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1.0

1.1.

1.2.

2.0

2.1,

2.2.

2

24.

Introduction

This is an assessment of a proposed strategic housing development submitted to the
Board under section 4(1) of the Planning and Development (Housing) and
Residential Tenancies Act 20186.

This Inspector’'s Report is as a result of a High Court Order to remit the file (ABP Ref.

305680-19) back to the Board. E

Site Location and Description

The subject site (c. 6.7ha) is located approximately 5km from Dublincity\\¢entre, in

the established neighbourhood of Raheny, Dublin 5. The site i%hl
ide

in shape, aside from a narrow strip that runs westward to %s

ectangular
access onto
Sybil Hill Road (R808).The site forms part of lands preyiou ociated with St.
Paul's College, a secondary school for boys, ang thé@e structures are located

to the west of the site. An existing residential eveld pment, known as ‘The

Meadows' is located to the west of the site, as is 3yl Hill House, a Protected

Structure. The site is bound to the east,_gouth and north by St. Anne’s Park. The site
was previously used as playing fields"WthoNgh it has been left unused for a period of

time.
®

The northern part of the boffndary of the site includes the remaining part of the

walled garden of Ma e House, now demolished. The site slopes from a high

point of 27.66m & ;“:hrth-eastem boundary to a level of 21.43m OD at the

south-eastern bm&. There are a number of mature trees on site and it is well

screened on §ll siges. A high wall forms the boundary between it and ‘The

Meado»@j a line of deciduous trees are located near this boundary. Along all
d etween the park and the application site is a belt of mature trees,

T is well served by public transport with the DART station Harmonstown being
within ¢.500m of the site to the north and Killester being within c.1km to the west.
The Howth Road which runs to the north of St. Anne’s Park is served by regular and
frequent buses.

Appendix A includes maps and photos.
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3.0 Proposed Strategic Housing Development

3.1.

This proposed development will comprise of 657 no. apartments within 9 blocks,

ranging in height from 5 fo 9 storeys and ancillary facilities. The main changes from
the previously refused permission include the removal of 104 houses and an

increase of apartments by 121. The following tabies set out some of the key

elements of the proposed scheme:

Table 3.1; Development Standards

O

Subject proposal

o
Previous refuajf302225)

./
Unit no's. 657 536 lQ
»
Density 103 units per ha 88¢fihits peMha
Plot Ratio 1 /7 N.88
Indicative Site Coverage 16.5% N Yo
Créche 115 space ('\\)\ 37 space
Table 3.2: Unit Mix (all apartments}
Block 1 bed 2 be 3 bed Total
1 48 N 3 143
® N
2 15 /\‘\39 9 63
3 17 44 10 71
A=
4 39 9 83
5 P 17\ 44 10 71
6 \ s 41 124
<ﬁ\ 8 9 23 4 36
\ 3 10 28 5 43
A4
9 10 28 5 43
TOTAL 224 378 55 657
34% 58% 8% 100%
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Table 3.3: Building Height

| Block Storeys ' P’afépgt Height (metres)

1 5-8 16.63-25.15

2 8 25.05

3 g 27.95

4 8 2505

5 g 27.95

6 7 224 (

7 5-6 19.25

8 56 19.25 C N\

9 5-8 18.25 %\9
Table 3.4: Unit Sizes f\\}

Apartment Range sq.

e

1 bed 50.7 - 56.2

2 bed Q\z?.? -83.2

3 bed (N M 994-1048

. N\

Table 3.5: Open Spacg~ \

o Lommunal sq.m Private sg.m
Required ,_7\ 4,261 4,261
Provided k 25,782 (40.18 % of site area) 5,582

=

6.4ha

Table"3.6: Part V Provision

Requirement: 67 units

Block 1: 18 units

6 no. 1 bed & 12 no. 2 bed

Biock 3: 25 units

6 no. 1 bed & 15no. 2 bed & 4 no. 3 bed

Block 5: 23 units

5no. 1bed & 14 no. 2 bed & 4 no. 3 bed
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Table 3.7: Car Parking (include disabled and GO Car)

Basement: 0.7 per apartment 465
Surface: visitor 34
Total 499

Table 3.8: Bicycle Parking

Basement: 2 per apartment 1,314

Surface: visitor 0.5 per apartment 332 Q/
Total 1,646

Table 3.9: Main tenant amenity areas %
Basement — Block 1 Stated Areq, (s
Meeting Room 2504 \
Games Room 3& \.""
4
Cinema (basement) 45.82
Office 1214
Store ( \ 41.43
Store .A \J 36.54

Ground Floor- Block 1-@ross I-hnity Area | 268

Ground Floor- B@V\N )

Entrance lobby/ concietge/ office 129.5
Wi-fl Zone b 47.5
t D regg 61.5
\Eukq o 495
Meeting room 43.5
kitchen 16
Dining 37
Terrace 179
Total Ground Floor-Block 1 451
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4.0

4.1.

4.2,

| Ground E['oor'-Bl_oc'k,G‘
Lobby/ gym breakout 68.5
Gym 62
Relaxation terrace 100
Changing area 16
Total '_'_.G.round Floor-Block 6 162 S48 _
TOTAL internal tenant amenity area 1881 7 A : %\
Total external tengnt‘amenify area _ 279 7 s | %V

Planning History \Q
Subject Site
» ABP Ref. 302225-18 SHD application ;6

Permission refused in September 2018 for regf 0 equate information in the
submitted NIS to enable the Board to underta]usive assessment of the
impact on the qualifying interests of European sites. This was a reactivated
assessment of a previous decision (QQ{#. 300559-18) to grant permission in
April 2018 which was quashed by igh Rourt Order and remitted back to the Board.
| note the original applicatien (Agﬁ 300559-18) was lodged with the Board in
December 2017.

* Reg. Ref.. DCC%M

Permission gran\%‘ floodlighting, changing room, upgrade works and ancillary

site works. (

. Ref"DCC 2948/01
SI ranted for new railings at St. Paul's College, including sides of sports
fieldg

Adjoining Lands
» ABP-301482-18 (Reg. Ref. DCC 3777/17)

The Board refused permission in February 2020 following a decision to refuse
permission by DCC in March 2018 for the demolition of three pre-fabricated buildings
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and construction of a new Sports Hall and alt-weather pitches at St. Paul’'s College
for the following reason:

Notwithstanding that the grass pitch on the appeal site and adjoining former
pitches were recorded in the Natura Impact Statement submitted fo the
planning authority on the 4th day of September, 2017 as being one of the
most important ex-situ feeding grounds for Light Bellied Brent Geese in
Dubfin, and having regard to the recent changed characteristics of theprmer
pitches resulting in a possible reduction in the overall avaifability of gr ds
for feeding purposes due to increased sward height, together wit

absence of any up-to-date survey information present witQt f%
application relating to the current usage of the site itself and Wgmediately
adjoining lands by Light Bellied Brent Geese as a feed ource, or by any

other Special Conservation Interest species for a%r purpose, the Board
is not satisfied that the usage of the site by any§uc.
accurately determined at this time. Th rb&efom, cannot establish,
beyond all reasonable scientific doubt%epmposed development, either
individually or in combination with other plans or projects, would not adversely
affect the integrity of the No Island Special Protection Area (Site Code:
004006), the South Dublj yZd River Tolka Estuary Special Protection
Area (Site Code: 064024®Ba!d0yle Bay Special Protection Area (Site

Code: 004016), the hide Estuary Special Protection Area (Site Code:

004025), and @ﬁgerstown Estuary Special Protection Area (Site Code:
°
004015), any

ecies can be

er European Site in view of these sites’ conservation
objetj
| note QI; plication was submitted to the Coungcil in September 2017.

N.246250 (Reg. Ref. 4245/15)

%erd granted permission in July 2016 for the development of 76 residential
units and ancillary works at Sybil Hill Road (west of The Meadows and the subject
site). This development has been built and appears to be occupied.
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5.0 Section 5 Pre-Application Consultation

5.1. A Section 5 pre-application consultation took place at the offices of An Bord Pleanila
on the 28th of June 2019. Representatives of the prospective applicant, the planning
authority and An Bord Pleanéla were in attendance. Following consideration of the
issues raised during the consultation process, and having regard to the opinion of
the planning authority, An Bord Pleanala was of the opinion that the documentation
submitted constituted a reasonable basis for an application for strategic housi
development.

5.2.  The prospective applicant was advised that specific information sl%m%ﬁitted

with any application for permission as summarised below:

 Item 1:Natura Impact Statement (NIS) to assess poterg@ﬂacts on
relevant designated sites with regard to their cons n objectives with
particular attention to the reasons for refusal %in relation to ABP-
302225-18, relevant points raised by sf

% cdaSultees and the planning
authority, all in order to prepare a compréhgndve and suitably robust NIS. All
relevant research and field survey results should be attached as appendices.

e ltem 2: A planning report thaWpciides:

a) Detailed chronolggy ofevant planning applications on or adjacent to
the site, includin@ challenges or judgements as appropriate,

b) Anupto datG;?ning report should also include all references to relevant
)

guideli andregulations published since the previous application was
lodged,

c rguzand/or drawings that clearly show any changes between that
rgfiously applied for and that which it is now intended to apply for.
gem 3: A layout drawing that shows all relevant open space areas, roads
and pedestrian linkages to St. Anne’s Park proposed to be taken in charge by
the planning authority.

5.3. Applicant’s Statement

9.3.1. Subsequent to the consultation under section 5(5) of the Planning and Development
(Housing) and Residential Tenancies Act 2016, the Board’s opinion was that the
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documentation submitted would constitute a reasonable basis for an application for
strategic housing development. Therefore, a statement in accordance with article
297(3) of the Planning and Development (Strategic Housing Development)
Regulations 2017, is not required.

5.4. Response to Pre application Consultation

5.41. Response to item 1:

A Natura Impact Statement (NIS) was prepared which assesses the potentiag

impacts of the proposed development on the relevant designated Europeg S

and includes an assessment of any potential effects on specific species ay use

the subject site for winter feeding (known as ex-situ feeding).

« In relation to Light-bellied Brent Goose (Branta bernlcl%) the loss of an
ex-situ feeding site will not adversely impact the rvation objectives for

this species. Q\
» In relation to other SCI species (i.e. c rcatcher, Black-tailed
s

Godwit and Black-headed Gull), resul

have demonstrated that this site is not of importance for any of these species.

5.4.2. Response to ltem 2 Q

s Section 3.1 of the Wanniport provides an assessment of all relevant
planning history an%l challenges.

ering bird surveys at the site

. Statemegt of tency references all the relevant guidelines and

regulation\

* Dra@?and accompanying text outlining the changes between the previous
@Za n (ABP Ref.: PL29N.300559 and PL29N.302225) is included in
n 4 of the Architects Design Statement (pages 12-14).
5.4.3. Respénse to ltem 3

A Taking in Charge Drawing identifies that the Public Open Space, which represents
25% of the development site area and which is proposed as part of this application in
the south east portion of the site is proposed to be taken in charge by Dublin City
Council, previously agreed.

5.5. Statement of Material Contravention
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5.5.1.

6.0

B6.1.

A Statement of Material Contravention has been submitted and the application has
been advertised as a contravention of the Development Pian having regard to the
proposed heights (range from 16.63m to 27.95m) which is in excess of the
Development Plan standards (range from 16m to 24m).

Relevant Planning Policy

National Planning Policy 6
The following list of national guidance and section 28 Ministerial Guidelin

:
considered to be of relevance to the proposed development. Spe@@l@,&nd

objectives are referenced within the assessment where appropriate.
* National Planning Framework (NPF): Ireland 2040, %
* National Biodiversity Action Plan 2017 — 2021, ,bs

» Climate Action Pian 2019 To Tackle Cli@wn (Government of

Ireland, 2019),

* Eastern & Midland Regional Assembly (EMRA). Regional Spatial & Economic

Strategy (RSES) 2019-2031 (QQ\
» Guidelines for Planning Aes on Sustainable Residential Development
in Urban Areas (incl. {ng the=ssociated Urban Design Manual), 2009

 Sustainable Urbgf Housing: Design Standards for New Apartments —
Guideline®for Plangifg Authorities, 2018

* Urban Pevelophent and Building Heights - Guidelines for Planning
AuthoNjes 2018

igf Manual for Urban Roads and Streets,
g—ye Planning System and Flood Risk Management,
e Childcare Facilities — Guidelines for Planning Authorities,

* Architectural Heritage Protection - Guidelines for Planning Authorities,

» Appropriate Assessment of Plans and Projects in Ireland - Guidelines for
Planning Authorities (DEHLG).
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6.2.
6.2.1.

6.2.2.

6.2.3.

Dublin City Development Plan 2016-2022

The site is located on lands zoned as Z15, Institutional & Community, where it is an

objective to ‘profect and provide for institutional and community uses and to ensure

that existing amenities are protected’,

+ Residential development is ‘open for consideration’ under this zoning

The Development Plan states ‘Where there is an existing institutional and/or

community use, any proposed devefopment for ‘open for consideration’ uses%art

of the landholding, shall be required to demonstrate to the planning auth e
g

proposal is in accordance with and assists in securing the aims of the z
objective....

It is further stated that a masterplan may assist in demonstrat w the proposal is

in accordance with and assists in securing the aims of tnﬂng objective. The
masterplan shall set out a clear vision to provide fom ication of 25% of the

lands for open space and/or community facili ' the 10-20% of public open
space normally provided for in Development dards. This requirement does

not apply if the footprint of the existing buildings >50% of the total site area of the
institutional lands. Q
The following standards also a;@ith 2 5%
®
» Plotratioc0.5-25 /\

s Indicative site %ge 50%
®
Height /\

Section 16.‘ Building Height

. @?ise/Outer City- Maximum Height 16m/5 storeys for residential

QWithin 500m of a DART station - Maximum height 24m/8 storeys for
residential

The north-western portion of the site is c. 500 metres from Harmonstown DART
Station.

Transport

Map J - Strategic Transport and Parking Areas
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* Zone 2 - the development is in close proximity to good public fransport links.
Car parking provision is restricted in Zone 2 on grounds of good public
transport links

*» Residential car parking standard of 1 space /dwelling. No standard for
childcare facility. Cycle parking 1 per unit for all zones.

6.2.4. Built Heritage

» Sybil Hill House is designated as a Protected Structure (Ref. 7910) in t@
‘Record of Protected Structures’ @

» StAnne's Park is designated as a Conservation Area \Q

» Dublin City Parks Strategy 2017 - highlights St. Anne’s l%s historic

Flagship Park

* Dublin Bay has recently been awarded a UNES ﬁhere designation,
which aims to promote biodiversity managemeN a cosystem level

» |tis stated by the applicant that the gabil Hill House (DU-50-0O-
203374) and St. Anne’s (DU-50-0-217373) are listed in the National Inventory
of Architectural Heritage (N]AQ&{ element of the [nventory is unpublished

as yet. 0
&
6.3. Designated Sites

The site is located witr% vicinity of the following European Designated sites:
®
¢ ¢ 1.2km toA&qe wesT of North Bull Island SPA (site code 004006)

* ¢. 1.2{fm to the west of North Dublin Bay SAC (site code 000206)

J %m to the north of South Dublin Bay and River Tolka Estuary SPA (site
ote004024)

Q 3.5km to the north of South Dublin Bay SAC (site code 000210)
* c¢. 5km to the south-west of Baldoyle Bay SPA (site code 004016)
¢ ¢. 5km to the south-west of Baldoyle Bay SAC (site code 000199)
 c. 6.5km to the west of Rockabill to Dalkey Island SAC (site code 003000)

* c. 6km fo the west of Howth Head SAC (site code 000202)
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64.
6.4.1.

6.4.2.

¢ ¢. 9km to the west of Howth Head Coast SPA (site code 004113)

¢ ¢. 9km to the south-west of Irelands Eye (side code 004117)

¢ ©. 9km to the south of Malahide Estuary SPA (site code 004025)

¢ ¢. 8km to the south of Malahide Estuary SAC (site code 000205)

s . 12km to the north-west of Dalkey Islands SPA (site code 004172)

¢ ¢. 14km to the south of Rogerstown Estuary SPA (site code 004015) 6

+ c. 14km to the south of Rogerstown Estuary SAC (site code 0002@

Statement of Consistency
Section 8(1)(iv) of the Act provides that the applicant is to sub '&nent setting

out how the proposal will be consistent with the objectives of the raevant
development plan or local area plan and, where the propo @ development

materially contravenes the said plan other than in rglatiog to the zoning of land,
indicating why permission should, nonethele ed, having regard fo a
consideration specified in section 37(2)(b) of th&wast of 2000.

The applicant’s statement in summarys
National Policy: Q
¢ The proposal is coﬂ}s@w Pillar 3 and Pillar 4 of the Rebuilding Ireland

Action Pian

+ Consistemt with the National Planning Framework Objectives as homes are
located in a Blace that can support sustainable development including being
acce@t? to a range of local services, can encourage use of public transport,
@ing nd cycling, and help tackle climate change
E

napbles the consolidation of a strategically located site within the urban
envelope of north east of Dublin City Centre in accordance with the Regional
Spatial & Economic Strategy

» Responds to each of the 12 criteria listed in Urban Design Manual — A Best

Practice Guide 2009 (included within the Statement of Consistency prepared
by the Architects)
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* Meets criteria of Urban Development and Building Heights Guidelines for
Planning Authorities (December 2018) because the site is well served by

public transport with high capacity, and is sensitively designed as set out in
the Planning Report

* Fully accords with Sustainable Urban Housing: Design Standards for New
Apartments (2018) as it is a highly accessible site, is within reasonable

walking distance of high capacity urban public transport stops, meets or
exceeds SPPR3 and SPPR4, provides 0.7 car parking spaces per unit 3

in accordance with cycle parking standards @
¢ OQutlines measures for sustainable and smarter travel \Q
e Proposal accords with Childcare Guidelines %

¢ Consistent with the objectives of the GDA Transpo@egy, Flooding
Guidelines, EIA Directive and Birds and Habitats WrecTive.

Local Policy:

 Core Strategy of the Dublin City Development Plan includes Z15 lands for

achieving sufficient zoned land ater for targeted population growth —
lands have been included ipthe Wesidential core strategy as ‘available suitable
land for housing deyglop

e Complies with Objective’\gC13, SC14, SC15 relating to the shape and
structure %f the do

» Complies vmolicies for residential development including QH7, QHS,

QH'IB‘ QH19, and QH20

o es with policies relating to Movement and Transport, and roads are

Qe ghed in accordance with DMURS
» Vreen infrastructure: Landscape strategy and Landscape Design Rationale

Report provided, complies with Objective G113 and GI23

» Submits that the rationale for increased height above Development Plan
standards should be considered in the context of the wider height policies of
the Plan, Government paolicy and the site context

e Ensures an appropriate mix and iocation of Part V units
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« Appendix 1 of the Report includes a table which assesses the proposal
against all the Development Plan objectives,

6.4.3. Material Contravention
In summary, the Material Contravention Statement includes:
« Notes section 16.7.2 of the Development Plan identifies building heights for
the city and a height cap of 16m for residential development for the mgjority of
the site with some falling into the 24m height cap due to its proximity t

Harmonstown DART station (within 500m). The proposed develo n
includes buildings that range from 16.63m to 27.95m. @

« Submits that the Urban Development and Building Heights GW¥jdeMes 2018
has resulted in lack of clarity as to whether the guidelin ersede policies
within the Development Plan and until such time a{bity Is forthcoming a
material contravention is considered to have w ’

» Notes the SHD Act allows the Board t confravene a development
plan other than in relation to zoning with fegard to the requirements of

S.37(2)(b) of the Act and considers there is sufficient justification for the Board
to grant permission.

« Submits that the NQF rees that new approaches to urban planning and
development are reddiged and that ‘significant increases in the building
heights and ovgfall density of development is not only facilitated but actively
sought ot andbht forward ...... ', Submits that the subject site is an
example of thg type of site anticipated in the Guidelines that can achieve

increlesed puilding height and resuliing increased density due to its scale and

@?' ext.
QSumits site is able to accommodate increased heights and subsequent
densities as the area is 6.4Ha in a centrally located and well connecied

suburb, located in proximity to high quality public transport and existing local
infrastructure facilitating compact development in line with the NPF.

« Submits that the exceedance in height can be justified under Section
37(2)(b)ii) and (iii) of the P&D Act.
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7.0 Third Party Submissions

il

8.0

8.1.

8.2.

A total of 859 no. submissions were received in relation to the proposal of which 5
no. of these are prescribed bodies, further detailed below in Section 9.0. The
remaining submissions are from residents of properties in the vicinity, residents’
associations, sports clubs, environmental groups, and local politicians and the issues
raised are similar in nature. They have been summarised into common theme

below and expanded upon in Appendix 2.

¢ Principle of Development Q/
e Height and Density of the Proposal \Q
 Material Contravention of Z15 zoning %

* Appropriate Assessment/Impact on shore birds fb
» UNESCO Biosphere buffer zone & biodiversitg\

» Traffic & Transport Q

* Flooding, Wastewater & River
* Impact on St. Anne’s Park

» |mpact on Social Infr.astru

* Impact on surroundir(g\ea visual and residential amenities

¢ Impact on.CuItu%itage
Planning Aclj% Submission

Introdu

%ﬂission from the Chief Executive submission, received by An Bord Pleanala
on 10W%f December 2019, includes a breakdown of the submissions, the
interdepartmental reports and the views of the elected members. The planning
authority consider the overall development should be refused permission having

regard to the significant biodiversity issues and the absence of sufficient information
in the NIS. The information in the Chief Executive Report is summarised below,

Summary of Views of Elected Members
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A synopsis of the comments/views in respect of the proposed development is set out
as follows:

The use of the SHD process with respect to the Z15 zoning is queried.

The proposal is opposed, and the Board is requested not to grant permission.
The green spaces in Dublin should be retained.

The institutional use was never intended for use as residential.

There is sufficient zoned and serviced lands available to provide hous

The proposal will cause traffic congestion, the traffic managerpenMlayf does
not address increased traffic volumes and the proposed ac\@me for
construction traffic is queried.

The loss of community playing pitches will have aé@flcant impact on the
community in the vicinity and no alternative %ﬂ been provided.
The development on these lands mus Apretedence for similar.

The CPO process can be used to take these lands back.

The proposal wili have a neg@(npact on the residential and visual amenity

of the surrounding area.
Drainage issues in vi@will worsen if the proposal goes ahead.

The modelling g7 the trees is questioned, appropriateness at the location.
® ?

The inle of SFAnne’'s Park will be negatively affected.

The gnhancement of the biosphere is questioned and the tax payers input.

@mpac’( on migratory birds and displacement is of concern.

83. K {ng Assessment

Institutional Zoning Objective

The application site is zoned for Z15 Institutional Use.

Residential development is open for consideration where it can comply with a
list of criteria.

A masterplan may assist in demonstrating how the zoning objective
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requirements may be met. The masterplan shall set out a clear vision for 25%
of lands provided for open space and/or community facilities.

» An upgrade of the sports and community facilities at St Pauls College is
currently with the Board under ABP-301482-18, and is not linked to the
proposal and within separate ownership.

» The proposal is consistent with the Z15 zoning objective.

School Capacity

» Figures indicate there is a substantial need for an additional prima@m in
the area on identified lands, including the subject site. \Q
* The Depariment have not commented on the submitted %]s emand and
» The Department have requested an assessme\rjgbﬁpact of the proposal
pacit

although have confirmed there is suffici a
proposal.

» There appears to be sufficient capacity in the school area to accommodate

the proposal. Q
Design and Impact on AmenitiQ

capacity assessment.

accommodate the

@
¢ The heights of Block 5 have been increased from 5 to 9 storeys
(previous permig€ion), Block 6 from 5 to 7 and three blocks (7,8&9)are5to
6 storeys.®

e Thep &ges do not illustrate the impact from St Anne’s North and the
overaliQrogosal should be reduced in height to ensure it is in keeping with the
ugpding area.

%e design and layout of the apartments is acceptable.

* The use of the atrium to provide light for apartments increases the number of
dual aspect units above 50%, this form of light is not acceptable.

* A number of units will have negative amenity impact from noise and
disturbance: Block 1 (Apt 18), Block 6 (Apt 427), Block 8 (Apt 577 &578),
Block 9 (Apt 615 & 616).
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84.

8.5.

« Access into the park should be restricted to two points and gate access
should align with the park opening hours.

Traffic & Parking

» The provision of 0.7 spaces per unit is broadly in line with the transport

section requirements and spaces should be allocated on a permit basis.

« Conditions are recommended to address the deficiencies in the TTA apd the
Stage 1 Road Safety Audit.

Biodiversity @
» |tis recommended that the proposal is refused having reg e apsence
of sufficient information in the submitted NIS to indicate jine prdgosed
development would have no impact on the populations of thg Brent goose,

black-tailed godwit or curlew of Dublin Bay.
Summary of Inter-Departmental Reports Q\
« Drainage Division: No objections, sunditions.
» Roads and Traffic Planning Division: No objections, subject to conditions.

o Parks and Landscape Servitks: Mwo reports submitted. Significant
concerns raised; Pr.ecau Principle recommended. Recommends
refusal.

 City Archaeolfgjst Report: No objection, subject to conditions.

°
o Air Quali onitoring & Noise Control Unit: No objection subject to

cond(or:?
Parks z;a scape Services (5" December 2019 Report)

‘% régard to the report submitted by the Parks Department, the recommendation
to rafSe permission which consequently resulted in the Council's recommendation
to refuse permission, and having regard to the requirement for the Board to carry out

an Environmental Impact Assessment and Appropriate Assessment, further detail of

this report is summarised below. In summary it includes:

EIAR:

« Notes omission in EIAR of reference to policies on Biodiversity

ABP-307444-20 Inspector’'s Report Page 21 of 153



NIS:

Reference to Agnew et al 2016 report — not new information and is evidence
of the need to manage development around Dublin Bay as its fragile
ecosystern needs protection.

Assessment of ‘do nothing’ fails to state that it would be positive on
Biodiversity.

Habitats should be listed in Table 5-7 as of County Importance.

Reference to trees planted in Phoenix Park from St. Anne's Park and t
Holm Oak trees are directiy genetically related to those of St. Ann
shouid be appropriately considered.

Recommend further badger surveys. Unclear how bat populatidq will be
affected, Bat survey is incomplete. 0%

Breeding sites for birds are interconnected withSa\%r in St. Anne’s.
There is important data that has not info%e planning submission

including the EIS for Ringsend WWTP (2010 — 2011), environmental baseline

data on Dublin Bay collected by{DUklin Port Company, and Ecological studies
of Dublin Bay under the D@B UNESCO Biosphere Conservation and
Research Strategy. ®

Findings of NIS @J/}onable as there are elements of sampling methods

which intrgduce POSsle bias and there is no statistical analysis which
considers tﬁkﬁqthe reporting of results.

Suwe@)urrent NIS did not include all day recording whereas the 2017 NIS
d

Qessation of grass cutting means site is not the same in sampling terms and
omparison of results is not scientifically sound.

Study describes mainly long-term trends of Brent Geese which are largely
positive but the short term declines are only given a brief mention and no
analysis in relation to Dublin Bay.

Study includes very little detail on assessment of impacts on other species of
conservation interest, notably the black-tailed godwit and curlew.
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8.6.

» Several years of data post-treatment and several types of other datasets
would be needed to assess impacts on populations of removal of sites from

feeding.
¢ There are a range of factors that drive site preferences for usage by geese.

« Analysis should be done using most recent IWeBs data but this is not publicly
available and the developer did not include it in the NIS —thus the

assessment is incomplete and a determination on impacts cannot be

¢ Detail on Curlews, Oystercatcher, Black-tailed godwit and Black- e
included.

Consider that the wetlands habitats at North Bull !slan may not provide
adequate feeding resources.

s Landscape master plan shows very few treeﬁqed and new continuous
footpath replacing most of the existing ich is unacceptable. Design
rationale does not include any ecologicalsa#Siderations.

Conditions recommended in the eyeyt the Board decides to grant permission

In the event the Board are mind ﬁ

recommended: ®

C 1- Alteration to the hiight ofRlocks 1 - 6 remaving in the most part one floor from

+ Refer to Chief State Solicitors office letter accompanyini I%Report.

permission, 26 no. conditions are

each block with‘:letai endment to Block 6.

C 2- Internal ait%s to apartments in Block 1/6/8 & 9 to reduce the impact from

noise, odou@d}disturbance.

C 3- A@o{nal landscaping plan details and restriction on the access points into St

C 4-¥Agreement for external finishes.
C 5- Codes of Practice.

C 6- Trees security bond

C 7- Protection of trees.

C 8- Agreement of alignment of surface water pipe in relation to tree roofs.
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C 9- Agreement for works for the demolition and construction of a proposed drainage
pipe outfall at the Naniken River.

C 10- Landscaping
C 11- Landscaping
C 12- Open Space

C 13- C&D
C 14- Part V compliance.

C 15- Compliance with the light pollution guidance. @

C 16- Traffic requirements. \Q
C 17- Drainage requirements. %

C 18 ~ Development Contribution Scheme /b~

C 19 - Bond condition Q.Q

C 20 — Street/Estate Name
C 21- Lighting

C 22- Waste management ‘Q
C 23- Above roof plant o Q

C 24 - C26- Construction wor

3.0 Prescribed BB&QS :

There were @bmissions from Prescribed Bodies summarised below:

9.1. A TaiQ/

e Board should ensure that the previous reasons for refusal have been
adequately addressed in the subject NIS, particularly in the analysis of the
data gathered in the wintering bird season of 2018/2019.

* Loss of significant amount of green space; would set an undesirable
precedent for further curtailment of open space in the area.
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Worrying trends in obesity; the shape of the built environment can strongly
influence everyday lifestyle choices that impact on human health and the
urban environment needs to be shaped in a way to actively encourage
recreation.

Submit that the Board should have regard to the importance of maintaining

urban open space when evaluating the subject application.

9.2. Department of Education

Department has ideniified the emerging need for a new primary @ e
area.

New school was part of Ministerial announcement in 20?:%

Officials working to identify and acquire a site.

Impact on school places to be assessed fron@ﬁture residential

developments.
9.3. Department of Culture, Heritage and the G

Notes Architecture, Archaeology and Cultural Heritage Chapter of EIAR — no
objections subject to conditisé

Nature Conservatign: M@ture conservation concern is the potential for
ex-situ impacts on t-bellied Brent Geese a listed species for SCl for a
number of SPS. Notes loss of land has potential to reduce quantity and
quality & eed%sources for Brent Geese — over last 30 years Brent
Geese h@egun to feed on amenity grasslands and agricultural fields with
the Ropulgtion now reliant to a large degree on the availability of suitable

@" s feeding resources within the Dublin area outside the SPA network.

Q [t Is noted that there is a temporal and spatial variation in such usage.
L ]

It is necessary to demonstrate that the loss of feeding resources as a result
of the proposed development will not reduce the quantity and quality of such

resources in the network of land available to Brent Geese.

Note the analysis undertaken and the mitigation measures proposed.
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9.4.
9.5.

10.0

10.1.

10.2.

10.3.

* Notes that the Board as the competent authority must ensure the assessment
has no lacunae, has complete, precise and definitive findings and
conclusions and will not adversely impact on the integrity of European sites
either alone or in combination with other plans and projects.

Irish Water: No objection

Transport Infrastructure Ireland (TII): No objection

Oral Hearing Request 6
An Oral Hearing Request was submitted by Thomas P. BroughanT@ﬂes

raised are summarised as follows:

* Loss of amenity space, %
* 715 zoning and principle of residential use, @

» Height, Design & Density, Q\

s Traffic Impact Assessment & Mobility M%'ent Plan,

¢ Drainage, Construction, Waste\@gement & Impact on residential amenity,

¢ Public Consultation. Q
Section 18 of the Act proviﬁ;;\th.a ,wefore deciding if an oral hearing for a strategic
housing development a%ztio should be held, the Board:

(i} Shall have re@ard to thg/exceptional circumstances requiring the urgent delivery
of housing as sel\ut in the Action Plan for Housing and Homelessness, and

(if) Shall only\oldfan oral hearing if it decides, having regard to the particular

circ ances of the application, that there is a compelling case for such a

nstance, it was decided there were no exceptional circumstances and
therefore the request for an oral hearing was refused.
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11.0 Assessment

11.1. Having regard to the requirements of the Planning and Development Act, 2000 as
amended, this assessment is divided into a Planning Assessment, an Environmental
Impact Assessment and an Appropriate Assessment. In each assessment, where
necessary, | refer to the issues raised by Prescribed Bodies and observers in

submissions to the Board in response to the application.

11.2. There is an inevitable overlap between the assessments, for example, with S
raised falling within both the planning assessment and the environmentajs
vehlaps

assessment. In the interest of brevity, matters are not repeated but guc
are indicated in subsequent sections of the report. %
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12.0

12.1.

12.2.
12.2.1.

Planning Assessment

| have had regard to all the documentation before me, including, inter alia: the
application documents; the submissions received: the provisions of the Dublin City
Development Plan 2016 - 2022; relevant section 28 Ministerial guidelines; and,
provisions of the Planning Acts, as amended and associated Regulations. | have

visited the site and its environs. | consider the main issues relating to this appljcation
are:

 Principle of development - zoning and SHD legisiation Q/

e Material Contravention — building height \Q
¢ Design and Layout %
 Residential and Visual amenity /b

» Traffic and transportation Q\
¢ Social/Green Infrastructure g

¢ Drainage

* Other matters Q
Principle of Development Q
2]

At the outset, it needs to bechified that these lands are not part of St. Anne's Park.
Many objectors raised gGncerns and were of the opinion that this site was integral to
the park and wolh setbcedent for development on green spaces. Information
provided by th amt details the history of St. Anne’s Park as well as the
Maryville landg. The land ownership sales and swaps are detailed. St. Paul's school
was op@i{n 1952 and the subject site was part of the college grounds. This is

e defmefrcated in various maps and also with respect to the zoning of the lands.
The'wgyk is zoned Z9 and the subject lands are zoned Z15. The boundaries between
the sites are well defined by belts of trees that run along all three sides adjacent to
the park. While the two areas (subject site and park} lie side by side, they are clearly
two distinct areas. St. Anne’s Park is in public ownership, the subject site is a
privately owned landholding. This application is therefore not the privatisation of a
publicly owned asset as has been stated in many of the submissions received as it
has always been privately owned.
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12.2.2. The site is zoned Z15 Institutional & Community, where it is the objective to ‘profect

12.2.3.

12.2.4.

and provide for institutional and community uses and to ensure that existing

amenities are protected’. Almost every objector referred to the zoning and

considered that the proposed residential development was not in accordance with

the zoning of the site.

Residential development is open for consideration within a Z15 zoning. Childcare

facilities are a ‘permissible use’. The Development Plan states the following vith

respect to ‘open for consideration’.

Of note, the Development Plan states that usg

An open for consideration use is one which may be permitted wh

planning authority is satisfied that the proposed developm ld be a use
compatible with the overall policies and objectives for t ould not
have undesirable effects on the permitted uses, and W:)g@herwrse be

consistent with the proper planning and sustainable @ elopment of the area.

or ‘open for consideration’ will be deemed NOY to Bg permissible uses in principle in

certain zones including Z15. As residential develop

ent is clearly listed as open for

deemed that residential developmentNyas hot acceptable, it would not have been

consideration under Z15 zoning, it is\% an acceptable land use. If the Council

included in the list. Therefgre, @ to various caveats in the Development Plan,

which | will address furtheDglow, the principle of residential development is an
acceptable land use i%zonmg. Furthermore, | note that the Planning Authority, in

objective.

their submissio%ed t the development is consistent with the Z15 zoning

Section 14.8\14 Jf the Development Plan provides further guidance for development

i

he

zone. The Plan staies:

With any development proposal on these lands, consideration should be given

to their potential to_contribute to the development of a strategic green network

(see also Chapter 10 — Green Infrastructure, Open Space and Recreation),
and to the delivery of housing in the city. (My emphasis)

In addition, it states that where there is an existing community use any proposed

development which is ‘open for consideration’ shall be required to demonstrate how

the proposal assists in securing the aims of the zoning objective. It is stated that a
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12.2.5.

12.2.6.

12.2.7.

12.2.8.

12.2.9.

masterplan may assist in demonstrating how this may be satisfied. A masterplan was
submitted by the applicant.

With respect to an existing community use, | note that these lands were sold by
the religious order to the applicant and are no longer available for a community use.
A number of observers question the legality of that sale. This is not a matter for the
Board and | refer the Board to section 34(13) of the Planning and Development Act,
2000 as amended (P&D Act). Of importance with respect to the P&D Act and
Regulations is the fact that the applicant is the current owner of the lands and
the legal interest to justify making the application.

Having regard to the overall Z15 zoning, | am satisfied that with th@ed
institutional use of Sybil Hill house and St. Paul's school, as v% t
i

for future development of sports facilities, the overall instit iQna
is being maintained in accordance with the Z15 zoning:bje @

potential
community use

.BHa for open space which

I further note that part of the subject applicatioprmglu
itis stated, will be offered to the Council to be t

I-charge. This will contribute to
the provision of and further enhance the community uses.

Numerous observers expressed conrgh@)ut the fact that the loss of the lands
would restrict any future develop or¥e school. The documentation indicates
that the school has sufficiest capm further note that while the proposal for sports
pitches was refused by the Bo2xd earlier this year, the information contained within it,
did not have the benefiGj to date bird surveys etc. These lands are still available
for future sports f.ao%s, eit they are completely separate to the subject site,

under differentewnership and neither site is in any way inter-dependent on the
development &f thé other.

evglopphent Plan places emphasis on the requirements of an applicant to
rate how the proposal is in accordance with securing the aims of the zoning
objectVe, where there is no longer a need for the institutional use. While this ‘need’

is considered to exist by a large number of observers, as stated above the lands
have been sold and are therefore no longer available for community use.

12.2.10. The applicants submitted a masterplan with the application and it is stated

that ‘The Institutional Owners are happy to confirm that the main institutional and
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community uses on the lands, including space for any necessary expansion of such
uses wilf be maintained and improved in the future by Orsigny/The Vincentian Order’.

In terms of achieving the zoning objective | note that:

¢ Public open space of ¢.1.6Ha to the south of the site and adjoining the park
has been provided. The applicant states that this ¢.1.6Ha will be offered to the

Council to take it in charge to manage and operate it for future uses.

+ The open space is presented as one parcel and | consider that a cond
permission should include a requirement for the applicant to agre%

landscaping design in accordance with the Council. The use far ¢
purposes can be agreed with the Council.

¢« The 25% public open space is not split up and is prese%s a single open
space. | note that the development also includes %ﬁvate space with

linkages to St. Anne's park. This will assist i%\e eability of the site and
access for non-residents albeit that th¢re i%a rdgaest that the linkages are
gated and only open in accordance wk opening hours which |
consider acceptable.

» The development contributes'sg, aid create linkages with, the strategic green
network - as noted abovevelopment proposes linkages with St. Anne's
park and as requir. in seclion 14.8.14 of the Plan will contribute to the
development 0%’%&1%0 green network,

12.2.11. | have al¥g had regdrd to the Council's Core Strategy with respect to
housing. I no tri%me observers consider that the subject lands are not required
for the purpés]yf residential development and that there are sufficient lands more

appm@ zoned, such as Z1 and Z2 lands. The core strategy states that the

s objectives of the Plan promote intensification and consolidation of the

cithyyfich will be achieved in a variety of ways including the encouragement of

development at higher densities especially in public transport catchments. It is
further noted that the policies underpin the creation of a compact city with mixed-use
environments, sustainable neighbourhoods and green infrastructure. | am of the
opinion that the subject development provides for the delivery of 657 units
underpinning the development of a compact city, with good public transport options
and with amenities and quality of life facilities such as the park on its doorstep.
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12.2.12, Table C of Chapter 2 of the Development Plan identifies the Core Strategy
Figures for residential use or a mix of residential and other uses for each zoning. It is
noted that the previous 2011 — 2017 Development Plan identified 2043 Hectares
outside of the Z1 and Z2 zonings (i.e. including the 215 zoning). It is stated that
rezoned areas incorporating residential uses including Z15 in the current
Development Plan (2016 — 2022) provide an additional 21 Hectares. The
Development Plan estimates that 230 hectares of the 2043 hectares (from Table C)
remain to be developed, which will give a vield ¢.18,000 units. { am fully satist
£13 lands are required and have been included in assessments to meet %ore

strategy requirements for housing in the metropolitan area into th\f‘Qi

12.2.13. Observers queried the use of the SHD legislation® for d elopMent on Z15
zoned lands. The 2016 Act states that “strategic housing develi%ﬁt” means?:

the development of 100 or more houses on fandizon @’- residential use or
for a mixture of residential and other use

Lands must be zoned for residential or a mixtums of rdsjdential and other uses to
avail of the SHD legislation. As highlighted above the Z15 land uses include
residential development. The Council fft\yde Z15 lands as being appropriate for
residential development and indegd_asN have outlined in the previous section,
include the potential for req‘,dentielopment on these lands to contribute towards
the delivery of homes for th%easing population of the city and as part of their

core strategy. | am sat%that the SHD legislation is the appropriate mechanism

for this planning &pplicatioa?
12.2.14. Obse s)q‘% the Part V proposal. The applicant states that there is an
appropriate ;Cgﬂd location of Part V units. It is noted that this has been discussed
R the\GBuncil and agreed as an acceptable proposal. | am satisfied that this is

dble and can be subject to an appropriate condition should the Board be of a

mind% grant.

12.2.15. Other observers refer to this proposal as being “Build to Rent” or “higher
end” properties. The development has not been described in the public notices as
Build to Rent and no information has been provided to indicate that this is the case.

! Planning and Development {housing} and Residential Tenancies Act 2016
2 Section 3 Definitions (Chapter 1)
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The market price of the units is not a matter for the Board. As stated above, the
applicant intends to comply with Part V of the P&D Act.

12.2.16. In conclusion, | am satisfied that the Z15 zoning includes ‘residential’ as a use

12.3.
12.3.1.

12.3.2.

i2ond:

12.3.4.

which is open for consideration, the Z15 residential potential to contribute towards
housing requirements has been taken into account as part of the core strategy, and

the SHD Act is applicable for lands zoned Z15. | am further satisfied that the

institutional and community uses are being protected and provided for on theS(15
zoned land in accordance with the zoning objective with the inclusion of 25% {

open space within a single area. Therefore, | am satisfied that the princ@
development is acceptable. \Q

Material Contravention C

The applicant has submitted a Material Contravention St ent=efith respect to the
heights proposed and the application has been descriged public notices as a
material contravention of the Development Pla#® de iffsould be argued that

although the increased height is a contraveni

s not a ‘material’ contravention.
However, the development exceeds the height exXflicitly stated in the Plan for such

areas and | will address it as a materiehgontravention. This material contravention is
objected to in many submissions,

Section 16.7 of the Develepme refers to Building Heights and section 16.7.2
specifically refers to heigh(Ns for low-rise, mid-rise and taller development. 1t
states that rail hubs a%ﬂn 500m of existing DART stations which is of relevance
to the subject si. The tatfle “Building Heights in Dublin” state that rail hubs have a
mm and the outer city has a maximum of 16m. The application

maximum hgigh
proposes h%of 16.63m to 27.95m which is in excess of the blanket restriction of

at a number of observers queried the ‘rail hub’ reference to height whereby a
devefopment within 500m of a rail hub was permitted to rise to 24m. | am satisfied

that part of the development site is within a 500m radius of Harmonstown DART
station.

The applicant refers to the Urban Development and Building Heights — Guidelines for
Planning Authorities 2018, and considers that this has resulted in a lack of clarity as

to whether the guidelines supersede policies within statutory Development Plans. It
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12.3.5.

is further stated that “until such time as clarily is forthcoming or a Development Plan
is varied to align with the requirements of the Guidelines, a material contravention is
considered to have occurred’. | note that the SHD Act confirms that the Board can
grant permission for a development which materially contravenes the Plan, other
than in relation to the zoning, if section 37(2)(b) of the Planning and Development
Act 2000 as amended (P&D Act) applies.

Having regard to the applicant’'s submission, | am satisfied that the Board sho
determine the proposal in terms of a material contravention of the Developme

Plan. As such section 37(2)(b) of the P&D Act must be addressed to det@ if the
Board can grant permission. | note that a substantial number of oqu' t:? weTe of the
opinion that the conditions required in section 37(2)(b) of the P& Act\yere not met
and the Board was precluded from granting permission. For th%enience of the
Board, that section of the Act is repeated here:

Where a planning authority has decided

Q refuse Rermission on the grounds
that a proposed development materialf Rvenes the development plan,
the Board may only grant permission in ac®#iance with paragraph (a) where

it considers that—

(1) the proposed deve!opmt i\s%ategic or national importance,

(i) there are conflicting obj s in the development plan or the objectives
are not clearly statea{%sQfar as the proposed development is concerned,

. O

(iii) permfsgbx(or the proposed development should be granted having
regarq to regional spatial and economic strategy for the area, guidelines
@ec fon 28, policy directives under section 29, the statutory obligations

local authority in the area, and any relevant policy of the Government,
e Minister or any Minister of the Government, or

(iv) permission for the proposed development should be granted having

or

regard to the pattern of development, and permissions granted, in the area
since the making of the development plan.
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12.3.6.

12.3.7.

12.3.8.

12.3.9.

The applicant is of the opinion that the material contravention of the Plan can be

justified under section 37(2){b}(ii) and (iii). ! intend to address each of points (i} to (iv)
below.

In this first instance this development is not of strategic or national importance as per
section 37{2)(b)(i). The proposal is of importance fo the city with respect to
contributing towards the goals set out in terms of housing and the core strategy, but
this cannot be deemed to be of strategic or national importance. Secondly, | &g not
agree with the applicant that there are conflicting objectives in the Developm

Plan. The Development Plan is clear in terms of how high and where he@zan be

increased or lowered. Thus, | consider that neither section 37(2)Q){Frsy s
37(2)(b)(ii) applies.

| do however, consider that section 37(2)(b)(iii) applies. Of Eelev%e is the Urban

fon

Development and Building Heights — Guidelines for Planni thorities 2018,
(Height Guidelines). This is of relevance and importgnc&having been published

under Section 28 of the P&D Act and notably\g

RquEnt to the Development Plan.

The Height Guidelines are intended "fo set out th&niational planning policy guidelines
the strategic policy framework set outs, ject Ireland 2040 and the National
Planning Framework™, It J‘s fu ted that statutory development plans have set
generic maximum heights&%pss their functional areas and if inflexibly or

unreasonably appliedcan undermine wider national policy objectives fo provide

on building heights in refation to urbms, as defined by the census, building from
P

more compact ®rms of n development as outlined in the National Planning
Framework andf&@d continue an unsustainable pattern of development whereby
many of oulcities and towns continue to grow outwards rather than consolidating
and st@emng the existing built up area™. Section 2 refers to Building Heights

e elopment Plan. It states that implementation of the Nationai Planning
Fr ork requires increased density, scale and height and requires more focus on
reusing brownfield sites and building up urban infill sites, and of relevance those

which may not have been built on before.

3 Section 1.1 of the Height Guidelines
* Section 1.4 of the Height Guidelines
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12.3.10. The applicant’s Material Contravention Statement states that this site is an

12.3.11.

12.3.12.

example of the type of sites anticipated in the Height Guidelines including:

locations with the potential for comprehensive urban development or
redevelopment (e.g. brownfield former industrial districts, dockland locations,
elc) should be identified ..... Such areas, particularly those in excess of 2 ha
(approx. 5 acres) in area.

I note SPPR 1 of the Height Guidelines. It states (my emphasis):

In accordance with Government policy to Support increased buildi%
a rly

and density in locations with good public transport accessibilit

town/ city cores, planning authorities shall explicitly identify,
statutory plans, areas where increased building height w%ac vely pursued
for both redevelopment, regeneration and infill dev e
objectives of the National Planning Framework m
Economic Strategies and shall not provi r a}e
building height.

0 secure the
onal Spatial and
t numerical limitations on

I am of the opinion that this particular area can accommodate the increased
height proposed and should not be s@\to a ‘blanket numerical limitation’. The
design proposed has taken full a nt N its setting with the taller units located
towards the centre of the site. Thmber of units proposed will assist in achieving
national policy objectives for shypificantly increased housing delivery in an urban

area with substantial a&-ﬂes including locations with good public transport
accessibility.

12.3.18. Furthtmore, having regard to the size and configuration of the site at 6.4Ha

and its g6 considered to be able to accommodate increased heights and
demsiiied@vef those prescribed in the Development Plan.

12.3.14. ction 3 of the Height Guidelines refers to the Development Management

Process. Itis noted that ‘building heights must be generally increased in appropriate
urban locations’. In this respect the continuation of low-rise development is not an

option in this location, simply because the prevailing heights are two — five storeys.
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The Height Guidelines present three broad principles which Planning Authorities
MUST apply in considering proposals for buildings taller than the prevailing heights®
(note my response is under each question):

1. Does the proposal positively assist in securing National Planning Framework
objectives of focusing development in key urban centres and in particular,
fulfilling targets related to brownfield, infill development and in particular,
effectively supporting the National Strategic Objective fo deliver compag
growth in our urban centres?

My Response: Yes — as noted and explained throughout this report by fi sing
development in key urban centres and supporting national stratethves to

deliver compact growth in urban centres.
2. Is the proposal in line with the requirements of the ebent plan in force

and which plan has taken clear account of the qféems set out in Chapter
2 of these guidelines? 6\

My Response: No - due to the blanket height % aplied in the Development Plan
which predates the Guidelines and therefore has not taken clear account of the

requirements set out in the GUIdeIInQ
3. Where the relevant deve lan or local area plan pre-dates these

guidelines, can it bgl\( ated that implementation of the pre-existing
policies and objeiltlves the relevant plan or planning scheme does not align

with and Supp objectives and poficies of the National Planning

Framew
My respongé - it cannot be demonstrated that implementation of the policies,
which we e Guidelines support the objectives and policies of the NPF.
12.3.1@ section 3 of the Height Guidelines continues to describe information that
the

licant should submit to the Planning Authority to demonstrate that it satisfies
certain criteria at the scale of the relevant city/town, at the scale of
district/neighbourhood/street, and at the scale of the site/building. Taking each point
in turn as detailed in this section 3.2 of the Guidelines with reference to the bullet
points therein, | conclude:

5 Section 3.1 of the Height Guidelines
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Scale of Relevant city/town:
» Site is well served by public transport

* Landscape and Visual assessment have been carried out and are further
addressed in section 13 of this Report. | am satisfied that there will not be an
unacceptable impact.

¢ Proposal makes a positive contribution to place-making by virtue of ne
streets and public spaces within the 6.4Ha site, using massing and hei
achieve required densities but with sufficient variety and height as Q;e

done with the range of block heights and it responds to the scale o ning
developments, with respect to the taller buildings being locate8towerds the
centre.

Scale of district/neighbourhood/strest; ,b

» Design has responded to its overall naturgl ar bulkenvironment and makes

rklng in the basement and the
provision of significant open space reflectin adjacency to St. Anne's Park.
[t is not monolithic — it is 7 blo@awing heights.

It enhances a sense of sc@d closure having regard to the passive
surveillance as a rea}{it sign.

Enhances legibil’g with pliblic access through the site being made available.
b

a positive contribution with the placeme

s to the mix of uses — the non-residential uses will be

and 3 m units,

Scale o@uilding:

icroclimate reports submitted demonstrate access to natural daylight,

It positivel§ gontri
availabl t%ider community and there is a sufficient mix of typology - 1, 2
edr

ventilation and views and minimise overshadowing and loss of light and has
taken account of BRE documents.

12.3.16. The Specific Assessments required to support the proposal referred to in
section 3.2 of the Guidelines include micro-climatic assessment, interaction with
birds and bat flight lines and/or collisions, telecommunications, air navigation, urban

design statement, and relevant environmental assessments. These assessments
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have been carried out in the reports submitted by the applicant as required by SPPR
3 below.

12.3.17. SPPR 3 of the Guidelines states (of note 3A is of relevance in this instance):

It is a specific planning policy requirement that where; (A) 1. an applicant for
planning permission sets out how a development proposal complies with the
criteria above; and 2. the assessment of the planning authority concurs, taking
account of the wider strategic and national policy parameters set out inYge
National Planning Framework and these guidelines; then the planningé«
authority may approve such development, even where specific o@es of
the relevant development plan or local area plan may fnd;NQ@ Ise.

12.3.18. Having regard to my assessment in 12.3.15 and 12.3.%0V which takes

account of the documents submitted by the applicant, | a that the

applicant has set out how the development proposal gom@jed'with the criteria SPPR
3(A)(1) and having regard to SPPR 3(A}2) wiik eﬁé wider strategic and

% this report, | am satisfied that
the criteria have been complied with.

12.3.18. Having regard to the Height (@195 and the setting of this site with respect

to public transport, its size, and jeeRartiqular the local infrastructure | am satisfied that
it is a suitable site for incraased

national policy parameters as referenced thrd

ght without giving rise o any significant adverse
impacts in terms of daylig{t,\@ﬁght, overlooking or visual impact. | am satisfied
that, having regard to%ct that the Development Plan predates the Guidelines by
c. 2 years and tﬁpﬂs posal is in accordance with the National Planning
Framework Q‘jﬂv to deliver compact growth in urban areas, that it is open o the

Board to gragt pgrmission for the development as a material contravention of the
Devel ent Plan.

12.3.20. \Thus, 1 am satisfied that the proposal can be granted with respect to section

37(Y(2)(iii) of the P&D Act, having regard to the Height Guidelines published under
Section 28 of the P&D Act.

12.3.21. For comprehensiveness, with respect to section 37(2){b)(iv) | note that the
recently constructed Ardilaun Court has buildings up to five storeys and the Little

Sisters of the Poor across the road is four storeys, but | do not consider that this
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could be deemed to be indicative of overall ‘pattern of development’ of the area and
therefore do not consider that section 37(2)(b)(iv) applies.

12.3.22. In conclusion, should the Board wish to grant permission, | am satisfied that

12.4.
12.4.1.

12.4.2.

12.4.3.

12.4.4.

12.4.5.

the Board is not precluded from granting permission in this instance with regard to
the provisions of section 37(2)(b)(iii) which states that permission for the proposed
development should be granted having regard to ........... guidelines under section

28.
Density, Design & Layout

The density proposed is 103 units per hectare which | consider reaso b@/
number of objectors considered this density to be excessive. | haveWev sly
referred to the National Planning Framework and the need to i%a ensities in
suitable locations. Having regard to its location adjacent t od lic transport and
having regard to the National Planning Framework an :&ht Guidelines
referred to above, | consider this density to be o%\

With respect to design and layout, a substanti%& of documents accompany
the application including the Architect's Design Statement, photomontages as well as
the detailed drawings for each block ch floor within the blocks. The Architect’s
Design Statement details the alteg?\ginsidered, the concept design and the

approach to the overall [ayeut of oposal,

balconies will res*llt in

surroundings. /\

A Housing Q@:}Assessment provides details about the individual apartments. This
HQA pr § GBtails on every single unit in terms of area, dimensions of rooms,
Aivate %y space and dual aspect etc. | consider that the development will
or a suitable mix of units and | note that all apartments exceed the minimum
floor areas and greater than 50% of units have dual aspect (albeit | will return to this
point below).

| consider that the paletie mix a8 materials including the brickwork and glass
%-quality development which will complement the

I also note that car parking is mainly within the basement providing a pedestrian
friendly and safe area. In addition, the amenity areas and the créche will provide
necessary social infrastructure. | draw the Board’s attention to the computer
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generated images included within the Architect's Design Statement which provide for
more detail of the development from the perspective of new residents of the
proposal, in particular Figures 25, 26, 32 — 35.

12.4.6. While | have addressed height in terms of the material contravention above, with
respect to the detail of the height, | note the location of the taller blocks within the
centre of the site has taken account of the constraints of the existing residential
areas and the park setting. | do not consider that the apartments will be over
dominant having regard to the intervening land uses and the screening that t
existing trees will provide when viewed at close distance. Clearly the bl@ e
seen at greater distances further away from the development ang witlge a
change to the skyline. However, | do not consider this to be a signififsanttmpact —
without doubt it will be a change to the skyline and a changed\se®yand this visual
impact is addressed further in the EIA section below. | nﬁﬁt e Council request
a reduction in the height of Blocks 1,3,5 and 6. Hov%

b i

necessary as | am of the opinion that there N
landscape or visual amenities as detailed furths ¢

12.4.7. The Council raised concerns with a number of units specifically in relation to noise

ot consider this is

gnificant impact on the

and the use of the atrium for light redgect to the provision of ‘dual aspect’ units.
The issue of the numbers of duec units was raised in many submissions also.
@

| note that there are no norjl faciMer€ingle aspect units and the orientation of the
blocks on a north-sout aj;xocks 1 and 6 are the blocks which include windows
on to the atriumy, Omiﬁ@ese units as part of the calculation for dual aspect units,
will reduce the I number to less than 50%, however having regard to the

Design Stargdards for New Apartments, 2018 (Apartment Guidelines), this reduction

ge vith the Council with respect to unit 427 in Block 6 which has its front entrance
opening onto the gym breakout area and consider that this could be addressed by

way of condition. 1 note their concerns with unit 18 in Block 1 but consider that this

is acc@ .
12.4.8 fl raise concerns about noise for certain units within the development. |
ad

can also be dealt with by way of condition in terms of additional boundary treatment.
| agree with the Council that apartment number’s 577 and 578 in Block 8 and
apartment number's 615 and 616 in Block 9 would be subject to unacceptable noise

and potential odours from the location of the bin store. | am satisfied that the bin
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12.4.9,

12.5.
12.5.1.

12.5.2.

12.5.3.

12.5.4.

store can be relocated and this can be subject to a condition should the Board be of
a mind to grant permission.

In conclusion, | am satisfied that the proposal complies with the requirements of the
Apartment Guidelines subject to conditions as discussed above. | nofe that the

Planning Authority consider that subject to conditions the proposed height, mass and
scale are also acceptable.

Residential and Visual Amenities

Numerous concerns were raised about the impact of the proposal on the pesige
amenities of the nearby properties and the amenities of users of the rk%g the
residential amenities first, | have had regard to the Daylight and S}@
Assessment that has accompanied the application.

With respect to the future residents of the development, | éh‘tisﬁed that
acceptable levels of daylight and sunlight are achiev% st meet the
recommendations outlined within the BRE Guigeihes “§ité Layout Planning for
Daylight and Sunlight”. | note that a small numartments fall below the BRE
guidelines for daylight, but this is based on a worst case scenario and many of these
rooms are bedrooms with an external fafbony space. This is considered acceptable
in this instance. It is noted that th gnkof materials for the facades of the
development have been chesen Q—note a sense of brightness and light ensuring

light is reflected throughout%evelopment. I further note that glazing widths have

been maximised throudh
i}

Of particular imp ce, the assessments consider the existing surrounding
developmentg. Sybil Hill house and the school are also considered in the

assess .(Q’on 7.4 of the Daylight and Sunlight Assessment provided by the
appi @eiders the overshadowing impact on the surrounding properties. A

Of images on the expected shadowing is provided. | draw the Board's attention
to theYigures therein which indicate the expected overshadowing. The Meadows
residential development is the closest and | am satisfied that there will not be an
unacceptable impact caused by overshadowing despite the height of Block 1 to the
east of The Meadows.

The amenities of the park users are also referred to in many submissions. As noted

above and throughout this report, the lands are no longer available for use by the
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12.5.5.

12.5.6.

12.5.7.

12.5.8.

community due to the sale to the applicant. As stated above, the lands were not part
of St. Anne’s Park but part of St. Paul’s College. The information submitted indicates
that the use of the pitches was permitted by the school outside of school hours. They
were never publicly owned facilities and the current owner wishes to develop them.

Therefore, they are no longer available to the community.

| do not accept that there will be a loss of light on the park itself as claimed by other
observers. Having regard to the scale of development, separation distances, apd
existing screening, 1 do not consider that this will be a negative impact.

As detailed in the EIA section13 below there will be significant changes %view
east from the nearby dwellings, but this has 1o be seen in the con an urban
environment which is constantly evolving. The landscaping sir m\never
completely screen the views of the upper floors of the blocks f%we Meadows.
The drawings illustrate that there is a 50m distance betwe dwellings and the

closest block, which is acceptable in terms of overlagki

| am also satisfied having regard to the distan olved that there will not be a
significant impact on the protected structure of Sy Hill House from a visual
perspective. | note that the developmegs{ of the modem St. Paul's in the 1950s is an
established feature within the setting\% protected structure. There are many
examples of modern deve*opm =® lose proximity to protected structures and | am

satisfied that there will not#®an unacceptable impact on the visual amenities of
Sybil Hill House.

Visual amenities?}(&n@ark are considered. There will be a change to the skyline
and there willse vieWs of the upper floors from long distances within the park. At
close ranged\ sugh as from the Avenue, there will only be glimpses of the

devel n where tree cover is reduced or from certain vantage points. As noted in

% section below, there will be a change to the landscape from playing fields to
a residential development, but this has to be seen in the context of the zoned lands
within a city environment. The 1.6Ha open space is closest to the Avenue also. The
Planning Authority refers to examples of developments successfully located close {o
established public parks such as Herbert Park. | am satisfied that while the proposed
development will be visible from various points within the park it is not necessarily a

negative given the location of the park within an urban area.
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12.5.9.

I note that the Parks Department request that only two accesses to the Park are
permitted rather than the four proposed. | am of the view that three accesses are
adequate, and | agree with the Planning Authority that they should not be restricted
to resident-only accesses to promote permeability. It is appropriate to condition that
each access is gated, and the opening hours aligned with the park opening hours.
The access in the north-west corner would appear to lead to fields and should be

omitted.
12.5.10. In terms of landscaping and boundary treatment, | note that paladin fen

to be retained. This is unacceptable for a residential development given i@stﬁal
appearance and should be replaced with alternative boundary tre | of the
opinion that the remaining wall of Maryville to the north of the st%o d be

integrated into the boundary treatment and a suitable condition Sffoud be appended
to require this,

12.5.11, In conclusion, | am satisfied that the proposa]‘@mot be visually obtrusive

12.6.

12.6.1.

12.6.2.

or detract from the amenities of adjacent prop ding the school and Sybil
Hill House) in terms of overlooking, overshadowirie overbearing having regard to

| am satisfied that the development p acceptable amenities for future

the separation distances, the daylight apd sunlight assessment, and the landscaping.
n@s
residents subject to minor chang@ch | consider can be dealt with by condition.

Traffic and Transportatior(\

The proposed develop%ncludes 499 no. car parking spaces, 465 no. basement
parking spaces a. 34 no~Surface level spaces (visitor and créche drop off) as well
as 1,646 cycl p2>M1 ;314 no. at basement and 332 no. at surface level). Works

also include Qeyng of the access onto Sybil Hill Road as well as modifications to

the veh r pccess between the school and Sybil Hill House. A new pedestrian

is proposed at the entrance as well as cycle lanes and footpaths. | note that
the n

efOrity of the bicycle spaces are in the basement thereby providing secure and
weatherproof parking.

| am satisfied that car parking at a rate of 0.7 spaces per unit is acceptable and a
condition requiring that they are not sold separate to the units or leased should be
appended. Many observers considered there were too many or too few parking

spaces. Concerns about overspill parking into existing estates were raised. Having
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12.:5.5:

12.6.4.

12.6.5.

12.7.
12.7.1.

12.7.2.

12.7.3.

regard to the distance from the other estates via the entrance road, | do not accept
that this will be an issue causing significant impact on existing housing estates. 1 am
of the view that the proposal is in line with the Development Plan requirements and

is appropriate for the location of the site adjacent to a DART station and a QBC.

Concerns were raised about traffic and congestion around the local roads. The
application is accompanied with a Traffic and Transport Assessment which
concludes that there is adequate capacity for the additional vehicles. This is father
addressed in section 13 below.

Safety concerns were raised due to the access through the school. The @ed
access is not through the school and the entrance road has bee siyped 10

accommodate this new development with appropriate boundapgetreaigent between
the school grounds, Sybil Hill House and the road. )

| am satisfied that the proposal is acceptable in terms:f g@ers of spaces for car

parking and bicycle parking, as well as the maodifijcalignsyte the entrance.
Social & Green Infrastructure

Concerns were raised about schools, the loss of pitches and the impact on St.
Anne's Park and other amenities. TQ:QOSEAI includes for the development of on-
site amenities including a gym, @a, orkspace, games room and meeting rooms
as well as private and serflizpriva d public open space. In addition, a créche fo
cater for 115 children is prﬁé&ed on the ground floor of Block 7. Parking spaces are
provided to al[ox;»r for =ff. | note that the Department of Education do not object

to the proposed elopment and note that they are actively searching for a site for a
new school

A Co i’cgﬂ%astructure and School Demand report accompanies the application.
. I-’sﬂgéchools, transport, community support, public space, sports, faith and
haglthgare. The Report includes correspondence from the Department confirming
that the subject site has been included in terms of its demographic exercise in

assessing the need for primary and secondary schools in the area.

The community clubs and societies are detailed in section 4.3.2 of the Infrastructure
report. | note that a substantial number of sports clubs objected to the development

due fo the loss of the lands for playing purposes. Many state that they have no
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12.7.4.

12.7.5.

12.7.6.

permanent home and there is over subscription on the remaining pitches. Figure 8 of
the report indicates the remaining pitches outside of the subject site. | note that there
are plans to develop pitches on the school site. | accept that the loss of pitches is a
negative impact, but the facts are that this site has been purchased for private
development and is unlikely to be made available to existing clubs regardless of the
outcome of this proposal. The site is zoned for development. | note the elected

members suggested that it be the subject of a CPO. That is a matter for the Cauncil
and is not before the Board.

I note that the masterplan document, which was submitted with the appli !
indicates that the school is satisfied that it can accommodate anyQQio ans
on the remaining lands. It is also stated that ‘It is the intention of e VWcentians and
the school to offer the excess capacity of the facilities to a grea%'iety of other
sporting and community groups on a licensed/pay to use %While some
observers correctly state that the applicant has no a%e sure that this
development does take place, | note that the 0 school pitches have
submitted an application for development, alb;imessful for reasons relating to
AA reasons.
Other objectors referred to the impac@e Park. Concerns were raised about the
site being an integral part of the n that the park is part of the ‘green
infrastructure’. Addressing? issug=dbout the integrity of the park, | note that the
park is already segmentad and e subject site is not considered part of the park,
when viewing mgps in %vebpment Plan (Figure 14 Strategic Green Network of
the Deve!opmenfﬁbQ. This has also been addressed elsewhere in my report under
the EIA sectigas well as the visual amenities impact above. In terms of policy, |
lopment Plan includes many policies to support green

note th
ipfrasyrudureg/and indeed as noted in section 12.2.4 of my report above, Z15 zoning
% 3

re any development on such zoned lands to consider the potential to

‘contribute to the development of a strategic green network’ as well as the delivery of
housing.

The design provides for a substantial open space of ¢.1.6Ha which will be offered to
be taken-in-charge by the Council. The details of how this is to be developed should
be subject to a condition if the Board are minded to grant permission. This will

provide a planning gain for the public that is not currently available. Furthermore, as
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noted above, the development provides for permeability through the developed part
of the site with connections into the Park (subject to condition). | am satisfied that
this is in compliance with a number of policies and objectives and contributes to the
development of a strategic green network as detailed in the Development Plan.
Some observers considered the access into the park to be unprecedented —
however this is not for private use by the residents only and will be accessible for
use by the public subject to the same opening and closing hours as the existiQg
accesses into the park.

12.7.7. Another objection raised concerns that the new residents would object t%vents

that St. Anne's is now hosting stating that they will consider theirge n
amenities will be impacted. In my opinion as all events are subjgct iyarious
licencing ihat is not a reason tc recommend refusal of permisgg

12.8. Drainage fb

12.8.1. Drainage and surface water were raised by o@m. Concerns about
tion 13 EIA of my report. The
site currently drains to the Naniken stream. The pfoposal includes SuDS measures

flooding were stated. | have dealt with this in ¥

and it is intended to ensure that the r ff remains at the greenfield rate. The
Council state that the surface wazfr}%e on Sybil Hill Road is over capacity and

could not take the site's d‘aina y have accepted this proposal subject to

conditions. With the mea proposed | am satisfied that there will not be an
unacceptable impact %oding or drainage to the stream.
]

12.8.2. With respect to uxe:.r f€ed about pollution of the stream, | note that there are
hydro brakecr: oit'nterceptors proposed which is acceptable.

ood Risk Assessment accompanies the application. The

12.8.3. A Site-pRgci
opfheph is located in Flood Zone C with a low probability of flooding from fluvial
sources.

12.8.4. Having regard to the above, | consider the site can be serviced adequately and the

proposed development will have no adverse effects on the surrounding area.

12.9. Other matters

12.9.1. I note the applicant’s request for permission to develop over 10 years. | do not

consider that this is acceptable having regard to the purpose of the SHD legislation
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12.9.2.

12.9.3.

12.9.4.

12.9.5.

12.9.6.

and the information provided which indicates that construction will be carried out in a
shorter timeframe and therefore 5 years is considered an appropriate duration. For
clarity | consider that a condition to this effect is included in the permission should
the Board consider granting permission.

[ note the ownership of the [ands is queried. As referred to above, the applicant has
demonstrated sufficient legal interest in the lands and has stated on the application

form that they own the lands. Letters of consent for works on lands owned by the
Vincentian Community and DCC are provided. The historical sale of lands is n§

matter for the Board, nor why the lands were sold, nor if the original own%de

significant profit from the sale. \Q
Other objectors referred to project splitting or ‘salami slicing’. Jam sa¥sfied that

there is no intent to avoid the production of an EIAR which j nor%/ why ‘project
splitting’ is raised as an issue. As noted above, St. Paw's %saparately owned
and both landowners are entitled to seek permi ion\'@ndently. Cumulative
impacts are addressed throughout the EIAR.

| am satisfied that consultation has been carried out in accordance with the
legisiation and | note the number of oﬁations, the number of people who have
page

signed the petition and the Faceb 3
Documentation and adeq®acy o ite Notice has been queried. | am satisfied

that the documentation including maps, drawings, and reports submitted has

enabled the Board to oéuqut a complete assessment and as noted above, based
©
on the numbers Qv}%ting, e documentation has adequately described and

addressed thg=impacts.
Other o@@ew the website accuracy. | am satisfied that there is ample

Qpregtu fgr access to the data from the Board’s website, the standalone website
s by the applicant as well as the EIA portal housed by the Department.

12.10. Conclusion

12.10.1. In conclusion to the Planning Assessment, | am satisfied that the proposed

development is acceptable in principle, is proposed on suitably zoned lands, will
confribute towards the housing need identified in the Development Plan, will not

negatively impact on the visual or residential amenities of surrounding dwellings, will
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not impact on the amenities of park users, will not set a precedent for development in
green spaces in the city, and is in accordance with the proper planning and

sustainable development of the area.
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13.0

13.1.
13.1.1.

13.1.2.

13.1.3.

13.1.4.

1SS,

Environmental Impact Assessment

Statutory Provisions

This application was submitted to the Board after 15t September 2018 and therefore

after the commencement of the European Union (Planning and Development)

(Environmental Impact Assessment) Regulations 2018 which transpose the

requirements of Directive 2014/52/EU into Irish planning law.

The application was accompanied by an Environmental Impact Assessment %.

(EIAR), which is mandatory for the development in accordance with the ns of
0

Part X of the Planning and Development Act 2000, as amended, (N%

Schedule 5 of the Planning and Development Regulations 2001 .as aMgnded,
(PDR). %

infrastructure developments comprising of urbap.devajopMent which would exceed
500 dwellings.

Item 10(b) of Part 2 of Schedule 5 of the PDR providesfh%m is required for

The subject proposal is for a development of 657 dwellings on a site of ¢.6.7Ha and
is accompanied by an EIAR. \Q
The EIAR is laid out as follows: @

¢ Volume 1 of the EIARrovid®¢’a non-technical summary of its content.

¢ Volume 2 includ%e Written Statement of the EIAR (Chapter 1 — 15), and

®

* Volume 3 ipsjudes tffe Technical Appendices (e.g. Bat Survey, ground
investigation reports, borehole records, and soakaway records, water
sampliNg rekults, conservation impact assessment, Traffic & transport

agggssment and mobility management plan, energy sustainability report).

%ble 1.2 describes the methodology employed within the assessment of
each chapter and Table 1.3 describes the expertise of those involved in the

preparation of the report.

* Mitigation measures described throughout the report are summarised in
Chapter 15.
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13.1.6.

1Sk Tl

13.1.8.

13.1.9.

As is required under Article 3(1) of the amending Directive, the EIAR describes and
assesses the direct and indirect significant effects of the project on the following
factors: (a) population and human health; (b) biodiversity with particular attention to
the species and habitats protected under Directive 92/43/EEC and Directive
2009/147/EC; (c) land, soil, water, air and climate; (d) material assets, cultural
heritage and the landscape. Chapter 14 considers the interaction between the
factors referred to in points (a) to (d). Chapter 15 is a summary of the Mitigation
Measures. Article 3(2) includes a requirement that the expected effects deriy, m

the vulnerability of the project to major accidents and / or disasters that e t
to the project concerned are considered. @

With respect to Article 3(2), Chapter 13 of the EIAR refers to Ri %&ament. It
sets out the vulnerability of the proposed development to the f major accidents

and/or disasters. It is considered that the development h%sn designed in
accordance with best practice and can be safely co%cie ithout risk to health
and the environment. Table 13-5 lists the potgntiAamajgf accidents, the likelihood of
same occurring in the subject site, and Whertential impact is addressed in
the EIAR. Mitigation measures are described in Table 13-6 and management plans

are described. It concludes that the,@qhas taken info account the potential for
flooding, road accidents, sprea(mfe vasive species, building failure and fire risk

and the vulnerability of th@ deve
considered significant.

I have carried oyt an nation of the information presented by the applicant,

nt to major accidents and/or disasters is not

including the Elwd the submissions made during the course of the application. A
summary o@jubmissions made by the observers and prescribed bodies has
been ut ection 7, 8 and 9 of this report and in detail in Appendix 2 and

; dzﬂers relevant to the EIA. The relevant issues raised are addressed below
% he relevant headings, and as appropriate in the reasoned conclusion and
recommendation including conditions.

| am satisfied that the EIAR has been prepared by competent experts to ensure its
completeness and quality, and that the information contained in the EIAR and
supplementary information provided by the developer is up to date, adeqguately
identifies and describes the direct and indirect effects of the proposed development
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13.2.
13.2.1.

13.2.2.

13.2.3.

on the environment, and complies with articie 94 of the Planning and Development
Regulations 2000, as amended.

Alternatives

Chapter 2 addresses the alternatives considered. Article 5(1)(d) of the 2014 EIA
Directive requires:

(d) a description of the reasonable alternatives studied by the develop
which are relevant to the project and its specific characteristics, and an

indication of the main reasons for the option chosen, taking into ac, t
effects of the project on the environment:; C 7/

Annex (IV) (Information for the EIAR) provides more detail on ‘ref;@

alternatives’
2. A description of the reasonable alternatives (for e e in terms of project
design, technology, location, size and scale) studidg by the developer, which
are relevant to the proposed project an characteristics, and an
indication of the main reasons for selectindNaé chosen option, including a
comparison of the environmental effects.

The EIAR sets out that having regard W\the*Z15 zoning objective of the lands in
question, in which resident?l de % ent is ‘open for consideration’ it was not
considered necessary to cofd{der alternative sites for the proposed development.
The do-nothing scenari {;?r%considered as a reasonable alternative. In terms of
alternative desig®s, it i%ut that the proposals were the subject of detailed
discussions with all relevant authorities prior to the finalised scheme as
summarised Delow

. %d of houses across the site without allowance for 25% open space,
ower density than submitted and a split of 25% open space across the site,

» Apartment blocks over nine blocks and a single area with 25% open space.

The consideration of alternatives is an information requirement of Annex IV of the
EIA Directive, and the single most effective means of avoiding significant

environmental effects. Having regard to this requirement and its purpose (i.e.
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13.3.

grerciu s

134.

13.4.1.

13.4.2.

1385,
13.5.1.

avoidance of significant environmental effect) | am satisfied that the consideration of

alternatives is adequate.
Consultations

Details of the consultations carried out by the applicant as part of the preparation of
the application and EIAR are set out in the documentation submitted and are
considered adequate. | am satisfied that the participation of the public has been
effective, and the application has been made accessible to the public by electidpic

and hard copy means with adequate timelines afforded for submissions.
Likely Significant Direct and Indirect Effects @

The fikely significant direct and indirect effects of the development considered

under the following headings, after those set out in Article 3 0 IA Directive

2014/52/EU: /b

(a) population and human health;

(b) biodiversity, with particular attention toand habitats protected under
Directive 92/43/EEC and Directive 2009/ T%#EC;

(c) land, soil, water, air and clima{g;

(d) material assets, cultural ;de the landscape;

(e) the interaction betw? n t@tors referred to in points (a) to (d).

My assessment is ba% the information provided by the applicant, including the

EIAR, in additiof to the
my site visit.

Population'gnd Human Health

missions made in the course of the application, as weli as

the EIAR considers Population and Human Health. The study
Yology is detailed identifying the sources of the desk-based studies. The
characteristics of the development are described as well as the existing receiving
environment. Demographic information is provided for the Clontarf Local Electoral
Area. Socio-economic information for the area is also provided. Community facilities
and amenities are detailed as well as nearby pitches - Figure 4-4 indicates the sports
facilities in St. Anne’s. Of importance having regard fo its location adjacent to St.

Anne's is landscape and visual which are described. The recently constructed
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13.5.2.

13.5.3.

13.5.4.

1255

13.5.6.

Ardilaun Court and The Meadows housing estates are identified. Human Health
status is detailed.

Potential impacts are described. It is noted that the changing demographic profile
during the operational phase is likely to ensure a balanced age profile in the area:
Landscape and Visual effects are detailed in a separate chapter, but it is considered
that there is limited cumulative impacts. It is stated that during the construction stage
there will be an element of noise, mobility of heavy vehicles, dust etc, which withbe
negative, short-term, significant and localised. During operation there will be

positive impact in terms of the changing age profile and the deve]opment@c{reate
a moderm living environment close to a wide range of amenities. ivétnpacts
are described. The issue of the potential for Light-bellied Brent Qe%i@) to
impact on human health is described. The Do-Nothing scenaric%dressed.

in place. No likely significant impacts are identified

During construction a Construction Environmental Ma g%ﬁPlan (CEMP) will be
m%«weration and therefore no

mitigation measures are required.

It is considered that residual impacts will be overal ong-term, positive. Interactions
are considered with biodiversity, air q@oisa and material assets.

Assessment

Many submissions raised ¢¢ cer@out population increase and the lack of
schools etc. In addition, amrts clubs submitted objections to the loss of the
playing pitches. ﬁaseddﬁ data presented and as noted in the Planning
Assessmentin s n 12 above, | consider that the proposed development will
provide muchfneeded accommodation in an established area. There are many
schools j :gﬂ'dér area, and | note the Department of Education have not objected
t p%ﬂl. There will be some nuisance issues for the existing residents during
e tion, but with the mitigation measures proposed in the Construction
Envirdhmental Management Plan (CEMP), these will be reduced and will not result

in a seriously negative impact. Furthermore, they are temporary in duration.

The loss of playing fields is a negative impact, however, there are numerous
alternatives as detailed in Figure 4-4 of the EIAR and as detailed in the Planning
Assessment section 12 above. Furthermore, these lands are now unavailable to the
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13.56.7.

13.5.8.

13.6.
13.6.1.

community and are unlikely to revert to community use in a Do-Nothing scenario. |

also note that the school has plans for upgrades to the remaining pitches.

With respect to health, | note the applicant’s reference to studies about impacts of
Light -bellied Brent Goose (LBBG) on human health. | further note that this has been
questioned by many objectors. | do not consider that this is a reason to either
recormmend a grant or refusal of permission as this is not specifically an issue
related to this particular site. it is further addressed in Biodiversity below.

| have considered all of the written submissions made in relation to popu[atio
human health. Having regard to the development of residential accomm ign on
zoned and serviced lands, and having regard to the need for resbg%\development
for the increasing population, | am satisfied that potential effecje woul§ be avoided,
managed and mitigated by the measures which form part of tf\%aosed scheme,
the proposed mitigation measures and through suitable ns. I am therefore
satisfied that the proposed development would not gavengny unacceptable direct,
indirect or cumulative effects on population a a ealth.

Biodiversity

Biodiversity is addressed in Chapter he EIAR. The study methodology is
detailed with reference to the d ﬂfield surveys (undertaken for the subject
application & reference ismadm 2017 data which is also considered), including
habitat surveying and map{o}g‘bat surveys, breeding bird surveys, wintering bird
surveys, mammal sur%nd other fauna. The existing receiving environment is
described inclua' referefice to the Naniken stream as well as the designated sites,
both Europe z::kﬁonal. The proposed development is not located in a
designated the habitats are described. The site is now categorised as GS2 —
Doy and Grassy Verges. Trees and woodlands on the site are defined as
% local importance. No rare or protected mammal species were directly
recOyded during site surveys undertaken between 2015 and 2019. Bat species
recorded within the site and immediate surrounds are detailed with the majority
recorded around the boundaries with St. Anne's Park. No nests of breeding birds

were located on the site. Five Species of Conservation Interest (SCl) were recorded
at the site.
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13.6.2.

13.6.3.

13.6.4.

13.6.5.

13.6.6.

13.6.7.

The potential impacts during construction and operation are described including on
the conservation objectives of the designated sites. It is noted that a Natura Impact
Statement (NIS) has been submitted. It is stated that there will be no loss of habitats
such as treelines (WL2) but they may be susceptible to indirect damage. Removal of
vegetation considered suitable for bats to forage would result in a negative, slight
and permanent duration effect. Potential impact on birds is described during
construction and operation. Potential cumulative impacts are detailed includinathe
impact of loss of an ex-situ site for wintering birds (as further detailed in the

Section 14 of this report). A Do-Nothing scenario is addressed — there wi@o

additional impacts in such a scenario.
Mitigation measures are detailed with reference to felling of tree lighNag proposals,

surface water run-off, SubDS, and during operation with respect%s. Table 5-13 of
the EIAR provides a summary of residual impacts for the led Key Ecological

Receptors (KER). It is concluded that provided all m@ measures are
implemented in full, no significant residual im I
designated conservation site are expected.

Monitoring is described during constr@a‘md operation. Interactions identified are

| ecology or on any

between hydrology and water and bic¥jverSity with respect to the potential impact of

water pollution on protected areQ
®
Assessment /\

Bicdiversity concerns %aised by almost every objector in particular with respect
to the wintering b. incluting LBBG and the other SCls of the European sites in
terms of the | ::}ex-situ terrestrial site. This is dealt with in detail in the AA
section 14 b:ﬁjﬂd | refer the Board to that section of my report.

bindivefsity concerns raised included the omission of reference to certain
p cuments in the EIAR. | have had regard to those documents in my
assesSment throughout this report.

Concerns were raised with the impact of sediment being released to the Naniken
stream during construction and the resulting impact on biodiversity. | am satisfied
that with the correct implementation of mitigation measures proposed in the CEMP
submitted by the applicant and the proposed monitoring it will ensure that there is no
significant impact on the water quality as a result of the construction of the proposed
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development. As there will be no significant impact on the water quality or quantity in
the stream, it can be concluded that there will not be an impact on the bicdiversity of
the stream including the aquatic species noted by third parties to be present in the
stream. SuDS measures are being incorporated during operation phase. This is
further addressed below under hydrology.

13.6.8. With respect to mammals, many concerns were raised about bats and badgers. No
badger setts were found on the site.

13.6.9. I note the Parks Department query the surveys for bats and state that it is un
how the development will affect the bat population of St. Anne’s. The d%rts
S

state that the majority of trees are to be retained. However, | no%ge ation
across the site was considered suitable for bats to forage and@ along. The
gati

removal of any trees and other vegetation would result in a ne . slight and
permanent duration effect on bat species but having regan he limited number of
trees to be felled (see next section for details) and #e 1&gt that works will not occur
in St. Anne’s Park (with the exception of the satisfied that the bat
population within St. Anne’s will not be significa pacted. | note that the
mitigation measures include a survey for bat roosts prior to demolition of structures
or felling of trees. | am satisfied thalWNherdwill not be a seriously negative impact on
bats within the development sit rrounds.

®

13.6.10. During operational Wﬁe, the proposed buildings and associated lighting are
likely to resuit in somgrfocalised impacts to bats commuting through or feeding on
the site. It is likd@y that they will still be able to pass through the site albeit via
different routes mse currently used. Details of proposed tree removal have been
included wity thegapplication. An Arboriculture Report accompanied the application
and sat the tree loss includes 7 no. category U frees, 10 no. category B and 4

dgteyerly C. Mature frees along the boundaries of the site are to be protected
the construction phase. Temporary lighting required during construction is
also identified as a potential impact. A Site Lighting Analysis Report accompanied
the EIAR and predicts light levels. Lighting proposed during the operational phase
will be narrow spectrum lighting wherever possible with a low UV component which
will comply with national guidance for bat conservation. Submissions note the

absence of the location of proposed bat boxes. I note the commitment in the EIAR to
erect three bat boxes as a mitigation measure.
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13.6.11. With respect to breeding birds, the majority of hedgerows and mature trees
are to be retained. No vegetation is to be removed during the nesting season. There
will however be a slight negative impact due fo the loss of some hedgerow.

13.6.12. As noted above, | have addressed the designated sites in the AA section 14
of this report. The EIAR references scientific evidence linking the presence of LBBG
as a transmitter of antimicrobial resistant bacteria. A number of observations and the

report of the Parks and Landscape Services make reference to these findings 2md
note the removal of geese is not an option to deal with treating bacteria, therefy
this report is not applicable which | concur with.

13.6.13. The loss of the pitches is raised by many observers as we]&@ss of flora
and fauna with reference to the designation of St Anne’s Park %N CO
ev

Biosphere designation for Dublin Bay. 1 note the scale of the d ment, location
of the site which is zoned for development in the Devel pm lan, the previous
use as a recreational facility for a school site and the%xal to integrate ecological

features, designated open space and landscay

( as a result | do not consider
the proposal wilt have a significant negative long 12 impact on the biodiversity of

the site or the adjoining St Anne’s Pa@ designation for Dublin Bay.

13.6.14. The submission from the Pagks Bepattment states that the applicant should
say that the Do-Nothing scgnario have positive impacts on Biodiversity. [n my
opinion there will be no ch to the current situation. The same submission
considers that certain itats listed in table 5-7 should be of County Importance. As
stated above ha re?%o the scale of the proposal and its adjacency to St.
Anne’s, | am satg&wat it will not have a significant long-term impact on flora and
fauna. There\s mych detail in the Parks Department submission regarding the
history onnection between St. Anne’s Park and the trees of the Phoenix Park.

Qe [2 g!e sirategy details the trees and losses. The reference to the objective
to t the heritage of the Phoenix Park is noted with respect to the trees. As
noted above, an Arboriculture Report has been submitted which details what trees
are to be felled and | note the protection measures during construction for the
remaining trees. | am satisfied having regard to the minimum number of trees to be
felled, the substantial number of trees to be planted as part of the landscape
strategy, and the protection measures proposed, that there will not be an
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unacceptable impact on the trees and as a result the development will not be
contrary to the relevant policies and objectives of the Development Plan.

13.6.15. The issue of bird collisions was raised by some objectors due to the presence
of the tall buildings. As noted in the AA Screening section 14 below, in general, the
literature suggests that it is smaller passerine birds and nocturnal migrating
passerines in particular (migrating in large flocks), that are more suscepiible to

collision with buildings with extensive glass facades or very high buildings wit

extensive lighting®. While large birds such as swans and geese are known td
potentially at risk from collision with less visible structures such as overires,
itthe

particularly if they are located between feeding and roost sites, therg=g |
to suggest that buildings could pose a significant risk to these s!;')eci in the context

fvidence

of the proposed development. There are much higher buildin nd around
Dublin bay that are crossed daily by birds moving out of ﬁﬁastal area to inland
feeding sites without incident. The supporting docuﬁ e conservation
objectives and the Natura 2000 data forms fof th& o not refer to any collision
risks. Therefore, | am satisfied that there wi significant impact as a result

of bird collision with the taller buildings.

13.6.16. | have considered all of the @nbmissions made in relation to
Biodiversity. | am satisfied that a effects would be avoided, managed and
mitigated by the measureg hich Torm part of the proposed scheme, the proposed
mitigation measures a tm suitable conditions. | am therefore satisfied that
the proposed dsvelop%would not have any unacceptable direct, indirect or

cumulative effectssn Biodiversity.

Lands, Soi@ter, Air and Climate are addressed in Chapters 6 — 9 of the

EIAR @e considered in that order below.
1357 oils & Geology

13.7.1. Land) soils and geology are addressed in Chapter 6 of the EIAR. This chapter
provides an overview of the approach taken to address these topics. Desk studies

and surveys carried out are described. The activities associated with the proposed

& Nichols KS, Homayoun T, Eckles J, Blair RB (2018) Bird-building collision risk: An assessment of
the collision risk of birds with buildings by phylogeny and behavior using two citizen-science
datasets. PLoS ONE 13(8): e0201558. https://doi.org/10.1371/journal. pone.0201558
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13.7.2.

13.7.3.

13.7.4.

13.7.5.

13.8.

development which have potential for impact are listed in table 6-1 of the EIAR for
both construction and operational phases. It is stated that the construction phase
holds the highest number of activities which could potentially impact on the
geological conditions at the site. These activities primarily pertain to the excavation

and infilling activities required to construct the basement car park and raise site
levels.

The existing receiving environment is detailed in terms of superficial and solid
geology. It is noted that the geology of Dublin is well studied. It is stated that t %
topography is generally ¢.24.5mOD in the north-west to ¢.21.5mOD in th@-east
corner. The local soils and geology are described. It is stated that\bis’:g is IOt
considered to be particularly sensitive from a geological perspe&ixj’:j

Potential impacts are detailed and as noted the constructi & when potential

impacts are most likely to occur from excavation, accidgnta or spills and
imported fill. During the operational phase there will b%glimited to no potential
impact on the geological environment.

Mitigation measures are detailed during the construction phase. It is noted that the

appointed contractor will update the C as required. Residual impacts are

detailed in Table 6-6 of the EIAR. jtjs s\gted that the primary residual impacts from
the construction phase will be th ge of use and removal of soil to facilitate the

basement. These impacts navoidable. There is very limited to no residual
impact during the oper%l phase. The cumulative impact is addressed and is not

considered to be%{@ca
Assessmen

| have (i®£d}a]! of the written submissions made in relation to Land, Soils &

\{ anf satisfied that potential effects would be avoided, managed and
Qateyl by the measures which form part of the proposed scheme, the proposed
mitigalion measures and through suitable conditions. | am therefore satisfied that
the proposed development would not have any unacceptable direct, indirect or
cumulative effects on Land, Soils & Geology.

Hydrology, Water & Hydrogeology

ABP-307444-20 Inspector’s Report Page 60 of 153



13.8.1.

13.8.2.

13.8.3.

13.8.4.

Hydrology, Water & Hydrogeology are addressed in Chapter 7 of the EIAR. This
chapter includes reference to a Site-Specific Flood Risk Assessment (SSFRA) and
an Engineering Service Report. This chapter provides an overview of the approach
taken to address these topics. The site investigations undertaken are described
including installation of 9 no. groundwater monitoring wells. Surface water sampling
was also undertaken upstream and downstream of the surface water outfall in the

Naniken stream.

The existing environment and the characteristics of the proposed developmeft ary
detailed including the laying of the foul sewer in Sybil Hill Road and the g}] 0
surface water discharge from the site via St. Anne’s Park to the ¢ m. The
study area is located within the Eastern River Basin District. Th ma%bhment
areas, the Groundwater vulnerability, status and recharge are d. It is noted
that there are two recorded wells located 1.5km north of ﬁd@, both of which are
monitoring wells in an industrial area. There are no %ﬁ\e bstractions/users
within the study area. All water users in the vj ardserviced by mains water
supply and the proposed development will al water mains. The closest

Ground Water Dependent Terrestrial Ecosystem (GWDTE) is the North Bull Island
SPA. \9

The Naniken Stream is located @s -catchment of the Santry River River Water
Basin (RWB). With respecjgﬁl; e water it is stated that the site currently
naturally infiltrates to d ald drains into the Naniken stream.

un

The Site-Speciftt Floc%k Assessment (SSFRA) demonstrates the site is located
in Flood Zone C whigh indicates a low probability of flooding from fluvial or tidal
sources. THg Nagiken stream can flood due to fluvial or fluvial plus high tides. All
suﬁac@? is proposed to discharge to the Naniken Stream and not to the public

ected by the Council. The local hydrogeology is described.
13.8.5. Pot&

plial impacts are described with reference to the source-pathway-receptor
model. A Conceptual Site Model (CSM) describes the potential sources of
contamination, the pathways and the receptors. This is detailed in Table 7-1 in the
EIAR. The table identifies the potential sources and where required, the proposed
mitigation measures with reference to the CEMP and other protective measures. The

cumulative impacts are addressed as well as the Do-Nothing impact.
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13.8.6.

13.8.7.

13.8.8.

13.9.
13.9.1.

Mitigation measures during construction are presented in section 7.5. Filtering, silt
traps and the CEMP are referred. Following the adoption of mitigation measures it is
considered that the impact will be imperceptible. It is noted that during the operation
phase, the design incorporates measures in accordance with the Greater Dublin
Strategic Drainage Study (GDSDS) and the SSFRA as well as SuDS thereby
ensuring run-off rates are maintained below the greenfield run-off rate of 2.0l/sfha.

There will be no adverse increase in the discharge rates to the receiving wate
bodies and there will be an improvement in the water quality, 6

Assessment

Many submissions referred to surface water and flooding and state\t@@e
Naniken stream was already susceptible to flooding. Some ob ers swbmitted
photos of the flooding. As noted in the EIAR chapter 7, the si :%ated in Flood
Zone C and having regard to the mitigation measures ol am satisfied that
there will not be a negative impact on flooding ag a r%(the proposed
development. Many observers queried the disd

of surface water to the stream
— however this is already how the site drains. TheMill not be an increase in water

measures proposed including SuDS, atfendeation tanks, hydrobrakes, oil interceptors

quantity or quality discharged to the maving regard to the numerous mitigation
etc. The finished floor level of thlopment has also been designed accordingly.

L]
I have considered all of theﬁgn submissions made in relation to Hydrology, Water

and Hydrogeology. | ar%sﬁe that potential effects would be avoided, managed
and mitigated by®he meagufes which form part of the proposed scheme, the
proposed mitigation Mgasures and through suitable conditions. | am therefore

satisfied that{he pjoposed development would not have any unacceptable direct,

indirect mulative effects on Hydrology, Water and Hydrogeology.

imate, Air Quality & Climate

This i¥dealt with in Chapter 8 of the EIAR. A Wind Microclimate Modelling Study is
included in this chapter. [t has assessed 18 different wind scenarios and directions
and assessed the suitability of the development to create and maintain a suitable

and comfortable environment for different activities. Mitigation measures include
landscaping.
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188:2.

13193

13.9.4.

13.9.5.

13.8.6.

13.9.7.

The microclimate with respect to daylight and sunlight are also addressed in this
chapter. The analysis assesses the impact of the development internally and
externally. This is addressed in the Planning Assessment section 12 above also in
terms of the impact on future and existing residential amenities with respect to
overshadowing and daylight. It is stated that the primary purpose of a daylight,
sunlight and overshadowing assessment is to determine the likely loss of light to
adjacent buildings. Properties at The Meadows, Sybil Hill House and St, Pauk
college are considered to be the sensitive receptors. The analysis indicates t

excellent levels of daylight will still be achieved with an imperceptible im%
In addition, the impact on the apartments within the proposed dexgl e e
considered. It is stated that 97% of the rooms in the proposed e'igmxnt comply

ve
with BRE Guide requirements. %

With respect to sunlight, overshadowing analysis has bee ied out. The shadow
analysis confirms no overshadowing is likely to arisg for\apy of the adjacent
properties.

Air quality and climate are also detailed within thisChapter. It is noted that the

greatest potential impact on air qualit ring the construction phase is from

construction dust emissions. During oweration, sources of air and climatic emissions
are deemed long term anq invo

the development. /\

Each construction ac% assessed, e.g. demolition, earthworks etc. as well as the

reased traffic flows in the area associated with

o
potential emissio»\fr(om affic related air emissions. It is noted that sensitive

receptors in vicin®y are the school and a housing estate. Six no. sensitive
e

receptors w osen for modelling. Relative to the baseline some imperceptible

rea ingpollutant levels are predicted. The overall magnitude of changes in
during construction are imperceptible and short term. Impact on human

pf will be imperceptible.

The operation phase is modelled with six no. sensitive receptars with respect to
traffic related air emissions. The impacts are described as likely, localised,
imperceptible and long term and therefore not significant. Impact on climate is also

assessed and considered to be insignificant. Therefore, no mitigation measures are
required.
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13.9.8. When the dust mitigation measures are implemented fugitive emissions from the site
will be short-term, localised not significant and pose no nuisance at nearby
receptors. During the operational phase impacts on air quality and climate are
predicted to be imperceptible. Cumulative assessment is provided, and it is noted
that other developments have been included in the traffic assessments already
modelled. It is noted that the interactions are with Human Beings and Air Quality.
Mitigation measures will ensure that the impact complies with all ambient air lity
legislative limits. Interactions with air quality and traffic are also addressed an
considered not significant. Impacts on flora and fauna and water are also@ d

to be neutral.
Assessment \Q

13.9.9. Observers raised concerns with the impacts of dust and trafic cm construction.
The issue of the construction site next to the schoo! was al ¥sed. With respect to
dust emissions, the school was considered in the moJellihg. Each particular
construction activity is detailed, and the impac sed, e.g. during earthworks and
demolition. A series of mitigation measures asso d with a medium risk of dust
soiling and human health impacts havgheen prepared in the form of a Dust
Minimisation Plan. Following mitigati edsures, impacts are considered to be

imperceptible and not signiﬁcant@espec’[ to dust from the site posing no
®
nuisance at nearby recepto,

13.9.10. In terms of the t@;caemissions to atmosphere (including HGVs numbers), the
de

school and nearl®y, resi are modelled. The data indicates that the impact is
imperceptible, short tagm and not significant.

13.9.11. I havegcyéssed concerns raised about daylight and sunlight in the Planning
Asgess t above. | am satisfied that there will be no significant impact on nearby

\es and am satisfied that the design results in sufficient daylight and sunlight

13.9.12. [ further note that a Building Sustainability Report has been submitted with
respect {o climate during operation phase.

13.9.18. | have considered all of the written submissions made in relation to
Microclimate, Air Quality and Climate. | am satisfied that potential effects would be

avoided, managed and mitigated by the measures which form part of the proposed
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scheme, the proposed mitigation measures and through suitable conditions. | am
therefore satisfied thaf the proposed development would not have any unacceptable

direct, indirect or cumulative effects on Microclimate, Air Quality and Climate.
13.10. Noise and Vibration

13.101. Noise and vibration are considered in Chapter 9 of the EIAR. The

methodology is detailed including the fact that baseline monitoring has been

undertaken. The greatest potential noise and vibration impacts are during the
construction; however, this is a short-term impact. It is noted that the main a%-
source of operational noise impact is associated with additional traffic ﬂ%ther
noises are typical of a residential area. There are no expected SW vibration

associated with the operational phase. C

13.10.2. The baseline surveys find the area to be typical of g~gubusean envircnment.
Construction noise sources will be vehicular moveme s't?ba from the site, as well
as demolition of the prefab buildings and site glegrange Werks. It is noted that during

normal school term there is potential for signi

pacts of short-term, intermittent
and negative effect during the enabling works witiout mitigation. The potential
vibration impact during the construcmase is imperceptible. Cumulative noise

impacts are addressed as well ai ihe 0-Nothing scenario.

13.10.3. Mitigation measures are d including best practice noise and vibration
control measures during constguction in order to avoid significant impacts. The
CEMP sets out key c%measures for noise and vibration. A dedicated Noise

®

Liaison officer isoposed.

13.10.4. Resiguat impacts are detailed. it is stated that there is potential for some
minor 0 e impacts on nearby noise sensitive properties. These will be of
2 inor to moderate impact. Additional traffic during operation will be of

icant impact.

Assessment

187105 In terms of noise and vibration, | consider that there may be nuisance with
noise during the construction phase. Mitigation measures have been detailed as part
of the CEMP. As with Air Quality above, concerns were raised about the impact of

construction noise on the school children in particular. This is addressed in this
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chapter with respect to noise during term time, as well as impacts on nearby
properties and | am satisfied that with appropriate mitigation measure this will be
managed. It is acknowledged that there may be some minor to moderate impacts,
but this will be short-term and of limited duration depending on stages of

construction. The appointment of a Noise Liaison Officer is noted.

13.10.6. Other observers expressed concern with the potential impact of noise from

future residents particularly from balconies. | draw the Board's attention to the
drawings submitted and in particular the sections which include The Meadow

Drawing no. 1627-OMP-00-XX-M2-A-XX-30010. As noted in the Plannin@{
in

Assessment above, | am satisfied having regard to distances and@ rees,
amagi

that there will not be a significant impact on the existing residene’ ities.
13.10.7. | have considered all of the written submissions maga.in rela#on to Noise and
Vibration. | am satisfied that potential effects would be voi anaged and

mitigated by the measures which form part of the prdxos cheme, the proposed

mitigation measures and through suitable cond I am therefore satisfied that

the proposed development would not have any urt» eptable direct, indirect or

cumulative effects on Noise and Vibratign.
Material Assets, Landscape, an ﬁHeritage are addressed in Chapters
10 - 14, °

13.11. Landscape and Visual As%ent

g I6C M B 5 This topicds ad s§d in chapter 10 of the EIAR. The study methodology is
described. Photowges are included as an Appendix to the EIAR. Thirteen
locations weri selected as being representative of the views in the surrounding area.

Referenges to the various policies in the Dublin City Development Plan
i i@ndscape, conservation area of St. Anne’s, zoning of the lands, green

ture, parks and open space and sports, recreation and play. It is noted that
while Views of St. Anne’s Park are of significance there are no specifically identified
protected views or scenic views pertaining to the site. It is noted that views to and

from the site are restricted by boundary planting within St. Anne’s Park and by
buildings.

13.11.2. Potential impacts are described including impacts associated with

construction and the effects of a new residential development. It is noted that the

ABP-307444-20 Inspector’s Report Page 66 of 153



application is accompanied by a Tree Constraints Plan, a Tree Impacts Assessment
Plan, a Tree Protection Plan and an Arboricultural Assessment Report, Landscape
Masterplan as well as the photomontages. The potential impact on St. Anne’s Park
and Avenue, Sybil Hill House, St. Paul's College, The Meadows and Sybil Hill Road
during construction and operation are described. The site is well-screened by mature
planting within the Park and overlooked by a limited number of properties. It is stated
that where views are available the existing open character will be replaced. TQe
overall landscape and visual impact will be significant with permanent effects e

existing landscape character of the site and in the visual character of vie f
%rio the

site. There is limited potentia! for cumulative impacts. In the Do-Nothjng
site would continue with no impact. %

13.11.3. Mitigation by design has driven the architectural and [ag?ce fayout of the
proposal. It is stated that 4.2Ha has been allocated for p%‘n communal open
space. The design includes for a significant numbew es, hedgerows and
shrub planting. A Project Arborist and Landsgapesarehifgct will be retained for the
duration of the construction phase to ensure proposals are put into effect
as well as for 12 months afterwards during the operation phase.

13.11.4. Residual impacts are describ@i reference is made to the
photomontages. It is considere@h e will be no likely significant impacts on St.
Anne’s Park. The key imp. on Hill House, St. Paul's College and The
Meadows arises from Zanderable change from an open character to a built
residential devebpme%is impact is unavoidable.

13.11.5. The impact oNJandscape planning policies are considered. I is stated that a
specific reqiiremgnt of the Z15 zoning is that 25% of the area be allocated to public
open WhiCh has been complied with. The public open space will be offered to

orte¥ing-in-charge. St. Anne's Park itself is zoned Z9 and the design has
ta ccount of the conservation area as well as providing connectivity in
accordance with green infrastructure policies. it is considered that the overall
residual impact on landscape and visual planning aspects will be significant with
iikely positive and permanent effects. Interactions with biodiversity, water and
cultural heritage are described.

Assessment
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13.11.6. Many observers commented on the landscape impacts and noted that the
applicant considered them to be significant. Many also queried the selection of
photomontage viewpoints — | am satisfied that the photomontages provide a fair
assessment of the development from different locations.

13.11.7. It is acknowledged that a significant alteration to the landscape character will
occur at the site, as the site is currently open grasslands and will change
permanently to residential development. However, | am satisfied that the ‘sighimgant’
visual impact will be for certain viewers only and not for the majority of the par
users. There will most certainly be changed views from nearby residence@ as
The Meadows and other locations including at the entrance onto S‘QI :u [ d, but
having regard to the photomontages as well as the design appr% luding the

t

location of taller buildings at the centre of the site with a step do the west, south

and east, | consider that these impacts are acceptable for pment on zoned
land within the metropolitan area.

13.11.8. The site is a relatively flat site, surroundes and mature hedging,
separating it from the rest of St Anne’s Park to thé™sefth, east and south. [ am
satisfied that the impact on views from St. Anne's Park itself will not be significant
having regard to these intervening treh@ell as the topography, with the
exception of limited glimpses wh tréee cover is reduced. It is acknowledged

that where views are availa&%e} XiSting open character will be replaced, and this

will be a permanent significant iMpact on the landscape. However as noted these
views are limited gnd foMo¥t users of the park, | consider the impact to be

acceptable. Therﬁ\l do not agree with observers who state that the impact on
the views fro@ark will be unacceptable — the trees and intervening fopography
mitigate t s as illustrated in the photomontages. Furthermore the views

Wi w@ﬂr are of a residential development which is not unexpected within an
vironment. As noted in the Architectural section of the EIAR, while views of
the upper floors of the apartments may be visible, it will be from the pitches and not
the sensitive parklands or Rose Garden.

13.11.9. As stated above in section 12 Planning Assessment, the proposal aligns with
current policies and objectives within the Development Plan.
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13.11.10. | have considered all of the written submissions made in relation to landscape
and visual impacts, undertaken a detailed assessment of the matter in the main
assessment above, and | am satisfied that all the issues have been addressed in
terms of the application and the information submitted by the applicant and that no
significant adverse direct, indirect or cumulative impacts on the landscape or visual
amenity of the area are likely to arise.

13.12. Archaeology, Architecture & Cuitural Heritage
13.12.1. These areas are considered in Chapter 11 of the EIAR. Architectural % -

is dealt with separately to Archaeology & Cultural Heritage. A Conserva pact

Assessment accompanied the application. \Q
13.12.2. With respect to architectural heritage, a history of the s%)ro ided and it is
stated that the site formed part of an estate known as M ille. kS noted that Sybil
Hill House is a Protected Structure (Ref. 7910} in the umy Record of Protected
(DN-50-0-217373) and it is

rea. It is stated that from a Built

Structures and St. Anne's Park is a conservatjer.ar

clarified that it is not an Architectural Conse
Heritage perspective there are two issues that ne&d to be examined — the potential

impact on Sybil Hill House and the ¢ rvation area within St. Anne’s Park. it is
considered that the principal issug r%o the operational element of the

development. Ht is not congider there will be any specific impact on built
heritage during the constrw phase.

13.12.3. It is submitted &ﬁere will be no impact on Sybil Hill House arising from the
construction — it.' set in#S own grounds, separated from St. Paul's College by a
driveway, a k}i@ea, lawn and a grove of trees. A Ha-Ha forms a definite
demarcatior@cyeen the grounds of the house and the college. The proposed

es dyruns between the Ha-Ha and the college building. The widening and

ent of the existing access will have a slight impact on the character of Sybil
Jbuse. It is noted that the gateway is of mid-century origin and is not of heritage

significance and its removal to provide a wider access would not be a conservation

issue.

13.12.4. With respect to the potential impact on the conservation area of St. Anne’s
Park, it is noted that the 1.6Ha open space is located adjacent to the Avenue. The

semi-private open space to the east will provide c.60m separation. 1t is considered
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that the upper parts of the apartments will be visible from the playing pitches and
while all parts of the park are used for walking, the pitches are not as sensitive as the
parkland or the Rose Garden and as such it is not considered that the proposed
development would have a significant impact on the character of the park.

13.12.5. Archaeology and Cultural Heritage is assessed in this chapter also. There are
no national monuments or RMP sites located within or near the development site.

The gardens of Sybil Hill House and St. Anne’s Park are listed in the NIAH. MuBh
detail is provided on Maryville House which was located within the site bou nd
No surface trace of Maryville House and garden was evident, with the ex of

one length of wall, which is just outside the boundary. It is noted tPgt physical
survey was conducted in 2015. Recommendations for archaeoh%al onitoring are

included.
rcral Heritage (AH)

within and in close

13.12.6. It is stated that four no. heritage sites, three no.

and one no. area of archaeological potential we

proximity to the site. The construction phase % tially impact two architectural
heritage sites: site of Maryville (AH1) and Sybil H6buse garden and grounds

(AH2), and will potentially impact on ong.area of Archaeological Potential (AP), the
townland and civil parish boundary be\@Raheny civil parish and Clontarf civil

parish. The operational phase wintially impact three no. AH sites,
°

13.12.7. Mitigation measuresé}g%oposed including test trenching conducted by a
suitably qualified archa%st. uring construction archaeological monitoring of all
groundworks is reowe d. Itis suggested to retain ‘Maryville' or a component

thereof in naming the\groposed development. Residual impacts are detailed on table
11-4. ( ]

As ess%

13.12.8. number of objectors referred to the conservation area of St. Anne’s Park.
Based on the information contained within the EIAR (including the Conservation
Impact Assessment) and from my site visit, as well as having regard to the
Landscape and Visual assessment, | am satisfied that there will not be an impact on
the conservation area of St. Anne's Park and in particular from the Avenue due to
the intervening trees and vegetation.
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13.12.9. The impact on Maryville (AH1) will be a significant direct impact due to the
potential to impact on sub surface materials, however, the opportunity to retrieve
information on the demolished Maryville House and fo preserve the derelict elements
of its demesne landscape in situ is considered a positive impact. When mitigation
measures are taken into consideration, the level of impact reduces to moderate. |
consider that an appropriate condition to incorporate the remaining wall of Maryville

to the north of the site should be included should the Board consider grantin
permission.

13.12.10. There will be no direct impacts on the built heritage of Sybil Hill }-@ 2)
and no cumulative impacts, with slight effects on its setting. The rv

character and setting. The design of Block 1 and the decreaseH

consideration the setting of the protected structure.

13.12.11. | have considered all of the written submissi@qde in relation to this topic
and | am satisfied that the identified impacts %- oided, managed and
mitigated by the measures which form part of thiprOposed scheme, the proposed
mitigation measures and through suit

Impact Assessment notes the proposed access road would haye litthg impact on the
%ight iakes into

le conditions and I consider the proposed

development would not have unacc®gtab¥ direct, indirect or cumulative impacts in

terms of cultural, archaeologica
o
13.13. Traffic /\

13.13.1. Traffic is addrsénin section 12.1 of the EIAR. A Traffic and Transport
°
ilit

itectural heritage.

Assessment anw anagement Plan accompanies the application. The
methodologq!;e:c tbed including the surveys undertaken of traffic, pedestrians
h

and cyclists? RICS database and Picady modelling informed the assessment.

13.13.2

s pbted that the basement will accommodate car parking and bicycle

. A description of access to and from the school and Sybil Hill is described. it
is noted that three’ pedestrian links are proposed with the park and following
consultations with DCC it is noted that the links will have to be gated and will have to

have opening times consistent with the park. The existing environment is detailed in

7 I note the drawings illustrate four links
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terms of surrounding roads. The DART station and the QBC as well as the frequency
of services are described.

13.13.3. The potential impact during construction and operation are detailed. The
number of HGY movements for different stages of construction are described. It is
stated that the projected HGV movements per day are 300 during the bulk
earthworks stage which is predicted to last for 6 months. 50 cars/light vehicle
movements are expected during this stage also. Other phases of work are expegied
to have lower traffic volumes overall. This is expected to be lower than the volk
projected for the operational phase. It is considered that the most onerou%.ario

is the operational phase. The projected peak traffic counts during ratjon are
provided. It is considered that the proposed development will n give

ise to any
likely significant long-term negative traffic impacts. The proposed petlestrian links will
give rise to significant long-term positive impacts. Cumulafi acts are addressed

as well as the Do-Nothing scenario. Q

13.13.4. Mitigation measures are described for onstruction and operation
phase. It is considered that the road network can Bedommodate the additional traffic.

Monitoring is proposed including the dexglopment of a final CEMP which will include
the Construction and Demolition Wa%agement Plan. A site liaison officer will

also be appointed.

= O
Assessment /\
13.13.5. Many observathﬁ?ised concerns with additional traffic onto what were
a

perceived as bein@gea congested roads. The EIAR concludes that there will not
be a significaptimpactduring the operation phase. | note that in line with DCC
Development\Rlag and Smarter Travel policies, there is a reduced number of car

cgs provided at a rate of 0.7 spaces per unit. The site is well served by

ansport, including several buses and the Harmonstown DART station. The
layoUénd the proposed pedestrian gates will further encourage use of alternative

modes of travel to the private car.

13.13.6. I note observers referred to public transport being at capacity, however the
facts are that the site is extremely well served with both trains and buses. Secure
and safe bicycle parking spaces are provided, and the site is within a 10 minute walk
of public transport (I note a number of objectors queried this).
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18.18.7. Having regard to the distance from Sybil Hill Road, | am satisfied that there
will not be car parking overspill onto Sybil Hill Road. | further note that the internal
layout car and bicycle parking provision and Mobility Management Plan initiatives
proposed will promote greater use of more sustainable travel modes. In addition to
providing adequate parking for the needs of the new residents, Go Car, electric car
parking points and disabled access spaces are also to be provided. The Mobility
Management Plan includes the appointment of a Mobility Manager by the

Management Company who will promote sustainable travel! patterns.

13.13.8. Other objectors raised concerns with sightlines entering and exiti3| e as

well as the fact that the entrance is going through a school. In thaJiggNpstaade the
entrance is being widened fo accommodate the additional two-yay iNgffic’ and

provides for acceptable sightlines. A new pedestrian crossing osed onto Sybil
Hill and a 2m high rendered block/brick wall with railings(sbrlg placed along the
new boundary with the school. | am satisfied that t% will not present any
more safety issues than can be found at any firbagb school either during
construction or operation. In addition, the pronstruction phasing and traffic
management ptan will minimise impact on local residents, schools, care facilities and
businesses and ensure that Sybil HU@QQ and the adjoining road network remains

operational at all times. Q
13.13.9. During construction')% e slight short-term negative impacts on the

adjoining road netwoerut these wili be short-term and temporary. Air emissions

from traffic havgbeen ssed under Air Quality above.

13.13.10. A Mobility M&agement Plan and Travel Plan have been incorporated into the
Traffic & Trqpspgrt Assessment.

13.13.11 ve considered all of the written submissions made in relation to Traffic and

yort. | am satisfied that potential effects would be avoided, managed and
mittyafed by the measures which form part of the proposed scheme, the proposed
mitigation measures and through suitable conditions. [ am therefore satisfied that
the proposed development would not have any unacceptable direct, indirect or
cumulative effects on Traffic and Transport.

13.14. Waste & Utilities
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13.14.1. Waste is addressed in Section 12.2 of the EIAR. The characteristics of the
proposed development are described. An assessment is made of the expected
waste arising during the construction phase and details are provided as to how this
waste will be managed. A Construction & Demolition Waste Management Plan
accompanies the application. During the operational phase, the waste will be
disposed of in accordance with the Operational Waste Management Plan also
prepared.

13.14.2. Utilities are addressed in section 12.3 of the EIAR. A new water networ
be required along the new road from the existing watermain on Sybhil Hill %The
existing foul network will be retained and a foul water connection Ml a
downstream of an identified 650mm constraint in the 1350mm steﬁer main. As
noted elsewhere the surface water will discharge to the Nanike‘g&m. Gas and
Electricity are detailed.

Assessment Q\

13.14.3. Some observers queried the capacity of ater and wastewater treatment

systems to accommodate the proposal. | note that [fish Water have confirmed that

there is capacity for the proposed devetoament subject to the necessary
agreements.

13.14.4. I have considered abof the@en submissions made in relation to these
topics. | am satisfied that poteral effects would be avoided, managed and mitigated
by the measures whicf@gpart of the proposed scheme, the proposed mitigation
measures and th?ﬂ%t:su' ble conditions. | am therefore satisfied that the proposed

ld n

development weu have any unacceptable direct, indirect or cumulative effects
on water andwasip services.

13.15.1 ctighs between Impacts on Different Factors

13.15.1. apter 14 of the EIAR details the interaction of the above factors.
Interactions are described throughout each chapter of the report. Table 14.1
provides a matrix of potential interaction and the subsequent text details the
interactions between topics. I consider this approach to be satisfactory and that
adequate consideration has been given to the interactions.
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13.15.2. | have considered the interrelationships between factors and whether these
might as a whole affect the environment, even though the effects may be acceptable
when considered on an individual basis.

13.15.3. In my assessment of each environmental topic, | have considered the
likelinood of significant effects arising as a consequence of interrelationships
between factors. Most interactions e.g. the impact of noise and air quality on the
population and human health are addressed under individual topic headings.given
the generally modest impacts which are predicted to occur having regard to t
nature of the proposed development, mitigation measures, or as a consce of

proposed conditions, | do not foresee any likelihood of any of thege grigrrtesfonships
giving rise to significant effects on the environment.

13.15.4, in conclusion, | am satisfied that there are no such iﬁe%d, therefore,

nothing to prevent the granting of permission on the groun interaction between

factors.
13.16.Reasoned Conclusion on Significant Effe

13.16.1. Having regard to the examination of the environmental information contained
above, and in particular to the EIAR e submissions from the prescribed bodies
and observers in the course of t ation, it is considered that the main
significant direct and indirect eH@f the proposed development on the

environment are as foliows

+ Populatign an an Health: There will be a slight fo moderate nuisance
impact dufidg construction which will be mitigated by measures described in
the muction Environmental Management Plan. During operation the

1

nt of additional housing will result in a positive impact.

e
Qd{versity: Impacts on the site will be short term negative and will be
Qﬂiﬁgated by consfruction management measures, measures for water
protection, the significant provision of active and passive open space, lighting
proposed, protection of trees to be retained, landscaping, and measures to
avoid disturbance to bats and nesting birds. Impacts on the European sites
will be avoided by the proposed mitigation measures.
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» Traffic and Transport: Potential traffic impacts during both the construction
and operational phase will largely be mitigated through the implementation of
a Construction Environmental Management Plan as well as a Mobility
Management Plan which includes appointment of a Mobility Manager to

promote sustainable travel patterns by residents during the operation phase.

* Visual Impact: The development will present as a new development in the

landscape. There will also be changed views for some viewers in nearb
residences and nearby locations. A significant alteration in landscape
character will occur at the site. The potential impact will be mitigat e

design and landscape strategy and screening already provﬂv@\the existing

trees along the boundaries.

 Cultural Heritage: There will be no significant imp on tQ architectural
heritage of either the conservation area of St. Arpe’ or the protected

structure of Sybil Hill House. Impacts on agch3solobical heritage will be

mitigated by the pre-construction surve dsite investigations.

13.17.The submitted EIAR has been considered with regard to the guidance provided in
the EPA documents ‘Guidelines on th rmation to be Contained in Environmental
Impact Assessment Reports’ (draf ﬁow) and ‘Advice Notes for Preparing
Environmental Impact Statgmentft September 2015). The assessments
provided in the individual Eﬂ\k&hapters are considered satisfactory. The likely
significant environmen%macts arising as a consequence of the proposed
development ha@ﬁzf been satisfactorily identified, described and assessed.

tal i

The environm cts identified are not significant and would not require or
justify refusin@nission for the proposed development or require substantial

amend
QO
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14.0

14.1.1.

14.2.

14.2.1.

14.2.2.

Appropriate Assessment

The requirements of Article 6(3) as related to screening the need for appropriate
assessment of a project under part XAB, section 177U and section 177V of the
Planning and Development Act 2000 (as amended} are considered fully in this

section,. The areas addressed in this section are as follows:

+ Compliance with Article 6(3) of the EU Habitats Directive
+ Screening the need for appropriate assessment 6
¢ The Natura Impact Statement and associated documents @

» Appropriate Assessment of implications of the proposed db@ent on the
integrity each European site

Compliance with Article 6(3) of the Habitats Directiv@

The Habitats Directive deals with the Conserva ion\@ural Habitats and of Wild
Fauna and Flora throughout the European U Q icle 6(3) of this Directive

requires that any plan or project not directly conree

ed with or necessary to the

individually or in combination with oiNgr pMns or projects shall be subject to
appropriate assessment of its itions for the site in view of the site's
conservation objectives. 'l’ comp&tent authority must be satisfied that the proposal
will not adversely aﬁe%;égrity of the European site before consent can be

management of the site but likely to& significant effect thereon, either

given. The propesed dévelpbpment is not directly connected to or necessary to the
management of anwEuropean site and therefore is subject to the provisions of
Article 6(3).

The at has submitted a Screening Report for Appropriate Assessment and a
| ¢ IMpPact Statement (NIS) as part of the planning application. They have been

d by Enviroguide Consulting. The Stage 1 AA Screening Report provides a
description of the proposed development and identifies European Sites within a
possible zone of influence (in this case 15km radius) of the development. The AA

screening report concludes that “....the possibility of significant effects from the
proposed development on the folfowing Natura 2000 sifes cannot be ruled out:

= North Dublin Bay SAC [000206]
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14.2.3.

14.3.
14.3.1.

14.3.2.

14.4.

14.4.1.

14.4.2.

s South Dublin Bay SAC [000210]

e Norith Bull Island SPA [004006]

» South Dublin Bay and River Tolka Estuary SPA [004024]
o Baldoyle Bay SPA [004016]

» Malahide Estuary SPA [004025]

» Rogerstown Estuary SPA [004015]"

Having reviewed the documents and submissions, | am satisfied that them n

allows for a complete examination and identification of all the aspgcts-af t ject
that could have an effect, alone, or in combination with other plans ald pr¥jects on

European sites.

Screening for Appropriate Assessment - Test of Iikel)%‘.[icant effects

The project is not directly connected with or necess

fo management of a

European Site and therefore it needs to be det§ irthe development is likely to

have significant effects on a European site(s).

The proposed development is examing@Ng relation to any possible interaction with
European sites designated SpeciglLCongervation Areas (SAC) and Special
Protection Areas (SPA) to gsses her it may give rise to significant effects on

any European Site in view e conservation objectives of those sites.

Brief Description of t velopment
©

The applicant pro¥ides a description of the project in Section 3.2 of the Screening
Report. The @pment is also described in the EIAR and is summarised in
fs-Keport.

Section Qt!

akifg, a nt of the characteristics of the proposed development in terms of its
locX¥{onfand the scale of works, the following issues are considered for examination
in terms of implications for likely significant effects on European sites:

Construction Phase (estimated duration: 48 months)

 Surface water run-off containing silt, sediments and/or other pollutants into the
Naniken river;

* Increased noise, dust and/or vibrations as a result of construction activity;
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» Increased dust and air emissions from construction traffic;
¢ Increased lighting in the vicinity as a result of construction activity;
+ Increased human presence in the vicinity as a result of construction activity;

» Habitat loss within the proposed development site as a result of the

construction of the proposed development;
« Potential for the spread of invasive species during construction activity\and,

s Demolition of existing site structures.

Operational Phase (estimated duration: indefinite) @

¢ Surface water run-off containing silt, sediments and/or of%ants into the

Naniken river;

» Surface water drainage from proposed develo mc%;

+ Increased noise during the operational SQ‘

+ Dust and air emissions from increasedlumes;

* Increased lighting in the vicinﬁ@itted from the proposed development;

» Increased human presengeain e vicinity as a resulf proposed residential
development; and,g

* Increased wastewa{eheing sent fo Ringsend Wastewater Treatment Plant
during th‘e opekalienal phase of the proposed development.

14.5. Submissions a bservations

14.5.1. The submisgionsyand observations from the Local Authority, Prescribed Bodies, and
third p%are summarised in sections 7, 8 and 9 as well as in Appendix 2 of this

h gnificant number of objections referred to ecological and AA concemns.

14.5.2. ExpwA submissions were received from the Dublin City Council Parks Department,
which is summarised in Section 8 above, having regard to the fact that the Council
recommended refusal of permission on the basis of the Parks Department
submission. BirdWatch Ireland made a submission and it is appropriate {o
summarise that submission herein.

14.5.3. In summary the BWI submission includes:
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* Regrettable that the applicant has ceased to cut the grass.

* The 2017 NIS identified lands at St. Pauls as being of ‘major’ importance
relative to other grassland feeding sites used by Brent Geese. In the interim

other foraging sites have disappeared and others are under threat.

¢ No management plan has been put in place by various authorities to

safeguard ex-situ feeding sites of LBBG and other conservation interests of
the SPA.

* The 2019 NIS conclusions do not provide the precise and definitiv inds to
show that LBBG and other conservation interests will not bg i (% the
loss of the site or from significantly increased disturbance a%ﬁcent
playing pitches.

» Sufficient analysis, evaluation and definitive conclusi garding the
‘integrity test’ are not available in the informatign Defore the Board.

* Wadenzee, Galway Bypass, and Ke!lyjts referred.

e Central argument that data indicating no LBBG have been recorded on the
site (since the grass has not be¢n“Waintained) and have been recorded using
alternative sites is an over@ stic assessment erroneously assuming that

LBBG turning up in gignific mbers on other sites equates to having no

significant effect on tﬂa\{opulations.

* Results co:nfirm g more than the fact that large numbers of birds were

recorded {{es other than St. Pauls from which they have been displaced.

* Analydis dogs not go further than to demonstrate how this is evidence for a
ulation level effects on Brent Geese ~ it applies binary logic to a

I fp
0 X multi-factorial situation.
[ ]

e 2019 NIS statement that St. Pauls is not significant is contrary to the

finding of the 2017 NIS and to the 2019 NIS which identifies the site as
Priority 1.

« High site fidelity by LBBG.

* Query survey effort of 2018/2019 compared to previous years. Possible
number of LBBG using site is understated in 2019 survey.
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» Loss of favoured or optimal selected feeding areas may have particular
negative consequences which has not been addressed.

+ Geese use of inland feeding sites changes seasonally with time of day and
with the tidal cycle.

¢ None of the data provided (nefwork survey or site survey, ring code reading)

prove St. Pauls is not an important site nor that other available sites can
e
)

* The NIS does not answer the concerns raised in 2018 degisiqq; itY¢ n
demonstrated that the geese are not site-faithful nor that th\th used on a

random basis.

replace this major site and nor does it prove that there is ‘no impact’ o

species. Factors influencing LBBG use of a site have not been investid

» [WeBs survey only covers the coast and does no@pto account inland
feeding sites. Information presented does n(%mo iew that there is less
reliance on ex-situ sites as previously

+ Landowner has failed to establish that theNe€ese will not be impacted in the

long term by the loss of this fegdjng ground. It is possible that St. Pauls is a
superior feeding site. Such si3stic® would take several years.

+ NIS lacks considergtion cumulative loss of a number of similar sites
across the Dublin afe

o Query thg dataCape number of hectares available to LBBG. Clarification is
required a&g? information is provided to support the view that there is ample
spacQ;{the eese to forage without any assessment of quality either.

e

. r nce to a report by Austin Agnew et al that suggests goose
%ngs pose a serious threat to human health is a remarkable report to
Qeference at this juncture and is concerning given its lack of context or
reference to contrary opinion — its conclusion could be described as
disingenuous and demonstrates landowners lack of concern for status of
these birds.

» References other Special Conservation Interest species (SCI) - This site is

frequently used by waterbirds for feeding and it is unclear how the NIS can
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14.6.
14.6.1.

14.6.2.

conclude that the loss of this site is not significant. Reference to tracking
survey carried out by Birdwatch Ireland on 3 no. Curlews, 5 no. Redshanks
and 6 no. Oystercatchers. Results showed extensive use of grasslands by
Curlew and Oystercatchers.

» Climate change as well as recreational disturbance, habitat modification and
loss, aquaculiure and renewable energy developments have the potential to
lower survival rates and numbers of wintering waterbirds.

European Sites

The development site is not located in a European site. While thepn s@
development site is not located adjacent to a European site, St. Ann®g Park is
immediately adjacent to the North Bull Island SPA. The closesé?ean sites are
North Bull [sland SPA [Site Code 004006] within 1.13km, WOy DIBlin Bay SAC [Site
Code 000206] within 1.15km, and South Dublin Bay a S&olka Estuary SPA
[Site Code 004024] within 1.36km of the prop %ﬁhent.

A summary of European Sites that occur Withm the proposed development
is presented in the table below.

Table 14.1: Summary Table of Europ&%’tes within a possible zone of influence of
the proposed development

@
| European Site | List of 'Qualimiétereét (Ql) /Special Distance from
(code) Conservation Intégest (SCI} proposed
dévelopment
(]
A G

North Dublin _Mudfl?lg and sandflats not covered by seawater 1.15km
Bay SAC at low tide [1140]
[000206] Anrual vegetation of drift lines [1210]

icornia and other annuals colonising mud and
@ sand [1310]

Atlantic salt meadows [1330]

Mediterranean salt meadows [1410]

Embryonic shifting dunes [2110]

Shifting dunes along the shoreline with marram
grass Ammophila arenaria (white dunes) [2120]
Fixed coastal dunes with herbaceous vegetation
(grey dunes} [2130]

Humid dune slacks [2190]

Petalwort Petalophylfum ralfsii [1395]

South Dublin Mudflats and sandflats not covered by seawater 3.51km
Bay SAC at low tide [1140]
[000210] Annual vegetation of drift lines [1210)
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Salicornia and other annuals colonising mud and
sand [1310]
Embryonic shifting dunes [2110]

Baldoyle Bay Tidal Mudflats and Sandflats [1140] 4.62km
SAC [000199] | Salicornia Mud [1310]

Atlantic Salt Meadows [1330]

Mediterranean Salt Meadows [1410]
Howth Head Dry Heath [4030] 5.92km
SAC [000202)
Rockabill to Reefs [1170] 6.57km
Dalkey Island Harbour porpoise FPhocoena phocoena [1351]
SAC [003000] >\
Malahide Tidal Mudftats and Sandfiats [1140] 7.78km
Estuary SAC Salicornia Mud [1310]
[600205) Atlantic Salt Meadows [1330]

Mediterranean Salt Meadows [141(]

Marram Dunes (White Dunes) [2120] \Q

Fixed Dunes (Grey Dunes)* [2130] g
fretand’s Eye Perennial Vegetation of Stony Banks [1220] 8. y
SAC [002193] v . e

egetated Sea Cliffs [1230] 4

Rogerstown Estuaries [1130] L 1728km
Estuary SAC Tidal Mudfiats and Sandflats {1140]
[000208] Salicornia Mud [1310]

Aflantic Salt Meadows [1330]

Mediterranean Salt Meadows [1410

Marram Dunes (White Dunes) [2120]

Fixed Dunes (Grev Dunes)* [2130]
North Buli Light-beilied brent goos&%ﬁ 1.13km
Island SPA Shelduck Tadorna j&tagna 048]
[004006] Teal Ahas crecca

Pintail Ana®acuta [M54

Shoveler A%eata [AO56]

Qystercgicher [ANS0]

Goldeif plover Pluvialis apricaria [A140]

SarNerling [A144]

Dunlirf[A149]

( ack-tailed godwit Limosa limosa [A156]
jar-tailed godwit [A157]

Curlew Numenius arquata [A160]

Redshank [A162]

Turnstone Arenaria fotanus [A169]

Black-headed guil [A179]

Wetland and waterbirds [A999]
South Dublin Light-bellied brent goose Branta bernicla hrota 1.36km
Bay and River | [A046]
Tolka Estuary | Oystercatcher Haematopus ostralegus [A130]
SPA [004024] | Ringed plover Charadrius hiaticula [A137]

Grey plover Pluvialis squatarofa [A141]
Knot Calidris canutus [A143]

Sanderling Calidris alba [A149]

Dunlin Calidris alpina [A149]

Bar-tailed godwit Limosa lapponica [A157]
Redshank Tringa tofanus [A162]
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Black-headed gull Chroicocephalus ridibundus
[A179]

Roseate tern [A193]

Arctic tern [A194]

Wetland and waterbirds [A999]

Baldoyle Bay
SPA [004016]

[A046] Light-bellied Brent Goose (Branta bernicla
hrota) [wintering]

[A048] Shelduck (Tadorna tadorna) [wintering]
[A137] Ringed Plover (Charadrius hiaticula)
[wintering]

[A140] Golden Plover (Pluvialis apricaria)
[wintering]

[A141] Grey Plover {Pluvialis squataroia)
[wintering]

[A157] Bar-tafled Godwit {Limosa lapponica)
[wintering]

[A989] Wetland and Waterbirds

4.75km

Irsland’s Eye
SPA [004117]

[A017] Cormorant (Phalacrocorax carbo}
fbreeding]

[A184] Herring Gull (Larus argentatus) [breeding]
[A188] Kittiwake (Rissa tridactyla) [breeding]
[A199] Guillemot (Uria aalge) [breeding]

[A200] Razorbill (Alca torda) [breeding]

/

Malahide
Estuary SPA
[004025]

(
&

"A156]

[A005] Great Crested Grebe (Podiceps cristat
[wintering]
[A046] Light-bellied Brent Goose (Braftabergla) |

hrota) [wintering]
[A048] Shelduck (Tadorna tadorna) [wWig
[A054] Pintail (Anas acuta) [wintering]

[A067] Goldeneye {Bucephala clangula)

[wintering]

[A0B9] Red-breasted Mergns®(Mergus
serrator)

[wintering]

[A130] Oystegeatche gmatopus ostralegus)
[wintering]

[A140] Go|demr (Pluvialis apricaria)

[winterin
[A141] dre
[®intering]
[ Knot{Calidris canutus) [wintering)
[A149NQunlin (Calidris alpina) [wintering]
lack-tailed Godwit (Limosa limosa)

[wigtering]

57] Bar-tailed Godwit (Limasa lapponica)
[wintering]
[A162] Redshank (Tringa totanus) {wintering]
[A999] Wetland and Waterbirds

over (Fluvialis squatarola)

HWad [A188] Kittiwake (Rissa tridactyla) [breeding] 8.82km
CoasNEPA
004113]
Dalkey Islands | [A192] Roseate Tern (Sterna dougallii) [passage] | 12.02km
SPA[004172] | [breeding]

[A193] Common Tern (Sterna hirundo) [passage]

[breeding]

[A194] Arctic Tern {Sterna paradisaea) [passage]

[breeding]
Rogerstown [AD43] Greylag Goose (Anser anser) {wintering] 13.7km
Estuary SPA {A0486] Light-bellied Brent Goose (Branta bernicla
[004015] hrota) [wintering]

ABP-307444-20

Inspector’s Report

Page 84 of 153



[A048] Shelduck (Tadorna tadorna) [wintering]
[breeding]

[AQ56] Shoveler {Anas clypeata) [wintering]
[A130] Oystercatcher (Haematopus ostralegus)
[wintering]

[A137] Ringed Plover (Charadrius hiaticula)
[wintering]

[A141] Grey Plover (Pluvialis squatarola)
[wintering]

[A143] Knot (Calidris canutus) [wintering]
[A148] Dunlin (Calidris alpina) [wintering]
[A156] Black-tailed Godwit {Limosa limosa)
[wintering] [passage]

[A162] Redshank (Tringa totanus) fwintering]
[A999] Wetland and Waterbirds

14.6.3. Table 2 within the applicant’'s Screening Assessment lists the Ide\%’en and
Assessment of Likely Significant Effects on Natura 2000 Sitesg¥ithin
Precautionary Zone of Influence of the Proposed Develop n% features of the
proposed development that have the potential to dire Iy@ecﬂy impact on the

theY SACs and 8 SPAs that

e are detailed. The table below

gualifying interests and/or conservation objectiyes

are located within the precautionary zone of i

summarises the findings of Table 2 of the ScreeMed Report with respect to the sites

and the features of the development that have potential for fikely significant effect
and for which | concur with.

Table 14.2: Potential for Likely ant Effect
2\

Site Potential for Iik%igniﬁcant effect due to: Further
Assessment
F Required
North Dublin sible df%hargelrun-oﬁ of surface waters containing Yes
Bay SAC sed\gent, silt, oils and/or other pollutants during the
C

niken river.

Qonstr ction phase of the proposed development into the

@ nsignificant increase in loading at Ringsend WWTP No
y
D

Possible discharge/run-off of surface waters containing Yes
sediment, silt, oils and/or other pollutants duting the
construction phase of the proposed development into the
Naniken river.

Insignificant increase in loading at Ringsend WWTP No
Baldoyle Bay Intervening distance of c.4.7km Neo
ShO Distance and marine buffer/dilution factor No
Howth Head Intervening distance of ¢.5.9km No
Se Lack of hydrological connections No
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Rockabill to Intervening distance of ¢.6.6km No
gzléey Siands Distance and marine buffer/dilution No
Insignificant increase in loading at Ringsend WWTP No
Malahide Intervening distance of ¢.7.9km No
E=MESAE Distance and marine buffer/dilution No
Insignificant increase in loading at Ringsend WWTP No
Irefand’s Eye Intervening distance of ¢.8.6km No
865 Lack of hydrological connection No x
Rogerstown Intervening distance of ¢.13.6km No (
Estuary SAC : 7 T
Distance and marine buffer/dilution Non ~S
Insignificant increase in loading at Ringsend WWTP No
g 9 3t Ring L
North Buli Possibility of disturbance and/or displacement of QI during tN 9%
island SPA construction and operational phases of the proposed \
development, which encompasses a known ex-situ fee g
site for QI of this SPA (Benson, 2009; NPWS, 2014a & t
Cawley Ltd., 2017a). /)\
Possible discharge/run-off of surface waters ¢ tairl@‘ Yes
sediment, silt, oils and/or other pollutants dyurindNhe
construction phase of the proposed lopMent the
Naniken river
South Dublin Possibility of disturbance and/or displdagmefieof Ql during the | Yes
Bay & River construction and operational phases of t roposed
Tolka Estuary development, which encompasses a known ex-situ feeding
SPA site for QI of this SPA (Be 2009; NPWS, 2014a & Scott
Cawley Ltd., 2017a).
Possible discharge/gf=o¢f ofSurface waters containing Yes
sediment, silt, oils a % her poliutants during the
construcﬁonﬁ se of eroposed development into the
Naniken rive
Baldoyle Bay Possibilj®of disturbance and/or displacement of QI during the | Yes
SPA construds d operational phases of the proposed
elopme hich encompasses a known ex-situ feeding
slee\q[ualifying interests of this SPA (Benson, 2009; NPWS,
/.20‘[4a Scoit Cawley Ltd., 2017a).
Ireland's Eye \ Intgrvening distance of c.8.4km No
A Distance and marine buffer/dilution No
Insignificant increase in loading at Ringsend WWTP No
Lack of suitable habitat for QI No
Malatifle Possibility of disturbance and/or displacement of qualifying Yes
Estuary SPA interests during the construction and operational phases of the
proposed development, which encompasses a known ex-situ
feeding site for qualifying interests of this SPA {Benson, 2009;
NPWS, 2014a & Scott Cawley Ltd., 201 7a).
Howth Head Intervening distance of c.8.4km No
SORsLISRA Distance and marine buffer/dilution Ne
Insignificant increase in loading at Ringsend WWTP No
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Lack of suitable habitat for Ql No
Dalkey Islands | Intervening distance of ¢.12km No
SIS Distance and marine buffer/dilution No

Insignificant increase in loading at Ringsend WWTP No

Lack of suitable habitat for Q! No
Rogerstown Possibility of disturbance and/or displacement of qualifying Yes
Estuary SPA interests during the construction and operational phases of the

proposed development, which encompasses a known ex-situ

feeding site for qualifying interests of this SPA (Benson, 2009;

NPWS, 2014a & Scott Cawley Lid., 20173a).

A
U
14.6.4. As listed above, sites have been screened out from further assessment% ona
combination of factors including the intervening minimum distance\%narine
buffer/dilution factor, the insignificant increase in the loading a%;s d
Wastewater Treatment Plant, the lack of suitable habitat u er of qualifying
I

interests of SPAs within or within close proximity to thg p .@ &d development (as
applicable) and the lack of hydrological conneglignsy] afssatisfied and concur that

%‘ ese screened out sites as
detailed in Table 2 of the Screening Report and c®fcur that further assessment is
required on the remaining sites includiag:
¢ North Dublin Bay SAC [0@

+ South Dublin Bay $AC [008240]
* North Bull Islane*SPA [004006]
® .
u

yu%l;hd River Tolka Estuary SPA [004024]
. Ba!dq.eJBay PA [004016]
hide Estuary SPA [004025]

Rogerstown Estuary SPA [004015]

there is no potential for likely significant effec

e SouthD

14.6.5. Thug| the impacts identified in the Screening Report which could result in likely
significant effects, and which | concur with, relate to:

» The possibility of discharge/run-off of surface waters containing sediment, sift,
oils and/or other pollutants during the construction phase of the proposed
development into the Naniken river, which subsequently discharges into North
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14.6.6.

14.6.7.

14.6.8.

Bull Island’s South Lagoon, and which has the potential to impact relevant
qualifying interests; and

» The loss of a known ex-situ inland feeding site for Light-bellied Brent Goose,
Curlew, Oystercatcher, Black-tailed Godwit and Black-headed Gull (Benson,
2009; NPWS, 2014a & Scott Cawley Ltd., 2017a) as a result of the
construction and operation of the proposed development, which has the

potential to impact relevant qualifying interests. i

I note that some observers queried the potential for bird collisions with th W
buildings on account of the height proposed. The possibility that the intro%n of
high buildings at the site could constitute a collision risk to birds mo g Pgtween the
North Bull Island roosting site and other inland feeding sites w%co sidered in
the NIS or in the NIS prepared by Scott Cawley (NIS, 201}5? as not

documented, it's unclear if this was due to the fact thatdhe rs did not consider it
to be a significant risk to the SCI species in an DW¥lin Bay or that it was an

ou
omission.

In general, literature suggests that it is smaller passerine birds and nocturnal

migrating passerines in particular (mi in large flocks), that are more

susceptible to collision with buildipgg W extensive glass facades or very high
buildings with extensive liggting. large birds such as swans and geese are
known to be potentially at r%m collision with less visible structures such as
overhead wires, partic\%: they are located between feeding and roost sites, there

is little evidence & ugge at buildings could pose a significant risk to these
buildings in ayd arpund Dublin Bay that are crossed daily by birds moving out of the

coastal @to inland feeding sites without incident. The supporting documents for
ervation objectives and the Natura 2000 data forms for the SPAs do not

species in th:Cn)t?x f the proposed development. There are much higher

refeNg/any collision risks. Therefore, | consider it reasonable to screen out the
potential that bird collisions with new apartment buildings could be likely significant
effect in view of the conservation objectives of the SPA sites.

The possibility for in-combination effects has been considered in the Screening
Report with a list of permitted, or in progress developments within the vicinity of the

proposed development. As the potential for likely significant effects has been
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147,
14.7.1.

14.7.2.

identified arising from the project alone, in combination effects are considered in
more detail in the Appropriate Assessment.

Screening Determination

The proposed development was considered in light of the requirements of Section
177U of the Planning and Development Act 2000 as amended. Having carried out
Screening for Appropriate Assessment of the project, it has been concluded that the
project individually (or in combination with other plans or projects) could have
significant effect on 7 European Sites within Dublin Bay in view of the Conse

Objectives of those sites, and Appropriate Assessment is therefore req fer the
following: \Q
« North Dublin Bay SAC [000206] %

« South Dublin Bay SAC [000210] %
» North Bull Island SPA [004008] Q\

» South Dublin Bay and River Tolka Est [004024]

« Baldoyle Bay SPA [0040116]

o Malahide Estuary SPA [00402Q
* Rogerstown Estuagy SP015]

The possibility of signiﬁcarﬁ}@cts on other European sites has been excluded on

the basis of objgctive ation. The following European sites have been screened
out for the need}b@p priate assessment.

» Baldpyle Bay SAC [000199]
. th Head SAC [000202]
Rockabill to Dalkey Island SAC [003000]
* Malahide Estuary SAC [000205]
» Ireland’s Eye SAC [002193]
* Rogerstown Estuary SAC [000208]
e lreland’s Eye SPA [004117]

» Howth Head Coast SPA [004113]
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14.7.3.

14.8.
14.8.1.

14.8.2.

14.8.3.

14.8.4.

¢ Dalkey Islands SPA [004172]

Measures intended to reduce or avoid significant effects on European sites have not
been considered in the screening process.

The Natura Impact Statement

The application included a NIS for the proposed Strategic Housing Development at
St. Paul's College dated October 2019 which examines and assesses potenti

adverse effects of the proposed development on the following European Sites

e North Dublin Bay SAC [000206] @
= South Dublin Bay SAC [000210] \Q
» North Bull Island SPA [004006] Co

 South Dublin Bay and River Tolka Estuary SPA [O@

* Baldoyle Bay SPA [004016]

» Malahide Estuary SPA [004025] Q

Rogerstown Estuary SPA [004015]

lf included information on the studies,Survéys and consultations undertaken as well

as the limitations. It includes the cott Cawley NIS for the earlier application as
]
an Appendix and data from ihjs repsTt and associated surveys and analysis is relied

upon.
The NIS provide® dez%on of the project and the existing environment. It details
the desk studies @aken, the wintering bird surveys undertaken by Enviroguide
Consulting ay welljas the wintering bird surveys carried out for the previous NIS
prepare@?cott Cawley in 2017 (from here on referred to as the 2017 NIS). The

bl

N g birll surveys were the subject of numerous observations and will be dealt
wit getail below.

A summary of each of the relevant European designated sites is provided and Table
1 of the NIS lists the qualifying interesis and their conservation objectives for each
site.

The proposed development site has been previously identified as one of a network of
ex-situ feeding sites for a number of bird species that are Special Conservation
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Interests for the SPA sites within Dublin Bay. Significant numbers of Lighi Bellied
Brent Geese (LBBG) have been recorded and the surveys of the Dublin network of
ex-situ inland feeding sites for LBBG are described in the NIS. It is stated that the
number of ex-situ inland feeding sites for which records of LBBG presence exists is
considered to be 139. A total of 110 no. ex-situ sites were surveyed in 2018/2019.
The sites were split into Priority 1, 2 and 3 sites where priority 1 sites had records of
LBBG in 3 or more seasons and /or occurring in internationally important numbers.
Evidence of LBBG presence was recorded at a total of 70 no. sites during th

2018/2019 surveys. Tables are provided within the NIS indicating the infz; t

each ex-situ site over the years of data, and population estimateg oyar v
periods. \6

14.8.5. An assessment of the impacts on the European sites is provid h respect to the
loss of ex-situ inland feeding habitat for both LBBG and @CI species recorded
t

time

at the propased development site (Curlew, Black ta‘% , Oystercatcher, and
Black headed Gull), and construction related @ r discharges as detailed in

section 14.6.5 above.

of ‘population trend’ and ‘distribution™\An dppraisal of the impact on each of these
conservation objective attribute@ven. With respect to ex-situ inland feeding
habitat, the NIS states ba. on sUfvey and re-sighting of ringed birds, that the
LBBG are not site loy omual ex-situ sites, are capable of relocating to
difierent sites, micula;:t@\ in the wider Dublin bay area based on other green field
availability that 1@\&, available capacity for a minimum of ¢.2,200 additional LBBG.
No LBBG m{e;joorded within the proposed Development Lands during the

201 8!2%3: y (albeit there were land management changes due to lack of

14 .8.6. The NIS notes that the conservation &es for LBEBG are based on the attributes

b s), and the adjacent St. Paul's school pitch was not among the top 10
% portant ex-situ sites in the wider area in 2018/2019. It concludes that there
will be no adverse impact on the conservation objectives of the SPA sites for which
the LBBG is designated.

14.8.7. With respect to the other SCI species, it is noted that the conservation objectives are
based on the attributes of ‘population trend’ and ‘distribution’. It is considered that the
loss of ex-situ foraging habitat as a result of the proposed development does not

have the capacity to impact adversely on the conservation objectives having regard
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14.8.8.

14.8.9.

to numbers and frequency of the birds occurring at the site. it is stated that this site is
not considered to be of high or major importance for any of these species. It is
considered that there will be no adverse impact on the conservation objectives of
any of the SCI species recorded at the development site, i.e. Curlew, Oystercatcher,
Black-tailed Godwit and Black-headed Gul.

During construction the potential for impact on four of the European sites was

identified due to the possibility of discharge/run-off of surface waters containin
sediment, silt, oils stc. flowing into the Naniken River. It is stated that the

Construction Environmental Management Plan (CEMP) includes mitigati@
measures which are considered to ensure no adverse effects on thge(a 000

sites.

In-combination effects are addressed in the NIS. Table 9 lis Ia;a g applications
on ex-situ sites and it is noted where those grants/decigjon 'ng involves a
change to grassland pitches. It is stated that the on%%%ss of these sites is not

% ith these losses there is

adequate growth potential for the goose populatiort™n combination effects on water

significant in respect of the overall network and

quality are also addressed.
14.8.10, The applicant’s NIS conclu Q

14.9.

g
“Enviroguide Consulting he® dete d that the proposed development will not
adversely affect the integrity o™ge Natura 2000 sites either alone or in combination

with other plans and pr§j taking into account the conservation objectives of the
®
Natura 2000 sites)

Having revie\<red the documents, submissions and consultations, | am satisfied that
ws for a complete assessment of any adverse effects of the

the inforpaatio
dew %on the conservation objectives of the following European sites alone,
pbination with other plans and projects:

» North Dublin Bay SAC [000206]
 South Dublin Bay SAC [000210]
* North Bull Island SPA [004006]

* South Dublin Bay and River Tolka Estuary SPA [004024]
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+ Baldoyle Bay SPA [004016]
+ Malahide Estuary SPA [004025]
» Rogerstown Estuary SPA [004015]

14.10. Appropriate Assessment of implications of the proposed development on each
European Site

14.10.1. The following is a summary of the detailed scientific assessment of thé
implications of the project on the qualifying interest features of the European %
All aspects of the project which could result in significant effects are ass@and

mitigation measures designed to avoid or reduce any adverse effigc e
and assessed.

14.10.2. I have relied on the following guidance: )
e DoEHLG (2009). Appropriate Assessment of P ns,G’Drojects in Ireland:
Guidance for Planning Authorities. DepesikpeX of fhe Environment, Heritage
and Local Government, National Parks ildlife Service.
« EC (2002) Assessment of plans and projects significantly affecting Natura
2000 sites. Methodological q@e on the provisions of Article 6(3) and 6(4)
/

sidered

of the Habitats Directive @
©
« EC (2018) Managinﬁjr 000 sites. The provisions of Article 6 of the

Habitats Directiye 92/43%EC

14.10.3. A descrifftion o%ites and their Conservation Objectives for all Qualifying
Interests (Ql Spﬁq Conservation Interests (SCI), including any relevant attributes
and targets@se sites, are set out in the NIS in Table 1 and summarised in the
tables of this report as part of my assessment. | have also examined the
‘ a 2860 data forms as relevant and the Conservation Objectives supporting
nts for these sites available through the NPWS website (www.npws.ie ). As
noted above the main aspects of the proposed development that could affect

European sites include:

» The possibility of discharge/run-off of surface waters containing sediment, silt,
oils and/or other pollutants during the construction phase of the proposed
development into the Naniken river, which subsequently discharges into North
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Bull Island’s South Lagoon, and which has the potential to impact relevant
qualifying intsrests of adjacent SAC sites and the wetland habitat component
of the South Dublin Bay and River Tolka Estuary SPA; and

 The loss of a known ex-situ inland feeding site for Light-bellied Brent Goose,
and other SCI bird species that have been recorded on the site including
Curlew, Oystercatcher, Black-tailed Godwit and Black-headed Gull (Benson,
2009; NPWS, 2014a & Scott Cawley Ltd., 2017a) as a result of the
construction and operation of the proposed development, which has th
potential to affect the achievement of the conservation objectives @e

species. \9
I have summarised the submissions in section 7, 8, 9 and AppﬁdiﬁZ this Report
as well as the expert submission from BirdWatch ireland Dubli
Parks Department above and will address issues rai%e\

14.11. Special Areas of Conservation
14.11.1. There will be no direct impacts on any S s a result of the proposed

development as the development is located wholly outside of any European Site.
The Naniken River flows ¢.100m to thé n?d@ of the site, west to east. The
e

City Council

watercourse flows for ¢.1.7km fr it exits the culvert under the Clontarf
Road, to where it enters th® oumoon at North Bull Island entering Dublin Bay.
The North Dublin Bay SAC{(%QOG) and South Dublin Bay SAC (000210) are
located to the eagt of t?é? and include coastal habitats which may be susceptible
to indirect impac m afly deterioration of the water quality. The conservation
objectives of @ing Interest habitats and species of these SAC sites are

listed below. Ngg Janiken River provides a hydrological connection between the
subject @d both SACs. The proposed development includes a discharge of

ater to the Naniken River and connection of the foul to Ringsend
WasiMUater Treatment Plant®. | am satisfied that the other identified aspects of the
development, i.e. potential bird collision and loss of ex-situ lands will not result in
adverse effects on the Qualifying Interests or Conservation Objectives and the
integrity of the SACs.

® As noted in Screening above, | am satisfied that the treatment plant has capacity to accommodate
the proposed development and this has been confirmed by Irish Water
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Table 14.3 Conservation Objectives for relevant SACs

European Qualiying Interest (Ql) Conservation Objective
Designated (Qls in Bold which may be susceptible o water {favourable status)
site quality impagls). . _
North Dublin Tidal Mudflats and Sandflats Maintain
Bay SAC Annual Vegetation of Drift Lines Restore
(000206) Salicornia Mud Restore
Atlantic Salt Meadows Maintain
Mediterranean Salt Meadows Maintain
Embryonic Shifting Dunes Restore
Marram Dunes {White Dunes} Resfore
Fixed Dunes (Grey Dunes)” Restore
Humid Dune Slacks Restore
Petalwort (Petalophyllum ralfsii} Maintain
Scuth Dublin Tidal Mudflats and Sandflats Maintain
Bay SAC Annual vegetation of drift lines Restore
{000210) Salicornia and other annuals colonising mud Restore

and sand
Embryonic shifting dunes Restor:
-
Many observers raised concerns about the possibility of g%:arbun-oﬁ of surface

waters containing sediment etc. during the constructiqp p ~|f this were to
happen, the Qualifying Interests identified in Tghle %e NIS could be at risk from

potential construction related surface water di§

yes should the discharges be of
sufficient quantity and/or duration to affect waterge@lity within the sites. The habitats
that could be affected by decreased er quality are highlighted in Table 14.3
above. The wetland habitats that co%the North Bull SPA and South Dublin Bay
and Tolka Estuary SPA are cons with the SACs and therefore it is appropriate
to consider any impacts 0. g quality of the wetland habitats alongside those of the
SAC sites. The NIS d mail the implications on the targets and atiributes of
all the relevant oonse% objectives beyond a general assessment. However, it
is clear that there Wi{{ be no direct impacts on habitat area, distribution, physical
structure, V@On zonation or structure. There will be no obstruction {o the

circul f 2=fiments upon which many of these lagoonal and estuarine habitats

§ nt. The application of mitigation measures aimed at preventing any

bl harmful construction related emissions to the aquatic environment will

ensure that the invertebrate community structure of these sediment habitats will be
unaffected.

14.11.2. Mitigation measures relevant to the protection of surface waters and
connected wetland habitats are detailed in Section 8.2.1 of the NiS. These are based
on industry standard guidance (e.g. CIRIA and Infand Fisheries Ireland Guidance

2016) and standard siltation and poliution prevention and control measures. A
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detailed Construction Environmental Management Plan (CEMP) has been compiled
which will facilitate the effective application of all mitigation measures for the
proposed development. The main mitigation measures are detailed in the CEMP.
The CEMP, which is submitted as a separate document with this application, covers
all potentially polluting activities and includes mitigation measures for critical
elements such as storage and handling of harmful materials. Having regard to the
measures outlined as well as the application of best practice construction metitds, |
am satisfied that there will be no adverse effects on the North Dublin Bay SAC
South Dublin Bay SAC in view of their conservation objectives as a resul e
proposed development. Similarly, no adverse effects will oceur to . mg and
waterbird” SCI of the North Bull SPA or the South Dublin and River a Estuary
SPA in view of the conservation objectives for this particular atfn

14.11.3. In terms of in-combination effects the NIS refers fo ingsend WWTP
and potential cumulative impacts. As noted above, the trdatment plant can
accommodate the proposed development, Gi~%b e determination and given
that any water entering Dublin Bay as a result o posed development at St
Paul's either via the WWTP or via surface water sources, will become rapidly mixed

and diluted to such a low level that it Q\es indistinguishable from the rest of the
bay water | am satisfied that ther@be o0 in-combination effects.

14.11.4. Following the appro. te ass€ssment and the consideration of mitigation
measures, | am able to :r%vith confidence that the project would not
adversely affect e inteé%of the North Dublin Bay SAC or South Dublin Bay SAC
in view of the ConiseNation Objectives of these sites. This conclusion has been
based on a c@?te assessment of all implications of the project alone and in

combin@w lans and projects.
14.12. ection Areas (SPAs)

14.12.1. he proposed development site at St. Paul's, is wholly located outside of
European sites and as outlined for the SAC sites above, there will be no direct
impacts on any SPA sites in terms of the permanent area of wetland habitat as
defined in conservation objectives of those sites. The North Buli [sland SPA is

located adjacent to Saint Anne’s Park and within ¢.1.2 kms of the proposed
development site. Four other SPA sites including Baldoyle Bay, South Dublin Bay
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and the Tolka Estuary, Rogerstown Estuary SPA and Malahide Estuary SPA have
also been screened in for potential significant effects of common SCl species linked

to the proposed development site.

14 12.2. While direct effects on the SPA sites can be ruled out with confidence, the
possibility of indirect effects on wintering waterbird species that comprise the SCI of
those sites cannot be discounted. These SPA sites are designated for highly mobile
bird species which utilise a range of resources throughout the SPA network okgites
in Dubiin Bay. The interactions between the populations of birds across this @ K
of sites is poorly understood, but there are likely movements between SiIS IS

nQe=6f

particularly the case for wintering waterbirds and waders which uge
feeding and roosting sites throughout the winter period.

14.12.3. The key species of concern are those which are ingluded ag/SCl for the SPA
sites and have been recorded at the proposed develo m%&e namely, Light
Bellied Brent Goose (LBBG), Bar tailed Godwit Bia@aded Gull, Oystercatcher
and Curlew. The NIS submitted focuses on es in particular. For the
avoidance of any doubt, other wintering bird spewies for which the SPA sites are
designated are not reliant on ex-situ /jnland sites and have been scoped out of the
detailed assessment. Similarly, the@ risk of any impacts on breeding Tern

species for which the South Duy and Tolka Estuary are designated in view of
e
the conservation objectivegagf thatSite.

14.12.4. The majority o%ubmissions from third parties, including Birdwatch
P

Ireland, as wellag the s Department of the Local Authority, raised serious

particular akd Bey tailed Godwit, Biack Headed Gull, Oystercatcher and Curlew
which %{been recorded on the site. The table below lists the Conservation

i or the SPAs and more detail on the targets and attributes supporting
acNie¥ement of Conservation Objectives is provided in Table 14. 5.

concerns w@l of this ex-situ inland feeding site for SCI including LBBG in

ABP-307444-20 Inspector’s Report Page 97 of 153



Table 14.4 Summary of Special Conservation Interest Species and Conservation
Objectives for SPAs considered in the Appropriate Assessment

European

Eesotgied Ste 1 Species in Boﬁ are those considered in the detailed: :

Special Conservation Interest Species (SCly

| assessment of impacts

Conservation Objective

| {favourable status)

North Bull Island
SPA (004008)

A046] Light-bellied Brent Goose (Branta
berniclahrota} [wintering]

[A048] Sheiduck (Tadorna tadorna) [wintering]
[A052] Teal (Anas crecca) [wintering]

[A054] Pintail {Anas acuta) [wintering]

[AD56] Shoveler {Anas clypeata) [wintering]

[A130] Oystercatcher (Haematopus
ostralegus)[wintering]

[A1 0] Golden Plover {Pluvialis apricaria) [wintering]
[A141] Grey Plover (Pluvialis squatarola) [wintering]
[A143] Knot (Calidris canutus) [wintering]

[A144] Sanderling (Calidris alba) [wintering)

[A149] Bunlin {Calldris alpina) [wintering]

[A156] Black-tailed Godwit (Limosa Ii
[wintering]

{A157] Bar-tailed Godwit (Limosa Iapponi
[A160] Curlew {Numenius arquata) fwintering]
[A162] Redshank (Tringa totand®
[A169] Tumnstone {(Arenaria in

[A179] Black-headed
ridibundus)[wigtering

[A999] Wetland €M Waterbirds

ing]

resywintering]

hreicocephalus

(&

To maintaiﬁnthe favourable
conservation status of all

species listed

Baldoyle Bay
SPA (004016}

(
%,

[A04¢6] Light-bellied Brent Goose (Branta bernicla
hrota) [winteging)

[4b48] ShetdyaK (Tadorna tadoma) [wintering]
[A137\ginged Plover (Charadrius hiaticula) [wintering]

A140] Golden Plover (Pluvialis apricaria) [wintering]

%}H] Grey Plover (Pluvialis squatarola) [wintering]

[A157] Bar-tailed Godwit (Limosa lapponica) [wintering]
[A999] Wetland and Waterbirds

To maintain the favourable
conservation status of all
species.

Sol Duplin

Bay a iver
Tolka Estuary
SPA (004024)

[A046] Light-bellied Brent Goose (Branta bernicla
hrota} [wintering]

[A130] Oystercatcher (Haematopus ostralegus)
[wintering]

[A137] Ringed Plover (Charadrius hiaticula) [wintering]
[A141] Grey Plover (Pluvialis squatarola) [wintering]
[A143] Knot (Calidris canutus) [wintering]

[A144] Sanderling {Calidris alba) [wintering]

[A149] Dunlin {Calidris alpina) [wintering]

To maintain the favourable
conservation status of all
species.

Grey Plover to be removed.
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[A157] Bar-tailed Godwit {lLimosa lapponica) [wintering]
[A162] Redshank (Tringa totanus} [wintering]

[A179] Black-headed Guli (Chroicocephalus
ridibundus) [wintering]

[A192] Roseate Temn (Sterna dougallil) [passage]

[A193] Common Tern (Sterna hirundo} [breeding]
[passage]

[A194] Arctic Tern (Sterna paradisaea) [breeding
[passage]

[A998] Wetlland and Waterbirds

Rogerstown Greylag Goose (Anser anser) [A043] To maintain the favograb
Estuary SPA conservafion status dgail

Light-bellied Brent Goose (Branta bernicla hrota) specles.
(004015) [AO46] @

Shelduck (Tadorna tadorna) [A048]

Shoveler (Anas clypeata) [A056]

Oystercatcher (Haematopus ostralegus) [A130] %

Ringed Plover {Charadrius hiaticuta} [A137] ?)\

Grey Plover (Pluvialis squatarola) [A141]

Knot (Calidris canutus) [A143]

Dunlin (Calidris alpina) [A149]

Black-tailed Godwit {Limosa limosa) [A156

Redshank {Tringa totanus) [

Wefland and Waterbirds [A

£

Malahide Great Crested GrebeYPodidgps cristatus) [AD05] To maintain the favourable
Estuary SPA ® conservation status of all
(004025) species.

Q/C

Light-beliied nt Goose (Branta bernicla hrota)
[A046]

Sheldu rna tadorna) [A048]

®
Piatail (Anaeficuta) [A054]
GoldeMgye (Bucephala clangula) [ADS7]

yd-breasted Merganser (Mergus serrator) [A069]

Oystercatcher {Haematopus ostralegus) [A130]
Golden Plover (Piuvialis apricaria) [A140]

Grey Plover (Pluvialis squatarola) [A141]

Knet {Calldris canutus) [A143]

Dunlin {Calidris alpina) [A149]

Black-tailed Godwit {Limosa limosa)} [A156]
Bar-tailed Godwit (Limosa lapponica) [A157]
Redshank (Tringa totanus) [A162]

Wetland and Watethirds [A999]
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Table 14.5 Summary of Conservation Objectives for Wintering Waterbirds for SPA
sites considered in the Appropriate Assessment. Factors of significance to the
assessment are highlighted in bold.

Objective 1: To maintain the favourable conservation condition of the waterbird Special
Conservation Interest species including Light-bellied Brent Goose, Curlew, Black-tailed Godwit,
Oystercatcher and Black-headed Gull listed for: North Bull sland SPA and South Dublin Bay and
River Tolka Estuary SPA, Baldoyle Bay SPA, Rogerstown Estuary SPA and Malahide Estu
SPA which is defined by the following list of attributes and targets: (NPWS)

count data collected through

other surveys

Parameter Attribute Measure Target p
Population Population trend | % change as population trend Lang F%on
assessment using waterbird trend\§tabldor

ncreasi
Irish Wetland Bird Surveys ag‘d

Waterbird populations are deemed unfavourable when they h
assessed by the most recent population trend analysi

N
Wned by 25% of more as

X

/\

Range Distribution Range timing or ity of use | There should be no
by waterbirds as determined by | significant decrease in
requlargw tide and other the range, timing or

i\Lthurveys intensity of use of
- (b areas by the waterbird

species of Special
Conservation Interest
other than that
occurring from natural

patterns of variation.

Factors that cWersely affect the achievement of Conservation Objectives

abitat

numbers

Faa

wation: activities that modify discreet areas or the overall habitat(s) within the SPA
™\of NBw one or more of the listed species use the site (e.g. as a feeding resource) could
e displacement of these species from areas within the SPA and/or a reduction in their

Disturbance: anthropogenic disturbance that occurs in or near the site and is either singular or
cumulative in nature could result in the displacement of one or more of the listed waterbird species
from areas within the SPA, and/or a reduction in their numbers

Ex-situ factors: several of the listed waterbird species may at times use habitats situated within
the immediate hinterland of the SPA or in areas ecologically connected to it. The reliance on
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these habitats will vary frem species to species and from site to site. Significant habitat
change or increased levels of disturbance within these areas could result in the
displacement of one or more of the listed waterbird species from areas within the SPA,
and/or a reduction in their numbers

14.12.5. A significant amount of data on the usage of this ex-sifu site has been
supplied by the applicant. However, this data has been questioned by most tRird
parties and in greater detail by Birdwatch Ireland and the Parks Department
Council. It is stated in some observations that sufficient analysis, evalugion,a
definitive conclusions regarding the ‘integrity test’ are not availalye | ha%(mation
before the Board to provide conclusions capable of removing alm doubt
about the lack of effects on integrity.

14.12.6. At the outset, to fully address all the issues raisec,(@;sider it appropriate to
summarise the bird surveys. Chapter 5 of the 201%\(:! ils the approach and
methodology applied to the most recent survgy sdas 018/2019 by Enviroguide
Consulting. Winter bird surveys (and detailed fs) undertaken in previous years

2015/16 and 2016/17 by Scott Cawley also comprise a crucial component of the data
relied upon. The survey and analy@er’taken by Scott Cawley for the 2017 NIS
set the framework for the most t 2wmalysis. The approach and methodology for
that assessment was fouftded imessing the specific issue regarding the
significance of the St. Pa&e in the context of the wider network of ex-situ
foraging sites f%r LB should be noted that the 2017 NIS also utilised data on
LBBG use of exAu siteS over a longer period dating back to 2012/13.

The 2018/1@@5 undertaken for this application were, like the previous surveys,
focus ( e Dublin network of known ex-situ sites, and (b) the St. Paul’s site.
%urpose of the Dublin Network Winter Bird Survey (WBS) was to obtain

i tion on changes in the usage of the network of ex-situ inland feeding sites by
SCl species in 2018/19, compared with previous seasons. The Dublin Network WBS
was undertaken between November 2018 and April 2019 and consisted of nine full-
day surveys (sunrise to sunset) by a team of five ornithologists. This approach was
broadly similar to the methodology employed in the previous surveys (2017 NIS) but
it is not clear if surveyors were present at the North Bull Island to monitor birds as
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they moved out from the roost. St Anne’s Park was included in this survey with four
sub-sites considered.

14.12.7. The St Paul's site specific wintering bird survey was undertaken from January
to April 2019, This survey was designed to determine the usage of St Paul's by
wintering SCI species. The Board should note that the approach to survey did not
replicate the previous application. It is not clear how the surveys related to time of

day (dawn/ dusk) or the tidal cycle. Surveys comprised of once weekly 2 hour v)its
to the site by one surveyor over 14 dates.

14.12.8. Chapter 7 of the 2019 NIS details the results of the wintering bird s%&. It
notes that the area defined as ‘St. Paul’s’ in the 2017 NIS was divi}?@he winter
2018/2019 surveys into two distinct sub-sites, namely, St. Paul%oo pitch — the
playing pitch used by the school being ¢.1.4Ha, and Develgsqentiénds — area of
grassland occupying fenced-off area being c.6.4Ha. It nat during previous
wintering bird surveys the Development Lands d &s amenity grasslands with

ich. In the 2018/2019 season

he two areas were therefore

considered to be sufficiently distinct tmnt evaluation as separate sites for the

regular mowing analogous to the St Paul’s sciig

there was no mowing carried out from August 2018

2018/2019 season. It is also explained¥hatho surveys were carried out in 2017/2018
season as a proposal was 2ubm'| the Board in December 2017. Table 2 of the
NIS provides a summary of resulis of usage of St. Paul's sites by LBBG over the
surveys. The data clea in:i:;s that no geese were recorded on the Development
Lands over the ceurse %eys 2018/2019 which is considered to be due to the

change in managemdgt of the site (i.e. no mowing). It is noted that the data from the
earlier SUNGQ?S not distinguish where the LBBG located, i.e. whether on the St.
I

Paul's s@pl or the Development Lands.
14.12.9.%& rther noted that a total of 4 other SCI species have also been recorded
at th

- Paul sites over the three years of surveying, i.e. Curlew, Qystercatcher,
Black-tailed Godwit and Black-headed Gull. In terms of ecology, the Board should
note that these species are not dependant on grass/vegetable matter as a feeding
resource. On grassland sites they feed on invertebrates such as earthworms and
insects. In addition, they may use inland sites as additional roost sites to the SPA
area. Table 3 of the NIS provides a summary of the usage of St. Paul's sites by

these species over the 3 winter periods. It is stated that all counts were below the
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respective 1% national, or 1% international population estimates and on only one
occasion the numbers of Black-tailed Godwit exceeded the 1% national population
estimate. Of note, Curlew was recorded on 3 occasions on the Development Lands
sub-site and Black-tailed Godwits recorded once from the 23 site visits in the
2018/2019 surveys. There was no record of Oystercatcher or Black-headed Gull

within the sub-site during the site surveys of the 2018/2019 winter season.

Detailed Consideration of factors that could affect the conservation obj :%
of the SPA sites

14.12.10. My assessment of implications of the proposed developmw site
integrity of the SPA sites with regard to potentially affected sp%wi focus on the

factors that could affect the conservation objectives of thgrsies utlined in Table
14.4 above and with reference to submissions made by Bi fch Ireland and
Dublin City Councii Parks Department in partigs

Firstly t will consider the target that there shouM po significant decrease in the
range, timing or intensity of use of areas by the waterbird species of Special
Conservation Interest other than th@ring from natural patterns of variation in
order to maintain the favourable@e ation condition of the relevant wintering

waterbirds. )

modification of habi ithin the SPA that result in the displacement of these

species from arda®within the SPA and the assessment is focused on ex-situ factors.

The BirdW@land submission refers to disturbance. In terms of the
conse objectives, anthropogenic disturbance that occurs in or near the site

and¥g eMaer singular or cumulative in nature could resulit in the disptacement of one
orspopk of the listed waterbird species from areas within the SPA, and/or a

reduction in their numbers.

in terms of the factors ﬁat couM affect the conservation objectives, there will be no

14.12.11. | do not accept the Birdwatch Ireland submission that the NIS does not
provide precise and definitive findings required to show that Brent Geese population
and other conservation interests will not be impacted “from the significantly

increased disturbance at the adjacent St. Paul’s School playing pitch or other sites”.
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With respect to disturbance this statement contradicts the arguments put forward to
leave the lands as they are, i.e. as playing pitches. There has always been use of
the numerous pitches in and around St. Paul's and St. Anne's Park by the public.
Indeed, the other ex-situ sites described and listed in various documents are

generally playing pitches, golf clubs, public parks and other sites that the public visit
in high numbers.

outside of the SPAs is considered for I.LBBG and other SCI species recorded a
proposed applicant site. Significant habitat change or increased levels of @;ance
iste

within these areas could result in the displacement of one or moreeffR
waterbird species from areas within the SPA, and/or a reductior@e

The implications for the ex-situ factors involving the reliance on inland habitats i

umbers.

Light Bellied Brent Goose (LBBG)

14.12.12. Some observers including Birdwatch lreland c% t the applicant’s NIS

has taken ‘an overly simplistic’ assessment witprregpest td he central argument put
forward by the applicant that while no LBBG ha ) recorded on the

development site (since the applicant stopped mowing the grass) that they have
been recorded using alternative sites. considered that LBBG turning up in
significant numbers on other sites aqua¥gg fo having no significant effect on their
population is overly simplisjc anhis is applying binary logic to a complex
multi-factorial situation. Thi%nsidered further below.

14.12.13. The surveg effzé"?ueried by observers and it is considered that one winter
survey is insufficigf{fo coficlusively state that there is no impact due to the loss of
the Develop tm. As noted above, no LGGB were recorded over winter

20181201 am is clearly due to the fact that the applicant did not maintain the

sit i.e.@wing). | draw the Board's attention to Table 4 of the NIS which details

nis of LBBG recorded at all surveyed ex-situ sites for the three seasons of
surveng. Of note, is the different numbers of LBBG recorded for each season at all
the ex-situ sites, as well as the fact that they have returned to the sites. The numbers
recorded vary widely each season, notwithstanding that these are surveys carried
out at certain times and are ‘snapshots’. An example is St. Vincent's GAA which has
peak numbers recorded of 540, 293, and 760 for the seasons 201 8/19, 2016/17 and

2015/16 respectively. Another example is Marino Institute at 600, 180 and 625 for
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the same respective seasons. The applicant highlights Lein Park in particular with
1205 in 2018/19 and 19 in 2016/17 respectively. As noted in the NIS this data
indicates that while the flock numbers and number of sites being used remained
consistent, the actual sites being used varied between years and within individual
years. Based on this data, | am satisfied that no additional surveys are needed to
draw conclusions — the data indicates that the sites used are consistent but the use
of the site varies from year to year and between years. Indeed, this is acknowledged
in the Birdwatch Ireland submission whereby it is stated that “we know the :%
of inland feeding sites changes seasonally, with time of day and with th%

More surveys are unlikely to indicate anything else — therefore | do a that
the survey data is inadequate to enable the Board to carry out an aSgesdment.
14.12.14. The Parks Department of the Council also query the sul¥eyJ¥indings and

consider that there are elements in sampling methods w@roduce possible bias
and that there is no statistical analysis. They furtheg qudyy ifie ‘all day surveys’

carried out by the 2017 NIS not carried out i
14.12.15. As noted above the surveys are a snapsieand [ have taken account of the

differing approaches to survey methogglogy. There is further reference to the fact
that the cessation of grass cutting oMg¢he Bevelopment Lands is a treatment and
would change the LBBG behav@have had regard to this fact and have not
©
ha

drawn any conclusions o chamge in numbers in 2018/19 surveys for this very

reason — they are not n??a%le. Instead | have had regard to the wider information

on use of ex-site sitet%ghout the NIS (including the 2017 NIS). | am satisfied

based on the ddta Wat LBBG use different sites, in different numbers over different

years. This Q?ed on both the survey numbers and the Darvic rings which clearly
nt of LBBG between ex-situ sites.

mdma%ée
141 2.% arks Department query the ‘Priority’ approach to sampling which they
st

eant that sampling frequency was reduced for some sites influencing the
survey efforts and results. | do not consider that this was the intent and the decision
to categorise sites was based on previous years surveying which had established
the significance of the various ex-situ sites and in order to survey all 139 sites some
measure of priority had to be applied.
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14.12.17. The Parks Department refer to the studies by Birdwatch Ireland for Dublin
Port Company and consider that the use of GPS tracking provides more objective
and thorough sampling. This is undoubtedly the case but the use of such an
approach would have to be proportionate to the proposed development or plan.
Dublin Port has an interest in determining bird movements across and within the
SPA sites and within the wider Dublin Port area in order to allow for sustainable
development of its activities. Dublin Port directly adjoins the European site andNg a
vastly different industrial use to that proposed. | do not consider that the scale@
proposed development warrants such an approach notwithstanding the %
consideration of the wider use of ex-situ sites that is required to pu t ite in

adequately addresses the movements of birds between SPA si

context. The analysis of re-sighting of ringed birds, particularly from 2017 NIS
%d between ex-

situ sites as relevant to the proposed development.

14.12.18. Site Fidelity is another issue raised with regzﬁﬁe use of ex-situ sites
used by LBBG across the network of inland s.i’c%g waltch Ireland submission
made reference to the high site fidelity of LBBG. tate that the LBBG undertake
return migrations of ¢.5,000km to repeatedly return to the Irish Coast. The wider
Dublin Bay area is of great importance{for Wis species with high site fidelity to
various areas throughout the SP@O of sites within the wider area. While the
submission from Birdwatch®elan e that the wider range of sites are utilised out
of necessity rather than hc){(;nd certain sites may carry disadvantages, based on

the population dega su in the NIS the overall trend of LBBG in lreland is given

as “increasing”, indicating that the need to forage on wider range of sites is not

causing a popllation decline. The point made in their submission about the quality of

the sitef@?J time in terms of foraging and freedom from disturbance is noted. |
t

agre thal'it gannot be said that existing suitable sites can be considered to be
ot all times and the survey data would support this.

14.12.19. The NIS further addresses inland feeding site fidelity and refers to the long-
term study carried out by the Irish Brent Goose Research Group (IBGRG) who are
credited as being involved with the submission from Birdwatch Ireland. Research into
LBBG movements have been undertaken by capturing and ringing LBBG with large
plastic colour rings (Darvic rings). Survey data of ringed birds is also presented in the
NIS which supports the conclusions that LBBG used a variety of ex-situ inland
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feeding sites during the 2018/19 season and were not solely loyal to any one
individual inland site. Reference is also made to the surveys of ringed birds in the
2017 NIS which demonstrates that the LBBG populations were dispersing widely to
other inland feeding sites and were not exclusively site faithful to the St. Paul's
pitches. | am satisfied based on this data that LBBG are not dependent on St. Paul's
solely for winter feeding but were using and will continue to use a wide selection of

other ex-situ feeding sites around Dublin.

14.12.20. The issue about the importance of the ex-situ St. Paul’s site (inclu
Development Lands) in the context of the network of inland ex-situ sites@ed in
almost every submission. it is considered to be one of eight majdgﬁ in 2017
NIS based on data collected over a number of years. The BirdjatciNgeland
submission considers that the NIS undervalues the site with a%erlying
assumption that all sites within the network are of equal @nce. The Dublin City
Council Parks Department raise a relevant point re@s scientific evidence that

fe

highlights the importance of maintaining alte %
possible to night-time roosting sites. St. Anne’s\Rapk~and the St. Paul's site are the

g sites as close as

closest ex-situ sites to the main night roost at Bull Island. The data collected during
the surveys for this proposed devel@and other studies within Dublin Bay show
that the average distances travo land feeding sites are greater than that
recorded in the study refefred tssex). Notwithstanding this important point,
other sites within the netw&ﬂ inland feeding areas also play host to similar
numbers of LBB.G (s 2017) and this was also the case demonstrated in
2018/19 when tNPaUI’s site was not available to the wintering birds.

14.12.21. The gbdr‘?ssion states that effects of displacement may not be apparentin a
single a rge caution regarding the interpretation of the availability of
a@uitable inland feeding. There is also reference to cumulative losses
%the Dublin area. | agree that basing any assessment on a single year's data
is not appropriate and this assessment is not reliant on such an approach. The
combined survey data spanning the two applications clearly show the dynamic and
varied use of over 139 sites and a demonstrated likely additional capacity taking

cumulative losses into account.

14.12.22. However, with respect to the potential for additional capacity of over 2000

additional Brent Geese to the current population as calculated by Enviroguide in the
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NIS, | am not satisfied that this is based on sound science and is an overly simplistic
approach based on the availability of grassland habitat and takes no account of other
factors that might affect LBBG use of particular site. Therefore, | have not had regard
to this. However as noted in 14.12.21 above, the survey data clearly shows the
dynamic use of over 139 sites and demonstrates the likely additional capacity taking
cumulative losses into account.

14.12.23. To maintain the favourable conservation condition of the LBRG populatiodg of
the SPA sites, the long term population trend should be stable or increasing?
Parks Department also state that the short term decline in population is g%ly a
brief mention with no analysis in relation to Dublin Bay. Population'xgndsof LBBG is
referenced in section 7.3 of the NIS and national trends and int mends both
long term (increasing) and short term (decreasing) but not asse%n any detail in
terms of the context of the proposed development site. IWe unts for Dublin Bay

for 2012/13 to 2017/18 are provided in the appendiceg.

14.12.24, Population trend can be affected by a sichange in wintering foraging
resources availability. Waterbird populations are d®€med unfavourable when they

have declined by 25% or more as assesegd by the most recent population trend
analysis. Given the evidence provided®n th® NIS and 2017 NiS, | do not consider
that the loss of the 6.4ha ex.-situ @ uld have such an effect on the population
level of the SPA sites. Ho r, the ex-situ factors are significant in the
consideration of distribi mtlined above and the displacement of birds and
reduction in numisers ir:%ontext of this attribute are considered.

14.12.25. Section8.1 of NIS specifically addresses the potential impact on the
conservation @ives of population trend and distribution. It is stated that the target
for the %vation objective atiribute of population trend for each of the 5 SPAs is
-%. s™Tong term population trend stable or increasing”. The target for the
consdp/ation objective of distribution for each of the 5 SPAs is defined as “no
significant decrease in the range, timing, and intensity of use of areas by light-bellied
Brent goose, other than that occurring from natural patterns of variation”. The NIS
states that the results of the surveys contained in the report has determined that;

* Individual LBBG are not solely loyal to any one ex-situ inland feeding site,
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« LBBG are capable of relocating to different inland feeding sites following loss
or alteration of an existing site,

« LBBG in Dublin currently only use a proportion of the fotal available network
of ex-situ inland feeding sites,

« There is current available capacity of inland habitat for a minimum of 2,200

additional LBBG based on foraging requirements,

¢ No LBBG were recorded within the Development Lands sub-site durin
surveys 2018/19, and

¢ St Paul's school pitch sub-site was not among the top terwezgémt ex-

situ inland feeding sites in 2018/19,

14.12.26. Birdwatch Ireland query the use of the IWeBs dat that the data is

only for birds recorded at the coast and not for birds oQ thd estrial areas during

the survey. It is stated that the population is i e Jgnificantly higher however

the context for it being over 7,000 is not presd otwithstanding this, the

appropriate assessment is based on the stated ervation objectives which is
directly related to the IWeBs counts other survey data. | accept the BirdWatch
ireland point that the NIS misinterpré¥g thevdata in terms of the view expressed on

there being less reliance c‘n ex- 'tes and have not relied on this statement in the
overall assessment.

14.12.27. The Dublin Cit%ncil Parks Depariment refer to other studies that they are
of the opinion sﬁﬂ{cha informed the NIS. The NIS prepared by Enviroguide is

structured arguind aMswering the specific issues raised by the Board in the refusal of
the previou%caﬁon.

14.12.28 payticular they refer to research being undertaken by Handby as part of a
w esis and wider study of geese movements in Dublin Bay which is indicating

that¥ie geese are spending their days on both land and water with a decreasing
portion of time spent at marine sites. In addition, they state that the interim results
indicate that the geese are traveling greater distances from their overnight roosts.
Notwithstanding the lack of reference to these studies, the various surveys detailed
in the NIS confirm this. | note that the submission also states that terrestrial grazing

has increased recently “likely as a result of the overall increasing numbers...". This
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supports the information presented in the NIS that the numbers of geese are
increasing in line with the conservation objectives.

14.12.29. Having regard to the survey information, as well as the detailed analysis
provided above with respect to LBBG, | am satisfied that the loss of the ex-situ
habitat will have no adverse impact on the conservation objective atiributes of
“distribution” and “population trend” of the LBBG recorded at the proposed

development site. 6
Other SCI

14.12.30. While much of the attention by observers is paid to the LB ; aI@ﬁ the
other SCls of the 5 SPAs is provided in the NIS. The NIS states thatApoidntial
impact on Curlew, Oystercatcher, Black-tailed Godwit and Blac@?je Gull which
are qualifying interests for a cumulative 4 of the SPAs wa tifi€t due fo the loss
of a known ex-situ inland feeding site. The 2017 Scot t wl S screened out the
likelihood of significant effects on these SpeC|e that the season peak
counts recorded over the two winter periods w the threshold of
international importance for each of the species concerned. They concluded based
upon this information that ‘There is no @)ﬂﬂy of significant effects on these four

SCl species at the level of the EurgpgaMsite as a consequence of the proposed
development due to the infrgqueheir use of the lands and the low numbers

involved. /\

14.12.31. The conservatioﬁctives and the targets are similar for LBBG as referred
to above and det. le 14.5. Enviroguide made record of these species
during the su m St. Paul's site. Table 3 of the NIS details more information
on the numbegwirds recorded on the proposed development site from data
collgcte 19/16, 2016/17 and 2018/18 including the irequency of their occurrence

. In common with the Scott Cawley analysis, the NIS notes that the

surveye did not exceed 1% of the national or international population estimates for
Curlew, Oystercatcher or Black-headed Gull and recordings exceeding the 1%

national population estimate of Black-tailed Godwit was recorded on one accasion.
The NIS concludes that the loss of the site does not have the capacity to impact on

the conservation objectives. It is considered that the proposed development is not of
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high or major importance for those species based on the low numbers recorded and
the frequency of their occurrence at the site.

14.12.32, Birdwatch Ireland guery how the NIS can conclude that the loss of this site is
hot significant when there is no benchmark to measure this against. Birdwatch
Ireland refer to a small study they carried out which highlights the importance of
inland terrestrial green field sites to individuals at certain stages of the tidal cycle. It
is stated that additional research needs to be done to understand how these Sgecies
use the grasslands. The Dublin City Council Parks Department also question
analysis of these species in the NIS with specific reference to the Curle

particularly threatened. \Q
14,:12.38. | am of the opinion that the surveys carried out as part gFthe tWwe NISs do

provide information on the importance of grassiands. This 2ite%d by these SCls

but is not of scale. | am satisfied that the loss of the foragi bitat as a result of the
proposed development does not have the capacity¥Q i ct on the conservation
objective attributes of “Distribution” and “Pop d” of any of the listed SCI
species recorded on the site. As noted above th&eAs no possibility of significant
effects on these four SCI species at the level of the European site as a consequence
of the proposed development due to‘@(requency of their use of the lands and the
low numbers involved. Having to the survey information, as well as the
detailed analysis provided. ove With respect to overall wintering birds, | am
satisfied that the loss th&itu habitat will have no adverse affect on the
conservation oljective%)utes of “distribution” and “population trend” of the SCi
species recorded asthe proposed development site, i.e. Curlew, Oystercatcher,
Black-tailed{ Godwit, Black-headed Gull.

In co @7‘ ation effects

14.12.3QThe NIS lists the planning status of the other ex-situ sites. It is noted that

whilthere are changes proposed for some of the sites, a number of these da not
involve a change to the grasslands. It is stated that the number of sites that have
grants/pending applications that involve a change to grassland/pitches is 6. Table 9
of the NIS provides full in-depth detail of all the applications/grants on the sites. The
NIS concludes that the proposed development in combination with these listed sites
will have no impact on the QI/SCI of the European sites because:
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* The number of sites which could result in the loss of grassland is 6 (7

including the proposed development) and the birds are using just over 50% of
the available network in any given winter.

» There is additional population capacity within the ex-situ network.

» It has been demonstrated that the birds visit the sites on a fluid basis so that

the loss of any individual site will result in the birds relocating to anothe

without duress.
¢ Only 3 of the 6 sites had peak counts of national importance. @
14.12.35. I have had regard to the decision that is due ABP Ref, 3068‘@&(
been submitted since the NIS was published.

14.12.36. I am satisfied that there will not be an in-combinatiop=s e to the loss of
St. Paul's with other developments as listed in the NIS and Bquent to its
publication. | concur with the applicant, as has haen %ed in my assessment

above, birds are not using every site available &

\etwork in any given winter, and
they are fluid and dynamic with the birds visiting site at various times during any

cycle. | have already addressed the issp& of how much extra capacity there is in the
network above, and concur with the eXPert dbmissions that quality of sites is
important, however | am sa:i‘sﬁedere is sufficient capacity within the network
to accommodate an increasmwlm per of wintering birds based on the data before

me

14.12.37. With respetito t&combination effects on water quality, the NIS addresses
the general iss mntial cumulative impacts with Ringsend Wastewater
Treatment Pl@ing from the operational phase of the development including
other fu@velopments. The NIS details the capacity of the WWTP to
2 % e this development and future other developments. | am satisfied based
on g glibmission from Irish Water that the plant has the capacity to deal with the
proposed development. | further note that the Board has recently granted permission
for the Greater Dublin Drainage project (ABP Ref. 301908). | am satisfied that the
project would have an imperceptible impact on the conservation objectives of the
relevant European sites and | am satisfied that the in-combination effects of the

Ringsend WTP and the proposed project will not have an effect individually or
together with other plans and projects.
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14.13.Conclusion

14.13.1.

The proposed strategic housing development has been considered in light of

the assessment requirements of Sections 177U and 177V of the Planning and

Development Act 2000 as amended. Having carried out screening for Appropriate

Assessment of the project, it was concluded that it would be likely to have a

significant effect on:

14.13.2.

North Dublin Bay SAC (000206) 6
South Dublin Bay SAC (000210)
North Bull Island SPA (004006)

South Dublin Bay and River Tolka Estuary SPA (004024 E\Q

Baldoyle Bay SPA (004016)
Malahide Estuary SPA (004025) @

Rogerstown Estuary SPA (004015). Q\
Consequently, an Appropriate Assess&!’s required of the implications of

the project on the qualifying features of those sites in fight of their conservation

objectives. Following an Appropria\%@ssment, it has been ascertained that the
proposed development, individ@r it combination with other plans or projects

conclusion is bqsed o

y of the 7 no. European sites listed above, or

mplete assessment of all aspects of the proposed project

would not adversely affecf)g/in
any other European sil;:, in view of the site’s Conservation Objectives. This

and there is no @Qnable scientific doubt as to the absence of adverse effects.

15.0 OverQC/gphsion

15.1.!u Ton, | am satisfied that the principle of development is acceptable on the
Z1%gbned lands. 1 am of the opinion that this is an appropriately zoned, serviceable
site within an established built-up, urban area where a wide range of services and
facilities exist. I note the Chief Executive Report of the Planning Authority

recommends refusal on grounds relating to Appropriate Assessment, but | note that

the Planning Authority accept the principle of residential development with respect to

the zoning of the site. | am satisfied that the Board are not precluded from granting
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16.0

16.1.

16.2.

17.0

permission with respect to the heights proposed which contravene the Development
Plan having regard to Section 37(2)(b) of the Planning and Development Act. | am of
the view that the development is acceptable in terms of scale and density as well as
design and is in accordance with the proper planning and sustainable development
of the area. Furthermore, | am satisfied that it will not have an unacceptable impact
on the environment or an adverse affect on the integrity of European sites.

Recommendation 6

Section 9(4) of the Act provides that the Board may decide to: @

a) grant permission for the proposed development, \Q

b} grant permission for the proposed development subject ugh modifications
to the proposed development as it specifies in its d%,

c) grant permission, in part only, for the proose%@opment, with or without

de sion, or

d) refuse to grant permission for the proposed

any other modifications as it may specif

development,

and may attach to a permission unde{@raph a), b) or ¢) such conditions is it

considers appropriate.

Having regard to the abovd sse@nt, | recommend that section 9(4)(a) of the Act
of 2016 be applied and t a@qission is GRANTED for the development, for the
reasons and congider !

Reasons acj::}siderations

Having to the:

% e site’s location on lands with a zoning objective which includes residential
Uevelopment being ‘open for consideration’, its location close to Dublin city

nd subject to the conditions set out below.

centre within an established built-up area and the policies and objectives of
the Dublin City Council Development Plan 2016 — 2022 and its various
appendices;

b) the Rebuilding Ireland Action Pian for Housing and Homelessness,
(Government of Ireland, 2016),
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¢) To the National Planning Framework which identifies the importance of
compact growth;

d) Nature, scale and design of the proposed development and the availability in
the area of a wide range of social infrastructure;

e) Pattern of existing and permitted development in the wider area;

f) The Urban Development and Building Heights Guidelines for Plannin
Authorities issued by the Department of Housing, Planning and Local
Government in December 2018;

g) The Design Manual for Urban Roads and Streets (DMURY) i e%l{he
Department of Transport, Tourism and Sport and the Degart niof the

Environment, Community and Local Government in M 1@

h) The Guidelines for Sustainable Residential Devel ts in Urban Areas and
the accompanying Urban Design Manual — %\Pracﬁce Guide, issued by
c a

the Department of the Environment, H @
2009;

i) The Sustainable Urban Hous}@ljesign Standards for New Apartments
E

Local Government in May

issued by the Department of

Government in Mar.ch 2

j) the Planning Systeﬁ\d Flood Risk Management (including the associated

Technical App%&s), 2009
°
k) Section (2) dF the Planning and Development Act 2000, as amended,

wherme ard is not precluded from granting permission for a

ironment, Community and Local

nt which materially contravenes a Development Plan;

ve
Q‘issions and observations received including the Chief Executive Report
an the Planning Authority; and
m) The Report of the Inspecior.
17.1. Appropriate Assessment

The Board agreed with the screening assessment and conclusion carried out in the
Inspector’s report that the;

« North Dublin Bay SAC (000206)
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» South Dublin Bay SAC (000210)

* North Bull Isiand SPA (004006)

e South Dublin Bay and River Tolka Estuary SPA (004024)
* Baldoyle Bay SPA (0040186)

* Malahide Estuary SPA (004025)

* Rogerstown Estuary SPA (004015). 6
are the European sites for which there is a likelihood of significant effects

The Board considered the Natura Impact Statement and all other N!(vzth/
submissions including expert submissions and carried out an a ropriate
assessment of the implications of the proposed development for@pean Sites in
view of the above sites’ Conservation Objectives. The Bodr sidered that the

information before it was sufficient to undertake a ca%assessment of all
aspects of the proposed development in relatic e #es’ Conservation
Objectives using the best available scientific knoWedls in the field.

In completing the assessment, the Bc@nsidered, in particular, the following;

* Site Specific Conservation ﬁ ives for these European Sites,

» Current conservatiof statu\ ats and pressures of the qualifying interest
features and the poté&&displacement of Light Bellied Brent Geese,
Oystercat%her, eaded Gull and Black tailed Godwit and Curlew,

e likely direcf}x(indirect impacts arising from the proposed development both
individlally or in combination with other plans or projects,

. ‘@M the Department of Arts, Heritage and the Gaeltacht,
bmissions from observers including expert submissions,
¢ mitigation measures which are included as part of the current proposal.

In completing the Appropriate Assessment, the Board accepted and adopted the
Appropriate Assessment carried out in the Inspector’s report in respect of the

potential effects of the proposed development on the aforementioned European
Sites.
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17.2.

The Board identified that the main likely impact arising from the proposed
development on the Special Protection Areas (SPA) would be on the loss of ex-situ
sites for Specific Species of Interest. It is a conservation objective of the, North Bull
Istand SPA (004006), Scuth Dublin Bay and River Tolka Estuary SPA (004024),
Baldoyle Bay SPA (004016), Malahide Estuary SPA (004025), Rogerstown Estuary
SPA (004015) to maintain the favourable conservation condition of these species.
Foraging habitats are considered to be significant to this objective. Having ra
the scientific information set out in the NIS in respect of the number of Light |

nard to

Brent Geese, Oystercatcher, Black-headed Gull and Black tailed Godwi
using the site and the network of other sites within an acceptable rapge ard
concluded that the proposed development would not adversely affegt th Population
or Distribution of the Light Bellied Brent Geese, OystercatcheC;ck- eaded Guli
and Black tailed Godwit and Curlew because of the speg€3foragthg habitats and the

capacity of ex-situ sites to accommodate increasing bags/of these species.

The Board identified that the main likely imp3 \sin m the proposed
development on the Special Areas of Conserv SAC) would be on the water
quality and impact on coastal habitats. It is a conservation objective of the, North
Dublin Bay SAC (000206) and Sout@n Bay SAC (000210) to maintain and/or
restore the favourable conserv coNdition of the habitats. The wetland habitats
that comprise the North B8l lslm/\ (004006) and South Dublin Bay and River
Tolka Estuary SPA (00402{1&6 contiguous with the SACs. Having regard to the
mitigation meas.ures lc?ent any impact on the Naniken River, c. 100m to the
north of the site Bodfd concluded that the proposed development would not
adversely aC;::;/\f the habitats within the relevant European sites.

I

clusion, the Board was satisfied that the proposed development

In the

fTON d%ﬂversely affect the integrity of the European sites in view of the site's
sation objectives and there is no reasonable scientific doubt as to the absence
of such effects.

Environmental Impact Assessment

The Board completed an environmental impact assessment of the proposed
development, taking into account:

* The nature, scale and extent of the proposed development,
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» The Environmental Impact Assessment Report and associated documentation
submitted in support of the application,

» The submissions from the planning authority, the observers and prescribed
bodies in the course of the application,

e The Inspector's report.

by the documentation submitted by the applicant identifies and describes adet
the direct, indirect and cumulative effects of the proposed development 0%

environment. The Board is satisfied that the information contained.in
complies with the provisions of EU Directive 2014/52/EU amending Nceclwe

2011/92/EU.

The Board considered that the Environmental Impact Assessment Report, supi Rorted

The Board agreed with the summary and examination, se W the Inspector’s

report, of the information contained in the Environm@pac‘t Assessment Report
and associated documentation submitted by t ic

[
the course of the application. The Board is sati at the Inspector’s report sets
out how these were addressed in the assessment and recommendation (including

environmental conditions) and are in@@q’red into the Board’s decision.

,\Q

Reasoned Concﬂ\Qns on the Significant Effects:

and submissions made in

The Board chjred that the Environmental Impact Assessment Report, supported
by the mn ation submitted by the applicant, provided information which is

ORa d sufficient to allow the Board to reach a reasoned conclusion on the
s t effects of the proposed development on the environment, taking into
account current knowledge and methods of assessment. The Board is satisfied that
the information contained in the Environmental Impact Assessment Reportis up to
date and complies with the provisions of EU Directive 2014/52/EU amending
Directive 2011/92/EU. The Board considered that the main significant direct and
indirect effects of the proposed development on the environment are those arising

from the impacts listed below. A Construction Environmental Management Plan
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(CEMP) is the overarching general mitigation relevant to the project design and
delivery for the construction stage.

The Board considered that the main significant direct and indirect effects of the

proposed development on the environment are, and will be mitigated as follows:

* Population and Human Health: There wili be a slight to moderate nuisance
impact during construction which will be mitigated by measures described in
the Construction Environmental Management Pian. During operation t

development of additional housing will result in a positive impact.

o Biodiversity: Impacts on the site will be short term negative and%
mitigated by construction management measures, measurefor water
protection, the significant provision of active and passix%an pace, lighting
proposed, protection of trees to be retained, Iands, d measures fo

avoid disturbance to bats and nesting birds. Imgact he European sites
will be avoided by the proposed mitigai ;58

B MOgsUIes,

* Traffic and Transport: Potential trafﬁc s during both the construction
and operational phase will largely be mitigated through the implementation of
a Construction Environmenta] agement Plan as well as a Mobility
Management Plan which %pointment of a Mobility Manager to

promote sustainabke travﬁkems by residents during the cperation phase.

Iandscapp. Th

e Visual Impact: The deMslopment will present as a new development in the
{ also be changed views for some viewers in nearby

residencds Wod nearby locations. A significant alteration in landscape
char(lcter will occur at the site. The potential impact will be mitigated by the
landscape strategy and screening already provided by the existing

g
%along the boundaries.
Qultural Heritage: There will be no significant impacts on the architectural

heritage of either the conservation area of St. Anne's Park or the protected
structure of Sybil Hill House. Impacts on archaeological heritage will be
mitigated by the pre-construction surveys and site investigations.

17.3. Proper Planning and Sustainable Development
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It is considered that, subject to compliance with the conditions set out below, the
proposed development would constitute an acceptable residential density in this
location, would not seriously injure the residential or visual amenities of the area or
of property in the vicinity, would not detract from the existing character and setting of
St. Anne’s Park or the nearby Protected Structure Sybil Hill House, would be
acceptable in terms of urban design, height and quantum of development and would

be acceptable in terms of traffic and pedestrian safety and convenience. The
proposed development would, therefore, be in accordance with the proper pla@~

and sustainable development of the area. %

18.0 Conditions \Q

1. | The development shall be carried out and compl%*:\gpbrdance with

the plans and particulars lodged with the appligatio ept as may

otherwise be required in order to comply wi flowing conditions.

Where such conditions require details

gr ed with the planning
authority, the developer shall agree such™etails in writing with the planning

authority prior to commencemggt of development and the development
shall be carried out and comb%"n accordance with the agreed

particulars.
@

In default of agreemiéxt, the matter(s) in dispute shall be referred to An
Bord Pleanéla%termination.
Reason:‘)v{e irt€rest of clarity
2. | The @Eigation'measures and monitoring commitments identified in the
r ntal Impact Assessment Report, and other plans and particulars

i
<—\®\ﬂed with the application shall be carried out in full except as may
\)otherwise be required in order to comply with other conditions.

Prior to the commencement of development, the developer shall submit a
schedule of mitigation measures and monitoring commitments identified in
the Environmental Impact Assessment Report, and details of a time
schedule for implementation of the mitigation measures and associated
monitoring, to the planning authority for written agreement.
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Reason: In the interest of clarity and protection of the environment during

the construction and operational phases of the proposed development.

3. | The mitigation measures contained in the Natura Impact Statement which
was submitted with the application shall be implemented in full.

Reason: In the interest of clarity and the proper planning and sustainable
development of the area and to ensure the protection of the European

sites.

4. | The period during which the development hereby permitted ma C
out shall be 5 years from the date of this Order.

Reason: In the interests of proper planning and sustai?_a\mg@\wmpment.
N

5. | Prior to commencement of any works on site, rev';lied‘dfe@s shali be

submitted to and agreed in writing with the planni thority with regard to

the following:

a) Modify entrance to unit 427 o 6 Wavoid gym/breakout area

b) Modify boundary treatment of unit™Ts of Block 1.

c) Amend location of b@as for Blocks 8 and 9.
Reason: In the interesro er planning and sustainable development
and to safeguaer -

6. a) The d%o?me‘ht shall be carried out on a phased basis as detailed

les of the occupants.

i the appli#ation, and shall inciude the development of the créche
buil¥gg in Phase 1 and those associated works which accompany
same. Prior to commencement of any development on the overall
Site, details of the first phase shall be submitted to, and agreed in
@ writing with, the planning authority.

b b) Work on any subsequent phases shall not commence until such time
as the written agreement of the planning authority is given to
commence the next phase. Details of further phases shall be

submitted to, and agreed in writing with, the planning authority.

Reason: To ensure the timely provision of services and facilities, for the

benefit of the occupants of the proposed dwellings.
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7. | Prior to commencement of any works on site, revised details shall be
submitted to and agreed in writing with the planning authority with regard to
the following:

a) Removal of the access to St. Anne’s Park to the north-west of the
site.

b) Details of three no. gates to be erected on remaining accesses
between the development site and St. Anne’s Park.

¢} Details regarding the opening hours of the remaining thre@e‘
points between the development site and St. Annels B . Whj
reflect the opening hours of St. Anne’s Park.

d) Details regarding availability/opening hours of th&Briposed

community uses within Block 1 and Block wider public.

e) Details of protection and repair meas% the remaining section
of the walled garden along the %s e boundary. This wall
shall be retained and repaired, wh ossible and any demolition
deemed necessary shallnot be undertaken without the prior
agreement of the planh@uthority.

f) Full details (gf the @h railing along the north of Blocks 1, 2, 4 &
6 adjoining t@gblic open space and integrating the red bricked

wall (se%ve e
o); Dg)q'lsx)f boundary treatment to be erected to replace the
ladi

encing.

ala
@9 the interests of proper planning and sustainable development,
s

<§ ajeguard the amenities of the area and to enhance permeability

)|' he developer shall comply with all requirements of the planning authority
in relation to roads, access, lighting and parking arrangements. In
particular:

a) The roads and traffic arrangements serving the site (including

signage) shall be in accordance with the detailed requirements of
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the Planning Authority for such works and shall be carried out at the
developer's expense.

b) The roads layout shall comply with the requirements of the Design
Manual for Urban Roads and Streets, in particular carriageway
widths and corner radii;

¢) Pedestrian crossing facilities shall be provided at all junctions;

d)} The materials used in any roads / footpaths provided by the
developer shall comply with the detailed standards of the Pla@

Authority for such road works, and
e) A detailed construction traffic management plan, el ingfobility

management plan, shall be submitted to, and agree®\jn Witing with,
the Planning Authority prior to commencemen\@?\fe opment. The
0

plan shall include details of arrangement uf®s for construction
traffic, parking during the construction jﬁe location of the
compound for storage of plan r%%éry and the location for
storage of deliveries to the site%_

Reason: In the interests of traffic, cyclist and pedestrian safety and to

protect residential amenity 0

9. | Public lighting shall be @eain accordance with a scheme, which shall
@
e

include lighting al D trian routes through open spaces details of
which shall b umd to, and agreed in writing with, the planning
authoriy prio%mmencement of development. Such lighting shall be
providew to the making available for occupation of any dwelling.

Re% In the interests of amenity and public safety.
™S

’IO.{@proposed development shall make provision for the charging of
< electrical vehicles. All car parking spaces serving the development shall be
provided with electrical connections, to allow for the provision of future
charging points and in the case of 10% of each of these spaces, shall be
provided with electrical charging points by the developer. Details of how it
is proposed to comply with these requirements, including details of design
of, and signage for, the electrical charging points and the provision for the

operation and maintenance of the charging points shall be submitted to,
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and agreed in writing with, the planning authority prior to commencement of
development.

Reason: in the interests of sustainable transportation

11. | Water supply and drainage arrangements, including the attenuation and
disposal of surface water, shall comply with the requirements of the
Planning Authority for such works and services. In particular:

a) The surface water outfall pipe and headwall details to the Nani Q
River shall be agreed in writing with the planning authority td
any works commencing on site. Additional details in r tic%he
scouring of the river channel or river banks shall bt%ed for the
written agreement of the planning authority

b) Development shall not commence until the@ed alignment and
details of surface water pipe are agregd Mhwri g with the planning

authority. The design and cons n e pipe will minimise
impact on existing tree root zoned\gndhwill include on-site
supervision by a qualified Arboriculturist employed by the developer

and reporting to the plainidg authority. Following construction the
alignment will be I@:a d in accordance with the requirements of

the plannin%
c) Developgent sha¥ not commence until requirements for demolition

argl rec%cﬁon of the bridge with the proposed drainage outfall
at aniken River are agreed with the Planning Authority

Rea@ the interest of public health and to ensure a satisfactory
d

@i ard of development.
AN
Q)The applicant or developer shall enter into water and/or waste water

connection agreement(s) with Irish Water, prior to commencement of
development.

Reason: In the interest of public health.

13. | No additional development shall take place above roof parapet level,

including lift motor enclosures, air handling equipment, storage tanks, ducts

ABP-307444-20 Inspector’s Report Page 124 of 153




or other external plant, telecommunication aerials, antennas or equipment,

unless authorised by a further grant of planning permission.

Reason: To protect the residential amenities of property in the vicinity and
the visual amenities of the area.

14.

Details of the materials, colours and textures of all the external finishes to
the proposed blocks shall be submitted to, and agreed in writing with the

planning authority prior to commencement of development.

15.

Reason: In the interest of visual amenity. %

J
Each apartment shall be used as a single dwelling unit egl d not
be sub-divided in any manner or used as two or more fepa:te Nabitable

units.

Reason: In the interests of sustainable develop%nd proper planning.

16.

All the proposed car parking spaces gha|l o cupants of the

development and shall be sold off wiNg elevant units and not sold

separately or let independently from the f€sidential development.

17.

Reason: In the interest of ‘:(Q&development.
Proposals for the deven ame and dwelling numbering scheme and
associated signagﬁif me’submitted to, and agreed in writing with, the
planning authgrity prios to commencement of development. Thereafter, all
signs, gnd d\&D numbers, shall be provided in accordance with the
agreed SCRgme. The proposed name(s) shall be based on local historical
or {pographical features, or other alternatives acceptable to the planning
tgn'J No advertisements/marketing signage relating to the name(s) of
gllevelopment shall be erected until the developer has obtained the

planning authority’s written agreement to the proposed name(s).

Reason: In the interest of urban legibility and to ensure the use of locally

appropriate placenames for new residential areas.

18.

All service cables associated with the proposed development (such as
electrical, telecommunications and communal ielevision) shall be located

underground. Ducting shall be provided by the developer to facilitate the
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provision of broadband infrastructure within the proposed development.
Reason: In the interests of visual and residential amenity.

19.

The developer shall facilitate the preservation, recording and protection of
archaeological materials or features that may exist within the site. In this
regard, the developer shall -

(a) notify the planning authority in writing at least four weeks prior to,_the

commencement of any site operation (including hydrological and
geotechnical investigations} relating to the proposed chszve[opmeng.é

(b) employ a suitably-qualified archaeologist who shall gonitor
investigations and other excavation works, and

(c) provide arrangements, acceptable to the planningg@:rity, for the
recording and for the removal of any archaeologiéajfgterial which the

authority considers appropriate to remove. Q
In default of agreement on any of the ents, the matter shall be
referred to An Bord Pleandla for determiriaién.

Reason: In order to consewmchaeologica! heritage of the site and to

secure the preservation af prefection of any remains that may exist within

the site, °

20.

The site (including "[‘;1\9\1 .6 Hectare open space) shall be landscaped in
accordance wi ndscape scheme, details of which shall be submitied
to, and a. edfﬁting with, the Planning Authority prior to

com %t of development. The developer shall retain the services of
a su@qualified Landscape Architect throughout the life of the site

ejopment works. The approved landscaping scheme shall be

'\\)impiemented fully in the first planting season following completion of the

development or each phase of the development and any plant materials
that die or are removed within 3 years of planting shall be replaced in the
first planting season thereafter.

Reason: In the interest of residential and visual amenity.
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21.

Prior to commencement of any permitted development, the developer shall
engage the services of a qualified arborist as an arboricultural consultant,
for the entire period of construction activity. The developer shall inform the
planning authority in writing of the appointment and name of the consultant,
prior to commencement of development. The consultant shall visit the site
at a minimum on a monthly basis, to ensure the implementation of all of the
recommendations in the tree reports and plans. To ensure the protegfion of
trees to be retained within the site, the developer shall implement all
recommendations pertaining to tree retention, tree protection a e
works, as detailed in the in the submitted Tree Survey Rgpgd, :@!
felling, surgery and remedial works shall be completed updy completion of
the works. All works on retained frees shall comply wﬁﬁper
arboricuitural techniques conforming to BS 399 10 TrEe Work —
Recommendations. The clearance of any ve mcluding trees and
shrub shall be carried out outside thepts —b\bg season (1 March—31
August inclusive) or as stipulated un ildlife Acts 1976 and 2000.
The arborist shall carry out a post construction tree survey and assessment
on the condition of the retai rees. A completion certificate is to be
signed off by the arbori %permitted development works are
completed and ingine m recommendations of the tree report. The

certificate shall bt,{guimitted to the planning authority upon completion of

the works.
[

Reasonxoensure and give practical effect to the retention, protection and
a

sumﬂit of trees during and after construction of the permitted
Y ent.

pi

Lcurity bond to the value of €150,000 (one hundred and fifty thousand
euro) shall be lodged with the planning authority, prior o the
commencement of development, as security to ensure the appropriate
protection and preservation of trees on the development site and St. Anne's
Park. The form of the security bond shall be agreed between the planning
authority and the developer or, in default of agreement, shall be agreed to
An Bord Pleanala for determination.
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Reason: In the interest of amenity, ecology and sustainable development.

23. | The construction of the development shall be managed in accordance with
a Final Construction and Environmental Management Plan, which shall be
submitted to, and agreed in writing with the planning authority prior to
commencement of development. This plan shall provide inter alia: details
and location of proposed construction compounds, details of intended
construction practice for the development, including hours of working, Dhjse
management measures, details of arrangements for routes for constr

traffic, parking during the construction phase, and off-site dispos@

construction/demolition waste and/or by-products.
Reason: In the interests of public safety and residentia@:lnit :
arfle

24. | The site development and construction works sh C

d out in such a
manner as fo ensure that the adjoining roads als keddlear of debris, soi
and other material, and cleaning workgShel Dscarfied on the adjoining
public roads by the developer and at th

basis.

pper’'s expense on a daily

Reason: To protect the residghtiaNamenities of property in the vicinity.

e
its completion shall yxrl responsibility of a legally constituted

management c%a?y, r by the local authority in the event of the
g

N
25. | The management and m@an‘ée of the proposed development following
e

developrgent b ken in charge (including the ¢.1.6 Hectare open
space). ifeﬁ@d proposals in this regard shall be submitted to, and agreed

in wrting with, the planning authority prior to commencement of
lo nt.

zon: To ensure the satisfactory completion and maintenance of this
>1evelopment.

)P,

26. | Prior to commencement of development, the applicant or other person with
an interest in the land to which the application relates shall enter into an
agreement in writing with the planning authority in relation to the provision
of housing in accordance with the requirements of section 94(4) and
section 96(2) and (3) (Part V) of the Planning and Development Act 2000,
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as amended, unless an exemption certificate shall have been applied for
and been granted under section 97 of the Act, as amended. Where such an
agreement is not reached within eight weeks from the date of this order, the
matter in dispute (other than a matter to which section 96(7) applies) may
be referred by the planning authority or any other prospective party to the
agreement to An Bord Pleanala for determination.

Reason: To comply with the requirements of Part V of the Planning aRd
Development Act 2000, as amended, and of the housing strategy in Q
development plan of the area.

-

27. | Prior to commencement of development, the developer s me with the
planning authority a cash deposit, a bond of an insurgfe co

any, or
other security to secure the reinstatement of publig roadgwhich may be
damaged by the transport of materials to the gite, cure the provision

and satisfactory completion of roads, fgotpti{hs,Watermains, drains, open

space and other services required in action with the development,

coupled with an agreement empowering™€ local authority to apply such

security or part thereof to the gatisfactory completion of any part of the
development. The form and\@\t of the security shall be as agreed

between the planning ty and the developer or, in default of
®
eferrd

agreement, shall d to An Bord Pleanala for determination.

Reason: Toénsure the satisfactory completion of the development.
[ ]

28. | The devékﬁeor dRall pay to the planning authority a financial contribution in
respett of piblic infrastructure and facilities benefiting development in the
Q}e planning authority that is provided or intended to be provided by

re
(@\ behalf of the authority in accordance with the terms of the
<b Development Contribution Scheme made under section 48 of the Planning
and Development Act 2000, as amended. The contribution shall be paid
prior fo commencement of development or in such phased payments as the
planning authority may facilitate and shall be subject to any applicable
indexation provisions of the Scheme at the time of payment. Details of the

application of the terms of the Scheme shall be agreed between the

planning authority and the developer or, in default of such agreement, the
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matter shall be referred to An Bord Pleandla to determine the proper
application of the terms of the Scheme.

Reason: It is a requirement of the Planning and Development Act 2000, as
amended, that a condition requiring a contribution in accordance with the
Development Contribution Scheme made under section 48 of the Act be
applied to the permission.

\

Ciara Kellett

Inspectorate %
31 July 2020

ABP-307444-20 Inspector’s Report Page 130 of 153



19.0 Appendix 1 - List of Objectors

Sub - AR Barragry

Sub - Abina O'Connell
Sub - Adele Gannon
Sub - Adrienne Lonergan
Sub - Aidan & Brideen Hickey
Sub - Aidan Masterson
Sub - Aideen Leonard
Sub - Aideen McDonnell
Sub - Aideen Roche
Sub - Ailbhe Gaskin
Sub - Aine Q'Keeffe
Sub - Alan Bothwell

Sub - Alan O'Dowd

Sub - Alicia Doyle

Sub - Allison O'Hara
Sub - Amanda Hanlon
Sub - Amy Savage

Sub - An Taisce

Sub - Andrew Croughan
Sub -~ Andrew Dunne
Sub - Andrew Wood

Sub - Andy & Catherine Day
Sub - Angela Leahy
Sub - Angela O'Doherty

Sub - Ann & David Charles

Sub - Ann & Liam Qui

Sub - Ann Louisg Mul%
Sub - Anna Mog

Sub - Annaleg O;mran

Sub - Annef& Brendan Ryan

Sub - e
Sub -%mnin
. Kelly
Anne Marie Dolan
S

ub” Annette Morgan
Sub - Annette Murphy
Sub - Anthony & Brenda Cerasi
Sub - Anthony & Margaret Daly
Sub - Antoinette Kelly
Sub - Acdhan O'Riordain
Sub - Aoife Coffey & Ciaran Weafer
Sub - Aocife Collins
Sub - Acife Herbert

Sub - Angela Ruttledge & Exgh@a
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Sub - Acife McDermott

Sub - Aocife Ni Dhuthaigh

Sub - Art McGann

Sub - Austin Peavoy

Sub - Bairbre Fennelly

Sub - Barbara & Denis Murphy
Sub - Barbara Buchanan

Sub - Barbara Cahill

Sub - Barbara Kelly

Sub - Barbara Monahan

Sub - Barbara Page

Sub - Barry Long

Sub - Belinda Griffin

Sub - Belmayne Educate Together NS
Sub - Bernadette Clarke

Sub - Bernie Fleming

Sub - Bill Kinlay

Sub - Birdwatch Ireland

Sub - Birgit Kretschmann

Sub - Brendan & Eileen Walsh
Sub - Brendan Fagan
Sub - Brendan Nelson

Sub - Brendan Rankin

Sub - Brendan Smyth Q
Sub - Brian & Carme! Beck

Sub - Brian & Vanda Cummigs Q

Sub - Brian Cunningham

Sub - Brian Heapes /\

Sub - Brian Keane

Sub - Brian McGufhpess
Sub - Brid Nf ChofalkDave Kirwan

Sub - Bridget n
Sub - Bridget \yals
Sub-B Smyth

neglich MacEoin

Sub - Brenda O'Brien QQ\

Sub - Cacimhe McDermott

Sub - Caoimhe Ni Nuallain

Sub - Carmel Grehan

Sub - Carol Buchanan

Sub - Carol Leonard

Sub - Caroline & Derek O'Beirne
Sub - Cathal O'Sullivan

Sub - Catherine Bennett
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Sub - Catherine Brodie
Sub - Catherine Lonergan
Sub - Catherine Moore
Sub - Cathy Maguire

Sub - Cathy Smith

Sub - Ceire Sadlier

Sub - Charles & Mary Lathrop
Sub - Charles Dolan

Sub - Charlie Fox

Sub - Charlotte Canavan
Sub - Chizuru Ryan

Sub - Christine & David Kenny
Sub - Christine Farrell @

Sub - Cian Burgess

Sub - Ciara Lonergan

Sub - Ciara Mullarkey %
Sub - Ciara Ryan

Sub - Ciaran Close ,b~

Sub - Ciaran Gannon

Sub - Ciaran Harris

Sub - Ciaran MacCearra

Sub - Claire & Mark Culleton

Sub - Claire Brady

Sub - Claire Davis

Sub - Claire Quinn Q
Sub - Clare Daly

Sub - Clare Kelly ® 0

Sub - Claudine Butler

Sub - Cliodhna Guinness \

Sub - Clodagh Maguir

Sub - Clonres Lihjted

Sub - Clontarf F?\

Sub - Clont; ootbail Club

Sub - C!ont%ﬁ Club

Sub - dart Residents’ Association
Bwub - Moreau

% olette O'Reilly
ShQ AColin Day

Sub - Colm O'Grady

Sub - Colm O'Keeffe

Sub - Conor Murphy

Sub - Daithi Brugha

Sub - Damian Long

Sub - Danny Skehan

Sub - Dara MacDonaill

Sub - Daragh & Lisa Persse
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Sub - Darragh Pelly

Sub - Dave Bruen & Jane O'Connor
Sub - David & Johanna Croughan
Sub - David & Orla Farrell

Sub - David Behan

Sub - David Branigan

Sub - David Clarke

Sub - David Moreau

Sub - David O'Neill

Sub - David Wali

Sub - David, Tara, Senna & Hugh Manigo
Sub - De O'Connor

Sub - Deborah Byrne

Sub - Deborah Maguire

Sub - Declan & Catherine Ward
Sub - Deirdre Costello

Sub - Deirdre Devine

Sub - Deirdre Dooley

Sub - Deirdre Heeney

Sub - Deirdre Nichol Q\
Sub - Deirdre Nolan Q'

Sub - Deirdre, Conor & Stephen O'Shea
Sub - Denis & Leny White

Sub - Denise Keville

Sub - Denise Mitchell Q
Sub - Deptartment of Education

Sub - Derek & Anja Byrne ° 0

Sub - Derek Bauer

Sub - Derek Cunningham \

Sub - Derick Mitchell

Sub - Dervil Jord4h

Sub - Domini&Whi

Sub-D on
i, DONa Looney

] Nonna Street
Suby, Dlnluce Road Residents Association

Sub - Eadaoin Geoghegan

Sub - Edel & James Foley

Sub - Edel Leahy

Sub - Edward Byrne

Sub - Eibhlinn Mangan McCabe
Sub - Eileen & Declan O'Grady
Sub - Eileen O'Connor

Sub - Eilish Gillen

Sub - Dervila McGﬁ}\
Sub - Develogent Applications Unit
g&
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Sub - Eimear Finnegan
Sub - Eimear Kenny
Sub - Eimer Harding
Sub - Eithne Cullinan
Sub - Elaine Egan

Sub - Elaine Fitzmaurice
Sub - Elaine Mahon

Sub - Elaine Minogue
Sub - Elaine Nixon

Sub - Elina Cipane

Sub - Elizabeth & Jim Giuney

Sub - Elizabeth Krzyzanowski

Sub - Elizabeth Maguire @
Sub - Elizabeth Rogan

Sub - Elizabeth Sullivan

Sub - Ellen Dolan CD
Sub - Elva Stapleton

Sub - Eimer & Patrick Cooke /G

Sub - Emma & Colm McAtamney

Sub - Emma & Patrick Haslett

Sub - Emma & Paul Colgan

Sub - Emma Bruce

Sub - Emma Harrington
Sub - Enda Kelly

Sub ~ Eoghan Hannigan \Q
Sub - Eoghan Smyth

Sub - Eoin Caulfield ° 0

Sub - Eoin Connolly & Laurgdfionks

Sub - Eoin Fallon ’K

Sub - Eoin O'Leary

Sub - Esther M&Guinness
Sub - Evans De&ie

Sub - Eve an
Sub - EvelyR & Patricia Parr
refman

ye fMcGillicuddy
eargal O'Neill
ergal Smyth
Sub - Finian McGrath & Damian O'Farreli
Sub - Fiona Cosgrave
Sub - Fiona Coyle
Sub - Fiona Dunne
Sub - Fiona Gilligan
Sub - Fiona Hayes
Sub - Fiona Kirwan
Sub - Fiona Riley & Mark Donnelly
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Sub - Fiona Ring and Mark Donnelly
Sub - Fiona Sneyd

Sub - Fionnuala & Patrick Healy
Sub - Fionnuala Coffey

Sub - Fiennuala McDonnell

Sub - Foroige Raheny

Sub - Fran & Yvonne Cadogan
Sub - Frances Gorman

Sub - Frances Kinsella

Sub - Frances Nolan

Sub - Frances Taaffe

Sub - Frank Chambers

Sub - Frank Keane @
Sub - Frank O'Regan

Sub - Garaldine Concagh

Sub - Garard O'Rourke %

Sub - Garret Rossi

Sub - Garrett & Mary MacNamara ,b;

Sub - Gearoid & Roisin Murtagh

Sub - Geraldine Clements
Sub - Geraldine Kenny
Sub - Gerard Egan

Sub - George Gaskin QQ\

Sub - Gerry Barrett

Sub - Gil O'Sullivan Q
Sub - Gordan & Alison Mahon

Sub - Gordon Manning Py 0

Sub - Graham Fallon /\

Sub - H O'Daly

Sub - Hannah Buckley G‘Qn Murphy
Sub - Hans J & M&py P Roipafedt
Sub - Hazel Welddn-Mack
Subr - Heath onnolly
Sub - Helen Gpdd
Sub - HElepDelaney
orm[ey

Melen Hannigan

Sub - Helen Stanley

Sub - Helene Rice

Sub - Holly Brennan

Sub - | Love St.Anne's

Sub - lan & Cliodhna Guinness
Sub - lan Flood

Sub - lan Reid

Sub - Imelda Swords
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Sub - Ingrid O"Dowd

Sub - Iris O'Donovan

Sub - Irish Water

Sub - Isobel Doherty & Karl Duffy
Sub - lta O'Driscoll

Sub - Jacinta Heslin & Micheal O'Scanaill
Sub - Jacinta Nixon

Sub - Jacqueline & Gerard Byrme
Sub - Jaime O'Doherty

Sub - James Lorigan

Sub - James O'Hara

Sub - Janice Leonard

Sub - Jane & Brendan Langley @
Sub - Jane Charles

Sub - Jane Clarke & Dan Wallace

Sub - Janet Branigan %

Sub - Janet Byrne

Sub - Janet Day ’b

Sub - Janet O'Dowd

Sub - Janet Ryan

Sub - Jean & Conor McKeating Q.

Sub - Jean Lawless
Sub - Jean Owens

Sub - Jennifer Byrne
Sub - Jennifer LeVert \Q
Sub ~ Jennifer Roche

Sub - Jenny & Paut Colberfy
Sub - Jenny & Paul Lanigary\
Sub -.Jessica Hopkins

Sub - Ji Hyun Kim

Sub - Jim McArfl
Sub - Jimmy Caﬁ%\
Sub - Joan gTarry Brayden

Sub - Joan Roylej& Family
Sub - o Sayers

Bl - Caffrey
% oanne Clancy
St /Joanne Kenny
Sub - Joe & Liz Nolan
Sub - Joe Brennan
Sub - John Logan
Sub - John & Carmel Mulcahy
Sub - John & Marie O'Moore
Sub - John & Mary Tynan

Sub - John & Maureen Lambe
Sub - John & Qlive Caulfield
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Sub - John Brady

Sub - John Byrne

Sub - John Conway
Sub - John Cronin
Sub - John Dunleavy
Sub - John Hamill & Grainne Ni Ghuidhir
Sub - John Leonard
Sub - John Leslie

Sub - John Lyons

Sub - John McNamara
Sub - John Murphy

Sub - John O'Connell

Sub - John O'Sullivan @
Sub - John Ryan

Sub - John Wallace

Sub - Joseph & Noreen Kenny %
Sub - Joseph Galvin

Sub - Joseph Hoey /b\
Sub - Joseph Nolan

Sub - Joyce O'Neill

Sub - JP Greene

Sub - Judith McMahon

Sub - Judy Evans

Sub - Junius Horne & Sally Ann Lynch

Sub - Karen Mulvaney \Q

Sub - Kate Bielinski

Sub - Kate Lorigan P

Sub - Katherine Morgan & S en Sommeryville

Sub - Kathleen Cussen

Sub - Katie Timmins & »@ﬁ Lee

Sub - Kay & JosePh Loner

Sub - Keith Comit%ex

Sub - Keith FlgfMing
Sub - Kellie ourke

Sub - K rcy
. etlf Johnson

gvin Devine

eran Carroll

Sub - Kieran Kenny

Sub - Kieran McDonald

Sub - Kieran McNally

Sub - Kristen Herbert

Sub - Larry & Celia Stanley
Sub - Laura & Conor Ferguson
Sub - Laura Brayden

Sub - Laura Clarke
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Sub - Laura Dowdall

Sub - Laura Kavanagh

Sub - Laura McNally

Sub - Laura Thornton

Sub - Laurence Dunne

Sub - Leonard Dexter

Sub - Leontia Quigiey

Sub - Li Huss & Ruairi Galavan

Sub - Liam Regan

Sub - Liam Whelan & Mary Haughey
Sub - Linda Kingston

Sub - Lisa Kenny (26 Carndonagh Park)
Sub - Lisa Kenny (8 Brookwood Glen)
Sub - Lorraine Curran

Sub - Louise Coulter & Fintan Fitzsimons
Sub - Louise Hogan

Sub - Louise Morgan on behalf of Annette Morgan
Sub - Louise Nic an tSionnaigh

Sub - Louth Environmental Group

Sub - Lucy O'Dea Q\
Sub - Luke Slein Q

Sub - Luke Smyth & Ella Wilcox
Sub - Lynn Hunter

Sub - Madeline Coffey
Sub - Maeve Lyons Q
Sub - Maire Ni Uaiteir

Sub - Mairead Doyle ° 0

Sub - Mairead Garry

Sub - Maressa O'Brien- alggx

Sub - Margaret Byme
Sub - Margaret Porde
Sub - Margaret Ns
Sub - Marg axwell

M
Sub - Marg%mughlin
Sub - MafgaretMohan
ml - Gordon
% arguerite Kirwan
Sk Aviarguerite O'Brien

Sub - Maria Brennan

Sub - Maria Cherry

Sub - Maria Curtis Ui Chinneide & Sean O'Cinneide
Sub - Maria Digan

Sub - Maria Moore

Sub - Maria Mullen

Sub - Maria Mulvany
Sub - Maria Murphy
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Sub - Marie Clarke

Sub - Marie Cleary

Sub - Marie Herbert
Sub - Marie McLaughlin
Sub - Marion Doherty-Hayden
Sub - Marius Herbert
Sub - Mark Crossan
Sub - Mark Gannon
Sub - Mark Stringer
Sub - Martin Forde

Sub - Martin Stapleton
Sub - Martina Beck
Sub - Martina Bishop
Sub - Mary Alagna

Sub - Mary Bray

Sub - Mary Caprani
Sub - Mary Griffin

Sub - Mary Kenny

Sub - Mary Kinsella

Sub - Mary Q'Connell
Sub - Matthew Jameson & Susan Collins

Sub - Maura Ryan

Sub - Maureen Bergin \Q
Sub - Maurice & Maureen McGirr

Sub - Maurice Finey ° 0

Sub - Max Krzyzanowski

Sub - Melissa Q'Callagha /\

Sub - Michael & Eileen é;

Sub - Michael & F&gina Harpdtt

Sub - Michael Baldﬁg\
Sub - MichaelB%Yrne

Sub - MichaeNConrpolly & Lorraine Stevens
Sub - Mj | DéVine

Eie M@Dunne
'chael Kenny
Subs Mchael MacCearra
Sub - Michael McGlinchey & Grainne Ryan
Sub - Michael McNamara
Sub - Michael Mohan
Sub - Michael O'Brien
Sub - Michael Roche
Sub - Michael Synnott

Sub - Michael Walsh & Lisa McGirr
Sub - Michael Walsh

Sub - Mary Manning Q‘
Sub - Mary McCarthy Q
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Sub - Michelle & Derek Skehan
Sub - Michelle King

Sub - Michelle Whittaker

Sub - Mike O'Brien

Sub - Miranda Coughlan

Sub - Mona Nolan

Sub - Mona O'Leary

Sub - Monica Dolan

Sub - Muireann Roche & John McLoughlin
Sub - Naoise O'Muiri

Sub - Naomi Keatley

Sub - Niall Geaney & Karen Holland

Sub - Niall Kenny & Annmarie Lynch Q
Sub - Niamh Caprani

Sub - Niamh Fitzpatrick

Sub - Niamh Hynes %
Sub ~ Niamh Murphy

Sub - Nicholas Vajda @

Sub - Nicola Delaney Foxe & Family

Sub - Noel & Gina Joy

Sub - Noel, Deirdre, Acide, Conor and Oria Kell

Sub - Nora Hamill

Sub - Norman Ludgate

Sub - Odran & Leona Dowdall
Sub - Oisin Brennan Q
Sub - Olive Fittzpatrick

Sub - Olive Fitzsimons ® 0

Sub - Olwyn Puirséil

Sub - Oonagh Plunkett /\

Sub - Orla Clarke & E Manscier

Sub - Orla Flenth
Sub - Orla Gilhoésy\& Family

Sub - Orla ny
Sub - Orlaith O'Dply & Cian O'Conghaile
Sub - n ahony

ddf McCarney
addy Monahan
Padraig & Jutta Breatnach
Sub - Pamela O'Mahony
Sub - Pat & Maure Devine
Sub - Pat Farnan
Sub - Patrice Clancy
Sub - Patricia Bruce
Sub - Patricia Hamill
Sub - Patricia Lorigan
Sub - Patricia Muldoon
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Sub - Patricia Wiggins

Sub - Patrick & Anne Synnott
Sub - Patrick & Fiona Walsh
Sub - Patrick Costello

Sub - Patrick Delaney

Sub - Patrick Gilmour

Sub - Patrick Hamill

Sub - Patrick Kenny

Sub - Patrick Larragy & Sheila Fleming
Sub - Patrick O'Hara

Sub - Patrick Robinson

Sub - Patrick Whyte

Sub - Paul & Niamh Coffey @
Sub - Paul & Rosaru Moran

Sub - Paul Bernard

Sub - Paul Farrelly %
Sub - Paul Kenny

Sub - Paul Leonard /b;
Sub - Paul Nolan

Sub - Paul O'Kane

Sub - Paul Thornton (2)

Sub - Paul Thornton

Sub - Paula Colavita

Sub - Pauline Burke

Sub - Pauline O'Connor Q
Sub - Peter & Laura Cummins

Sub - Peter Brazel Py 0

Sub - Peter Byme

Sub - Peter Fennelly ,\

Sub - Peter Maxwell (1 n Gardens)
Sub - Peter Maxv\%){Bin dair View)

Sub - Peter O'Daly

Sub - Pater ole
Sub - Peter h
Sub-P rennan

een
Pilip, Nessa, Conor & Cean Wilson
chel & Pat Caulfield

Sub - Rachel Dalton

Sub - Rachel McGaughey

Sub - Rachel O'Toole

Sub - Raheny Heritage Society

Sub - Raheny United Football Club

Sub - Ralph Kemmis

Sub - Ralph Lonergan

Sub - Ray Byrne

)
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Sub - Rebecca Brickley

Sub - Rebecca Kelly

Sub - Rebecca Owens

Sub - Regina Hughes

Sub - Richard & Kathleen Brady
Sub - Richard O'Connor

Sub - Richard Watson & Maria O'Brien
Sub - Richelle Manning

Sub - Rita Harris

Sub - Robert Walsh

Sub - Roderick & Betty Maguire

Sub - Roderick Maguire

Sub - Rodney Birch @
Sub - Roisin Timmins

Sub - Roisin Treanor

Sub - Ronan McBDonnell

Sub - Ronnie & Brid Persse

Sub - Rosaleen Cahill %‘
Sub - Rosaleen Lundy

Sub - Rosemary Ryan Q\

Sub - Ross Bolger

Sub - Ruth Kirwan

Sub - Ruth Walsh

Sub - Sabrina Joyce-Kemper

Sub - Sam Manning Q

Sub - Sandra Hughes

Sub - Sarah Burke o Q

Sub - Sarah Costello

Sub - Sarah Delaney /\

Sub - Sarah Doyle

Sub - Sarah Loy
Sub - Sarah RaNike Southern

Sub - Sara ith
Sub - Sarna{ Benpett

Sub - jl Ui Thonaill GAA Club
- afighd Strollers
Seamus Horan

=ean Collins

Sub - Sean D'Art

Sub - Sean Dunne

Sub - Sean Haughey

Sub - Sean Kelly

Sub - Sean Tynan

Sub - Shane Brodie

Sub - Shane O'Donoghue

Sub - Sharon & Damian O'Hara
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Sub - Sharon Carrabin

Sub - Shaun Moran & Antoinette Keaveney
Sub - Sheelagh Fowler

Sub - Sile Doran

Sub - Sine Vasquez

Sub - Sinead & Bernard Mullen
Sub - Sinead & Declan O'Boyle
Sub - Sinead & Gareth Clancy
Sub - Sinead Caprani

Sub - Sinéad Carty

Sub - Sinead Dillon

Sub - Sinead Sullivan

Sub - Siobhan Coffey

Sub - Siobhan Smyth

Sub - Siobhan Walsh

Sub - Siobhan Weldon

Sub - Sonja Krzyzanowski

Sub - Sonya Henaghan

Sub - Sophie Spalding

Sub - Stephanie Geoghegan
Sub - Stephen & Geraldine Moreau
Sub - Stephen Burrows

Sub - Stephen Byme

Sub - Stephen Collins \Q
Sub - Stephen Devine

Sub - Stephen O'Brien ® 0

Sub - Suzanne & Ross Youn

Sub - Svetlana Gatova & Vlam Gkatidis
Sub - Tara Clements

Sub - Tara Demp®e

Sub - Tara Kelly /\
Sub - TerencgrMagee

Sub - Terese\Adrighne & Paula McGrane
Sub-T a s Residents Association

e, Thefesgl Burton
> bomas Cronin
Sub omas Delaney
Sub - Thomas Fitzsimons
Sub - Thomas Foxe
Sub - Thomas P. Broughan
Sub - Thomas Vickers
Sub - Tim & Martha Holmes
Sub - Tony Mirolo
Sub - Tori & Ed Pearson
Sub - Tracey Byrne

Sub - Stella McConnan Q'Q‘
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Sub - Tracey O'Shea

Sub - Transport Infrastructure Ireland
Sub - Treise Fairman

Sub - Trevor Lonergan

Sub - Tricha Kenna

Sub - Una Brennan

Sub - Ursula McMahon

Sub - Ursula Morrisey

Sub - Verona Hanlon & Richard Ryan
Sub - Veronica Callinan

Sub - Vincent McGowne

Sub - Vivienne Gaynor

Sub - Warren & Denise Bolger

Sub - Yvonne Dunne

Sub - Yvonne Scanlon

Sub - Zandra Ball

Sub - Zara Rogers & Paul Conroy
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20.0 Appendix 2 — Submissions summarised:

The submissions under the headings listed in Section 7 above are expanded upon
herein. A large number of the submissions are identical. | also note that some of the
identical submissions include personal additions and these have also been read and
taken into account. There are also a substantial number of standalone submissions
which | have also read and summarised below. All submissions have been taken into
account in my assessment.

20.1. Principle of Development

» This development does not meet the criteria of Strategic H% :i

Development.

e There is a housing crisis but this development combiming a0 vear
permission with higher end units will not solve the pr:

e Playing fields are not core strategy areagir

* Build to Rent housing will perpetuate hom ess.

» Abuse of planning process — attgRypt to ‘upzone’ the lands without going
through due public process. @

* Development ignoreg the rategy that is characterised by a precisely
articulated developmmerarchy for the city.

e Decision tg gran%\ission could find no basis in government policy.

Contravenes Mgtional, regional and local policy.

20.2. Contraventi{oyﬂs zoning

%I does not achieve objective of Z15 zoning.

velopment runs completely contrary to the objectives for the Z15 zoning

due to loss of 5 pitches rather than securing the retention of existing open
spaces.

» Several sports clubs were evicted and there are ongoing struggles to secure

replacement pitches and there is a cumulative impact across the city.
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» Replacement pitches are now spread across the city and parents are forced
into their cars to drive children to alternative locations.

» Masterplan is not capable of implementation by the applicant. The Vincentian

Order has adopted a ‘salami’ approach to the disposal of community facilities.
¢ Site is not surplus to requirements.
20.3. Height, Design and Density of the Proposal

¢ Scale and density are excessive and out of character with the receivi

environment particularly St. Anne’s Park.

e The nine storey blocks are not compatible with the existinmrey
dwellings of The Meadows. C

» Development is a ‘gated community’. %

¢ Scale is inappropriate for the Z15 zoning. 0\

Application is a Z1 style development.
o Only part of the site is within 500m of Harmonstown DART.
» Location of Part V units. Q
¢ Contravenes DCC heigh@eg .
¢ More 3-bed units s.o d be proposed.
20.4. Appropriate As.sess impact on Shore Birds/Bull Island and other SPAs

¢ EIAR an prepared by the developer are as such biased and do not

repr@adequate assessments.
J %\?n or refusal by the Board of the previous application due to the loss of
f the most important ex-situ feeding sites remains valid. Data presented
Qs insufficient to safely conclude that the Brent Geese population will not be
negatively impacted to a significant degree. Lamentable that grass growing on
the site has been suspended.

* The 2017 NIS identified lands at St. Pauls as being of ‘major’ importance
relative to other grassland feeding sites used by Brent Geese. In the interim

other foraging sites have disappeared and others are under threat.
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» The 2019 NIS statement that St. Pauls is not significant is contrary to the
finding of the 2017 NIS and to the 2019 NIS which identifies the site as
Priority 1.

e Query survey effort of 2018/2019 compared to previous years.

* Query data on numbers of hectares of land available o the geese.

» Loss of favoured or optima! selected feeding areas may have particular
negative consequences which has not been addressed. Geese use of i
le

feeding sites changes seasonally with time of day and with the tid

* An AA must be complete, precise and draw definitive conclgifnswhith are
capable of informing the ‘integrity test’. The 2019 NIS co ::g\do not
provide precise and definitive findings required to show tg:@e Brent Geese

population and other conservation interests will notﬁ@pacted by the loss of

d

the development site and the significantly incr% Isturbance at the
adjacent St. Pauls School playing pitch br oiher 34ds

» Case Law referred — Waddenzee, Galway Bygfass, Kelly Judgement.

e Central argument put forward %O’IQ NIS is that data indicating that while
0

no Brent Geese have been s d on the development site, they have been
recorded using altergativevailable to them — this is an overly simplistic

assessment,

¢ None of thga dat ided prove St. Pauls is not an important site nor that
other availﬂb%:?ites can replace this major site and nor does to prove that
im

there iq:J pact’ on the species.
o | strVey only covers the coast and does not take into account inland

%si’tes.
. ndowner has failed to establish that the Geese will not be impacted in the

long term by the loss of this feeding ground. Such statistics would take
several years. The geese are site loyal.

» The reference to a report by Austin Agnew et al that suggests goose
droppings pose a serious threat to human health is a remarkable report to
reference at this juncture and is concerning given its lack of context or
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reference to contrary opinion — its conclusion could be described as
disingenuous and demonstrates landowners lack of concern for status of
these birds.

Application ABP Ref. 303325-18 was refused because of Brent Geese.

This site is frequently used by waterbirds for feeding and it is unclear how the
NIS can conclude that the loss of this site is not significant. Reference to

tracking survey carried out by Birdwatch Ireland on 3 no. Curlews, 3 n
Redshanks and 6 no. Oystercatchers. Results showed extensive use
grasslands by Curlew and Oystercatchers.

Previous NIS admits that this site is the most densely useh@t Brent

Geese. %
Lands should be designated as SPA. %

20.5. UNESCO Biosphere buffer zone & biodiversity

St. Anne’s Park forms part of the buffe S\or the UNESCO biosphere at
Bull Island. The playing fields would be deemed ‘projects situated outside

SPAs but having significant \FQl\rjsude them'. The pitches are not
th

designated as a buffer zo y are undeniably integral to it.

Impact of surface Water q on biodiversity (suspended solids and gross
solids).
Disturbaggce to r habitats.

Disturbance Mg bats — query number of surveys — detail of surveys — query bat
deteqfors ysed.

%t on bats with lighting.
QA/anton destruction of trees.

Site should be a SPA.

20.6. Traffic and Transport

At peak times the local road and rail network are already highly congested

and this development would exacerbate this further.
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* Road into development will go straight through the school causing a traffic
hazard and air poliution.

* Sybil Hill Road already has overcrowding problems with Hospital/Home, St.
Paul's secondary school, St. Brigid’s Boy’s school and the new apartment
block exiting onto this road.

» Cars and bicycles exiting will prove a very dangerous hazard.

¢ Too many car parking spaces are being provided. 6

» Too few car parking spaces are being provided. @

» The site is landlocked with only a single access point throug\%%@ol onto
an already busy road.

* Any additional traffic will impact on Vernon Avenue other local roads.
¢ Scale of development will lead to overflow pa@kn surrounding roads.
* The site is not within 500m of the DAR %w

» Bicycle storage is accessed from a ramp which does not comply with

guidance. \Q
20.7. Flooding, Wastewater & River

® ( ?
* Capacity of the Nanik\Rive o carry diverted surface water is highly

questionable in the light of serious flooding events at the outfall at James
Larkin Rogd in réenpyears and the likelihood of more frequent weather

extremes. /\

» Surfacg wafer discharge outlets from Naniken river and from St. Anne's are

tiich gives rise to increased risk of flooding — there is no consideration
design to cater for events such as high tide and a rainfall event.

. Jas the receiving treatment plant the capacity to treat the wastewater?
* Anecdotal evidence that the drainage system is already at full capacity.

* Improve drainage within the site and mitigate excess grey water.

20.8. Impact on St. Anne’s Park

» St Anne’s Park is a Green Flag award winning park.
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+ The playing fields are integral to the park itself.

o Any building on St. Pauls will impact on St. Anne's flora and fauna and

impacts have not been properly assessed.

« 7,000 people support the | Love St. Anne’s Facebook campaign and 10,000 +
signed a petition opposing the development.

« The sale of the lands is a violation of the trust reflected in transaction
« ltis vital that green lungs like the park are protected and preserved.

» City-dwelling children need spaces like St. Anne's for their devel@t and

well-being. \Q
e Access info the public park. %

» St. Anne’s has a non-cycling bye-law.

» The development divides the park into sectiag%g would permanently
disfigure the park.

» St. Anne’s is now hosting a variety of events - new residents will object io
these events as they will say \tq{npact on their amenities.
e

+ The northside of Dublin ig ingly losing green spaces.
h

© .
» Photomontages wepahig elective.

+ Damage to the%netry of St. Anne’s Park.
[

e [mpact o&of nlight in the park.

+ |mpgft on Avenue.

20.9. ImparQ/Somal Infrastructure
QBU[ ding on these lands will impact on the students of St. Pauls college

constricting their school to its current limited capacity.

¢ The school will lose its playing fields with a corresponding impact on health
and well-being of students.

» Height of development will remove light and sunshine from nearby football
pifches in time making them useless.
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Not appropriate to remove pitches.
Community impact due to loss of sports amenities.

Council has been challenged to provide alternative pitches to the football and
rugby clubs.

No replacement facilities proposed.

In combination effect on of all new developments in the area on schools¥snd
services.

20.10.Impact on surrounding area; visual and residential amenities @

20.11. Culth Heritage

During the building phase the students will be subjected tok%d air
pollution.

During construction children’s lives will be in dang@re could be close to
2,000 children on the road.

These apartments will be out of reach oruggling to get
accommodation and are designed to maxireé profit.
Visual impact of development. stment inadequate and misleading.

Park users will be overloo idents.
Unprecedented right. f wm park.
Impact of light agl noise on the area.

Out of sca.kzw/%@e of Raheny.

Dual gfpect ratio overstated.

arlng, overshadowing, overlooking of adjacent dwellings and other
ropefties

Are there conservation orders on the pedestrian bridges?
St. Anne’s Park is a conservation area and there will be an impact.

Impact on Syhil Hill house.

20.12. Other Issues
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» CEMP is inadequate.

» Landownership — cuts across DCC lands.

* Query accuracy of maps and ownership /land swap.

* The college should not be allowed to profit from this donated land.

e Project splitting.

* Application is premature and prejudicial to a live JR.

+ Privatisation of a public asset.

* Developer failed to send a copy to the OPW for review (W%sent)

» Lack of public consultation.

e A 10 year permission is requested — this is contraﬁb‘@ason for the SHD

legislation — fo fast track housing developmen

» Long standing access fo the pitches ay.

» Site notice is inadequate.

» Query if all documents on wvre the same as those before the Board —

the Board should host thge;b ie.
be ignored.

¢ Widespread oppow

. ©
N

QQ/
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