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1.0 Site Location and Description

1.1. The appeal site is located at Rockbarton Court, Salthill, Galway and is situated c. 3km

south-west of the centre of Galway (Eyre Square). The appeal site is bound to the

west by the rear gardens of Rockbarton Park, to the east by an internal access road

serving Godard Avenue and a dwelling fronting onto Rockbarton Court and to the

south by a detached dwelling, beyond which is Carraig BhartClin Thuaidh. Salthill

Knocknacarra GAA Club and Pearse Stadium are situated to the north and

of the appeal site respectively.

1.2. The appeal site is broadly rectangular in shape and has a stated

appeal site has an undulating topography, and rises from

topographical levels indicated as c. 12.5 metres OD Malin

site, c. 19 metres OD Malin in the centre of the appeal site

to the south of the appeal site. The appeal site is

There are trees throughout the appeal site,

eastern boundary of the appeal site and a

site. The western and southern boundaries

walls serving the neighbouring

the south.

b.zThe

with

2.0 Proposed Developmxlt

2.1

•

The proposed de' lprlses0

lo. houses1 across 6 no. blocks, comprising 21 no. terracedConstl

Getached unit (consisting of 2 no. 2 bedroom units, 5 no. 31

urlts and 15 no. 4 bedroom units)

rial finishes to the houses comprises grey and white coloured nap

r and grey coloured natural stone cladding for the external walls and

grey roof tiles. Grey metal standing seam is proposed for the roof of the

single storey unit.

1 The number of houses proposed was reduced in response to a request for Further Information from 25 no. to
22 no
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• 26 no. surface car parking spaces and 18 no. bicycle parking spaces.

• Provision of new vehicular entrance onto Rockbarton Court, internal access

road, lighting, landscaping, public open space and services.

The planning application was accompanied by the following reports/studies;2.2.

• Architectural Design Statement.

Civil Works Design Report

Appropriate Assessment Screening Report

Natura Impact Statement

Ecological Impact Assessment

Arboricultural Assessment

Outdoor Lighting Report

Stage 1/2 Road Safety Audit

Booklet of Views of the Proposed Dev

Site Statistics

Shadow Analysis

3.0

3.1.

Planning Authority BRA

lion & Clarification of Further Informationb'

the Planning Authority to grant permission for the proposed

ing Authority requested Further Information and Clarification

3.1.1 FurtherTIIforrnation was requested on the 12th November 2021 as follows

• Item 1 – Recess gable elevations of House Types E & G along God Avenue2

by 2.5 metres and indicate boundary of site.

2 Elsewhere Cort Avenue is referred to as 'Gort Ard Avenue’ and 'Gortard Avenue’.
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•

•

•

•

Item 2 – Increase separation distance between proposed houses and houses
to west within Rockbarton Park.

Item 3 – Increase private amenity spaces to houses within the scheme, so that

houses are provided with a quantum of private amenity space which is at least

50% of the floor area of the house.

Item 4 – Revise the proposal to provide public open at a rate of 15% of the

gross site area, and provide a piece of public art.

Item 5 – An overprovision of car parking is noted, provide car park

with City Development Plan requirements

Item 6 – Revise bin and cycle parking provision, providing bil mate:On

to houses

Item 7 – Address issues raised in observations, speci Cling boundary

wall/legal interest

A

•

•

3.1.2. Further information

• Item 1 The number of houses a

reduced frol 6 3

metres

lart of the site have been

c. 5located c. 4 metres

;torey building at this location

e are translucent. The site

sed houses and houses to

Rear access is provided to

herne

Item 3 (All hqLXS are now provided with a quantum of private amenity space

6ast 50% of the floor area of the house. Private open space
rdens and balconies

roposal has been revised to provide public open at a rate of 1 5%

:e area, i.e. area 1 (c. 352 sqm) and area 2 (c. 706 sqm), equating

•

to 1,053 sqm/15.73% of the gross site area. The public open space does not

rely on shared surfaces. An additional footpath has been provided to improve

pedestrian desire lines. A piece of public art is provided.

3 Whilst not referred to in the applicant’s documentation, a new house type ('J’) has been provided. The
northernmost dwelling along the western boundary consists of this new house type, in lieu of house type Cl.
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• Item 5 – Car parking has been reduced from 38 no. to 26 no. spaces.

Item 6 – Bin stores have been omitted. 20 no. of the 22 no. proposed houses

now have rear access with bin storage possible in the rear gardens. Bin

receptacles are provided to the front of the 2 no. houses without rear access.

Cycle parking is provided within communal areas. The majority of houses now

have rear access and as such bicycles may be stored in rear gardens in the

majority of instances

Item 7 – Response given to specific issues raised in observations•

3.1.3. Clarification of Further Information was requested on the 12th
follows

• Item 1 – Regarding Item 2 of the request for Further Infol ;itioning

of Block F, along the western boundary of the sitl fI overlooking of

private amenity space and areas with develop II. The applicant is(

Lap)icant is requested to serverequested to address this issue. Additional

all bedrooms with windows

jtted on 19th April 2022Clarification of Further informatio

Item 1 – All first and ldows are now 1 1 metres, or greater, from

of site. All bedrooms are served by windowssite boundary at the

3. 1.4.

•

3.2. Decision

The Planning
16th M. a>];='.'=::::: rT'::fIT;:=='===:::: If;IIT;''h

'd elevation/floor plan for Block D with obscure glazing for first
central terraced unit

C3 Zomit bicycle storage structure/building4

C5 –no extension, shed, store garage etc. to be erected within curtilage of any

house.

C7 – SuDS to be agreed with Planning Authority.

4 Cycle storage was omitted on the basis that the scheme comprised houses and not apartments.
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C10 – lighting design to be agreed.

C13 – details of art piece to be agreed with Planning Authority.

3.3. Planning Authority Reports

3.3.1. Planning Reports

The first report of the Planning Officer notes that the density, design and housing mix

of the proposal is acceptable. The report generally reflects the issues in

Information request.

Further Information Recommended

3.3.2. The second report of the Planning Officer notes that, with

applicant has generally addressed the issues raised in thI

p&f Item 2, the
lrmation request

Clarification of Further Information Recommended

3.3.3. outstanding issue has beenThe third report of the Planning Officer nq
In set back 1 1 metres from thefi HIaddressed, specifil

lmitted from the drawings in error whereboundary, and th.

now indicated

The report of the

the Notification o

Is a grant of permission consistent with

3.3.4. Other Techni

jectionDrainage S:

iN Mr:structure – no objection subject to standard conditionsTranspd U
3.4 pi Id Bodies

Irish Water (now Uisce Eireann) – no objection subject to standard conditions.
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3.5. Third Party Observations

The report of the Planning Officer summarises the main issues raised in the third-party

observations as follows:

• Concerns regarding the impact of the proposed development on the amenity of

neighboring property from overlooking, overshadowing and proximity to

adjacent property

Concerns regarding the impact of the proposal on the character of th•

Inappropriate density•

Impact on light to adjacent dwellings•

Height of boundary wall at 22 Rockbarton Park is exce{a•

• Environmental/ecological impact, b
Concerns regarding loss of trees•

Safety concerns, including traffic safe•

Flood risk/water displacement.•

Housing mix should be moree 0

Concern regarding thgu: bits as B&B's•

e Proposal does nAra rith Development Plan requirements for communal

ble locations

Id be provided to Godard Avenue

lopment to Rockbarton North

• Suggested boundary treatments for specific interfaces recommended.

4.0 Planning History

Appeal Site:
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None.

5.0 Policy Context

5.1. National Policy

5.1.1 National Planning Framework 'Project Ireland 2040’

The NPF sets out a targeted pattern of growth for Galway City and Sub uk

of between 40,000 - 45,000 people. Relevant Policy Objectives includO

National Policy Objective 2a: A target of half (50%) of

employment growth will be focused in the existing fiv{a
B’liation and

Ftheir suburbs

aMew homes nationallyNational Policy Objective 3a: Deliver at lea .0

within the built-up footprint of existing se1 en

National Policy O

are targeted in
and Waterford

If (50%) of all new homes that

blin

ints

Cork, Limerick, Galway

National Poli

designed, h

In of attractive, liveable, well

)an places that are home to diverse and

lity of life and well-being

integrated

planning and related standards

parking will be based on

ed high quality outcomes

will be subject to a range

Cf tolerance that enables alternative solutions to be proposed to achieve stated
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outcomes, provided public safety is not compromised and the environment is

suitably protected.

National Policy Objective 33: Prioritise the provision of new homes at

locations that can support sustainable development and at an appropriate scale

of provision relative to location.

buildings, infill development schemes, area or site-based reg.K IndFe

National Policy Objective 35: Increase residential density in settle&ra

increased building heights.

5.2 Ministerial Guidelines

5.2.1 Having regard to the nature of the proposed

appeal site, I consider the following Guidelines to bI

the proposal.

location of the

le assessment of

• Regulation of Commercial Institution.

Planning Authorities (2021 )

Guidelines for

•

•

Design Mi treets (2019)

Urba

A
Iht Guidelines, Guidelines for Planning

Plans and Projects in Ireland, Guidelines for

• ;idential Development in Urban Areas Guidelines for Planning

09)

Manual - A Best Practice Guide (2009)

•

Technical Appendices) (2009).

Ce Planning System and Flood Risk Management (including the associated

• Quality Housing for Sustainable Communities - Best Practice Guidelines for

Delivering Homes Sustaining Communities (2007).
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5.3. Development Plan

5.3.1. The proposed development was considered by the Planning Authority under the

Galway City Development Plan 2017-2023 however the Galway City Development

Plan 2023-2029 came into effect on the 4th January 2023 and is now the relevant

development plan.

5.3.2 The appeal site is zoned 'Residential’ (R) under the Galway City Developm! In

2023 – 2029, with an objective 'to provide for residential developmjd Ir

associated support development, which will ensure the protecty King

residential amenity and will contribute to sustainable residentii \ods

Residential use class is considered compatible with the 'R' lite is

E Galway citylocated within the 'Established Suburbs’ (see fig. 3.1

Development Plan 2023 – 2029)

5.3.3. The provisions of the Galway City Developm94 PIX2B3-2029 relevant to this

assessment are as follows

Policy 3.3 - Sustainable N

Policy 3.6 - Sustainable NI lblished Suburbs

Policy 8.7 - Urban Design

Policy 10.3 - Salthill

Chapter 11 inclug ©qpfnent standards

particular relevJ =ssessment

k1 bEI)/ a) P e n S P a c e P r o v i s i o n i n 1F: e s i d e n tial Developments11.3.1

and guidelines, the following is of

O"$er\ooking1

(6 Distance between Dwellings for New Residential Development

11l2 (c) Car Parking Standards (Established Suburbs)

• 11.3.1 (h) Cycle Parking Standards

• 11.3.1 (i) Refuse Storage Standards

5 The sequencing of policy objectives at 11.3.2 (f) appears to be a typographical error in the Development Plan.
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• 11.7.2 Car Parking Salthill

• 11.2.7 Art/Cultural Amenity

5.4. Natural Heritage Designations

• Galway Bay Complex pNHA (Site Code: 000268), c. 300 metres south.

• Galway Bay Complex SAC (Site Code: 000268), c. 300 metres south.

• Inner Galway Bay SPA (Site Code: 004031), c. 300 metres south.

5.5. EIA Screening

==::::::::=='.",'=:=::}:.'.::::.T:: iT::'=„',:.=an
development. The need for environmental impact assessml herefore, be

excluded at preliminary examination and a screeni )qs not required. Idetl

consider that any issues arising from the pro; ,tf European Sites can

be adequately dealt with under the Habitats iate Assessment)

6.0 The Appeal

6.1 . Grounds of Appeal

This is a third-party al

appeal may be sum
decision to grant permission. The grounds for

Margaret Tansey. Jan dAvenue

Screening was inadequate, specifically in relation to

tation/trees, environmental impact, and impacts

rks are undertaken

'f tree removal from the site

• Concerns in relation to overshadowing of property within Gort Ard Avenue

which it is contended will arise as a result of the proposed development.

• Concerns in respect of potential overlooking of properties within Gort Ard

Avenue which will arise as a result of the proposal, specifically from balconies.

ABP-31 3768.22 Inspector’s Report Page 12 of 66



The privacy of living areas within the houses of Gort Ard Avenue will be

impacted when windows fitted with translucent glass are open.

• The proposed development will result in overshadowing of properties within

God Ard Avenue, in particular the four northernmost houses.

• Access and egress arrangement to the site is inadequate, in terms of visibility,
and will affect the free flow of traffic.

Separation distances between the rear wall of the development an•

within Gort Ard Avenue are inadequate and is a material contra!

Galway City Development Plan

The viability of the existing trees along the site boundal B Avenue

;rown of thesecould be affected by the proposed development, spec#

trees, and there is no plan to protect these trees b
! the Galway Cityltra reThe proposed development materially

Development Plan in relation to the scal4ne®d;velopment within existing
urban areas

=ith the availability of light to

for energy consumptionlicati

ressure in the area

0 bats from the site

for such wildlife

V
Assessment Screening was inadequate, specifically in relation to

removal of vegetation/trees, environmental impact, and impacts

when excavation works are undertaken

• Concerns in respect of the extent of tree removal from the site.

• The development of the site will result in a loss in connections between several

other sites/parks in the vicinity.
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• The proposed development will interfere with the availability of light to

properties within Gort Ard Avenue, with implications for the functioning of PV

panels and mental health.

• Potential impact of the proposed development on water pressure in the area.

• The proposed development is served by limited car parking and could result in

overspill car parking in the area

•

The boundary between the proposed development and Gort Art Aveny

allow noise to travel, give rise to security issues and would reduc©
of residents in God Ard Avenue

• The southern part of the site floods and this issue has n

Noreen O’ Regan, 6 Gort Ard Avenue

Appropriate Assessment Screening was inadedLate: ffically in relation to•

El impact, and impactshabitats, the removal of vegetation/trees,

on hydrology when ex

Concerns in resple site

• Concerns regal
Avenue to

!rties within Gort Ard

lopment are open

The propo:•

Gort Ard Avenu
in overshadowing of properties within

4ngement to the site is inadequate, in terms of visibilityAccess arM•

Fect the?Fee flow of trafficand will

,distances between the rear wall of the development and property

Ard Avenue are inadequate and is a material contravention of the

,y City Development Plan

• The viability of the existing trees along the site boundary with Gort Ard Avenue

could be affected by the proposed development, specifically the crown of these

trees, and there is no plan to protect these trees in place.
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• The proposed development will interfere with the availability of light to

properties within God Ard Avenue, with implications for energy consumption,

heat, and the functioning of PV panels.

• Potential impact of the proposed development on water pressure in the area.

• The proposed development will entail the removal of a bat colony from the site.

Foxes inhabit the area and the site is one of the few areas for such wildlife.

Sin6ad & Stephen Keyes, 14 God Ard Avenue

•

•

•

Concerns regarding loss/damage of important ecological urban

Proposed development represents overdevelopment

trees whichConcerns regarding loss of trees from the site, and in

bound Gort Ard Avenue

;ted by the proposedBats are present on the site and would be nativl a

development. The mitigation plan for bat: PFXpriate

Child Fput

•

• Health and safety concerns.

development.

at risk by the proposed

• Conl

0

0

e

1lati. th ICt of the proposal. There is a footpath on

th ltion to footpath provision

Traffic safety issues are

• overshadowing, loss of

s to have a right to

parkJohn

in respect of the height of House No. 16 and 17 relative to 8
kbarton Park. Houses No.’s 15, 16 and 17 will have ridge heights c. 3.3

Retres higher than Mr. Kelly’s house. The height differential is excessive and

the proposed development will tower over the appellant’s house, and the house

to the south of the site. The Board is requested to insert a condition requiring a

reduction in the floor levels of House No.’s 15, 16 and 17 by 0.5 metres and

requiring the ridge level be reduced to 26.50 metres with corresponding

reductions in the floor levels and roof heights of House No.’s 12, 13 and 14.
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6.2. Applicant Response

The applicant has submitted a response in respect of the third party appeal
submissions.

• The proposed development is sympathetic to pattern of development in the

area and is appropriate in terms of design, density, scale, context, character,

zoning, environmental and transport considerations

The proposed development is located in close proximity to walking, cad
public transport, and a number of amenities and services

The development as permitted has a density of c. 33 dpha ltiM o.43W
and a site coverage of c. 22%

The Further Information and Clarificati a number

of changes to the proposed deve

A reduction in the number of

Repositioning of blocks of hOI site

the eastern part of the siteThe omission of thre

rs in houses at the eastern partThe provision of tran:

of the site

A redesi

The access to the majority of houses

lrking provisionA n

Rsd@@ le issues raised in each appeal submission. The most recurrentIB

inctude

Bats6/Trees/Ecology – Trees on the site are isolated and/or exhibit Ash

dieback. The focus has been on retaining category A trees to the south of

the site. An extensive tree planting scheme is proposed.

Re. Daylight/Shadow Casting, Impact on PV Panels – Shadow analysis has

been undertaken (results included). Tree foliage along the east of the site

6 The applicant addresses bats under 'impact on Fauna’.
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has not been factored in, however evening light experienced by properties

within Gort Ard Avenue is currently affected by these trees. The study

indicates no direct impact on Gort Ard Avenue (open spaces or houses)

during the key periods assessed, apart from at 1700 hours on October 15th,

however sunset at this period is at 1840 hours, and therefore the impact is

short in duration. The proposal will have negligible impacts on the

performance of PV panels due to the angle and quality of sunlight.

Car parking accords with DevelopRe. Traffic/Parking

requirements. The proposed development is sub-threshold fob b S

of a Traffic and Transport Assessment. The 200 based

lot takeon 25 no. houses, was based on a 'worst case

and aaccount of public transport. A Road Safety Aul

Jility. Sight lines atswepth path analysis addresses the issue of lnoe

nlable on both side ofthe entrance comply with DMURS. FI

Rockbarton Court, comprising and tarmacadam

ing. The proposedwhere the footpath drops for

development entails the continu

trisldQ have issued confirmation of feasibility inRe. Water Suppl'

terms of water supl @rRain designs will be vetted by Irish Water

prior to receiving. offerO

#roDOsed develODment and Gort Ard Avenue – The

tre high (min) on the Gort Ard Avenue side, open

Car parking is located cI of

ble parts

for

RE

Digest 365. Oil interceptors will be used on the site. The site is not indicated

as being subject to flooding.

Re. Nature of Development/Housing Typology/Density/Height – Present

day national guidance aspires to higher minimum densities. Whilst a typical

response would have been to propose apartments, due to the prevailing
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pattern of development in the area the brief was to deliver a development

which was more sensitive to the area.

Re. Overlooking – Balconies serving Block E and F will be 41 – 43 metres

from the habitable rooms of houses within Gort Ard Avenue. Widows where

translucent glass is proposed will be fixed and non-opening.

Re. Building Distance to Dwellings on God Ard Avenue – Block E and F will

be 41 43 metres from the habitable rooms of houses within Gq

DeveloFAtAvenue. Gable distances to Gort Ard Avenue exceed

requirements. „~„.„..,;.. ..„ +,{$Re. Building Heights Therelatiol

distance between BIocks E and F mitigate any impa(bNuses within
Gort Ard Avenue in terms of building height. TI laI difference in

height between Block D and the dormer bunsBIll -d Avenue, and

Block D is lower than the two storey hoyes iR ue

Re. Buildina Heiahts rBlock E & FIMa\ bKockbarton Park and house

ire amenable to reducing theto south - The first party intil IS

Lres, relating to 10 no. houses. No appealheight of Block E and F byE

@te property to the southhas been made by thI

Re. Nature of MatH'i,

indicated on

used – Details of materials finished have beenV

Re. Hyd lab NS submitted identifies standard best

I ground water pollution impacts. The

osed development will not create a

eRemovat of Vegetation – The EcIA takes account of the removal of trees

tom the site and concludes that this will not result in any significant effects

on biodiversity at any great geographic scale. Many of the trees to be

removed are diseased and are not native trees. A scheme of tree planting

will mitigate tree loss and ensure ecological connectivity.

Re. Impact on Fauna – A small number of trees are of 'low-moderate’

suitability for bats in terms of roosting. Mitigation measures in the EcIA
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includes pre-construction surveys on trees which are to be felled and the

provision of bat boxes. The landscape plan seeks to retain the trees in the

south east corner of the site where bats are most prevalent. The lighting

plan for the proposed development considers that Bat Conservation

Guidelines, to minimise light spill and disturbance. No evidence of foxes

were found on the site during the multidisciplinary walkover of the site.

• The proposed development is appropriate for the area in terms of sustajl iRble

planning policy, guidance and standards, scale, design density, zoning

contributes much needed housing stock to Galway City

6.3. Planning Authority Response

None received .

6.4. Observations

The following observations were received ie appeal

Galway Cycling Ca arIB

•

•

Conditions No. 3 and 5 disin Le situation for cyclists

l&ss and will have to take bicycles through the

to use to take bicycles to the rear of the houses

non-standard bicycles

rJ
bats on the appeal site and the proposed development, which entailsa

6ovat of these bats, is in contravention of the aims of the Habitats

tive

• Appropriate Assessment Screening was inadequate, specifically in relation to

habitats, the removal of vegetation/trees, environmental impact, and impacts

on hydrology when excavation works are undertaken.

• Concerns in respect of the extent of tree removal from the site.
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• Concerns in relation to overshadowing of property within Gort Ard Avenue.

• Concerns in respect of potential overlooking of properties within Gort Ard

Avenue, specifically from balconies. The privacy of living areas within the

houses of God Ard Avenue will be impacted when windows fitted with

translucent glass are open .

• Access and egress arrangement to the site is inadequate in terms of visibility,

and will affect the free flow of traffic

• There is a footpath on only one side of the road, despi

application to there being two. Traffic safety issues are

match days at Pearse Stadium

• The viability of the existing trees along the site bounda

could be affected by the proposed developmentIsP t)
trees, and there is no plan to protect th

Fe crown of these

• The proposed development matel

Development Plan in relation to the SI

urban areas

lenes the Galway City

leveloprnent within existing

• The proposed developm1

to properties within Gort

heat, and the functk#

with the availability of light/right to light

ith implications for energy consumption

•

•

Potential pr6osed development on water pressure in the area

lment will entail the removal of 1 ,800 bats from the site

and the site is one of the few areas for such wildlife

6 5 FurgAbs Aes

Four cM five appellants have submitted a response in respect of the first party

response to the third party appeal submissions. These are summarised below.

Sin6ad & Stephen Keyes, 14 Gort Ard Avenue c/o BPS Planning and Development
Consultants
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• The trees located along the eastern boundary of the site within Gort Ard Avenue

will find it difficult to survive once the wall is constructed as their root protection

areas are within the development site.

• The loss of the trees along the east of the development site would adversely

affect the amenity of the appellant’s property, and the character of the area.

Trees and hedgerow along this boundary should be retained. 5 metre high

E:: i.iii!!§:8111;!§}
ii#liB§H;i&$§H§iFii
appellant’s ownership eNeyWlbiCl Ide the road to the front of their house UP

B::"::'i$gRUB=;"inniII
:HW„:*='=;"'"""'"*';"'"'
B9KWbearing and intrusive on the appellant’s property and should be

A back by a further 7 metres. Backing Block D onto the road in Gort Ard

on.'.:„=',=,.::;:.:,;;T
’will affect the privacy of the appellant’s property, in particular the front garden

and road which is used for amenity purposes. Block D should be provided for

with a 11 metre deep rear garden. The eastern elevation of Block D is not a
side elevation and it cannot be held that a 1 .5 metre set back would be sufficient

from a boundary, the applicant has misinterpreted the policy in relation to
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separation distances. The proposed development is contrary to the Galway City

Development Plan 2017-2023 in relation to separation distances, contrary to

the residential zoning of the lands, which requires the protection of existing

residential amenity, and the core strategy which requires development to

compliment the character and built form of the city. There should be no

development along God Ard Avenue as existing trees need to be protected.

#biN!%iI;,b{:#iiBI&P
:„„::%Y:’.=='7,===\WK""”“-
A 1.8 metre high boundary along the m boundary would affect the

:::',::::::====GX=:;=:=::,=:;'g „„„„,

: iI&b93:'::!!:i:::::iIi::.II::.I.,I:
MARake its own separate, independent ecological assessment of theq NIS relies on a mitigation approach but should instead adopt an approach

character of the cuI-de-sac. 1 k+
The construction of Block D JiILthe appellant’s property in terms of noise

of avoidance. The mitigation measures may not be sufficient.

• Increased parking and traffic from the proposed development would create

traffic safety issues along Rockbarton Road .

Anthony Cahill, 8 God Ard Avenue c/o BPS Planning and Development Consultants
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• The trees located along the eastern boundary of the site, within Gort Ard

Avenue, will find it difficult to survive once the wall is constructed.

• The loss of the trees along the east of the development site would adversely

affect the amenity of the appellant’s property, and the character of the area.

Trees and hedgerow along this boundary should be retained. 5 metre high

screen planting should be instated along this boundary. The proposed

;:;;:;:3:::£{;;:§}?
E'H=;£3[&Vg£'TTJH:
appellant’s ownership extends to include

has not correctly referenced the full ext appellant’s ownership, with

subsequent reference to sepgtlatioNmes between Block D and the

appellant’s property not tak®ft of this.

Block D is overbearing dNVllant’s property and should be stepped back

by a further 7 mets(M@lock D onto the road in Gort Ard Avenue raises

!iiI(#’nuiPH:H’B
DWVc elevation and it cannot be held that a 1.5 metre set back would
Wl+nt from a boundary, the applicant has misinterpreted the policy in

q g fto separation distances. The proposed development is contrary to the

ay City Development Plan 2017-2023 in relation to separation distances,

bontrary to the residential zoning of the lands, which requires the protection of

existing residential amenity, and the core strategy which requires development

to compliment the character and built form of the city. There should be no

development along GoH Ard Avenue as existing trees need to be protected.

Block D does not accord with the Sustainable Residential Development in
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Urban Areas Guidelines (2009) which requires the protection of existing

residential amenities. Block D should be amended or removed, using this area

for open space and retaining the trees along the eastern boundary of the site.

• The proposed development will result in moderate overshadowing of the

appellant’s property in the evenings from September to March.

• A 1.8 metre high boundary along the eastern site boundary would affect the

character of the cul-de-sac

•

•

The construction of Block D will affect the appellant’s property in teaR
and dust generation

The amenity space provided to Block D is inadequate, b >X„,and willaffect its functionality, it will prove difficult to plant trees

be overshadowed by the block b
The potential impact of the proposed develoxnNn>bitats on the site have

use the site. The Boardnot been adequately addressed. Bird: a

hecological assessment of theshould undertake its own separate, iI

site

•

• The NIS relies on a mitigatUo MI 1 but should instead adopt an approach

Hes may not be sufficientof avoidance. The mitiga1

Noreen O’ Regan, 6 GortA&bXlg©/c/o BPS Planning and Development

Consultants a

T„.aS<„„„„„'„„„„,„„„„.„“
Avewe WI it difficult to survive once the wall is constructed

2&
screen planting should be instated along this boundary. The proposed

development is contrary to the Galway City Development Plan 2017-2023 in

relation to the incorporation of trees into new developments.

the trees along the east of the development site would adversely

QT..=:.;,'T;’';£':'=’:menity of the appellant’s property, and the character of the area.

• The applicant’s drawings may not be accurate as properties outside the site

have not been surveyed. For a proper assessment of the proposed
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development to be undertaken it is necessary to understand the full extent of

the appellant’s property, and its boundary relative to the development site. The

appellant’s ownership extends to include the road to the front of their house up

the tree lined boarder with the development site. The applicant has treated the

ownership of the appellant’s property as beginning at the front garden wall, and

has not correctly referenced the full extent of the appellant’s ownership, with

subsequent reference to separation distances between Block D and the

appellant’s property not taking account of this

• Block D is overbearing on the appellant’s property and should bq

by a further 6 metres. Elsewhere reference is made to

by 1 1 metres. Backing Block D onto the road in Gort Ard C security

:009). Block Dconcerns, and does not accord with the Urban Desigl

will affect the privacy of the appelli IId be provided

for with a 11 metre deep rei ;k D is not a

side elevation and it can lfficient

from a boundary, thI ion to

separation distances, ly City

Development Plan 2017-2023 ;elation to separation distances, contrary to

the residential zoning of tm rhich requires the protection of existing

residential rhich requires development to;trate

ty. There should be no

ed to be protected

lopment in

if existing
this area

the site

8’metre high boundary along
aracter of the cul-de-sac

the eastern site boundary would affect the

• The construction of Block D will affect the appellant’s property in terms of noise

and dust generation.
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• The amenity space provided to Block D is inadequate, its sloping nature will

affect its functionality, it will prove difficult to plant trees or hedges in it, and will

be overshadowed by the block.

• The potential impact of the proposed development on habitats on the site have

not been adequately addressed. Birds, bats and foxes use the site. The Board

should undertake its own separate, independent ecological assessment of the

The NIS relies on a mitigation approach but should instead adopt aJ FR:•

of avoidance. The mitigation measures may not be sufficient

Margaret Tansey, 10 Gort Ard Avenue c/o BPS Planning and Dev/a
Consultants

Gort Ard

Broperty, and its boundary relative to the development site. The

'nership extends to include the road to the front of their house up

'der with the development site. The applicant has treated the

ppellant’s property as beginning at the front garden wall, and

has not correctly referenced the full extent of the appellant’s ownership, with

subsequent reference to separation distances between Block D and the

appellant’s property not taking account of this.

• Block D is overbearing on the appellant’s property and should be stepped back

by a further 6 metres. Elsewhere reference is made to stepping back Block D
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by 1 1 metres. Backing Block D onto the road in Gort Ard Avenue raises security

concerns, and does not accord with the Urban Design Manual (2009). Block D

will affect the privacy of the appellant’s property. Block D should be provided

for with a 11 metre deep rear garden. The eastern elevation of Block D is not a

side elevation and it cannot be held that a 1 .5 metre set back would be sufficient

from a boundary, the applicant has misinterpreted the policy in relation to

separation distances. The proposed development is contrary to the Galway City

Development Plan 2017-2023 in relation to separation distances, col C

the residential zoning of the lands, which requires the protectiop i
In toresidential amenity, and the core strategy which requires

compliment the character and built form of the city. Ie nord-

aGe,& protecteddevelopment along God Ard Avenue as existing tre

Res%Block D does not accord with the Sustainable 6evetopment in

Ftection of existing(2009) 'hichUrban Areas Guid

lsing this arearesidential a

the sitefor ol

of the

•

•

site boundary would affect the

iII affect the appellant’s property in terms of noise

Block D is inadequate, its sloping nature will

'e difficult to plant trees or hedges in it, and will

nl/ '

Q p%tential impact of the proposed development on habitats on the site have

been adequately addressed. Birds, bats and foxes use the site. The Board

should undertake its own separate, independent ecological assessment of the

site

• The NIS relies on a mitigation approach but should instead adopt an approach

of avoidance. The mitigation measures may not be sufficient.
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7.0 Assessment

7.1. Having examined the application details and all other documentation on file, including

the appeal, having inspected the site, and having regard to the relevant national and

local policy and guidance, I consider the main issues in relation to this appeal are as

follows:

• Principle of Development

• Density, Unit Mix, Open Space Provision, Parking

• Compliance with Relevant Guidelines/Standards

• Placemaking & Design

• Impact on Residential Amenity

• Other Issues

• Appropriate Assessment

7.2. Principle of Development

7.2.1 . land, within the developmentThe proposed development, located£Q

@ overarching objectives of the Nationalboundary of Galway City acco5H
Planning Framework (NPF) :onta)u6s towards achieving the targeted pattern of

population growth for thq

7.2.2

7.2.3

The appeal site i: :dential’ (R) under the Galway City Development Planb). M

2023 – 2029 a{d resH KaI use class as proposed is therefore compatible with the

prevailing llrtgabi

is located within the 'Established Suburbs’. It is the stated policy of theTh96p;
Galw; fy Development Plan 2023 - 2029 'to facilitate Me consolidation of existing

residential development and densification where appropriate, while ensuring a

balance between the reasonable protection of the residential amenities and the

character of the established suburbs and the need to provide for sustainable

residential development and deliver population targetsq. Having regard to the

7 Policy 3.5 of the Galway City Development Plan 2023-2029.
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applicable land use zoning, the scale and design of the proposed development, and

to the pattern of development in the vicinity of the appeal site, I consider the principle

of the proposed development to be acceptable at this location.

7.3. Density, Unit Mix, Open Space Provision, Parking

7.3.1. Density

In relation to density, the proposal entails 22 no. units on a site of 0.67 ha

to a density of c. 33 dpha. Section 5.6 of the Sustainable Residential Del an

Urban Areas 2009 states that 'in order to maximise inne, tgntre

fmber ofpopulation growth, there should in principle, be no upper

dwellings that may be provided within

safeguards’ , which includ

of undue adverse imp

good internal sp

or city as exp

the prese

Area; an

Sustaina

increased densities should Id at locations within 500 metres walking

le kilometre of a rail station and in generaldistance of a bus stop ;

lbject to appropriate design andhecta

rt corridors, with the highest

Fth distance away
Guidelines

\licy

densitGs for such locations set out in the “Sustainable Residential Development in

Urban Areas (2007)”B . I note that there are a number of bus stops in the vicinity of the

8 Reference in SPPR 4 to the publication date of the Sustainable Residential Development in Urban Areas as being
2007 appears to be a typographical error. I note that the Sustainable Residential Development in Urban Areas
Guidelines were published in 2009.
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appeal site, including along Threadneedle Road and the R336. Whilst the density of

the proposed development, at c. 33 dpha, is considerably lower than that provided for

in the Sustainable Residential Development in Urban Areas 2009, noting the pattern

of development on the area, where the predominate building typology is single/two

storey houses, I consider that the density proposed is appropriate in this context.

7.3.2. Unit Mix

The proposed development comprises a mix of 2, 3 and 4 bedroom houses. I

that the proposal provides for an acceptable mix of unit type

7.3.3. Open Space Provision

Pamenity space9The Galway City Development Plan 2023 – 2029 require:

10c70at a rate of 15% of the gross site area he Galway City

Development Plan 2023 – 2029 pl ;hall be provided at

a rate of not less than 50% of the lit, and that such

areas shall generally not be ovel !xclusive of car

spaces. The proposed development p&es m3 sqm of communal open space

which equates to c.15.7% of the Area 1 consists of c. 351 sqm of open

space while area 2 coml 702 sqm. Site statistics have been

submitted indicating the q lity space relative to the site area of

each unit, which I note M ;ity Development Plan 2023 – 2029

Private amenity sed&%Med by gardens and balconies serving each dwe11ing. 1

therefore consi/e F proposed development accords with the requirements of

Policy 11 Ed Galway city Development Plan 2023 – 2029 in terms of the

;pace, both communal and privateprov

9 in residential development over ten units, a recreational facility is required to be provided as part of the
communal open space. For developments of 21-50 units this is stated as being comprised of a small playground,
kick about area, landscaped garden/small park. These open space typologies are stated as being 'indicative
examples.’
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7.3.4. Parking

In respect of car parking provision, Policy 11.3.2 (c) of the Galway City Development

Plan 2023 – 2029 requires 1 on-site per dwelling and 1 grouped visitor per 3 dwellings,

or 1 space per dwelling if grouped. However, Policy 11.7.2 provides that for new

developments in Salthill, a reduced overall car parking standard can apply, in particular

on grounds of sustainability or urban design. The proposed development consists of

22 no. dwelling served by 26 no. in-curtilage and

spaces. In my opinion, noting the design and I

development generally satisfies the requi

storage, I note that the majority of dwel

the proposed development mak

bicycle store is also provided

visitor bicycle parking

Decision to grant permi
hrl could accommodate

being

d

proposal generally accords with the Sustainable Residential Development in Urban

Areas (DoEHLG May 2009) and Quality Housing for Sustainable Communities

(DoEHLG 2007) in respect of the design and layout of residential developments . I have

also reviewed the proposed development in the context of the 12 criteria contained in
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the Urban Design Manual - A Best Practice Guide (2009) and consider that the

proposal is generally in accordance with same.

7.4.2. The Section 28 Guidelines, Regulation of Commercial Institutional Investment in

Housing, Guidelines for Planning Authorities (2021), issued by the Department of

Housing, Local Government and Housing, applies to developments comprising 5 or

-ofmore houses or duplex units. Having regard to the Section 28 Guidelines in respl

Commercial Institutional Investment in Housing’, I consider that the deveIQ

comprising/including 5 or more own-door units and falling within the ]
structure to be used as a dwelling to which these guidelines applies, Mg Be a

condition to restrict the first occupation of these units as outlined bi BdFnes. In

the event th,t th, B,„d „, mi,d,d t, g„„t p„mi„i,, f„th,fW tevelopment

Guidelines isI recommend that 'Condition RClIHl’ as per the wording FKvic®l
used as it enables the developer to carry out any eni M)aratory site worksling'

unlike condition RClIH2, and as the effect in respX; of\eXsidential component is
the same

7.5.

7.5.1

Placemakin

Policy 3.6 of the

,h

alropriate to its location and to the character of the area. A terrace

ses running north-south within the scheme creates the spine of the

rban edge is provided to the front/north of the site onto Rockbarton

al entails a degree of cutting within the site which allows for the

houses to be sited in a manner which mitigates their height relative to adjacent

property. Specific design responses have been employed at interfaces with site

boundaries to minimise potential impacts on adjacent property. The contemporary

design of the proposed houses adds a degree of visual interest to the area and active

elevations have been incorporated at interfaces with public areas. Areas of public open
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space are adequately overlooked with appropriate interfaces with houses within the

scheme. In my opinion, the design rational is responsive to the specific characteristics

of the site, and to the pattern of development in the vicinity and I am satisfied that the

proposed development complies with the requirements of Policy 3.6 and 8.7 of the

Galway City Development Plan 2023 – 2029.

Impact on Residential Amenity7.6.

7.6.1 .

i
translucent glass for windows facing God Ard A4v blue.\ Y

:: fL',:::r===,=:.T:„.='i.:,":.::===
dwellings within Gort Ard AvenueM their amenity space and the provision of

translucent fixed glazing servi/m&r windows on the eastern elevation of these

!§P£{#$!):iii:i##a:i
dwellings, the proposed 4eRLr91 it in my opinion will not result in any significant

;ecs: :Hr B & == = a: : = e : : s= = c:n : etFee : : : :i= g:r :: :hI : dR ::keI l:ndgosn aJ:T : : : :

WV,:?==T.';’::„,::.:;
conseauent closer distance between this particular unit and Rockbarton Park), I do not

7.6.2

consider any significant overlooking of property within Rockbarton Park to arise. The

side elevation of a dwelling faces the property to the immediate south of the appeal

site, however given the absence of windows serving habitable rooms on the southern

elevation of the proposed dwelling at this location there is no potential for overlooking
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of the property to the south to occur. Having regard to the forgoing I consider that the

proposed development accords with Policy 1 1 .3.1 . (d) of the Galway City Development

Plan 2023 – 2029.

7.6.3. Regarding overlooking within the scheme, Condition No. 3 of the Notification of

Decision to grant permission required the provision of obscure glazing for first floor

windows facing the garden of the mid terrace unit within Block D. Having reviewedIIe

proposal (see Drawing 3307 Rev 7) 1 am satisfied that the extent of overlookiIA
the first floor bedroom windows within Block D of the private amenity spa

;#}
WS

the

to th

dated 13th July 2022. The updated shadow analysXJaka\atYount of the proposal to

n;Aii!:=@=:'ill:;=":
hours and 1700 hours. I consider tuM) be acceptable in terms of providing a

representation of overshadowi Ab party notes that the preparation of the

i:iiIUtkgb:i;REEI:::HE;A
shadow analysis has not f4Zr\ill/ee foliage along the east of the site and that

fn

:hM;Tri.:ii:Ti!:'F:::{
oversTMing of the rear gardens of the properties within Gort Ard Avenue. Having

terrace unit will not be significant and I do not recommend that these

comprise obscure glazing.

reduce the height of Blocks E and F. The shad9HLN#xamines the impact of the

;=,:FJETt£;::::ENb$
planning

e Board

:::====i;Wo. 12, 14 and 16 Rockbarton Park occurs at 0900 hours

7.6.4.

reviewed the shadow analysis, as revised, I do not consider the extent of

overshadowing indicated in respect of property within Rockbarton Park, Rockbarton

Court, Gort Ard Avenue or the property to the immediate south to be significant having

regard to periods/durations concerned and I consider that the degree of overshaowing

indicated would fall within the bounds of acceptance for an urban site.

ABP-313768-22 Inspector’s Report Page 34 of 66



7.6.5. In respect of overbearance, noting the separation distances between Block E and

Block F and the properties within Rockbarton Park and Block D and Gort Ard Avenue

to the east, and the heights of these blocks relative to adjacent property I do not

consider the proposed development to give rise to any significant overbearance of

adjacent property. The proposed development entails a degree of cutting of the site

which serves to accommodate the height of dwellings proposed and mitigates

potential overbearing on adjacent property. I also note that the height reduction

proposed in the first party appeal submission to the Board dated 13th

respect of Blocks E and F will serve to further reduce a

on Rockbarton Park and in the event that the Board a

for the proposed development I recommend that a co

the reduction in the height of Blocks E and F as

reduction proposed is achieved through a change in

degrees which would not in my opinion render the h

houses within the scheme

jvqnue contend that their propertyA number of appellants who resi

If their houses up the tree linedownership extends to includl

boarder with the developmel ly the applicant as

beginning at the front gardl to separation

distances between Blol bre inaccurateD

Supporting docu1 }rt of this contention has been submitted and having

ite I note that Gort Ard Avenue is not listed asconsulted the

II Authority. Notwithstanding that the landsbeing a publicJ

)ear to be in the ownership of the residentsbI

noting that this area comprises a roadway and footpath I do not

be susceptible to overlooking, overshadowing or overbearance

the front gardens and houses within Gort Ard Avenue are, and

p between Block D and the front gardens and houses within Gort

Ard Avenue I do not consider that the proposed development, in particular Block D,

would have a deleterious effect on adjoining properties, that being property within the

curtilage of the houses in Gort Ard Avenue. Furthermore, I note that a number of

appellants have requested that Block D be set-back further from the eastern site

boundary. In my opinion the siting ad design of Block D is acceptable in relation to the
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eastern boundary of the site and will not result in significant negative impacts on Gort

Ard Avenue.

7.7. Other Issues

7.7.1. Ecological Impact

An Ecological Impact Assessment was submitted with the planning application. A

multi-disciplinary walkover of the appeal site was conducted in Ma: Id Jul

identify habitats. The habitats present on the appeal are deemed

spoil and bare ground, recolonising bare ground and scatte

The EcIA examines the potential ecological impact of the

noting the location of the appeal site, impacts on bats, birds

predominate the assessment. No evidence of badgers was

site and the site does not provide a suitable habitat for 9ttJ

Bats a daytime and a dusk surve: If The appeal site

consisting of spoil and bare groul deemed to have

a 'negligible – low’ suitabili1 lwever treelines

scattered trees and bound the surrounding

landscape and as such the appeal leemed to have a 'moderate’ suitability
for bats. A search for roosts wal including an inspection of trees within thea

found to lack potential roost features and theappeal site. The trees on tI

appeal site was considfilOif negligible value to bats. Bat activity was however
recorded at th brner of the site, where treeline habitats converge

Idress potential impact on bats include; pre-constructionMitigation mea:

to be felled on the appeal site, with a derogation licencesurv

of bats being found; the erection of bat boxes within the appealSO

plan proposed is designed to minimise habitat loss, with the

the southwest of the appeal site, and the majority of works to be

undertaken during daylight hours, with lighting used during construction designed in

accordance with relevant guidelines. Subject to the implementation of these measures

the EcIA concludes that no significant effects are anticipated. Having regard to the

findings of the bat survey undertaken by the applicant, specifically the lack of potential

roost features within the appeal site, the negligible value of the appeal site to bats, and

the suite of mitigation measures proposed , including the retention of trees to the south-
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west of the site where bat activity was recorded, I am satisfied that the proposed

development will not result in adverse effects on bats.

Birds – 1 0 no. bird species were identified within the appeal site. No evidence of Annex

1 or Special Conservation Interest (SCI) bird species associated with any SPA were

recorded. The appeal site does not provide supporting habitat for any species of bird

listed as SCI of Inner Galway Bay SPA. Given the lack of suitable habitat on the appeal

site no further bird surveys were undertaken. Mitigation is proposed in the fo

landscape plan designed to minimise habitat loss and to provide suitable ford

nesting habitat for birds, and following its implem

disturbance are deemed to have no significa

the habitat on the appeal site and the miti

that the proposed development will not

Trees – the proposal entails the remo

from the appeal site, approximately 25

which are to be removed are exhibiting

lnal scale. A landscape plan whichscale it is not deemed significant at a coun1

lsite and additional tree plantingincludes the retention of trees

is proposed. I note that there i: of Category A trees in the south-east

lpe plan proposed sufficiently off-setscorner of the site I am satisfil

of the proposed development, whilstthe loss of trees on the sit1

at the same time pre: Kority of Category A trees

the appeal site but the appeal site is

nerability. Adopting an extremely

rticular for hydrocarbons

ring construction and

Best practice design

to address potential
these measures no

significant effects are anticipated. I am satisfied that the measures proposed to protect

10 Table 6-6 of the EcIA refers to the underlying bedrock as limestone however having consulted the GSI map
viewer I note that the underlying bedrock is indicated as 'Murvey Granite’.
11 Paragraph 2.2.1.5 of the EcIA sets out Best Practice Mitigation and Environmental Control Measures at a
location further south.
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groundwater are appropriate and that subject to their implementation that the

proposed development would not result in any significant impacts on groundwater.

The EcIA concludes that the proposed development will not result in the loss of

habitats or species of high ecological significance and will not have any significant

effects on the ecology of the wider area, and provided that the development is

constructed in accordance with the design and best practice that is described within

the application, significant effects on biodiversity are not anticipated at any g

scale. Having reviewed the EcIA submitted, its findings, and the mitigati

proposed, I am satisfied that the proposed development would not resu!

mpacts on biodiversity or ecology

7.7.2. Road Safety & Traffic Impact

number of appellants and one observl

access/egress arrangement for the prol

express concerns in respect of the effec1

and cycle lane provision in the area, and

be exacerbated during match days at P

relation to the

in terms of visibility

le traffic flow, footpath

lich it is contended will

Access regarding the prol

development, I note that si

entrance of the site onto

therefore consider the M

lrrangement serving the proposed

ither direction are indicated at the

the speed limit is 50 kmph. I

IS in respect of sightlines

Swepth Path Mt has also submitted a swepth

demonstrates tht can safely move within the site

gRoad S, A Stage 1/2 Road Safety Audit (RSA) was undertaken as part of
the RSA notes that no collisions were recorded in the area between

200. t)16. The RSA makes 12 no. recommendations in respect of the layout and

detaile/design of the proposal from a road safety perspective. 10 of the

path analysis which

recommendations were accepted and incorporated into the scheme. The 2 no.

recommendations which were not incorporated into the design of the scheme,

specifically the omission of the 2 no. parallel car parking spaces at the entrance to the

development, and the provision of a turning area at the southern part of the

development, are justified on the basis of there being no feasible alternative/the option
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is available to carry out a three point turn or carry out a turning manoeuvre further

south, and on the basis of that the provision of a turning head would reduce the area

of open space within the scheme, and that motorists would be able to see the rear of

each car parking space in advance in advance of driving to the southern part of the

site. In relation to the 2 no. parallel spaces at the entrance, noting that this issue is

limited to 2 no. spaces serving a single house and noting that the occupants of this

house would have the option of turning their car at a location further south , I consider

this element of the proposal to be generally acceptable. Regarding the abs

turning area to the south of the scheme, I note that there is a turnin

of the area of open space which is broadly positioned equidistanl DtI ses

at this part of the scheme. I also concur with the first party that spaces

would be visible. Notwithstanding this, I consider that the IS within

the scheme should be allocated to the houses they serve, :©f)pInion this would

=====.;.;":,';,;::,::=:::=: IT.=:':„T=&B
Id would reduce the

would occur where

residents are searching for an available spa

Bat the footpath provision madePedestrian and Cycle Infrastructure &

within the scheme is acceptable is provided across the majority of the front

of the site, connecting into the F:ockbarton Court west of the entrance

There is footpath provision %ntrance, save for a small area which forms

part of the front garden of the adjoining property to the immediate easthI

of the entran Qevelopment. The provision of a pedestrian crossing

a connection to be provided to the northern side ofat this locati

Rockbarton lrove pedestrian connectivity however as this area is

works would fall within the remit of the Local Authority. Notingoutsidl

the )saI I do not consider there to be a need incorporate cycle lanes

£eration - based on the information submitted by the first party the proposal

will result in 200 vehicular movements per day. This is however based on 25 no.

houses and as such the impact will be lower as 22 no. units are now proposed. In my

opinion, the proposed development would not generate a significant volume of

traffic/trips in the area. I also note that the site is located in proximity to public transport
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which will also reduce traffic volumes. Issues concerning the management of traffic on

match days in the vicinity of Pearce Stadium are matters for An Garda s[ochana.

In summation, I am satisfied that that the proposed development will not result in any

significant traffic safety issues.

7.7.3. Right to Light

A number of appellants and an observer refer to their rights to light, with impligM/Al

H’.TH;HH:HiliX
aparagraph 7.6.3, 1 do not consider that the proposed deve19

significant negative impact in terms of overshadowing

b
Flooding7.7.4.

}f floodThe is:

7.7.5.

number of appeal submissions and an observation in

of the proposed development on water pressure in the

nn, formally Irish Water, have issued confirmation of

feasibility in terms of water supply, that the design of the scheme will be subject to

review prior to a connection agreement being issued, and as such I do not consider

that the proposed development would give rise to any significant issues in relation to

water pressure in the area.

7.7.6. Construction Phase Impacts
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A number of appeal submissions cite concerns in relation to potential construction

phase impacts arising from the proposed development, specifically noise and dust

generation. Noting the location of the appeal site within a built up area, should the

Board be minded to grant the proposed development I recommend that a condition is

attached requiring the submission of a construction management plan to address

noise, dust and vibration emissions. Subject to the implementation of such measures

I do not consider that the construction phase of the proposed development would

result in significant impacts on the adjoining area/property

7.7.7. Eastern Site Boundary

Concerns are raised in the appeals and Ol If th lb

bI thId.

7.7.8

; gardens being served with access via pedestrian laneways to the

the houses. Details of how access to these areas is to be managed has

ovided and in my opinion this issue requires consideration to avoid the

potential for anti-social behaviour. The use of gates with fob key access may be an

appropriate solution in this regard. Should the Board be minded to grant permission

for the proposed development I recommend that details of how these areas are to be

managed, and how access to these areas is to be reserved for residents should be

agreed with the Planning Authority prior to commencement of development.
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7.7.9. Landscape Plan

The initial application was accompanied by a Landscape Master Plan (Drawing No.

21643-2-1 01), however an updated Landscape Masterplan was not submitted to

reflect the changes made to the scheme in response to the Planning Authorities

request for Further Information/Clarification of Further Information, which I note

included changes to Block D. In the interests of clarity, should the Board be minded to

grant permission for the proposed development I recommend that a condi!

attached to any grant of permission requiring the submission of a revised L.

Masterplan to the Planning Authority

7.8. Appropriate Assessment

7.8.1. Stage 1 Screening

7.8.2. Compliance. The requirements of Article 6(3

screening the need for appropriate assessml

177U of the Planning and Development Act

in this section

-ective as related to

Part XAB, Section

ire considered fully

7.8.3 Background. The applicant subJ Lppropriate Assessment Screening report

ty MKO) to the Planning Authority12. 11 nofor the proposed developmep

European sites within M influence of the appeal site were examined in

rt. Following this screening

light of the location of

European

e

d

y

y

Bay Complex SAC and Inner Galway Bay SPA. The applicant’s Stage 1 Appropriate

Assessment Screening report was prepared in line with current best practice guidance

12 The Appropriate Assessment Screening report relates to 25 no. houses, that being the development as initially
proposed
13 Paragraph 5.2.1.1 of the NIS refers to the underlying bedrock as limestone however having consulted the GSI
map viewer I note that the underlying bedrock is indicated as 'Murvey Granite’.
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and provides a description of the proposed development and identifies European Sites

within a possible zone of influence of the development. Having reviewed the

document, I am satisfied that the information allows for a complete examination and

identification of any potential significant effects of the development, alone, or in

combination with other plans and projects on European sites.

7.8.4. Supplementary Reports/Studies. An Ecological Impact Assessment (EcIA) was
submitted with the planning application – see paragraph 7.7.1

Likely Significant Effects. The project is not directly connected with or .tZhe

management of a European site and therefore it needs to bI 4 if the

development is likely to have significant effects on a Eurol proposed

development is examined in relation to any possible intel !uropean sites

6 significant effects
designated as SACs and SPAs to assess whether it 9ayb
on any European site

7.8.6. The PrOJ ission for;

7.8.7. Po'

of

folll

SIg

le characteristics

IIe of works, the

ications for likely

rface water (e.g

t, fuel, oils, etc.) and subsequent impacts on water quality sensitive

lway Bay Complex SAC (Site Code – 000268) and Inner Galway

Code – 004031 )

• Potential for the release of contaminated surface water generated by the

proposal at operational stage of the proposal.

• Should any bird species which are Special Conservation Interests (SCI) of Inner

Galway Bay SPA (Site Code – 004031 ), or another European site use the site

for resting, foraging, breeding etc., then the proposed development would have
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the potential to result in habitat fragmentation and disturbance to bird species

(i.e. ex-situ impacts).

7.8.8. Submissions and Observations. A number of the appeal submissions and one

observation refer to the inadequacies in the Appropriate Assessment Screening report

submitted by the applicant, specifically in relation to habitats, the removal of

..;:
identified, these sites are examined in more detail4Lotel\aWe applicant included a

}!Fju;in;;H=;::'H
===:iF::.=::':=L=::,':'==The:*::;, i====:::::'::=: : iT
on the basis that signincan AbUsual European sites could be ruled out, either

I':\$\$
;e from the appeal site or given the absence of any

y to the appeal site.wa

7.8.9

Table 7.

the U)

) nce of

}elopment.

mEL_W
(code)

I e I
conservation Interest I proposed I (source, pathway ! further in

development I receptor 1 screening

(Km) 1 1 Y/N

Galway Bay
Complex SAC

(Site

Code:000268)

•

by seawater at low tide [1 140] I south of 1 watercourses or

appeal site. I drainage ditches on
Coastal lagoons [1 150]

the appeal site

Large shallow inlets and bays [11601 1 1 Groundwater

•

•
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• Reefs [1170] vulnerability is

indicated on the GSI

website as
'extremely

vulnerable’.

• Perennial vegetation of stony banks

[1220]

•

•

•

•

•

Vegetated sea cliffs of the Atlantic

and Baltic coasts [1230]

Salicornia and other annuals

colonising mud and sand [1310]

Noting the proximity

of the appeal site to

Galway Bay

Complex SAC a
likelihood of

significant effects

exists .

Atlantic salt meadows (Glauco-

Puccinellietalia maritimae) [1330]

Mediterranean salt meadows

(Juncetalia maritimi) [1410]

Turloughs [3180]

•

•

Juniperus communis formations on

heaths or calcareous grasslands

[5130]

Semi-natural dry grasslands and

scrubland facies on calcareous

substrates (Festuco-Brometalia) (*

important orchid sites) [6210]

• Calcareous fens with Cladiu

mariscus and species of the Caricil

davallianae [7210]

Alkaline fens [7230]

Limestone

•

•

•

•

Lutra (OtteJ

phoQMtuR

111J
Seal) [1365]

Inner Galway

Bay SPA (Site

Code: 004031 )

@@vnaM=raTcB c. 280 metres

south of

appeal site.

There are no

watercourses or

drainage ditches on

the appeal site.

Groundwater

vulnerability is

indicated on the GSI

website as

'extremely

vulnerable’

Y

thern Diver (Gavia immer)

•

•

•

•

e

•

Cormorant (Phalacrocorax carbo)

[AOI 7]

Grey Heron (Ardea cinerea) [A028]

Light-bellied Brent Goose (Branta

bernicla hrota) [A046]

Wigeon (ArIas penelope) [A050]

Noting the proximity

of the appeal site to

Inner Galway Bay

SPA a likelihood of

significant effects

exists

Teal (AIIas crecca) [A052]

Red-breasted Merganser (Mergus

senator) [A069]
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•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

Ringed Plover (Charadrius hiaticula)

[AI 37]

Golden Plover (Pluvialis apncaria)

[A140]

Lapwing (Vanellus vanellus) [A142]

Dunlin (Calidris alpina) [A149]

Bar-tailed Godwit (Limosa lapponica)

[AI 57]

Curlew (Numenius arquata) [A160]

Redshank (Tringa totanus) [A162]

Turnstone (Arenaria interpres)

[AI 69]

Black-headed Gull (Chroicocephalus

rldibundus) [A179]

Common Gull (Larus canus) [A182]

Sandwich Tern (Sterna

sandvicensis) [AI 91 ]

Common Tern (Sterna hirundo)

[A 1931

Wetland and Waterbirds [A999;

7.8.10.Following an examination of p&Nw the zone of influence, and upon an

il;iIi:;::£Qthe appeal site and these sites (see Table 7.1

d Inner Galway Bay SPA have been screened

b having regard to ttpi£nl iFwith the appeal site and potential connectivity.

!>E=;;;„;,;;;';;
!!BfIIii),1%?;';;!!i##b}iX:I;
area and

ConserMon Interest (SCI) bird species associated with any SPA were recorded on

the site and that the appeal site does not provide supporting habitat for any species of

bird listed as SCI of Inner Galway Bay SPA. Similarly, the appeal site would not be

suitable habitat for otter or harbour seal, qualifying interests of Galway Bay Complex

SAC. All other Natura 2000 sites surrounding the proposed development have been

'screened out’ due to a lack of connectivity.
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7.8.11.Conservation Objectives of European Sites 'Screened-In’. There is no Conservation

Management Plan for Galway Bay Complex SAC. The generic Conservation Objective

for Galway Bay Complex SAC is;

'to maintain or restore the favourable conservation condition of the Annex I

habitat(s) and/or the Annex II habitats for which the SAC has been selected’.

There is no Conservation Management Plan for Inner Galway Bay SPA. The generic

Conservation Objective for Inner Galway Bay SPA is

'to maintain or restore the favourable conservation condition

listed as Special Conservation Interests for this SPA

7.8.12.Identification of Likely Effects. In light of the above ConseNatior4

elements of the proposal which may give rise to impacts on ban sites listed
above are as follows

\/
6uring the constructionConstruction Phase ImDacts on Galwa' COmDdLS

site works to temporarilyphase, there is potential for surface water la

ItO the SAC. There is thedischarge to groundwatel

potential fOI ltively affected
ion activitiesby an:

and

operationalC)pe

phase, effluent from Erbed development will be discharged into the public

[Vr }permeable areas within the proposed development willsewer. Surface WI

&s via an oil/petrol interceptor prior to percolating into theflow by gravi (eh SO

lter network and soakaways are designed to accommodate theIdg
n additional 20% to account for the effects of climate

potential for the water quality pertinent to this European

by the proposed development during the operational

phase

Construction Phase Impacts on Inner Galway Bay SPA – During the construction

phase, there is potential for surface water runoff from site works to temporarily

discharge to groundwater and surface water and flow into the SPA, with consequent

potential for water sensitive habitat/habitat supportive of SCI associated with Inner
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Galway Bay SPA to be negatively affected by any contaminants, such as silt from site

clearance and other construction activities and also from the release of hydrocarbons.

Operational Phase Impacts on Inner Galway Bay SPA – As stated above at paragraph

7.8.9, the appeal site is has a low habitat value and as such there is therefore no

potential for SCI associated with this European Site to be negatively affected by the

proposed development during the operational phase in terms of disturbance.

Additionally, the drainage regime on the site as described above under

phase impacts on Galway Bay Complex SAC’, result in there being LO

water quality pertinent to this European Site to be negatively affected

development during the operational phase.

In the absence of mitigation, the proposed development has

negative impacts on Galway Bay Complex SAC and Inner

that such impacts could be significant in terms of the

Galway Bay Complex SAC and Inner Galway

in relation to the discharge of polluted run-off

Galway Bay Complex SAC and Inner

water sensitive habitat/habitat suppor& o-

Complex SAC and Inner Galway

Galw

lo result inOtl
PA. I considerKa

EUon objectives of

idered on their own

could flow into the

!quent potential for

with Galway Bay

Galwa’

In-combination Impacts.
area that share a

It planning applications for the surrounding

site

A summary of

matrix Table

lg process is provided in the screening

Table 7.2 2 GMBSiR
FiT

I/posed

development/

Source, pathway

receptor

Possible effect alone r

combination I conclusions:

effects

Galway

Bay

Complex

SAC (Site

c. 280 metres

south of appeal

site.

No effect Screened in for

AADuring the construction phase

there is potential for surface

water runoff from site works to
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Code

000268)

temporarily discharge to
groundwater and surface water

and reach the SAC. There is

the potential for the water

quality pertinent to this

European Site to be negatively

affected by contaminants, from
site clearance and other

construction activities and also

from the release of

hydrocarbons .

Inner

Galway

Bay SPA

(Site

Code

004031 )

c. 280 metres

south of appeal

site .

No ffe

During the construction phase,

there is potential for surfgpe
water runoff from site w£xksl

freened in for

AA

ditemporarily

groundwater a

and flow inlo

tial for water

bitat/habitat
I associated

Bay SPA to

\; e g ? t i v e 1 y a #e c t e d ? y a n y
cdTtaminants, such as silt from

Fsite clearance and other
construction activities and also

from the release of

hydrocarbons.

7.8.13.wM. No measures designed or intended to avoid or reduce any

harmful effects of the project on a European Site have been relied upon in this

screenIng exercise.

7.8.14. 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
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has been concluded that the project individually could have a significant effect on

Galway Bay Complex SAC/European Site Code 000268 and Inner Galway Bay

SPA/European Site Code 004031, in view of the Conservation Objectives of these

sites, and Appropriate Assessment is therefore required .

7.8.15. Stage 2 - Appropriate Assessment

7.8.1 6. Article 6(3). The requirements of Article 6(3) as related to appropriate ass

a project under part XAB, sections 177U and 177V of the Planning and

Act, 2000, as amended, are considered fully in this section. The an

this section are as follows

Compliance with Article 6(3) of the EU Habitats Directi•

• Screening the need for appropriate assessment

The Natura Impact Statement and associataLdo•

Appropriate assessment of implicatiol fposed development on the•

integrity each European site

7.8.17Compliance with Article 6(3) of the E, Bbts Directive. The Habitats Directive deals

with the Conservation of Natura
V\d of Wild Fauna and Flora throughout the

European Union. Article 61 lirective requires that any plan or project not

directly connected with 9 the management of the site but likely to have

a significant effect U Er individually or in combination with other plans or

fppropriate assessment of its implications for the site inprojects shall bI bi
f thI ion objectives. The competent authority must be satisfiedCO

ot adversely affect the integrity of the European site before

Liven. The proposed development is not directly connected to or

management of any European site and therefore is subject to the

provisiX of Article 6(3)

7.8.18 Screening The Need for Appropriate Assessment. Following the screening process,

it has been determined that Appropriate Assessment is required as it cannot be

excluded on the basis of objective information that the proposed development,

individually or in-combination with other plans or projects will have a significant effect

on the following European sites:
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• Galway Bay Complex SAC (Site Code: 000268)

• Inner Galway Bay SPA (Site Code: 004031)

The possibility of significant effects on other European sites has been excluded on the

basis of objective information and noting that there is no possible ecological

connection or pathway between the appeal site and other Natura 2000 sites

surrounding the proposed development. Measures intended to reduce or avoid

significant effects have not been considered in the screening process.

7.8.19.The Natura Impact Statement. A NIS, prepared by MKO examines

potential adverse effects of the proposed development on Galway

and Inner Galway Bay SPA. The NIS identifies the main

proposed development on Galway Bay Complex SAC and I

being the potential for pollution to enter groundwater d

the proposed development and enter the SAC and

QI’s and SCI supporting habitat. The appeal site

there is therefore no potential for SCI

negatively affected by the proposed

operational phase in terms of distu

planning applications were

site under the heading of

are no recent planning

with the subject site.

as the proposed

European

there is

7.8 20. The IS refers to jtjgation measures which will be adhered to. Measures are

proposed for the construction phase of the proposed development and include;

Site Set-Up

• Erection of hoarding around the boundaries of the site.
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• Establishment of site compound.

• Access routes will be clearly identified. Access restricted to within work area.

Pollution Control

• There will be no release of suspended solids to any watercourse as a direct or

indirect result of the proposed works.

• No temporary instream crossings or temporary culverting will

Instream works will not take place.

• Any requirement for temporary fills

covered to avoid sediment release.

or stockpiles will be daml &r

• Prior to the commencement of earthwork silt fencing ] b downIIib

gradient of the construction areas where drains or d [athways are

present, b
In the event of encountering groul £tion, the excavation

will be dewatered using a pump eql in the outlet, to capture

any silty material prior to suI !rcolation to ground

Alternatively, this water will be taI Id

Discharge onto ground will b Rsilt bag which will filter any remaining
sediment from the pumpl le entire discharge area from silt bags will

ilt fencingbe encll

of an on-site drainage system can

nearby surface waters. Ground

water from excavations should be

•

•

trapping technologies such as silt fences or "wheel

prevent sediment leaving the site. Exposed surfaces should

as soon as possible following construction.

m amount of soil subsoils and bedrock material should be removed

site. Soil may be reused for landscaping elsewhere on the site.

Refueling, Fuel and Hazardous Materials Storage

• Storage/refuelling in a designated area, located a suitable distance from

excavation works. This area should be underlain by concrete hard standing and

tanks should be inspected for leaks regularly. Spill kits should be supplied at
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these stations and staff should be trained in their use and in spill control.

Drainage from these areas shall be diverted for collection and not discharged

into waterbodies without treatment and other best management practices.

Minimal refuelling or maintenance of construction vehicles or plant will take

place on site. Off-site refuelling will occur at a controlled fueling station.

On-site refuelling will take place by direct refuelling from the delivery truck or

using a mobile double skinned fuel bowser. The fuel bowser will be parked on

.iH!;Iii:iEIT;}?
All fuels, lubricants and hydraulic fluids will be]torN site compound. The;ii::i;!i:IUV::'i

. ;.:;,T;,:@=;;..":;*::
construction. The bunded aMAroofed to prevent the ingress of rainwater.

Fuels, lubricants and tMhids for equipment used on the site will be

carefu11y handled 4aWlillage, properly secured against unauthorised

a c c e s s o r v a n @N P r o v i d e d w i t h s P i I I c o n t a i n men tH

£L:==AXt'==:£'.:£HJ::TJ:„';:;
reAa\Jdntenance operations will take place off site.

@ FMtajmpacts caused by spillages etc. during the construction phase will be

Q aa by keeping spill kits and other appropriate equipment on-site.

kits will be used to deal with any accidental spillage in and outside the

refuelling area. Spill control measures as outlined fully in the CEMP

accompanying this application will be adhered to.

• Harmful materials shall be stored on site for use in connection with the

construction works only. These materials shall be stored in a controlled manner.
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Where on site fuelling facilities are used, there shall be a bunded filling area

using a double bunded steel tank at a minimum.

Measures to avoid the release of cement based material during construction

• No batching of wet-cement products will occur on site. Ready-mixed supply of

wet concrete products and pre-cast elements for culverts and concrete works

will be used

No washing out of any plant used in concrete transport or concreting oe

will be allowed on-site

Where concrete is delivered on site, only chute cleaning will Ring

the smallest volume of water possible. No discharge of Fminated

waters to the construction phase drainage system or G artificial

drain or watercourse will be allowed

Use weather forecasting to plan dry days for po IteLng

Ensure pour site is free of standing water Lpla)Hczcovers will be ready
case of sudden rainfall event

•

•

In

Le disposal of waste water

MIgrated waste holding tank will be used

Ifby the providing contractor, and removed
works

Measures to avoid effects associatl

A self-contained port-a-lo9•

thI ;itl

on-site during either the construction or

ite will be kept tidy and free of debris

llected•

Moved from the site for disposal or recycling

in leak proof containers and

• All construction waste materials will be stored within the confines of the site,

prior to removal from the site to a licenced waste facility.

Environmental Monitoring
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• The contractor will assign a member of the site staff as the environmental officer

with the responsibility for ensuring the environmental measures prescribed in

this document are adhered to. Any environmental incidents or non-compliance

issues will immediately be reported to the project team.

7.8.21 The NIS concludes that when the mitigation measures are implemented, there is no

potential for adverse impact on the QI or SCI of Galway Bay Complex SAC and Inner

Galway Bay SPA as a result of deterio

7.8.22 Having reviewed the documents

the information allows for a

development on the conse
in combination wit

Galwa•

Inne•

The appl

provides
Inner Gal

le proposed development. The following7.8.23Appropriate Assessment of i RIDFe

fssessment of the implications of the projectis a summary of the objectivel

the European sites using the best scientificon the qualifying interep1

of the project which could result in significant effectsknowledge in the field,

measures designed to avoid or reduce any adverseare assessed and Tq

Fd assessedeffects are co

7.8.24 The folla na subject to Appropriate Assessment

bay Complex SAC (Site Code: oo0268)

br Galway Bay SPA (Site Code: o04031 )

A description of the sites and their Conservation and Qualifying Interests/Special

Conservation Interests are set out in Table 7.1 of this report. I have also examined the

Natura 2000 data forms as relevant and the Conservation Objectives supporting

documents for these sites available through the NPWS website (www.npws.ie).
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7.8.25The main aspects of the proposed development that could adversely affect the

conservation objectives of the European sites include;

Impacts on water quality from the discharge of contaminated surface water run-off

during the construction phase of the proposed development to ground water and

surface water, affecting aquatic Qls and SCI-supporting habitat.

7.8.26.Assessment of proposed Mitigation Measures - The NIS outlines a number of

mitigation measures. For the most part the mitigation measures are intended to

the release of contaminated run-off to from the site and to groundwate

water. I am satisfied that the measures are sufficient to address potentia!

pollution during construction and that the potential for deterioratiol i

species identified within the European Sites is not likely

7.8.27.Inteqri' &)#sideration oftest. Following the appropriate assessment and'

project would notmitigation measures, I am able to ascertain with confidl

adversely affect the integrity of Galway Bay Comple]'sQVrVI nner Galway Bay SPA

in view of the Conservation Objectives of these2i4; kLsJonctusion has been based

on a complete assessment of all implications 'dect alone and in combination

with plans and projects

7.8.28.Appropriate Assessment proposed development has beenmo
fements of Sections [177U and 177V] of theconsidered in light of the assessl

Planning and DevelopmentJ is amended. Having carried out screening for

ject, it was concluded that it may have a significantAppropriate As:

LC and Inner Galway Bay SPA. Consequently, aneffect on G

lired of the implications of the project on theAppropria1

qualifying ight of their conservation objectives. Following an

ApI iment, it has been ascertained that the proposed development

combination with other plans or projects would not adversely affect1 r1

t h Galway Bay Complex SAC (Site Code 000268) and Inner Galway Bay

SPA (Site Code 004031), in view of the Conservation Objectives of these sites. This

conclusion is based on:

A full and detailed assessment of all aspects of the proposed project including

proposed mitigation measures in relation to the Conservation Objectives of Galway

Bay Complex SAC and Inner Galway Bay SPA.
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Detailed assessment of in combination effects with other plans and projects

including historical projects, current proposals and future plans.

No reasonable scientific doubt as to the absence of adverse effects on the integrity

of Galway Bay Complex SAC.

No reasonable scientific doubt as to the absence of adverse effects on the integrity

of Inner Galway Bay SPA.

8.0 Recommendation

8.1. Having regard to the above it is recommended that permission is grant

following reasons and considerations and subject to the attached Sd

9.0 Reasons and Considerations

Having regard to:

(a)

(b)

(C)

The design, scale and layout of the prop4delv lo{ment,

The pattern of development in the arq

B4lent Plan 2023-2029, including theThe provisi

Resid

(d) Urban Areas Guidelines for Planning

(e)

it is

lsment

ith the conditions set out below, the

trusive or seriously injurious to the

properties in the vicinity, would be

a significant impact on ecology or

;cordance with the proper planning
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10.0 Conditions

1. The development shall be carried out and completed in accordance with the

plans and particulars lodged with the application, as amended by the plans

and particulars received on the 20th January 2022 and 19th April 2022 except

as may otherwise be required in order to comply with the following

conditions. Where such conditions require details to be agreed with the

Planning Authority, the developer shall agree such details in writing watta
Planning Authority prior to commencement of developmenAi

==:.=„T:=:''“"“''';''“""'“:'''KW
Reason: in the interest of clarity.

2.

3.

This development hereby permitted relates to 22

Reason: in the interest of clarity.

E.

The height of Block E

3140 Rev C, 3202

Board on the 13th

s

1144 Rev C, submitted to the

Reason: To prob adjacent property

undertaken by a qualified Arborist, shall beA pre and post4

carried out of )w which form the eastern boundary of the

Ard Avenue. In the event that the retainingsite, and aa

walks)/tb lstern site boundary result in significant damage, or the

faiIHe Jhe)xisting trees and hedgerow located within Gort Ard Avenue

nt shall replace any specimen with the same/similar species or a

leight(
!ason: To record the condition of existing trees/hedgerow along the

eastern boundary of the site, and/or to remedy any damage to same.

5. Prior to commencement of development, the applicant shall agree in writing

with the Planning Authority, details of how the areas providing access to the

rear of properties within the scheme are to be managed, and how access to

these areas is to be reserved for residents.
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Reason: To protect residential amenity.

r licant shall agree in writing

with the Planning Authority, details of the bicycle store, including material
finishes .

Reason: in the interest of clarity.

All mitigation measures in the Natura Impact Statement (dated 2nd

OSeptember 2021 ) submitted with the application shall be implemen

and shall be supervised by a suitably qualified ecologist.

Reason: in the interest of environmental protection and natyecNb@n.

7.

8. T gic&b tWH
(dated 2-d September 2021) submitted with the apE% RaII be carried

W“this permission.

the changes made to the
Information and Clarification of Further

for its written agreement. Landscaping

on the revised Landscape Masterplan.

out in full, except where otherwise required by c+

>tectl)ri and nature conservation .

mmMRnRRI
Reason: in the interest of environment

Prior to commencement of devI

revised/updated Landscape

scheme in response to

Information, to the
shall be carried

Landscaping

9. ipFil

)lbdWdlng
!r

no ty
Ted

lly native species.

Reason: U'ti I;t

r
of visual amenity and in the interests of clarity.

10. 1 DetaiFd-nqaybs in relation to the protection of bats shall be submitted to

He Jn writing with the Planning Authority, prior to commencement of

!o>nent, including the location of bat boxes. These measures shall be

fnented as part of the development.

Reason: in the interest of nature conservation and wildlife protection.

The areas of public open space shown on the lodged plans shall be reserved

for such use and shall be levelled and/ or contoured, as applicable, soiled,

seeded, and landscaped in accordance with the landscape plans and report

submitted to the Planning Authority with the application, unless otherwise

11.
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agreed in writing with the Planning Authority. This work shall be completed

before any of the dwellings are made available for occupation and shall be

maintained as public open space by the developer until taken in charge by

the Local Authority.

Reason: in order to ensure the satisfactory development of the public open

space areas, and their continued use for this purpose.

mmmm£B

%#gIg;bY
Reason: in the interest of visual amenity.

alliNa

”~'"'~;"’"“”"'T''Gv='“''““"“
Reason: in the interest of reL®l and visual amenity.

Water supply and dra BIBeliIIli:kBfrnpty with the detailed requirements of the

rks and services.

12.

13.

14.

Reason: InI%}tTf public health.

Or mAo r Into water

ar5AakMer connection agreements with Uisce Eireann.

n the interest of public health.

WI accordance with

Construction Management Plan, which shall be submitted to, and agreed

in writing with, the Planning Authority prior to commencement of

development. This plan shall provide details of intended construction

practice for the development, including:
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a) Location of the site and materials compound(s) including area(s) identified

for the storage of construction refuse;

b) Location of areas for construction site offices and staff facilities;

c) Details of site security fencing and hoardings;

d) Details of the timing and routing of construction traffic to and from the

construction site and associated directional signage, to include proposals to

facilitate the delivery of abnormal loads to the site

e) Measures to obviate
q u e u i n g o f c o n s t r u c t i o n t r a 1F1Fi c o n t h e BHnetwork

f) Measures to prevent the spillage or deposit of clay, ter debrisbre

on the public road network;

g) Alternative arrangements to be put in place

in the case of the closure of any public roj(A
site development works

gr ans and vehicles

luring the course of

h) Det: for noise, dust and vibration

fuel and oil within specially

ges are fully contained. Such

waste and details of how it is

s to)ensure that surface water run-off is controlled such that no silt

m lutants enter local surface water sewers or drains

rlKrd of daily checks that the works are being undertaken in accordance

;th the Construction Management Plan shall be kept for inspection by the

Planning Authority. The developer shall provide contact details for the public

to make complaints during construction and provide a record of any such

complaints and its response to them, which may also be inspected by the

planning authority.

ABP-313768-22 Inspector’s Report Page 61 of 66



Reason: in the interest of amenities, public health and safety.

17. Construction and demolition waste shall be managed in accordance with a

construction waste and demolition management plan, which shall be

submitted to, and agreed in writing with, the Planning Authority prior to

commencement of development. This plan shall be prepared in accordance

with the “Best practice guidelines for the preparation of resource & waste

management plans for construction & demolition projects”, published b,

EPA, 2021. The plan shall include details of waste to be generateJLg

site clearance and construction phases, including potential c

.i,:,P;.+X:
soil. and details of the methods and locations to be the

'-"h'“"';'“ ';;'~’“d- X DF
Reason: in the interest of sustainable wahlan}qement

18.
LbJ

Proposals for naming )

associated signage shal 8 agreed in writing with, the

Planning Authority prior development. The proposed

name(s) shall be based lpographical features, or other

alternatives Planning Authority,tJ Nothea eB

advertisement: ;_Ygnage relating to the name(s) of the

developmerl led until the developer has obtained the Planning

Authoritg !ment to the proposed name(s)
t

RejtAehp tt+ interest of urban legibility.

iib are charging

%Metails of how it is proposed to comply with these requirements,

a/uding details of design of, and signage for, the electrical charging points

€hall be submitted to, and agreed in writing with, the Planning Authority prior

to commencement of development.

19.

Reason: in the interest of sustainable transportation.

1 shall not be sold, rented,

or otherwise sub-let or leased to parties who are not resident in the
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apartment block on the site. All car parking within the development shall be

allocated to specific houses.

Reason: in the interest of good traffic management.

21. Public lighting shall be provided in accordance with a scheme, which shall

include lighting along pedestrian routes through open spaces, details of

which shall be submitted to, and agreed in writing with, the Planning Authority

prior to commencement of development/installation of lighting.

S?
shall be provided prior to the making available for occupation of

Reason: in the interests of amenity and public safety.

Site development and building works shall be carrie+d&B
hours of 0800 to 1900 Mondays to Fridays inclusiveSab Zi)800 to 1400

H;=Bin:i;IBW
idays . Deviation

mstances where

Authority .

CU

g

Reason: in order to safeguard the +Led&~$property in the vicinity.
s f
electrica1, telecommunicaM'communa1 television) shall be located

:.'=1,:;'xa;rovided by the developer to facilitate the

ructure within the proposed development.

R,,,,„, 1„Jt aX,f ,i„,I ,„d „,id,,ti,I ,m,nity.

22.

23.

mrm&Mw IIg

UP,f :::::::, TH'::::::':;:„'.“=::.:',=:.'J
charge. Detailed proposals in this regard shall be submitted to, and

a)reed in writing with, the Planning Authority prior to the commencement of

bevelopment.

Reason: To ensure the satisfactory completion and maintenance of this

development.

r plex unit in the

development as permitted, the applicant or any person with an interest in the

ABP-313768-22 Inspector’s Report Page 63 of 66



land shall enter into an agreement with the planning authority pursuant to

Section 47 of the Planning and Development Act 2000, that restricts any

such residential units permitted (the number and location of each housing

unit being specified in such agreement), pursuant to Section 47 of the

Planning and Development Act 2000, that restricts all houses and duplex

units permitted, to first occupation by individual purchasers i.e. those not

being a corporate entity, and/or by those eligible for the occupation of sol

and/or affordable housing, including cost rental housing.

(b) An agreement pursuant to Section 47 shall be applica VS
ble fOI d

g#HiHIH#!%tT
of

documentary evidence fror&cant or any person with an interest in

the land regarding the ®Narkeung of the specified housing units, in

!;E:::":=T8W
e by individual

social and/or

=b:eh: roet:= = :Plt i = = = : h = 1 :In: n W : sa== = ::yd : =t i : La: aT

of duration of the planning permission, except where after

which case the plaqlr&Uh }ity shall confirm in writing to the applicant or

i:$#
;t in the land that the Section 47 agreement has

e requirement of this planning condition has beenal th

ach specified housing unit.fe

R9ANLoJestrict new housing development to use by persons of a

1}class or description in order to ensure an adequate choice and

Is pWf housing, including affordable housing, in the common good.

26. r mmTer=iaa
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, as

amended, unless an exemption certificate shall have been applied for and
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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 and

Development Act 2000, as amended, and of the housing strategy iI,aPe

development plan of the area.

27.

,: I=,:=T=.:=:":===*===k: '=' ::
area of the planning authority that is provided or intl 6vided by

or on behalf of the authority in accordance with development

Contribution Scheme made under section Planning and

Development Act 2000, as amended. The‘ be paid prior to©Jl„q

commencement of development or in su1 las) $ayments as the planning

authority may facilitate and shall A IMO any applicable indexation

provisions of the Schl lent. Details of the application
of the terms of the !tween the Planning Authority

lent, the matter shall beand the developer

referred to An Bord. ir application of the terms

of the Schem

Reason !ment of the Planning and Development Act 2000, asIs

tI lition requiring a contribution in accordance with theamend Se

DaLe Contribution Scheme made under section 48 of the Act bebme

.-@>Y"'"';'"
B .8. Mo commencement of development, the developer shall lodge with the

anning Authority a cash deposit, a bond of an insurance company, or other

security to secure the provision and satisfactory completion of roads,

footpaths, watermains, drains, open space and other services required in

connection with the development, coupled with an agreement empowering

the Local Authority to apply such security or part thereof to the satisfactory

completion of any part of the development. The form and amount of the
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security shall be as agreed between the Planning Authority and the
developer or, in default of agreement, shall be referred to An Bord Pleanala

for determination

Reason: To ensure the satisfactory completion of the development

I confirm that this report represents my professional planning assessment, judgement

and opinion on the matter assigned to me and that no person has influenced or

to influence, directly or indirectly, the exercise of my professional judge

mproper or inappropriate way

Ian Campbell
Planning Inspector

13th June 2023
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