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Three-part format to our Oral Hearing Presentation

1. Context

2. Iarnród Éireann response (May 2023) to October 
2023 submissions

3. Carlos Clarke response to Iarnród ;ƛǊŜŀƴƴΩǎ response 
on //[Ωǎ 2 No. submissions
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Three-part format to our Oral Hearing Presentation

1. Context

2. Iarnród Éireann response (May 2023) to October 
2023 submissions

3. Carlos Clarke response to Iarnród ;ƛǊŜŀƴƴΩǎ response 
on //[Ωǎ 2 No. submissions
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Taken as read ςCarlos Clarke Ltd (October 2022) 
(1 of 2) ςŀƴŘ Χ
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Χ aŀȄǇǊƻ {ǳōƳƛǎǎƛƻƴ όн ƻŦ нύ
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Required Oral Hearing Focus: IE submission on 
Observations (May 2023)

Sections Ref. No.39-LO099a and No.40-LO099b
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Future DART Network Layout

Figure 4.1: Schematic drawing of the current and future proposed DART network layout. (Source: DART West 

Planning Report, July 2022.)
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Extensive area in which a Depot could be +

Figure 4.2: DART + West Route Layout. (Source: DART + Programme Brochure.)
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Depot will split integrated landholding

Figure 2.1: Overview of Maws Farm lands and proposed segment of lands to be used for the development of 

the DART EMU Depot. (Source: Google Maps, annotated by Tom Phillips + Associates, October 2022.)



Slide 12

Unzoned lands between settlements

Figure 3.4: Location of proposed Depot and surrounding Local Area Plan jurisdictions. (Source: MyPlan, 

annotated by Tom Phillips + Associates, October 2022)
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Single entity in three separate parcels

Figure 2.2: Overlap between the 

proposed Depot on Maws Farm 

lands. (Source: Transport Insights, 

October 2020.)
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And require extensive works ςcovered by EIA

Figure 4.4: Proposed DART Depot location. (Source: Transport Insights, October 2020.)
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Heritage items will be removed/affected

Figure 2.3: Overview of Maws Farm lands and proposed segment of lands to be used for the development of 

the DART EMU Depot and the location of .ŀƛƭŜȅΩǎ Bridge. (Source: Google Maps, annotated by Tom Phillips + 

Associates, October 2022.)
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A key crossing point of the Royal Canal

CƛƎǳǊŜ нΦпΥ .ŀƛƭŜȅΩǎ .ǊƛŘƎŜΦ ό{ƻǳǊŎŜΥ DƻƻƎƭŜ aŀǇǎΣ hŎǘƻōŜǊ нлннΦύ
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WŀŎƪǎƻƴΩǎ .ǊƛŘƎŜΥ ƘƛǎǘƻǊƛŎ tǊƻǘŜŎǘŜŘ {ǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŜ

Figure 2.6: Photo of Jacksons Bridge (Reg. No. 11900505). (Source: National Inventory of 

Architectural Heritage.)

Flooding ςDrains into 
the canal and it floods 
occasionally
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A major infrastructural undertaking: details?

Figure 4.7: Road Alignment sections for the OBG23A road network. (Source: Depot hǇǘƛƻƴǎΩ Selection Report, 

June 2020.)
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Depot proximate to other Protected Structures

Figure 2.12: Photo of /ƘŀƳōŜǊΩǎ Bridge (Reg. No. 11900504). (Source: National Inventory of Architectural 

Heritage.)
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Proposal affects several kilometres
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Abutting the Royal Canal
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Many facilities, but dearth of cited floor areas?

Figure 4.5: ProposedDepotorientation andlayout of site. (Source: Transport Insights, October 2020.)
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Any different than a major Data Centre?
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²ƻǊƭŘΩǎ ƎǊŜŀǘŜǎǘ ŀǊŎƘƛǘŜŎǘ ŎƻǳƭŘƴΩǘ ŘǊŀǿ ǘƘƛǎ
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Critical judgment cannot be suspended because 
ƛǘΩǎ ƴƻǘ ŀ 5ŀǘŀ /ŜƴǘǊŜ ƻǊ /ƛǾƛŎ tƭŀȊŀ 

1. Apple at Athenry, Co Galway
2. ABP Ref. PL07.245518
3. Flood Zone C
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Critical judgment cannot be suspended because 
ƛǘΩǎ ƴƻǘ ŀ 5ŀǘŀ /ŜƴǘǊŜ ƻǊ /ƛǾƛŎ tƭŀȊŀ 

1. Meta (Facebook) at Clonee, Co Meath
2. ABP Ref. PL17.245347 (2015)/VA 0018
3. Flood Zone C
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Critical judgment cannot be suspended because 
ƛǘΩǎ ƴƻǘ ŀ 5ŀǘŀ /ŜƴǘǊŜ ƻǊ /ƛǾƛŎ tƭŀȊŀ 

1. Civic Plaza

2. ABP Reg Ref. JA29S.JA0039
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Graphics Submitted as Part of the College Green 
Plaza Proposal (2017)

Before

After
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Environmental Impact Assessment rules not 
suspended for Irish Rail

1. Maws Farm, Kilcock

2. ABP Ref. 314232-22

3. Flood Zone A
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Distilling the Apple/Meta Assessments ς
sufficient detail for Maws?

1. Principle of Development, site location and consideration of     
Alternatives

2. Impact on residential and other amenity (noise, overbearing Impact)
3. Landscape and visual amenity
4. Ecology and biodiversity
5. Transport and access/ traffic considerations
6. Energy demand/use, climate change and sustainability
7. Hydrology and hydrogeology
8. EIA
9. Impacts on cultural heritage
10. Appropriate assessment 
11. Legal status of the local area plan
12. Compliance with strategic and local land use policy
13. Security
14. Potential health Issues
15. Drainage Issues
16. Socio-economic, air/light, pollution
17. Other issues (Alternatives, project spitting, other)
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Where not to build: Archaeological sensitivity

Figure 2.11: Extract from DART + West EIAR Vol 4 App A20.4 Geophysical Survey Report (Source: EIAR Vol 4 

App A20.4 Geophysical Survey Report, March 2022.)
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Archaeological Remains ςBronze Age

Figure 2.10: Location of Unclassified Barrow Site within Proposed Maws Depot Lands (Source: Google Maps, 

annotated by Tom Phillips + Associates, October 2022.)
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CŀŎǘƻǊǎ ƭŜŀŘƛƴƎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ΨYŜȅ LǎǎǳŜ !ǊƛǎƛƴƎΩ

άThe Fatal Fallacy of Too-Big-to-Failέ
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[Ŝǎǎƻƴǎ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ /ƘƛƭŘǊŜƴΩǎ IƻǎǇƛǘŀƭ όaŀǘŜǊ {ƛǘŜύ 
(2011)
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Before
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Inspector recommended refusal of CHol: key 
lessons (ABP Ref. PL29S.PA0024)

1. Reconciliation impossible άΧ Residential environmental effects of such significance in 
respect of their adverse impact that they cannot be 
reconciled with the need for the proposed facility.έ

2. Incorrect prioritisation ά!ǇǇƭƛŎŀǘƛƻƴ is culmination of a process where the 
consideration of the impacts on the receiving environment 
have been second to clinical requirements and critical care 
adjacencies, particularly in respect of the residual visual 
impacts on the setting of the historic city core.έ

3. Site vs. brief ά¢ƘŜ suitability of the site in principle and the ability of the 
receiving environment to absorb the facility, the impact of 
which has emerged since the development of the model of 
care are two very different considerations and this in my 
opinion is the crux of the issue.έ 
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CHol 1: planning lessons for assessing sites

1. Realistic brief? 

2. Realistic criteria? 

3. Best team? 

4. The right site? 

5. The right proposal? 

6. Compliance with statutory planning context? 

7. Height, form, scale and mass?

8. Elevations?

9. Effect on zone of visual potential and key vistas?

10. Effect on Conservation Areas and Protected Structures?

11. Lessons from Planning History?

12. Nebulous concept of άtt{5!έ? 

Other?
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PPSDA

άΧ ǇǊƻǇŜǊ ǇƭŀƴƴƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ ǎǳǎǘŀƛƴŀōƭŜ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ 
ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŀǊŜŀ Χέ
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Site vs. brief

Applicable to Maws Farm Depot Site

ά¢ƘŜ suitability of the site in principle and the 
ability of the receiving environment to absorb 
the facility, the impact of which has emerged 
since the development of the model of care are 
two very different considerations and this in 
my opinion is the crux of the issue.έ 
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Three-part format to our Oral Hearing Presentation

1. Context

2. Iarnród Éireann response (May 2023) to October 
2023 submissions

3. Carlos Clarke response to Iarnród ;ƛǊŜŀƴƴΩǎ response 
on //[Ωǎ 2 No. submissions
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Three-part format to our Oral Hearing Presentation

1. Context

2. Iarnród Éireann response (May 2023) to October 
2023 submissions

3. Carlos Clarke response to Iarnród ;ƛǊŜŀƴƴΩǎ response 
on //[Ωǎ 2 No. submissions
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Maxpro submission ςIR identifies 12 No. points

1. Selection procedure:       Flawed

2. Hazelhatch = Maynooth West:      Development costs not evaluated

3. Environmental and hydraulic problems:     Access and Layout

4. Greenway and M4:       Propensity for flooding

5. Design detail:           Incomplete

6. Depot elevations and longitudinal sections:     Missing
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Synopsis of Maxpro submission (12 No. points)

7.     Depot stormwater drainage, treatment:     Missing

8.     SuDs Design details:       Omission (numerous)

9.     Direct access to site from M4:      No details 

10.   Royal Canal site drainage:      No details 

11.   Kilcock expansion:       Not considered 

12.   Existing M and K sections:      Congested

ά Χ ƛƴŎƻƳǇƭŜǘŜ ΧώƭŀŎƪ ƻŦϐ ǎǳŦŦƛŎƛŜƴǘ ƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴ ǎǳǇǇƭƛŜŘ Χ ǘƻ ŀƭƭƻǿ ŀƴ ƛƴŦƻǊƳŜŘ 
decision to be madeΦέ
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/ƻƳǇƭŜƳŜƴǘŀǊȅ ¢t!Ωǎ пп bƻΦ ƭƛƴŜ ƛǘŜƳǎΥ 
Distillation of key concerns (October 2022)

1.     EMU Maintenance Deport location 

2.     Maynooth West versus Hazelhatch West 

3.     Proximity to three dwellings

4.   Ease of access ς construction versus operation

5.     Flood Liability and character of the Royal Canal Greenway

6.   Significance of land take and viability of the residual lands

7.   Habitat/wildlife degradation and the rural greenbelt

8.   9ŦŦŜŎǘ ƻƴ WŀŎƪǎƻƴΩǎ .ǊƛŘƎŜ ς discussion
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TPA 44 No. line items: 
Distillation of key concerns (October 2022)

9. 9ŦŦŜŎǘ ƻƴ WŀŎƪǎƻƴΩǎ .ǊƛŘƎŜ ς environmental and historic

10. Archaeological analysis ς the barrow

11. 9ŦŦŜŎǘ ƻƴ /ƘŀƳōŜǊΩǎ .ǊƛŘƎŜ

12. Effect on 3 No. scenic viewpoints

13. Visual impact on the Royal Canal Greenway

14. Contravention of NPF NPOs 60,61 and 62

15. EM RSES RFO 5.8 ς greenway expansion

16. RSES RPOS 7.7 +7.9 (air and light), RPO 7.10, 7.11 and 7.16 
(disrupt waterways) 
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TPA 44 No. line items: 
Distillation of key concerns (October 2022)

17. Unzoned land between two LAPs

18. Noise, air and light pollution

19. Water and sewage capacity

20. Aquifer during construction and operation

21. Preclusion of Maynooth HGVs

22. wŜƎƛƻƴŀƭ ǇƭŀƴƴƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ aŀȅƴƻƻǘƘΩǎ ƘŜǊƛǘŀƎŜ

23. Discharged silt during construction 

24. Surface water drainage network 
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TPA 44 No. line items: 
Distillation of key concerns (October 2022)

25. Flooding and FRA

26. Effects on an SAC

27. Flood Zone A

28. Groundwater flooding    

29. Incomplete flood mapping

30. Contrary to Flood Risk Guidelines

31. Flood Zone A, the aquifer and the proposed compensatory      
storage areas

32. The Ballyeaghan stream
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TPA 44 No. line items: 
Distillation of key concerns (October 2022)

33. ²ŜƛƎƘǘƛƴƎ ƻŦ άŜƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘέ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŀǎǎŜǎǎƳŜƴǘ ŎǊƛǘŜǊƛŀ

34. Status of stakeholder consultation 

35. Flooding as a factor in choosing a location

36. ²ŜƛƎƘǘƛƴƎ ƎƛǾŜƴ aŀȅƴƻƻǘƘ ²ŜǎǘΩǎ ǇƻǎƛǘƛǾŜ ŎǊƛǘŜǊƛŀ

37. Hazelhatch extra running time and the need for a second track

38. Length of otherwise unserviceable track (5km)

39. The Cork Line effect

40. Suitability: flooding, demolition and an extra 5km
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TPA 44 No. line items: 
Distillation of key concerns (October 2022)

41. Ecology and heritage

42. Access via Kilcock or Maynooth

43. Hazelhatch West and Kildare County Council

44. Maws Farm flood study
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All listed items distilled to 3 No. generic 
ά9ȄŀƳƛƴŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ !ƭǘŜǊƴŀǘƛǾŜǎέ ƛǎǎǳŜǎ 

1. Alternative Locations

2. Alternative Processes

3. Alternative Designs 
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The EIA Guidelines require requisite analysis 

Context and General Approach  
Section 3.4    Consideration of Alternatives (Stage 3 of 7)

           

       3.4.3 Alternative Locations

       3.4.4 Alternative Layout

       3.4.5 Alternative Designs

       3.4.6 Alternative Processes 

       3.4.7 Alternative Mitigation Measures 

                3.4.8 Consultation about Consideration of Alternatives                                                                     

 

άΧ likely effects on Χέ
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Guidelines refer to other measures

Section 3.3, Preparing an EIAR

3.3 Scoping (Stage 2 of 7)

 3.3.5 Consideration of Other Assessments 

3.8 Mitigation & Monitoring (Stage 7 of 7)

 3.8.1 Mitigation (& Offsetting)
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Other measures required

Section 2.4 Context and General Approach

2.4  Fundamental Principles

  2.4.1 Anticipating, Avoiding and Mitigating Significant Effects 

  2.4.2 Maintaining Objectivity

  2.4.3 Ensuring Clarity and Quality

  2.4.4 Providing Relevant Information to Decision Makers

  2.4.5 Facilitating Better Consultation 

Section 3.3 Preparing an EIAR

3.3  Scoping (Stage 2 of 7)

  3.3.5 Consideration of Other Assessments 

3.8  Mitigation & Monitoring (Stage 7 of 7)

  3.8.1 Mitigation (& Offsetting)
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Three-part format to our Oral Hearing Presentation

1. Context

2. Iarnród Éireann response (May 2023) to October 
2023 submissions

3. Carlos Clarke response to Iarnród ;ƛǊŜŀƴƴΩǎ response 
on //[Ωǎ 2 No. submissions
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!ǇǇƭƛŎŀƴǘǎΩ wŜǎǇƻƴǎŜ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ aŀȄǇǊƻ /ƻƴŎŜǊƴǎ-
Ref. No. 40-LO099b
1. Site Selection

2. Equal ranking 

3. Depot access and layout

4. Greenway effects and M4 flooding

5. Incomplete documentation

6. No elevation or longitudinal sections 

7. Stormwater drainage

8. !ŘŜǉǳŀŎȅ ƻŦ {ǳ5{Ω 5ŜǎƛƎƴ 5Ŝǘŀƛƭǎ

9. Possible Direct access 

10. Site drainage to the Royal canal

11. Future planning and expansion 

12. Limited carparking 
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Max 1. Site Selection

1. Site Selection

Irish Rail Response

1. Section 2.7.1 of the May 2023 Irish Rail Response

2.    άΧ {ŀǘƛǎŦƛŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ǎƛǘŜ ǎŜƭŜŎǘƛƻƴ ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ 9a¦  5ŜǇƻǘ  ƛǎ  
robust and transparentέΦ

3. !ƭƭ ǎƛǘŜǎ ŜǉǳƛǾŀƭŜƴǘ ƻƴ {ǳ5{Ω ǇǊƛƴŎƛǇƭŜǎ
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Max 2. Equal ranking?

2. Equal Hazelhatch/Maynooth West ranking:

Irish Rail Response

1. Challenges identified in Hazelhatch access
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Maynooth West / Hazelhatch West side-by-side

 Maynooth West Hazelhatch West 

Minimised empty running    

Maximise track access    

Complexity of access and egress    

Availability of suitable lands    

Adjacent Environment    

Road vehicle access    

Transport and Land Use 

Compliance  

  

Short term impact on DART 

Expansion Programme  
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Drogheda or Hazelhatch?

Strategic Location Pre-Appraisal Conclusion

1 Fairview Depot Discontinued from assessment
2 Connolly Station Discontinued from assessment
3 Heuston Station Discontinued from assessment
4 Pearse Station Discontinued from assessment
5 North Wall Railway Yard Discontinued from assessment
6 East Wall Railway Yard Discontinued from assessment
7 Inchicore Railway Works Discontinued from assessment
8 Drogheda Station/ Depot Taken forward for further assessment
9 Maynooth Station Taken forward for further assessment
1

0

M3 Parkway Station Taken forward for further assessment

1

1

Hazelhatch Station Taken forward for further assessment

1

2

Greystones Station Discontinued from assessment

1

3

Bray Station Discontinued from assessment
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Must be on a rail line, but options available

Figure 6.1: RegionalLocationof Potential Depot

Sitefor Assessment. (Source: DART WEST Centre 

of Excellence Report, July 2019.)
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Weighting must be objective
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A traffic light system tied to EIA

Dark 

green 

Most preferable, with significant advantages over 

other options 

Light 

green 

Preferable, with some advantages over other options 

Yellow Neutral, comparable to other options 

Amber Not preferable, with some disadvantages to other 

options 

Red Least preferable, with significant disadvantages to 

other options  
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Maynooth West/ Hazelhatch West side-by-side

 Maynooth West Hazelhatch West 

Minimised empty running    

Maximise track access    

Complexity of access and egress    

Availability of suitable lands    

Adjacent Environment    

Road vehicle access    

Transport and Land Use 

Compliance  

  

Short term impact on DART 

Expansion Programme  

  

 

The table depicts side-by-side ranking of the Maynooth West and Hazelhatch West potential Depot sites to 

show the suitability of the Hazelhatch site as a place for consideration in place of the Maynooth West site.
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Maynooth flood analysis

Figure 6.2: Maynooth environs and proposed Depot site flood mapping.
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Hazelhatch flood analysis

Figure 6.3: Hazelhatch environs flood mapping.
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M3 flood analysis

Figure 6.4: M3 Parkway environs flood mapping.
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Drogheda flood analysis

Figure 6.5: Drogheda environs flood mapping.

Is Drogheda subject to flooding
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aŀȄ оΦ άNothing to see here ςƳƻǾŜ ŀƭƻƴƎέ

3. Depot access and layout:

Environmental and hydraulic problems

Irish Rail Response

ά ¢ƘŜ ŘŜǇƻǘ ŀŎŎŜǎǎ Ƙŀǎ ōŜŜƴ ŘŜǎƛƎƴŜŘ ǿƛǘƘ ŘǳŜ ǊŜƎŀǊŘ ǘƻ ŦƭƻƻŘ Ǌƛǎƪ ŀƴŘ 
ŀƴ ŀǇǇǊƻǇǊƛŀǘŜ ǎǳǊŦŀŎŜ ǿŀǘŜǊ ŘǊŀƛƴŀƎŜ ǎȅǎǘŜƳέΦ
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A significant environmental feat
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wŀƛƭǿŀȅ hǊŘŜǊκb¢! DǳƛŘŜ ŘƻƴΩǘ ƻǾŜǊǊƛŘŜ ōŀǎƛŎǎ

Figure 5.15: Sequentialapproachprinciples in flood risk management. (Source:  PlanningSystemand Flood

RiskManagement. Guidelinesfor PlanningAuthorities(DEHLG,2009).
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How can future flood risk be discounted?

Proper application of the Guidelines on the Planning System and Flood Risk 

Management by the planning authorities is essential to avoid inappropriate 

development in flood prone areas, and hence avoid unnecessary increases in flood 

risk into the future.

The existing flood mapping as related to the proposed Depot site is incomplete.
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LǘΩǎ ƘƛƎƘƭƛƎƘǘŜŘ ǊŜŘ ŦƻǊ ŀ ǊŜŀǎƻƴ

Flood Zone Category Definition

Flood Zone A

The probability of flooding from rivers and the 

sea is highest (greater than 1% or 1 in 100 for 

river flooding or 0.5% or 1 in 200 for coastal 

flooding)

Flood Zone B

The probability of flooding from rivers and the 

sea is moderate (between 0.1% or 1 in 1000 and 

1% or 1 in 100 for river flooding and between 

0.1% or 1 in 1000 year and 0.5% or 1 in 200 for 

coastal flooding)

Flood Zone C

The probability of flooding from rivers and the 

sea is low (less than 0.1% or 1 in 1000 for both 

river and coastal flooding). Flood Zone C covers 

all areas of the plan which are not in zones A or B

Table 5.14: Definitions of Flood Zones by The Planning System and Flood Risk Management ς Guidelines for 

Planning Authorities (2009). (Source: OPW.)
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Why choose a flood zone?

Figure 5.1: Flooding Locations on Maws Farm Lands and points of interest. (Source: Google Maps, annotated 

by Tom Phillips + Associates, October 2022.)


