ensure its
compleleness quality. The information contained in the EiAR and supplementary

vided by the applicant, adequately identifies and describes the direct,
d cumulative effects of the proposed development on the environment and
es with the requirements of the Planning and Development Regulations 2001-
0 and the provisions of Directive 2011/92/EU as amended by Directive

2014/52/EU.
Consideration of Reasonable Alternatives

Alternatives considered are set out in Chapter 3. During the preliminary design stage
of the proposed development, four cableway technology options and three cableway
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alignment options were considered. Four cableway technology options and three

alignment options were considered.

722 |n relation to the architectural design options, five options, Options 1, 2a, 2b, 3 and
3a, were developed. Option 3a was subsequently refined to develop three further
options, Options 3b, 3¢ and 3d, following issuing the Options report. In order {o

determine the most suitable option to advance, Options 1, 2a, 2b, 3 and 3a weré\
y N
appraised by using a multi-criteria analysis (MCA) approach. Since Optionsf3h,

72.3. The MCA evaluated the options with respect to the criteri

j__len\fi_:r:;\:rlrp__ ntal merit,
aesthetic merit, technical merit, buildability and disrugh{on npa j&urability and
maintenance requirements, capital construction é%@tskon mic viability and project
3 g Cifapter 3 of the EIAR. Option

| arising from the MCA and this

- W a .
option was subsequently advanced f(ot the p"%%&ﬁevelopment. It is stated that
the design has since evolved foll(omﬂqi?ggdback from various stakeholders including
Iheland and from public consultation events.

ption in the aforementioned MCA. No alternatives addressing sustainable transport

modes were advanced.

7.2.6. Overall, | am not satisfied that all reasonable alternatives have been identified and

adequately considered.
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7.3.

7.3.1.

7.3.2.

Treden

Assessment of Environment Effects

The likely significant effects of the development are considered below under specific
headings, which collectively address the factors set out in Article 3 of the EIA
Directive 2014/52/EU as follows:

* Population and human health;

« Biodiversity, with particular attention to species and habitats protected u
Directive 92/43/EEC and Directive 2009/147/EC:

* Land, soil, water, air and climate;
« Material assets, cultural heritage and the landscape:
* The interaction between these factors.

The assessment is based on the information provj e abplicant, including the

EIAR and the submissions received in the co application from the

prescribed bodies and observers, and the sulse
received from the Local Authority as the %

includes information gathered duri my silEWISits and my review of various relevant

plans and documents and con ion of the applicants NIS.

At the outset and for the hé

1) setting out a compafisd

f Board, | have compiled a table below (Table
¢ existing and proposed cable car parameters,

including cable ¢ sign, journey speed, passenger carrying capacity and
visitor numbe ameters are referenced throughout the applicant's EIAR

and NIS apd ar@alS§Teferred to as relevant in my assessment.
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Table 1: parameters for the existing and proposed cable car, passenger carrying capacity

and visitor numbers

Type/Design

Single cable car system

Dual cable car system

Journey Speed

0.9 m/s (outward and

1 m/s outward and 6 m/s return

capacity for single

return journey) (visitors) and 6m/s for outward and
return journey for istand lnhabitant
and island farmers
Passenger carrying | 6 persons 15 persons per cable car

Dursey Island

journey
Daily Passenger Not stated but maximum | Stated in EIAR thatt
Carrying capacity visitor numbers reach could transport bety
capacity in summer as 6,600 per day. (g€
gueuing is common. see below) \
Monthly Visitors to | Current numbers arriving No cap on
cable car site on to mainiand cable car
mainiand site only (i.e. those not
making the journey to
Dursey island) are not
stated . ./
Monthly Visitors to | 4,950 per month {enthly visitor numbers to the island

Visitors across the

and August to
Dursey Island

peak season of July

Id lbe capped at 12,835

Annual Number of
Visitors to Mainland
site

Visitor numbers to the mainland would
be capped at 100,000

Annual Number of
Visitors to Dursey
Island _

7.4,
74.1.

Visitor numbers would be capped at
80,000

séhd€velopment site, including the mainland and Dursey Island, is
2 Sparsely populated rural area. In 2016 the Electoral Division (ED) of
gh had a population of 342 persons (174 males and 168 females). Of

25é, four persons lived on Dursey Island at that time. It is stated that this has since
dropped to two permanent inhabitants currently living on the island, down from 20 in
1991. Population of the island is stated to increase during the summer months, when
visitors take up seasonal residence. The Pobal HP Deprivation Index Score for the
study area is ‘marginally below average’, meaning the area is somewhat

disadvantaged in terms of economic development.
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7.4.2.

7.4.3.

7.4.4.

7.4.5.

7.4.7.

It is submitted in the EIAR that by improving ease of access to the island, the
proposed development could support a level of repopulation of the island. This may
well be so, however there are many other factors at play whereby population of smalil
islands has vastly decreased over the years. For the remaining two inhabitants and
others who own iand on the island and have moved from the island, farming is the
main economiq activity. The nature of this farming predominately comprises low

intensity activities, mainly sheep grazing and to a lesser extent dry stock.

In relation to Human Health, in the 2016 census, the majority of inhabi

individuals characterised their general health as '‘bad’. Just i idifal reported

being in ‘very bad’ general health. A further eight perso id swer this

lead to any immediate change ent population as new job opportunities

le who live locally.

With an improved tr 0
would support thg’existin abitants of the islands, though no notable increase in
population a t regult of the cableway project would likely arise. The new
infrastru 1 g the new cable car, would however improve the safety and
comfortWor usels including the inhabitants and those who farm lands on Dursey

a as visitors to the island.

cable car infrastructure would comprise a larger dual cable car / cableway
a faster overall journey time and a much increased capacity to transport tourists
o the island. With the development in place, the visiting population would be

enabled to grow considerably and the visitor numbers are set out in Table 1 above.

[ am satisfied that the cable car development would not give rise to any significant
changes to long term healih. Other factors which could impact on human health

include noise, air quality, water and soits during the construction phase. These are
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7.4.8.

7.4.9.

7.4.10.

7.4.11.

deali with under their respective headings below, but insofar as they would interact
with human health, it can be concluded that with appropriate site management and
adoption of mitigation measures, as proposed, and noting the short-term and
transient nature of the construction works, no adverse impacts on human health

would conceivably arise because of these environmental impacts.

work during the off-season period and a Construction and Environmental
Management Plan (CEMP) and Construction Traffic Management Plan (€ j

operation stage. | note that the development would resylt i ﬂ
positive benefits in terms of journey amenlty and i 1 ré&@ Y

human actiwty to indirectly interact i*'.l-::s- j '_enV[ronment including in

partlcular the sensitive eco!oglca (en.m[o\?ment that prevails. | have dealt with this

-‘L""“L..
i glverSIty below and also in the Appropriate

nfrastructure would resuit in the diminishment of the uniqueness of the

' sensitive environment. Experiencing the Beara Peninsula and Dursey Island
wld continue to be enjoyable, though the experience may become less unique and
more ordinary as the number of visitors grow. The increase in visitor has also the
potential to negatively impact on other elements of the environment, matters which
are addressed under the respective headings below.
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7.5.

ASLAL

7.5.2.

Biodiversity
Introduction

Chapter 7 of the EIAR sets out an examination of Biodiversity. The zone of influence
identified is presented in Plate 7.1 of Chapter 7 and it includes the proposed
development area, the R572 approach road west of Bealbarnish Gap and all of

proposed works (passing bays and visibility splays) along it. It also includes

and Crow Head on the mainland, together with routes linking these
buffer around all of the above. This zone of influence was also a study

area by the applicant for the purpose of their assessment.
Recreational Walkways/Trails

Dursey Island and the Beara Peninsula are populagtiesthugliof® for recreational
walkers. On Dursey Island there is an unsurfa roatyumdfing from east to west for
c.okm part and the route continues beyon 0 along undefined informal
pathways. There are also a number of in ths on private lands. Dursey island
Loop and the longer distance BearafWay a 0 overiapping walks which run
through the island. At Garinish

Garinish Loop walk is well gefi

the mainland, east of the cable car site, the
it is stated that the trail attracts a
Crow Head, also on the mainland further south,

nee"and this walk is stated to attract very few visitors.

considerable numbers of
the walkway is less w&
The Beara-Brefie opg distance trail starts on the east of Dursey island and
continues t nt yrim, tracing the steps of the historic march of O’Sullivan-
Beare.

It 2

they consulted with an ornithologist (Mr. Mike Trewby), stated to be a national expert
on the red-billed chough (Pyrrhocorax pyrrhocorax) (May 2019}, hereinafter
‘Chough’. It is stated that the expert advised that in order to conserve the resident
chough population, a numerical carrying capacity should be established for Dursey
Island based on findings of a study by Keribiou et al. (2009) and in order to facilitate
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7.5.4.

7.5.5.

7.5.6.

7.5.7.

future monitoring of the chough pqpulation, productivity/breeding success of the
population should be measured. Consultations were also held between the
applicant’s consultants and the National Parks and Wildlife Service (NPWS) (May
2019). It is stated that the NPWS set out specific requirements for survey data which

included (i} location of nest sites, (ii) key areas of habitat and (iii) flush distances, e

stay on established trails.

Designated Sites

The site of the existing and proposed cable car is particularly sondfly in

biodiversity given that it is within the Beara Peninsula SPA and
is adjacent to the Kenmare River SAC (Site Code 00 l‘- | I= SPA area covers a
Slsea @fs and terrestrial habitats.

A
—

efs [1170], Submerged or partially
| sea cliffs of the Atlantic and Baltic coasts

Terrestrial Habitats

Habitat surveys are stated to have been carried out by the applicant's EIA
consultants during September 2018 and May 2019 and the general character of the

habitats in the study area are described. Dry-humid acid grassland (GS1) and dry
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26

7.5.9.

siliceaus heath (HH1) or a combination of both are stated o be the dominant habitat
types in the study area, on both the island and mainland. On Dursey island, farming
is concentrated on the more sheltered south-eastern part of the island and in this
area, vegetation is heavily grazed and sward heights are particularty short. The less
accessible, more north-western areas and hills are dominated by open heathlands.
The coastline in the vicinity of the site comprises low cliffs. The habitat at this

location is stated to conform to exposed rocky shores (LR1).

The heathland within the study area on both the mainland and isiand i
conform in places to the description of European dry heath [4030
Interest (QI) of the adjoining Kenmare River SAC. This SAC ¢
the Atlantic ocean along the coastline and also includes Cr

s agarea of
he mainland.

It is stated that dry siliceous heath and dry-humid acid sla foraging
habitats for Chough bird species, a Special Cons tio egest (SCI) of the Beara
Peninsula SPA, while rocky sea cliffs are roostifla/nes g #abitat for same.

Bird Species

erta n March and July 2019. The
§ comprised 32 individuals consisting of

Surveys of Chough species were u

largest flock recorded during the su
adults and juveniles which were on the western end of Dursey Island in
July. This number is great % 0 birds observed by Berrow et al. (1993) in
1992 and less than t Bisds dbserved by Gray et al. (2003) in 2002/03. Six

their respective nest sites were identified during the

applicant's s 2(19. This number is lower than those recorded during

previous g ys, including ten potential breeding pairs in both 1992 (Berrow

etal, 1983) an§ 2002/03 (Gray et al., 2003). At the time of writing the EIAR, post
eging ys had commenced in August 2019 and were due to continue to

o] bg! 2019.

lation to Fulmar, it is stated that 487 individuals were observed during a previous
urvey carried out on Dursey Island in 2016 and 12 individuals were observed on
Crow Head. No evidence of breeding Peregrine Falcons (Falco peregrinus), listed on
Annex | to the Birds Directive are stated to have been found during the surveys.
However, it is stated that there is likely to be at least one such individual foraging in
the vicinity.
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7 511. Table 7.18 of the EIAR presents a list of 22 avian species observed breeding in the
study area during bird surveys and Table 7.19 presents a list of 11 bird species

considered to possibly breed in the zone of influence.
Flora and Fauna

= 512, Table 7.12 lists the rare and protected species of flora and fauna within and up to

5km offshore of the Zone of Influence of the development based on previous

research. The species referenced above in the context of designated site
been excluded. '

Invasive Alien Species (IAS)

7.5.13. A total of five Invasive Alien Plant Species (IAPS) were SN <

7.6.

7.6.1. -r- desk study and field-based surveys

and potential impacts of the "" were identified by the applicant.
These are summarised in T4b dire fly below, which also includes a list of
potential impacts in th

envisaged.

ABP-305442-19 Inspector's Report Page 20 of 86



Table 2 - Key Ecological Receptors and their potential pre-rmitigation impacts.

KERSs iit the zone of

influence

ES= Vi Eb

Bats - Soprano
pipistrelle (Pipistrelius
pygmaeus) and
common pipistrelle
(Pipistrellus pipistrefius)

destruction of roosts and direct
mortality of roosting bats during
demolition of structures

detrimental effects associated with
lighting during operation

Moderate negative

Red-billed chough
(Pyrrhocorax
pyrrhocorax) — which is
a qualifying interest of
the Beara Peninsula
SPA.

disturbance due to human activity
(and dogs) during operation
destruction of foraging habitat due
to visitor footfall.

Three known nest sites at the
western end of Dursey Island a

potentially vulnerable to h‘w

disturbance.

European herring gull
(Larus argenfatus)

impact on jncrea
other se&

Slight negative

Great black-backed gull
(Larus marinus)

PN

bn increased predation of
oth€l"seabird species.

Slight negafive

Ground-nesting
Passerine

otential disturbance of species due
to humans during operation
potential disturbance or destruction

of nests due to visitors during
operation

Moderate negative

tors

negative effects on prey species
potentially leading to reduction in
availability of food during operation

Slight Negative

ommaon shipe
(Gallinago gallingo)

potential disturbance of species due
to humans during operation

potential disturbance or destruction
of nests due to visitors during
operation

Slight Negative

ABP-305442-19
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Eurasian oystercatcher
{Haematopus
ostralegus)

potential disturbance of species due
to humans during operation

potential disturbance or desiruction
of nests due to visitors during
operation

Slight Negative

Betony (Betonica
officinalis)

(was stated to have
been found on the
mainland side of the site
but none was found on
Dursey island)

potential destruction of plants due to
construction works

potential destruction of plants due to
visitor footfall during operation

Moderate Negative

Invasive alien species
(IAS) Invasive Alien
Plant Species (IAPS)

potential introduction and/or

i ificg it Negative

Large shallow inlets
and bays

This habitat is a Ql of
the Kenmare River
SAC,

constructior
potential I3
— - .
§ Yof improperly
teated wastewater during

'troducﬁonldispersa! of marine 1AS

f during construction and/or operation

Moderate Negative

potential loss of ecological integrity
due to run-off of pollutants during
construction works

potential loss of ecological integrity
due to run-off of improperly
treated/untreated wastewater during
operation

potentially altered community
structures due to
introduction/dispersal of marine 1AS
during construction and/or operation

Moderate Negative
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Wegetated sea cliffs of
the Atlantic and Baltic
coasis.

This habitat is a QI of
the Kenmare River
SAC.

Rocky sea cliffs also
provide
roosting/nesting
habitats for the
Chough, a QI of the

Beara Peninsula SPA.

potentially altered plant community
structure and erosion regime due to
the introduction/dispersal of
terrestrial 1APS during construction
and/or operation

unmanaged increased visitor
footfall in the vicinity of cliffs could
also give rise to de-vegetation

and soil erosion. However, much of
the area of this habitat is
inaccessible to visitors.

Moderate Negative

European dry heaths

This habitat is a Ql of
the Kenmare River
SAC and are foraging
habitats for Chough,
a Ql of the Beara
Peninsula SPA.

potentially altered plant community
structure and erosion regime due to
introduction/dispersal of terrestrial
[APS during construction and/
operation.

unmanaged increased visito
footfall in the vicinity iffs cold
also give rise to d i
soil erosion.

7.6.2. Other general impacts are als
habitat loss on the mainla

0 te NE€gative

hese have been identified as including
comprising the area required to accommodate

turbance from noise and vibration d uring

the development foot %
construction. Itis s % turbance to fauna might occur during operation as a

mans due to reduced time spent foraging and

result of the pre

experienci va vels of stress, which could threaten the viability of the

populatidn in queSon. Disturbance by walking of dogs is also identified as an
iect phortality as a result of collision risk has also been identified as a

i2Nipact. Loss of biodiversity has been identified as leading to negative

on nature-based recreation, impacting negatively on human health. Impacts

he recelving water environment have also been referenced and | have dealt with

nis later under the heading of Water.
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7.7. Proposed Mitigation

7.7.1. Proposed mitigation measures have been set out and include the following:

g, Wre . re and implement an IAS/IAPS management pian and ensure

Applicants have established a monthly numerical carrying capacity of 12,835
visitors which would be enforced for Dursey Island based on a previous study

onto Dursey island.

Control of visitor numbers by using a web based ticketing system | %

A
i

route would alert inte_nding visitors of times when the ca§.p;

to alert visitors and deter them from making or com|
cable car site).

wsialong the routes so as to

m ] e . .
open habitat and prevent disturbance

of chough and other grour@a

scaping uses native species and IAS/IAPS-free soil and implementation

" of best practice biosecurity protocols.

Bat boxes are proposed to be erected and bat-friendly lighting would be used.

Providing waste bins on the island and.mainland to prevent accumulation of

food litter to minimise the attraction of an increased number of gulls.

ABP-305442-19 Inspector’s Report Page 24 of 86



i

7.8.

7.8.1.

7.9
7.9.1.

7.10.

7.101.

7.10%

The overarching mitigation measure during the construction phase would be the
requirement for the preparation and adherence fo both a CEMP and an
environmental operating plan (EOP) by the appointed contractor. Any specimens of

betony encountered would be translocated under NPWS licence.
Residual Impacts

Residual impacts on key ecological receptors have been set out in Table 7.

Chapter 7 of the EIAR, wherein it is submitted that in most instances th

has been identified as a resuit of IAS/IAPS, however, notin
including biosecurity protocols proposed, | would conclude ¢ Jesidual impact in

respect of IAS/IAPS would be no greater than imperce

Monitoring

Monitoting of visitor numbers by counting a v ut annual visitor surveys is
proposed. The conservation status of th Island chough population during
the breeding season would be monpitored a Id the conservation status of the
habitats on Dursey and the inf ' athered from monitoring would be fed into

Failte Ireland’s Environmepia ing and monitoring programme.

Assessment of Appliea %
Direct Impacts

althe mitigation proposed would be effective in respect of
a

dosed Mitigation Measures {Operation Phase)

| am satisfie

cts which have potential to arise, largely during construction of

rastructure, including the cable car and associated structures and

] mpacts

not satisfied that the mitigation measures proposed would be effective in
respect of indirect impacts during the operation phase. Over time the cable car has
grown as a visitor attraction and with the new higher capacity cable car in place, this
would generate a renewed interest in its popularity particularly as it is one of the
signature Discovery Points on the Wild Atlantic Way tourism route. It is worth

recalling that the new cable car facility would have the physical capacity fo carry
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7.10.3.

7.10.4.

between 3,400 and 6,600 per day. It is the applicants intention to limit the visitors to
both the mainland and island. A total of 100,000 visitors would be permitted to the
cable car site on the mainland, of which 80,000 visitors would be permitted to make
the journey to Dursey Island. A total of 12,835 visitors would be allowed onto the

island in any one month. These intended visitor numbers represent an almost

quadrupling of the current annual numbers (20,424) and the monthly permitted

relevance to note that no cap is proposed for the monthly Wisitor

annual cap of 100,000) who would visit the mainland,gly.

Concerns have also been raised by observers rofating to We l-mpacts likely to arise
with the new development in place because"

86 number of visitors

inadvertently trampling on ecologically-sensiive i its and causing disturbance to

frecting tﬁé‘%ﬁbraging habitat. The applicant's

B west off the western coast of Brittany in France and which hosts Chough

ot Ecies. | have read the research paper entitied ‘Tourism in protected areas can

threaten wild populations: from individual response to population viability of
the chough Pyrrhocorax’ (Keribiou ef al., 2009) as included in the ‘Journal of
Applied Ecology 2009,46, 657-665'. [t is worthwhile setting out a summary of the
research carried out together with its findings. The scientific paper is attached as
Appendix 7.3 to the Biodiversity Chapter in the EIAR and from an online search, |
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7.10.5.

7.10.6.

7.10.7.

7.10.9.

have been able to obtain a copy of the appendices related to this paper from the
scientific journal. The appendices are also highly relevant. | have placed a copy of
the paper and its accompanying appendices on file for completeness and for ease of

reference by the Board.

Similarly to Dursey, tourism has grown considerably on Ouessant with 150,000
annual visitors last reported (2005) and there was no sign of any levelling off
time. The high season of tourists occurs on the French tsland in July and usts

aiso similarly to the peak visitor time for Dursey island.

The study foliowed the population monitoring and modelling of img@act m on

individual response and population viability of the chough o S er an eight

-year period between the longer period of 1993 and 2005, ihg population

was reported as having been fairly stable in the last 50 0 13 pairs), but a
strong decrease in the number of non-breeders w bsefved, from about 55

individuals in the 1970s to 15 in 2009.

eeding habitat availability. It

almost exclusively on very short swards of

disturbed) significantly increased in the presence of dependent juveniles in the
ock. It was found that flush distance was not affected by visitor number, type of

disturbance or flock size.

In winter, the spatial distribution of chough flocks was found fo positively correlate
with the amount of feeding habitat throughout the day, whereas in summer this

correlation was found in early morning or late afternoon only. This negative impact of
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the number of visitors on foraging behaviour was found to be due to a reduction in
the area of available feeding habitat.

7.10.10. By combining the average flush distance and spatial distribution of paths on the

coastline, it was estimated that the presence of visitors on Ouessant island resulted

in a severe decrease in the area available for foraging in respect of choughs andesgy,

7.10.11.

7.10.12.

a e (16,500), the applicant considered that the carrying capacity for Dursey could
be calculated by correlating available foraging areas which they deem to be a key
variable on both islands. To that end, they state that the available foraging area for
QOuessant is 7.6875km? (768.75 ha). Having reviewed the scientific paper, this area
does not represent the available foraging area as stated by the applicant but instead
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7.10.14.

7.10.15.

7.10.16.

represents the gross area enclosed by the 123 index squares which formed the
study area, i.e. 123 squares each of 250m x 250m, a total of 768.75 ha. It is then
stated by the applicant, that the whole of Dursey island, a gross area 5.98km?
(5698ha) is suitable for foraging at one time or another. By comparing the study area
of Quessant with the stated gross foraging area available on Dursey Island (at one

time or another), the applicants calculated that Dursey Island could accommods

12,835 visitors per month. In this regard, | refer the Board fo Tables 7.26 aing
within Chapter 7 (Biodiversity) of the EIAR for the details used by the ap

mathematical calculation.

The calculated numerical visitor carrying capacity arrived at fo
relied on for a number of reasons. In the first instance, the ng area used
in the applicant's calculation in respect of Quessant, 7.

represents the entire/gross study area of the islangincl gdhe coastal iocation

where foraging and visitors were observed on is important fo note at

greater relevance to note is that t ing"dr€a within the study area in Quessant
was found to be considerably

choughs and during peak yis#s ti this was reduced to 4.8 ha.

In contrast, it was sta gpplicant that all of Dursey is available for foraging at
one time of the y r ther. In this regard, | conclude that the two variables used
by the applicant parable, i.e. the study area within which foraging and
visitors % d on Ouessant and the entire area of Dursey Island, where

foraginglis statgd4b be available at one time or another.

Id ppear on further reading of the EIAR and NIS that not all of Dursey
! ppovides a suitable habitat for foraging, for example, it is stated in Chapter 7 of
ETAR that the enclosed fields are likely to provide suitable habitat during the

nter period. Itis also stated that from late June to early July, choughs were
increasingly observed gathering in flocks to forage at the western end of Dursey
Island. The EIAR sets out that Choughs in Ireland are known to forage principally on
grazed grassland with short sward heights, earthen banks, coastal machair and
maritime turf, and to a lesser degree, also on heathland, dunes, cliffs, improved
grassiand and tidewrack. In Table 3.2 of the submitted NIS, it is stated that Choughs
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forage mainly within 300m of the cliff tops used for breeding. Therefore the figure
used as the available foraging area in the applicant’s calculation, which is stated to

be the entire of Dursey Island, would appear to be overestimated.

7.10.17. The study at Ouessant considered many factors around the net available feeding

area at different times, and the impact of tourists on the feeding pattern across

summer, winter and various times of the days within summer and winter seaso
-

7.10.18. Different flush distances are also used, with a flus dﬁ&qc )

= g
e

(maximum), in comparison to 147m+/- 23m vith juveniles) and 75m+/-9m

(flocks without juveniles) used in the stydy

N - area along the coastline was found to be potentially affected by

disturbance. On Dursey Island, it was stated by the applicant that oniy 22%

(30 flushing distance + 20m as a precautionary buffer) was affected by human
disturbance. In any case, this affected area on Dursey was not taken into account in

estimating the visitor carrying capacity, where instead gross areas only were used.

7.10.20. Having regard to all of the above and noting the fimited data available on the impacts

of tourists on the chough population on Dursey, in contrast to the detailed data
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7.10.21.

7.10.22.

7.10.

available for Ouessant, it is not possible to rely on the numerical visitor carrying
capacity arrived at for Dursey [sland. Therefore, | cannot agree that this mitigation
measure (adopting the numerical carrying capacity calculated by the applicant for
Dursey Island) would be effective in terms of addressing indirect impacts on the
Chough bird species or its feeding habitat during the operation phase of the

development.
Control of Visitor Numbers

It is stated in Chapter 7 (Biodiversity) that a web-based ticketing sys

likély that a
alking

employed to control visitor numbers making the journey to the is
proportion of the 100,000 visitors arriving at the mainland w
along Garinish Head and Crow Head, and these sensitive a ontHe mainland

might also experience impacts.

| note that currently visitors could arrive at the cable ar sli@and purchase their

tickets for the journey to Dursey and it is also stagd in Lhapter 5 (Traffic and

Transport) of the EIAR that Variable Me ns (WMS) would be erected at four
adige (niéhe ng visitors in advance that the

re whether or not the current practice of

locations as far east as Glengarriff,

car park is closed. It is not clear ther

allowing visitors to arrive without and purchase one on arrival) would

o

controlled. How N ac fedge that the maximum visitor numbers committed to

continue and this in turn le olved conceims around how visitors who wish

to access Dursey Isl a ensitive areas on the mainland would be

would be a rgfuiréMentbf the overall operation of development if the development is
approve thisttor numbers committed to could be further strengthened by
attaghing an agpropriately worded condition to an approval, should the Board be

d rove the development.
of Visitor Behaviour

main activity on the island heretofore is that of small scale non-intensive
farming, mainly sheep grazing and a level of fourism outlined. A survey of existing
visitors on Dursey [sland was carried out by the applicants in preparing the EIAR and
NIS. The findings revealed that currently visitors readily wander off-track, exploring
the very nature that is the attractiveness of the island. A total of 68% of the 537
respondents stated that they left established paths at some point while on the island.
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7.10.24.

Of these, 26% reported walking to the extreme western end of the island of which
42% stated that they left the path at that point. | remain unconvinced that this would
be prevented, notwithstanding the proposal for formalisation of trails and walkways
with trall markers and use of signage and educational tools. Its open nature would

make it easy and inviting for visitors to explore off-trail onto open habitats. The Beara

Way walking route, a 200 km looped route from the mainland to and through
island continues to the western end of the island, bringing visitors through

sensitive ecological environment. While the western end containing the

Map 7 — Foher to Dursey Island on irishtrails.ie inforrmation wel

therefore be vulnerable to the significant visitor numbers et

& impacts fo remain post
e

mitigation. This is particularly so as the visitapy igement plan envisaged in West

fan (2017) for Dursey Island is as yet not in

An a derelict building on the island. In response to this submission, the applicant
sfates their willingness to engage with the landowner. This matter remains open and

unresolved at this point.
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Concluding Comment - Biodiversity

7.10.27. | am satisfied that direct impacts on the biodiversity environment from the
construction and operation as a result of the physical infrastructure would be
appropriately mitigated and any residual impacts would be acceptable. However, |
am not satisfied that, arising from the much increased cable-car capacity and the

corresponding increased visitor numbers which would be permitted to visit Dy
Istand and would likely explore the sensitive areas of the mainiand (Garinj
and Crow Head), has been adequately assessed from a scientific per
Equally, | am not satisfied that the formalised trails and visitor magag
mitigation measures would be sufficiently effective, particularl he gfgnificant
increase in visitor numbers which would be enabled by the t, and in the
absence of a visitor management plan for Dursey Isiangin partiguidr. The measures
proposed are unlikely to successfully mitigate the afising\ir t impacts on

biodiversity.
7.11. Land, Soils and Geology

7.11.1. Chapter 8 examines the land, soils gnd g vironment. The Geological

Survey of Ireland (GSI) 1:100,000 ' m

the mainland and the majority 0

% een sandstones and siltstones. Site
gbdrden comprised thin peaty topsoil and

gravelly/cobbly ¢ ium rlying shallow bedrock. Laboratory testing found no
u

ing of bedrock geology indicates that both

land is underlain by the Caha Mountain

Formation, consisting of p

investigation revealeghat

evidence of ontgmination present amongst the inert soils encountered.
7.11.2. The GSiBetvoc ology map shows a geological fault running in a northwest-
sou direcfion and passing in the immediate vicinity of the proposed locations

e mainland and Dursey Island,

7. erepTe no Geological Heritage features, quarries or commercial mineral deposits
% in the boundaries of the site which would be impacted by the proposed
development. The national Landslide Susceptibility Map indicated the area falfing
within the moderately low to moderately high landsiide susceptibility area. | would
agree as submitted that because the ground cover is rock outcrop and the slope

angle is mild, the area is not one which wouid enable the detachment and sliding of
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7.11.4.

7.11.5.

7.11.6.

rock. No historical landslides are stated to have been recorded within or close to the
site.

The construction phase of the development is stated to require the excavation of
approximately 6,500 cubic metres of overburden and bedrock. It is stated in the non-

technical summary of the EIAR (Volume 1) that rock removal would likely employ a_ge.

rock ripping technique rather than blasting. It is also set out that rock would be usey

be temporarily stored and reused throughout the development ase
screen and boom with oil barrier wouid be used during construt

While not stated in Chapter 8 of the EIAR, | note thg g .’, measure set out

elsewhere In the EIAR, including that a CEMP wuk %pared by the appointed

of walkers using --_;_f“' - the Crow Head Loop, Garinish Loop and Beara Way

are also likely 164 - The indirect impacts on land and soils from inadvertent

oil can become impacted through soil compaction and erosion,

2 feoting future vegetation growth and triggering a feedback loop. Soil

s g fironment, and because of its extreme sensitive conditions, trampling impacts on
land and soil could be amplified. The thin peaty topsoils encountered in some areas
of the island would be particularly vulnerable to such indirect impacts, as off-route

walking cannot be ruled out.
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7.11.8.

A 2

7.12.1.

122,

I note that there are no excessive steep slopes along the main walking road and trail
running through the island, which reduces my concerns on impacts caused by

erosion.

Concluding Comments - Land and Soil

Overall, with the adoption of the mitigation measures outlined, it can be reason
concluded that no significant adverse direct fimpacts would arise on the land

underlying soils or geology as a result of the construction or operation p of t
physical infrastructure development on the maintand and island site. . am
not satisfied that the operational phase of the development woul

indirect impacts on land and soils from human activity and t in pacts on
land and soils have not been considered in the EIAR respe Ny and soil.

Water

Hydrogeology

The hydrogeological and hydrological as t vironment are described in
Chapter 9 of the EIAR. The site of the ca he maintand is located within the
Beara Sneem Groundwater Body Dursey Island is located in the Beara Sneem

Islands Groundwater Body.

& groundwater protection response for an on-site treatment system

on [}¥'is therefore R21 — ‘Acceptable subject to normal good practice.’

er the requirements of the Water Framework Directive 2000/60/EC (WFD), the
eara Sneem and Beara Sneem islands Groundwater Bodies are classified as
having an overall ‘Good’ status for water quality and are ‘not at risk’, according to the

latest information available on the EPA portal.
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7 12.4. The area of the Atlantic Ocean within Kenmare River SAC forms part of the South
Western Atlantic Seaboard Coastal Waterbody. 1t is categorised as ‘not at risk’ by
the EPA.

7.12.5. There is an existing groundwater supply via a borehole located on the mainland

close to the cable car site and potable water on the island is available from an

existing spring. Monitoring of the groundwater well on the mainland is undertak

investigation are set out in Table 9.3. The results reveale 46

S

groundwater with fow levels of ammonia, nitrate, phc&om is a id bacteriological
O
parameters recorded. Y

7.12.6. There are no other public groundwater sup  of ) rater schemes recorded on

the GSl database in the vicinity of thiﬁi\ AV
n

proposed for the mainland developme
!‘f‘i_{th A SEE i
towards the sea and island in a south-westerly

7.12.7. Groundwater flow on the mainla

g ay. The underlying rock is stated to have very

7.4 . . {g that no contaminated soil was encountered at the locations of the site
'stigations. However, it is stated that there is potential for localised ground
contamination during the construction phase, and as such its excavation would result
in a permanent positive impact following its removal. Any excavated contaminated

material stored on-site, while awaiting removal for disposal, would present a risk due
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to contaminated surface runoff, leading to a moderate to significant impact on the

hydrogeological environment.

7.12.9. Itis also stated that there is a risk of contamination of soils and the aquifer from
construction material leading to a slight temporary impact. The majority of the areas

where materiais would be excavated, would be covered in hardstanding surface,

which would reduce the potential for contaminants to enter the underlying aquf

7.12.10. During the operational phase, run-off from hardstanding areas arou

centre and car park and other impermeable surfaces, including fam

rcolate

roofs, would be managed. Run-off from permeable parking

through porous media and subsequently be collected via a ce collector

drain. This drain would firstly pass through a petrol inte ore clean water is
discharged to the adjacent Ballaghboy stream. N th§ measures proposed, the

potential for contaminated run-off can be rat impeyceptible.
Wastewater Treatment

7.12.11. Domestic wastewater generated frgi the sed development at the mainland

water treatment plant, after which it would be
ischarge through the sand filter to ground. It is
submitted that the replacd tlie existing treatment system, with the new

system would result e ent positive impact as the current system, a septic
tank, provides pffim egiment of effluent only. However, | note that the proposed

developme uiqgeperate a greater quantity of effluent because of the visitor
centre h'&aﬂter café proposed, together with the increased visitor numbers
thalgyotlld be ghabled because of the increased capacity of the new cable car
iiairuature. Accordingly it is necessary to consider the additional effluent hydraulic
ic loading, the level of treatment proposed and to assess any consequent

ironmental impacts on the hydrogeological environment in particular.

7.12.12.#Based on percolation testing carried out on the mainland, a ‘T" value of 43.33
min/25mm and a ‘P’ value of 12.38 min/25mm were obtained. It is stated by the
applicant that the water table was encountered at 1.0m below ground leve! at the
location of the percolation test holes. Table 9.6 of Chapter 9 (Hydrogeology) of the
EIAR sets out the estimated hydraulic and organic loading at the development site
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7.12.13.

for both the mainland and the island. The loadings are based on the peak number of
visitors and the estimated use of the toilet facilities, drawing on the EPA’s
\Wastewater Treatment Manual — Treatment Systems for Small Communities,

Business, Leisure Centres and Hotels’.

On the mainland site, it is proposed to install a Denitrifying Wastewater Treatment g

out in the Code of Practice: Wastewater Treatment Syste
(2009) and subsequent clarifications issued by the "‘:;..

orfayer is stated to have a

_. : i#l it is proposed to distribute

d on the EPA Clarification on the

'Ibl beneath the base of the gravel distribution area.
R dBtails including plans and cross-sections have been

provided by § 2

T

4 olutions’ and were reviewed by the applicant as part of

£smeny THese design details did not form part of the application

Wnd café are proposed for the mainland site and only toilet facilities are proposed on

the island. No percolation testing was carried out on the island site, as it is stated
that there is a lack of subsoil at this location and it is stated that the proposed sand
polishing filter would be raised and bunded above ground. A similar but scaled-down
version of the proprietary effluent treatment system proposed for the mainland and

as detailed above is proposed for the island. The treated effluent would also pass
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72,15,

7.12.16.

7.12.17.

through a raised sand filter with a plan area of 8m x 8m (64sq.m) providing tertiary
treatment. The treated effluent at the base of the sand fiiter would be discharged to a
300mm deep gravel distribution layer, located directly beneath the sand polishing
filter and would thereafter drain by gravity to the underlying weathered bedrock/water
table.

[t would appear that the requirement for 300mm to be maintained between th
of infiltration to ground (beneath the base of the distribution area) and th
bedrock/water table, i.e. suitable sub-soil beneath the gravel distributj
cannot be achieved on the island site, because of the lack of subgsoil’
sub-soil is referenced in the EJAR and sef out above and | al
subsoil on the island site is evident from a review the appli
investigation report attached to Chapter 8 (Land and S®ilg). T plicant’s
reference to 1.2m of unsaturated subsoil beneathdfie b o¥ihe gravei distribution

area on the island site is therefore not accur as th&ybr€akdown provided for this
the gravel distribution layer

ope 'Y
% ig the EPA Code of Practice

including the clarification documepiissued 012. The proposal therefore does not

figure includes the depth of the sand filie

(300mm) and does not include subsoil e

meet the guidance set out in t

A groundwater risk asses agtarried out which identified the potential risk of

the proposed dischargé o Aint receptors. It identified the source (discharge of

treated effluent), wag(underlying subsoil beneath the sand polishing filter) and
receptor (Atlaati nmare River SAC and the bedrock aquifer beneath the
site). A copce I model is presented in the applicant’s assessment (Plate 9.2)
in Chapter 9.

ermine the impacts of the proposed discharges on the mainland and
Sif€s, an assimilative capacity calculation was carried out. The normal
k@round concentrations found in the groundwater were compared to the levels
ising taking discharge concentrations from the treatment systems on both the
mainiand and island sites into account. The calculations revealed that the resulting
concentration in groundwater beneath the sand distribution filter on each site would
be below the required limits for drinking water quality. In addition, further dilution
would occur as the contaminates travel through the groundwater, prior to reaching

any identified potential receptors.
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7.12.18. As set out above, the groundwater responses matrix for on-site Wastewater Systems
for Single Houses indicates a Response of R21 (underlying Bedrock Aquifer) for the

site indicating that it is suitable for discharge to ground.

7.12.19. In relation to the proposed groundwater water supply, the minimum separation

distance of 60m between the polishing filter (source) and the water supply well

(receptor) on the mainland would be met as the sand polishing filter would be ;.I-

7.12.20.

7.42.21.

d ws rectangular shape on Fig. 10.1 (Mainland
Drainage Plan) in ‘9the EIAR. This drawing is not to scale or dimensioned

polishing ated on the figure is significantly less than the 212 sq.m size

propgse d!

7.12.22. Ifthedbse

ticular wouid be constructed within the sloped topography. It is open to the Board
% request such details from the applicant to address the information gap highlighted,

however, the absent details are not critical to the assessment.

7 12.23. On balance, noting the high quality of treatment proposed including primary,
secondary and tertiary treatment and having regard to the information on file and to

the guidance provided in the EPAs codes of practice and the result of the risk
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7.12.24,

7.12.25.

7.12.26.

[-A%h

7.12.28.

assessment carried out, the effluent generated can be safely disposed of without
Unacceptable risk to the underlying aquifer or the Atlantic Ocean (Kenmare River
SACY). It is relevant to also note that a Groundwater Discharge Licence under the
Local Government (Water Poliution) Acts 1977 & 1990 would be required before the
discharge is commenced and conditions attached to the licence would be required to

be met.

Accordingly, the issue of the treatment of effluent should not form a reas r
refusal of the approval sought.

Other Hydrogeological Impacts

Other identified hydrogeological impacts include impacts tofgro r from

surface water drainage, contaminated soil and aquifer recharge. Tlese have all been
rated as imperceptible in terms of significance which [ a and is acceptable.
Surface water from the impermeable areas woyld béreatet via SuDS limiting the

infiltration to groundwater.
Mitigation

During construction, the overarchi mitigation measure is the requirement for the

appointed contractor to prepa re to a project specific EOP for the

construction phase. While ed specificaily in Chapter 9, the development
of and adherence to fild also be a strict requirement. An Outline CEMP
and Outline EOP

EIAR.

been submitted and are contained in Appendix 4.1 of the

During t efliormMphase, conditions of the Groundwater Discharge Licence (once
granted) for th posal of effluent would be a requirement and it is stated that a

greement would be put in place for the on-site wastewater treatment
other potential impacts have been identified as slight in the operational
is€ and as such no long-term mitigation measures are proposed. Post mitigation,
f/ould agree that residual impacts on the hydrogeological environment would be
imperceptible.

Hydrology

The hydrological environment and impacts from the proposed development are
examined in Chapter 10 (Hydrology) of the EIAR. The proposed development site on

ABP-305442-19 Inspector's Report Page 41 of 86



the mainland is within the ‘Fanahy_SC_010" WFD sub-catchment, which is within the
‘Dunmanus-Bantry-Kenmare’ WFD catchment. Surface water flows over existing
hardstand areas discharging to ground or continuing to discharge to the sea. A
stream, the Ballaghboy 21, runs south of the cable car site on the mainland from

east to west and it discharges to the sea. This watercourse is part of the

‘Ballydonegan_010" waterbody under the WFD. It has not been assigned a statugd et

record.

7.12.29. No area of the works has been identified as being at rlsk - 0c

7.12.30. During construction, activities within and alon
watercourse bed, bank and coastal

_c‘ i)

7.12.31.
7.12.32.

g operation, impacts on surface water would be mitigated against by measures
set out including employment of SuDS, which wouild mitigate any potential impacts
with regard to changes in runoff rates.

7 12.34. | am satisfied that with the adoption of best practice and other mitigation outlines, the

residual impacts would reduce to no greater than imperceptible.
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7.12.35.

el
7.13.1.

7.13.2.

7. 138

Concluding Comments — Hydrogeology and Hydrology

It can be reasonably concluded that provided the prescribed mitigation measures are
implemented, the significance of al| residual impacts with respect to hydrogeological
and hydrological environment would be imperceptible.

Air Quality and Climate

Air quality and climate are examined in Chapter 13. An assessment of the Ji €
impacts was carried out on the basis of compliance with the Air Qualitydt
Regulations 2011 which are the regulations which set out limit value@for N&. Mo,
PMzs, Benzene and CO. These standards are set out in Table ter 13 of
the EIAR.

The greatest potential for impact on air quality would asise fro t dispersion and
deposition during the construction phase which wodld a end on local
meteorological factors including rainfall, wind sfleed 3d Whd direction.-There are

currently no statutory guidelines regarding dust deposition levels that

may be generated during the constructio S of a deveiopment in Ireland.
Instead, the German air pollution
Air Quality Contfrol (Technisch
the TA Luft for dust deposifiag.i uently used. It sets a maximum aliowable level

for dust deposition of 350 fday) averaged over a one year period at any
receptors outside t dary is frequently used. The Institute of Air Quality
lines (2014) (IAQM) methodology was applied to the

constructio seQf ke development in order to predict the likely magnitude of the

dust impAct®in bsence of mitigation measures.
in i st impacts arising during construction, it is noted that while

clipn dust tends to be deposited within 200m of a construction site, the

Management in fhe

jof of the deposition occurs within the first 50m. It is stated that there are ten

sitive receptors (properties) within 50m of the proposed works which includes
orks on the approach road, R572 regional road, leading to the cable car site. The

impact of construction of the proposed development is likely to be short-term and

imperceptible with respect to human health.
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7.13.4. As the construction activity would occur directly adjacent to or in close proximity to
the Garinish Point pNHA, Beara Peninsula SPA, Kenmare River SAC and Dursey

Island pNHA, impacts from dust could arise on these ecologically-sensitive sites.

7.13.5. While there is potential for emission of greenhouse gases, including COz and Nz20,

due to the nature and the short-term period for the construction phase, impacts on

climate during the construction phase would be imperceptible.

7.13.6. For the operational phase, the air quality assessment was carried out

7.13.7. ltis submitted that as the development would not cause

not necessary.

7.43.8. The impact of NO and NO2 emis
" b?nt at the Beara Peninsula SPA, Garinish

\C were assessed. The impact of the proposed

7.13.9. _ pinfmisation measures, all of a standard nature, are proposed. The
€ ration @mafmplementation of a dust management plan during the demolition

tion phase is the key mitigation measure proposed. | am satisfied that

7.13.10. No specific mitigation measures are stated to be required during the operational
phase in relation to air quality and climate. | have some concerns regarding the
emissions from the additional car-based traffic in the long term and | have dealt with

this under the heading of Traffic and Transport in which | have noted that the
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7.13.11.

7.14,

7.14.1,

7.14.2.

7.14.3.

7.14 .4,

significant increase in car-based traffic wouid be contrary to national policy on

climate change.

Concluding Comments — Air Quality and Climate

| am satisfied that provided the prescribed mitigation meastres are implemented, the
significance of all residual impacts with respect to air quality and climate wouid
neutral and imperceptible in the short term. However, in the long term, the

consequent increase in car-based traffic would be contrary to national a al
policy in seeking to reduce Ireland’s greenhouse gas emissions fro eWdnsp
sector and in addressing the impact of climate change.
Noise and Vibration

Noise and vibration are examined in Chapter 12 of the EIAR inwhiéh impacts on
sensitive receptors (properties) have been set out. ep pacts on ecological

receptors as a result of noise or vibration has en cogsidefed under the heading of

Biodiversity above.

A baseline environmental noise survey ed at three locations in the

vicinity of the proposed developm inor quantify the existing noise

environment at the nearest noj ive locations that might be affected by the

proposed development. Bzs se levels at all locations are those from the sea

Due to the natur tion activities, particularly movement of soil and rock,
there is potentia neration of elevated noise levels over the short term. The

applicant’ SSESsment has found that by reference to BS 5228-

1:2009 ode of Practice for Noise and Vibration Control on Construction
a — Part 1 Noise, during construction, the daytime noise limit of 85d8
a (kely to be exceeded at locations beyond 50m. Exceedances are

eQted at residential properties located within 50m from the road improvement
rks along the R572. However these exceedances would occur over short-term

periods and would be transient as the work progresses.

Potential for vibration at neighbouring sensitive locations during construction has
also been identified but would not give rise to structural or cosmetic damage to

existing dwellings.
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7.14.5. Rock-breaking/rock ripping would occur away from sensitive receptors (residential
properties) and would be localised around where the existing cable car and car park
currently exists on the mainiand. 1am satisfied that, with adoption of best practice

any noise and vibration impacts would be short-term and not significant.

7.14.6. The primary sources of operational noise that would be associated with the

development is identified as the mechanical plant servicing at the visitor centre. Jg |

equipment, maintenance of equipment and limiting hours of work to normal Working

times. It is stated that the appointed contractor would be required fo ng u JE

would aiso be adhered to.

7.14.7. During operation, the proposed visitor centre would
from the nearest sensitive receptor and the plant
such that noise emissions would not exceeg E5dh 1 ” accordance with

BS4142: 2014 Methods for Rating and AssS8si Jhd)

Sound'. Increase in noise due to incréa%gd traffic flow is predicted to have a

strial and Commercial

7.14.8. Subject to nwofMitigation measures outlined, noise would be reduced
and | conclud Sidy 2l impacts would be no greater than slight in terms of
significange. i '. i noise would have a neutral, imperceptible,

act)1 am satisfied that no significant impacts during the construction or

uld arise from vibration.

74 15=p ter 16 of the EIAR examines the impact of the development on material assets
including agricultural property (land) and non-agricultural assets.

Agricultural Land

7.45.2. The study area includes agricultural lands in Ballynacallagh Townland on Dursey

Island for the proposed cable car site. The agricultural landcover comprises mainly

ABP-306442-19 Inspector’s Report Page 46 of 86



improved grassland on the mainland and upland grazing on the island. Impacts on
agricultural properties have been identified as comprising landtake, land severance,
impact on farm buildings/facilities and other impacts such as on services and land

drainage.

7.15.3. Landtake associated with the approach road (R572) comprises permanent landtake
from farm holdings for completion of the aforementioned roadworks. Perma

landtake would be across 16 farm holdings, comprising 2.11 hectares in

impact on existing field aceess to lands on some farm holdin 0 p@gfmanent

severance would be caused by the road improvement wo ith the rating
of all of these impacts, set out in Table 16.6 of Chapte asQeifg imperceptible

and slight in terms of significance.

7.15.4. The proposed development would impact on &% ting 1§ buildings on two
established farms. On one farm there w act on a number of traditional
drystone buildings. On another farm the an impact on a stonewall

structure in poor condition. These acts have also been rated as slight.

7.15.5. Some minor disturbance may e nd drainage and services (water, power
and utilities) during the ¢ i ough these would be imperceptible and short

term in duration.

7.15.6. Increasing the n @— tors on Dursey Island has the potential to affect
agricultural Sland. It is put forward that the formalisation of trails would
discour al rom wandering off established paths onto farmland and that no

ffect jvould arise on agriculture or agricultural lands. | have concerns that

UFe, while likely to reduce impacts, may not be sufficiently effective as

open land. However, in this regard, my concerns largely relate to impact on
odiversity and on land and soils on open areas, rather than on private agricultural
holdings and t have dealt with this matter in some detail under the headings of

Biodiversity and Land and Soils above.

7.15.7. Mitigation measures are set out in Table 16.7 of Chapter 16 and include standard
measures including replacement of boundaries with stockproof fencing and replacing
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field access gates on affected lands. The appointed contractor would be required to
inform Dursey Island farmers during such periods of interruption to the existing
cableway service and in these instances Cork County Council would provide

altemnative access to Dursey for farmers with livestock on the island.

7.15.8. Residual impacts would be slight for the majoity of affected farms (81%) and

imperceptible for the remainder.

Non-Agricultural material assets

7.15.9. A new groundwater supply borehole is proposed for the mainland site,

for Dursey island is currently supplied via an existing spring.

proposed on the cable car site on the island, instead wat

7.15.10.

= ".: K
i .». ,. i

&%t the proposed wastewater

B /ohofe s@pvice in the study area but that the area is

715402  - tinue to operate during construction, however some

at the proposed development would give rise to positive impacts on
ity by providing a safer cable car service for its users. | have dealt with

dstifcation and scale under the planning assessment in Section 9 below.

7.15.13. ¥ relation to impacts that might arise on non-agricultural material assets, largely

from disruption of services during construction, these would be repaired / replaced

without unreasonable delay.
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7.15.14.

7.15.15,

7.16.
7.16.1.

7.16.2.

7.16.3.

7.16.4.

No residual impacts are predicted on the non-agricultural material assets and | would
suggest that some residual impacts wouid be positive as a result of improved utilities

and services.

Concluding Comments — Material Assets

It can reasonably be concluded that provided the prescribed mitigation measur t
out are implemented, the proposed development would not give rise to any

significant adverse impacts on agricultural or non-agricultural material g

Traffic and Transport

Chapter 5 of the EIAR sets out an examination of the traffic a porPfmpacts of
the proposed development. It was based on a site visit, traffic Ing surveys
as well as drawing on guidance from TJI publications? gud the nt Cork County

Development Plan.

The section of the R572 which leads to the sijdfrom t 75 at the Bealbarnish
Gap, a designated scenic route (S5118), i d with restricted forward
visibility and has a poor alignment with t syand for the most part it is without

any verge. It measures c¢.8km in leflgth an ovides access to ¢.130 private
narrow to facilitate passing traffic with

existing local passing pla such occurrences. While the speed limit of the

road is set at 80kph, t

properties. The majority of th
speed attainable is stated to be 40kph.
While | note that

weekends in

more reprgsertative¥icture would likely have been obtained if surveys were carried
out durig the Ze holiday season in July and/or August particularly during the

A liday weekend. Traffic surveys carried out during that period would
m how the road network, particularly the 8km stretch of road leading to

SUE, currently functions as a baseline during the busiest holiday period and how it

uld function with the new development in place.

The surveys carried out on the May and June bank holiday weekends revealed that
there were 434 two-way vehicle movements per day, a total of 868 one-way

? Transport Infrastructure Ireland Traffic and Transport Assessment Guidelines, PE-PDV-
02045, (May 2014) and TII Publication, DN-GE0-03031 Rural Road Link Design.
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7.16.5.

7.16.6.

journeys. it is stated that 68 two-way vehicles (136 total movements) occurred during
peak time of the day, found to be between 12:00 and 13:00 hours. At this point, |
would note that there is clearly already a considerable traffic load on the deficient
narrow road leading to the site and even in the current situation traffic movements

would likely be greater in the peak holiday season (July and August). It is stated that

with the new development in place, approximately 500 vehicles would arrive duripd
the peak season with a consequential increase in traffic of 16% per day. | copsi
that this predicted increase in traffic movements to be an underestlmatro
current numbers and future permitted visitor numbers are taken into 3 -» .

set out details of visitor numbers in Table 1 under section 7.3 S8

would be pe
numbers i
10,000. With the

feross the two month peak holiday season) making the journey 1o

cable car in place, this would be permitted to increase to

ard site and visitor centre (and not necessarily travel to the island) within the
duerall annual cap of 100,000. It is not clear how many additional visitors would likely
visit the mainland only during this peak period of July and August. The visitor number
is likely to be well above the 25.600 visitors who would specifically make the journey
across to the island, given the difference between the annual figures outlined where
25% additional tourists would be allowed to visit the mainland (100,000) when

compared those who would make the journey to the island (80,000).
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7.16.7.

7.16.8.

7.16.9.

7.16.10.

| cannot agree with the applicant’s conclusion that with the development in place, it
would lead to a 16% traffic increase. | believe the increase would be much greater
given the significant increase in visitor numbers which the new cable car would
enable. There is no existing or proposed dedicated bus service, nor is there any
evidence that the road network could support such a bus or coach service and while
some visitors might cycle or walk to the site, given its remote location, the maj

visitors would clearly arrive by car.

The R572 leading to the mainland side requires significant modificati of

ten passing bays, one visibility splay and other more minor road i
address poor forward visibility. These works are proposed to
three month period during the off-season. Access wouid b intai to all

properties along the R572 during the construction pha do ccept that the

improvement works proposed would be sufficient pro orderly and safe

movement of cars during the peak holiday seagon, adwis#6r numbers greatly
road and lead fo intermittent traffic cong Lghdgenerate a traffic hazard and

significant inconvenience for resid

additional passing bays propo 8km would in itself indicate that the road

network is not sufficient to odate the increased traffic movement.

The car park at the exjsti g car site accommodates approximately 70 vehicles.
Itis stated that it i ‘f%%rsubscribed during the peak tourist season. | also noie
that it is stated i r (Alternatives) that the car park would increase to 100-
180 spac & the busiest in-season days there would likely be a shortfall of
betweefl 170 apnd Z30 spaces. It suggests the need for an overflow car park in the
ﬁe 1

Vi

velopment or a satellite car park with a shuttle bus service, however,
iopwas not progressed in the assessment of alternatives. It was stated that
ite constraints and landscape, it is not desirable or cost-effective to have a
park of scale exceeding 180 spaces. The design now before the Board includes

a car park containing 100 car parking spaces including eight accessible spaces.

Itis stated that car parking available at Lehanmore and at Garinish would be located
where up to 60 additional cars could potentially be accommodated. While precise
locations or breakdown of parking available are not set out, [ note that there is

parking available at Lehanmore community centre located c.4km east of the cable
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car site and at the light keepers cottage property in Gairinish, approximately 500m
east of the cable car site on the mainland. Details of how the car spaces would be
shared with the existing uses at the locations referred to have not been outlined and
as there is no shuttle bus or similar arrangement proposed, it is unlikely that the
majority of tourists who arrive by car would be at inclined to park away from the

cable car site itself in what appears to be an informal arrangement.

7.16.11. Variable Message Signs (VMS) are proposed at four locations namely: 1. R572

would cause inappropriate distraction and coffftiSigs “Bmwbad users given its location
so far removed from the cable car. While ad k0 lging the measure of VMS for

@f\with intended visitors, its success very much

orresponding significant increase in car based traffic, which are likely to arise,

vulnerable road users would not be adequately protected. Increased vehicular traffic
would invariably lead to confusion along the road with opposing traffic having to give
way, U-turns and reversing of vehicles oceurring closer to the site, all of which would

lead to a traffic hazard along the narrow access road leading to the site. This would
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7.16.13.

7.16.14.

7.16.15,

aiso lead to negative impacts on the amenity of residents who live along the road.
The proposal for 30 additional car Spaces to serve the development where the
numbers of visitors could potentially triple over the peak tourist season would not
address the shortfall of up to 230 car parking spaces also referenced by the

applicant and this matter of insufficient car parking remains unresolved.

The consequent increase in car-based fraffic and associated car parking wo

be contrary to national and local policy in seeking to reduce Ireland’s gre
gas emissions from the transport sector and delivering sustainable to
development would attract day visitors which is not the desirable
sustainable tourism or for mitigating the impact of climate cha
for one bus is provided on site. As there is no dedicated buf s
site, it is evident that car-based travel would continue tesbe th
transport given the remote location of the site and #he n ad leading to the

site.

In relation to construction traffic, | am satj atiii€ could be managed through

the implementation of a construction tra ent plan and engagement with
the community/local residents anddiven the Short-time and nature of the

construction phase, this woul d practice.

Concluding Comiments -

It is considered that it Ing mitigation including road improvements, largely

o

in the form of pr ng bays, the road network serving the visitor centre

would experjidice a subftantial increase in traffic volumes with potential to

iCted road leading to the site during peak season. The proposal

O €ncourage unsustainable car based day visits and would be contrary to
onal and local policy in seeking to reduce Ireland's greenhouse gas emissions
m the transport sector. For the reasons outlined and in consideration of traffic and

car parking, the development should not be approved.
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7.17. Cultural Heritage
Archaeology

7.17.1. Chapter 14 of the EIAR prov’ides an examination of archaeological and cultural
heritage. There are no known archaeological sites or recorded monuments
located within the footprint of the proposed development, on the island or the
mainland sites. There are stated to be 19 such sites located within 500m of the

archaeological sites. It is proposed that excavation works woul

7 17.2. There are three cultural heritage assets located

machinery and remove all other structural elctdnis K

record of this existing cultural heritag 2\

get would be made prior to removal. it

tain We existing cable car, a simple wooden

e

& than preserving it only through photographic

7.47.3.

_including an unroofed walled remains of a structure

(ref: CH 3f an
(prob e afiouse) and a roofed stonewall structure in poor condition (probably
i d as an agricultural shed), are located within the footprint of the

os assing bays along the R572. The widening of the roadway would require

demolition of both which would result in a direct significant adverse effect on

r ¥<e two structures. In order to mitigate this impact, a full photographic record of
these structures would be made in advance of their removal. Excavation works
associated with the construction of the passing bays are proposed to be monitored

by a fully qualified archaeologist.
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7 Fl i

T 7

=l7.8.

iR

7.17.8:

There are a number of cultural heritage features on Dursey Island, including the
Signal Tower, an ecclesiastical site and associated graveyard and many vernacular
buildings, mainly domestic dwellings. The Beara-Breifne Way, Ireland’s longest
hiking trail, starts from Dursey Island on the east and it travels past the cable car
station on the mainland side to connect to Garinish Point. This trail continues to trace
the footsteps of O'Sullivan-Beare which occurred during his historic march to

Architectural

maps. On the mainland, the closest structure is the slipway
90m to the south-east. On the island, the nearest structure
associated with the island-side slipway, located appro

proposed development. The proposed developmefi wo give rise to any

significant adverse effects on buildings/struc of akhftectural heritage
significance.,

In consideration of the archaeological im otographic record of the existing
cable car and its ancillary facilitie uld be made prior to its removal and this record

historical records would be displayed in the
heritage feature, rathef t

As also stated alf6v& un the heading of archaeology, two vernacular structures
are require b&emglished in order to facilitate the construction of the

PaS§ipg'bay on the R572. These buildings are not of significant

ral hdritage importance and are classified as ‘record only’ under the
sed in the National Inventory of Architectural Heritage. As also outlined
eir record would be provided through photography which is acceptable.

cluding Comments — Cultura! Heritage

Overall, | am satisfied that the proposed development would not have any
unacceptable significant impacts on Cultural Heritage including Archaeology and
Architectural Heritage subject to the mitigation proposed to address the loss of the
existing Dursey Island Cable car and most of its infrastructure (CH 1) and the loss of
two vernacular structures (CH37 and CH38) in ruinous/poor condition as outlined
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above. As stated above, this would include preservation of the existing cable car
wooden structure and placing itas a feature either in the visitor centre or externally

on site.
7.18. Landscape and Visual Amenity

7.18.1. Chapter 11 of the EIAR examines the landscape and visual effects. The study are

chosen relates to the main cable car development on the mainland and the isla
and includes the road improvement works. The development site is locatec "
area which is part of a landscape character type (LCT) 4, ‘Rugged Ridgé isU
which is recognised in policy as being of very high value with very biih semiti
and of national landscape importance. Within this LCT, there gres evers

landscape character areas (LCAs) including Dursey island. Hid

Visual Assessment Landscape Institute (GLVIA} 20 h it is set out that the
principal management objective for the area is

character from change’.

7 18.2. The main approach rouie along the R3 es
improvement works are proposed,Is . scenic route (5118 —

& inish Point).

7.18.3. Dursey Sound is a narvg '5:_- ween the island and the mainland, and this
seascape is also an | '
Island across Dur re similarly scenic. The site and surrounding

landscape, i ing ey Island in particular, has a strong sense of wilderness,

naturainefs andre e character.

7.18.4. Ch 1 n Infrastructure and Environment’ of the Cork County Development

Pla 58021 contains relevant policies and objectives pertaining to the protection

ual and scenic amenities of the natural environment, requiring that new
Blopment meet standards of siting and design. Objective G| 6-2 of the plan
equires the management of development to have regard to the value of the
landscape, its character, distinctiveness and sensitivity, as recognised in the Cork
County Draft Landscape Strategy and requires higher standard of development in

areas designated as ‘high value’ landscapes.

Predicted Landscape Effects
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7.18.5, Itis submitted that the construction impacts would be short term, slight to moderate
adverse. During operation, the introduction of the buit elements into a scenic
landscape of high sensitivity would have the potential to reduce the sense of
naturalness and remoteness with a resultant slight to moderate adverse effect on the

landscape character of the study area at a local level.
Predicted Visual Effects

7.18.8. Ten photomaontage locations were presented representing five views fr

mainland and five from the island. These are represented on Figureg1.

EIAR. On the mainland, the more elevated views, include View rom
R572 at Ballaghboy) and Viewpoint 5 (view from ridge and a- Way to
north of mainland site at Ballaghboy) are those where the efelts are most

pronounced. The significance of the effect at Viewpoin dered to be ‘Slight

elitral to Adverse'. The

to Moderate’, while the quality of the effect is con re
significance of the visyal effect from Viewpoi is conpidered ‘Moderate to

Significant’, while the quality of the effec to be both beneficial in terms

of the removal of the existing buildings in terms of the new buildings

and car park. The development omfpe island side is confined to a small localised

area represented by viewpoi uring the construction phase, | would

agree, as submitted, that s are likely to be short term and no greaier than

slight adverse.

Mitigation

7.18.7. Measures h 70rm pdrt of the design and those which would reduce adverse
effects t £5e measures would include minimising cut and fill and to work
with th&@landsdhpe form and topography. The proposed visitor centre would be of a

design, very different to the vernacular architecture of the local area.
; it is modest in terms of height and scale and would blend into the

Ascape successfully. Natural materials are proposed on the building facades.
Pne landscape strategy for the mainland side is o adopt a simple approach with
native planting and naturai stone paving and exposed aggregate as surface
treatment. Screen walls wouid be finished in stone cut effect to reflect the dry-stone
walls in the local area. Parking spaces would be finished with a reinforced grass

system. At the area where the cable car platform, building and hard surface area are
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proposed to be removed, the natural regeneration of the ground would be facilitated.
| am satisfied that the landscape proposals are acceptable. Visual effects would be
relatively localised. The development would arguably afford a formalised and

managed appreciation of the landscape which would generate a positive effect.

Concluding Comments — Landscape and Visual

7.18.8. Overall, while there would be a change to the landscape as a result of the

development, on balance, the impacts on the landscape and visual enviro@:

would be neutral and acceptable.

7.19. Interactions and Cumulative Impacts

7.19.1. Chapter 17 of the EIAR addresses the main interactions be rent aspects
of the environment that may have been affected as a resulh@l sed

are some omissions. Noting the increased Gap

stems proposed. To a lesser extent, there is
potential for the visiti tion to interact with cultural heritage including
archaeology, rchi ral heritage and with material assets. Impacts on

hydrologylarising frafm an increase in impermeable area have potential to interact on

rogeology.

7.19.2. 88 4 that with the adoption of mitigation measures proposed, no residual
icant impacts would arise as a result of interactions. While | agree with this
lusion reached by the applicant in relation to the physical infrastructure and
Buildings proposed, | do not share this conclusion regarding interactions between the
(increased) visiting population and biodiversity, land and soils, transport and climate
during the operation phase, in which | have assessed that the indirect impacts with

respect to these interactions cannot be satisfactorily mitigated.
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7.19.3,

7.19.4,

7.20.
7.20.1.

Cumulative impacts are also addressed in Chapter 17 of the EIAR. Based on the
information provided, including existing and permitted or proposed development
within a 15km radius, as well as the applicable iocal development plans,
notwithstanding my conclusions reached on impacts arising from the development
alone, it can be concluded that beyond the individual impacts identified, there is no
potential for additional cumulative impacts arising from the development whe

in combination with any other known plans or projects. Concerns are rajs

submissions that the EIAR did not consider cumulative impacts of the
proposal in combination with the wider development of the Wild Atl
a reasonable point, however, the Wild Atlantic Way is a strategi pritiative

(rather than a specific project), based largely along an exisj

the Wild Atlantic Way which has come before the plan '@g AWrority or the Board for
assessment such as would warrant consideratign offgum e

i laNye Impacts and interactions

In light of the assess it can be concluded that there is no potential for
additional cumulag cis arising from the development when taken in
combination wit Known plans or projects. It can also be concluded that no
significan fkely to arise from interactions between any of the various

environfnentaldadirs in terms of the physical infrastructure proposed. However,
nojifg, tN&incrdase in visitor footfall expected as a result of the operation phase of
e

pment, indirect impacts with respect to certain interactions outlined have

t considered and these cannot be satisfactorily mitigated based on the
rmation presented within the EIAR or the wider file.

Vuinerability to risks of major accidents and/or disasters

With regard to the effects of the project on the environment arising from its
vulnerability to risks of major accidents and/or disasters, this matter is addressed in
Chapter 17 of the EIAR. A qualitative evaluation of potential for such major
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accidents/or disasters was presented. It is concluded that the project is not of a
nature that would result in it generating a risk of major accidents and/or natural
disasters. There are no ‘Seveso' sites (as defined in the Chemicals Act (Control of
Major Accident Hazards involving Dangerous Substances) Regulations 2015 in close

proximity to the development site.

7.20.2. The maintenance of the proposed cableway would be in line with the 2016 repo
the existing cableway ‘Safety Requirements for Dursey Island Cable Car pr
commissioning Inspection, maintenance, operational inspection and ch

operation would be governed by separate health and safety legislatign.

Concluding Commenis — Vulnerability to risks of major accide d/ sters

7.20.3. Having regard to the nature and scale of the proposed deyelopm nt gAd to the

nature of the receiving environment, 1 am satisfied thafthe major accident or

d Given the nature of the

7.20.4. Itis considered that subject #6 i entation of the mitigation measures

18 (Mitigation Mea

environment of 0 development, by itself and in combination with other

in visgrity, would be acceptable in respect of the delivery of the

ture and any associated direct impacts.

the scale and increased capacity of the new cable car and the

permit a significant increase in visitor numbers to the mainland site and

%_ y Island, the development has potential to lead to unacceptable indirect
Facts on the sensitive biodiversity environment in particular and also on land
and soils during the operational phase of the development. This is particularly so in
the absence of a visitor management plan being in piace for Dursey Island. The
numerical visitor carrying capacity put sorward for Dursey Island has not been
adequately scientifically assessed and accordingly cannot be accepted as an

effective mitigation measure in this regard.
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7.20.6.

0207

8.0

8.1.1.

8.2.
8.2.1.

8.2.2.

S

In addition, impacts on the environment as a result of significant increase in car-
based transport and a corresponding increase in greenhouse gas emissions would
also be unacceptable. Alternatives including a cable car with a smaller capacity such
as would serve the island community and a level of sustainable tourism with a

corresponding more sustainabie level of car-based traffic movements and reduced

environment factors, particularly the visiting population and Biodiversity,

Soils and Traffic were not adequately expiored.

Overali, | cannot be fully satisfied that the proposed developmenipwo Rk notfave

any unacceptable indirect effects on the environment.

Appropriate Assessment

Stage one — Screening for A \ate Assessment

The NIS states that the A'!I E) ssessment (AA) Screening Report prepared for

Cork County Council, go dyin view of best scientific knowledge and the
Conservation Objecliv@of THE sites concerned, that, in the absence of appropriate
mitigation, the pfo elopment was likely to have a significant effect on two

European s n the Beara Peninsula SPA (Site Code: 004155) and the
Kenma@ (Site Code: 002158). The Screening report is not on the Board's
sub

file Ag i itted that Cork County Council were the competent authority for the

stage (Stage 1) of the Appropriate Assessment process and that, in their

ompetent authority, Cork County Council determined that Appropriate

>essment was required in order to assess the implications of the proposed

development for those two sites, having regard to the sites’ conservation objectives.

In accordance with Section 177AE of the Planning and Development Act, 2000, as
amended, and following the determination by Cork County Council that Appropriate
Assessment was required in respect of the proposed development, the role of

competent authority and responsibility for undertaking the Appropriate Assessment
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8.2.3.

8.2.4.

8.3.

8.3.1.

8.3.

8.3.3.

was assumed by An Bord Pleanaia and Cork County Council submitted a Natura

Impact Statement (NIS) in respect of the proposed development.

Based on my examination of the applicant’s NIS and supporting information, the
NPWS website, aerial and satellite imagery, the scale of the proposed development
and likely effects, hydrological connection and functional relationship between the
proposed works and the European sites and their conservation objectives, and
having regard to information gathered during my site visits, | can conclude e
that Beara Peninsula SPA (Site Code: 004155) and the Kenmare River, A
Code: 002158) are the only European Sites that could be affected by the

development and are subject to Appropriate Assessment.

significant effects with confidence.

Stage two - Appropriate Asse

to enable the Boar

implications for,

are the Beajz in SPA and the Kenmare River SAC and are considered

s) for an internationally important breeding population of Red- billed Chough
yrrhocorax pyrrhocorax), listed on Annex | of the Birds Directive and a nationally

important population of Northern Fulmar (Fulmarus glacialis).

A total of 32 Chough (individuals) were recorded by the applicant during bird
surveys carried out over one season on Dursey in 2019 (March-July). I note that this

figure does not include Chough that are present on Dursey in winter months and that
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8.3.4.

8.3.5.

8.3.6.

survey was ongoing when the planning application was submitted. Historical records
for Dursey island reveal that 20 birds were observed in 1992 and 46 were observed
in 2002/2003. Hence, as put forward, the population of individuals is less than found
in 2002/2003 and greater than the 1992 population in respect of individual chough

species. [n their response to submissions document, the applicant draws on

information received from an ornithologist (Mr. Derek Scott), who is stated to
carried out surveys on the island from 1978 to 2019 (excluding 1980-19
Surveys were carried out). The data is presented in Appendix B of th
response to submissions document and it shows a fluctuating patt
stated by the appiicant that the data before 2000 is less relia

the surveys were more casual and less extensive in the p

As set out in the NIS, in terms of population trends, si ir reeding pairs (of

which five were confirmed on Dursey Island) andfeir rddhe Ve nest sites were
identified during the applicant's surveys in 2 ThislyuMiber is lower than the
numbers recorded during previous chou

potential breeding pairs).

Northern Fulmar is known to oc

development. It is stated that

N

During surveys carried out by the applicant, fulmars were

survey carried out on Dug 2016 and 12 individuals were observed on

S survey of Dursey Sound in 2018, seven

Crow Head. In a sepafata
individuals were I
observed nesgi and isolated cliffs to the north, west and southern sides of
Dursey Islgnd¥gué e isolated locations of their nests and their confinement to

foraging at ses, tifls species is not considered vulnerable to disturbance.

Sp Conservation objectives have not been set by the NPWS for the
insula SPA. The approach stated to have been taken by the applicant is
t $Decific conservation objectives set for another similar site were used in its place
d itis stated that this approach has been suggested by the NPWS. In relation to
the Chough, the site specific conservation objective ‘maintain the favourable
conservation condition of Chough’ from the Castlemaine Harbour SPA (NPWS.
2011a) (Site Code: 004029) Co. Kerry and the Trawbreaga Bay SPA (NPWS, 2014)
(Site Code: 004034} in Co. Donegal is referred to by the applicant but without any
reference to it's application to the Beara Peninsula SPA. No further detail was
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8.3.7.

provided in the NIS related to these aforementioned site-specific conservation
objectives or their attributes or targets which should be used in the analysis of any
adverse effects. In relation to the Fulmar, the site specific conservation objective
‘maintain the favourable conservation condition of Fulmar from the Saltee Isiands
SPA' (NPWS, 2011b) (Site Code: 004002) in Go. Wexford is stated to be used,

however no detail is provided on these and any related attributes or targets that

should apply has not been set out in the NIS.

For the Boards information, | include a table below (Table 3) setting ouidhe
conservation objectives and a summary of the attributes and fargetg(tha ly 0 the

three aforementioned sites selected by the applicant.

&
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Table 3: Conservation Objectives for sites referenced to have been used by the applicant.

| Conservation Objectives for Trawbreaga Bay SPA [004034] Co. Donegal:
Maintain the favourable conservation condition of Red-billed Chough

]

Measure

Attribute
Population trend

Percentage change

Long term population
trend is stable or
increasing

Target ’

Distribution

Range, timing and
intensity of use of areas

' Long term population

No significant
the range, ]

led Chough
arget

trend is stable or
increasing

Attribute Measure
Population Numbers
Distribution Range

No significant decrease in
the range of areas used

Conservation Objective fo
| Maintain the favourabl

nds SPA [004002] co. Wexford:
ion condition of Fulmar

Attribute
Breeding populatio

Target

No significant decline

Mean number

No significant decline

Number, iocation, area

No significant decline

Kilogrammes

No significant decline

Number. Location, shape,
area

No significant decline

Y
'p sturbance at the
freeding site

Level of impact

No significant decline

Disturbance at the marine
areas immediately
adjacent to the colony

Level of impact

No significant decline
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83.68. In relation to the Chough species, the targets and objectives for the two European
sites, Castlemaine Harbour SPA (NPWS, 2011a) and the Trawbreaga Bay SPA
(NPWS, 2014) chosen by the applicant are focused on the importance of the sites as

foraging resources and communal roost sites and not on breeding pairs.

8.3.69. In addition to these sites put forward by the applicant as comparable sites, | also
note the general conservation objective which applies to the Beara Peninsul
SPA: ‘To maintain or restore the favourable conservation condition of the bj
species listed as Special Conservation Interests for this SPA’.

Kenmare River SAC (Site Code: 002158)

8.3.70. The Kenmare River SAC is a long, narrow bay facing southwgst. ns three
marine habitats listed on Annex | o the Habitats Directiveggnamey rgets, large

shallow bay and marine caves. There is also a very high n f marine species

present. Its qualifying interests (Qls) are as follo

[1014] Marsh Snail Vertigo angustigf
[1160] Large shallow inlets and bays
[1170] Reefs . il
[1220] Perennial vegetation Ohgtony banks
[1230] Vegetated sea cliif§iaiae tlantic and Baltic coasts

oc Bat Rhinolophus hipposideros
SWws W6 /auco-Puccinellietalia maritimae)

[1365] Harb
[1410] MediteTran alt meadows (Junicetalia maritimi)

s along the shoreline with Ammophila arenaria (white

L ] [ ] [ ] - L ] » [ ]
1
—
W
o
3
| -
@)
=
o
-
s
=

astal dunes with herbaceous vegetation (grey dunes)

répean dry heaths

niperus communis formations on heaths or calcareous grasslands

30| Calaminarian grasslands of the Violetalia calaminariae

0] Submerged or partially submerged sea caves
8.3. Site-specific conservation objective set for this European site is “To maintain
restore the favourable condition of each of the Qls, as defined by a list of

atiributes and targets’. | would agree that it has been established that the proposed
development has the potential to adversely affect the following Qls having regard to
their applicable conservation objectives:

« [1160] Large shallow inlets and bays
« [1170] Reefs
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SLa572.

8.4.
8.4.1.

8.4.2,

8.4.3.

8.44,

8.4.5.

* [1230] Vegetated sea cliffs of the Atlantic and Baitic coasts

* [4030] European dry heaths
| am satisfied that as submitted, other Qls in the Kenmare River SAC do not have
potential for adverse effects on the achievement of the conservation objective for the
site. Reasons include that the Qls are not located within or adjacent to the likely

zone of impact and because of the absence of pathways.

Assessment of Adverse Effects — Beara Peninsula

The existing and pProposed cable car site is located within the Bear,

as is much of Dursey Island and a number of walking trails on

In relation to the Northern Fulmar SCl, this bird species igfho si@€red to be
vulnerable to loss or disturbance to breeding sites or f, aginghabitats by virtue of
the isolated locations of thejr nests on cliff faces apd th ement to foraging at

sea. It is submitted that fulmars did not appeagpertie the presence of

observers during the breeding bird surveys g relgre adverse effects as a resylt
of increased visitor numbers can be rylg @. d overall it can be concluded that
there would be no adverse effect op this t..

In relation to the red-hilled C e adverse effects in relation to the following

impacts are considered bale
Habitat loss and di Q
It is stated that rea of foraging habitat would be lost (0.8 ha) at the
footprint of t calidevelopment. This area is remote from the chough ‘hotspot’,

om Physical Development

area at E3@L0,®nd of Dursey Island which is stated to contain three of the five

nests igentifie® off the island. It is also submitted that the proposed development
n it in habitat fragmentation. | am satisfted that no adverse effects
re Sellti om direct impacts in the form of habitat loss or fragmentation would arise
a ¥esult of the delivery of the physical infrastructure and buildings proposed.

Isturbance from Noise and/or Vibration

I would agree as submitied that the generation of noise orfand vibration associated
with the construction of the proposed development would not resulf in adverse
effects on choughs, particularly as the most disruptive elements would be carried oyt

outside of the breeding season, when bird populations tend to be less susceptible to
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disturbance. | have dealt with ihe issue of human disturbance under separate

heading below.
Direct Mortality and Traffic

8.4.6. Collision risk wouid be minimal, having regard to the characteristics of the choughs
and the overall project design and would not provide for adverse effects on choug
Neither would the fikely increase in traffic as a result of the proposed develop

adversely affect chough.
Human Disturbance

8.4.7. The greatest adverse effects requiring consideration are those giisingWfiom idirect

impacts caused by the increased visitor footfall during the opetali of the
development, primarily on Dursey lsland, but also to Gari He nd Crow Head

on the mainland. The increased visitor fooffall occur eyisland during July

and August, at a time when choughs are breedi d fledging.

8.4.8. Keribiou et al., 2009 found that human
the short-term viability of chough pop latioNgof

titutes a significant threat to
Auslsant isltand in France. | have

set out a summary of the findings o t

»Human disturbance has also been
ughs of Dursey island (CAAS, 2018D): ‘The

An of current levels of visitors using the site are

ihe EIA section of my overall repoRa

identified as a potential thr
YOR

noreased disturbance to Choughs which use the

potential risks fo local

mainly centred o isk
matritime grasgian ong the peninsula to feed’.

8.4.9. The mai is e chough species identified by the applicant, are those which
wou frondvisitor disturbance to breeding/nests, foraging habitats and

/hange to the species from visitor presence within the Chough ‘flush

t causing them to fly away.

8.4.1 ications of these potential effects on the conservation objectives referenced in
e NIS are not made explicit. The integrity test must show that the development
would not affect the long-term population trend and that there would be no significant
decrease in the range, timing and use of areas by Chough in order for adverse

effects to be ruled out.
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8.4.11.

8.4.12.

8.4.13.

8.4.14.

8.4.15,

8.4.16.

In relation to breeding/nests, the applicant has identified six nests in the study area,
including one on the mainiand and five on the island. Three of the nests are present

on the western side of the island, the chough ‘hotspot'.

This number is lower than the numbers recorded during previous chough surveys in
1992 and 2002/2003 {ten potential breeding pairs). The NiS does not expand u

this recorded decrease in breeding pairs on the island. | note that the targ
population trend from the conservation objectives require that the long-

population trend is stable or increasing. Based on the information pgovi

NIS, it is unclear what changes have occurred on the wider Beg SUul@SPA
cieg on the SPA

and hence it is unclear if the long-term population of the Ch

is stable or increasing.

A 10-year Chough monitoring programme as propose S would provide

valuable insight into the Dursey population, how theRe js no reference to

contingency measures proposed should a d se infChough population be
recorded.
While not objecting to the developrpent, state that additional

precautionary mitigation would be r ired to protect a nest for the Chough bird

species in a derelict building on Yge slafd. In response to this submission, the

to®ngage with the landowner. This matter remains

g@sence of significant effects on breeding sites/nests

In the Biodi ity gectibn of the EIAR, the applicant has stated that ¢.1.33 sq. km of
potentigftidug aging habitat on Dursey, i.e. 22% of total available area (stated

entirglisland area), could be subject to human disturbance by visitors at
{or times. The figure has been arrived at based on the length and width of
rails and the width includes an average flush distance of 50m, which
udes an observed average flush distance of 30m and a precautionary buffer of

Om.

[ note that the entire island area was put forward as comprising a suitable foraging
area for Chough and was used in the applicants calculation of 5 Numerical visitor

carrying capacity for Dursey Island based on the Chough species. | have dealt with
this under the heading of Assessment of Applicants Proposed Mitigation Measures

ABP-305442-19 Inspector’s Report Page 69 of 86



8.4.17.

8.4.18.

8.5.

8.5.1.

(Operation Phase) in Section 7 (Biodiversity) of the EIA section above, where | have
concluded that the numerical visitor capacity arrived at is without adequate scientific
evidence. | am not convinced that the entire island area, excluding the walking trails
and a 50m width to account for flush disturbance, would be available for foraging for
Chough for many reasons, which | have also outlined in Section 7 (Biodiversity) of

the EIA section above.

While acknowledging that the mitigation measures proposed, comprising

formalisation of trails supported by education campaigns and signage,

visitor impacts on the Chough species, noting the open nature of th of
the island in particular, and that the Beara Way walking trail co 2 the western

end of the island, it cannot be certain that all or almost all of t ouid stay

on the proposed formalised trails and turn back before re t estern end

which is exiremely sensitive. | note the proposal to

foraging habitats would be impacted
visitor disturbance arising outg
There is insufficient informs € i uIFhut a significant decrease in range, timing and
intensity of use of are { on Dursey Island and by extension on the Beara

Peninsula SPA. TjfercYore, nnot be concluded that no reasonable scientific doubt

remains as todhie enck of adverse effects on the conservation objectives and

thereby t erathiniegrity of the Beara Peninsula SPA.
Ass t of/Adverse Effects - Kenmare River SAC
h sBrce of mitigation, it is submitted that the proposed development has

.18 to result in adverse effects on the integrity of the Kenmare River SAC, in

ol of its Conservation Objective for ‘Large shallow iniets and bays’ and ‘reefs’.
hese effects would arise from adverse impacts on water quality in the ocean at
Dursey Sound, which have the potential to occur during both the construction and
operation of the proposed development. lt is also stated that the use of a barge
during the construction stage poses the risk that invasive alien species may be

ntroduced to the marine environment in the vicinity of the proposed development
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leading to adverse effects on the marine communities present within the likely zone
of impact.
8.5.2. In the absence of mitigation, it is also submitted that the proposed development has

potential for adverse effects on the integrity of the Kenmare River SAC, in view of its
Conservation Objective for ‘Vegetated sea cliffs of the Atlantic and Baltic cog

Direct effects are iimited to those arising from the introduction or spread of |
alien plant species. Adverse effects are also stated as having potential

increases in the number of people using the existing walking trails i

to vegetated sea cliffs on Crow Head, Dursey island and Garini gits
operation resuiting in indirect impacts on the vegetation strucure position by
increasing trampiing pressure and rates of erosion in the i icinity of the

trails. This is stated to be particularly the case along t

western extremities of Crow Head, within the SA@fand
Head, where though lying outside of the SA istindyw&lking trails are within 50 m

of the cliffs (and SAC). Owing to the infopa
"6

these afeas.

0 e of the trails, walkers could

adgtion of the structure and

composition of the cliff vegetatio

8.5.3. In the absence of mitigation, € as submitted that the proposed

development could resul ffects on the integrity of the Kenmare River
SAC, in view of its C Objective for ‘European dry heaths’. Direct effects

from the introduction or spread of invasive alien plant

are limited to tho ri

species. Indir ofi the physical structure, vegetation structure and
vegetation coMos of the habitats concerned could arise from increases in the
numb@l sing the existing walking trails which traverse areas of dry heath

0 which is within the SAC (and other areas, Dursey Island and Garinish

hBugh it must be noted that these areas lie outside the Kenmare River SAC)

dip¥ to faster erosion and habitat ioss and fragmentation.

8.5 .4 relation to direct effects to terrestrial habitats, mitigation put forward would include
the preparation and implementation of an IAS/IAPS Management Plan for the
construction phase. In respect of indirect effects, mitigation measures outiined above
in respect of the Beara Peninsula SPA aimed at managing visitor numbers and

behaviour are stated to also be more than adequate to prevent adverse effects on
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8.5.9.

8.5.6.

8.5.7.

8.6.

8.6.1.

Annex | habitats ‘Vegetated sea cliffs of the Atlantic and Baltic coasts’ and ‘European

dry heaths’ in the Kenmare River SAC.

| am satisfied that with the proper implementation of the mitigation measures set out

in the NIS, the development would not adversely affect the integrity of the Kenmare

River SAC in view of its conservation objectives for Annex | Marine Habitais (Large
shallow inlets, bays and reefs). | am also satisfied that mitigation measures wo
satisfactorily address the effects as a result of direct impacts on Annex | 1 tri
Habitats (Vegetated sea cliffs of the Atlantic and Baltic coasts and Eurgpea

heaths) arising from the construction of the physical works.

a1 Tal habitats comprising Vegetated sea cliffs of

uropean dry heaths.

Table 6.1 e ovides an assessment of potential adverse effects arising
from the\gropos¥d‘development in combination with plans and/or projects. Due

had to the An Bord Pleanala website, Cork County Gouncil Planning
and The Depariment of Housing, Planning and Local Government's EIA
this regard. Notwithstanding my conclusions outlined above in relation to
¢ implications of the project alone on the Beara Peninsula SPA and Kenmare River
SAC, the proposed development does not have the potential to act in combination
with other plans or projects to generate any further potential adverse effects. Any
other future (and currently unknown) tourism projects including those along the Wild

Atlantic Way tourism route would be assessed for appropriate assessment as they
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8.7.
8.7.1.

8.8.

8.8.1.

arise. | am therefore satisfied that no additional cumulative / in-combination effects

are likely to arise.
Monitoring

Itis proposed to monitor the conservation status of the chough population on Dursey

Island on an annual basis (during the breeding season) for a period of ten ye

also proposed to monitor the conservation status of habitats. Monitoring o
water and groundwater is also proposed to be undertaken. The monitog
would allow an assessment of the efficacy of mitigation measures
where any shortcomings are discovered, the applicant propose
implement additional control measures, however, such coni
not elaborated in the NIS. Notwithstanding the monitoring » Including

monitoring of visitor numbers, this would not overcom s of remaining

adverse effects on the Conservation objectives o twlEuropean sites, as through
My assessment set out above, such advers cts hdve not been ruled oyt post
mitigation.

Appropriate Assessment (Stag Conclusion

eMinsula SPA (Site code 004155) and the Kenmare
light of their conservation objectives has been

qualifying features of the
River SAC (Site Co 0
S texamined all aspects of the project that could affect

the conservafion & j€cves of the sites and focused particularly on the projected
signific re visitor numbers to Dursey Island and walking trails on the

Beara Reninsula as detailed in the Natura Impact Statement. All mitigation
ur posed have been taken into account.
8.8 asis of the information provided with the application, including the Natura

act Statement, | am not satisfied beyond reasonable scientific doubt, that
dverse effects on the integrity of the Beara Peninsula SPA or the Kenmare River
SAC can be excluded.

This conclusion is based on:

* Reasonable doubt as to the scientific soundness of the calculation of the

numerical visitor carrying capacity of Dursey Island in relation to disturbance
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of Red-billed Chough, an Annex | bird species and special conservation

interest for the Beara Peninsula SPA

« Uncertainty as io the effectiveness of mitigation measures to rule out a
significant decrease in range, timing and intensity of use of areas of Chough

on Dursey lsland and by extension, the Beara Peninsula SPA

« Uncertainty as to the effectiveness of mitigation measures to rule out agve

effects on the Annex | terrestrial habitats comprising Vegetated seadli of,
r

the Atlantic and Baltic coasts and European dry heaths having
conservation objectives of the Kenmare River SAC.
8.8.3. Therefore, itis cannot be ascertained that the proposed devel wodld not

adversely affect the integrity of the Beara Peninsula SPAgLKen iver SAC
because the effects are uncertain and the Board is 1 reﬁ;%ﬁ;ded from

approving the development.

9.0 Planning Assessment @

9.1. Introduction

9.1.1. The issues that are particulggysigleNant to the planning assessment and which are

3

o JustificationRrojeet Need

considered in this sectio . o&sment include the following:

¢ Sustaipdbi nd Visitor Capacity

o Pdficy

1 cedural)

9.2. i n / Project Need

original cable car on site was constructed in 1969, where its intended purpose
s to transport island residents, farmers and livestock between the mainland and
Dursey !sland. As stated above, the cable car structure was replaced in

part/upgraded in 1981 and again in 2004 and the cableway supporting pylons were

replaced with two new galvanised steel structures in 1977.
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9.22. Asthe population on the isiand significantly reduced over the years, currently the
cable car is mainly used by tourists who wish to visjt and experience the unigue
istand. The area in which the cableway is located has become very popular for
tourism and is one of fifteen ‘Signature Discovery Points’ located along the Wild
Atlantic Way tourism route. The cable car provides a novel journey experience to
Dursey Island, and the island’s natural environment and unspoilt landscape
basis of its attraction as a tourist destination. The area also features a n er
Popular walking trails, including the long distance trail the east of Dy
Leitrim (the Beara-Breifne Way) and the Beara Way, a 206-kilomeff

trail around the Beara Peninsula and extending to the westerp @

as well as shorter walks/trails including Garinish Loop on @arips tand a
walking trail on Crow Head, both on the mainiand andgDurse d Loop on Dursey
Island.

9.2.3. The site and existing cableway are situated ork Opufity Council lands and the
service is and would continye to be operateehk ouncil. It is submitted by that
the overriding objective of the proposed@ a@ment is to create a coherent,
distinct, environmentally-sensitiy red tourism destination at the existing

location of the Dursey Island

9.2.4. The proposed deveiopmg two cable cars with an overalj faster journay

and it would facilitated afhs mber of visitors to the site and onwards to Dursey
Island. It is state Nﬂd result in greater revenye being generated by the

attraction and, t economic benefits would likely result for businesses in the
Beara, w erry regions and other attractions on the Wild Atlantic Way

tourist foute.
S

9.2.5. ety, it is submitted that the existing cableway infrastructure is non-
llagfwith safety standards ang while currently safe to use, it would need to be
ed in the short to medium term in order to maintain safe and convenient

cess to the island for alj users,

9.2.6. The current and Proposed visitor numbers are set out in Table 1 in Section 7.3
(Assessment of Environment Effects) above. In the peak season (July and August),
the existing cableway is stated to carry approximately 4,650 persons per month to
and from Dursey Island. It is submitted that queuing for two hours and Upwards is a
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regular occurrence both on the mainland and istand. By improving access 10 and
from the island, it is submiited that the proposal has potential to prevent
depopulation of Dursey Island, create new opportunities for local businesses through
enhanced tourism, which in turn would have potential fo improve the viability of life
on the island, including farming activities. It is of relevance to note that there is no

regular ferry service between the island and the mainland. The practice of movi

livestock ceased in 2012 and since then, Cork County Council provide ferrie
move cattle between the island and mainland approximately four to five

year.
92.7. liis clearly evident that the current cableway infrastructure is dafleientin terfns of
safety in the first instance and is also sub-optimal for access nd

residents as outlined above. The new cableway and ass iMrfstructure would
ice ¥r t#e remaining two
e foMtotirists. While the

address the deficiency. It would provide a modern

inhabitants of the island and an enhanced exp
essary to consider the scale
(jpr not the development as a

]
of the proposed development and to asses % 2

whole is sustainable including wheliERor not it would contribute to the development

‘Sustainability an le™
9.3. Sustainabili ndocal

9.3.1. A numbsef of Sbsefyegrs raise concems about the scale of the development, stating

N

0.3.2. *The proposal, in addition to providing access to the remaining two permanent istand

reage in capacity of the proposed cable car and the resultant significant

visitor numbers would be excessive in terms of generating unsustainable

tourism and would have potential to harm Dursey Island’s ecologically-

Litive environment and landscape.

inhabitants, is also for a significant tourist development. 1t would provide a dual-cable
car facility where currently there is one and it would provide for a capacity for
100,000 visitors annually to the cable car site, with visitor numbers accessing Dursey

Isiand capped at 80,000 per year. A monthiy upper limit of 12,835 visitors allowed
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9.3.8.

9.3.4.

9.3.5.

onto the island is also set oyt These figures represent an almost quadrupling of the
current annual numbers (20,424) and the monthly permitted figure is significantly
more than the current 4,950 visitors to the island in the peak months of July and
August. With the numbers and visitor caps proposed, it remains unclear why a dual
cable car facility with the physical capacity to carry between 3,400 and 6,600 per
day, multiples greater than required to meet the proposed increased capacit

outlined above, is required,

This monthly visitor cap put forward by the applicant was establishe he

et al., 2009. | have considered this study and the applicant’ used to
calculate the numerical visitor carrying capacity for Durse ome detail in
the EIA section of this report, largely under the headj

concluded that the assigned carrying capacity based ontfie raging areas for

Chough species has not been adequately asgfssed a scientific perspective. In
considering the matter of Appropriate As e ve concluded that it cannot
be ascertained that the proposed devel Id not adversely affect the

integrity of the Beara Peninsula or Ke re River SAC because the effects are

uncertain. The proposal there t be considered as a Sustainable

development given that Sig 3 ects on the environment with respect fo
Biodiversity and that sid @

eifects on protected European sites cannot be

ruled out.

Under the he, "1 have also recommended a refusal of approval based on
concerns gro t managed inadvertent trampling across jands and the impacts
the incfeased yisi#or numbers could have on Land and Soil.

e development, by virtue of the numbers of visitors it wouid enable to
the island and others which it would atiract to the mainland, has potential
rwhelm the restricted road network and cause undesirable traffic congestion.
s clearly evident that the car park proposed with a total of 100 spaces would not
provide sufficient capacity for the increased visitor numbers. The development would
also encourage car based day visits which in itself is contrary to national and local
policy in seeking to reduce Ireland’s greenhouse gas emissions from the transport
sector. For the reasons outlined in relation to transport and related climate impacts,

the development cannot be considered sustainable.
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9.3.6.

9.4
9.4.1.

94.2.

There is no doubt but the cable car is hugely important to the island and to a
sustainable level of tourism. However, having regard to the considerations above
and noting that it's replacement with a modern larger capacity dual car structure
which would enable a significant increase in visitors to experience Dursey Island, |
can only conclude that the development as proposed is excessive in scale and would
not constitute sustainable tourism. Overall, it would in my view risk the loss of th

unique natural environment, which is the attraction of the island itself. Accor ihgly,

based on considerations of sustainability and scale, the development sh

approved.

Policy

National and regional policy supports the growth of sustainabl risgh, while
recognising the need 1o protecting the environment. Lpca nsiderations, as

relevant, are set out below.

SPA). The island is
is along a designdte
Garnish Poinf@gecti (Protection of Tourist Assets) lists Dursey Island cable car
as one ofthe key ist attractions of national importance. Objective TO 9-1-Tourist

Faciliti quirgs tourism related developments outside settlements to be

in scale and to have regard to the pertaining environmental conditions
tivities, scenic amenity and the availability of services. Objective RCI 10-3
velopment Proposals on the Islands’, is also relevant, seeking sustainable
evelopment proposals that are compatible with environmental and landscape

sensitives, as well as nature conservation designations pertaining to the islands and
contribute to the long term economic and social development of the islands. Section
5.3.12 supports the promotion of Dursey as a walking destination and states that it is
part of the ‘Beara Way’ walking route. Section 8.9.1 sets out that the development of

infrastructure is fundamental to the effective delivery of a sustainable tourism product
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in Cork. Section 8.9.2 sets out that the Council seeks to promote the development of
tourism in a manner that is compatible with the conservation and enhancement of

the environment.

9.4.3. When assessing the proposal against the policies and objectives of the County
development plan, the recurring theme centres around supporting tourism
development proposals that are sustainable and the need to protect the hij

sensitive environment is set out.

9.4.4. Section 5.3.15 of the West Cork Municipal District Local Area P

islands, and requires that sensitivity must be exercised in thNe€ong)deration of

appropriate and sustainable forms of development an ance must he
sought hetween recognising the needs of ocey andyyjsitors alike, whilst

respecting the character and sense of place e island. Section 5.3.16 of the plan

sets out that that it would pe appropriate the island’s tourism potential,
ity on the island, and also states
that in developing tourism opportdMies, visitor numbers should not be excessive
and should not take from the
ftself. The need for a visi ent plan to be developed in order to control
numbers accessing d to an acceptable jeve] given the sensitivity of the

island is set out

referenced in n documentation, except referring to the intention of
preparing,on € e is instead placed on the assigned numerical carrying
capacifly, whi I have outlined under the heading of Biodiversity in Section 7

a : sed on sound scientific evidence.

0 such visitor plan has been submitted with or

945 Cli#GDO-02 of the WCMD LAP seeks to conserve the landscape and cuitural
¥ of Dursey while recognising the needs of jis Occupants and improving service
ovision to the island. Objective GDO-03 Supports the development of Sustainable
tourism capitalising on upgrading the cable car including walked loops, in a manner
that is compatible with the Conservation designations on and around the island.

9.4.6. Central to the above policies and objectives is the recognition of the unique natura]

and sensitive environment of Dursey Island. The island js extremely pristine and
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94.7.

9.4.8.

9.4.8.

unspoilt and would be highly vulnerable to impacts from the development proposed,
not by the physical development itself, but by the impacts arising from the increased
visitor footfall catered for. As set out earfier in this report, the new cableway would
run two higher capacity cable cars, where currently there is one small traditional
cable car struciure, and would allow for a faster overall journey. It would greatly
enable an increase the visitor numbers travelling o the island resulting in increa

potential for ecological impacts arising from visitor footfall across the sensitiy

natural environment.

Under objective GDO-05 of the WCMD LAP, itis stated that the plag?wo

the favourable conservation status of European sites (Beara P suldhSPAand

Kenmare River SAC) and that development proposals should ted within
the SPA. It sets out that development on the istand woul b mitted where it
is shown that it is compatible with the requirements e itats Directive and the

reSsed this in some detail

protection of these European designated sites.

The West Cork Islands Inte grat pment Strategy (2010) notes the

importance of the Dursey | % 1Far and states that its tourist potential should
#is important in developing opportunities in fourism

be maximised. i also e
to ensure that visj m to the island are not excessive and do not take from
the sense of ess}hat is an attraction to the island itself. The need for a

0
visitor m m n to be developed in order to control numbers accessing

goals around increasing visitor numbers and the duration of stay, increasing

ursey I8land isjadain set out.
ourism Strategy 2016: Growing Tourism in Cork — A Collective
%- centres around a vision to grow systainable tourism responsibly. It sets out

Zvenue value, increasing visitor traffic and encouraging repeat visits. Section 4.3
encourages adding value to signature tourist experiences by leveraging Ireland’s
Ancient East and the Wild Ailantic Way.

9.4.10. While the need 1o upgrade the existing cable car is justified as concluded above, the

overall scale of the proposed development and the increased capacity such as would
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9.5.
9.5.1.

9.8.
9.6.1.

lead to a significant increase in visitors to the unspoilt remote area would be contrary
to planning and related policy outlined above, which collectively support the delivery
of responsible and sustainable tourism. The requirement for the preparation of a
visitor management plan for Dursey island has not been fulfilled and the assigned
numerical visitor carrying capacity on this unique and highly ecological sensitive
island, a significant portion of which is within an SPA, and all which is surroug

<

an SAC has not been established from a scientific perspective. Based o li

considerations, the proposed development as currently proposed sh t

not be approved.

Other - Generai / Procedural

It is stated that some developments and refinements of the esign may occur

during the detajled design stage and that any such ite e development, if

approved, would not inciude any significant adve imp¥cts’on the environment not

addressed within this EIAR. In this regard, | that the ‘proposal now before the
Board is that which is set out on the pubj d described in the drawings
and documentation submitted with the a ncluding the EIAR and the NIS

and it is that documentation whic ave considered in my assessment. If the
proposed development is yltj oved by the Board and should the Local

Authority seek to materialid g amend the proposal further post any such
approval, this rests r the Local Authority in due course, including
c

seeking any such ry approvals.

Overall Congly o1y proper planning and sustainable development

Itis co ed e principle of the proposed development to replace the existing
cab servifig Dursey Island and the mainland, and the provision of a visitor

afé is acceptable and would facilitate a safer and improved journey
e for inhabitants of the island, those who are engaged in farming activities
the island, those who have established links with the island and for a sustainable
mber of tourists. However, the scale of the development is excessive, and as
proposed, it would enable a significant increase in visitor numbers, risking
unsustainable impacts to the highly sensitive ecological environment. The
development would not be compatible with the environmentay sensitivities and nature

conservation designations of the area, particularly of Dursey Island.
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9.6.2.

9.6.3.

0.6.4.

10.0

"

The development would lie contrary to planning policy which supports responsible
sustainable tourism development and the conservation of an enhancement of the
environment. Policy in relation to Dursey lsland requires that visitor numbers are not
excessive and that a visitor plan should be developed to control numbers to an
acceptable level. No such visitor plan is in place and it is considered that the
numbers which would be enabled by the proposed development as set out, woul

excessive.

The development would also give rise to unsustainable transporiation

along a substandard road, R572 regional road, a scenic route, whicgrwo
several physical interventions. 1t is clearly evident that the car- i opesed Is
insufficient for the visitor numbers provided for. The consequ i in car-
pased traffic would also lie contrary to national policy in sgeli duce Ireland’s
greenhouse gas emissions from the transport sectowfagd ¢

climate change.

t s would resuit in a form of

Overall, the development is not justified in
unsustainable tourism that is not appr priat@tolthswmnique circumstances of Dursey
island. The proposed development womd, therefore, be contrary to the proper

planning and sustainable develop e area.

Recommendatio
On the basis oft sessment, | recommend that the Board REFUSE TO
APPROVEdhe development in accordance with the following Draft Order.

DRAFRORD

to Approve the above proposed development based on the reasons and

siderations set out below.
Reasons and Considerations
In coming to its decision, the Board had particular regard to:

(a) the relevant provisions of the Planning and Development Act 2000, as amended

and the Planning and Development Regulations 2001-2020;
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(b) the relevant provisions of EU Directive 2014/52/EU, ame

nding Directive
2011/92/EU (EIA Directive);

(c) the relevant provisions of Directive 92/43/EEC (Habitats Directive) and Directive
79/409/EEC as amended by 2009/147/EC (Birds Directives), Wildlife Acts 1976,
as amended and the European Communities (Birds and Natural Habitats)

Regulations 2011, as amended;

(d) national and regional and local policies of relevance;

(e) the nature, extent and scale of the proposed works as set out ke aMbLdation
for approval: @

(f) the information submitted including the Approval Dra Viddnmental

Impact Assessment Report, Natura Impact State

an ociated
documentation, and the range of mitigation

sSurqg sePout;

(9) the likely effects and consequences for t nviroyment and the proper planning

and sustainable development of the g

it is proposed to carry out the

with and adopted the screening assessment carried out and
ached in the Inspector's report that Beara Peninsula Special

Area (Site Code 004155) and Kenmare River Special Area of
ns€rvation (Site Code: 002158) are the only European Sites in respect of which
Proposed development has the potential to have a significant effact.

Appropriate Assessment - Siage 2

The Board also adopted the report of the Inspector and agreed with her conclusions
in relation to the Stage 2 Appropriate Assessment. The Board is not satisfied beyond

reasonable scientific doubt, that arising from significant increase in visitor numbers to
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the cable car visitor attraction and surrounding area, including Dursey Isiand in
particular, during its operation phase, the proposed development individually or in
combination with other plans or projects would not indirectly adversely affect the
integrity of the Beara Peninsula SPA in respect of the breeding population of Chough
(Pyrrhocorax pyrrhocorax) and its feeding habitats or Kenmare River SAC in respect
of Annex | Terrestrial Habitats (Vegstated sea cliffs of the Atlantic and Baltic coa

and European dry heaths) having regard to the sites conservation objectives,

It is considered that the Board cannot ascertain that the proposed develop
would not adversely affect the integrity of the Beara Peninsula SPA@r K ar
River SAC because the effects are uncertain and the Board is f re¢luded

from approving the development.
Environmental Impact Assessment

The Board completed an Environmental Impact Agsessen f the proposed

development, taking into account:

» the nature, scale, location, and exteR s proposed development;

eport and associated documentation

observers in th

¢ the Inspec ep

The Board cofigidered that the Environmental impact Assessment Report, supported
by the d nt submitted by the Local Authority, provided information that is
reasapalile and Eufficient to allow the Board to carry out an Environmental impact

and to reach a reasoned conclusion on the significant effects of the

5OP development on the environment, taking into account current knowledge
4 methods of assessment. The Board was satisfied that the information and data

ailable was up to date at the time of taking the decision.

The Board was also satisfied the Inspector's report sets out how these various
environmental issues were addressed in the examination and recommendation and

are incorporated into the Board's decision.
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10.1.1.

10.1.2.

10.1.3.

10.2.
10.2.1.

Reasoned Conclusion

The Board agreed with the inspectors conclusions that subject to the implementation
of the mitigation measures referred to above, as detailed throughout the chapters of
the EIAR, including Chapter 18 (Mitigation Measures), which accompanied the
application, the effects on the environment of the Proposed development, by its

and in combination with other development in the vicinity, would he accept

respect of the delivery of the physical infrastructure and any associate

impacts.

development has potential to lead to unacceptable in
biodiversity environment in particular and also
Operational phase of the development. This i
visitor management plan being in place § and. The numerical visitor
carrying capacity put forward for Durse 9 not been adequately scientifically
assessed and accordingly canno accepted as an effective mitigation measure in

this regard.

pniFent as a result of significant increase in car-

8 % ponding increase in greenhouse gas emissions would
atives including a cable car with a smaller capacity such

In addition, impacts on t

based transport a &

also be unacce
as would se slafid community and a leve] of sustainable tourism with a

ustainable level of car-baseq traffic movements and reduced
ifement were not adequately considered. Interactions between ali
ctors, particularly the visiting population and Biodiversity, Land and

SO ang’Traffic were not adequately explored.

erall, the Board cannot be fully satisfied that the proposed development would not

ave any unacceptable indirect effects on the environment.
Proper Planning and Sustainable Development

It is considered that the principle of the proposed development to replace the existing
cable car serving Dursey isiand and the mainland, and the provision of a visitor
centre and café is acceptable and would facilitate a safer and improved journey
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10.2.2.

10.2.3.

10.2.4.

experience for inhabitants of the island, those who are engaged in farming activities
on the island, those who have established links with the island and for a sustainable
number of tourists. However, the scale of the development is excessive, and as
proposed, it would enable a significant increase in visitor numbers, risking

unsustainable impacts to the highly sensitive ecological environment. The

development would not be compatible with the environmental sensitivities and ng

conservation designations of the area, particularly of Dursey island.

The development would lie contrary to planning policy which supports 1

sustainable tourism development and the conservation of an enha
environment. Policy in relation fo Dursey Island requires that vigl erg are not
excessive and that a visitor plan should be developed to cont to an

acceptable level. No such visitor plan is in place and it is
numbers which would be enabled by the proposed lopfienfas set out, would be

excessive.

The development would also give rise to u

along a substandard road, R572 regignal rogg, s

evident that the car-parking proposed is
insufficient for the visitor numbers for. The consequent increase in car-
based traffic would also lie

greenhouse gas emi S % transport sector and contribute to adaption to

climate change.
Overall, the a& is not justified in planning terms would result in a form of
fou

unsustaiffab that is not appropriate to the unique circumstances of Dursey

isla rogbsed development would, therefore, be contrary to the proper
d sustainable development of the area.

Patricia Calleary
Senior Planning inspector

28th April 2020.
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