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INTRODUCTION

This report has been prepared on behalf of Wexford County Council to provide an overview of the response to
Further Information (FI) in relation to an application for approval in accordance with Section 177AE(1) of the
Planning and Development Act 2000 (as amended) under ACP Reference ACP-324126-26. The application is for
a public realm scheme at lands to the rear and side of The Grain Store, John's Street, New Ross, County Wexford.
This report addresses each item in the order they appear in ACP’s letter of 25 June 2026.

This report should be read in conjunction with the following documentation submitted in response to the further
information request.

e Wexford County Council

e Letter confirming development is to be undertaken as two separate projects

e Fehily Timoney & Co

e Updated AA Screening Report

e Updated EIA Screening Report

e Updated NIS

e Updated CEMP

e Water Framework Directive Compliance Assessment (new)
e Site Specific Flood Risk Assessment (new)

e Brunner Consulting Engineers

e Updated Drainage Report

e ODKM Architects

e Updated scheme drawings

1. ITEM 1

Item 1 of the Commission’s request sets out the context of the FI request having regard to approved Part 8
application Reg. Ref. LAC2401 (Alterations, Extensions & External Works to the Grain Store, John Street, New
Ross, Wexford). It does not require a response in respect of any issue. This is addressed in detail under Items
(1)(@) to 1(m)

1. The public notices refer to individual elements of the proposed development, including ‘New tiered external
stairs and landscaping from John Street to the plaza level (on top of part of previously approved extension
to The Grain Store, John's Street)’. Having reviewed the plans and elevations for the approved Part 8
development, in the context of the current application, the Commission is satisfied that the two
developments are intrinsically linked, and the proposed development would be required to be carried out,
either at the same time as, or after the permitted Part 8 development. Either way the Commission is
satisfied that the two developments are linked, and this is evident in the application documentation
including:
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e Both sites would be served by the exact same final section of surface water drainage piping, from
where surface water would discharge to the River Barrow. In both applications, the relevant drawing
(s titled ‘Site Drainage Layout'. In the current application, drawing JO8-P-10 shows a 300mm diameter
surface water pipe running northwards from the site boundary through S03, S02, SO1 and SO0 before
discharging into the River Barrow. The same section of surface water sewer pipe is shown in drawing
J08-P-01 for the approved Part 8 development, as the single point of discharge to the adjoining River
Barrow and River Nore SAC.

e A note on four of the current application drawings, namely 1) ‘Planning-P-100" Site Layout Plan
(Entire Site) As Proposed’; 2) ‘Planning-P-102" Site Layout Plan (Area 2) As Existing 3) ‘Planning-P-
154" ‘Sections H-H & I-1 As Proposed’; and 4) Planning-P-155 ‘Sections J-J & K- K As Proposed’; states
that ‘New external steps to be constructed on part of single storey element of grain store extension
from this point’.

e The concluding comments of Wexford County Council's response to submissions, dated the 12" of
June 2026, which states that ‘the council... aims to regenerate this derelict building’. This application
does not refer to a derelict building, which is the subject of the approved Part 8 development.

1a. Separate or Consecutive Construction Projects

a. Following from the above, please confirm if it is proposed to carry out the proposed development and the
approved Part 8 development at the same time or as separate and consecutive projects. With respect to
timeframes, it is noted that Paragraph 3.1.1 ‘Duration of Works' in the Construction Environmental
Management Plan for the current application states that ‘It is estimated that the construction of the
proposed development will take between 18-21 months’, while the same period is also referenced in
paragraph 2.2 and Table 3-1 of the Appropriate Assessment Screening Report (AASR). Separately,
paragraph 2.2.5 of the AASR for the approved Part 8 development at John Street Grain Store’ states that
the construction phase for that development would also last for a period of 18-21 months. The proposed
construction timeframes and scheduling of the two projects is relevant to other matters, which are set out
below.

Response:
This item is contextual with regard to the duration of construction of two schemes, but does not require a direct

response. The development of the John St Grainstore and the riverside public realm plaza are to be advanced
as two separate projects. No element of either project will be undertaken concurrently. This is confirmed in

correspondence from WCC.

1b. In-combination effects

b. Notwithstanding the overlapping and interconnected nature of the two developments, there is no reference
in the applicant’s AASR to the approved Part 8 development. As stated above, both sites overlap and
propose to use the same surface water drainage network and surface water outfall to the River Barrow
and River Nore SAC. In particular, there is no reference in the AA Screening or NIS to the approved Part 8
development, as part of in-combination effects, or to the fact that it has been permitted without any
conditions attached to it, albeit with reference to appropriate archaeological monitoring. Section 5.2.2 of
the AASR states that ‘a Search Area for other plans or projects within 50m of the Proposed Development
was applied'. Its sources of information are stated to be 1) Wexford County Development Plan 2022-2028;
2) Wexford County Council Planning Portal; and 3) EIA Portal. This search references two change of use
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applications at No’s 7 and 21 John Street and is followed on by the conclusion at paragraph 5.2.5 that ‘The
assessment of in-combination effects has concluded that the Proposed Development will not act in
combination with any other plans or projects to give rise to significant effects on any European sites’. An
AA Screening determination must contain complete, precise, and definitive findings and conclusions with
regard to the implications of a proposal for the Conservation Objectives and integrity of a European Site.
In the absence of any reference in the AASR to the approved Part 8 development, the Commission is not
satisfied that the potential impacts of the overall development on the integrity of the adjoining European
Site, the River Barrow and River Nore SAC (site Code 004165) have been adequately considered. The
applicant is required to submit a revised and updated AA Screening Report and NIS as appropriate, taking
into account the approved Part 8 development, and the potential for in-combination effects between the
proposed development and the approved Part 8 development.

Response

Wexford County Council acknowledges that there was an oversight in the analysis of in-combination effects in
the analysis of In-combination effects in the AA Screening/NIS. This has now been comprehensively addressed
through the preparation of the revised AA Screening/NIS Report prepared by Fehily Timoney.

1c. Construction Employment

¢. Question 9 in Table 3-1 'EIA Screening Checklist’ of the ‘Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA)
Screening Report’ states that ‘Levels of employment will vary over the construction period but will range
from 15-20 people’, while it has already been stated in point 1a. above that the projected construction
timeframe would be 18-21 months. This is the same construction timeframe and level of employment
envisaged for the approved Part 8 development, which is a substantially larger project, and would
suggest that the two projects may be intended to be carried out together as a single development.
Please clarify this matter, as it would appear excessive to require 15-20 workers on site, over an 18-21
month period, to complete the works proposed in this application, if it were to be carried out as a stand-
alone development.

Response

Wexford County Council can clarify that it is not intended that the Grainstore redevelopment (Part 8 Scheme
comprising Alterations, Extensions & External Works) and the public realm project here under consideration will
be carried out together as a single development. There is no statement to the contrary in the planning pack,

and it is only through inference (about construction estimates) that the Commission has made this assertion.

A letter is enclosed from WCC which confirms that the development of the John St Grainstore and the riverside

public realm plaza are to be advanced as two separate projects. No element of either project will be undertaken
concurrently.

With regard to estimated timelines and employment numbers, the planning authority has reviewed these figures
with the design team on foot of ACP’s query. It is considered that as the works relate to the public realm there
may not be any sequencing involved, and all work will be undertaken as part of one phase. The construction
phase will likely last for a period of 12 months. At the peak of the construction phase for the proposed
development approximately 7-10 people would be working within the site.
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1d. Revised ‘Construction phase surface water Management’ plan

d. Question 7 in Table 3-1 'EIA Screening Checklist’ of the ‘Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA)
Screening Report’ states that ‘During construction phase there is the potential for release of sediment
and / or surface water run-off to land and / or waterbodies, due to the close proximity of the River
Barrow. The presence of the River Barrow and surface water drains present potential pathways for
release of pollutants to surface waters / groundwater. However, it is not anticipated that significant
volumes of surface water run-off will be generated given the extent of the works'. In response to the
question, about whether it is likely to result in a significant impact, the applicant states that ‘during the
construction phase... water will not be pumped directly into the River Barrow or surface water drains'.
Later in response to question 25, it states that ‘There will be no discharge to groundwater or surface
waters as a result of proposed development'. Then, Section 4.4.2 of the Construction Environmental
Management Plan (CEMP) sets out a series of mitigation measures to avoid, prevent and minimise
potential impacts on all waters during construction. The first mitigation measure states that ‘The existing
drainage infrastructure at the site will be blocked off in advance of works, with sandbags or similar, to
remove the pollutant pathway to the River Barrow'. Based on the application documentation, the site is
deemed liable to flooding, is at a low elevation relative to the surrounding topography and is located
on the landward side of a partial flood defence wall. In addition, it is not clear if the proposed
development would be carried out together with or separate to the approved Part 8 development and
it is also not clear how the applicant intends to effectively drain the site during the 18-21 months
construction period, as the overall sites sole drainage channel is to be blocked. During Construction, the
applicant would be required to secure the integrity of the adjacent River Barrow and River Nore SAC,
which has a stated WFD status 2022- 2027 of Moderate (Monitoring) and is also identified as being 'At
Risk’ from Urban Runoff via Surface water runoff. The impact of blocking the existing drainage must be
considered in the context of when the permitted Part 8 development would be carried out, as both
developments would be sharing the same surface water drainage outlet to the River Barrow. Please
provide a revised ‘Construction phase surface water Management’ plan, to including details of how a
build- up of surface water on the site would be drained from the site in the event of a flood event, while
protecting the integrity of the adjacent waterbody. Please also set out how blocking the only stated
drainage outlet from the overall site could affect the approved Part 8 development, particularly if the
developments are to be carried out at different times.

Response

In response to this item, Wexford County Council seeks to provide clarity in respect of drainage channel
mitigation measures, in context of the public realm project here under consideration as well as the Permitted
Part 8 Grainstore refurbishment project. In particular, clarity in respect of the delivery and phasing of the two
schemes provides a more nuanced and contextual framework for An Coimisitin’s consideration.

Please refer to the revised CEMP and the amended Drainage Report. The following is noted in respect of
Construction-Phase Surface Water (Dynamic Branch Isolation Protocol):

On the basis that Phase 1 (Grain Store) will be fully operational before Phase 2 (Plaza) construction starts, its
roof and internal drainage network (manholes S08 through S01) will be live and draining to outfall SO0 by gravity.
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Therefore, the Plaza project cannot block the main outfall SO0 with sandbags as originally proposed in the CEMP,
as this would cause back-up flooding to the operational Grain Store.

A revised engineering solution is proposed by specifying a Dynamic Branch Isolation Protocol in the updated
reports. This sets out the following specification of Phase 2 Contractor:

e Localized Tributary Plugging : The contractor shall not place sandbags or blocks inside the main outfall SO0.
Instead, localized mechanical inflatable pipe stoppers shall be installed in the tributary inlets of the Plaza
network, specifically at Manhole S10 (blocking incoming S11/512) and Manhole S20 / S22.

e Separation of Active Runoff : This physically blocks the construction - phase plaza runoff from entering the
shared sewer line, keeping cement wash, sediment, and hydrocarbons entirely localized to the excavation
trenches.

e Active Treatment & Pumping : Silt - laden trench water will be actively pumped using submersible pumps to a
mobile, on - site silt - filtration and pH - neutralization system (e.g., Siltbuster) located on site before being
discharged as clean effluent back into the live SO1 outfall chamber.

1e. Amended drainage report to demonsrate the proposed drainage network would
have sufficient capacity

e. The drainage planning report submitted as part of the application provides calculations of this project
in isolation and makes no reference to the approved Part 8 development. While the approved Part 8
development is referenced in the CEMP at section 2.1 and the drainage drawings for the project show
that the same surface water outfall point would also serve the approved Part 8 development, no
cumulative calculation have been carried out to demonstrate that the level of surface water from the
combined developments would be less than that produced from the entire site at present. Please
confirm, by way of an amended drainage report that the proposed drainage network would have
sufficient capacity to cater for the proposed development and the approved Part 8 development and
also detail on a map the overall catchment of the proposed drainage network including third party
lands.

Response

Wexford County Council and it's consultants have reviewed in detail the issue of drainage for the subject site
and the approved Part 8 Development.

The Drainage Report by Brunner Engineers has been revised to clearly identify interactions between the two
schemes, which addresses Cumulative Stormwater Discharge Calculations & Catchment Map items. In summary
we note the following:

e The Engineering Cumulative Model considers that the baseline site is currently 100% impermeable,
generating high, unattenuated runoff directly into the River Barrow via gravity outfall S00. The proposed
cumulative layout incorporates dual-stage SuDS across both consecutive contracts:
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o Phase 1 (Grain Store): Attenuation via an extensive green roof over the new café extension and
a landscaped tree pit.

o Phase 2 (Plaza): Introduction of 220 m? of permeable soft landscaping, reducing the plaza's
impermeable area from 1,116 m? to 896 m?,

Emstmg Proposed Pmpusud Cumulative

Total Catchment (Ha) 0.1116 Ha 0.0450 Ha 0.0666 Ha 0.1116 Ha 0.0000 Ha (0.0%

Impermeable Area (m?) 1,116 m? 450 m* 448 m* B9G m* -220 m? {-19.7%)

Permeable Greaning (m®) om? 0m? 220 m* 220 m* +220 m* (+100%)
Tree Pits &

SuDS Features Mone Café Green Roof Plamcrls Integrated Network  Dual-Stage SuDS

Peak 100-¥r Runoff (li's) 277 lis 10.8 lis 104 lis 21.210is -6.5 lis (-23.5%)

Hydraulic Adequacy & Discharge Performance:

The main 300mm@ outfall sewer running from S01 to outfall SO0 at a 1:100 gradient has a full -bore hydraulic
capacity of 78.4 I/s. Under the cumulative 1 - in- 100- year storm event (incorporating a 20% climate change
surcharge), the combined peak flow from both developments is 21.2 I/s, which represents a 23.5% net reduction
in discharge against the baseline and utilizes less than 30% of the pipe's capacity. Drawing J08 - P- 11
(Cumulative Catchment Map) to formally demonstrate this performance.

1f. Measures to ensure the integrity of the adjacent waterbody is protected

f.  Are there any existing hydrocarbon interceptors on the surface water outfall, or is it proposed to install
any on the surface water network prior to surface water entering the River Barrow and River Nore
transitional waterbody. If not, please set out how the surface water drainage scheme can ensure that
the integrity of the adjacent waterbody would be protected, particularly following flood events, that are
stated in the Strategic Flood Risk Assessment to be expected extend inland as far as the café that forms
part of the approved Part 8 development.

Response

Wexford County Council and its’ consultant team has reviewed An Coimisiin Pleanéla’s request. This is
considered in the revised Drainage Report, Water Framework Directive Compliance Assessment and Site Specific
Flood Risk Assessment. The BCE Drainage Report notes the following:

While the proposed Public Realm Plaza is entirely pedestrianized and incorporates extensive SuDS filtration
greening that negates the chronic operational risk of on - site vehicular oil leaks, we have included a
permanent Class 1 Bypass Hydrocarbon Separator on the final collector outfall line.

Key Technical Drivers for the Interceptor Concession:
* Bridge Street Overland Runoff Capture: Existing public utility surveys and levels indicate that Bridge Street
(which remains an active public road with significant vehicle traffic) slopes down toward the site boundary.
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During heavy rain events, substanti al volumes of overland stormwater runoff from outside the site boundary
collect at the low points along Bridge Street.

« S22 and Linear Drain Vulnerability: The existing public surface water connection manhole S 22 and the
adjacent linear slot drain are located precisely at these road low point. Consequently, potentially
contaminated surface runoff from the public highway (containing road - derived hydrocarbons, fuels etc)
may enter the proposed surface water system during heavy storm events.

« Class 1 Bypass Separator Specification: To robustly protect the adjacent River Barrow and River Nore SAC,
BCE has specified a permanent Class 1 Bypass Hydrocarbon Separator (conforming to EN 858 and CIRIA
C753 standards) to be installed on the main outfall collector line just upstream of outfall chamber SO 2. This
unit is designed to treat flows up to 90% of the peak runoff, ensuring that all road - derived hydrocarbons
are fully separated and retained on- site, even during catastrophic storm or tidal back - flooding events.

« Construction - Phase Mitigation: This permanent unit is backed by temporary site controls (drip trays,
double - skinned bunding in the John Street compound, and spill kits) managed under Fehily Timoney's
updated CEMP.

We refer An Coimisiuin to Section 8 of the WFD Compliance Assessment. It notes:

The pre-mitigation assessment does not identify any predicted deterioration in the status of the relevant
WFD waterbodies or individual WFD quality elements, or any compromise of the achievement of their
environmental objectives. However, potential pathways have been identified by which construction and
operational activities could result in localised adverse effects on the receiving surface water and
groundwater environment. These relate principally to sediment mobilisation, accidental releases of fuels,
oils and other potentially polluting substances, concrete and cementitious materials, construction-phase
drainage management, and operational surface water runoff. Mitigation measures and embedded design
controls will therefore be implemented to avoid or minimise these potential effects and to protect the
receiving surface water and groundwater environment.

Table 8-1 of the WFD Compliance Assessment sets out “Mitigation Measures and Embedded Controls”,
identifying 11 no. Potential Sources with related Mitigation Measures/Embedded Control provided.

1g. Proposed mitigation measures to protect WFD objectives

g. On the basis of information provided by the applicant, the absence of any in combination consideration
of the approved Part 8 development and to a lack of clarity about whether the two projects would be
carried out as a single development, or as separate developments, the Commission is not satisfied that
the proposed development would not result in a risk of deterioration, either qualitatively or quantitively
to any waterbody, either on a temporary or permanent basis, and would not otherwise jeopardise any
waterbody in reaching its WFD objectives. In responding to this request, please outline in detail how
the proposed development and proposed mitigation measures are such that the objectives set out in
Article 4 of the Water Framework Directive, which are to protect and, where necessary, restore surface
and groundwater bodies, would be achieved.

Response

Wexford County Council and its’ consultant team has reviewed An Coimisiin Pleanala’s request. A Water
Framework Directive Compliance Assessment has now been prepared by Fehily Timoney to provide confidence
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to ACP that the mitigation measures employed will be effective having regard to any potential impacts on an
adjoining waterbody.

The report details how the proposed development and proposed mitigation measures are such that the
objectives set out in Article 4 of the Water Framework Directive to protect and, where necessary, restore surface
and groundwater bodies, would be achieved.

We have referred to Section 8 of the WFD Compliance Assessment above, in respect of the Mitigation Measures
set out in the report. We further highlight that the WFD Compliance Assessment at Section 9 of the report
states:

“The mitigation measures and embedded design controls identified will further reduce the potential effects
identified through the assessment. Taking account of these measures and controls, no deterioration of
surface waterbody status or individual surface water quality elements is predicted. Similarly, no
deterioration of the chemical or quantitative status of the New Ross Groundwater Body (IE_SE_G_152) is
predicted”.

The assessment demonstrates that the proposed development will not give rise to any risk of deterioration in
the WFD status of the River Barrow / waterbody, nor prevent the river from achieving its applicable WFD
objectives. The proposed development is considered to be compliant with the objectives of the Water
Framework Directive during the construction and operational phases.

Th. Vehicular access to the site during construction phase

h. Table 3-1 of the Appropriate Assessment Screening Report states that ‘During the construction phase
(18-21 months) there will be increased human, machinery and vehicle activity on site’. In addition,
Section 4.8 of the CEMP ‘Traffic management’ states that construction traffic will require regular access
to the site at varying times throughout the construction phase. However, there is no current means of
direct access to the site from the carpark to the north along John Street due to the c.6m difference in
ground levels, while the site boundary with Bridge Street is currently blocked off by a solid wall and it
would not be accessible by vehicles or machinery due to the difference in ground levels between the
site and the adjacent public road and footpath on Bridge Street. While there is a possible means of
access to the site for vehicles, via a passageway beneath No 3 Bridge Street, and this access route is
shown to form part of the approved Part 8 development site, it is a gated access and is not shown to
be within the blue lined application site. As a result, the application has not included a viable means of
access to the site, that would allow vehicles or machinery to access the site and likewise no means for
the removal of waste or delivery of building material has been provided as part of the application. Please
submit details of the proposed means of vehicular access to the site. consent of the relevant landowner,
if necessary and descriptions of the types of machinery that can be facilitated on site considering the
restricted means of potential access. If as it appears, the site has no direct or a restricted means of
access, how does that affect the ability of deliveries to service the site and what are the resulting impacts
on traffic movements on John Street and/or Bridge Street.

Response

The amended CEMP report submitted in response to ACP’s Fl request now provides greater clarity in respect of
construction phase access. It confirms that the application includes a viable means of access to the site, that
would allow vehicles or machinery to access the site and the removal of waste or delivery.
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WCC confirm that it intended to use half of the carpark off John Street as an area for craning materials/
machinery, etc down into the site. Therefore, main access can happen on this side of the site.

Please refer drawing P-101 (Overall Site plan As Proposed). This site layout plan indicates the location and
indicative layout of the proposed temporary construction compound. This plan includes indicative locations of
offices and welfare facilities, with relevant crane and storage information shown.

The Councill is in a position to use half of the public carpark that is in ownership of WCC. This area is highlighted
with a blue boundary line.

The lane from Bridge Street is also in ownership of WCC. This can be used for pedestrian construction works or
small vehicles under the height of 2m.

All work areas are included within the Redline planning boundary, as the application and the environmental
assessment considers construction phase impacts as well as the operational phase.

Any lands under the ownership of WCC are shown within the Blueline boundary. This includes the site and the
full extent of the car park, including those areas outside the construction compound.

1i. Clarity in respect of proposed site temporary construction compound

i. Reference is made in section 4.6.2 of the Construction Environmental Management Plan (CEMP) to a
‘temporary construction compound’, while Section 2.2 of the EIA Screening Report refers to ‘Installation
of temporary construction site area’. It is not clear if these two references are to the same area. The
CEMP also contains references to offices, storage facilities, multiple waste receptacles, welfare facilities
and other elements to be housed in the temporary compound. The submitted documents do not
identify the proposed location of the temporary construction compound. Please submit a location map
and a site layout plan identifying the location and layout of the proposed site temporary construction
compound including details of how the proposed structures would be installed and removed from the
site. Please also provide details including plans and elevation, if necessary, of the waste management
facilities, offices, welfare facilities etc that are intended to be provide within the temporary construction
compound and address whether it is proposed that the compound would also be used to accommodate
the needs of the approved Part 8 development. Please also provided details of the means of access to
and from the compound as well as any letters of consent required for access. Has the compound, which
would be in place for at least 18-21 months, been factored into the AA screening and NIS.

Response

Similar to the response to 1(h) above, WCC that it intended to use half of the carpark off John Street as an area
for temporary construction compound. Therefore main access can happen this side of the site, and with
confirmation from WCC that the 2 applications are going to be in the one construction phase, access can also
happen via a passageway beneath No.3 Bridge street.

An updated CEMP prepared by Fehily Timoney identifies the proposed location of the temporary construction
compound at the car park (off John Street). The site layout plan drawing indicates the location and indicative
layout of the proposed temporary construction compound, refer to Drawing No. ACP-FI-P-100 Site (Entire site)
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Layout Plan As Proposed). The drawing includes indicative location of offices, welfare facilities and location of
the crane for material access to and from the site, indicative storage facilities.

WCC confirm that carpark can be used as construction compound. Passageway beneath No.3 will be used for
access for both projects. On completion of the Grainstore, passageway will be temporarily closed to the public,
with access to the cafe/restaurant being provided via Grainstore entrance on John St.

1j. CEMP noise emission limits

j. Section 4.7.1 of the CEMP states that noise from the construction phase would arise from vehicle
movements and the operation of plant and equipment. What type of equipment and plant is proposed
to be used and how will it access the site. What are the noise emission limits of the relevant machinery
expected to operate on the site. If the works are to be carried out together with the works on the
approved Part 8 development have the cumulative noise impacts been considered.

Response

The amended CEMP report provides greater clarity for ACP in respect of likely construction noise impacts. In
terms of potential impacts it notes at section 4.7:

The construction phase of this proposed development will follow completion of the previously approved
alterations and extension to the Grain Store (Phase 1 — LAC2401). The main 300mm surface water collection
line (SO3 to SO0) will remain fully live and unblocked to drain the active Grain Store (Phase 1) building and
café roof during the construction phase of the proposed development (Phase 2 — Public Realm).

Noise from during the construction phase would arise from vehicle movements including HGVs, and the
operation of plant and equipment. The works will require general construction items only, such as tracked
excavators, dumpers, loaders, cranes, generators and hand-held breakers. There are no piling, rock breaking
or blasting works required. Construction plant and HGV deliveries will access the site through the construction
compound on John Street and the Bridge Street access as shown on Drawing No. ACP-FI-P-100.

1k. CEMP mitigation measure in respect of abutment to old bridge

k. An architectural heritage mitigation measure set out section 4.3.1 of the CEMP may or may not be
capable of being implemented. It is stated that an abutment to the old bridge is located outside of the
site boundary but also stated that it forms part of the boundary of the site. Please clarify if the referred
to abutments is within the red lined boundary, and if not, if it is in the control of the applicant, such that
they could give effect to the proposed mitigation measure, if the proposed development is approved.
If consent is required from another landowner, please set out from whom consent is required and submit
written consent if necessary.

Response

This item has regard to a mitigation detail contained CEMP report rather than the Architectural Heritage Impact
Assessment which accompanied the application.




Response to Request for Further Information- Summary ACP-324126-26

Wexford County Council and its’ consultant team has reviewed An Coimisiin Pleanala’s request. It is confirmed
that the 'abutment to the old bridge’ this is outside the site boundary and will not be included in proposed
works. WCC is conscious of its proximity to the site boundary and appropriate safety procedures/ temporary
hoarding will be in place to protect it while the works take place.

WCC confirms that the ‘abutment to the old bridge’ are located on public lands.

1l. CEMP reference to former crane loading bay

I.  The mitigation measure set out at page 14 of 33 in the CEMP, under the heading of ‘Existing Riverside
Masonry Walls' references ‘landscaping and treatment of the former crane loading bay (which will be
visible from the plaza but outside the redline boundary) should be detailed as this area impacts the
character of the former coal yard'. Please clarify in plan form the area that is referred to at this point in
the CEMP, and whether or not this land is in the control or ownership of the applicant. Please also clarify
in written and plan form the exact location of the former crane loading bay.

Response

The CEMP has been updated to omit reference to the Crane Loading Bay, as it is outside the scope of works.
The site layout plan drawing indicates the location and indicative layout of the proposed temporary
construction compound, refer to Drawing No. ACP-FI-P-100 Site (Entire site) Layout Plan as Proposed). The
drawing includes indicative location of offices, welfare facilities and location of the crane for material access to
and from the site, indicative storage facilities.

The existing lane from Bridge Street will also be used to facilitate pedestrian access and construction-related
activities by small vehicles with a height of less than 3 m. Refer to Drawing No. ACP-FI-P-100.

Tm. CEMP reference to watering of the access road

m. Section 4.8 of the CEMP states that regular watering of the access road would take place. What access
road is being referred to in this section. If the site to be regularly watered to control dust, where would
the water go to as the only drainage outlet to the river is proposed to be blocked by sandbags in
accordance with a mitigation measure set out at section 4.4.2 of the CEMP. The removal of the pollutant
pathway also means the removal of the only means of dealing with water during construction, which is
stated to last 18-21 months. Please address this matter in your response.

Response

The amended CEMP report clarifies references to watering of the access road at section 4.8 vis a vis the stated
mitigation measures.

The site layout plan drawing indicates the location and indicative layout of the proposed temporary construction
compound, refer to Drawing No. ACP-FI-P-100 Site (Entire site) Layout Plan As Proposed). The drawing includes
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indicative location of offices, welfare facilities and location of the crane for material access to and from the site,

indicative storage facilities

The existing lane from Bridge Street will also be used to facilitate pedestrian access and construction-related
activities by small vehicles with a height of less than 2 m. Refer to Drawing No. ACP-FI-P-100.

Construction traffic will require regular access to the site at varying times throughout the construction phase,
between the Bridge Street access and the construction compound on John Street. Section 4.8 of the revised
CEMP notes:

Public roads shall be kept free of mud, dust, spillages and debris from the site, construction plant or haulage
vehicles. Periodic road sweeping, as necessary, shall be put in place at the site entry / exit points, at the
Bridge Street access and John Street access.

The roads at the site entrance, shall be kept free of dust, spillages and debris. If required regular watering
of the access road (between John Street and Bridge Street) will take place as necessary and WCC will liaise
with adjacent sites to avoid undue or unnecessary truck movements during un-social hours.

2. ITEM 2 - FLOOD RISK ASSESSMENT

2.1  Fl request

No Flood Risk Assessment has been submitted with the application. Is the applicant satisfied that the non-
submission of a Flood Risk Assessment is consistent with the Policies and Objectives of the Wexford County
Development Plan and the Planning System and Flood Risk Management- Guidelines for Planning
Authorities, notwithstanding the intended use of the site for a water compatible use,

2.2 Applicant’'s Response

A Site Specific Flood Risk Assessment has been prepared by Fehily Timoney and Company and is included with
this RFI response.

3. ITEM 3 - QUERIES FOR PROPERTY AT NO. 2 BRIDGE STREET

3.1  Fl Request

Item 3 of ACP's RFI includes four sub-items all relating to a property at No.2 Bridge Street. Therefore, in
responding to this item the Planning Authority’s response is presented in a grouped manner to items 3(a) to
3(d).

a) Inthe first point of response to the submission from the owners and operators of Rogers Dental at No.
2 Bridge Street, it is stated that Wexford Council proposes not to make the proposed changes on Bridge
Street which would result in a solid wall to the front of the dental surgery and will seek to retain the
current levels on the road and footpath, as well as retaining the historic bollards on the approach to the
Bridge Street. Please provide a revised plans, elevations and sections of the revised proposal described
in your response to the submission.

b) The first response to the submission of Rogers Dental also states that ‘the removal and replacement of
the stone steps is likely to required’. Please clarify if it is proposed not to remove the existing steps,
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because to retain them in their current location would mean that the proposed ramped access to the
plaza could not be constructed as was originally proposed. If the configuration of the proposed entrance
from Bridge Street is to be amended, please provide revised drawings showing all proposed changes.

¢) The third response point to the submission of Rogers Dental, states that drainage is being preserved
and enhanced at this location. For clarity, please submit an existing surface water drainage plan along
Bridge Street and along the northern side of No 2 Bridge Street and clarify the enhancements that are
to be made and highlight any pipes that are to be removed or retained. Please set out in detail how any
existing pipes or manholes beneath the proposed walkway would be accessible, without requiring the
carrying out of works to the proposed ramped walkway and its associated infrastructure.

d) Please submit a revised plan and elevations showing the proposed amendments to the proposed
sloping wall along the boundary of the proposed sloping walkway along the side of No 2 Bridge Street,
as described in point five of your response to the submission of Roger's Dental.

3.2 Applicant’s Response

Response 3(a)

Please reference drawing P-101, P-151, P-152. These drawings illustrate the confirmed response from WCC that
it is intended to retain the historic bollards on the approach to Bridge Street and maintain the current levels of
the road and footpath.

Response 3(b)

It is confirmed that it is proposed to pursue the intended ‘removal and replacement of the stone steps' to
facilitate the new access to the ramped access route to the plaza, and therefore no updated drawings are
required. This has been stated on all drawings.

Response 3(c)

In respect of Drainage & Non-Destructive Ramp Access the updated site layout plan indicates that the gently
sloping access route incorporates a perforated floor to allow rainwater to run through. This preserves the
subterranean utility corridor beneath.

e Access Protocol: All existing public surface water sewers beneath the ramp footprint will be kept in-situ
with zero structural alterations. However, the physical footprint of the ramp directly overlies our
backdrop manholes S20 and S22.

e Non-Destructive Access Solution: To satisfy ACP's requirement for non-destructive maintenance, ODKM
specify flush-mounted, removable slip-resistant composite floor access panels directly in the ramp’s
perforated floor decking above these three manholes. WCC maintenance crews can lift these lightweight
panels to perform standard rodding or CCTV inspections, entirely eliminating the need for structural
ramp demolition.

e The detailed ramp section drawings (Drawings 19-104-ACP-FI-P-154 and P-155) explicitly detail these
removable access hatches and show the slender structural post settings clear of our public sewer lines.

Response 3(d)

The Fl submission includes reference drawing P-101, P-150, P-151, P-153. All drawings relevant to the
proposed changes outlined in the WCC response regarding the new sloped wall of the access ramp. Therefore,
the new sloped wall and existing stone wall to the plaza (rear of the Dentist) are now 2m in height above ground/
paving level.
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4. CONCLUSIONS

We trust the information presented in this Further Information response adequately addresses any outstanding
queries by An Coimisiun Pleandla. The applicant has prepared a comprehensive Fl submission pack to fully
explain and clarify any queries on the application, which may be read in conjunction with the documentation
submitted in response to the various items of further information.

We trust all is in order and look forward to the Commission’s Approval of this important public realm project
for New Ross and County Wexford.
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