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File With Z-fowuer

SECTION 131 FORM

Appeal NO:_ABP 3 \A224 - 2+ Defer ReO/H [

Having considered the contents of the submission dated/ re@ed ?O/ / ) 25
from

i jﬁ%‘} W\(Ny QOWW’ | recommend that section 131 of the Planning and Development Act, 2000

be/e invoked at this stage for the following reason(s):. f U{‘) () anﬂﬂf;‘r\j LSLLLs

E.O.: j]ﬂ??{ﬁ«/ Z éf,wc*/ Date: 7(_// / [y

For further consideration by SEO/SAO
Section 131 not to be invoked at this stage. O

Section 131 to be invoked — allow 2/4 weeks for reply. []

S.E.O.: Date:
S.A.O: Date:
M

Please prepare BP - Section 131 notice enclosing a copy of the attached
submission

to: Task No:

Allow 2/3/4weeks — BP
EO: Date:

AA: Date:
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CORRESPONDENCE FORM
Appeal No: ABP 3 l 7219
M
Please treat correspondence received on -.7‘)) | / 25 as follows:
1. Update database with new agent for Applicant/Appellant
2. Acknowledge with BP Z 3 1. RETURN TO SENDER with BP
3. Keep copy of Board'’s Letter [ 2. Keep Envelope: O

3. Keep Copy of Board's letter [

Amendments/Comments "f)/(,ur\_e ) 8 !'“cvc; Q{,JXJ:‘"XY: )) i\ﬁs{ﬁma It\.
o

S13 adbx

4. Attach to file

(a) RIS O (d) Screening [ RETURNTOEO [
(b) GIS Processing [] (e) Inspectorate [ —_
(c) Processing [ O o0 (omo

Plans Date Stamped
Date Stamped Filled in

O 0

EO: M(J/V[LM d*' é;‘,/;/, 7 AA: ﬁ\:_g,/\ [Ce( (A.,«

Date: 2%’ 2t // /? 4 i ?Q[@E‘ZQ




Alfie Staunton
ﬂ'

From: Jim Robinson <Jim.Robinson@teagasc.ie>
Sent: Monday 20 January 2025 15:11

To: Bord

Cc: Appeals2

Subject: Case number ABP-319224-24
Attachments: BP5.pdf; BP4.pdf; BP1.pdf; BP2.pdf; BP3.pdf

Caution: This is an External Email and may have malicious content. Please take care when clicking links or
opening attachments. When in doubt, contact the ICT Helpdesk.

Attention: Mr Daniel O’Connor, Executive Officer.
Re: Appeal of quarry development decision made by Kildare County Council Permission reference 2360266.

Dear Sir, attached please find my submission in response to your letter dated 20" December 2024.
I hope all in my submission is in order, and | also sent a paper version by registered post today. (20-01-2025).
Thanking you for your time in dealing with my submission.

Yours sincerely,
James And Mary Robinson.

Attention:

This e-mail is privileged and confidential. If you are not the intended recipient please delete the message and notify the sender. Any views or
opinions presented are solely those of the author. This email was scanned by Teagasc and has been certified virus free with the pattern file
currently in use. This however cannot guarantee that it does not contain malicious content.

Tabhair aire:

Ta an r-phost seo faoi phribhléid agus faoi rin. Mura tusa an duine a bhi beartaithe leis an teachtaireacht seo a fhail, scrios é le do thoil agus
cuir an seoltdir ar an eolas. Is leis an idar amhain aon dearcai né tuairimi a |éiritear. Scanadh an r-phost seo le Teagasc agus deimhniodh go
raibh sé saor ¢ vioras leis an bpatrinchomhad ata in Gsaid faoi lathair. Ni féidir a rathu leis seo afach nach bhfuil abhar mailiseach ann.
Registered Charity Number: 20022754







Kilrathmurray

Enfield
Co. Kildare
A83 X295
18th January 2025
The Secretary,
An Bord Pleanala,
64 Marlborough Street
Dublin 1
D01 V902
By email & post: hord a pl Lie & appes anala.ic

Re:  Matter: Case No: ABP-319224-24
Appeal of Decision of Kildare County Council
Planning Permission Reference 2360266
Applicant: Kilsaran Concrete Unlimited Company

Dear Sirs,

We refer to your correspondence to us of the 20% December last in relation to the submission
furnished from Kilsaran Concrete Unlimited Company.

In relation to our letter of appeal to An Bord Pleanala in this matter, all submissions raised by
us in our correspondence remain the same and re further re-emphasise our grounds of appeal
to Kilsaran’s application. We further want to make the following additional submissions in
support of our grounds to appeal the decision of Kildare County Council in light of the
submissions made by Kilsaran Concrete Unlimited Company:-

1. Monitoring of Wells — Qur reply to the submission of Kilsaran to this point is that il
they are now saying. in contradiction to the planning application, that the exclusion of
the boreholes on our property will not make the monitoring programme of the water
levels less complete and appropriate, then why include the requirement of the
monitoring of same on their original planning application. They clearly indicated on
the report submitted to Kildare County Council in support of their planning
application that the groundwatcr levels in the boreholes will be monitored on a
monthly basis for the duration of the proposed development to demonstrate that the
development is not having adverse impacts on the private water supplies.

We respectfully suggest that thc submission being made by Kilsaran in now
contradictory to the report that they furnished to Kildare County Council in support of
this application.







We again rc-cmphasise that no permission will be given by us to our property on
Folio KE32868F for Kilsaran Concrete Unlimited Company on which boreholes BH4,
BIIS, BH6 are located.

Water Quality — The submission by Kilsaran to our concern regarding the effect that
their operations will have on the River Boyne is short and inadequate in
circumstances where the concern regarding this issue was of paramount importance in
the assessment of their application by Kildare County council under planning
reference 22/83, which was refused by the Local Authority.

We attach herewith copy of extract from the planning application from Kildare
County Council in relation to planning reference 22/83. We refer to the note from
Environment Section of Kildare County Council which indicates that the River Boyne
is a protected revert and “is at risk of not meeting its objectives under the EU Water
Framework Directive with extractive industries identified as the significant pressure
in terms of not meeting those objectives™. ‘The l.ocal Authority further indicates in
that following an inspection of the road at the entrance to the quarry during a period
of heavy rainfall that this inspection noted high volumes of sediment laden run off
flowing from the quarry down the road and into roadside drains which are connected
to the Annagh Stream and eventually flow into the River Boyne. The
recommendation from the Environment Section of the Local Authority clearly
highlights that the Applicant, Kilsaran Concrete UC did not adequately demonstrate in
this planning application will be minimised during the lifctime of the quarry.

We enclose herewith for your attention a copy of the reason for the refusal of
planning application 22-83 by Kilsaran Concrete UC. We respectfully suggest that the
submission by Kilsaran to our concern about this issue has not demonstrated
appropriately that any development works that the quarry would not impact on the
River Boyne.

Traffic Impact - Kilsaran Concrete have another operational quarry located
approximately 1 km away from the location of this property the subject of this
planning appeal. The road way leading 1o the location of the quarry the subject of this
appeal is a single lanc carriageway, which is not wide enough to permit two large
HGV’s to pass each other. In our own experience, driving a ordinary car along this
road. one would be required to pull in tight to a verge to pass safely.

We note that Kilsaran indicate that the proposed development is for rcadymix
concrete production and that fine sand for use in production will be brought to the
quarry. We believe that there is an increase in the weight of the vehicles on the road
and this will impact on surface of the roadway and will increase in the damage to the
road. Kilsaran acknowledge that the will be using lorries in the transport of sand to the
quarry to makc ready mix concrete, thereforc the amount of trips by HGV’s will
increase and will not be economic.

The position is as follows:-







A) HGV lorry will bring sand to the quarry to be used in the making of ready mix — 1
trip

B) The lorry referred too an point A, will leave the quarry, despite being emptied
from sand, this is a further trip on the road by this lorry (increased trafTic)

C) Kilsaran are aware that a particular IIGV lorry can only bring readymix concrete
and therefore once this is produced in the quarry, further traffic on the road with a
readymix concrete truck leaving the quarry, with a heavier weight with wet
readymix concrete

D) The HGV lorry referred too at point C will be required to return to the quarry once
emptied, therefore another trip along this roadway.

In our opinion, we can not comprehend how Kilsaran can maintain that there will be
no increase in HGV traffic in light of the above straight forward example of lorries in
and out of the quarry.

We trust that you will take the above submissions on board when making your decision in
this matter.

We await hearing from you.

Yours faithfully,

\/Zé("‘ v YT H ?-lwl Rb&“n&{:} e

James Robinson Mary Robinson







22-83

adequately carried out. The applicant has not demonstrated an allempt to carry out noise

hote that this information may have been sought es part of Clarification of FI however the
timeframe for making a decision did not allow for jt,

For the reasons above jt s recommended that this application be refused on the following
grounds:

L. The quany is located in the Boyne_040 catchment (SAC) which is at risk of not mesting ils
objective of *Good" status under the Water Framework Directive, Most recent monitoring

proposed development weuld not impact further on the catchment. The response to further
information request has not demonstrated fo the satisfaction of the Courcil that the risk to
surface waters from this development is not impacting, end that further development as
planncd will not canse further degradation of the ecological sfatus of the River Boyne (SAC).

2. The noise assessment report by the applicant has been noted however it failed to adequately
assess the potential impact that relocating the site entrance and wheel wash may have on
nearby Noise Sensitive Locations {NSL’s). It also failed 1o adequately demonstrate that there
will be no impact from trucks queuing on the road awaiting entry to the site. The applicant
was invited 10 consider these concerns but their response to further information request has
not demonstrated that nearby NSL's will not be unduly impacted upon, and he has therefore
failed 10 demonstrated that the Proposed development will not lead to a nuisance &5 outlined
under Section 108 of the EPA Act.

inspector: Date:

ML T _ —.15/02/2023

&m}q\fed by SEE[SE: Date:

1 ) 16/212023







22.83

Reference Number: 22/83 Environment Section
Name of applicant: Kilsaran Concrete
Unlimited Company
(trading as Kilsaran)
RECOMMEND REFUSAL
Note to planner:

The Environment Scction has significant concems regarding the depth below groundwater that rock
quarrying is proposed to take place and the volume of groundwater that may be displaced as a result
and the potential impact that this may have on Jocal water supplies and on the quality of surface waters.
It is considered that the following items have been inadequately addressed by the applicant:

¢ The River Boyne is a protected river for the purposes of the Salmonid Regulations 1988 and is
et risk of not meeting its objectives under the EU Water Framework Directive with extractive
industries identificd as the significant pressure in terms of not meeting those objectives. An
inspection of the road at the entrance 10 the quarry by council staff last year'xdt::ring heavy
rainfall depicted high volumes of sediment laden run-off flowing from the quarry down the
road and into the roadside drains which arc connected to the Annagh Stréem and eventually
flow into the River Boyne. In response to further information item I{c) the applicant has
proposcd a shallow drain with percolation to ground however there has been no information
provided on the Jikely volume of water the drain will have to cater for and no design details or
schematic or site layout drawings for the drain and percolstion area. There ere alzo no
proposals to implement the same measures at the reloc'utéd site entrance,

AN
¢ The response to further information item 1 (b) (jii}) Which is addressed in Section 2.3 of the
Hydrological Report states thet any storm water overflow from the settlement lagoons will be
directed to the quarry floor for contsinment h?i}&?e‘ver there are no schematic drawings or site
tayout drawings to demonstrate how this will be implemented.

*  Section 7,122 of the EIAR notes elcvq{ed levels of Nitrite, Manganese, Iron, Barium, Zinc and
Nickel in some boreholes however there is no proposal to treat the groundwater for these
polhotants prior to discharge to surface water.

*  The applicant has not adequately demonstrated that the risk to local water supply levels will
be minimised during the lifetime of the quarry. In response to further information item 1
(a)(ii) they have only quantified the volume of groundwater required to be abstracted for the
purposes of dust suppression and not for the welfare facilities or the batching plant as
requested.

* The applicant has proposed to provide an altemative water supply to residents should their
water supply be affected however they have not provided any detail in relation to what the
slternative supply will be, how long the supplies may be affected for or what conditions
would trigger the implementation of this measure, They have not indicated any other
measures that will be implemented should this oceur €.g. cease quarrying activity until water
supplies are restored, cither temporarily or permancntly..? Please note I have not included
these points regarding the impact on water supplies as this matter should be referred to
the Water Services section and/or EHO for comment.

¢  Further information request 2 (b) noted noise exceedances at N2 and requested mitigation
measures (o be proposed 1o reduce the noise impact on nearby sensitive receptors. The
mitigation measure proposed was to relocate the entrance however the impact of the relocated
entrance and wheelwash on nearby sensitive receptors was not assessed in the noise
assessment (as requested in FI jtem 2(c)).

* F.I request 2 (d) required the applicant to complete a noise survey which takes account of
trucks queuing on the road awaiting entry 1o the quarry. It is considered thet this hss not been







2283

Reference Number: 22/183 Environment Section
Name of applicant: Kilsaran Concrete
Unlimited Company
(trading as Kilsaran)
RECOMMEND REFUSAL
Note to planner:

The Environment Section has significant concems regarding the depth below groundwater that rock
quartying is proposed to take place and the volume of groundwater that may be displaced as a result
and the potential impact that this may have on Jocal water supplies and on the quality of surface waters.
It is considered that the following items have been inadequately addressed by the applicant:

¢ The River Boyne is a protected river for the purposes of the Salmonid Regulations 1988 and is
at risk of not meeting its objectives under the EU Water Framework Directive with extractive
industries identificd as the significant pressure in terms of not mesting those objectives. An
inspection of the road at the entrance to the quarry by council staff last year diring heavy
rainfall depicted high volumes of sediment laden run-off flowing from Qégmy down the
road and into the roadside drains which are connected to the Asnagh Stréam and eventually
flow into the River Boyne. In response o further information jtem 1(¢) the applicant has
proposed a shallow drain with percolation to ground however there has beexs 00 information
provided on the Jikely volume of water the dmin will have to cater for and no design details or
schematic or site layout drawings for the drain and percolation érea. There ere also no
proposals to implement the same measures ot the rdm;-até_'d site entrance.

4
¢ The response to further information item 1 (b) (ifi) Which is addressed in Section 2.3 of the
Hydrological Report states thet any storm water overflow from the settlement lagoons will be
directed to the quarry floor for containment Kowever there are no schematic drawings or site
layout deawings to demonstrate how this will be implemented.

*  Scction 7.122 of the EIAR niotes clevated levels of Nitrite, Manganese, Iron, Barium, Zinc and

Nickel in some boreholes however there is no proposal to trest the groundwater for these
pollotsnts prior to discharge to surface water.

¢ The applicant has not adequately demonstrated that the risk to local water supply levels will
be minimised during the lifetime of the quarry. In response to further information item 1
(a)(ii) they have only quantified the volume of groundwater required to be abstracted for the
purposes of dust suppression and not for the welfare facilities or the batching plant as
requested.

¢ The applicant has proposed to provide an altemative water supply to residents should their
water supply be affected however they have not provided any detail in relation to what the
elternative supply will be, how long the supplies may be affected for or what conditions
would trigger the implementation of this measure. They have not indicated any other
measures that will be implemented should this oceur ¢.g. cease quarrying activity until water
supplies are restored, either temporarily or permancntly..? Please note 1 have not fncluded
these points regarding the impact on water supplies as this matter should be referred to
the Water Services section and/or EHO for comment.

*  Further information request 2 (b} noted noise exceedances at N2 and requested mitigation
measures 1o be propesed to reduce the noise impact on neatby sensitive receptors. The
mitigation measure proposed was o relocate the entrance however the impact of the relocated
entrance and wheelwash on ncarby sensitive receptors was not assessed in the noise
assessment (as requested in Fl jtem 2c)).

* F.I request 2 (d) required the applicant to complete a noise survey which wkes secount of
trucks queuing on the road awsiting entry to the quarry. It is considersd that this has not been







