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CS CONSULTING GROUP

HEAD QFFICE: 1922 Dame Sireet, Dublin 2, D02 £2467. Ireland

+353 1 5480843 info@csconsulting.ie  www.csconsulting.ie
N CONSETTING
An Bord Pleandla Sent By: Email
&4 Marlborough Street Job Ref: R118
Dublin 1 A-GF
DOt V902 Date: 9-May-24

Doc. Ref. INWQ-CSC-ZZ-XX-LT-C-0001-PO

RE: Appeal Response (Transportation) in relation to DCC Planning Reference 3274/24
at 1 North Wall Quay, Dublin 1, DO1 T8Y1

INTRODUCTION

This response document has been prepared by Cronin & Sutton Consulting Engineers (CS Consulting)
on behalf of the applicant NWQ Devco Limited in relation to Planning Reference 3274/24 at 1 North
Wall Quay, Dublin 1, DO1 T8Y1.

DCC Planning Report

This document addresses points raised by Dublin City Council's Transportation Planning Division in its
interdepartmental report to the Planning & Development Department. This inferdepartmental report
has not been published on the DCC planning portal but the following 3no. poinfs were reproduced
in the DCC Planner's Report:

TRANSPORTATION PLANNING DIVISION POINT 1 — VEHICULAR SERVICING

“This division have concerns with the reliance on the servicing area on Clarion Quay to meet the
servicing needs for a development of this scale. The applicant is requested to re-examine the
proposed servicing amrangements with a view to ensuring that servicing amangements can be caried
out without impact on pedestrians and vulnerable road users alike. Whilst this division has no
objection to surface level area being used on Clarion Quay for servicing, it is preferred that servicing

is within the site itself, with priority given to pedestrians in this regard.”

INTEQCRATED MANACEMENT SYSTEM

KP 8, Associates Consulfing Enginears Lid. T/A Cron.n & Sutten Consuiting Cenlra'pont. 45 Beech St, London. EC2Y 8AD

Company No. 505303 | Reglstered Offlce: 19-22 Came Streef, Dubiin 2. T | +44 207 070 3460 E | info@csconsultinguk.com

Direclors: P Sulton {Cha'rman). O Sulivan {Managing], C. Sutton-Smith. : .. B
E. Suiton, N. Bareft, C, Banmy, M. McEntee, L. McNamee, C. Twomay 45 O'Conrell Streaf, Limernick, V94 XEI8 e gy

Assoc, Director: G. Lndsay | Assoclates: C. Farmer, K. Freyne, L, Garret, T | 353 61 594988 E | info@csconsulting.ie ;
i ENGINEERS
W G'eeson, D. Mul'ns, 5. Sose, J, Sutton IRELAND



TRANSPORTATION PLANNING DIVISION POINT 2 - BICYCLE PARKING ACCESS

“There are concerns relating to the proposed access fo the bicycle parking area. Access is
considered unsuitable for a development of this scale with the proposed 2 no. bicycle lifts to serve
aimost 1000 no. spaces is not supported by this division as it will lead to a creation of queuing and
waiting for cyclists. The bike lift waiting area also creates conflict with vehicles accessing the vehicle
liff. It is recommended that the bicycle parking for each use on the development should all be
segregated, with bicycle for office use, given the number required shall also be segregated for each
of the 4 no. office blocks {A, B, C & Dj. There is concern with relation to the location and access
arrangements to the bicycle parking area require re-examination. A cyclist once having reached
basement level will be required to navigate 4 no. doorways. This iayout and design is considered

unacceptable to this division.”

TRANSPORTATICN PLANNING DIVISION POINT 3 — CAR PARKING PROVISION

“The proposal for 32 no. car parking spaces exceeds Development Plan Standards. Taking into
consideration that office and retail use have no provision for car parking, the community/cultural use
allows for a provision of 7 no. spaces, therefore this division has no objection therefore to the provision

of 7 no. spaces in total with the omission of 25 no. car parking spaces from the development.

*Notwithstanding the rational provided, the car parking provision proposed does not accord with
the Development Plan and the justification supplied by the applicant is insufficient. This division is
wiling to accommodate some car parking spaces, however this would need to accord with the
Development Plan standards. The proposed level of 32no. spaces is unacceptable. The applicant is
requested to reduce the level of spaces proposed, in particular where these are contrary to the
applicable standards such as office allocation. Detailed jusfification is required including clarity on

type of vehicles and auto tracking of access.”

RESPONSE TO POINT 1

The proposed development's vehicular servicing arrangements maybe modified by condition
through the provision of a loading bay enclosure off Clarion Quay, within the building curtilage. This
would ensure that servicing vehicles have o clearly defined, secure area within which to stop, and
prevents obstruction of the Clarion Quay carriageway and footpath. See Henry J. Lyons architectural
drawing no. INWQ-HJL-AX-00-DR-A-0100 for details. An exiract of drawing 1NWQ-HJL-AX-00-DR-A-
0100 is included in Figure 1 below outlining the autotracking of a servicing vehicle entering the

proposed designated service area.

The 2 number parking spaces shown on Clarion Quay in the initial planning submission maybe

modified by condition to another external loading bay/set-down area for refuse collection and taxi
2
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drop off facilities, etc. We note, the refuse staging area shall be adjacent to this potential loading
bay providing off road temporary parking for refuse vehicles on Clarion Quay preventing delays fo

other road users on Clarion Quay.

@ ® / .

GLARION QUAY

noaped Park

Figure 1 - Autotracking of Service Vehicle

RESPONSE TO POINT 2

In response to the concerns expressed by the DCC Transportation Planning Division, the access
arrangements for the proposed development's internal bicycle parking have been comprehensively
revised. An internal bicycle stair with wheeling rami is now proposed, from surface level to basement
level -1; this shall be accessed from the landscaped park at the eastern side of the building, within
easy reach of both North Wall Quay and Clarion Quay.

The proposed bicycle stair shall cater for the majority of cyclists accessing the infernal bicycle
parking, providing more efficient access to the basement level. One proposed bicycle lift is retained,
to ensure an altemative means of access for non-standard cycles {e.g. cargo bikes) in particular. This
has however been relocated to a point further west on Clarion Quay, at greafer remove from the
proposed car lift access, reducing the risk of any conflict between waiting cyclists and entering cars.
with respect to the circulation of bicycle users within the basement, any opportunities to refine the

route between accessways and the bike store shall be taken at detailed design stage.



RESPONSE TO POINT 3

It is now proposed to provide 30no. car parking spaces internally at basement level within the
development. Of these, 7no. spaces shall be alliocated to the development's
arfs/community/cultural space, which accords with Dublin City Development Plan 2022-2028
standards. 20no. car parking spaces shall be reserved for the use of shared vehicles, in the form of a
‘'motor pool’ fo serve office tenants, and 3no. disabled-accessible spaces shall be provided for the
use of Disabled Person's Parking Permit holders.

The 20no. ‘'motor pool’ car parking spaces shall serve o accommodate a shared fleet of vehicles to
be used by office tenants who require the use of a car for business trips during the working day. These
shared vehicles shall be owned and maintained by the development's facilities management entity
or by an appointed contractor and shall remain within the development overnight; they shall
therefore not be used for commuting to and from the development at the beginning and end of the
working day. The provision of this shared fleet and associated parking spaces shall therefore not
promote car use for fravel to and from the development. On the contrary, it shall allow more sfficient
use of cars for necessary business trips and permit those office tenants who require the use of a car
during the day to commute by other modes of transport, rather than having to bring an external
vehicle with them when travelling fo waork.

The proposed provision of 30na. car parking spaces within the development represents a reduction
of 134no. car parking spaces {an 82% reduction) in comparison to the existing office building on the
site.

In accordance with Dublin City Development Plan 2022-2028 requirements, 50% of the proposed car
parking spaces (15n0o.) shall be equipped from the outset with EV charging facilities, and all other
spaces shall be ‘future-proofed’ by the provision of ducting or cabling to allow the rapid future

installation of additional charging facilities.

3 Party Observations
A 34 party observation was submitted by the NTA citing the following:
¢ Inconvenience for cycle users accessing the basement
+ Capacity of cycle lifts
» Double-stacked bicycie rack use
= Car parking quantum
A high-quality bicycle storage, servicing and charging facility including end of trip facilities is
proposed. A combination of storage solutions are proposed offering a variety of options for users to

choose which is most suitable for there use. In combination with the responses outlined in response

point 2 to the DCC planner's report, the 3 party observations have been well considered.
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Piease refer to the response point 3 1o the DCC planner's report with respect to vehicle parking

provision.

Gordon Finn  BA, BAI, MAI, MIEI, Cert RSA
Civil Engineer

for Cronin & Sutton Consulting
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dubl nf@arthurcox com
dx 27 dubln

Dublin
Belfast
London
Application reference: 3274/24 New York
San Francisco

arthurcex.com

13 May 2024

The Secretary

An Bord Pleanala

64 Marlborough Street
Dublin 1

Re: Dublin City Council Refusal of Permission for the Development of an Office Scheme at the Site of
the CitiGroup Building, 1 North Wall Quay, D01 T8Y1 (the “Development”)

Our Client: NWQ Devco Limited

Dear Sir

We refer to the refusal of permission by Dublin City Council on 16 April 2024 for the Development.
Our client wishes to appeal this refusal to An Bord Pleanala on inter alia the following ground:

The Dublin City Development Plan 2022 — 2028 (the “Development Plan”) clearly provides that permission
may be granted for landmark/tall buildings which meet the “exceptional circumstances” test set out therein, and
where it is demonstrated that “there is a compelling architectural and wrban design rationale” for the
development. We are instructed that the application submitted by our Client demonstrates how the Development
meets that test, based on expert professional technical advices from John Spain Associates. Notwithstanding
this, however, it appears that Dublin City Council (the “Council”) did not engage in any analysis or
consideration in respect of the “exceptional circumstances” and whether it is met by the Development.

In this regard, the report of the Deputy Planning Officer of 16 April 2024 states that the ‘notion that the
development of a landmark/tall building of this scale in this location should be considered in ‘exceptional
circumstances’ was not accepted by the Planning Authority’. It does not assess, in any material manner, the
application for the Development against the exceptional circumstances criteria for a landmark/tal! building.

Importantly, in determining the appeal, we note the Board is entitled to grant permission should it consider the
“exceptional circumstances” test is met and “there is a compelling architectural and urban design rationale ” for
the Development. We further note that any failure on the part of the Board to engage in an analysis in respect of
the “exceptional circumstances”, and whether the Development meets it, would amount to a failure to take into
account a relevant consideration in the context of the decision-making process.

We have highlighted below the relevant provisions relating to the “exceptional circumstances” test in the
Development Plan, as set out in the application and the appeal documentation prepared by John Spain
Associates, for ease of reference.
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Landmark/tall buildings are noted in Section 5 of Appendix 3 of the Development Plan to be ‘those that are
substantially tafler than their surroundings and cause a significant change to the skyline. They are typically
buildings greater than 50 metres in height’.

Provision is made in Section 5 of Appendix 3 of the Development Plan for a landmark/tali building to be
developed on a site not expressly identified as being suitable for such development or in an Local Area Plan
/Strategic Development Zone in exceptional circumstances, and where it can be demonstrated by the applicant
that “there is o compelling architectural and urban design rationale " for the development. In such exceptional
circumstances, the following criteria must be demonstrated:

. the landmark/tall building complies with all of the performance criteria set out in Table 4 [of Section 5
of Appendix 3 of the City Development Plan];

. the landmark tall building/s will emphasise a point of particular civic of [sic] visual significance and
that such a proposal will contribute in 2 meaningful way to the legibility of the city and contribute
positively to the skyline. Any such proposal for a landmark/tall building must be supported by a
detailed spatial analysis demonstrating that the design and location of the landmark/tall building is
appropriate and optimal;

. the landmark/tall building will act as a strategic intervention, a catalyst for regeneration and make a
significant economic or cultural contribution. The landmark/ tall building proposal must also
demonstrate that it is economically viable and implementable in the lifetime of the plan;

. the landmark/tall building is located in an area with excellent high frequency, high capacity public
transport accessibility and excellent pedestrian and cyclist infrastructure. The onus will be on the
applicant to demonstrate the capacity of public transport and the quality of existing links between
public transport and walking and cycling inftastructure and the site;

. the landmark/tall building will bring significant planning gain to the community including measures
such as:

. substantial upgrades to the public realm;

. environmental enhancements including open space and green infrastructure to be enjoyed by
residents and the wider community;

. significant new social and community infrastructure for the benefit of the wider area: and

. where the landmark/tall building is for residential use, the provision of a broad range of
accommodation for people living in different household sizes and throughout various life
cycle stages.

We are instructed that the application submitted by our Client, now the subject of this appeal, demonstrates how
the Development meets the “exceptional circumstances” test and that “there is a compelling architectural and
urbun design rationale” for the development, based on expert professional advices from John Spain Associates
and the Design Teatn. This is, of course, ultimately a matter of planning judgment for the Board.

In determining the appeal, the Board is obliged in the performance of its consenting functions to comply with
the specific planning policy requirements set out in the Urban Development and Building Height Guidelines for
Planning Authorities 2018, in accordance with Section 28(1C) of the Planning and Development Acts 2000 (as
amended).

SPPR 1 notes that: ‘fijn accordance with Government policy to support increased building height and density

in locations with good public fransport accessibility, particulariy fown/ city cores, planning authorities shall
explicitly identify. through their statutory plans, areas where increased building height will be actively pursued
Jor both redevelopment, regeneration and infill development 1o secure the objectives of the National Planning
Framework and Regional Spatial and Fconomic Strategies and shali not provide for blanket numerical
limitations on building height'. (Emphasis added)

We are instructed that the site on which the Development the subject of this appeal is proposed is one such site.
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In order to comply with SPPR 1, in making its Development Plan, the Council was obliged to “explicitly
identify, ... where increased building height will be actively pursued for both redevelopment, regeneration and
infill development to secure the ohjectives of the National Planning Framework and Regional Spatial and
Fconomic Strategies...”

The Development Plan includes the Docklands Strategic Development and Regeneration Area 6 (the
“Docklands SDRA™), which is an area identified for regeneration and increased intensity of development.
Notwithstanding this, however, we are instructed that there is no evidence of any assessment having been
carried out in respect of the potential of the wider Docklands SDRA (including the area immediately
surrounding the subject site), outside of the two strategic development zones for North Lotts and Grand Canal
Dock, and Poolbeg West (the “SDZs"), for increased building height and density. [nstead, we are instructed that
for the most part previously identified sites were simply “re-identified”.

Notwithstanding that we are instructed that there is no evidence of the Council having assessed the potential for
increased building height and density on the lands in the Docklands SDRA, outside of the SDZs, which include
the subject lands, the Development Plan clearly provides that permission may be granted for a landmark/tall
building to be developed on a site not expressly identified as being suitable for such development where it can
be demonstrated that the “exceptional circumstances™ test is met, and “there is a compelling architectural and
urban design rationale” for the development.

Our client trusts that in determining the appeal, the Board will in accordance with Section 28(1C) of the
Planning Acts apply SPPR 1: have regard to the fact that the subject site is in a location with good public
transport accessibility and is in a town/ city core; and, fully engage in an analysis in respect of the “exceptional
circumstances” test as set out in the Development Plan, in respect of the Development.

Yours faithfully

A (Gx

ARTHUR COX LLP
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Project 1 North Wall Quay, Dublin 1

Environmental impact Assessment

Subject Report — Response to DCC Refusal

Date

Ref.

Dublin City Council Reg. Ref.: 3274/24

13 May 2024

DD/237501,0416 TR0

This report has been prepared by AWN Consulting (AWN) for NWQ Devco 1td to
respond to a refusal of grant of permission in relation to the application for a 10-year
planning permission for development at a site consisting of the CitiGroup Building, 1
North Wall Quay, Dublin 1, DO1 T8Y1(Dublin City Council (DCC) Reg. Ref. 3274/24).
The site is bound by North Wall Quay to the south, Commons Street to the west,
Clarion Quay/Alderman Way to the north and an access ramp to the existing basement
to the east. The site area is ¢. 0.88 ha.

This report details a response to the additional concerns raised with the Dublin City
Council Pianners Report dated 17-Apr-2024 (hereinafter referred to as the ‘Planners
Report') related to the submitted Environmental Impact Assessment Report (AWN, et.
al, February 2024) (hereinafter referred to as ‘the EIAR').

The report under discussion has been prepared with the input and contributions from
the members of the applicants EIA team set out in Table 1.1.

Overall, the purpose of this review is to provide a comprehensive and up-to-date
analysis of the project's potential impact on the environment. This will help ensure the
An Bord Pleanéla have the most accurate and relevant information to make informed
decisions about the project.

Page 1



DD/237501.0416TRO1

AWN Consulting

Table 1.1 EIA Project Team
Volume 1 Chapter Title Company and Consultant
Non-Technical Summary AWN - Input from each specialist
Volume 2 Chapter Title Company and Consultant
Chapter 1 Introduction AWN — David Doran
Chapter 2 Description of Proposed Development AWN - David Doran
Chapter 3 Alternatives AWN - David Doran
AWN — Marcelle Jordaan and David
Chapter 4 Hurnan Health and Population Doran with specialist input from Air,
Noise, Traffic
Chapter 5 Land, Soils, Geology and Hydrogeology ﬁm d; Luke Maguire and Marcelo
AWN - Luke Maguire and Marcelo
Chapter 6 Hydrology Allende
Chapter 7 ' Biodiversity (Flora and Fauna) Altemar - Bryan Deegan
; ; AWN - Aisiing Cashell and Avril
Chapter 8 Air Quality Challoner
) AWN — Aisling Cashell and Avril
Chapter 9 Climate Challoner
Chapter 10 Noise and Vibration AWN - Jennifer Harmon
Archaeological, Architectural and Cultural
Chapter 11 Heritage CRDS - Stephen Mandal
Chapter 12 Material Assets - Traffic and Transportation | CS Consulting — Gordon Finn
Chapter 13 | Material Assets - Utilties e B Ok o ER
Chapter 14 Material Assets - Waste AWN — Chonaill Bradiey
Chapter 15 Interactions AWN — Sarah Tierney
Volume 3 Chapter Title Company and Consultant
Landscape and Visual City Designer — Richard Coleman
Volume 4 Title Company and Consultant
Appendices AWN — Input from each specialist

Page 2



DD/237501.0416TRO1 AWN Consulting

The following has been noted in the Planners Report:

“The Planning Authority notes however, that no afternative has been provided where a
reduced scale of building was considered.”

An Addendum to Chapter 3 has been included as part of this Appeal which assesses
a reduced scale of building option and its relative impact on environmental receptors.

As per the EIA carried out by the Local Authority, Population and Human Health is
deemed to be adequately addressed in the EIAR and it has been adjudged that no
significant adverse effect is likely to arise.

The following has been noted in the Planners Report:

“In this regard, however, serious concerns raised by the DCC Drainage Planning and
Development Control Section in relation to the Basement Impact Assessment
submifted are highlighted. The submitted Basement Impact Assessment (BIA) is not
considered to be acceptable as the report does not provide sufficient information on
the risks associated with the basement development. In particular, the following issues
have not been adequately addressed:

Baseline ground and groundwater conditions

Impact on neighbouring structures and utilities

Key hazards and risks associated with the proposed basement

Basement construction sequence and interaction with existing basement structure

and proposed temporary restraints

Ground movement and damage assessment

« Impact on groundwater, including upstream and downstream of proposed
basement

o Cumulative impact of proposed basement

» Mitigation measures for ground movements and groundwater impacts

Having regard to these serious issues, it cannot be confirmed that no significant
adverse effects are likely to arise. The Drainage Division have requested further
information be submitted to respond to the concerns raised.”

CS Consulting have updated the Basement Impact Assessment (BIA) to respond to
the aforementioned concerns raised by DCC. The revised BIA is included with this
appeal response.

Baseline ground and qroundwater conditions

CS Consulting have stated in Section 3.0 of the updated BIA that it is not practical to
carry out a site investigation at the development site at this stage. However, it is
proposed to carry out a full site investigation to confirm baseline conditions and provide
a factual site investigation report when the existing buildings are demolished.

Page 3



DD/237501.0416TRO1 AWN Consulting

Impact on neighbouring structures and utilities

CS Consulting have stated in Section 2.3, 2,4 and 2.5 of the updated BIA that a
condition survey will be carried out on all structures and utilities within the zone of
influence before starting work on site.

Key hazards and risks associated with the proposed basement

CS Consulting have stated he updated BIA the flood zones the proposed development
site is contained within (Section 2.6 of the updated BIA), the vulnerability of
groundwater body (Section 2.1.3 of the updated BIA) and the potential cumulative
effect (Section 6.1 of the updated BIA).

Basement construction sequence and interaction with existing basement structure

and proposed femporary restraints

CS Consulting have stated in Section 5.0 of the updated BIA, the construction
sequence of the proposed development inciuding the basement construction
sequence. Interaction with existing basement structure and proposed temporary
restraints are also discussed in Section 5.2 and 5.3 of the updated BIA.

Ground movement and damage assessment

CS Consulting have discussed these matters in Section 5.5 and 5.6 of the updated
BIA, respectively.

Impact on groundwater, including upstream and downstream of proposed basement

CS Consulting have assessed the impacts of the proposed development on the
groundwater regime in Section 4.6 of the updated BIA. CS Consulting notes, given the
presence of an existing basement, a barrier to groundwater is already established and
thus the additional effect on groundwater in this regard is expected to be negligible.

Cumulative impact of proposed basement

Further regarding cumulative impact of proposed basement, CS Consulting have
responded to the cumulative impact of nearby basements on the groundwater regime
in Section 4.7 of the updated BIA.

Mitigation Measures

The updated Basement Impact Assessment responded to the concerns of DCC
Drainage Planning and Development Control Section. [n addition to the mitigation and
monitoring measures set out in BIA submitted with the planning application, DCC Reg.
Ref. 3274/24, the following mitigation and monitoring measures as set out in BIA will
be implemented including:

+ Prior to the commencement of construction works (post demolition) the
construction contractor will undertake a full site investigation to confirm baseline
conditions and provide a factual site investigation report

» The construction contractor will conduct a condition survey which will be carried
out on all structures and utilities within the zone of influence before starting
work on site. Mitigation measures for ground movements and groundwater
impacts, mitigation and monitoring measures have been outlined in Section 5.0
of the updated BIA Residual Impacts Land, Soils, Geology and Hydrogeology

Page 4



DD/237501.0416TRM AWN Consuiting

The proposed development will have localised impacts in terms of groundwater flow
as there will be change to flow around the basement. However it can be concluded that
there is no likely significant effect on the overall groundwater flow regime within the
aquifer, as the basement development alone or in combination would have a localised
effect only on the groundwater regime.

The mitigation measures above include for condition survey of surrounding adjacent
buildings, and construction works designed to reduce ground movement for the
protection of building foundations.

The Environmental Protection Agency Guidelines on the information to be contained
in Environmental Impact Assessment Reports (2022) define a significant effect as “An
effect which, by its character, magnitude, duration or intensity, alters a sensitive aspect
of the environment.”

There is no potential change to the water framework directive status (quantitative or
qualitative) as the construction works are temporary and mitigation measures are set
out in the BIA.

It can be included from the aforementioned that the development therefore wiil not
result in an adverse significant effect.

With the implementation of the mitigation measures set out above, the residual effect
on land, soils, geology and hydrogeology during the construction phase is considered
to be neutral, imperceptible and short-term and the residual effect on land, soils,
geology and hydrogeology during the operational phase is considered to be neutral,
imperceptible and long-term.

The following has been noted in the Planners Report:

“The Planning Authority note the submission on the application from Uisce Eireann
who have reviewed the proposal and highlight the fact that there is an existing
watermain and wastewater pipe within and/or adjacent to the development site. Uisce
Eireann does not permit build over of its assets and the separation distances as per
Uisce Eireann’s Standards Codes and Practices must be achieved. This is to ensure
adequate provision of public water and wastewater services.

Uisce Eireann has requested that Further Information be sought and request the
applicant engage with Uisce Eireann's Diversions team to confirm Uisce Eireanns
separation distances for existing public water and wastewater infrastructure has been
achieved within the development proposal designs and layouts and; assess feasibility
of diversion(s) of public infrastructure, where separation distances cannot be achieved.

in addition, the DCC Drainage Planning and Development Control Section have raised
concerns regarding adequate surface water management. In accordance with policy
S123 of the Dublin City Development Plan 2022-2028, the DCC requirement for green
roof coverage is 50% intensive or 70% extensive. Given the small provision of
green/blue roof, additional Sustainable Drainage Systems (SuDS) measures such as
rainwater harvesting should be incorporated. In the proposed public realm areas, it is
recommended that a more comprehensive use of SuDS is required for the
management of surface water, providing an integrated approach with the landscaping
proposals.

Page 5



DD/237501.0416TRO1 AWN Consulting

Having regard to this, it cannot be confirmed that no significant adverse effects are
likely to arise until such time as any further information submitted in response fo the
request is assessed.”

CS Consulting have prepared a response to Uisce Eireann’s concerns as part of the
1% Party appeal documentation.

Uisce Eireann separation distances for existing public water and wastewater
infrastructure

Regarding an existing watermain and wastewater pipe within and/or adjacent to the
development site, a visual inspection of Clarion Quay and discussions with the existing
building operators the existing UE watermain is located outside the building line and
within the existing public footpath and carriageway of Clarion Quay. The response
notes that the building line of the proposed development shall not encroach further
onto Clarion Quay from the existing building line currently on-site, therefore there shall
be no change from the current scenario along Clarion Quay.

Surface water management

Regarding green roof coverage, CS Consulting have noted in Response 2 of their
Appeal Response {Drainage) that intensive and extensive green roofs are proposed to
be maximised across the development, the building layout for which is subject to
modification in line with this appeal submission. Accessible terraces are proposed to
be extensively landscaped to optimise the amenity for the user while also providing
SuDS and biodiversity measures. Any areas of roof proposed to serve as a traditional
roof area are proposed to be clad with sedum to maximise water filtration and
biodiversity. Where achieving the strict requirements of policy $123 provide a design
challenge in the face of other planning and development policies, a robust holistic
SuDS solution is proposed for the development and a consultation process with DCC
would be welcomed to reach a satisfactory proposal.

Potential Impacts on Land, Soils, Geology and Hydrogeology

The response prepared by CS Consulting responds to the concerns of DCC Drainage
Planning and Development Control Section. The information included in the response
does not alter the potential impacts set out in Chapter 6 of the EIAR or the proposed
associated with the planning application, DCC Reg. Ref. 3274/24, during the
construction and operational phases.

Mitigation Measures

The information included in the response does not alter the mitigation and monitoring
measures described in Chapter 6 of the EIAR during the construction and operational
phases.

Residual Impacts Land, Soils, Geology and Hydrogeology

Therefore, the residual effect on hydrology during the construction phase is considered
to be neutral, imperceptible and short-term and the residual effect on hydrology
during the operational phase is considered to be neutral, imperceptibie and long-
ferm.
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The following has been noted in the Planners Report:

“It is stated in the EIAR that the implementation and monitoring measures set out in
addition to the mitigation measures set out in the chapters relating to Land and Soils,
Geology and Hydrogeology, Hydrology and Noise and Vibration that the residual
effects on biodiversity during the construction phase are sfight effects/negative
effect/not significant/short term likely and in terms of operational they are expected to
be slight effects/negative effect/not significant/long term. No significant effects are
expected in relation to the operation of the proposed development.

However, as aforementioned serious concerns have been raised from the DCC
Drainage Division in relation to the Basement Impact Assessment and having regard
to this, it cannot be confirmed that no significant adverse effects are likely to arise with
respect to local drainage conditions.”

Please see section 5.0 of this document which responds to the concerns raised by
DCC in relation to the Basement Impact Assessment.

The information included in the response does include additional mitigation and
monitoring measures as described in Section 4.0 above.

The updated BIA responds to the concerns of DCC Drainage Planning and
Development Control Section. The information included in the updated BIA does not
alter the potential impacts set out in Chapter 7 of the EIAR, during the construction and
operational phases.

Therefore, the residual effect on biodiversity during the construction phase is
considered to be Slight effects / site / Negative effect / Not significant/ short term
/ likely and the residual effect on biodiversity during the operational phase is
considered to be Slight effects / site / Negative effect / Not significant / long
term/likely.

As per the EIA carried out by the Local Authority, Air Quality is deemed to be
adequately addressed in the EIAR and it has been adjudged that no significant adverse
effect is likely to arise.

The following has been noted in the Planners Report:

“It is noted however, that the Drainage Planning and Development Control Section
have reviewed the SSFRA and highlight that the CFRAM flood maps indicate the site
is located in Flood Zone B.

Additionally, the DCC Strategic Flood Risk Assessment states that underground offices
are not permitted in this area. A revised Site Specific Flood Risk Assessment would be
required in this instance.

In addition, as aforementioned the Planning Authority have concerns regarding
wholescale demolition which would be contrary to Climate Action Policy CA6 of the
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CDP which aims to promote and support the retrofitting and reuse of existing buildings
rather than their demolition and reconstruction, where possible.

Having regard to the above, it cannot be confirmed that no significant adverse effects
are likely to arise with respect to climate and flood risk.”

Regarding the Flood Risk Assessment, CS Consulting have prepared a response
document to respond to this specific item. The response is outlined below:

1. Following a review of the Liffey Tidal Flood Extents {appended) map, it
highlights the development site in the 1 in 1000 year flood zone (0.1% Tidal
AEP Event).

2. The adjacent node point (09LIFF00180) indicates a level of 3.35m AOD for the
1000 year flood event.

3. The proposed development shall have a minimum finished floor ievel (FFL) at
ground floor of 3.65m AOD, i.e. 300mm freeboard above the 1000 year flood
event.

4. This FFL level includes access points into the building that allow for further
access to the lower ground floor.

5. Levels for circulation vents, lightwells etc to the lower ground floor shall be
above the level of 3.65m AQD.

6. With this new FFL the development site would now be located outside of the
1000 flood zone indicated on the Liffey Tidal Flood Extents Map.

7. Therefore the site would be located within Flood Zone C.

8. We note the loss of flooding area, however compensatory storage is not
required as this only relevant to fluvial flooding and not tidal flooding.

9. As the building development would then be classed as Flood Zone C, lower
ground floor usages are now deemed appropriate.

Regarding the wholescale demolition concern raised by DCC, BPC Consulting
Engineers have prepared a response document to specifically respond to this item.
BPC outline the following within their document:

Although we understand the reasoning behind Policy CA6 and Section 15.7.1 of the
Dublin City Development Plan 2022-2028, which aims fo promote and support the
refrofitting and reuse of existing buildings, however, there are instances where
refention and/or adaptation and reuse is not the best option.

In the case of 1 North Wall Quay, the upgrades required would be extensive, very
costly in both financial and carbon expenditure terms, and would not, we believe,
deliver an optimum operational low carbon building. Extensive structural intervention
is required to ensure the revamped structure and fabric meet current regulatory and
workplace codes, as well as market requirements. For example, the replacement of
the existing facades is necessary and significant intervention to the remaining concrete
frame are required to provide adequate lobbies, circulation and disabled refuge space,
additional and/or enlarged stairwells and provision for new plant areas.

[...] To achieve an optimum operational fow carbon building, the development a new
building is a more feasible option. While the construction of a new building requires
additional materials, modern construction methods and materials can be chosen with
an emphasis on sustainability, recycling, and reduced environmental impact.
Additionally, new buildings built under the latest standards have a longer operational
life partially due to being designed with future adaptability and upgrades in mind. This
can result with a building which will be best in class in operational carbon emissions
over the building’s lifespan.
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The new building at 1 NWQ is designed to exceed the latest energy efficiency
standards, incorporating advanced technologies and high-performance materials to
reduce energy and carbon consumption. Also, the new building will incorporate
sustainable and green design principles from the start, such as passive heating and
cooling, geothermal piles, green roofs, photovoltaic panels and renewable energy
systems. Additionally, the new building will be designed with a focus on long-term
sustainability, ensuring that they remain efficient and environmentally friendly for many
years through smart data collection and analysis providing usefuf engagement tool for
occupiers to make positive changes to support our buildings operating at net zero
carbon.

The information included in the responses prepared by CS Consulting and BPC
Consulting Engineers, respectively, do not alter the potential impacts, mitigation and
monitoring measures, and residual impacts set out in Chapter 8 of the EIAR, during
the construction and operational phases.

Therefore, the residual effect on climate during the construction phase is considered
to be as reported in Chapter 9 of the EIAR and the residual effect on climate during the
operational phase is considered to be direct, long-term, minor adverse and not
significant.

As per the EIA carried out by the Local Authority, Noise and Vibration is deemed to be
adequately addressed in the EIAR and it has been adjudged that no significant adverse
effect is likely to arise.

As per the E!A carried out by the Local Authority, Archaeology and Cultural Heritage
is deemed to be adequately addressed in the EIAR and it has been adjudged that no
significant adverse effect is likely to arise.

The following has been noted in the Planners Report:

“The DCC Transportation Planning Division have assessed the proposal and have
raised a number of serious concerns in relation to access and servicing arrangements
of the development. In addition, the NTA raises concern regarding the accessibility,
quality and usability of the proposed cycle parking and the extent to which the access,
location, design and type of cycle parking proposed meets the objective to cater
efficiently and effectively for large numbers of employees in using this mode of
transport, including consideration of the extent to which car parking is required to serve
the proposed development.

Having regard to these outstanding issues it cannot be confirmed that no significant
adverse effects are likely to arise with respect to traffic and transportation.”

Regarding the access and serving for the development, CS Consulting have prepared
an Appeal Response (Transportation) document to respond to the concerns of DCC
Transportation Planning Division. CS Consulting state the following within their
response:
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The proposed development’s vehicular servicing arrangements have been modified by
the provision of a loading bay enclosure off Clarion Quay, within the building curtilage.
This ensures that servicing vehicles have a clearly defined, secure area within which
fo stop, and prevents obstruction of the Clarion Quay footpath. See Henry J. Lyons
architectural drawing no. TNWQ-HJL-AX-00-DR-A-0100 for details.

Regarding usability of proposed cycle parking, CS Consulting have prepared an
Appeal Response (Transportation) document to respond to the concerns of DCC
Transportation Planning Division. CS Consulting state the following within their
response:

In response to the concerns expressed by the DCC Transportation Planning Division,
the access arrangements for the proposed development's internal bicycle parking have
been comprehensively revised. An internal bicycle stair with wheeling ramp is now
proposed, from surface level to basement level -1; this shall be accessed from the
landscaped park at the eastern side of the building, within easy reach of both North
Wall Quay and Clarion Quay.

The proposed bicycle stair shalf cater for the majority of cyclists accessing the internal
bicycle parking, providing more efficient access to the basement level. One proposed
bicycle lift is retained, to ensure an alternative means of access for non-standard cycles
(e.g. cargo bikes) in particular. This has however been relocated fo a point further west
on Clarion Quay, at greater remove from the proposed car lift access, reducing the risk
of any conflict between wailing cyclists and entering cars.

With respect to the circulation of bicycle users within the basement, any opportunities
to refine the route betwsen accessways and the bike store shall be taken at detailed
design stage.

The response prepared by CS Consulting responds to the concerns of DCC
Transportation Planning Division. The information included in the response prepared
by CS Consulting does not alter the potential impacts, mitigation and monitoring
measures, and residual impacts set out in Chapter 12 of the EIAR, during the
construction and operational phases.

Therefore, the overall residual effect of traffic and transportation during the construction
phase is considered to be negative, slight and short-term and the overall residual
effect on traffic and transportation during the operational phase is considered to be
negative, nof significant and long-term.

As per the EIA carried out by the Local Authority, Waste Management is deemed to be
adequately addressed in the EIAR and it has been adjudged that no significant adverse
effect is likely to arise.

The following has been noted in the Planners Report:

“As outlined above, concerns have been raised by Uisce Eireann and DCC Drainage
Division in relation to the proposed development and the potential negative impact it
may have on the surrounding environment. Having regard to these outstanding issues
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it cannot be confirmed that no significant adverse effects are likely to arise with respect
fo utilities such as water supply and drainage.”

CS Consulting have prepared a response to Uisce Eireann’s concerns as part of the
18t Party appeal documentation.

Regarding an existing watermain and wastewater pipe within and/or adjacent to the
development site, a visual inspection of Clarion Quay and discussions with the existing
building operators the existing UE watermain is located outside the building line and
within the existing public footpath and carriageway of Clarion Quay. The response
notes that the new building line of the proposed development shall not encroach further
onto Ciarion Quay from the existing building line currently on-site, therefore there shall
be no change from the current scenario along Clarion Quay.

The response from CS Consulting responds to the concerns of Uisce Eireann and DCC
Drainage Division. The information included in the response from CS Consuilting does
not alter the potential impacts, mitigation and monitoring measures, and residual
impacts set out in Chapter 14 of the EIAR, during the construction and operational
phases.

Therefore, the residual effect on utilities during the construction phase is considered to
be neutral, not significant and short-term and The residual effect on utilities during
the operational phase is considered to be neutral, imperceptible and fong-term.

The following has been noted in the Planners Report:

“As deficiencies have been identified by the Planning Authority in certain areas of the
environmental assessment, the Planning Authority cannof, at this stage, conclude that
the mitigation measures specified for the range of issues identified are reasonably
sufficient to ensure there are no significant cumulative negative effects.”

The concerns raised by DCC with respect to the Environmental Impact Assessment
Report have been addressed within this document and the associated referenced
material.

in regard to cumulative assessment, it is important to note that:

» No new schemes that would result in cumulative effects with the proposed
development’s EIAR has been identified. Please see Appendix 2.1 of the EIAR.

» There is no change to the period of time for construction and enabling as
assessed in the EIAR

e There is no change to construction methods and subsequent construction
emissions as assessed in the EIAR
There is no change to operational emissions as assessed in the EIARs

e« There has been no significant changes/updated to legislation and policy
(national or local) which would have relevance to cumulative assessment since
assessment within the EIAR

There is sufficient information within the EIAR and this appeal response to conclude
that there are no significant cumulative negative effects associated with the Proposed
Development.
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The following has been noted in the Planners Report:

“The Planning Authority having reviewed the visual impact assessment consider that
the proposed development by virtue of its height, scale, and massing would constitute
an over-bearing, excessive and insensitive form of development which would likely
result in serious injury to the visual amenities of the Liffey Quays a (red hatched)
Conservation Area. The proposed development would therefore contravene Policy
BHAY, Policy SC17, Section 15.2.2.2 and Appendix 3 Section 6.0 Guidelines for Higher
Buildings in Areas of Historic Sensitivity of the Dublin City Development Plan 2022-
2028, adversely impacting key views and vistas along the river corridor and the
amenities of properties in the vicinity including sensitive residential. For the reasons
the Planning Authorify do not support the proposed development and it should be
refused.”

CityDesigners have prepared a Response To Notification Of Decision To Refuse
Permission document to respond to the concerns raised by Dublin City Council,
specifically in relation to the second reason in the Notification of Decision to Refuse
Permission.

The information included in the Response To Notification Of Decision To Refuse
Permission does not alter the potential impacts, mitigation and monitoring measures,
and residual impacts set out in EIAR Volume 3, during the construction and operational
phases.

Therefore, the residual effects on heritage, townscape, landscape and visual during
the construction and operational phases are as outlined in EIAR Volume 3: Heritage,
Townscape, Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment submitted .
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3.1

3.2

3.2

INTRODUCTION

This Addendum to Chapter 3 (Alternatives) of the Environmental Impact Assessment
Report (EIAR) has been prepared to include the proposed option for a reduced scale
of development as described below.

Whilst is it a matter for An Bord Pieanala (ABP), should it be conditioned that the
reduced massing option can proceed, this Addendum to Chapter 3 (Alternatives)
provides information on the relative impact of the reduced massing option on
environmental receptors.

ALTERNATIVE LAYOUT, SIZE AND SCALE, AND DESIGN
Option 3 New Build — 17 Storey Over Basement Reduced Massing

This option considers the demolition of the existing development at 1 North Wall Quay
and the construction of 17-storey office building over 2 no. basement levels. This differs
from the Proposed Development outlined in Chapter 2 of the EIAR by incorporating
reduced massing of the upper storeys.

This option provides for the demolition of the existing building and construction of a
new building ranging in height from 9 no. to 17 no. storeys over lower ground floor and
double basement comprising of office accommodation, arts/community/cultural uses
and a retail/café/restaurant unit. Office accommodation is provided from lower ground
floor to 15" floor level, arts/community/cultural uses are provided at lower ground,
ground, 1 and 16" floor level with a retail/café/restaurant unit at ground floor level.
Landscaped terraces are located at 8", 9", 10™, 11™, 15", 16" floor level with winter
terraces located at 4™, 6" 9" floor ievel. Provision of a new landscaped street to the
east of the building to include external arts/community/cultural uses. The double
basement comprises 30 no. car parking spaces, 923 no. bicycle parking spaces and 6
no. motorbike spaces as well as shower/changing facilities and plantroom.

This option is for the establishment of 85,907 m? Gross Internal Area (including
basement) and of 45,267 m? net intemnal area of office space.

1 North Wall Quay EIAR Addendum
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Figure 3.1  South elevation for Reduced Massing Option, including rediine illustrating
reduced massing (Source: HJL Architects, Drawing Ref. INWQ-HJL-AX-ZZ-DR-
A-0202)

Figure 3.2  East elevation for Reduced Massing Option, including rediine illustrating reduced
massing (Source: HJL Architects, Drawing Ref. 1INWQ-HJL-AX-ZZ-DR-A-0201)

1 North Wall Quay EIAR Addendum
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3.2.2 Option Comparison

The project team evaluated the feasibility and advantages of moving forward with the
Proposed Development as detaited in Chapter 2 of the EIAR (the chosen Option 2) or
the reducing massing option detailed in Section 3.2.1 above. This included reviewing
the architectural plans, financial implications.

In respect of environmental effects, Table 3.1 below outlines where an option is more
preferred aver another and where the preference in neutral.

Table 3.1

Summary of route preference for each environmental factor

Environmental Factor

Phase

Option 2 Option 3

Human Health and

Demolition and Construction

| Noise and Vibration

Populations Operational ,
_LaIi, Soils, Geology and_ __Demolition and Construction
Hydrogeology Cperational B
Hydrology Demolition and Construction
_Operational - R
Biodiversity | Demolition and Construction
| Operational
Air Quality Demalition and Construction |
Operational |
Climate Demolition and Construction

Operational

Demolition and Construction

Operational

Archaeology and Cultural
Heritage

Demolition and Construction

Operational

Traffic and Transportation

Demolition and Construction

Operational

Material Assets - Waste

Demolition and Construction

Operational

Material Assets - Utilities

Demolition and Construction

Operational

Landscape and Visual

Demolition and Construction

Operational

T T

]

| Less Preferred |
(relatively greater

(relatively neutral

Neutral More Preferred |

(relatively lessor

patential | potential | potential
environmental environmental environmental
impact) | impact) | impact) |

Table 3.1 provides a comparative demolition and construction phases, as well as the
operational phases, across various environmental factors for each design option. It
directly contrasts the Chosen Development (option 2) and the Reduced Massing
(Option 3) indicating a preference scale from Less Preferred (relatively greater

1 North Wall Quay EIAR Addendum
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potential environmental impact) to More Preferred (relatively lessor potential
environmental impact).

The likely environmental effects of the Reduced Massing (Option 3) compared to the
Chosen Development (Option 2) are relatively neutral in terms of potential
environmental impact. This neutrality arises because both options utilise the same site
{(ground floor footprint) and feature similar designs, the proposals construction, and
development programmes would be the same. The only difference is the reduced
size/massing of Option 3.

Due to these minor differences between the two options, the Environmental Impact
Assessment Report (EIAR) prepared for the proposed Chosen Development (Option
2) is equally applicable in representing the potential, residual, and cumulative effects
on the environment of the Reduced Massing (Option 3). The likely significant effects of
the project on the environment, and the mitigation measures would be the identical
under either Option 2 or Option 3 for all environmental factors. The residual impact on
the environment would be the unchanged for all environmental factors with the
exception of Landscape and Visual, and Climate.

The Reduced Massing (Option 3) would have a lessor impact on Landscape and Visual
once the development is constructed. The Reduced Massing option has been
designed to improve daylight amenity and proximity of the building to adjacent
residential neighbours. BPC Consulting Engineers have provided a Daylight, Suniight
and Overshadowing Assessment which consider the effects of the Reduced Massing
Option. The Reduced Massing (Option 3) is no worse than the conclusions reached in
Volume 3 of the EIAR. A section through the Proposed Development and Reduced
Massing option has been provided below (Drawing reference 1NWQ-HJL-AX-ZZ-DR-
A-0300) to illustrate a comparison of massing in the respective options.

The Reduced Massing (Option 3) would have a lessor impact on Climate during the
construction phase (embodied carbon of materials and construction activities will be
the primary source of climate impacts during the construction phase). There will be a
scaled reduction in embodied carbon for the Reduced Massing option the Reduced
Massing (Option 3) is no worse than the conclusions reached in Chapter 9 of the EIAR.

1 North Wall Quay EIAR Addendum
Chapter 3, Page 4
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Schedule of Accommodation
17 Storey New Build Option

Project Name:

One North Wall Quay

Revision

Project No:

95-1073

Client Name:

NWQ Devco Ltd

Document No:

TNWQ-HJL-AX-ZZ-SH-A-7001

P02

Revision Revision Type

Date

Comments

1St PARTY APPEAL SUBMISSION

09.05.2024

|PROPOSED REDEVELOPMENT

Gross Internal Areas (GIA) Office Net Internal Areas (NIA)
Office Building Community /Arts |  Retail | Combined Tenancy A | TenancyB | TenancyC | TenancyD | Combined
" Plant/Ancillary | Office Use | 5% of office NIA required - i . ]

Basernent Level 2 (B2)

7,210 . - - 7.210 . x ] : .
Basement Level 1 (B1)

7,210 - ; . 7,210 . - . . )
Level LG [ 1,050 | 5424 | 384 | i | 6,858 | _ 556 | 1,430 | 508 | 495 | 3.399 |
Lavel 0O | 783 | 4,195 | 557 | 132 | 5,667 | _ 492 | 809 | 711 | 212 | 2,224 |
Lavel 01 [ - 4,994 | 244 | g 5238 | _ 826 | 805 | 849 | 830 | 3.310 |
Level 02 _ - 6,289 | -] - 6289 | _ 1,079 1,430 | 1,061 | 1,018 | 4,588 |
Level 03 _ s | 6,317 | -] - | 6317 | _ 1,072 | 1,465 | 1,061 | 1,018 | 4,616 |
Leval 04 _ - 6,298 | - - 6,298 | [ 1,072 | 1,468 | 1,061 | 996 | 4,597 |
Level 05 [ -] 6,299 | .| = i} 6,299 | _ 1,070 ! 1,470 | 1,061 | 595 | 4,596 |
Level 06 L - 5255 | = ~ I 5,255 | _ 1,069 | 930 | 1,041 | 443 | 3,483 |
Level 07 _ - 5,255 | N -1 s255] | 1,069 | 930 | 1,041 | 443 | 3,483 |
Level 08 [ | 5,136 | -] R, 5,136 | [ 1,089 | 931 | ol Y 3,393
Level 09 _ - 3,900 | -] -] 3,900 | # 738 | 923 | 794 | 5 2,655 |
Lavet 10 1 | 2,623 | - - 2,623 | [ 733 | 919 | i) | 1,652 |
Level 11 _ - 2,350 | - - 2,350 | [ 456 | 937 | =] ] 1,393 |
Level 12 | - 986 | - - 1§ 966 | _ - 552 | 3] " ) 552 |
Level 13 [ ] 844 | ] = I saa] [ - [ se] - | - 554 |
Leval 14 [ - 845 | -] = 845 | [ =1 553 | ) =l 553 |
Level 15 [ - 77 | - -] 717 | _ | a19 | ] L] 419 |
Level 16 l - - 630 | — 1 630 | _ - | ;| L il il
Total (m2) P 16,253 | 67,707 | - 132 | 85,907 | [ 16,535 | 10,649 | 6,762 | 45,267 |
Total (Ft2) i 178,947 | 728,798 | -] 1,421 | 924,703 | [ 121,859 | 177,983 | 114,626 | 72,786 | 487,254 |
External Community Park 556
COMMUNITY TOTAL (M2) 2,371
Bicycle Parking
(1 space per 75m2 office GI4) 903

Shower Pravision

(2 showers for first 500m2 + 1
shower for every additional
1000m2) &9
Locker Provision

{1 locker per every bicycle
space) 203
DCC Cammunity / Arts Space
Requirement

5% of Ofica NIA 2263

Net:Gross
Efficiency

0.50
0.39
0.63
0.73
0.73
0.73
0.73
0.66
0.66
0.66
0.63
0.63
0.59
0.57
0.66
0.65
0.58
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APPENDIX 10: APPEAL RESPONSE (DRAINAGE) LETTER PREPARED BY CS
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HEAD OFFICE: 19-22 Dame Street, Dubiin 2, D02 E267, Ireland

+353 1 5480843 info@csconsulting.ie www.csconsulting.ie

C TN CS CONSULTING GROUP
\

e

CS CONSLLLENG

An Bord Pleandla Sent By: Email
44 Marlborough Street Job Ref: R118
Dublin 1 A-GL

D01 V902 Date: 9-May-24

Doc. Ref. INWQ-CSC-7Z-XX-LT-C-0002

RE: Appeal Response (Drainage) in relation to DCC Planning Reference 3274/24
at 1 North Wall Quay, Dublin 1, DO1T T8Y1

INTRODUCTION

This response document has been prepared by Cronin & Sutton Consulting Engineers (CS Consulting)
on behalf of the applicant NWQ Devco Limited in relation to Planning Reference 3274/24 at 1 North
Wall Quay, Dublin 1, DO1 T8Y1.

PCC Planning Report

This document addresses points raised by Dublin City Council’s Drainage Planning Division in its
interdepartmental report to the Planning & Development Department. This interdepartmental report
has not been published on the DCC planning portal but the following points were reproduced in the
DCC Planner's Report:

NTERCRATED MANACEMENT SYSTEM

KP & Assoc otes Consut ng Eng neers Ltd. T/A Cronin & Subton Consuiting Cenira,point. 45 Beech §1, London. EC2Y 8AD

T 703 ‘ Hinguk.
Company No. 505303 | Reglstered OMfice: 19-22 Came Sirest, Dubn 2. | +44:207 070 3640 E | Info@csconsulfinguk.com

G Ty PEALTH & SARETY  RMYEb<NT Ak
. far it et

Diractors: # Sutton {Chairman), Q. Sulivan [Managing]. C. Suttan-Smith, 45 O'Connell Sireat, Limerick, V94 XE18

E. Suiton, N. Barett, €. Bomy, D. Byme. R. Fizmaurice, M. McEntee, T | +353 61 594988 E | info@csconsuiting e X
4 ENGINEERS
L McNamee, C. Twemey | Assoc. Director: G, Lindsay IRELAND



DRAINAGE PLANNING DIVISION POINT 1 - FLOOD RISK ASSESSMENT

“The CFRAM flood maps indicate the site is located in Fiood Zone B. Additionally, the DCC Strategic
Flood Risk Assessment states that underground offices are not permitted in this area. A revised Site

Specific Flood Risk Assessment is required which addresses these points.”

DRAINAGE PLANNING DIVISION POINT 2 — BASEMENT IMPACT ASSESSMENT

“The submitted Basement Impact Assessment (BIA) is not considered acceptable. The report does
not provide sufficient information on the risks associated with the basement development. In
particular, the following issues have not been adequately addressed:

» Baseline ground and groundwater conditions

* Impact on neighbouring structures and utilities

* Key hazards and risks associated wiih the proposed basement

= Basement construction sequence and interaction with existing basement structure and

proposed temporary restraints
* Ground movement and damage assessment
« Impact on groundwater, including upstream and downstream of proposed basement
¢ Cumulative impact of proposed basement
» Mitigation measures for ground movements and groundwater impacts

A revised BIA is required which fully addresses the above items and those listed in fhe Dublin City
Development Plan 2022-28 - Appendix 9 Basement Development Guidance.”

DRAINAGE PLANNING DIVISION POINT 3 - SuDS$

“In accordance with policy $i23 of the Dublin City Development Plan 2022- 2028, the DCC requirement
for greenroof coverage is 50% intensive or 70% extensive. Given the small provision of green/blue roof,
additional Sustainable Drainage Systems (SuDS} measures such as rainwater harvesting shall be
incorporated. In the proposed public realm areas, a more comprehensive use of SuDS is required for
the management of surface water, providing an infegrated approach with the landscaping

proposals.”



RESPONSE TO POINT 1

Please refer to the appended letter to John Spain Associates outlining the considerations of flood risk

relevant fo the development and the mitigating factors relating to this. Refer to Appendix A.

RESPONSE TO POINT 2

Please refer fo the updated Basement Impact Assessment as compiled by CS Consulting in response

to th

e DCC Planner’s Report included in Appendix B.

The following sections within the updated BIA responds to the items raised by the DCC Drainage

Planning Division;

Baseline ground and groundwater conditions — Section 3.0.
Impact on neighbouring structures and utilities - Section 2.3, 2.4 and 2.5.
Key hazards and risks associated with the proposed basement - Section 5.0.

Basement construction sequence and inferaction with existing basement siructure and

proposed temporary restraints — Section 5.0.
Ground movement and damage assessment — Sections 4.5 and 5.6.

Impact on groundwater, including upstream and downstream of proposed basement - Section

4.6.
Cumulative impact of proposed basement - Section 4.7.

Mitigation measures for ground movements and groundwaterimpacts — Section 5.5.

RESPONSE TO POINT 3

Sustainable Drainage Systems (SuDS) have been proposed for application within the proposed

development. Measures include:

Extensive Green Roof in the form of sedum.

Intensive Green Roof in the form of planted landscaping and tree planters and pits within

accessible teraces and within the public realm at podium,

Blue roof rainwater attenuation systems to substantially reduce the quantity of attenuation

tank storage to be provided for the purpose of surface water management.

Rainwater harvesting for the purpose of capturing surface water runoff from hardscaped
areas for the purpose of re-use where suitable, in particular for the purpose of imigation of

planting.
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It has been noted in the planner's report that the requiremenis of the policy 5123 of the Dublin City
Development Plan 2022- 2028 have not been met. Intensive and extensive green roofs are proposed
to be maximised across the development, the building layout for which is subject to modification in
line with this appeal submission. Accessible terraces are proposed fo be exfensively landscaped to
optimise the amenity for the user while also providing SuDS and bicdiversity measures. Any areas of
roof proposed to serve as a traditional roof area are proposed to be clad with sedum to maximise
water filtration and biodiversity. Where achieving the strict requirements of policy $123 provide a
design challenge in the face of other planning and development policies such as scale and massing,
daylight/ sunlight etc, a robust holistic SUDS solution is proposed for the development and a condition
requiing the agreement of such details with Dublin City Council prior to commencement of
development would be appropriate.

3 Party Observations

in addition to the points raised by the DCC Drainage Division, a 3 party observation was received
from Uisce Eireann. This submission queried the position of a watermain with respect to the proposed

development.

In response to this observation, please refer to the appended letter to John Spain Associates outlining
mifigation against the observations. Refer to Appendix C,

5&4\)\‘

Gary Lindsay
Associate Director

for Cronin & Sufton Consulting
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{ ( \ CS CONSULTING GROUP

HEAD OFFICE: 19-22 Dame Street, Dubiin 2, D02 E247, Ireland

+353 1 5480863
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John Spain Associates
39 Fitzwilliam Place
Dublin 2

D025 NDé!1

info@csconsuliing.ie  www.csconsuliing.ie

Job Ref: R118
A-GL/CT
Date: 10-May-24

RE: Dublin City Council Drainage Division Comment on Flooding in regards to the Development
at 1 North Wall Quay Planning Reference: 3274/24

Dear Colleague,

Further to the recent refusal by Dublin City Council in regards to the albove referenced planning

application and the comment from the Drainage Division in relation to Flood Risk. we respond as

follows:

Drainage Division comment;

“The CFRAM flood maps indicate the site is located in Flood Zone B. Additionally, the DCC Sirategic

Flood Risk Assessment states that underground offices are not permitted in this area. A revised Site

Specific Flood Risk Assessment is required which addresses these poinfs.”

Response:

1. Following a review of the Liffey Tidal Flood Extents {appended] map, it highlights the

development site in the 1in 1000 year flood zone (0.1% Tidal AEP Event) and outside the 1in
200 year flood zone (0.5% Tidal AEP Event).

2. The adjacent node point {09LIFF00180) indicates a level of 3.35m AQD for the 1000 year flood
event and 3.12m AQD for the 200 year flood event.

3. The proposed development shall have a minimum finished floor level {FFL) at ground floor of

3.65m AQD, i.e. 300mm freeboard above the 1000 year flood event and 530mm freeboard

above the 200 year event, as stated in the SSFRA submitted with the planning application.

4. This FFL level includes access points into the building that allow for further access to the lower

ground floor.
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Company No. 505303 | Reglstered Office: 19-22 Dame Street, Dublin 2
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Assoc. Dlirector: G. Lindsay | Associales: C, Farmer, K. Freyne, L. Garett,
W. Gleeson, O Mui'ns, 5 Sose, 2. Sutten

NTERCHATEG MAaNAL L MENT S¥STEM
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45 O'Canne! Sfraet, Limerick, Y94 XE18
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5. Levels for circulation vents, lightwells etc to the lower ground floor shall be above the level of

3.65m AQD.

6. With this new FFL of 3.65m AOD, the development site would now be located oufside of the

1000 flood zone indicated on the Liffey Tidal Flood Extents Map.

7. Therefore the site would be lccated within Flood Zone C.

8. As stated in the original SSFRA, submitted with the planning application, this development

would be classed as less vulnerable development and as shown in the table below (Table 3

from the SSFRA) a justification test is not required.

eveiopment

Flood Zone A B
Category tood Zon Flood lone
Fighly Yulnerable Jusfification Tes! | Justification Test
Development Required Required
_=1 Yubnerable Justification Test Rt e e
Development Required P
Water-compafibie i S e
Deveiooment gl AFPORATS

Anprapriaie

9. We note the loss of flooding area, however compensatory storage is not required as this only

relevant to fluvial flooding and not tidal flooding.

10. As the building development would then be classed as Food Zone C, lower ground floor

usages are now deemed appropriate in line with the Dublin City Council's "Dublin City

Development Plan 2022-2028, Specific Flood Risk Assessment.,

We trust the above and attached is in order, should you have any queries please do not hesitate to

contact the undersigned.

Gary Lindsay
BE CEng MIEI
Associafe Director

for Cronin & Sulton Consulting



3

3 m_moo 3 m_aoe kil u.aao 31 w_nao N .nhcc | w—moa Ky | qug 3 m_noc
Node Label Water Level (OD)| Flow (m*/s) | Water Level (OD)| Flow (m¥/s) | Water Level (OD]| Flow [m¥/s) i
10% AEP 10% AEP 0.5% AEP 0.5% AEP 0.1% AEP 1.1% AEP
|_DLIFFO0180 A81 NA 312 A 325
" |_murFogi 267 HA a1 HA i34
BUFFOQQTZ 87 189 56 an 254 234 <
-~ N ) i - N

09LIFF00180

234200

234000

233800

233600

O9LIFF00131

-~ For river Dodder flood extents and depths |
refer to Dodder maps.

h

316800
0 50 100 200 300

317000
400

500
Metres

) L I 1
317400 317600 317800 318000

© Ordnance Survey Ireland. All rights reserved. Licence number EN 0021017/OfficeofPublicWorks.

234800

234600

234400

233800

233600

A

IMPORTANT USER NOTE:

THE VIEWER OF THIS MAP SHOULD REFER
TO THE DISCLAIMER, GUIDANCE NOTES
AND CONDITIONS OF USE THAT
ACCOMPANY THIS MAP.

Legend

I 0% Tidal AEP Event

I 0.5% Tidal AEP Event
0.1% Tidal AEP Event

s Modelled River Centreline
-

| AFA Extents

() Noda Point

{Node _D_ Node Label

DATE.
05[12186

g

2

5

o-u<<

RPS

Elmwood Bouse  T+44{0) 28 90 667414

The Office of Public Works

Jenathan Swift Sreet 74 Boucher Road  F +44(0] 28 %0 668285
Trm Ba'fast Wwww.mpsgoup.com
Co Meath BT 12 6RZ Eireland@rpsgroup.com
Map:

Liffey Tidat Flood Extents

Map Type: EXTENT

Source! TIDAL

Map Area: COASTAL

Scenario: CURRENT

Drawn By : C.C. Date : 9 May 2017

Checked By : A.S. Date : 9 May 2017

Approved By :S.P. Date : 9 May 2017

Drawing No. :

E09LIF_EXCCD_F1_04

Map Sarfes : Page 4 of 8

Drawing Scale: 1:5,000 @A3




Appendix B




CS CONSULTING
GROUP

Basement Impact Assessment

Proposed Office Development

at T North Wall Quay, Dublin 1

Client: NWQ Devco Ltd
Job No.R118

May 2024




PN CONSELEING

BASEMENT IMPACT ASSESSMENT

PROPOSED OFFICE DEVELOPMENT, 1 NORTH WALL QUAY, DUBLIN 1

CONTENTS
1.0 INTRODUGCTION ...ttt et cets ettt eee e es e e 1
1.1 SCOMI ettt ettt ettt sr e se st et st e et s s et st e bete st s re et st e e et e et e e e e, 1
1.2 Site Location and EXISHNG LONG USE........voueeeeeeeeeeeeee oo 1
1.3 Existing Land Use and Site Characteristics ..........e.eeveeeeeeeeeceeeoeooeoeos 3
1.4 Lower Ground Floor and Basement LOYOUTS.....o.ovoovoeeeeoeeeeeeeoeoeoeeoo 4
1.5 Ground CONIMONS........cccrmmrieirceeiiete e e ee et eee s oo 6
2.0 DESKTOP STUDY ....c.coiitieeiiureesreesieemeeeses i seesioses et eseee s eeeeseeees et eoeeeeeeeeeeeee oo 7
2.1 Geological Survey of Ireland {GSI) DAta St ..o 7
2.1.1  BedroCk GEOIOQY ...cvueueeririeririiieitiiteeeereeeseseees e e e s s e oe e 7
2.1.2 QUAErNAry SEAIMENTS ..o e 7
2.1.3  Groundwater VUINEIADIlITY .......o.ooveei e e 8
22 HiStoric Site INVESTIGANIONS ...c.eer vt 9
2.3 Profected SITUCTUIES ..ot 10
2.3.1  Impact Assessrnent on Protected STrUCTUIES ..o, 11
2.4 Adjacent Buildings and BOSEMENTS .........o.eoieeeeeeeeeceee oot 12
2.4.1  Existing BUilding and BASEMENTS.......cuoecieeeeereeeeeeeeeee e 12

R118



2.4.2 Proposed Basements in the vicinity of the development site.................... 15

2.5 Adjacent Watercourses and Water Bodies ..., 17
2.5.1 Biodiversity IMpact ASSESSMENnt ..o 17
2.5.2 Green Area and HAbITAT .o 18

2.6 Flood Risk Assessment INfFormation ... 18

3.0  SITE GROUND CONDITIONS....ccirirrireesr et srnesessnesssssssssrase s s s sasesssnssssssassans s 20

3.1 Site INVESTIGATIONS ..ecveieerere e et 20

3.2 Ground CoNtIONS..ui e veiriee ettt ta e e saa s e s e sar e sn e e 20
3.2.1  Ground Conditions from SIREROM 1 ..ot e 20
3.2.2 Ground Conditions from SIREPOM 2 ....cciiiiiiiiminirinii e 21
3.2.3  Summary of the existing Site Investigations ... 21

33 GrOUNG WOTEF ... ettt 21

40  HYDROGEOLOGY ...ooiiiiiiiriienteeee e eieeise st me s esstssassaesems e eest st enas s e s s snanssasessneans 23

4.1 Hydrogeology of the Wider AreQ........ccccviiiniiniii s, 23

42 Metrolink and DART Tunnel FINAINGS . 24

4.3 Groundwater Extraction/Well Data ... 25

4.4 KOSt FEOTUIES .oiiieetieieieeceie sttt sttt e e b s s s n e s r s an e s s an e e snn e 26

4.5 Groundwater Levels and FIOW ... e e 26

4.6 Impacts of the Proposed Development on the Groundwater Regime ....... 27

4.7 Cumulative Impact of Nearby Basements on the Groundwater Regime ... 28



VEONSTLDING

5.0 ENABLING WORKS AND CONSTRUCTION STAGE. ..ot oo 31
5.1 Proposed BasemMENnt DESION .....o.iovceiceeeeeeeeeeees et eeeeoeeeeeeee oo 31
5.2 CONSHUCTION SEUUENCE veveececieeeee et 34
3.3 TEMPOTANY WOTKS ..ottt et ee e 35
5.4 MONITOTING SUMMIGIY ...t 34
5.5 Deflection and Ground Movement During Consiruction Stage.....ove, 36
5.6 IMPACT ASSESSMENT ..ottt 37

6.0  SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATIONS .....oetoeeteeeeeoe oo 4]
6.1 SUIMIMIATY Lottt ettt et ste e s e ese e e e e e e e et ea e e e st et e e et esee e es oo 41
6.2 RECOMMENAGHONS ...t 42

Appendix A: Geological Survey of Ireland Data Set and GDSDS Map
Appendix B: Site Investigation Reporis

Appendix C: Basement Sections

R118



This Report has been prepared by CS$ Consulting for the benefit of its Client only. The contents of this |
Report are shared with interested parties for information only and without any warranty or guarantee, |
express or implied, as to their accuracy, reliability or completeness. This Report cannot be relied on by |
any parly other than the party who commissioned it. '

File Location: Job-R118\B_DOCUMENTS\1.0 Planning\04_BIA

| BS 119?! FIELD INWQ-CSC-ZI-XX-RP-C-0004 -
Job Ref. Author Reviewed By +Au’rhorised By Issue Date Rev. No.
rR118 LJ GL cT 10.05.2024 P1
l —




1.0

1.1

1.2

INTRODUCTION

Scope

Cronin & Sutton Consulting Engineers (C$ Consulting) have been
commissioned by NWQ Devco Ltd to prepare a Basement Impact
Assessment report for a proposed office development af 1 North Wall Quay,
Dublin 1.

In preparing this report, CS Consulting has made reference to the following:

* Dublin City Development Plan 2022-2028
(including Strategic Flood Risk Assessment)

¢ Dubilin City Development Plan 2022-2028 — Appendix 9
{Basement Development Guidance)

» Irish Water Drainage and Water Supply Records
» Geological Survey of Ireland Maps

» Greater Dublin Strategic Drainage Study (GDSDS) 2005

The Basement Impact Assessment report is to be read in conjunction with
the engineering drawings and documents submitted by C$ Consuliing and
with all other relevant documentation submitted by other members of the

project design team.

Site Location and Existing Land Use

The site of the proposed development is on Dublin's North Quays, in the
eastern city centre, some 200m to the west of the Samuel Beckett Bridge
and some 400m to the east of the Custom House. The area subject to this
application extends to approx. 0.88ha and is within the operational area of
Dublin City Council.

R118 Basement impact Assessment 1
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Figure 1 - Location of proposed development site

1 and in P A

The location of the proposed development site is shown in Figure 1 above;

the extents and context of the development site are shown in more deftail

in Figure 2.

The site is bounded to the south by North Wall Quay, along a street frontage
of approx. 120m, and to the west by Commons Street, along a street
frontage of approx. 80m. Existing commercial and residential buildings
adjoin the site to the north and east. Clarion Quay passes to the rear of the
development site, within the northern boundary of the application areq; this
is a local access street connecting at either end to Mayor Sfreet Lower and

providing vehicular access to several buildings between Mayor Street

Lower and North Wall Quay.

YCAA P T =TREs e
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Figure 2 — Site extents and environs
{map data and imagery: NTA, OSM Contributors, Google)

1.3 Existing Land Use and Site Characteristics

The development site is brownfield and is occupied by an existing office
building (the Citigroup headquarters) which is presentiy still in full use. This
building shall be demolished as part of the proposed development but. The
River Liffey is located approx. 25m south of the development site.

The existing office building comprises 6no. storeys over a single-level
basement and has a total Gross Internal Area of 34,506.2m2 (a total Net
Infernal Area of 21,222.8m3). It includes 164no. car parking spaces at

basement level, accessed via a ramp off Clarion Quay (see Figure 3).

R118 Basement Impact Assessment 3
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Figure 3 — Existing office building on development site
(map data and imagery: NTA, OSM Contributors, Google)

1.4 Lower Ground Floor and Basement Layouts

Refer to Figure 4, Figure 5 and Figure é below for Lower Ground Floor, and

Basement Level-1 and Basement Level-2 layouts.

& R118 Basement Impact Assessment
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Figure 4 — Proposed Lower Ground Floor

Figure 5 ~ Proposed Basement Level-1

R118 Basement Impact Assessment 5
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Figure 6 — Proposed Basement Level-2

It is worth noting that the existing ground levels sumounding the
development site ranges between 2.80m AOD fo 3.40m AQD. The existing
ground level at the basement car ramp enfrance location is approx. 3.0m
AOD. The proposed FFL af the lower ground floor level is -0.5756m AOD, and
FFL's at basement levels are -5.075m AOD at Basement Level-1 and -9.575m
AQOD at Basement Level-2. Therefore, the depth at the lower ground floor
level is approx. 3.575m, and depths at the proposed basement levels are

8.075m at Basement Level-1 and 12.575m at Basemenft Level-2.

Ground Condifions
A topographical survey of the site was completed by Apex Surveys.

The survey information includes contours, spot levels, road and kerb lines,
existing drainage, chambers and other services within the site and along
the surrounding road network. The levels are generally flat on the subject
site with slight falls from approx. 2.80m ACD to 3.40m AQD.

R118 Basement Impact Assessment



2,0  DESKTOP STUDY

2.1 Geological Survey of ireland (GSI) Data Set

2.1.1 Bedrock Geology

A review of the site location on the Geological Surveys database
indicates that the site's bedrock is located on the LUCAN Formation.
The Bedrock is described as Dark Limestone & Shale {Calp). See Figure

7 and Appendix A for bedrock geology mapping.
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Figure 7 - Extract of Bedrock Geology Mapping

2.1.2 Quaternary Sediments

A review of the site's location on the GSI database indicates that the
sites Quaternary Sediments are based on Urban. See Figure 8 and

Appendix A for quaternary sediments geology mapping.

R118 Basement Impact Assessment 7
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Figure 8 — Extract of Quaternary Sediments Mapping
{map data and imagery: GSI, Google, QGIS)

2.1.3 Groundwater vulnerability

According to the Geological Survey of Ireland (GSl) interactive maps,
the subject site is underlain with Dark Limestone & Shale. The area is
listed as overlaying a locally poor aguifer which has bedrock which is
generally moderately productive for local zones. The groundwater
vulnerability assessment of the site shows that the vulnerability of
groundwater in the area is low. The proposed alteration to the existing
site shall not increase the potential for groundwater flooding as such
the risk is deemed acceptable. See Figure ¢ and Appendix A for

groundwater vulnerability mapping.

8 R118 Basement Impact Assessment
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Figure 9 - Exfract of Groundwaler Vuinerability Mapping
(map data and imagery: GSI. Google. QGIS)

22 Historic Site Investigations

2no. historic Site Investigation reports have examined, details of which are

given below:

1. Site Investigation report no 63173245, which has been extracted from
Geological Survey of Ireland (GSI) website. The full extent of the
proposed development site is located within the area where this site
investigation was carried out.

2. Site Invesfigation report no 5632 which has been extracted from

Geological Survey of Ireland [GSI} website. A small section along the

! Referred as Sl Report 1, throughout this report
2 Referred as Sl Report 2, throughout this report

R118 Basement Impact Assessment ?
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northern boundary of the proposed development site is located within

the area where this site investigation was camried out.

See Figure 10 below for the locations of the historic site investigation

report sites.
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Figure 10 - Location of Site Investigation Reports sites

2.3 Protected Structures

DCC's current Record of Protected Structures (Volume 4 of the 2022-2028
Dublin City Development Plan) was accessed to identify nearby protected
structures in close proximity to the proposed development. See Figure 11

for the locations of the Protected Structures.

10 R118 Basement Impact Assessment
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Figure 11 - Protected Structures in the vicinity of the site
{map data and imagery: DCC, OSM Contributors, Google, QGIS)

2.3.1 Impact Assessment on Protected Structures

According to DCC's records there are 2no. Protected Structures are

in close proximity to the proposed development site.

1no. Protected Structure (Former Stack A {whole), Stack C {vaults)) is
located approx. 200m west of the proposed basement, along North
Wall Quay and the other Protected Structure {Former excise building)

is located approx. 80m north of the proposed basement.

Due to the distance from the proposed development site from these
protected structures, there will be no impact from the proposed
basement on any of the Protected Structures as the closest Protected

Structure is approx. 80m away from the proposed basement.

R118 Basement Impact Assessment 1
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Adjacent Buildings and Basements

2.4.1 Existing Building and Basements
The development site cumrently comprises an existing commercial
building.
The existing building has a basement located beneath the building,
which covers the entire extent of the building. The existing basement
caters for the car parking spaces for the building staff. This existing
basement shall be demolished to facilitate the proposed basement
layouts for the development. See Figure 12 below.
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Figure 12 - Existing Basement for 1 North Wall Quay
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There is an existing commercial building located to the north of the
development site which is 5-storey in height and comprises of a
basement. See Figure 13.

Figure 13 - Existing Building to the north of proposed development

The development site is bound to the east by existing commercial
units on the ground floor and with residential units on the upper floors.
These buildings are about é-7 storeys in height. None of these
buildings have basements. See Figure 14.

R118 Basement Impact Assessment 13
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Figure 14 - Existing Buildings to the east of proposed development

As part of Dublin City Council 2005 report, The Greater Dublin Sirategic
Drainage Study, maps were collated fo indicate the presence of known
basements within the city. Figure 15 is an exiract from the GDSDS for the
sites indicating basement locations. See Appendix A for the full maps. The

GDSDS maps indicate an existing basement within the development site.

14 R118 Basement Impact Assessment
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Figure 15 - Extract from GDSDS indicating basement locations

2.42 Proposed Basements in the vicinity of the development site

Planning permission is in place for several committed developments
close to the subject site that involve basement construction, and the
construction of the basement for a number of thesa developments is

partially complete {See Figure 16). These include:

» The CHQ Building (formerly 'Stack A', a Protected Structure, RPS
No. 2094), Custom House Quay, Dublin 1 (DCC ref. 3251/23) - 1
level basement.

* Spencer Place Development Co. Ltd. located af the junction of
North Wall Quay and New Wapping Street, Spencer Dock, Dublin
1 (DCC ref. DSDZ2661/17} — 1 level basement — Partially complete.

+ City Block 9, North Wall Quay and Mayor Street Upper, Dublin 1
(DCC ref. DSDZ2103/21) - 3 leve! basements — Partially complete.

R118 Basement impact Assessment 15
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Figure 16 — Nearby Permitted Basement Developments
{map data and imagery: DCC. Google, QGIS)
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25 Adjacent Watercourses and Water Bodies
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Figure 17 — Waterbodies in the vicinity of the subject site

{map data and imagery: Google, QGIS)
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As shown in Figure 17, the proposed basement is located approximately
25m north of the River Liffey and approximately 260m west of the Royal
Canal. The Grand Canal is also located approximately 1000m to the south-

east of the proposed basement.

2.5.1 Biodiversity Impact Assessment

The proposed development shall be constructed on a brownfield site

that curently accommodates commercial buildings.

It is also worth noting that the exiting brownfield site is located in
heavily urbanized part of Dublin and does not have any direct

contact with any of the surface water bodies in the area. Therefore, it

R118 Basement Impact Assessment 17
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is deemed that the proposed basement shall have no negative

impact on the biodiversity of the surrounding area.

2.5.2 Green Area and Habitat

As mentioned earlier, the proposed development site is in the heavily
urbanized part of Dublin and there are very minimal green area/ soft
standing areas presently available in the ciose proximity of the
development site. Therefore, it is deemed that the proposed
basement shall have no negative impact on the green areas and
habitat of the surrounding area. It is also worth noting that the
proposed development shall provide green roofs which shall be a

betterment to the existing situation.

Flood Risk Assessment Iinformation

As mentioned in sub-section 2.5 above, the proposed basement is located
approximately 25m north of the River Liffey and approximately 260m west
of the Royal Canal. The Grand Canal is also located approximately 1000m

to the south-east of the proposed basement.

A review of flood risk mapping contained within the Dublin City
Development Plan 2022-2028 Strategic Flood Risk Assessment, an exfract of
which is shown in Figure 18, shows a portion along the north-eastern
boundary of the subject site to be located in Flood Zone B, with the

remainder within Flood Zone C. See Figure 18.

R118 Basement Impact Assessment



(.

S CONST ] EING

------

0

Figure 18 — Extract of DCC composite flood risk mapping
{map data and imagery: DCC, Google, QGIS)

Based on the conclusions of the Site Specific Flood Risk Assessment (SSFRA),
submitted under separate cover as part of this planning submission, the
proposed development is deemed to be suitable for the site location.

Historical and potential flood routes have been reviewed and the likelihood
of the development being subject to flooding is low, given the
implementation of the mitigation measures described in the SSFRA.

R118 Basement Impact Assessment 19
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SITE GROUND CONDITIONS

Site Investigations

It is not practical to carry out a site investigation at the development site af
this stage. However, it is proposed to carry out a full site investigation to
confirm baseline conditions and provide a factual site investigation report

when the existing buildings are demolished.

However, as meniioned previously in sub-section 2.2, 2no. Site Investigation

reports have examined, details of which are given below:

1. Site Investigation report no 63173245', which has been extracted from
Geological Survey of Ireland {GSl] website. The full extent of the
proposed development site is located within the area where this site
investigation was carried out.

2. Site Invesfigation report no 5632, which has been extracted from
Geological Survey of Ireland {GSI) website. A small section along the
northern boundary of the proposed development site is located within

the area where this site investigation was caried out.

See Figure 10 for the locations of the sife investigation report sites.

Ground Condifions

3.2.1 Ground Conditions frorm Si Report 1

The soil profile is fairly uniform. Soft grey sandy clayey silt was found at
the depths till 4.4m below ground level, underlaid by coarse clayey
gravel up to a depth of 5.0m. Next there are various strata of fine to
coarse sandy gravel with shell fragments and cobbles and firm black

silty clay at depths of 7.7m to 12.8m.

All the boreholes ended on a very hard stratum, which was presumed

to be rocks or boulders.
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3.2.3

The groundwater was encountered at a typical depth of 4.3m below

ground level,

Ground Conditions from Sl Report 2

Typically, the ground conditions are of fil materials. The concrete

surface overlies approx. 4.75m of clay gravel fill,

Compact coarse gravel with cobbles was noted below the made
ground and extended to about 6.10m. Compact coarse gravel with

cobbles were encountered at 6.1m,

The groundwater was encountered at a typical depth of 4.5m below

ground level.

Ssummary of the existing Site Investiaations

Slreport 1 and Sl Report 2 are attached as Appendix B to this report.

For this development it is not practical fo carry out a site investigation
at the development site at this stage. However, it is proposed to carry
out a full site investigation to confirm baseline conditions and provide

a factual site investigation report when the buildings are demolished.

From all the data obtained we are confident that the ground

conditions as indicated in Appendix B are typical in the area.

Ground Water

It is not practical to carry out a site investigation at the development site at

this stage, as the site is currently occupied by an existing buildling.

As provided for in the Dublin City Development Plan 2022-2028, it is

envisaged that the BIA will include monitoring of seasonal groundwater

levels. However, it is proposed to carry out a full site investigation to confirm

baseline conditions and provide a factual site investigation report once the

existing building has been demalished. This will include the establishment of
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ground water monitoring boreholes on site where practicai, allowing for an
accurate on-site record of the groundwater levels and their alteration over

the construction period.

As per the site investigation report (SI Report 1) groundwater was
encountfered at a typical depth of 4.3m below ground level and Site
investigation report (SI Report 2) indicates that groundwater was
encountered at approx. 4.5m below ground level. Refer to Appendix B for

these Site Investigation reports.
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4.1 Hydrogeology of the Wider Area

The GSI mapping indicates that the proposed site is underlain by the Lucan
Formation. The overall GSI aquifer classification (Figure 19) for this formation
is Locally important Aquifer - Bedrock which is moderately productive only
in Local Zones (LI). The aquifer has no primary porosity and flow is fracture

controlled.

I =7 @Sl Groundwater Aquifier & 681 Bed rock Aquters

100k keland (RO ITM
T ity

1 Subject Site \

Lx - Locady Importard
.#quﬂm - Kamiifts ¢

Scak 110 00K .
Gealoglcal Survey Ireland @
st 4 1 =

Figure 19 — Bedrock Aquifers
(map data and imagery: GSI Maps)

The underlying Groundwater Body is the Dublin Groundwater Body. This
Ground Water Body is described as a poorly productive bedrock aguifer.
The water quality status of this Ground Water Body is "Good”, and it is not
considered aft risk of deterioration.
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The area is served by public supply water mains, and it is unlikely that the

aquifer will be developed for public water supply.

Metrolink and DART Tunnel Findings

Metrolink is a proposed mostly underground 19.4km rail route, with 16
stations on opening, between the Swords area in Fingal and Charlemont in
southern Dublin city centre. Government approval of Metrolink was given
under Decision Gate 1 in the Public Spending Code in July 2022, and @
Railway Order application to An Bord Pleandla was submitted by Transport
Infrastructure Ireland (Tll) in September 2022. Dependent on the planning
and procurement processes, Metrolink could commence construction
during the 2020s, subject to statutory approvals will be operational in the
mid-2030s.

Urbpeygrinand Waker Talbls Coneus (= 1S
Db i v et

R K Swasma

Undemround River & Srsams
Undarground Waler Fiow Path
Henx of "B i Fifact
Existng Oraund Irvasbations

Figure 20 — Groundwater Flow Direction
{map data and imagery: Metrolink, Jacobs]

A review of Metrolink's — ‘Hydrogeological Plan for Metrolink’ drawing no.
ML1-JAI-GEQO-ROUT_XX-M2-Y-00014, sheet 2 of 2, indicates that the typical
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groundwater flow direction of the areas to the north of River Liffey is
predominantly northwest to southeast towards River Liffey. See Figure 20

above.

Therefore, it is considered appropriate that the groundwater flow direction
in the vicinity of the development site shall also reflect the same flows as

indicated in Figure 20.

It is also worth noting that the groundwater levels noted on Figure 20 are
generally in-line with ground water levels recorded in site investigation
reports 3IT and SI2 that were undertaken in the vicinity of the proposed

development site, as noted in section 3 of this report.

Groundwater Extraction/Well Data

i!LBS-EW__W b— ~\

PH Awant ]

oo e ZLT
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Figure 21 — Groundwater Wells and Spring locations
(map data and imagery: GS$I Maps)

The GSI groundwater mapping 'Groundwater Wells and Springs' indicates
that there are 2no. private well locations within approx. 630m from the

subject development to the east, the closest private well being 480m to the
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east of the development site. Details of these private wells are given in Table

1 below.
Table 1 - Groundwcn‘er wells
Location Yleld
GS| Name Townland Well Type | | accuracy | ™ Depfh ‘ (m3 d}
2903sEwo2e | Sherfistreet | g hole | to100m | 6.5 Other n/a
Upper , ‘ | e
2923SEW030 Sheggsgfe' Borehole | to200m | 7.8 | Unknown n/a

Karst Features

A review of the GSI online karst map was completed o determine if any
localised karst features were recorded close to the site. No karst features
such as caves, valleys or swallow holes were noted within the area.

Therefore, there shall be no impact on the karst features.

Groundwater Levels and Flow

it is not practical to carry out a site investigation at the development site af
this stage, as the site is curently occupied by an existing building. However,
it is proposed to camy out a full site investigation to confirm baseline
conditions and provide a factual site investigation report once the existing
building has been demolished. This will include the establishment of ground
water monitoring boreholes on site where practical, allowing for an
accurate on-site record of the groundwater levels and their alteration over

the construction period.

Site Investigation reports from the surounding areas in the vicinity of the
development site were exiracted from DCC and Geological Survey of
Ireland (GSl) website to examine if there will be any groundwater impacts
due to the proposed basemeni. See Figure 10 for the location of the

undertaken site investigations.
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As per the site investigation report (SI Report 1} groundwater was
encountered at a typical depth of 4.3m below ground level and Site
investigation report (SI Report 2) indicates that groundwater was
encounfered at approx. 4.5m below ground level. Refer to Appendix B Sl

Reports details.

The groundwater levels illustrated within Metrolink's — ‘Hydrogeological
Plan for MetroLink’ drawing no. ML1-JAI-GEQ-ROUT_XX-M2-Y-00014, sheet 2
of 2 (Figure 20} are generally in-ine with the findings of S Report 1 and Sl
Report 2.

Impacts of the Proposed Development on the Groundwater Regime

The proposed basement covers most of the development site exients. The
existing ground level at the basement car ramp enirance location is
approx. 3.0m AOD. The proposed FFL at the lower ground floor level is -
0.575m AQD, and FFL's at basement levels are -5.075m AQOD at Basement
Level-1 and -2.575m AQOD at Basement Level-2. Therefore, the depth at the
lower ground floor level is approx. 3.575m, and depths at the proposed
basement levels are 8.075m at Basement Level-1 and 12.575m at Basement
Level-2. Refer to the proposed building sections included within Appendix
C.

A 900mm diameter secant pile wall of depth 15m below ground level shall
be installed around the perimeter of the development basement. This shall
be socketed into a suitable sub-stratum, typically boulder clays which shall
provide barrier to lateral groundwater ingress. The basement itself will result
in an excavation depth ranging from 13.5m typically to 15m locally, below
ground level.

As the proposed basements secant pile wall will be socketed in to the grey-
black boulder clay this will constitute a bamier to the movement of

groundwater within the footprint area that secant pile wall envelopes.
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Given the presence of an existing basement, a barier o groundwater is
dlready established and thus the additional effect on groundwater in this
regard is expected to be negligible. The impact of the proposed basement

on the horizontal groundwater regime is elaborated in section 4.7 below.

For details on the construction stage groundwater monitoring, control and

management refer to section 5.1 of this report.

Cumulative Impact of Nearby Basements on the Groundwater Regime

Figure 22 below illustrates previously mentfioned existing and proposed
basements in the vicinity of the proposed development. As it is evident from
Figure 22 the area to the west of the proposed basement includes a
number of existing barriers that impact on the groundwater regime. Given
that the existing groundwater regime in this area is in north-south direction
as illustrated on Figure 20, it is understood that the predominant
groundwater path is located to the east of the proposed basement as
illustrated on Figure 22 as this areaq is void of basement sfructures that would
form a barrier to the lateral groundwater movement. As these paths are
formed by the existing constraints it is deemed that they are already
established, and construction of the proposed basement is not anticipated
to have any meaningful impact on the lateral groundwater flow paths in

this areaq.

It is also worth noting that as previously mentioned the proposed basement
level-1 is completely located in the footprint of the existing basement
structure that is to be demolished. In addition to the above, it is worth notfing
that as the groundwater movement is predominantly north-south the
already established barier to this groundwater movement will not alter
significantly as the proposed basements and existing basements share ¢
similar footprint and thus shall have no meaningful impact on the lateral

groundwater flow paths in this area.
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Figure 22 - Existing and Permitted Adjacent Basements
[map dota and imagery: DCC, Google, QGIS)

A review of Dublin City Councils ‘Appendix 9' - Basement Development
Guidance, indicates that the subject site can be categorized as being ‘B1°.
As the proposed site has a modest basement currently is not in a continuous
development block and having public roads adjacent to the site the 'B1°
designation is the most appropriate.
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Figure 23 - Extract from Figure 1: Scenario A - DCC Development Plan -
Appendix 9 - Basement Development Guidance
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5.0 ENABLING WORKS AND CONSTRUCTION STAGE

5.1 Proposed Basement Design

Refer to Figure 25 and Figure 26 for the proposed basement layout.

Figure 25 - Proposed -1 Basement Plan [FFL = -5.075]
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Figure 26 — Proposed -2 Basement Plan [FFL = -9.575]

It is proposed to construct two additional levels of basement beneath the
proposed development, which is bound to the west by Commons Streef, to
the south by North Wall Quay, to the north by Clarion Quay, and to the east
by existing ramped access to the existing basement beneath the proposed
development. The proposed basement shall result in excavation depths of

ranging from 13.5-15m below ground level.

From the site investigation reports noted in sub-sections 3.2.1 and 3.2.2
above and given the fact that the maijority of the proposed development
has an existing basement, it is proposed to provide piled foundation
supports into the boulder clays as rock was not encountered (subject to
further detail design and site investigation). In order to form the basement
a $00mm diameter Secant Pile wall shall be provided around the perimefer
of the basement to enable the excavation. A Reinforced Concrete liner
wall shall be provided in the basement. Following the excavation of the
basement, foundation piles shall be installed and reinforced concrete
ground beams shall be provided fo support the structure which shall span

onto the foundations.
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A combination of ground anchors subject to license and Internal propping
systems are proposed to stabilise the piled wall during construction to

specialist details.

Deflections of pile and anchor design shall be limited to ensure that

movement due to lateral loads are kept to a minimum during construction.

The permanent structure for the basement shall take the form of Reinforced
Concrete consfruction within the line of the piled walls. Reinforced
concrete basement foundations on situated bearing piles shall be provided
fo support the superstructure. The intermediate reinforced concrete floor
slabs shall provide external stability to the basement through diaphragm
action in the permanent condition. The building in its permanent condition

shall support to the exerted lateral load.

We note that any dewatering required shail only occur within the basement
box as the Secant Pile walls which are proposed to be embedded in the
boulder clay shall be of watertight concrete consiruction and the boulder
clay is infended to form an impermeable bottom to the basement

excavation.

Any prudent temporary works which will extend beyond the site boundary
shall be subject to local agreements and the relevant respective licensing
with any private, pubiic, or local authority bodies.

If required, monitoring wells shall be located within the site to monitor and
ensure that there is no ground water drawdown during dewatering of the

inside of the basement excavation.

Water from the dewatering of the basement shall be treated and
discharged to the local sewers in accordance with a licence agreement

to be obtained from Dublin City Council for these works.
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Monitoring of the ground water quality following treatment shall be carried
out in accordance with the discharge licence conditions issued by Dublin

City Council to ensure that there is no contamination leaving the site.

The secant piled wall shall ensure that if there is any contaminated material
within the basement area that it is not allowed to migrate off site, thereby

protecting the ground water regime.

Construction Sequence

Subject to a successful grant of planning, it is intended for the works to
commence in Q4 2026. The proposed development is anticipated to be

constructed over a 36-month pericd.

The development is proposed to be constructed in accordance with the

following sequence of works:

e Set up site perimeter hoarding, maintaining existing pedestrian and

traffic routes around the site.
« Site clearance/Demaolition.

» Backfiling existing basement to approximately street level fo act as

piling platform.
« Installation of secant pile wall from existing ground level.

e Excavate locally for the installation of temporary supports to secant

pile wall.
« Installation of temporary supports.
» Excavation of basement to formation level.
+ Construction of internal piles, piled foundations and basement slab.

e« Construction of internal RC linear wall from basement to underside of

ground floor siab.

¢ Construction of basement slab, below ground slabs and ground floor
siab.
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¢ Removal of temporary support to the secant pile wall.

Temporary Works

A combination of ground anchors subject to license and Internal propping
systems are proposed to stabilise the piled wall during constfruction to

specialist details.

Deflections of pile and anchor design shall be limited to ensure that
movement due to laferal loads are kept to a minimum during the

temporary construction phase.

We note that any dewatering required shall only occur within the basement
box as the Secant Pile walls which are proposed to be embedded in the
boulder clay shall be of watertight concrete construction and the bouider
clay is intended to form an impermeable bottom to the basement

excavation.

Any prudent temporary works which will extend beyond the site boundary,
such as ground anchors, shall be subject to local agreements and the
relevant respective licensing with any private, public, or local avthority

bodies.

If required, monitoring wells shall be located within the site to monitor and
ensure that there is no ground water drawdown during dewatering of the

inside of the basement excavation.

Water from the dewatering of the basement shall be treated and
discharged to the local sewers in accordance with a licence agreement

to be obtained from Dublin City Council for these works.

Monitoring of the ground water quaiity following treatment shall be carried
out in accordance with the discharge licence conditions issued by Dublin

City Council to ensure that there is no contamination leaving the site.
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The secant piled wall shall ensure that if there is any contaminated material
within the basement area that it is not allowed to migrate off site, thereby

protecting the ground water regime during construction.

Monitoring Summary

A full range of monitoring shall be put in place within a Construction and
Demolition Management Plan which shall be submitted in full to Dublin City
Council by the appointed contractor prior to the works commencing.
When developing the Construction and Demolition Management PFlan,
references will be made to meet the requirements set out in Dublin City
Councils document “Air Quality Monitoring and Noise Confrol Unit's Good

Practice Guide for Construction and Demolition™.

This plan shall include all monitoring required for noise, air quality {including
dust) and vibration. Inclinometers will be installed in all secant pile walls.
Movement monitoring prisms will be installed on all adjacent neighbouring

buildings and boundary walls.

A full condition survey report shall be carmied out prior fto commencement
of construction on all surrounding buildings, boundary walls, footpaths, and
roads. Ground movement will be monitored throughout the censtruction
works. Suitable monitoring measures shall be employed where prudent o
neighbouring buildings, such as crack tell tales applied to the neighbouring

buildings or boundary walls where existing distress is established.

Deflection and Ground Movement During Construction Stage

It is proposed that the basement will be excavated using an embedded
secant pile wall. The design and certification of these temporary works,
[Secant Pile Wall, supplementary sheet piling, propping, etc.) shall be

caried prior to commencement of works on site with all designs,
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agreement limited ground movement values shared and agreed with all
adjoining third-party land holders where appropriate.

An assessment of the ground movements due to the basement excavation
and construction shall be assessed from any subsequent ground movement

associated with the lateral deflections of the wall during excavation.

Default values with CIRIA report C760 which were derived from a number
of historic case studies. These values give estimation of the ground
movement associafed with both the installation of the wall and subsequent

deflections.

Impact Assessment

A Damage Impact Assessment of the adjoining building and boundary
walls will be completed based on the classification given in section 6.4 in
CIRIA report C740.

This will be carried out in conjunction with the design of the femporary

works, condition surveys etc. See below exiracts from C760 report.
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Figure 27 — Extract from C760 Report

Stage 1: Ground movement behind the retaining wall shall be estimated as

described in section 6.2 assuming greenfield conditions, ie ignoring the

presence of the building or utility and the ground above foundation level.

38
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Confours of ground surface movement shall be drawn and a zone of
influence established based on specified settlement and distortion criteria.
All structures and utilities within the zone of influence shall be identified.

Stage 2: A condition survey shall be carried out on all structures and utilities
within the zone of influence before starfing work on site. The structure or
utiity shall be assumed fo follow the ground (ie it has negligible stiffness), so
the distortions and consequently may be experienced by the structure as
the sefflement develops over time. The method of damage assessment
shall adopt the limited tensile strain approach as described by Burland et
al {1977), Boscardin and Cording (1989) and Burland (2001 ).

labie & 4 Classtfcation of visible damage to walls (afler Burland et al, 1977, Boscartin and Cording 1989, ana
Busiand, 2001)
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Figure 28 ~ Extract from C760 Report
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If the estimated damage category is higher than that specified, a stage 3

assessment shall be carried out.

Stage 3: A structural survey of the structure or utility shall be carried out.
Ground movement estimates shall be refined and a $SI analysis carried out
allowing for the depth of the structure foundations, 3D geometrical effects,
non-inear ground characteristics and sfructurdl stiffness. The response of
the structure shall be assessed allowing for the actual conditions, material
and form the consiruction comprising of the structure. The quality of
workmanship in building construction can significantly affect the robustness

of the building and its ability to tolerate movement.

Coding ef al {2010) observe through model festing and example that where
building are assumed to be more flexible or at of varying stiffness, and
especially where the bays or building unit are significantly narrower than
the setflement profile, it may be more appropriate to consider angular
distortions across individual building units. In this case, beam analysis as

previously described may underestimate the actual damage level.
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6.0

6.1

SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Summary

This Basement Impact Assessment has been carried out in accordance with

the requirements of the Dublin City Deveiopment Plan 2022-2028, more

specifically developments plan Appendix 9 - Basement Development

Guidance. Its conclusions are summarised as follows:

Proposed basement construction will have negligible impact on the

surrounding protected structures.

Damage impact Assessment on the surrounding existing structures will
be completed based on the classification given in section 6.4 in CIRIA
report C760 and relevant construction stage deflection, ground
movement and vibration limits and related mitigation measures have
been outlined in secfion 5 of this report. Given these mitigation
measures, the proposed basement's consfruction will have negligicle
impact on the surrounding existing structures.

Proposed basement will have no negative impact on the biodiversity of

the surounding area.

Proposed basement impact on the vertical groundwater movement is
deemed negligible and mitigated through design of the propping/tie-

back system fo the temporary secant pile waill.

Proposed basement impact on the lateral groundwater movement is
deemed negligible.

Cumulative impact of the proposed basement on the groundwater
regime in the wider area has been reviewed the risk of negative

cumulative impact is deemed negligible.

Given all of the above listed, the proposed developments basement is

deemed fo be suitable for the site location, as relevant impacts have been
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6.2

42

assessed, mitigation measures implemented where required, and as such
the likelihood of the negative impact of the proposed developments

basement on the surrounding area is negligible.

Recommendations

The basement impact assessment has been camied out based on

information currently available.

It is recommended the following investigation be caried out, and findings

be included in a further revision of this report:

« Site-specific investigation to understand the ground stratigraphy, soil

properties, and groundwater levels;

« Site survey on adjacent structures, and foundation levels to evaluate

the conditions of these structures.
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Appendix A

Geological Survey of Ireland Data Set and GDSDS Map
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THE CEMENTATION CO. greranpy LTD.
SOIL INVESTIGATION .
BORING RECORD  [pv i 59643
CONTRACT Lr. Ma yor Strast, BOREHOLE No. 2
Report No. Order No.
Bored for  FPoFP. Preyer Bsq.,
Site Address Lr. Hayor St. DUBLIN

Boring Commenced  31. 1. 69 Boring Completed 3, 2, 68
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Ground level ' & 0.D.

Water Struck (1) 13'0" B.G.I2) 3

Stemdiey Watet Level 7'6% on completion s
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©
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At. 12'0" 19 blowa to 1
o 3pegngs .y
" 20'6' 41 ] n
SR—
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R118 Basement Impact Assessment




8. The Developer shall then engage directly with UE during the connection application process
to ensure that the existing watermain can be refained in its current position and kept live
during and post the construction stage.

9. The Developer is amenable to working with UE to provide any protection level or monitoring
works during the construction period to ensure there is no distribution to the UE network during

or post construction.

We trust the above and attached is in order, should you have any queries please do not hesitate to

contact the undersigned.

Gary Lindsay
BE CEng MIEI
Associate Director

for Cronin & Sutton Consulling



&

2. It is generally known that these records are prone to pasitional discrepancies and should
always be verified on site for exact locations and depths etc.

3. From the above exact, the existing watermain network on Clarion Quay is shown to be
located within/under the existing building.

4, From g visual inspection of Clarion Quay and discussions with the existing building operators
the existing UE watermain is located outside the building line and within the existing public

footpath and cariageway of Clarion Quay, see photos below:

5. We wish to confirm that based on available records and observations that no watermdin
traverses under the existing building or through its existing basement.

4. From the information above, we have plotted the location of this watermain along Clarion
Quay, please see Drawing INWQ-CSC-7Z-00-DR-C-0108. The new building line of the
proposed development shall not encroach further onto Clarien Quay from the existing
building line cumrently on-site, therefore there shall be no change from the current scenario
along Clarion Quay.

7. We note there is still a level of estimation for the exact location of the watermain along Clarion
Quay. Upon a favourable grant of permission, the Developer shall carry out a number of shit
trenches and/or a GPR survey along the footpath and carmiageway of Clarion Quay to clarify

the position of the existing watermain.




(\ ( \ CS CONSULTING GROUP

— HEAD OFFICE: 19-22 Dame Streef, Dublin 2, D02 E247, Ireland

A ), +353 1 5480843 info@csconsulting.ie  www.csconsulting.ie

Ca CONSLLETING

John Spain Associates

39 Fitzwilliam Place Job Ref: R118
Dublin 2 A-GL/CT
D025 NDé1 Date: 7-May-24

RE: 3¢ Party Observation by Uisce Eireann (Irish Water) on Exisling Infrastructure to Clarion Quay
adjacent to the Development at 1 North Wall Quay Flanning Reference: 3274/24

Dear Colleague,
Further to the recent correspondence from Uisce Eireann formally known as Irish Water, in regards to
the above referenced development and their observation in regards to their existing infrastructure

on Clarion Quay we outline our comments below:

1. The Uisce Eireann (UE] watemnmnain records indicated below are for the immediate area of the

development site.

NTERCRATED MANACEMEINT S¥STEM

KP & Associates Consulting Engineers Lid. T/A Cronin & Sultan Consulting Centralpoint, 45 Beach 5, Lendon, EC2Y 8AD
Company No. 505303 | Registered Office: 19-22 Dame Street, Dubin 2 T | +44 207 070 3640 £ | info@csconsult nguk.com
Directars: P. Sution {Chairmany), ©. Sulivan {Managing), C. Sutton-Smith,
GRIALITY HEALTH 3 SAFETY  ENVISOMMENTAL
E. Sutton, N. Bomett, C. Bary, M. McEntes, .. McNamee, C Twomey 45 O'Connell Street, Limerck, V94 XE18 -

Assoc. Director; G. Lindsay | Assoclates: C. Farmer, K. Freyne, L. Garreft, T | +353 4) 594588 £ | info@csconsulting.ie ENGINEERS
N
W. Greeson, O Mul'ns, §. Sose, J. Sutton IRELAND
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