
ABP-322458-25 Inspector’s Report Page 1 of 59 

 

Inspector’s Report  

ABP-322458-25 

 

Development 

 

Construction of a new entrance and access road to 

service 4 no. industrial zoned sites, modifications 

to the existing signalised junction on R730 

Rosslare Road together with all associated site 

works. The application is accompanied by a Natura 

Impact Statement (NIS). 

Location Drinagh North, Drinagh, Co. Wexford. 

  

Planning Authority Wexford County Council 

Planning Authority Reg. Ref. 20240792 

Applicant(s) Paula & Philip Stafford 

Type of Application Planning Permission 

Planning Authority Decision Grant permission w. Conds. 

  

Type of Appeal Third Party v Decision 

Appellant(s) Ann Nolan 

Observer(s) None. 

 

Date of Site Inspection 8th August 2025 

Inspector Dan Aspell  
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1.0 Site Location and Description 

1.1.1. The site is in Drinagh North, Drinagh, Co. Wexford. It comprises part of an 

agricultural field that fronts onto and is accessed from Rosslare Road (R730). The 

remainder of the field extends west. The application red line area is given as 9.54ha. 

1.1.2. To the west is Rosslare Road. Across Rosslare Road is a service station, a dwelling, 

and a motorcycle sales & repairs outlet. To the south are agricultural lands and a 

service garage which also fronts onto Rosslare Road. The access road to Drinagh 

House is adjacent to the north; on the far side of this access is a bus depot and a 

warehouse & storage premises. The boundary of Drinagh House itself is 

approximately 50m to the north-west. Drinagh House is a Protected Structure (Ref. 

WBC0303) and on the National Inventory of Architectural Heritage (Ref. 15704269). 

1.1.3. The R730 is a Class 2 regional road. The site is within a 60km/h zone. There is an 

existing traffic light-controlled T-junction outside the site. 

1.1.4. The Rathaspick / Rocksborough River is approximately 15m to the north. There are 

three small lakes located between approximately 70 – 155m from the site to the east, 

one of which connects by a watercourse to the Rathaspick / Rocksborough River. 

The Lower Slaney Estuary / Wexford Harbour is approximately 270m to the east. 

2.0 Proposed Development 

2.1.1. The proposed development comprises: 

• construction of a new entrance and access road to service 4 no. sites; 

• footpath & on-carriage cycle lane to each side of the carriageway; 

• services within the road to include a new surface water drainage network, foul 

sewer connection, potable water network, and telecom network; 

• modifications to the existing signalised junction on R730 Rosslare Road; 

• boundary treatments, signage, landscaping & associated site works 

2.1.2. In response to further information the layout was altered to extend the road 

approximately 20m at the eastern end to take the road the site boundary. 
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3.0 Planning Authority Decision 

3.1. Decision 

3.1.1. Wexford County Council issued a notification to grant permission subject to 13 no. 

Conditions. I note the following in particular: 

• Condition 1: The development shall be carried out in accordance with the 

plans & particulars lodged with the application; the further information 

received; and the mitigation measures within the submitted NIS 

• Condition 3: Requirement to agree a masterplan showing details of road, 

boundaries, archaeological features, services, nature-based surface water 

management arrangements, landscaping and entrance; 

• Condition 4: Landscaping details; 

• Condition 5: Archaeological details and restrictions; 

• Condition 6: Construction to comply with taking in charge policy; 

• Condition 7: Construction management; 

• Condition 8: Development on the sites to connect to the public water and 

mains sewers in accordance with agreements with Uisce Eireann; 

• Condition 9: Requirement to agree details of materials and boundaries; 

• Condition 10: No surface water shall discharge from the sites onto adjoining 

land, the access road, or the public road. 

3.2. Planning Authority Reports 

3.2.1. Planning report: Report recommended permission be granted. I note the following: 

• AA: The Stage 1 Screening & Stage 2 NIS have been prepared by a suitably 

qualified person and the conclusions are accepted. Conditions can be 

attached regarding the proposed mitigation measures; 

• Archaeology: No recorded monuments on-site. Extensive archaeological 

heritage in Drinagh. Conditions are required in response to DAU submission; 

• Separate applications will be made in the future by relevant landowners; 
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• Zoning: The land is not zoned. The land was zoned for industrial use in the 

expired 2009 Wexford Plan. Adjoining uses are primarily commercial. The 

public notices are amended to reflect same. The principle of future uses on 

the land will be assessed when individual applications area made; 

• Roads: The proposed junction with R730 is acceptable. It would be 

appropriate to extend the road to the eastern site boundary and to the north. A 

masterplan is submitted; additional details are warranted by condition; 

• Water/wastewater: Connection to public mains and sewers is proposed. Uisce 

Eireann states no objection in principle. Existing and proposed drainage 

arrangements are shown and address matters raised at further information; 

• Drainage: Proposals are submitted. Application states that further applications 

will address surface water management on the individual sites. Planner 

Report considered that more land should be set aside for future nature-based 

surface water management, to be agreed by condition;  

• Landscaping: A landscaping scheme was submitted but more comprehensive 

details are required by condition; 

• Flood risk: Site is in Flood Zone C. 

Other Technical Reports 

3.2.2. Roads: Grant permission subject to 11 no. conditions. These related to: maintenance 

of sightlines; completion of sightline works; impact of landscaping on sightlines; root 

protection areas; wheel washing during construction; construction management; 

road construction details; public lighting; tree planting; management of surface water; 

and temporary construction car parking.  

3.2.3. Environment: Grant of permission subject to 15 no. recommended conditions. These 

related to: Public sewer connections; surface water oil/silt interceptor trap; surface 

water drainage details; details of tree pits and soakaway to be agreed; waste 

permitting; waste segregation; agreement of CEMP; noise management; dust and air 

quality management; planting and landscaping; and fencing of root protection areas. 

Recommended condition 13 was that all mitigation measures to avoid the potential 

for any significant impacts by any of the pathways identified outlined in Section 4.5 of 

Part 2 of the submitted NIS shall be implemented on site. 
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3.3. Prescribed Bodies 

3.3.1. Department of Housing, Local Government & Heritage Development Applications 

Unit: Submission (Mar. 2025) related to archaeology and made the following points: 

• Submission identified recorded archaeological sites in the site environs 

(WX042-012 ‘castle’; WX042-078 ‘windmill’; WX042-089 ‘ditch barrow’; 

WX042-91 ‘excavation (8 prehistoric pits)’; WX042-090 ‘ditch barrow’; WX042-

097 ‘bronze age house; and WX042-088 ‘fulacht fia’). Submission stated there 

is a possibility of unidentified archaeological remains surviving below ground; 

• Submission noted findings of the submitted Archaeological Assessment, 

geophysical survey, archaeological testing on-site, and mitigation measures 

submitted in response to further information; 

• Department concurred with the recommended buffer zone / development 

exclusion area in the environs of the newly identified enclosure on the site to 

the south of the proposed access driveway within Proposed Sites 3 & 4. 

Clarification is required however regarding extent of same. 

3.3.2. Submission recommended clarification of further information as follows:  

• Site layout showing details of revised access road; entrance spurs to Sites 3 & 

4; services; & landscaping overlain the geophysical survey & exclusion zone; 

• No groundworks within the development exclusion area in Site 3 & 4 shall be 

permitted that could potentially impact negatively on the archaeological site; 

• Department concurred with recommendation that all topsoil stripping and 

groundworks be archeologically monitored. 

3.4. Third Party Observations 

3.4.1. During the planning application stage 2 no. observers made submission to the 

planning authority. These were Noel Nolan of Nolan Warehousing & Logistics Ltd. 

and Ann Nolan of ‘Landscape’, New Ross. The issues raised related to concerns 

regarding the vague nature of the documentation provided including the use of the 

sites, and detriment to the road network which his already stressed. 
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4.0 Relevant Planning History 

4.1. Subject site 

4.1.1. Reg. Ref. 20241394 (ABP Ref. ABP-322767-25): Case currently on appeal. 

Decision to grant permission issued by the Planning Authority in May 2025 for 

development works consisting of a single storey warehouse (5,748m2), two-storey 

office building (138m2 x 2), staff car park, yard and ancillary site works including; 2 

no. entrances, security gates and fencing, signage, stormwater management, utilities 

connections, site lighting, concrete paving, boundary treatments, landscaping and 

associated site works. The warehouse will be used for the storage and dispatch of 

goods. The application is accompanied by a Natura Impact Statement (NIS). 

4.2. Nearby sites:  

Lands to north 

4.2.1. Reg. Ref. 20231128: Planning permission granted by the Planning Authority in 2023 

for 2 No. warehouse buildings, consisting of 5 No. warehouse units. Block A consists 

of 2 No. units, Unit No's 1 & 2, with 2-storey office accommodation in Unit 1. Block B 

consists of 3 No. Units, Unit No's 3,4 & 5, with 2-storey office accommodation in Unit 

3. Permission also sought for all associated site development works including the re-

use of excavated material and placement on site, plant room, car parking, bicycle 

parking, signage and boundary fencing. A Natura Impact Statement accompanies 

this application. (Leave to appeal refused by the Board, ABP Ref. ABP-318667-23). 

Lands to west 

4.2.2. Reg. Ref. 20240860: Planning permission granted by the Planning Authority in 2024 

for: construction of a fully serviced single storey depot building measuring 1,473 

sqm; construction of a fully serviced two-storey commercial/industrial building divided 

in 6 no. units, each measuring 349 sqm, and; totem signage and fixed signage 

panels on the buildings; and all with associated site works and ancillary services. 
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5.0 Policy Context 

5.1. National guidelines and strategies 

Nature Based Management of Urban Rainwater & Urban Surface Water Discharges, 

A National Strategy (Dept. Housing, Local Government & Heritage, 2024). 

Ireland’s 4th National Biodiversity Action Plan 2023-2030. 

Greening and Nature-based SuDS for Active Travel Schemes, NTA, 2023. 

National Biodiversity Action Plan 2023, including its Objectives and Targets. 

Nature-based Solutions to the Management of Rainwater and Surface Water Runoff 

in Urban Areas, Water Sensitive Urban Design, Best Practice Interim Guidance 

Document (Department of Housing, Local Government & Heritage, 2022). 

Design Manual for Urban Roads & Streets (DMURS) 2019 incl. Advice Note 5 ‘Road 

and Street Drainage using Nature Based Solutions’. 

Guidelines for Planning Authorities and An Bord Pleanala on carrying out 

Environmental Impact Assessment 2018. 

The SuDS Manual, Ciria, 2015. 

Spatial Planning and National Road Guidelines for Planning Authorities 2012. 

Appropriate Assessment of Plans and Projects in Ireland Guidance for Planning 

Authorities 2009. 

5.2. Development Plan 

Wexford County Development Plan 2022-2028. 

5.2.1. The site is not zoned. 

Volume 1 

Core Strategy 

5.2.2. Chapter 3 ‘Core Strategy’. Section 3.1 ‘Core Strategy Vision - County Wexford 2028’, 

Core Strategy Vision: “By 2028 County Wexford will: 
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• Be a self-sustaining, low carbon, climate resilient and healthy county where 

people want to live, work and play. 

• Offer high quality sustainable employment opportunities and high-quality 

residential developments. 

• Have sustainable urban and rural environments supported by excellent 

physical and social infrastructure. 

• Continue to value its unique natural environment, built and cultural heritage, 

be a county where biodiversity is restored and flourishes and which offers a 

range of high- quality experiences to both residents and visitors” 

5.2.3. Section 3.4 ‘Core Strategy Guiding Principles’ and Figure 3-1 ‘Core Strategy Map’ 

indicates the site is within the Eastern Economic Corridor.  

5.2.4. Objective CS01 To implement the Core Strategy Guiding Principles and 

Development Approach and to ensure that required infrastructure and services are 

provided by infrastructure providers, either in advance or in tandem with 

development, to achieve this implementation. 

5.2.5. Objective CS04 To achieve more compact growth by promoting the development of 

infill and brownfield/ regeneration sites and the redevelopment of underutilised land 

within the existing built up footprint of existing settlements in preference to greenfield 

lands and to identify infill, brownfield and regeneration sites when preparing Local 

Area Plans, Settlement Plans and settlement boundaries. 

5.2.6. Objective CS06 To promote and facilitate the economic development of the Eastern 

Economic Corridor as an inter-urban regional economic driver, in particular, in Gorey 

Town, Enniscorthy Town, Wexford Town and Rosslare Harbour and Kilrane and the 

Europort. 

5.2.7. Objective CS09 To give consideration, where appropriate and relevant, to factors 

such as economic development, employment and access to community facilities and 

their related objectives in the County Development Plan and local area plan/or 

settlement plan when considering planning applications to ensure that future 

developments contribute, where possible, to the physical, social and economic 

regeneration and revitalisation of towns, villages and rural areas. 
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5.2.8. Objective CS13 To recognise the shared critical mass of population, strategic assets 

and economic potential of inter-urban networks working in collaborative partnerships 

as regionally significant drivers of growth and support investment in infrastructure 

and initiatives to sustainably deliver improved multi-modal transport connectivity and 

high speed, high quality digital connectivity between them. 

5.2.9. Objective CS26 To promote the protection, restoration and enhancement of 

biodiversity and green infrastructure in all settlements and in the open countryside 

Transportation 

5.2.10. Objective TS42 To provide and maintain a safe, efficient and sustainable roads 

network in the county, to secure improvements to the road network and to balance 

the needs of all users placing pedestrians, cyclists and public transport at the top of 

the hierarchy of users. 

5.2.11. Objective ED06 To work with infrastructure providers to ensure that economic 

development land and employment related uses are effectively serviced by all 

infrastructures and that new and existing uses are accessible by sustainable 

transport modes. 

5.2.12. Objective TV26 All new development must be laid out in connected streets. While 

network design does not have to result in complete permeability for all modes of 

transport, open networks are generally considered as the most permeable but it is 

also desirable to encourage filtered permeability to provide routes specifically for 

pedestrians or for pedestrians and cyclists and/or public transport but not the private 

car. All development must make provision and graphically show pedestrian and 

vehicular connections to adjoining lands notwithstanding whether that land is already 

developed but particularly adjoining greenfield and under-utilised land. 

5.2.13. I also note the provisions of Objectives TS19, TS27, TS43, TS44, TS46, TS55, TS76 

and Sections 8.7 Roads including 8.7.2 Regional Roads; 8.10 Traffic and Transport 

Assessments, Road Safety Audits and Road Safety Impact Assessments, including 

8.10.2 Road Safety Audits Road Safety Audits. 

Drainage 

5.2.14. Objective FRM14 To require the use of sustainable drainage systems (SuDS) and 

nature-based solutions to minimise and limit the extent of hard surfacing and paving 
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and require the use of sustainable drainage and nature-based techniques where 

appropriate, for new development or for extensions to existing developments, in 

order to reduce the potential impact of existing and predicted flooding risks, to 

improve water quality, enhance biodiversity and green infrastructure and contribute 

to climate mitigation and adaptation. 

5.2.15. Objective SWM01 To require the application of SuDS in accordance with the CIRIA 

SuDS Manual 2015 and any future update of this guidance, or other best practice 

guidance as may be specified or required by the Council. The application of SuDS 

should prioritise the use of appropriate nature-based solutions where possible. All 

proposals should include a commensurate drainage assessment used to design the 

surface water management system for the site, and this assessment should outline 

the drainage design considerations/strategy in line with the flood risk, surface water 

management and climate change requirements and objectives of the County 

Development Plan and the County Strategic Flood Risk Assessment in Volume 11. 

5.2.16. Section 9.11.11 ‘Surface Water Management’. 

Employment and economy 

5.2.17. Objective CS04 To achieve more compact growth by promoting the development of 

infill and brownfield/ regeneration sites and the redevelopment of underutilised land 

within the existing built up footprint of existing settlements in preference to greenfield 

lands and to identify infill, brownfield and regeneration sites when preparing Local 

Area Plans, Settlement Plans and settlement boundaries. 

5.2.18. Objective CS09 To give consideration, where appropriate and relevant, to factors 

such as economic development, employment and access to community facilities and 

their related objectives in the County Development Plan and local area plan/or 

settlement plan when considering planning applications to ensure that future 

developments contribute, where possible, to the physical, social and economic 

regeneration and revitalisation of towns, villages and rural areas. 

5.2.19. Objective ED09 To support a positive presumption in favour of locating appropriate 

employment where it would address unemployment blackspots, support sectoral and 

location-based strengths and synergies with existing employers and take advantage 

of ‘ready to go’ property solutions. 
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5.2.20. Objective ED40 To continue to audit and monitor the availability of the different types 

of property required to facilitate appropriate economic development and, where 

deficits are identified, make appropriate interventions. Priority will be given to high 

employment generating interventions, those which utilise brownfield sites and 

improve the public realm and those which provide solutions for start-ups and in areas 

where disadvantage militates against opportunities for entrepreneurship. 

5.2.21. Objective ED42 To facilitate and participate in works to regenerate and revitalise 

existing business parks and industrial estates within towns and promote the 

regeneration of obsolete and/or under-utilised buildings and lands that could yield 

economic benefits, with appropriate uses subject to the proper planning and 

sustainable development of the area. 

5.2.22. Objective ED47 To ensure employment locations follow the hierarchy set out in 

Chapter 3 Core Strategy, and ensure they are built fit-for-purpose. This includes the 

provision of access to utilities, connectivity, and other enterprise development 

factors; to identify future locations for strategic employment development having 

regard to accessibility by sustainable transport modes and environmental 

constraints, and support a positive presumption in favour of locating appropriate 

employment where it would address unemployment blackspots, support sectoral and 

location-based strengths and synergies with existing employers, take advantage of 

‘ready-to-go’ property solutions and local ambition. 

5.2.23. Objective ED48 To ensure that commercial development is located in the optimal 

location depending on whether it is ‘people intensive’ (customer and employee), 

‘land or space’ intensive or is tied to a particular resource or dependent on a 

particular type of infrastructure (that is connection to the grid network which cannot 

be accommodated in the Settlement Hierarchy) and where such uses are compliant 

with the other location specific objectives of this Plan and land use zoning of the 

Local Area Plans. 

5.2.24. Objective ED64 To facilitate commercial development, including office, industrial and 

commercial development, at a scale appropriate to the nature and scale of the 

settlement. 

5.2.25. I also note the provisions of Objectives ROS16 and Sections 2.3.6 ‘Agriculture and 

Forestry’ and 6.7.6.1 ‘Agriculture Development’. 
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Volume 2 

5.2.26. I note the provisions of Sections 2.3.1 Application of DMRUS; 2.7 Public Lighting; 2.9 

Boundary Treatments; 2.11 Undergrounding of Services; 2.12 Construction & 

Demolition Waste 5.2 Industry & Warehouse Developments; 5.3 Office 

Developments; Section 6 Transport & Mobility; 7.1 Archaeology, 7.2 Protected 

Structure, 7.4 Landscape & Biodiversity; 8.2 Water; 8.5 Lighting; Section 8.6 Major 

Accidents Directive / Seveso Establishments. 

5.3. Natural Heritage Designations 

5.3.1. Wexford Harbour and Slobs SPA is approximately 0.27km to the east; Slaney River 

Valley SAC is approx. 0.27km to the east; Seas off Wexford SPA is approximately 

4.6km to the east; The Raven SPA is approx. 7.8km to the east, and Raven Point 

Nature Reserve SAC is approx. 7.8km to the east. 

6.0 Environmental Impact Assessment screening 

6.1.1. The proposed development has been subject to preliminary examination for 

environment impact assessment (See Form 1 & 2 Appendix 1 of this report). Having 

regard to the characteristics and location of the development and the types and 

characteristics of potential impacts, I consider that there is no real likelihood of 

significant effects on the environment. The development, therefore, does not trigger 

requirement for EIA screening and an EIAR is not required. 

7.0 The Appeal 

7.1. Grounds of Third-Party Appeal 

7.1.1. A third-party appeal was received, from Ann Nolan, the main points of which are 

summarised as follows: 

• Zoning: The site is not zoned in the Wexford County Council Development 

Plan. The land should remain farmland or be developed in a manner more 

appropriate to its coastal setting; 
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• Validity of Application: The description of development revised in response to 

further information is vague and there was no clarity as to whether the sites 

were for residential, commercial, or industrial use. The revised description does 

not match the original notices. Application should be invalid. Response to 

further information should have been deemed significant; 

• Roads: Road network in the area is stressed. Concern raised that the 

development would be detrimental to the area, and regarding safety of 

pedestrians and cyclists using the cycle paths proposed; 

• Visual impact: No buildings form part of the subject application, however 

buildings proposed as part of Reg. Ref. 20241394 are at odds with surrounding 

buildings and the general landscape due to their scale and bulk; 

• Archaeology: Regarding the identified previously unknown sub-circular ditched 

enclosure and smaller scale features of potential archaeological significance 

within the site, whilst mitigation is proposed these measures are inadequate; 

• Further Information: Further information submitted did not address all items 

raised by the Further Information request in relation to access and cycle track; 

• ‘Precedent Conditions’: Application Reg. Ref. 20241394 also on the site should 

not have been lodged until the final decision on the subject application (Reg. 

Ref. 20240792) was made. 

7.2. First-Party Response to Third-Party Appeal  

7.2.1. A first-party response to the third-party appeal was received, summarised as follows: 

• Strongly asserts the grounds of appeal are unfounded; 

• Zoning: Refers to commercial, industrial, storage and warehouse uses in the 

area. Site was zoned for industrial development in the expired Wexford Town & 

Environs Development Plan 2009-2015. The 2022 County Development Plan 

Core Strategy provides support for industrial / commercial land uses (Objective 

WT01 and WT05). Principle of development is acceptable; 

• Validity of application: Applicant addressed further information requirement to 

the satisfaction of Planning Authority. The required response did not amend the 
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nature or extent of development proposed. Regarding potential significant 

further information, the Planning Authority is the competent authority regarding 

Article 26(1) of the Planning & Development Act [sic, Regulations] 2001 and did 

not determine that the information submitted was incorrect or significant; 

• Roads: A comprehensive appeal response has been prepared by Malone 

O’Regan Engineers; 

• Visual impact: Appellant refers to a separate application (Reg. Ref. 20241394) 

which the appellant will have the opportunity to comment on; considerations of 

the visual impact of that development are irrelevant to the subject case. Visual 

impact for the subject case was considered in tandem with archaeological 

considerations. The submitted landscaping plans also addressed issues arising 

in this regard. No special provisions in this regard apply to the site; 

• Archaeology: All assessments submitted were undertaken by licensed and 

competent professionals. Mitigation is identified and required by Condition 5 of 

the Planning Authority decision. No basis for the appellant’s concern is 

identified, particularly given the DoHLGH commented on the application and 

that reporting requirements are established by Condition 5; 

• Further Information: An appeal response is prepared by Malone O’Regan 

Engineers. It states the access link has been provided as requested and the 

cycle track is elevated as per Drw. W24034-XX-XXX-DR-MOR-CE-01301; 

• Conditions: Lodgement of the appeal delayed meeting the requirements of 

Condition 3. The validity of the other application on the site (Reg. Ref. 

20241394) has been competently assessed by the Planning Authority in 

granting consent for it. The layout in both applications is complementary; 

• The environmental report submitted with the application did not find any 

impacts arising on the setting or ecology of the area. 

7.2.2. The appeal response includes a letter from Malone O’Regan Engineers, in relation to 

items raised in the appeal regarding roads and the response for further information 

at application stage, summarised as follows: 

• Roads: Response states Malon O’Regan Consulting Engineers commissioned 

Roadplan Consulting Engineers to complete the TTA and RSA for the proposed 
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junction and road. Malone O’Regan liaised with Wexford County Council Roads 

Department. The design considers pedestrian, cycle and vehicular movements; 

• Further information: Following the further information request from the Planning 

Authority an access gate at the eastern boundary of the site was incorporated 

(Drw. W24034-X-XXX-DR-MOR-CE-01205 ‘Proposed Site Masterplan Layout’). 

The response includes a drawing ‘Access Link Sketch’ (Drw. No. SK.27052025) 

which it states indicates access to the east and north. Regarding cycle lanes, 

the response states that elevated cycle tracks were include in the original 

application, and that in response to the Planning Authority request for further 

information for elevated and widened cycle tracks, the width of the cycle tracks 

was increased (Drw. W24034-XX-XXX-DR-MOR-CE-01301). 

7.3. Planning Authority Response 

7.3.1. None. 

7.4. Observations 

7.4.1. None. 

7.5. Further Responses 

7.5.1. None.  

8.0 Assessment 

8.1.1. Having regard to the foregoing; having examined the application, appeal, Planning 

Authority reports, and all other documentation on file including all submissions 

received in relation to the appeal; and having inspected the area within and around 

the site; and having regard to relevant local, regional and national policies, objectives 

and guidance, I consider the main issues in this appeal are as follows: 

• Land use zoning and Principle of development 

• Roads 

• Archaeology 
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• Visual impact 

• Related matters raised in the course of the appeal. 

8.2. Land use zoning & Principle of development 

8.2.1. I note the points made by the appellant in relation to zoning, the use of the site, and 

the nature of the development proposed. 

Relevant development plan 

8.2.2. The Wexford County Development Plan 2022-2028 was adopted in June 2022 and 

came into effect July 2022. It does not provide land use zonings for Wexford Town 

and surrounding areas, including the subject site. Development Plan Section 1.3.1 

states that a Local Area Plan for Wexford Town is to be prepared. The Planner 

Report on the subject case states that the Wexford Town & Environs Development 

Plan 2009-2015 is expired. My review of the Council website shows that the Wexford 

Town & Environs Development Plan 2009-2015 is shown as expired and that the 

Wexford Town Local Area Plan 2024-2030 is not yet prepared. 

8.2.3. I am satisfied that the relevant adopted plan for the area is the Wexford County 

Development Plan 2022-2028 and that there is no current land use zoning objective 

for the subject site. Accordingly, I consider that the proposed development should be 

considered on its own merits having regard to the provision of the Wexford County 

Development Plan 2022-2028 and relevant national guidelines. 

Nature of development 

8.2.4. The public notices described the development as “construction of a new entrance 

and access road to service 4 no. industrial zoned sites …”. Details of proposed 

related works including boundaries were included. I note that the submitted 

application form, in relation to the ‘proposed use’, states “access road for potential 

future warehouse development”. The Planning Authority request for further 

information required that the application title be amended to omit reference to 

‘industrial zoning on the land’ and for revised application forms to be submitted. A 

revised application form was submitted in response to further information with the 

description of development revised to “for the construction of a new entrance and 

access road to service 4 no. sites …” and including the related works to the road, 
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services, boundaries and landscaping. In relation to the ‘proposed use’ the revised 

form again stated “access road for potential future warehouse development”. 

8.2.5. I note the applicant’s stated future intention for the lands, however having regard to 

the development proposed as part of this application, I am satisfied it comprises a 

road, including a new entrance, footpaths, cycle lanes, services, entrance wall, 

boundary treatments, signing, landscaping, modifications to the existing junction for 

the creation of sites. No floorspace or other development within these sites is 

proposed, and I am satisfied that no development is proposed as part of this 

application beyond the road and related work for the laying out of the sites. 

Principle of development 

8.2.6. I have reviewed the provisions of the County Development Plan, including the Core 

Strategy, Policies, Objectives and other provisions of the Development Plan. I have 

had regard to the development proposed and to the purpose of the road as per the 

applicant’s stated intention to develop warehouse development. Overall I am 

satisfied the proposed development broadly aligns with the Development Plan Core 

Strategy and relevant Development Plan Policies and Objectives. In this regard I am 

satisfied that the proposed road including in facilitating the intended future purpose 

of the road would broadly align with the following: 

• Core Strategy Vision in relation to Wexford being a self-sustaining and climate 

resilient county where people want to live, work and play; having sustainable 

urban and rural environments supported by excellent physical and social 

infrastructure; continuing to value its unique natural environment, and; offering 

high quality sustainable employment opportunities; 

• Core Strategy Guiding principles (The development of ‘Centres of Scale’ to 

drive regional growth; Climate Action and Connected Settlements and 

Networks, and; The development of the Eastern Economic Corridor); 

• Core Strategy Objectives and other Policy Objectives of the Development Plan 

in relation to infrastructure (CS01; CS26; TS42; TS44; TS46; TS55; TS76; 

ED06; FRM14; SWM01; and ROS16) and in relation to employment and the 

economy (CS06; CS09; CS13; ED09; ED42; ED47; and ED48). 
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8.2.7. I have also had regard to the nature of the area. I would characterise Drinagh as 

comprising predominantly industrial, manufacturing, warehousing and related uses. 

Whilst the site and lands to the south and east are agricultural, the uses to the south-

west, north, and west are related largely to transport, office, warehousing and vehicle 

maintenance. I estimate that in the region of 85 hectares of land immediately west 

and north of the site adjacent Rosslare Road and the Wexford Bypass is comprised 

of manufacturing and industrial related uses. I consider the proposed development 

and the intended future purpose broadly align with Development Plan Objectives 

ED09, ED47 and ED48 in relation to supporting sectoral and location-based 

strengths and synergies with existing employers; taking advantage of ‘ready-to-go’ 

property solution; and ensuring commercial development is located in the optimal 

location depending on whether it is ‘land or space’ intensive or dependent on a 

particular type of infrastructure. 

8.2.8. Having regard to the foregoing, including to the provisions of the Wexford County 

Development Plan 2022-2028 I am satisfied that the proposed development is 

acceptable in principle, subject to the considerations below. 

8.3. Roads 

8.3.1. I note the appellant’s points regarding cycle safety and road capacity.  

Cycle safety 

8.3.2. Regarding cycle safety, the proposed layout incorporates cycle lanes on both sides 

of the road which connect to the existing cycle lane along Rosslare Road. Having 

regard to the information submitted; the points made by the Planning Authority 

Planner Report and Roads section report; and noting the provision of segregated 

and elevated cycle access I am satisfied the proposal is acceptable in this regard. 

8.3.3. Regarding road safety more generally, the road from which the access will be 

created is a regional road. There are cycle lanes and footpaths on both sides of the 

road outside the site. The existing T-junction is traffic light controlled. There are 

controlled pedestrian crossing on the northern and western arms. The proposed 

access is in a 60km/h zone. The proposed road comprises a single vehicular lane, 

cycle lane and footpath on both sides. Street lighting is proposed and detailed 

reports are submitted. The Planning Authority Roads section report considered the 
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proposal acceptable and recommended permission be granted subject to conditions. 

I note the Roads report raised no objection to the proposed works to the existing 

public road along the R730. 

8.3.4. In relation to road design, I have had regard to the provisions of Development Plan 

Volumes 1 and 2 in this regard, to DMURS and other relevant national guidance as 

set out above. Capacity for services within the road is proposed. Road traffic signage 

and street lighting drawings are provided. The road is relatively straight, plot 

accesses are proposed, plot accesses are reasonably spaced with good visibility and 

of standard dimensions and design. I am satisfied the road design is appropriate to 

cater for a range of future uses, with safe and efficient access for multiple modes. I 

note that the Planning Authority Roads section recommended conditions relating to 

sightlines and that these were not included in the Planning Authority decision. 

Having regard to the proposed junction layout, the curvature of the existing R730 

road at the point of the proposed access, and the Development Plan sightlines 

requirements, I am satisfied with the visibility provided, subject to conditions 

requiring the agreement of landscaping and boundary treatments.  

8.3.5. Whilst I consider the road design is broadly acceptable subject to conditions, I 

consider further the information provided as to the future use of the sites below. 

Road capacity 

8.3.6. The applicant submitted a Traffic & Transport Assessment (TTA) prepared by the 

applicant’s engineer. The TTA incorporated surveys of the local road network and TII 

model data for future year traffic growth. The assessment stated that the uses of the 

future plots are unknown, and as such the TTA utilised trip generation figures based 

on an adjacent IDA business park. The TTA stated that surveys indicate the existing 

junction is at capacity in the morning peak, resulting in queues and delays, but 

operates within capacity in the evening peak. The assessment indicated that this 

would, broadly speaking, be the situation in the 2027, 2032 and 2042 horizon years, 

both in the case of forecast background increase on its own, and also forecast 

background increase plus the proposed access. The assessment clarified however 

that in those years and with the development in place, the junction is only forecast to 

be over capacity in the 15 minutes before 09:00 and that outside this period the 

junction is forecast to operate within capacity. 
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8.3.7. I note the proposed development is essentially for a road to serve 4 no. plots where 

the use of the plots is not proposed or confirmed, with the applicant stating the 

access road is for “potential future warehouse development”. Given the layout of the 

development and the nature of the plots proposed I am satisfied the approach in the 

TTA is reasonable. I note that the proposed layout, including the road and 

connection to the existing junction will allow for queueing within the application site. 

Whilst the TTA utilised morning and evening peak figures, given the likely nature of 

the intended uses (that is, warehousing / land intensive use) I consider such uses 

would generate a significant proportion of trips spread throughout the day and night 

rather than concentrated in morning and evening peaks. Given the foregoing I am 

satisfied with the information submitted and proposed development in this regard. 

Road safety audit 

8.3.8. I note the appeal response states that a Road Safety Audit was submitted with the 

application/appeal. I see not record of same on the Commission or Planning 

Authority files. I note the provisions of Development Plan Objectives TS19, TS43, 

TS76 and Section 8.10.2 in this regard. I consider that a condition is warranted for 

completion of a Level 3/4 Road Safety Audit for the development. 

8.4. Archaeology 

8.4.1. I note the appeal points regard the information submitted, the previously unknown 

sub-circular ditch enclosure and other smaller scale features of potential 

archaeological significance, and that the proposed mitigation is inadequate. 

8.4.2. The applicant submitted an Archaeological Assessment (May 2024) prepared by the 

applicant’s archaeologist. An updated Archaeological Assessment (Feb. 2025) and 

archaeological Geophysical Survey Report were submitted as further information. 

The reports note 6 no. sites on the Sites & Monuments Record (SMR) within 560m of 

the site, with the closest being WX042-012 ‘castle’ which is 165m from the site.  

8.4.3. Regarding the geophysical survey, it identified previously unknown archaeological 

remains within the red line area but outside the footprint of the proposed road. The 

survey stated the nearest feature of archaeological significance is a sub-circular 

ditch enclosure approx. 35m from the proposed road. The report also highlighted 

other features including what it stated as a likely contemporary field enclosure and 



ABP-322458-25 Inspector’s Report Page 21 of 59 

common modern metallic debris. The Archaeological Assessment stated the sub-

circular ditch and field system have archaeological potential although no surface 

expression remains. It added that no features of archaeological significance were 

discovered within the line of the proposed road.  

8.4.4. Regarding likely impacts of the development on archaeological features, the 

Archaeological Assessment recommended a buffer zone of 15m around the 

identified enclosure and that therefore there will be no physical impact by the road on 

it. Regarding the other identified features, the Assessment proposed that all 

groundworks for the access road to be subject to archaeological monitoring. 

8.4.5. The submission from the Department of Housing, Local Government and Heritage 

Development Applications Unit noted the information and findings submitted in 

response to further information. It stated that the Department concurred that all 

topsoil stripping and groundworks be archeologically monitored, and that it concurred 

with the recommended buffer zone in the environs of the newly identified enclosure. 

It stated however that clarification was required regarding the extent of same and 

details of the works within and adjacent the buffer zone.  

8.4.6. The Planning Authority Planner Report stated that Drinagh has an extensive 

archaeological heritage but that there are no recorded monuments on the site. It 

stated that Conditions are required in response to Department submission. 

Assessment 

8.4.7. There are no recorded monuments within the application red line area. Sites & 

Monument Record WX042-012 (‘castle’) is the closest such site and both it and its 

zone of interest are well outside the application boundary. Items of archaeological 

interest within the red line area were identified in the Archaeological Assessment. 

The Assessment recommended conditions to which the Planning Authority 

concurred. I note that the DAU did not object in principle to the buffer zone proposed, 

but recommended clarification of further information regarding the extent of the 

buffer zone, details of works in the vicinity, and that no groundworks within the 

development exclusion areas in Sites 3 & 4 be permitted that could potentially impact 

negatively on the archaeological site. The Department concurred with the 

recommendation that all topsoil stripping and groundworks be monitored. 
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8.4.8. In relation to the buffer zone around the identified sub-circular ditch enclosure, the 

road works would be approx. 35m from the enclosure. Minimal works including in 

terms of plot access and landscaping are proposed in plots No. 3 / 4 where the 

identified circular enclosure is located. I note the submitted drawings appear to 

indicate the southern edge of the road would cross the northern edge of the buffer 

zone such that approximately 1-2m of the road edge (predominantly comprising 

planting and footpaths) would run through the northern fringe of the buffer zone. The 

road however would remain over 30m from the identified feature. The proposed plot 

access points referenced by the Department are outside the exclusion zone and as 

such future access connections could avoid the feature. 

8.4.9. Noting the DAU submission, and having regard to the archaeological information 

submitted, and to the road design and route, I am satisfied the approach of the 

Planning Authority and proposed road design are reasonable. I am satisfied the 

proposed works would not have an undue impact on known features of 

archaeological interest. I am also satisfied the proposed buffer zone provides 

sufficient protection from the identified circular enclosure. I note the Department’s 

recommendation for clarification of further information, however given the distance 

between the proposed works and the identified enclosure, the proposed buffer zone, 

and the nature of works within the northern edge of the buffer, I am satisfied the 

development and proposed mitigation strike an appropriate balance with protection 

of archaeological features, and that further design details as per Condition 3 of the 

Planning Authority decision are not warranted, subject to attachment of revised 

condition for archaeological monitoring. The revised conditions should include for the 

omission of groundworks within the development exclusion areas that could 

potentially impact negatively on the archaeological site, as per the DAU submission. 

8.4.10. In relation to the filed system identified in the geophysical survey, the Archaeological 

Assessment indicated that this system is likely modern but is also of archaeological 

interest. Having regard to the information submitted I am satisfied that archaeological 

monitoring of groundworks is acceptable in relation to works near this feature. 

8.4.11. For completeness I note that the Archaeological Assessment and DAU report 

referred to the same recorded monuments, WX042-012 ‘castle’; WX042-089 ‘ditch 

barrow’; WX042-91 ‘excavation (8 prehistoric pits)’; WX042-090 ‘ditch barrow’; 

WX042-097 ‘bronze age house; and WX042-088 ‘fulacht fia’), however the 
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Archaeological Assessment does not refer to WX042-078 ‘windmill’; whereas the 

DAU report does. This monument is recorded as being approximately 275m to the 

south-east. As such it has been duly accounted for in my assessment. 

8.5. Visual impact 

8.5.1. The subject application is for a road and includes landscaping, street lighting, 

underground services, and boundary treatments. The application includes landscape 

plans which provide for the retention of existing trees and hedgerows and additional 

planting. The road broadly speaking would follow the existing topography of the site. 

The surrounding area is relatively built up, with a number of roads and large office, 

industrial and warehouse buildings. Whilst the site is in a coastal location and there 

is distant visual connectivity between the site and coast, given the relatively flat 

nature of the landscape and the low nature of the development I do not consider the 

proposed works will have a significant visual impact in this regard. 

8.5.2. Regarding heritage, for completeness I note the Archaeological Assessment report 

assessed the visual impact of the development, and concluded that the development 

will not stand out from the overall context of adjacent industrial development. The 

report considered the visual impact on Drinagh House and stated that additional 

screening on the eastern side of the site may be appropriate to provide further 

screening. I note however that there are mature trees along the existing boundary 

with Drinagh House, that a landscape berm is proposed at this point, and that more 

recent tree planting has occurred between the subject site and Drinagh House.  

8.5.3. As noted by the appellant no buildings form part of the application, however 

development, including buildings, are proposed as part of application Reg. Ref. 

20241394 are currently on appeal (ABP Ref. ABP-322767-25) to the Commission 

and will be considered accordingly in that case. 

8.5.4. Conditions 3, 4 and 9 attached by the Planning Authority related to the agreement of 

details for landscaping and materials. 

8.5.5. In relation to the development proposed in the subject case, having regard to the 

foregoing, to the nature of the development, the site and surrounding area, I consider 

that the visual impact of the proposal is acceptable subject to revised boundary and 

landscaping conditions. 
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8.6. Related matters raised in the course of the appeal 

Validity of application 

8.6.1. I note again the appellant’s points regarding the description and nature of 

development. The appellant also states that the revised description does not match 

the original notices and that as such the application should be invalid and that the 

response to further information should have been deemed significant. 

8.6.2. I have addressed the principle and nature of development above and I am generally 

satisfied with the development proposed in this regard. 

8.6.3. Regarding the public notices submitted with the application and the applicant 

response to further information, the application referred to permission for 

construction of a new entrance and access road to service 4 no. “industrial zoned 

sites”. The Planning Authority further information request sought that the application 

title be amended to omit reference to industrial zoning, and that revised application 

forms shall be submitted. The applicant responded with a revised application form 

with the words ‘industrial zoned’ removed. The Planning Authority did not deem the 

revised proposals to be significant and did not seek for revised public notices in this 

regard. Given the absence of land use zonings within and around Wexford town I am 

satisfied with the application procedure in this regard. 

8.6.4. Regarding the appeal reference to the future use of the lands, the development 

proposed as part of this application comprises, in the main, construction of a road, 

services, landscaping and boundary treatment to create 4 no. sites. Whilst I 

acknowledge the appellant’s concern regarding the future use of the plots, as set out 

above I am satisfied that the application, notices and further information submitted to 

the Planning Authority were sufficient to communicate to interested parties the 

nature of the development proposed as part of the application. I am satisfied that the 

nature of the development proposed as part of this application is clearly stated, and 

that the applicant has highlighted the nature of the intended future development 

which is not confirmed or forming part of this application. Separate proposals for the 

use of the plots will be assessed on their merits. In this regard I consider the 

proposed approach aligns with Development Plan Objective ED47 in relation to 

‘ready-to-go’ property solutions and local ambition. 

Further information submitted 
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8.6.5. I note the appellant’s points in this regard, broadly that the response to further 

information submitted did not provide the information requested, which comprise an 

access link to the north as requested, and that the cycle tracks are not elevated as 

requested. 

Access to east and north 

8.6.6. Regarding the further information request for revised site layout masterplan drawings 

to show access linkages to the north and east, the Planner Report in requiring this 

information simply stated that “It would be considered appropriate to extend the 

internal roads to the eastern boundary of the site and the road to the north”. The 

applicant submitted a revised drawing (Drw. No. W24034-X-XXX-DR-MOR-CE-

01205 ‘Proposed Site Masterplan Layout’) which showed a revised road layout which 

extended the road some additional metres to connect to the eastern boundary of the 

site, however no connection to the north was shown. In considering the further 

information response the Planner Report acknowledged that the masterplan drawing 

submitted did not show a road connection to the north, and stated that a condition 

should be attached requiring the submission of a single masterplan drawing showing 

this and other elements. 

8.6.7. I am satisfied the Planning Authority had sufficient information in making its 

assessment. the Request for Further Information refers to Article 33 of the Planning 

& Development Regulations 2001, as amended. Article 33 entitles the Planning 

Authority to require the applicant to submit further information which the authority 

consider necessary to enable it to deal with the application. I am satisfied the 

Planning Authority received sufficient information to deal with the application and I 

am satisfied with the Planning Authority procedure and decision in this regard.  

8.6.8. Regarding a connection to the north itself, I differ to the Planning Authority in my 

assessment in that I do not consider there is a robust rationale for a connection to 

the north within the site. The neighbouring lands to the north are already served by 

accesses. I also have some concern in that the access lane to the north is to a 

private residence which is a Protected Structure. I note that there is an existing 

access gate from the subject lands to this adjacent access lane. The applicant also 

indicates in their response to appeal that the connection to the east as proposed 

would provide for future connection by others to the north (Drw. No. SK.2705202 



ABP-322458-25 Inspector’s Report Page 26 of 59 

‘Access Link Sketch’). I consider that a connection to the east was reasonable to 

provide for potential future connections to lands to the east, as per Development 

Plan Objective TV26 in relation to provision of connections to adjoining lands, 

however, having regard to the foregoing, I am satisfied that a connection to the north 

within the site is not warranted, and that the road layout as submitted is acceptable 

in this regard.  

8.6.9. Furthermore, given that the majority of the development relates to construction of a 

road measuring some 315m, the construction of a further approx. 125m to 160m of 

road to the north would require significant further assessment and design, including 

for example in relation to surface water management. I do not consider that provision 

of such further development by condition is appropriate.  

Cycle access 

8.6.10. I note the appellant’s points that the cycle tracks are not elevated as requested. I 

have addressed this matter elsewhere in my report and am satisfied in this regard. 

8.6.11. Whilst I acknowledge the appeal points in this regard, having regard to the foregoing 

and to the development proposed, I am satisfied with the proposed development and 

application procedure in this regard. 

Planning Application Reg. Ref. 20241391 

8.6.12. The appeal refers to ‘precedent conditions’ and states that Condition 3 of the 

Planning Authority decision requires a revised masterplan drawing of the 

development to be submitted for agreement within 2 months of the final grant of 

permission. The appeal states that the recent application for a warehouse and office 

building on a plot within the subject site (Reg. Ref. 20241394) should not have been 

lodged until the final decision on the subject application (Reg. Reg. 20240792). 

8.6.13. The lodgement of planning applications is a matter for applicants. At the time of 

writing of this report, a notification of decision to grant permission subject to 

conditions has been issued by the Planning Authority for application Reg. Ref. 

20241394 and the case is currently on appeal to the Commission (ABP-322767-

25). The subject case would provide the road which would provide access for ABP-

322767-25 and was lodged in advance of that case. I am satisfied there is no 

procedural difficulty with the cases running concurrently. In my assessment of the 
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subject case, I have had due regard to the related case, including in terms of the 

attachment of conditions that are warranted.  

Major Accidents Directive / Seveso Establishments – New Issue 

8.6.14. Part of the subject site is located within 700m of a recorded Upper Tier Seveso Site 

located to the west (European Refreshments, Sinnotstown, Drinagh, Wexford). 

Schedule 8 of Part 11 of the Planning & Development Regulations 2001, as 

amended, indicates development categories for the purposes of Part 11. It includes 

(No. 6) ‘commercial or industrial developments designed to accommodate 20 or 

more employees’ and (No. 8) ‘transport links, including public roads’. I see no record 

on the Commission file or the Planning Authority public file of consultation between 

the Planning Authority and the Health & Safety Authority (HAS) or Wexford Fire 

Services as required by Development Plan Section 8.6. I consider the proposed 

development comes under category No. 8 ‘Transport links’ of Schedule 8. The 

Commission may be inclined to seek consultation with the HAS and/or Wexford Fire 

Services in this regard prior to the making of a decision in this regard. 

Drainage – New Issue 

8.6.15. The application includes a Planning Drainage Report and drainage engineering 

drawings prepared by the applicant’s engineer. An updated drainage drawing was 

submitted in response to further information which showed the location of Uisce 

Eireann infrastructure. The further information response also included revised 

landscaping plans. The submitted Uisce Eireann Confirmation of Feasibility stated 

the development was feasible without water or wastewater infrastructure upgrades. 

8.6.16. The applicant’s Planning Drainage Report stated the proposed development 

incorporates sustainable drainage systems. It stated that surface water drainage 

from the access road will be collected and diverted to the north of the site where it 

will be discharged to an existing concrete outfall pipe. The report stated the existing 

outfall pipe connects to a stream running northeast. The report stated that prior to 

discharge to the outfall, surface water will pass through a fuel / oil bypass separator 

to remove oils and hydrocarbons. It stated also that a monitoring chamber will also 

be provided to sample water quality prior to discharge. The report also stated that 

SuDS solutions will be provided by the inclusion of tree pits and soakaways, and that 

these will be designed in accordance with Soakaway Design Digest 365. It also 
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stated that an overflow pipe from the tree pits / soakaways to the main drainage 

system will be provided. The report further stated that each future site will be provide 

with its own dedicated attenuation system that will discharge into the proposed road 

drainage network.  

8.6.17. The NIS (Section 4.0) identifies proposed mitigation. It states that operational phase 

measures comprise the above surface water collection infrastructure; fuel/oil bypass 

separator; monitoring chamber; and SuDS in the form of tree pits and soakaways as 

per the submitted engineering report. It states the construction phase mitigation will 

comprise (Section 4.5.1 ‘Construction Phase’ & Table 34) a silt trap erected around 

the construction area to prevent runoff of particulate matter; timing of works; dust 

suppression; management of plant & machinery; management of fuel; staff 

compound; waste management; preparation of a CEMP. I consider that conditions 

are required to be attached to ensure implementation of these measures. 

8.6.18. I note the conditions attached to the Planning Authority Decision in this regard, in 

particular Conditions 1, 3, 8 and 10. In the interests of completeness I note that the 

Planning Authority Environment Section report recommended alternative conditions, 

including in relation to surface water runoff. Recommended condition no. 1 required 

connection to the public sewer; recommended condition no. 5 required a class 1 

oil/silt interceptor trap within the site; recommended condition no. 6 required surface 

water drainage to accord with the document ‘Implementation of Urban Nature-based 

Solutions November 2025’; and recommended condition no. 7 required details of the 

tree pits and soakaways referenced in the Planning Drainage Report to be submitted 

for agreement. I note that recommended conditions 2, 3 and 4 were stated in 

shorthand and as such their provisions and purpose are unclear. I am satisfied that 

these matters have largely been dealt with in the submitted documentation, and that 

outstanding details can be satisfactorily dealt with by revised conditions.  

8.6.19. I also note that the Planning Authority Planner Report considered that more land 

should be set aside for future nature-based surface water management, and for this 

to be agreed by condition. I note the submitted documentation (Drw. No. W24034-X-

XXX-DR-MOR-CE-01207) showed “areas reserved to SUDS management for 

potential future developments” within each plot. Given the size of the plots, and given 

that the areas indicated are reserves rather than proposed works, I am satisfied that 
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a condition in this regard is not warranted, and that SuDS requirements in this regard 

can be dealt with in future applications.  

8.6.20. Having reviewed the information submitted, the engineering drawings show a 2m 

wide landscaping verge on both sides of the road, and the submitted landscape 

plans show tree planting along the full length of these verges on both side of the 

road. I consider that limited details of the proposed tree-pits and soakaways to 

provide pre-treatment prior to discharge from the site are shown on the submitted 

engineering drawings. No conditions in this regard were attached by the Planning 

Authority. In this latter regard I note Condition 3 requires agreement of a masterplan 

showing indicative areas reserved for nature-based surface water management 

arrangements. I consider this to be insufficient in terms of the specificity required for 

tree pit and soakaway design. 

8.6.21. Given the width and length of the landscaping proposed, and the levels shown, I am 

satisfied the layout proposed provides for the proposed tree-pits / soakaway, whilst 

also providing sufficient buffer space to the identified archaeological features. Overall 

I am satisfied with the surface water drainage proposals in this regard, and that 

sufficient information has been provided in the submitted plans to provide for details 

in relation to tree pit and soakaway design to be agreed by condition. Overall I am 

satisfied with the proposal in this regard, subject to conditions relating to construction 

management; details of prosed tree pits and soakaways; implementation of 

mitigation measures set out in Section 4.0 of the NIS; and related details. 

AA / AA Screening documentation 

8.6.22. Refer to Appendix 2. Subsequent to lodgement of the subject application and 

separate application for development of one of the plots within the site was lodged 

with the Planning Authority (Reg. Ref. 20241394). That application is currently on 

appeal to the Commission. For the purposes of Appropriate Assessment in the 

subject case I have considered the effect of that project in relation to in-combination 

effects. I am satisfied that in-combination effects have been duly considered, and 

that the designs of both projects and related standard practice mitigation and 

preventative measures are consistent and complementary in both cases. I note that 

whilst the application site areas overlap and the abovementioned appeal (Reg. Ref. 

20241394) depends on the subject road for access, the applicants in these cases 
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are different. The Commission may be inclined to seek submissions from both 

parties in this regard to address in-combination effects of both projects. 

8.6.23. The Commission may also be inclined to seek further submissions from the applicant 

in the subject case for an updated NIS taking account of the abovementioned 

project, as well as for the Stage 1 AA Screening referenced in the submitted 

documentation. I am satisfied however that for the subject case, and following the 

precautionary principle, in-combination effects have been adequately assessed. 

Conditions 

8.6.24. In relation to conditions, I consider the following. 

• Regarding Condition 1 attached by the Planning Authority, requirements for 

implementation to NIS mitigation should be provided for in a standalone 

condition. 

• Regarding Condition 2 attached by the Planning Authority, noting the intention 

for subsequent applications within the site, a condition clarifying the nature and 

extent of development permitted is warranted and can be incorporated into 

Condition 1. 

• Regarding Condition 3 attached by the Planning Authority, required agreement 

of a masterplan showing the road layout and active travel arrangements; 

individual site boundaries; the ditched enclosure and related buffer zone; the 

location of services and nature-based surface water management arrangements; 

existing and proposed landscaping; and the location and of the entrance wall 

and other boundary treatments. The Planning Authority Planner Report stated 

that a condition was attached for the submission of a single masterplan drawing 

showing these elements, in the interests of clarity.  As set out above, having 

regard to the information submitted, I do not consider that this is warranted, and 

that related details can be satisfactorily addresses by overlapping conditions 

attached hereunder.  

• Regrading Condition 4 attached by the Planning Authority, given the size of the 

site and expected subsequent applications, a standard landscaping and 

boundary treatment condition is warranted. 
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• Regarding Condition 5 attached by the Planning Authority, given the features of 

archaeological interest identified within the site, and the issues raised by the 

DAU, a standard condition relating to archaeological monitoring is warranted. 

This condition should also incorporate archaeology-related items from Condition 

3 attached by the Planning Authority. 

• Regarding Condition 6 attached by the Planning Authority, standard conditions 

regarding construction to taking in charge standards are warranted in relation to 

the road and public lighting. 

• Regarding Condition 7 attached by the Planning Authority, a revised condition in 

this regard for preparation of a CEMP as set out in the submitted NIS is 

warranted. 

• Regarding Condition 8 as attached by the Planning Authority, whilst no 

floorspace is proposed as part of this development, given that the proposed road 

will provide connection to existing mains services, standard conditions relating to 

Uisce Eireann are warranted. 

• Regarding Condition 9 attached by the Planning Authority, the agreement of 

boundary treatments can be incorporated into the above landscaping condition. 

• Regarding Condition 10 attached by the Planning Authority, given the nature of 

the development, and having regard to the NIS submitted, a condition relating to 

surface water discharge from the proposed road, including for the detailed 

design of tree pits / soakaways are warranted. 

• Regarding Condition 11 attached by the Planning Authority, given the nature of 

the development and the lack of residential and habitat / biodiversity concerns in 

the immediate area conditions limiting noise emission are not warranted. 

• Condition 12 attached by the Planning Authority (dust emissions) can be 

replaced by revised Condition 7 above (CEMP). Noting the recommendations of 

the Planning Authority Roads and Environment Sections, and noting the 

intended works affecting the public road and trees, I also consider that a 

condition for the agreement of a Construction Management Plan is warranted. 

• Regarding Condition 13 attached by the Planning Authority, given the content of 

the submitted documentation which included only proposals for road traffic 
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signage, and the provisions of exempted development regulations in this regard, 

conditions relating to signage are not warranted. 

8.6.25. In addition, I consider that conditions requiring agreement of a Stage 3/4 Road 

Safety Audit. Given the nature of the development conditions for contributions are 

not required. 

9.0 Appropriate Assessment screening 

Screening  

9.1.1. Refer to Section 8 and Appendix 2 of this report. In accordance with Section 177U of 

the Planning and Development Act 2000 (as amended) and on the basis of the 

information considered in this screening, I conclude that it is not possible to exclude 

the proposed development alone or in combination with other plans and projects will 

give rise to significant effects on (1) Wexford Harbour and Slobs SPA; (2) Slaney 

River Valley SAC; (3) Seas off Wexford SPA; (4) The Raven SPA, and; (5) Raven 

Point Nature Reserve SAC European Sites in view of the sites’ conservation 

objectives. Appropriate Assessment is required. This determination is based on: 

• The Zone of Influence of potential impacts. 

• Information presented in the submitted NIS. 

• Qualifying interests, special conservation interest and conservation 

objectives of the European sites. 

• Hydrological Pathway to European Sites via Rathaspick/Rocksborough River 

and potential for construction/operational impacts within the European sites. 

Stage 2 Appropriate Assessment  

9.1.2. In screening the need for Appropriate Assessment, it was determined that the 

proposed development could result in significant effects on (1) Wexford Harbour and 

Slobs SPA; (2) Slaney River Valley SAC; (3) Seas off Wexford SPA; (4) The Raven 

SPA, and; (5) Raven Point Nature Reserve SAC European Sites in view of the 

conservation objectives of those sites and that Appropriate Assessment under the 

provisions of S177U was required. 
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9.1.3. Following examination, analysis and evaluation of the NIS all associated material, I 

consider that adverse effects on site integrity of the (1) Wexford Harbour and Slobs 

SPA; (2) Slaney River Valley SAC; (3) Seas off Wexford SPA; (4) The Raven SPA, 

and; (5) Raven Point Nature Reserve SAC European Sites can be excluded in view 

of the conservation objectives of these sites and that no reasonable scientific doubt 

remains as to the absence of such effects. My conclusion is based on: 

• Detailed assessment of construction and operational impacts. 

• The proposed development will not affect the attainment of conservation 

objectives for (1) Wexford Harbour and Slobs SPA; (2) Slaney River Valley 

SAC; (3) Seas off Wexford SPA; (4) The Raven SPA, and; (5) Raven Point 

Nature Reserve SAC European Sites or prevent or delay the restoration of 

favourable conservation condition for these Sites. 

• Effectiveness of mitigation measures proposed and adoption of the CEMP. 

• Application of conditions to ensure these matters if permission is granted. 

10.0 Water Framework Directive 

10.1.1. The subject site is located on an agricultural field in a built-up area. The Rathaspick / 

Rocksborough River is approx. 15m to the north. The site is approx. 55m from 

unnamed lake Ref. 12_124; approx. 150m from unnamed lake Ref. 12_126; approx. 

155m from unnamed lake Ref. 12_125; approx. 270m from an unnamed and 

unreferenced river which is linked to lake Ref. 12_126; and approx. 270m from the 

Lower Slaney Estuary.  

10.1.2. The proposed development comprises the development of a road to include 

footpaths, cycle lanes, services and ancillary works; a new entrance access; 

entrance wall, boundary treatments, signage, landscaping and modifications to an 

existing signalised junction. No water deterioration concerns were raised in the 

planning appeal.  

10.1.3. I have assessed the construction of a new entrance and access road project and 

have considered the objectives as set out in Article 4 of the Water Framework 

Directive which seek to protect and, where necessary, restore surface & ground 

water waterbodies in order to reach good status (meaning both good chemical and 
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good ecological status), and prevent deterioration. Having considered the nature, 

scale and location of the project, I am satisfied it can be eliminated from further 

assessment because there is no conceivable risk to any surface and/or groundwater 

water bodies either qualitatively or quantitatively, or otherwise jeopardise any water 

body in reaching its WFD objectives. The reason for this conclusion are: the nature 

of the road and related works including SuDS prior to discharge to the local surface 

water drainage network and discharge to the Rathaspick/Rocksborough River, and 

the location-distance to other nearest waterbodies and lack of hydrological 

connections. I conclude that on the basis of objective information, the proposed 

development will not result in a risk of deterioration on any water body (rivers, lakes, 

groundwaters, transitional and coastal) either qualitatively or quantitatively or on a 

temporary or permanent basis or otherwise jeopardise any water body in reaching its 

WFD objectives and consequently can be excluded from further assessment. 

11.0 Recommendation 

11.1.1. I recommend permission be Granted, for the reasons and consideration below. 

12.0 Reasons and Considerations 

Having regard to the nature and extent of the proposed road development; to the 

nature of the site; and to the existing and permitted pattern of development in the 

area, including Protected Structure in the area, it is considered that the proposed 

development generally complies with the Core Strategy and Objectives of the 

Wexford County Development Plan 2022-2028, including having regard to Core 

Strategy Objectives CS01, CS06, and CS13, and Objectives TS42, ED06, ED09, 

ED47, ED48 and ED64, and would not impact unduly on residential amenities, the 

character of the area, road safety, traffic or public health. It is considered therefore 

that the proposed development would therefore be in accordance with the proper 

planning and sustainable development of the area, subject to the conditions set out 

below. 
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13.0 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 further plans and 

particulars received by the Planning Authority on the 16th day of February 2025, 

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 with the Planning 

Authority prior to commencement of development and the development shall be 

carried out and completed in accordance with the agreed particulars. For the 

avoidance of doubt, this permission shall not be construed as approving any 

development shown or referenced on the plans, particulars and specifications, the 

nature and extent of which has not been adequately stated in the statutory public 

notices. 

Reason: In the interest of clarity. 

2. The following shall be complied with: 

(a) Drainage arrangements including the attenuation and disposal of surface water 

shall comply with the requirements of the planning authority for such works and 

services. Prior to the commencement of development, the developer shall submit 

details for the disposal of surface water from the site for the written agreement of 

the planning authority.  

(b) Prior to the commencement of development design and construction details of 

the proposed tree pits and soakaways shall be submitted for the written 

agreement of the Planning Authority. 

(c) No surface water shall discharge from the sites onto adjoining land, the access 

road or the public road.  

Reason: To prevent flooding and in the interests of sustainable drainage. 

3.  The mitigation measures contained in the submitted Natura Impact Statement 

(NIS), shall be implemented.  

Reason: To protect the integrity of European Sites. 

4. The landscaping scheme shown on drawing numbers 24/MORCE/DM/R/001 and  

24/MORCE/DM/R/002, as submitted to the planning authority on the 26th day of 
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February, 2025 shall be carried out[within the first planting season following 

substantial completion of external construction works. 

In addition to the proposals in the submitted scheme, the following shall be carried 

out: 

A comprehensive boundary treatment and landscaping scheme shall be submitted 

to and agreed in writing with the planning authority, prior to commencement of 

development. This scheme shall include the following:- 

(a)    details of all proposed hard surface and/or permeable surface finishes, 

including samples of  proposed paving slabs/materials for footpaths, kerbing and 

road surfaces within the development; 

(b)   proposed locations of trees and other landscape planting in the development, 

including details of proposed species and settings; 

(c) details of proposed street furniture, including bollards, lighting fixtures and 

seating; 

(d) details of proposed boundary treatments at the perimeter of the site, including 

heights, materials and finishes, including of the proposed entrance wall. 

The boundary treatment and landscaping shall be carried out in accordance with 

the agreed scheme. 

All planting shall be adequately protected from damage until established.  Any 

plants which die, are removed or become seriously damaged or diseased, within a 

period of five years from the completion of the development [or until the 

development is taken in charge by the local authority, whichever is the sooner], 

shall be replaced within the next planting season with others of similar size and 

species, unless otherwise agreed in writing with the planning authority. 

Reason: In the interest of visual amenity. 

5. The following shall be complied with: 

(a) All mitigation measures in relation to archaeology and cultural heritage as set 

out in the Archaeological Assessment by Maurice F. Hurley dated February 2025 

submitted as Further Information to the Planning Authority shall be implemented in 

full, except as may otherwise be required in order to comply with the conditions of 

this permission. The planning authority and the National Monuments Service shall 

be furnished with a final archaeological report describing the results of any 
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archaeological investigative work/ excavation required, following the completion of 

all archaeological work on site and any necessary post-excavation specialist 

analysis. All resulting and associated archaeological costs shall be borne by the 

developer.  

(b) No groundworks within the development exclusion area in Site 3 & 4 shall be 

permitted that could potentially impact negatively on the archaeological site; 

(c) The developer shall engage a suitably qualified (licensed eligible) archaeologist 

to monitor (licensed under the National Monuments Acts) all site clearance works, 

topsoil stripping, groundworks, and/or the implementation of agreed preservation 

in-situ measures associated with the development, following consultation with the 

Local Authority Archaeologist or the National Monument Service (NMS). Prior to 

the commencement of such works the archaeologist shall consult with and forward 

to the Local Authority archaeologist or the NMS as appropriate a method 

statement for written agreement. The use of appropriate tools and/or machinery to 

ensure the preservation and recording of any surviving archaeological remains 

shall be necessary. Should archaeological remains be identified during the course 

of archaeological monitoring, all works shall cease in the area of archaeological 

interest pending a decision of the planning authority, in consultation with the 

National Monuments Service, regarding appropriate mitigation (preservation in-

situ/excavation).  

(d) The developer shall facilitate the archaeologist in recording any remains 

identified. Any further archaeological mitigation requirements specified by the 

planning authority, following consultation with the National Monuments Service, 

shall be complied with by the developer.  

(e) Following the completion of all archaeological work on site and any necessary 

post-excavation specialist analysis, the planning authority and the National 

Monuments Service shall be furnished with a final archaeological report describing 

the results of the monitoring and any subsequent required archaeological 

investigative work/excavation required. All resulting and associated archaeological 

costs shall be borne by the developer. 

Reason: To ensure the continued preservation either in situ or by record of places, 

caves, sites, features or other objects of archaeological interest 
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6. Upon completion of the development and prior to the taking in charge of the road 

infrastructure, the developer shall complete Stage 3 and 4 Road Safety Audits, to 

be carried out by an independent, approved and certified auditor. 

Recommendations contained in the Road Safety Audit and agreed actions shall be 

signed off by the audit team and agreed in writing with the planning authority.  

Reason: In the interest of pedestrian and traffic safety. 

7. The development hereby permitted shall be carried out and completed at least to 

the construction standards as set out in the planning authority's Taking In Charge 

Standards. In the absence of specific local standards, the standards as set out in 

the 'Recommendations for Site Development Works for Housing Areas' issued by 

the Department of the Environment and Local Government in November 1998. 

Following completion, the development shall be maintained by the developer, in 

compliance with these standards, until taken in charge by the planning authority. 

Reason: To ensure that the development is carried out and completed to an 

acceptable standard of construction. 

8. Prior to the commencement of any works associated with the development hereby 

permitted, the developer shall submit a detailed Construction Environmental 

Management Plan (CEMP) for the written agreement of the planning authority. The 

CEMP shall incorporate details for the following: collection and disposal of 

construction waste, surface water run-off from the site, on-site road construction, 

and environmental management measures during construction including working 

hours, noise control, dust and vibration control and monitoring of such measures, 

waste management, protection of soils, groundwaters, and surface waters, site 

housekeeping, emergency response planning, site environmental policy, and 

project roles and responsibilities. A record of daily checks that the construction 

works are being undertaken in accordance with the CEMP shall be kept at the 

construction site office for inspection by the planning authority. The agreed CEMP 

shall be implemented in full in the carrying out of the development. 

Reason: In the interest of environmental protection, residential amenities, public 

health and safety and environmental protection. 

9. The construction of the development shall be managed in accordance with a 

Construction Management Plan, which shall be submitted to, and agreed in writing 
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with, the planning authority prior to commencement of development. This plan 

shall provide details of intended construction practice for the development, 

including: 

(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 on-site car parking facilities for site workers during the course of 

construction; 

(d) Details of root protection areas and tree protections; 

(e)  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; 

(f)   Measures to obviate queuing of construction traffic on the adjoining road 

network; 

(g)  Measures to prevent the spillage or deposit of clay, rubble or other debris on 

the public road network; 

(h)  Alternative arrangements to be put in place for pedestrians and vehicles in the 

case of the closure of any public road or footpath during the course of site 

development works; 

(i) Details of appropriate mitigation measures for noise, dust and vibration, and 

monitoring of such levels; 

(j) A wheel washing facility shall be provided for the duration of the construction 

period, adjacent to the site exit, the location and details of which shall be 

submitted to, and agreed in writing with, the planning authority prior to 

commencement of development; 

(k)  Containment of all construction-related fuel and oil within specially constructed 

bunds to ensure that fuel spillages are fully contained. Such bunds shall be roofed 

to exclude rainwater; 
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(l)   Off-site disposal of construction/demolition waste and details of how it is 

proposed to manage excavated soil; 

(m) Means to ensure that surface water run-off is controlled such that no silt or 

other pollutants enter local surface water sewers or drains; 

(n) A record of daily checks that the works are being undertaken in accordance 

with the Construction Management Plan shall be available for inspection by the 

planning authority. 

Reason: In the interest of amenities, public health and safety and environmental 

protection. 

10. Prior to the commencement of development the developer shall enter into a 

Connection Agreement (s) with Uisce Éireann (Irish Water) to provide for a service 

connection(s) to the public water supply and/or wastewater collection network.  

Reason: In the interest of public health and to ensure adequate water/wastewater 

facilities. 

 

-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 sought to influence, directly or indirectly, the exercise of my 

professional judgement in an improper or inappropriate way.- 

 
Dan Aspell 
Inspector 
12th August 2025 
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APPENDIX 1 

Form 1: EIA Pre-Screening 
 

Case Reference ABP-322458-25 

Proposed Development Summary  Construction of a new entrance and access 
road to service 4 no. industrial zoned sites, 
modifications to the existing signalised 
junction on R730 Rosslare Road together 
with all associated site works. 

Development Address Drinagh North, Drinagh, Co. Wexford 

  

1. Does the proposed development come within 
the definition of a ‘project’ for the purposes of 
EIA? 

 ☒  Yes, it is a ‘Project’.  Proceed to Q2.  

 

 ☐  No, No further action required.  

2.  Is the proposed development of a CLASS specified in Part 1, Schedule 5 of the Planning 
and Development Regulations 2001 (as amended)?  

☐ Yes, it is a Class specified in Part 1. EIA is 

mandatory. No Screening required. EIAR to 
be requested. Discuss with ADP. 

 

 ☒  No, it is not a Class specified in Part 1. Proceed 

to Q3 

 

3.  Is the proposed development of a CLASS specified in Part 2, Schedule 5, Planning and 
Development Regulations 2001 (as amended) OR a prescribed type of proposed road 
development under Article 8 of Roads Regulations 1994, AND does it meet/exceed the 
thresholds?  

☐ No, the development is not of a Class Specified in 

Part 2, Schedule 5 or a prescribed type of 
proposed road development under Article 8 of 
the Roads Regulations, 1994. No Screening 
required.  

 
 

 ☐ Yes, the proposed development is of a Class and 

meets/exceeds the threshold. EIA is 
Mandatory.  No Screening Required. 

 

☒ Yes, the proposed development is of a Class but 

is sub-threshold. Preliminary examination 
required. (Form 2)  
OR If Schedule 7A information submitted 
proceed to Q4. (Form 3 Required) 

Class 10(dd) All private roads which would 
exceeds 2000 metres in length. 
Class 10(b)(iv) Urban development which 
would involve an area greater than 2 
hectares in the case of a business district, 
10 hectares in the case of other parts of a 
built-up area and 20 hectares elsewhere. 

4.  Has Schedule 7A information been submitted AND is the development a Class of 
Development for the purposes of the EIA Directive (as identified in Q3)?  

Yes ☐ Screening Determination required (Complete Form 3) 

No  ☒ Pre-screening determination conclusion remains as above (Q1 to Q3) 

Inspector:   _________________________        Date:  __ 5th August 2025___ 
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Form 2: EIA Preliminary Examination 

Case Reference  ABP-322458-25 

Proposed 
Development 
Summary 

Construction of a new entrance and access road to service 4 no. industrial zoned 
sites, modifications to the existing signalised junction on R730 Rosslare Road 
together with all associated site works. 

Development 
Address 

Drinagh North, Drinagh, Co. Wexford. 

This preliminary examination should be read with, and in the light of, the rest of the Inspector’s 
Report attached herewith. 

Characteristics 
of proposed 
development 

The proposed development comprises approximately 315m of road including 
footpaths, cycle lanes, services, ancillary works; a new entrance access; entrance 
wall, boundary treatments, signage, landscaping and modifications to an existing 
signalised junction. Whilst the application red line area is stated as 9.5ha, the 
proposed development has a modest footprint which I estimate to be approximately 
3ha. It also requires minimal demolition works; does not require the use of substantial 
natural resources; or give rise to production of significant waste; significant risk of 
pollution; or nuisance. The development, by virtue of its type, does not pose a risk of 
major accident and/or disaster, human health or is vulnerable to climate change (I 
assess the proposed development in the context of SEVESO sites in the area in 
Section 8.0 of this report). I am satisfied the proposed development is a private road, 
as it is located on private land, is intended to serve private developments, is not 
publicly funded, would be gated at the eastern end, and proposals for taking in charge 
are not submitted or conditioned, although I note the road is conditioned to be 
constructed to taking in charge standards. 
 
The applicant states the intention for separate planning applications for development 
of the 4 no. plots created by the subject development. At the time of writing one such 
application was lodged with the Planning Authority (Reg. Ref. 20241394) and a 
decision to grant permission was issued and the case is currently on appeal to the 
Commission (ABP Ref. ABP-322767-25). That application was for development works 
consisting of a single storey warehouse (5,748m2) two-storey office building (138m2 
x 2), staff car park, proposed yard and all ancillary site works including: 2 no. 
entrances, security gates and fencing, signage, stormwater management, utilities 
connections, site lighting, concrete paving, boundary treatments, landscaping and 
associated site works. The warehouse is stated to be used for the storage and 
dispatch of goods. The stated site area in that application was 3.62ha and is 
predominantly within the red line area of the subject appeal case. 
 
For the purposes of EIA screening, in the subject case, I have had regard to this 
related case. I am satisfied the road as proposed, and development of the referenced 
plot can be properly screened and assessed under the EIA Directive and developed 
independently of the remaining plots which may never come forward, are not integral 
parts of the subject project with none of the others plots dependent or reliant on each 
other, and can therefore be treated as separate projects and not as a single 
development. I have considered these two developments in screening the subject 
development. Any subsequent projects/developments can be subsequently screened 
if they come forward. As such I have considered the likely effects of the subject project 
not in isolation but cumulatively with other relevant development (that is, Reg. Ref. 
Reg. Ref. 20241394 (ABP Ref. ABP-322767-25)). 

Location of 
development 

The proposed development is located in a built-up area on agricultural land. The 
receiving location is not particularly environmentally sensitive and is removed from 
identified landscapes of significance in the County Development Plan. The site is not 
of historic or cultural significance. It is approximately 50m from the grounds of a 
Protected Structure (Drinagh House). The site approximately 165m from the nearest 
recorded site of archaeological interest. Previously unknown features of 
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archaeological interest within the red line area but outside the development footprint 
are dealt with as part of the application. The site is approximately 0.27km and 7.8km 
from sensitive natural habitats / designated European Sites including (1) Wexford 
Harbour and Slobs SPA; (2) Slaney River Valley SAC; (3) Seas off Wexford SPA; 
(4) The Raven SPA, and; (5) Raven Point Nature Reserve SAC and I have 
considered the impact of the development and the submitted Natura Impact 
Statement in this regard. Given the scale and nature of development and mitigation 
proposed there will be no significant environmental effects arising. 

Types and 
characteristics 
of potential 
impacts 

Having regard to the characteristics and modest nature of the proposed development; 
the location proximity and connectivity to sensitive habitats/features; likely limited 
magnitude and spatial extent of effects, and absence of significant in combination 
effects, there is no potential for significant effects on the environmental factors listed 
in section 171A of the Act. 

Conclusion 

Likelihood of 
Significant 
Effects 

Conclusion in respect of EIA 

There is no real 
likelihood of 
significant effects 
on the 
environment. 

EIA is not required. 

Inspector:      ______Date:  _5th August 2025____ 
DP/ADP:    _________________________________Date: _______________ 
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APPENDIX 2 
 

Screening for Appropriate Assessment 
Test for likely significant effects 

Step 1: Description of the project and local site characteristics. 

Brief description of project Construction of a new entrance and access road to service 4 
no. industrial zoned sites, modifications to the existing 
signalised junction on R730 Rosslare Road together with all 
associated site works. The development includes a road 
measuring approx. 315m including surface and foul water 
drainage infrastructure. Surface water drainage from the road 
will be collect and diverted to the north of the site where it will 
be discharged to an existing concrete outfall pipe which 
connects to an existing stream that runs northeast. 

Brief description of development site 
characteristics and potential impact 
mechanisms  

The site comprises part of an agricultural field. The remainder 
of the field extends to the west. The application red line area is 
stated as 9.54ha. The site boundary comprises hedges, trees 
and fencing. The Rathaspick/Rocksborough River is approx. 
15m to the north. The Lower Slaney Estuary / Wexford 
Harbour is approx. 270m to the east. Wexford Harbour and 
Slobs SPA is approximately 0.27km to the east; Slaney River 
Valley SAC is approx. 0.27km to the east; Seas off Wexford 
SPA is approximately 4.6km to the east; The Raven SPA is 
approx. 7.8km to the east, and Raven Point Nature Reserve 
SAC is approx. 7.8km to the east. The site is also approx. 55m 
from unnamed lake Ref. 12_124; approx. 150m from unnamed 
lake Ref. 12_126; approx. 155m from unnamed lake Ref. 
12_125; approx. 270m from an unnamed and unreferenced 
watercourse which is linked to lake Ref. 12_126. 

Screening report  N 

Natura Impact Statement Y 

Relevant submissions N (DAU submission received related to archaeology only). 

Additional information: The following information was submitted with the application and appeal: 

• Natura Impact Statement (NIS). 

• Archaeological Assessment and Geophysical Survey Report. 

• Planning Drainage Report. 

• Engineering and Landscape drawings. 

Step 2. Identification of relevant European sites using the Source-pathway-receptor model  
The site is not located within or directly adjacent to any designated European sites. The applicant NIS identified 

sites in its zone of influence. It references potential indirect effects on the qualifying species and habitats of (1) 

Wexford Harbour and Slobs SPA; (2) Slaney River Valley SAC; (3) Seas off Wexford SPA; (4) The Raven SPA, 

and; (5) Raven Point Nature Reserve SAC. Following the source-pathway-receptor model and, having considered 

the findings of the accompanying reports with the application and appeal, the submitted AA Screening summary, 

the details of the sites existing and proposed infrastructure; the intervening distance between the development 

site and the above listed SACs and SPAs; it has been determined that only the European designated sites within 

the zone of influence of the project on account of potential indirect hydrological pathways between the appeal site 

and these Sites arising from surface-water discharges during the construction and operational phases (as per the 

WFD assessment and determination contained in Appendix 3 of this report). 

European Site 
(code) 

Qualifying 
interests1  
Link to 
conservation 
objectives 
(NPWS, date) 

Distance 
from 
proposed 
development 
(km) 

Ecological connections2  
 

Consider 
further in 
screening3 Y/N 

Wexford Harbour and Slobs SPA 0.27km Indirect via runoff and silt/ pollutants entering 
the Rathaspick / Rocksborough River which 
discharges into Wexford Harbour / Lower 
Slaney Estuary. 

Y 
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Slaney River Valley SAC 0.27km Indirect via runoff and silt/ pollutants entering 
the Rathaspick / Rocksborough River which 
discharges into Wexford Harbour / Lower 
Slaney Estuary. 

Y 

Seas off Wexford SPA 4.6km Indirect via runoff and silt/ pollutants entering 
the Rathaspick / Rocksborough River which 
discharges into Wexford Harbour / Lower 
Slaney Estuary. 

Y 

The Raven SPA 7.8km Indirect via runoff and silt/ pollutants entering 
the Rathaspick / Rocksborough River which 
discharges into Wexford Harbour / Lower 
Slaney Estuary. 

Y 

Raven Point Nature Reserve SAC 7.8km Indirect via runoff and silt/ pollutants entering 
the Rathaspick / Rocksborough River which 
discharges into Wexford Harbour / Lower 
Slaney Estuary. 

Y 

1 Summary description / cross reference to NPWS website is acceptable at this stage in the report. 
2 Based on source-pathway-receptor: Direct/ indirect/ tentative/ none, via surface water/ ground water/ air/ use 
of habitats by mobile species. 
3if no connections: N. 

Step 3. Describe the likely effects of the project (if any, alone or in combination) on European Sites 
Based on the abovementioned documents I consider the following. There is no potential for direct effects. The 
habitats within the site are not of value for qualifying species of Natura 2000 sites within the Zone of Influence. 
The agricultural site does not provide suitable habitats/environments for these QI Species of the above SACs 
and SPAs. No ex-situ impacts on qualifying species of the above SPAs and SACs are considered likely. 
 
Potential for significant effects was identified in the form of deterioration of water quality during construction and 
operation of the proposed development via an indirect hydrological pathway. This due to the site proximity and 
hydrological connection to the Rathaspick/Rocksborough River and subsequently to Lower Slaney Estuary and 
Wexford Harbour and potential impact on habitats (QI of SAC) or birds (QI of SPA) which may depend on them. 
 
During the construction phase there are potential impacts from increased levels of suspended solids such as silt 
and sediment alongside accidental fuel/lubricant spillage entering the watercourse by surface water runoff 
during periods of rainfall of sufficient magnitude and being transferred downstream, if works are carried out 
unmitigated. 
 
During the operational phase there are potential impacts from hydrocarbons and heavy metal leakage / spillage 
entering the nearby watercourse by surface water runoff during periods of heavy rainfall and being transferred 
downstream in the absence of sustainable drainage design features. 
 
The impacts described above could impact habitats and bird species within the above SPAs and SACs due to 
impacts on habitats upon which the bird species depend. 
 
Design mitigation measures are listed in Section 4.0 of the NIS and Section 3.0 of the Planning Drainage Report 
which accompanied the application. The measures are standard measures and good construction practices 
designed to protect water quality during the construction and operational phases. They include SuDS (tree pits 
& soakaways), fuel/oil bypass separator, monitoring chamber, installation of silt traps, timing of works, dust 
suppression, plant maintenance, plant & machinery maintenance, fuel management, staff compound, waste 
management and a construction environment management plan (CEMP). 
 
In relation to potential impacts from wastewater, I am satisfied with the information submitted that whilst 
wastewater conveyance infrastructure is to be contained within the road and site, however no wastewater will 
be generated from the development proposed as part of this case. 
 
Regarding in combination effects, a planning application for development of one of the plots within the subject 
site was lodged with the Planning Authority (Reg. Ref. 20241394) and is currently on appeal to the Commission 
(ABP-322767-25). I have considered the effect of that project in relation to in-combination effects. In this regard 
I have reviewed and considered the NIS and related application and appeal information submitted with the 
appeal in that case. The NIS in that case considered both projects (Refs. ABP-322458-24 and ABP-322767-25) 
and their in-combination and cumulative effects on the above European Sites (Section 5.0). As such there is 
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evidence that there are other plans and projects that could lead to significant in-combination impacts on the 2 
no. Natura 2000 sites cited above, nor on any other Natura 2000 sites. 
 
The matrix below identifies possible significant effects on the European sites in view of the conservation 
objectives (alone or in combination with other plans and projects). 

AA Screening matrix 

Site name 
Qualifying interests 

Possibility of significant effects in view of the 
conservation objectives of the site* 

 Impacts Effects 

Site 1: Wexford Harbour and Slobs SPA 
(004076) 
Little Grebe (Tachybaptus ruficollis) [A004] 
Great Crested Grebe (Podiceps cristatus) [A005] 
Cormorant (Phalacrocorax carbo) [A017] 
Grey Heron (Ardea cinerea) [A028] 
Bewick's Swan (Cygnus columbianus bewickii) 
[A037] 
Whooper Swan (Cygnus cygnus) [A038] 
Light-bellied Brent Goose (Branta bernicla hrota) 
[A046] 
Shelduck (Tadorna tadorna) [A048] 
Teal (Anas crecca) [A052] 
Mallard (Anas platyrhynchos) [A053] 
Pintail (Anas acuta) [A054] 
Scaup (Aythya marila) [A062] 
Goldeneye (Bucephala clangula) [A067] 
Red-breasted Merganser (Mergus serrator) 
[A069] 
Hen Harrier (Circus cyaneus) [A082] 
Coot (Fulica atra) [A125] 
Oystercatcher (Haematopus ostralegus) [A130] 
Golden Plover (Pluvialis apricaria) [A140] 
Grey Plover (Pluvialis squatarola) [A141] 
Lapwing (Vanellus vanellus) [A142] 
Knot (Calidris canutus) [A143] 
Sanderling (Calidris alba) [A144] 
Dunlin (Calidris alpina) [A149] 
Black-tailed Godwit (Limosa limosa) [A156] 
Bar-tailed Godwit (Limosa lapponica) [A157] 
Curlew (Numenius arquata) [A160] 
Redshank (Tringa totanus) [A162] 
Black-headed Gull (Chroicocephalus ridibundus) 
[A179] 
Lesser Black-backed Gull (Larus fuscus) [A183] 
Greenland White-fronted Goose (Anser albifrons 
flavirostris) [A395] 
Wigeon (Mareca penelope) [A855] 
Little Tern (Sternula albifrons) [A885] 
Wetland and Waterbirds [A999] 

The project is not directly connected with or 
necessary to the management of a 
European Site. 
 
The proposed development will not result in 
any direct effects such as habitat loss on any 
European site. 

The potential for significant effects was 
identified in the form of deterioration of water 
quality during construction and/or operation 
of the proposed development via an indirect 
hydrological pathway Rathaspick/ 
Rocksborough River.  
 
Pollution of a sufficient magnitude, for 
example, surface water runoff during the 
construction phase in combination with an 
accidental oil or fuel spillage and heavy 
rainfall, or hydcrocarbon and heavy metal 
leakage/spillage during the operational 
phase, could potentially carry pollutants into 
the local surface water drainage network 
which could transfer downstream. This has 
the potential to impact the receiving aquatic 
and marine environments of the European 
Sites either alone or in combination with 
other pressures on water quality. 

Changes to 
habitat quality 
arising from 
deterioration in 
water quality. 
 
The potential 
negative effect 
on habitat quality 
may undermine 
conservation 
objectives 
associated with 
the QI for which 
the site is 
designated. 
 
Possibility of 
significant effects 
cannot be ruled 
out without 
further analysis 
and assessment. 

N Likelihood of significant effects from proposed 
development (alone): Y/N 

Y If No, is there likelihood of significant effects occurring in 
combination with other plans or projects? 

N Possibility of significant effects (alone) in view of the 
conservation objectives of the site* 

 Impacts Effects 
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Site 2: Slaney River Valley SAC (004237) 
Estuaries [1130] 
Mudflats and sandflats not covered by seawater 
at low tide [1140] 
Atlantic salt meadows (Glauco-Puccinellietalia 
maritimae) [1330] 
Mediterranean salt meadows (Juncetalia 
maritimi) [1410] 
Water courses of plain to montane levels with 
the Ranunculion fluitantis and Callitricho-
Batrachion vegetation [3260] 
Old sessile oak woods with Ilex and Blechnum in 
the British Isles [91A0] 
Alluvial forests with Alnus glutinosa and Fraxinus 
excelsior (Alno-Padion, Alnion incanae, Salicion 
albae) [91E0] 
Margaritifera margaritifera (Freshwater Pearl 
Mussel) [1029] 
Petromyzon marinus (Sea Lamprey) [1095] 
Lampetra planeri (Brook Lamprey) [1096] 
Lampetra fluviatilis (River Lamprey) [1099] 
Alosa fallax fallax (Twaite Shad) [1103] 
Salmo salar (Salmon) [1106] 
Lutra lutra (Otter) [1355] 
Phoca vitulina (Harbour Seal) [1365] 

The project is not directly connected with or 
necessary to the management of a 
European Site. 
 
The proposed development will not result in 
any direct effects such as habitat loss on any 
European site. 

The potential for significant effects was 
identified in the form of deterioration of water 
quality during construction and/or operation 
of the proposed development via an indirect 
hydrological pathway Rathaspick/ 
Rocksborough River.  
 
Pollution of a sufficient magnitude, for 
example, surface water runoff during the 
construction phase in combination with an 
accidental oil or fuel spillage and heavy 
rainfall, or hydcrocarbon and heavy metal 
leakage/spillage during the operational 
phase, could potentially carry pollutants into 
the local surface water drainage network 
which could transfer downstream. This has 
the potential to impact the receiving aquatic 
and marine environments of the European 
Sites either alone or in combination with 
other pressures on water quality. 

Changes to 
habitat quality 
arising from 
deterioration in 
water quality. 
 
The potential 
negative effect 
on habitat quality 
may undermine 
conservation 
objectives 
associated with 
the QI for which 
the site is 
designated. 
 
Possibility of 
significant effects 
cannot be ruled 
out without 
further analysis 
and assessment. 

N Likelihood of significant effects from proposed 
development (alone): Y/N 

Y If No, is there likelihood of significant effects occurring in 
combination with other plans or projects? 

N Possibility of significant effects (alone) in view of the 
conservation objectives of the site* 

 Impacts Effects 

Site 3: Seas off Wexford SPA (004237) 
Red-throated Diver (Gavia stellata) [A001] 
Fulmar (Fulmarus glacialis) [A009] 
Manx Shearwater (Puffinus puffinus) [A013] 
Gannet (Morus bassanus) [A016] 
Cormorant (Phalacrocorax carbo) [A017] 
Shag (Phalacrocorax aristotelis) [A018] 
Common Scoter (Melanitta nigra) [A065] 
Mediterranean Gull (Larus melanocephalus) 
[A176] 
Black-headed Gull (Chroicocephalus ridibundus) 
[A179] 
Lesser Black-backed Gull (Larus fuscus) [A183] 
Herring Gull (Larus argentatus) [A184] 
Kittiwake (Rissa tridactyla) [A188] 
Roseate Tern (Sterna dougallii) [A192] 
Common Tern (Sterna hirundo) [A193] 
Arctic Tern (Sterna paradisaea) [A194] 
Guillemot (Uria aalge) [A199] 
Razorbill (Alca torda) [A200] 
Puffin (Fratercula arctica) [A204] 
Sandwich Tern (Thalasseus sandvicensis) 
[A863] 
Little Tern (Sternula albifrons) [A885] 

The project is not directly connected with or 
necessary to the management of a 
European Site. 
 
The proposed development will not result in 
any direct effects such as habitat loss on any 
European site. 

The potential for significant effects was 
identified in the form of deterioration of water 
quality during construction and/or operation 
of the proposed development via an indirect 
hydrological pathway Rathaspick/ 
Rocksborough River.  
 
Pollution of a sufficient magnitude, for 
example, surface water runoff during the 
construction phase in combination with an 
accidental oil or fuel spillage and heavy 
rainfall, or hydcrocarbon and heavy metal 
leakage/spillage during the operational 
phase, could potentially carry pollutants into 
the local surface water drainage network 
which could transfer downstream. This has 
the potential to impact the receiving aquatic 

Changes to 
habitat quality 
arising from 
deterioration in 
water quality. 
 
The potential 
negative effect 
on habitat quality 
may undermine 
conservation 
objectives 
associated with 
the QI for which 
the site is 
designated. 
 
Possibility of 
significant effects 
cannot be ruled 
out without 
further analysis 
and assessment. 
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and marine environments of the European 
Sites either alone or in combination with 
other pressures on water quality. 

N Likelihood of significant effects from proposed 
development (alone): Y/N 

Y If No, is there likelihood of significant effects occurring in 
combination with other plans or projects? 

N Possibility of significant effects (alone) in view of the 
conservation objectives of the site* 

 Impacts Effects 

Site 4: The Raven SPA (004019) 
Red-throated Diver (Gavia stellata) [A001] 
Cormorant (Phalacrocorax carbo) [A017] 
Common Scoter (Melanitta nigra) [A065] 
Grey Plover (Pluvialis squatarola) [A141] 
Sanderling (Calidris alba) [A144] 
Greenland White-fronted Goose (Anser albifrons 
flavirostris) [A395] 
Wetland and Waterbirds [A999] 

The project is not directly connected with or 
necessary to the management of a 
European Site. 
 
The proposed development will not result in 
any direct effects such as habitat loss on any 
European site. 

The potential for significant effects was 
identified in the form of deterioration of water 
quality during construction and/or operation 
of the proposed development via an indirect 
hydrological pathway Rathaspick/ 
Rocksborough River.  
 
Pollution of a sufficient magnitude, for 
example, surface water runoff during the 
construction phase in combination with an 
accidental oil or fuel spillage and heavy 
rainfall, or hydcrocarbon and heavy metal 
leakage/spillage during the operational 
phase, could potentially carry pollutants into 
the local surface water drainage network 
which could transfer downstream. This has 
the potential to impact the receiving aquatic 
and marine environments of the European 
Sites either alone or in combination with 
other pressures on water quality. 

Changes to 
habitat quality 
arising from 
deterioration in 
water quality. 
 
The potential 
negative effect 
on habitat quality 
may undermine 
conservation 
objectives 
associated with 
the QI for which 
the site is 
designated. 
 
Possibility of 
significant effects 
cannot be ruled 
out without 
further analysis 
and assessment. 

N Likelihood of significant effects from proposed 
development (alone): Y/N 

Y If No, is there likelihood of significant effects occurring in 
combination with other plans or projects? 

N Possibility of significant effects (alone) in view of the 
conservation objectives of the site* 

 Impacts Effects 

Site 5: Raven Point Nature Reserve SAC 
(000710) 
Mudflats and sandflats not covered by seawater 
at low tide [1140] 
Annual vegetation of drift lines [1210] 
Atlantic salt meadows (Glauco-Puccinellietalia 
maritimae) [1330] 
Embryonic shifting dunes [2110] 
Shifting dunes along the shoreline with 
Ammophila arenaria (white dunes) [2120] 
Fixed coastal dunes with herbaceous vegetation 
(grey dunes) [2130] 
Dunes with Salix repens ssp. argentea (Salicion 
arenariae) [2170] 
Humid dune slacks [2190] 

The project is not directly connected with or 
necessary to the management of a 
European Site. 
 
The proposed development will not result in 
any direct effects such as habitat loss on any 
European site. 

The potential for significant effects was 
identified in the form of deterioration of water 
quality during construction and/or operation 
of the proposed development via an indirect 
hydrological pathway Rathaspick/ 
Rocksborough River.  
 

Changes to 
habitat quality 
arising from 
deterioration in 
water quality. 
 
The potential 
negative effect 
on habitat quality 
may undermine 
conservation 
objectives 
associated with 
the QI for which 
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Pollution of a sufficient magnitude, for 
example, surface water runoff during the 
construction phase in combination with an 
accidental oil or fuel spillage and heavy 
rainfall, or hydcrocarbon and heavy metal 
leakage/spillage during the operational 
phase, could potentially carry pollutants into 
the local surface water drainage network 
which could transfer downstream. This has 
the potential to impact the receiving aquatic 
and marine environments of the European 
Sites either alone or in combination with 
other pressures on water quality. 

the site is 
designated. 
 
Possibility of 
significant effects 
cannot be ruled 
out without 
further analysis 
and assessment. 

N Likelihood of significant effects from proposed 
development (alone): Y/N 

Y If No, is there likelihood of significant effects occurring in 
combination with other plans or projects? 

N Possibility of significant effects (alone) in view of the 
conservation objectives of the site* 

* Where a restore objective applies it is necessary to consider whether the project might compromise the 
objective of restoration or make restoration more difficult. 

Further Commentary / discussion 
Due to the nature of the site and proximity to the Rathaspick/Rocksborough River, I consider that at this stage I 
cannot exclude that the proposed development would not generate impacts that could affect site within the 
identified zone of influence on ecological receptor. 
 
The potential exists for pollutant such as silt, sediment, oils and heavy metals to be mobilised from the 
development site into surface water runoff during construction or operational phases and transported 
downstream into the European sites which could adversely affect QIs for which the Sites have been designated. 
The NIS submitted considers measures as set out in the Planning Drainage Report which include standard 
measures and good construction practice including installation of silt traps, timing of works, dust suppression, 
plant maintenance, plant & machinery maintenance, fuel management, staff compound, waste management 
and a construction environment management plan (CEMP) should avoid any such adverse effects on the 
European sits during the construction phase. Similarly the NIS considered the proposed installation of design 
features including SuDS (tree pits & soakaways), fuel/oil bypass separator, and monitoring chamber in the 
development should prevent adverse effects downstream during the development’s operations phase. 

Step 4 Conclude if proposed development could result in likely significant effects on a European site. 

It is not possible to exclude the possibility that proposed development either alone or in combination with other 
plans and projects would result significant effects on (1) Wexford Harbour and Slobs SPA; (2) Slaney River 
Valley SAC; (3) Seas off Wexford SPA; (4) The Raven SPA, and; (5) Raven Point Nature Reserve SAC 
European site(s) from effects associated with potential water quality deterioration. 
Proceed to AA. 

 

Screening Determination 
Significant effects cannot be excluded 
In accordance with Section 177U of the Planning and Development Act 2000 (as amended) and on the basis 
of the information considered in this AA screening, I conclude that it is not possible to exclude that the proposed 
development alone or in combination with other plans and projects will give rise to significant effects on (1) 
Wexford Harbour and Slobs SPA; (2) Slaney River Valley SAC; (3) Seas off Wexford SPA; (4) The Raven SPA, 
and; (5) Raven Point Nature Reserve SAC European Site(s) in view of the sites’ conservation objectives.  
Appropriate Assessment is required. 
This determination is based on: 

• The Zone of Influence of potential impacts. 

• Information presented in the submitted NIS. 

• Qualifying interests, special conservation interest and conservation objectives of the European sites. 

• Hydrological Pathway to the European site via Rathaspick/ Rocksborough River and potential for 
construction/operational impacts within the European sites. 
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Appropriate Assessment 

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

Taking account of the preceding screening determination, the following is an appropriate assessment of the 
implications of the proposed development of construction of a new entrance and access road to service 4 no. 
industrial zoned sites, modifications to the existing signalised junction on R730 Rosslare Road together with 
all associated site works. The development includes a road measuring approx. 315m including surface and 
foul water drainage infrastructure. Surface water drainage from the road will be collect and diverted to the 
north of the site where it will be discharged to an existing concrete outfall pipe which connects to an existing 
stream that runs north in view of the relevant conservation objectives of 1) Wexford Harbour and Slobs SPA; 
(2) Slaney River Valley SAC; (3) Seas off Wexford SPA; (4) The Raven SPA, and; (5) Raven Point Nature 
Reserve SAC based on scientific information including that provided by the applicant. 
 
The information relied upon includes the following: 

• Natura Impact Statement (NIS) 

• Archaeological Assessment and Geophysical Survey Report 

• Planning Drainage Report 

• Engineering and Landscape drawings 
 
I am satisfied the information provided is adequate to allow for Appropriate Assessment. I am satisfied all 
aspects of the project which could result in significant effects are considered and assessed in the NIS and 
mitigation measures are included and assessed for effectiveness. 

Submissions/observations 
No issues related to AA raised in submissions. (The DAU submission received related to archaeology only). 

Wexford Harbour and Slobs SPA (004076) 
Summary of Key issues that could give rise to adverse effects (from screening stage): (i) Water 
quality degradation (construction and operation) (See Section 4 NIS) 

Qualifying Interest features likely to 
be affected. 

Conservation 
Objectives 
Targets and attributes 
summary. 

Potential 
adverse 
effects. 

Mitigation measures 
(summary) (Section 4 
in NIS 

Little Grebe (Tachybaptus ruficollis) 
[A004] 
Great Crested Grebe (Podiceps 
cristatus) [A005] 
Cormorant (Phalacrocorax carbo) 
[A017] 
Grey Heron (Ardea cinerea) [A028] 
Bewick's Swan (Cygnus columbianus 
bewickii) [A037] 
Whooper Swan (Cygnus cygnus) 
[A038] 
Light-bellied Brent Goose (Branta 
bernicla hrota) [A046] 
Shelduck (Tadorna tadorna) [A048] 
Teal (Anas crecca) [A052] 
Mallard (Anas platyrhynchos) [A053] 
Pintail (Anas acuta) [A054] 
Scaup (Aythya marila) [A062] 
Goldeneye (Bucephala clangula) 
[A067] 
Red-breasted Merganser (Mergus 
serrator) [A069] 
Hen Harrier (Circus cyaneus) [A082] 
Coot (Fulica atra) [A125] 
Oystercatcher (Haematopus 
ostralegus) [A130] 
Golden Plover (Pluvialis apricaria) 
[A140] 

Maintain favourable 
conservation 
condition 

Potential 

negative 

indirect 

impacts on 

surface 

water/water 

quality due to 

construction 

and/or 

operation 

related 

emissions 

including 

increased 

sedimentation, 

silt and 

construction 

related 

pollution, as 

well as 

operational 

related 

hydrocarbon 

and heavy 

metal 

Application of industry 
standard measures 
and controls including 
best practice pollution 
control measures 
 
SuDS (tree pits & 
soakaways), fuel/oil 
bypass separator, and 
monitoring chamber. 
 
Good construction 
practices incl. 
installation of silt traps, 
timing of works, dust 
suppression, plant 
maintenance, plant & 
machinery 
maintenance, fuel 
management, staff 
compound, waste 
management and 
construction 
environment 
management plan 
(CEMP). 
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Grey Plover (Pluvialis squatarola) 
[A141] 
Lapwing (Vanellus vanellus) [A142] 
Knot (Calidris canutus) [A143] 
Sanderling (Calidris alba) [A144] 
Dunlin (Calidris alpina) [A149] 
Black-tailed Godwit (Limosa limosa) 
[A156] 
Bar-tailed Godwit (Limosa lapponica) 
[A157] 
Curlew (Numenius arquata) [A160] 
Redshank (Tringa totanus) [A162] 
Black-headed Gull (Chroicocephalus 
ridibundus) [A179] 
Lesser Black-backed Gull (Larus 
fuscus) [A183] 
Greenland White-fronted Goose 
(Anser albifrons flavirostris) [A395] 
Wigeon (Mareca penelope) [A855] 
Little Tern (Sternula albifrons) [A885] 
Wetland and Waterbirds [A999] 

pollutants 

impacting in 

water quality. 

The above table is based on the documentation and information provided on the file and I am satisfied that the 
submitted NIS has identified the relevant attributes and targets of the Qualifying Interests. 

Slaney River Valley SAC (004237) 
Summary of Key issues that could give rise to adverse effects (from screening stage): (i) Water 
quality degradation (construction and operation) (See Section 4 NIS) 

Qualifying Interest features likely to 
be affected. 

Conservation 
Objectives 
Targets and attributes 
summary. 

Potential 
adverse 
effects. 

Mitigation measures 
(summary). (Section 4 
in NIS 

Estuaries [1130] 
Mudflats and sandflats not covered by 
seawater at low tide [1140] 
Atlantic salt meadows (Glauco-
Puccinellietalia maritimae) [1330] 
Mediterranean salt meadows 
(Juncetalia maritimi) [1410] 
Water courses of plain to montane 
levels with the Ranunculion fluitantis 
and Callitricho-Batrachion vegetation 
[3260] 
Old sessile oak woods with Ilex and 
Blechnum in the British Isles [91A0] 
Alluvial forests with Alnus glutinosa 
and Fraxinus excelsior (Alno-Padion, 
Alnion incanae, Salicion albae) [91E0] 
Margaritifera margaritifera (Freshwater 
Pearl Mussel) [1029] 
Petromyzon marinus (Sea Lamprey) 
[1095] 
Lampetra planeri (Brook Lamprey) 
[1096] 
Lampetra fluviatilis (River Lamprey) 
[1099] 
Alosa fallax fallax (Twaite Shad) [1103] 
Salmo salar (Salmon) [1106] 
Lutra lutra (Otter) [1355] 
Phoca vitulina (Harbour Seal) [1365] 

Maintain / restore 
favourable 
conservation 
condition 

Potential 
negative 
indirect 
impacts on 
surface 
water/water 
quality due to 
construction 
and/or 
operation 
related 
emissions 
including 
increased 
sedimentation, 
silt and 
construction 
related 
pollution, as 
well as 
operational 
related 
hydrocarbon 
and heavy 
metal 
pollutants 
impacting in 
water quality. 

Application of industry 
standard measures 
and controls including 
best practice pollution 
control measures 
 
SuDS (tree pits & 
soakaways), fuel/oil 
bypass separator, and 
monitoring chamber. 
 
Good construction 
practices incl. 
installation of silt traps, 
timing of works, dust 
suppression, plant 
maintenance, plant & 
machinery 
maintenance, fuel 
management, staff 
compound, waste 
management and 
construction 
environment 
management plan 
(CEMP). 

The above table is based on the documentation and information provided on the file and I am satisfied that 
the submitted NIS has identified the relevant attributes and targets of the Qualifying Interests. 
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Seas off Wexford SPA (004237) 
Summary of Key issues that could give rise to adverse effects (from screening stage): (i) Water quality 
degradation (construction and operation) (See Section 4 NIS) 

Qualifying Interest features likely to 
be affected. 

Conservation 
Objectives 
Targets and attributes 
summary. 

Potential 
adverse 
effects. 

Mitigation measures 
(summary). (Section 4 
in NIS 

Red-throated Diver (Gavia stellata) 
[A001] 
Fulmar (Fulmarus glacialis) [A009] 
Manx Shearwater (Puffinus puffinus) 
[A013] 
Gannet (Morus bassanus) [A016] 
Cormorant (Phalacrocorax carbo) 
[A017] 
Shag (Phalacrocorax aristotelis) [A018] 
Common Scoter (Melanitta nigra) 
[A065] 
Mediterranean Gull (Larus 
melanocephalus) [A176] 
Black-headed Gull (Chroicocephalus 
ridibundus) [A179] 
Lesser Black-backed Gull (Larus 
fuscus) [A183] 
Herring Gull (Larus argentatus) [A184] 
Kittiwake (Rissa tridactyla) [A188] 
Roseate Tern (Sterna dougallii) [A192] 
Common Tern (Sterna hirundo) [A193] 
Arctic Tern (Sterna paradisaea) [A194] 
Guillemot (Uria aalge) [A199] 
Razorbill (Alca torda) [A200] 
Puffin (Fratercula arctica) [A204] 
Sandwich Tern (Thalasseus 
sandvicensis) [A863] 
Little Tern (Sternula albifrons) [A885] 

Maintain / restore 
favourable 
conservation 
condition 

Potential 
negative 
indirect 
impacts on 
surface 
water/water 
quality due to 
construction 
and/or 
operation 
related 
emissions 
including 
increased 
sedimentation, 
silt and 
construction 
related 
pollution, as 
well as 
operational 
related 
hydrocarbon 
and heavy 
metal 
pollutants 
impacting in 
water quality. 

Application of industry 
standard measures 
and controls including 
best practice pollution 
control measures 
 
SuDS (tree pits & 
soakaways), fuel/oil 
bypass separator, and 
monitoring chamber. 
 
Good construction 
practices incl. 
installation of silt 
traps, timing of works, 
dust suppression, 
plant maintenance, 
plant & machinery 
maintenance, fuel 
management, staff 
compound, waste 
management and 
construction 
environment 
management plan 
(CEMP). 

The above table is based on the documentation and information provided on the file and I am satisfied that 
the submitted NIS has identified the relevant attributes and targets of the Qualifying Interests. 

The Raven SPA (004019) 
Summary of Key issues that could give rise to adverse effects (from screening stage): (i) Water quality 
degradation (construction and operation) (See Section 4 NIS) 

Qualifying Interest features likely to 
be affected. 

Conservation 
Objectives 
Targets and attributes 
summary. 

Potential 
adverse 
effects. 

Mitigation measures 
(summary). (Section 4 
in NIS 

Red-throated Diver (Gavia stellata) 
[A001] 
Cormorant (Phalacrocorax carbo) 
[A017] 
Common Scoter (Melanitta nigra) 
[A065] 
Grey Plover (Pluvialis squatarola) 
[A141] 
Sanderling (Calidris alba) [A144] 
Greenland White-fronted Goose 
(Anser albifrons flavirostris) [A395] 
Wetland and Waterbirds [A999] 

Maintain favourable 
conservation 
condition 

Potential 
negative 
indirect 
impacts on 
surface 
water/water 
quality due to 
construction 
and/or 
operation 
related 
emissions 
including 
increased 
sedimentation, 
silt and 

Application of industry 
standard measures 
and controls including 
best practice pollution 
control measures 
 
SuDS (tree pits & 
soakaways), fuel/oil 
bypass separator, and 
monitoring chamber. 
 
Good construction 
practices incl. 
installation of silt traps, 
timing of works, dust 
suppression, plant 
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construction 
related 
pollution, as 
well as 
operational 
related 
hydrocarbon 
and heavy 
metal 
pollutants 
impacting in 
water quality. 

maintenance, plant & 
machinery 
maintenance, fuel 
management, staff 
compound, waste 
management and 
construction 
environment 
management plan 
(CEMP). 

The above table is based on the documentation and information provided on the file and I am satisfied that 
the submitted NIS has identified the relevant attributes and targets of the Qualifying Interests. 

Raven Point Nature Reserve SAC (000710) 
Summary of Key issues that could give rise to adverse effects (from screening stage): (i) Water quality 
degradation (construction and operation) (See Section 4 NIS) 

Qualifying Interest features likely to 
be affected. 

Conservation 
Objectives 
Targets and attributes 
summary. 

Potential 
adverse 
effects. 

Mitigation measures 
(summary). (Section 
4 in NIS 

Mudflats and sandflats not covered by 
seawater at low tide [1140] 
Annual vegetation of drift lines [1210] 
Atlantic salt meadows (Glauco-
Puccinellietalia maritimae) [1330] 
Embryonic shifting dunes [2110] 
Shifting dunes along the shoreline with 
Ammophila arenaria (white dunes) 
[2120] 
Fixed coastal dunes with herbaceous 
vegetation (grey dunes) [2130] 
Dunes with Salix repens ssp. argentea 
(Salicion arenariae) [2170] 
Humid dune slacks [2190] 

Maintain / restore 
favourable 
conservation 
condition 

Potential 
negative 
indirect 
impacts on 
surface 
water/water 
quality due to 
construction 
and/or 
operation 
related 
emissions 
including 
increased 
sedimentation, 
silt and 
construction 
related 
pollution, as 
well as 
operational 
related 
hydrocarbon 
and heavy 
metal 
pollutants 
impacting in 
water quality. 

Application of industry 
standard measures 
and controls including 
best practice pollution 
control measures 
 
SuDS (tree pits & 
soakaways), fuel/oil 
bypass separator, and 
monitoring chamber. 
 
Good construction 
practices incl. 
installation of silt traps, 
timing of works, dust 
suppression, plant 
maintenance, plant & 
machinery 
maintenance, fuel 
management, staff 
compound, waste 
management and 
construction 
environment 
management plan 
(CEMP). 

The above table is based on the documentation and information provided on the file and I am satisfied that the 
submitted NIS has identified the relevant attributes and targets of the Qualifying Interests. 

Assessment of issues that could give rise to adverse effects in view of conservation objectives 
The above tables are based on the documentation and information provided on the file, as well as information 
as contained on the NPWS website. I am satisfied the NIS has adequately considered potential effects on each 
relevant qualifying interest, therefore. 
 
Surface water falling from the site at present percolates to ground through soil and vegetation and follows 
surface pathways to the Rathaspick/Rocksborough River. 
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Section 4 of the NIS sets out proposed mitigation measures in detail. Corresponding measures are contained 
in the Planning Drainage Reports submitted with the application. The measures that are described in the NIS 
relating to the protection of water quality are sufficient in my view to ensure same are effective. 
 
At construction phase, these measures include standard measures and good construction practice including 
installation of silt traps, timing of works, dust suppression, plant maintenance, plant & machinery maintenance, 
fuel management, staff compound, waste management and a CEMP which should avoid any such adverse 
effects on the European sits during the construction phase. No invasive species are identified on site. 
 
At the operational phase, design measures include standard measures and good construction practice 
including SuDS. The proposed road development is to discharge all storm water runoff generated by the 
development to a dedicated storm sewer which is to outfall to an existing surface water pipe to the north. This 
existing pipe discharges to the Rathaspick/Rocksborough River. SuDS measures included as part of the project 
include tree pits & soakaways fuel/oil bypass separator, and monitoring chamber prior to discharge to the 
existing surface water drainage network. Direct outfall to the Rathaspick / Rocksborough River is not proposed 
which will retain the integrity of the riparian zone. 
 
The NIS considers the proposed construction & operational phase measures should prevent adverse effects 
downstream. 

In-combination effects 
I am satisfied that in-combination effects have been assessed in the NIS in this case. The applicant has 
demonstrated satisfactorily that no significant residual effects will remain post the application of mitigation 
measures and there is therefore no potential for in-combination effects. 
 
I note that subsequent to the preparation of the NIS in this case (31/05/2024) a planning application for 
development of one of the plots within the subject site was lodged with the Planning Authority (28/03/2025, 
Reg. Ref. 20241394). That application has since been appealed and is currently on appeal to the 
Commission. For the purposes of Appropriate Assessment in the subject case I have considered the effect of 
that project in relation to in-combination effects. In this regard I have reviewed and considered the NIS and 
related application and appeal information submitted with the appeal in that case. The NIS in that case 
considers both projects (Refs. ABP-322458-24 and ABP-322767-25) and their in-combination and cumulative 
effects on the above European Sites (Section 5.0). That NIS also set out preventative measures to avoid 
impacts and mitigation (Section 4.0). The NIS in that case concluded that on the basis of objective scientific 
information, that the project, individually or in combination with other plans or projects, would not affect the 
integrity of the European Sites. I am satisfied that in-combination effects have been duly considered, and that 
the designs of both projects and related standard practice mitigation and preventative measures are 
consistent and complementary in both cases. 
 
I note that whilst the application site area’s overlap and the abovementioned appeal (Reg. Ref. 20241394) 
depends on the subject road for access, the applicants’ in both cases are different. The Commission may be 
inclined to seek submissions from both parties in this regard to address in-combination effects of both 
projects, in the interests of fairness and natural justice. The Commission may also be inclined to seek further 
submissions from the applicant in the subject case for an updated NIS taking account of the abovementioned 
project, as well as for the Stage 1 AA Screening referenced in the submitted documentation. I am satisfied 
however that for the subject case, and following the precautionary principle, in-combination effects have been 
adequately assessed. 

Findings and conclusions 
The application determined that following the implementation of mitigation measures the construction and 
operation of the proposed development alone, or in combination with other plans and projects, will not 
adversely affect the integrity of the above European Sites. I am satisfied that the project would not 
compromise the objectives of restoration identified above or make restoration more difficult. Based on the 
information provided and my own assessment I am satisfied adverse effects arising from aspects of the 
proposed development can be excluded for the European sites considered in the Appropriate Assessment. 
No direct impacts are predicted. Indirect impacts and mitigation measures are described to prevent ingress of 
surface water laden with silt, sedimentation, and construction related pollution, as well as hydrocarbon and 
heavy metal pollutants to surrounding water bodies at construction and operational stage. Monitoring 
measures are also proposed to ensure compliance and effective management of measures. I am satisfied the 
mitigation measures proposed to prevent adverse effects are standard practice, have been assessed as 
effective and can be implemented. In combination effects have also been reasonably assessed and there is 
no potential for combination effects 
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Reasonable scientific doubt 
I am satisfied that no reasonable scientific doubt remains as to the absence of adverse effects. 
 
Site Integrity 
The proposed development will not affect the attainment of the Conservation objectives of (1) Wexford 
Harbour and Slobs SPA; (2) Slaney River Valley SAC; (3) Seas off Wexford SPA; (4) The Raven SPA, and; 
(5) Raven Point Nature Reserve SAC European Sites. Adverse effects on site integrity can be excluded and 
no reasonable scientific doubt remains as to the absence of such effects. 

Appropriate Assessment Conclusion: Integrity Test  
In screening the need for Appropriate Assessment it was determined the proposed development could result 
in significant effects on (1) Wexford Harbour and Slobs SPA; (2) Slaney River Valley SAC; (3) Seas off 
Wexford SPA; (4) The Raven SPA, and; (5) Raven Point Nature Reserve SAC European Sites in view of the 
conservation objectives of those sites and that Appropriate Assessment under the provisions of S177U was 
required. 
Following an examination, analysis and evaluation of the NIS all associated material submitted, I consider 
that adverse effects on site integrity of the (1) Wexford Harbour and Slobs SPA; (2) Slaney River Valley SAC; 
(3) Seas off Wexford SPA; (4) The Raven SPA, and; (5) Raven Point Nature Reserve SAC European Sites 
can be excluded in view of the conservation objectives of these sites and that no reasonable scientific doubt 
remains as to the absence of such effects. 
My conclusion is based on the following: 

• Detailed assessment of construction and operational impacts. 

• The proposed development will not affect the attainment of conservation objectives for (1) Wexford 
Harbour and Slobs SPA; (2) Slaney River Valley SAC; (3) Seas off Wexford SPA; (4) The Raven SPA, 
and; (5) Raven Point Nature Reserve SAC European Sites or prevent or delay the restoration of 
favourable conservation condition for these Sites. 

• Effectiveness of mitigation measures proposed and adoption of the CEMP. 

• Application of planning conditions to ensure these matters if permission is granted. 
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Appendix 3 
 WFD IMPACT ASSESSMENT STAGE 1: SCREENING 

 Step 1: Nature of the Project, the Site and Locality 

 An Bord 
Pleanála 
ref. no. 

ABP-322458-25 Townland, address Drinagh North, Drinagh, Co. Wexford 

 Description of project. 
 

Construction of a new entrance and access road to service 4 no. industrial zoned 
sites, modifications to the existing signalised junction on R730 Rosslare Road 
together with all associated site works. The development includes a road measuring 
approx. 315m including surface and foul water drainage infrastructure. 

 Brief site description, relevant to 
WFD Screening. 

The site comprises part of an agricultural field in a built-up area. The topography is 
gently sloping. The soil in the area comprises well-draining till. The remainder of the 
field extends to the west. The application red line area is stated as 9.54ha. The site 
boundary comprises hedges, trees and fencing. The site is approx. 55m from 
unnamed lake Ref. 12_124; approx. 150m from unnamed lake Ref. 12_126; approx. 
155m from unnamed lake Ref. 12_125; approx. 270m from an unnamed and 
unreferenced river which is linked to lake Ref. 12_126; and approx.. 270m from the 
Lower Slaney Estuary / Wexford Harbour. The Rathaspick / Rocksborough River is 
approx. 15m to the north. Wexford Harbour and Slobs SPA is approximately 0.27km 
to the east; Slaney River Valley SAC is approx. 0.27km to the east; Seas off Wexford 
SPA is approximately 4.6km to the east; The Raven SPA is approx. 7.8km to the 
east, and Raven Point Nature Reserve SAC is approx. 7.8km to the east 

 Proposed surface water details  Surface water drainage from the road will be collect and diverted to the north of the 
site where it will be discharged to an existing concrete outfall pipe which connects to 
an existing stream that runs northeast. 

 Proposed water supply source & 
available capacity  

Not applicable (road will accommodate mains connection). 

 Proposed wastewater treatment 
system & available capacity, 
other issues 

Not applicable (road will accommodate mains connection). 

 Others? Not applicable 

 Step 2: Identification of relevant water bodies and Step 3: S-P-R connection 

 Identified 
water 
body 

Distance to (m) Water body 
name(s) (code) 

WF
D 
Stat
us 

Risk of not 
achieving 
WFD 
Objective 
e.g.at risk, 
review, not at 
risk 

Identified 
pressures on 
that water 
body 

Pathway linkage to 
water feature (e.g. 
surface run-off, 
drainage, 
groundwater) 

 
River 
Waterbody 

15m 

RATHASPICK_01
0 
(IE_SE_12R02092
0) 

Mod
erat
e 

Under review None identified 
Site hydrologically 
connected to 
watercourse. 

 

Coastal 270m 

Lower Slaney 
Estuary 
(IE_SE_040_0200
) 

Poor At risk None identified 
Site hydrologically 
connected to 
watercourse. 

 
Coastal 
Waterbody 

570m 
Wexford Harbour 
(IE_SE_040_0000
) 

Mod
erat
e 

At risk None identified 
Site hydrologically 
connected to 
watercourse. 

 Groundwat
er 
waterbody 

Underlying site 
Fardystown 
(IE_SE_G_064) 

Goo
d 

Under review None identified Well drained 

 Step 4: Detailed description of any component of the development or activity that may cause a risk of not 
achieving the WFD Objectives having regard to the S-P-R linkage. 

 CONSTRUCTION PHASE 

 No. Component Water 
body 
receptor 
(EPA 
Code) 

Pathway 
(existing 
and new) 

Potential for 
impact/ 
what is the 
possible 
impact 

Screening 
Stage 
Mitigation 
Measure* 

Residual Risk 
(yes/no) 
Detail 

Determination** to 
proceed to Stage 2.  
Is there a risk to the 
water environment? 
(if ‘screened’ in or 
‘uncertain’ proceed 
to Stage 2. 
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 1. Surface - 
Watercours
e 

RATHA
SPICK_
010 
(IE_SE_
12R020
920) 

Yes - 
watercourse 

Silt, 
sediment, 
Hydrocarbo
n Spillages 

Standard 
Construction 
Measures / 
Conditions.  
CEMP. 

Yes – 
proximity to 
monitoring 
location 
warrants 
assessment 

Screened in 

 2. Surface - 
Coastal 

Lower 
Slaney 
Estuary 
(IE_SE_
040_02
00) 

Yes - 
watercourse 

Silt, 
sediment, 
Hydrocarbo
n Spillages 

Standard 
Construction 
Measures / 
Conditions.  
CEMP. 

Yes – 
proximity to 
monitoring 
location 
warrants 
assessment 

Screened in 

 3. Surface - 
Coastal 

Wexford 
Harbour 
(IE_SE_
040_00
00) 

Yes - 
watercourse 

Silt, 
sediment, 
Hydrocarbo
n Spillages 

Standard 
Construction 
Measures / 
Conditions.  
CEMP. 

Yes – 
proximity to 
monitoring 
location 
warrants 
assessment 

Screened in 

 4.  Ground Fardyst
own 
(IE_SE_
G_064) 

Yes - 
drainage 

Hydrocarbo
n Spillages 

Standard 
Construction 
Measures / 
Conditions.  
CEMP. 

Yes – soil type 
and 
topography 
warrants 
assessment 

Screened in 

 OPERATIONAL PHASE 

 5. Surface - 
Watercours
e 

RATHA
SPICK_
010 
(IE_SE_
12R020
920) 

Yes - 
watercourse 

Hydrocarbo
n Spillages, 
heavy 
metals 

Standard 
Construction 
Measures / 
Conditions. 
SUDS, bypass 
separator & 
monitoring. 

Yes – 
proximity to 
monitoring 
location 
warrants 
assessment 

Screened in 

 6. Surface - 
Coastal 

Lower 
Slaney 
Estuary 
(IE_SE_
040_02
00) 

Yes - 
watercourse 

Hydrocarbo
n Spillages, 
heavy 
metals 

Standard 
Construction 
Measures / 
Conditions. 
SUDS, bypass 
separator & 
monitoring. 

Yes – 
proximity to 
monitoring 
location 
warrants 
assessment 

Screened in 

 7. Surface - 
Coastal 

Wexford 
Harbour 
(IE_SE_
040_00
00) 

Yes - 
watercourse 

Hydrocarbo
n Spillages, 
heavy 
metals 

Standard 
Construction 
Measures / 
Conditions. 
SUDS, bypass 
separator & 
monitoring. 

Yes – 
proximity to 
monitoring 
location 
warrants 
assessment 

Screened in 

 8. Ground Fardyst
own 
(IE_SE_
G_064) 

Yes – 
drainage 

Hydrocarbo
n Spillages, 
heavy 
metals 

Standard 
Construction 
Measures / 
Conditions. 
SUDS, bypass 
separator & 
monitoring. 

No – road to 
drain to SuDS 
and network, 
and no 
development 
to proposed 
sites. 

Screened out 

 DECOMMISSIONING PHASE 

 
 
 
 
 
 

5. NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 

STAGE 2: ASSESSMENT  

Details of Mitigation Required to Comply with WFD Objectives – Template  

Surface Water  

Developme
nt/Activity 
e.g. culvert, 
bridge, 

Objective 1: 
Surface Water 
Prevent 
deterioration of the 

Objective 2: 
Surface Water 
Protect, enhance 
and restore all 

Objective 3: 
Surface Water 
Protect and 
enhance all 

Objective 4: 
Surface Water 
Progressively 
reduce pollution 

Does this 
component comply 
with WFD 
Objectives 1, 2, 3 & 
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other 
crossing, 
diversion, 
outfall, etc 

status of all bodies 
of surface water 

bodies of surface 
water with aim of 
achieving good 
status 

artificial and 
heavily modified 
bodies of water 
with aim of 
achieving good 
ecological 
potential and 
good surface 
water chemical 
status 

from priority 
substances and 
cease or phase 
out emission, 
discharges and 
losses of priority 
substances 

 

4? (if answer is no, 
a development 
cannot proceed 
without a 
derogation under 
art. 4.7) 

Describe mitigation 
required to meet 
objective 1: 

Describe mitigation 
required to meet 
objective 2: 

Describe 
mitigation 
required to meet 
objective 3: 

Describe 
mitigation 
required to meet 
objective 4: 

  

Constructi
on Works 

Site-specific 
construction 
mitigation methods 
(installation of silt 
traps, timing of 
works, dust 
suppression, plant 
maintenance, plant 
& machinery 
maintenance, fuel 
management, staff 
compound, waste 
management and 
construction 
environment 
management plan) 

Site-specific 
construction 
mitigation methods 
(installation of silt 
traps, timing of 
works, dust 
suppression, plant 
maintenance, plant 
& machinery 
maintenance, fuel 
management, staff 
compound, waste 
management and 
construction 
environment 
management plan) 

N/A N/A YES  

Stormwate
r drainage 

Adequately 
designed SUDs 
features (tree pits/ 
soakaways fuel/oil 
bypass separator, 
and monitoring 
chamber prior to 
discharge) 

Adequately 
designed SUDs 
features (tree pits/ 
soakaways fuel/oil 
bypass separator, 
and monitoring 
chamber prior to 
discharge) 

N/A N/A YES  

Details of Mitigation Required to Comply with WFD Objectives – Template  

Groundwater  

Developme
nt/Activity 
e.g. 
abstraction, 
outfall, etc. 

Objective 1: 
Groundwater 
Prevent or limit the 
input of pollutants 
into groundwater 
and to prevent the 
deterioration of the 
status of all bodies 
of groundwater 

Objective 2: 
Groundwater 
Protect, enhance 
and restore all 
bodies of 
groundwater, 
ensure a balance 
between 
abstraction and 
recharge, with the 
aim of achieving 
good status* 

Objective 3: Groundwater 
Reverse any significant and 
sustained upward trend in the 
concentration of any pollutant 
resulting from the impact of human 
activity 

Does this 
component comply 
with WFD 
Objectives 1, 2, 3 & 
4? (if answer is no, 
a development 
cannot proceed 
without a 
derogation under 
art. 4.7) 

 

 Describe mitigation 
required to meet 
objective 1: 

Describe mitigation 
required to meet 
objective 2: 

Describe mitigation required to meet 
objective 3: 

  

Constructi
on Works 

Site-specific 
construction 
mitigation methods 
(plant maintenance, 
plant & machinery 
maintenance, fuel 
management, staff 
compound, waste 
management and 
construction 

Site-specific 
construction 
mitigation methods 
(plant maintenance, 
plant & machinery 
maintenance, fuel 
management, staff 
compound, waste 
management and 
construction 

N/A YES  
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environment 
management plan) 

environment 
management plan) 

 


