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Carlos Clarke Ltd
R.O. 74 Northumberland Road, Ballsbridge, Dublin 4

Submission to An Board Pleanala on behalf of Carlos Clarke Ltd

Re DART + WEST ELECTRIFIED HEAVY RAILWAY ORDER 2022

Introduction

We wish to state that we are in favour of the Dart West project in principal because of the
transport benefits it gives to the citizens of Maynooth and environs but have secrious
reservations in relation to both the site location process and final design which is proposed.
Our family are committed farmers/ This farm was purchased by Dr Schumacher (a Doctor of
Agriculture) over sixty years ago. It has subsequently been farmed by his daughter and son
in-law and their daughter who has a degree in agricultural engineering who worked at one
time for the Farmers Journal and currently manages one of their farms in Germany. In recent
years we have restored the original 17th century farmhouse and buildings which when
constructed formed part of the Dukes of Leinster’s home farm estates. It was always intended
to pass the farm on to the next generation of our family. Having farmed this exceptionally
fertile agricultural soils for the last 60 years the fact that the proposals would not only destroy
the economic viability of the farm, the environment of the architecturally significant
farmhouse and buildings but also the soils that have taken thousands of years to evolve and
are essentially non-renewable, has prompted us the review the Railway Order Application as
it relates to the Depot in detail. Furthermore, the recent disruption in the world supply of
grain because of war has emphasised the importance of such economic farms and soils. The
environmental and economic value of productive soils is increasing and soil resources, like
all earth resources, are finite. We have now concluded that the destruction of these soils and

this farm is avoidable and unnecessary and not in the best interest of the Irish nation.
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Carlos Clarke Ltd
Issues with the Railway Order Application which we wish to
submit for consideration by An Bord Pleanala

The Depot site selection procedure was flawed and should be revisited. The original
requirement for the Depot site was 25 Hectares. The final requirement including road and
rail access as given in the Railway Order Application is approximately 89 hectares.

The Hazelhatch site and the Maynooth West site ranked equal in the final assessment which
was made before the problems with site road access and the rail access via Jacksons Bridge
were identified. The development cost of the selected site is considerably greater than that
envisioned during the selection process.

There are environmental and hydraulic problems arising from the proposed Depot access and
layout.

The development will detract from the recently developed Greenway and may increase the
flooding frequency of the M4.

The design details as presented with the railway order are incomplete and there isn’t
sufficient information supplied with the submission to allow an informed decision to be
made.

There are no elevation or longitudinal sections of the depot.

There are no details of the depot stormwater drainage, treatment, flow rates or discharge
parameters given.

While some Sustainable Drainage Systems (SuDS) technics are show in the drawing the
SuDS design details are omitted. These should give full details of the stormwater
management proposed.

There are no labels on the contour lines shown.

Soil infiltration rates are not given.

Site specific tabulations of storm durations in minutes related to the 100-year rainfall
(M-100) to establish the development run off are not given.

There are no legible section drawings of the storm water management structures
showing the inlet or outlet structures.

The stormwater flow rates, and the required storage capacity calculations are omitted.

There are other important issues with the flood control drainage system which we
will address further in relation to specific locations.

No details are given in the submission of the design of the finished surfaces, railway
lines, or platforms giving the infiltration design and management proposals including
the interception of oils and chemicals.

The sum of the various impervious area is not given or the infiltration rate or location
of any pervious surfaces.

No study was made of possible direct access to the site by the construction of new motorway
exits.

2.10  No study was made of continuing the site drainage to the Royal Canal.

4
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.11 There is only a passing reference that future planning and expansion of the transport services
has been considered. Since the Maynooth West site was first selected the population of Kilcock
has grown by 50% and a full reassessment is appropriate.

.12 Both Maynooth and Kilcock Stations are congested with limited car parking and there are no
proposals for providing park and ride facilities accessible from the M4 which would relieve
this congestion, increase the use of the service, and reduce the car traffic into the greater Dublin
area.
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Site Selection Procedure-Annex4-1- A- EMU Depot, Western
Line, Location Feasibility Study dated February 2020

In April 2008, the Board of larnréd Eireann gave approval for the expenditure of €150k to
carry out a feasibility study to determine the best site of the three preferred locations for the
new Electric Multiple Unit (EMU) fleet. The objective of the report was stated to be:

“The objective of this report is to undertake a feasibility study to review the three proposed
locations for a new depot west of Dublin and recommend the best site. Consider, with
stakeholder involvement, a holistic approach to the current parking constraints of Maynooth
station. Determine cost estimates for the whole project and obtain funding authorisation to

Sfurther develop the project.

Option |1 McLoughlin Canal Bridge at 21 Y M.P.: this option is placed west of Kilcock in a
plot of land mostly occupied by agricultural fields. The site has an area of 46 acres.

Option 2 Bailey Bridge at 16 % M.P.: this option is placed west of Maynooth in a plot of land
mostly occupied by agricultural fields. The site has an area of 83.1 acres.

Option 3 Collins Bridge at 9 Y4 M.P.: this option is placed west of Clonsilla in a park plot of
land.”

The report of this study, states that in April 2009 option 2 was selected, because it was
concluded that the site gives the best relative value.

In this 2010 report the disadvantages of the site are not mentioned, some of which would have
serious financial implications for the project and invalidated this conclusion. These are:

e There was no road access to the site.
e The clearance under Jackson’s bridge is too low for electrification.

e The site was lower than the rail line.

e The site was on a locally important aquifer.

e The location of the Maintenance Depot adjacent to a “Greenway”™ would detract
e from this amenity.

L]

The site was zoned agriculture so the development would contravene County
Kildare’s development plan and would detract from the enjoyment of the greenway.

The report further states that “/t is intended to build a purpose-built maintenance facility on
the Sligo line near to the terminal station at Maynooth. A new fleet size of 436 vehicles and
the current fleet of 154 vehicles (a total of 590 vehicles) is used for the purpose of depot

functionality and heavy maintenance calculations. An information sheet containing fleet size

is attached in appendix A...The depot track layout will be 2 ended and the main depot
building will have 4 running maintenance roads and one heavy maintenance road. Each road
in the depot building will be capable of holding 12 EMU vehicles. Each road shall be divided
into bays, each of sufficient length to hold a 4-vehicle unit. The area between each bay shall
be used for staff, forklift, and shunting vehicle access.”

3.1.4  This statement clearly shows that the site was selected in 2008 and the subsequent
“site selection assessments” were only window dressing as will be elaborated on
further.
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Annex 4-1B CENTRE OF EXCELLENCE DART Expansion
Maintenance Depot Site Location Assessment Options, Report
issued 11June 2019

This report states that “As part of DART Expansion, larnrod Eireann will pursue a single
“Centre of Excellence” maintenance depot for the Electric Multiple Unit (EMU) DART fleet.
A single depot is considered appropriate given the scale of the rolling stock needed for DART
Expansion and also to maximise the scale of efficiency a single maintenance depot will provide
over a significant lifecvcle. The rationale for promoting a single “Centre of Excellence”
Maintenance depot is based on the rationale that multiple (2 or more) small depots are less
operationally and economically effective. Multiple depots would unnecessarily duplicate plant
& equipment and management functions, dilute maintenance expertise, require higher
stocking levels and increase overall costs.”

4.1.1 Based on the above discussion, the following facilities are required to maintain the EMU

Fleet:-

e Main Depot Building
e Ancillary Workshops
e Stores

Track and Yard Facilities
e Amenity and Administration Facilities Equipment Requirements
e Operating Department/Drivers Facilities

4.1.2. No analysis or justification was given for including on the same site as the Maintenance
Depot, all the other services such as stabling, train washing replenishment of
consumables internal cleaning. The report states that “7he new maintenance depot will
serve to examine, maintain and overhaul the EMU rolling stock ai the necessary intervals
recommended by the supplier and in accordance with larnréd Eireann safety
requirements.”” The report also states that “The stabling requirements of the system
should be considered separately from the maintenance requirements of a depot.” It
therefore seems that there is no reason the new Maintenance Depot should not be located
at either Portlaoise Drogheda or Inchicore where this function is currently established
and we presume the technical and management staft for this function are presently
located, or on a separate greentield site elsewhere on the system.

4.1.3. The report asserts that : “The Centre of Excellence approach being pursued by larnrod
Eireann is to ensure the functionality of the DART Expansion Maintenance Depot is
optimised from a functionality perspective. The layout and activities of the depot need to
maximise the safety/productivity of the depot processes/activities and minimise the
timescale for rolling stock being out of service. Pending a detailed study of depot size,
off-site stabling requirements and depot design, the following requirements for the
proposed depot were added:

o Reception road with AV facility and train wash (including a road for bypass of AVI and
train wash

e Minimum 3 covered servicing slabs of a minimum of 170m to facilitate sanding, toilet
discharge, fluid top ups

e Stabling for 240 vehicles
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The report sets out the criteria for the selection of the Depot site as follows:
“1. The position of the new depot should be on a site adjacent to the operational railway

line and should feed into the network and/or terminal stations where the rolling stock
starts/ends its service.

2. The stabling requirements of the svstem should be considered separately from the
maintenance requirements of a depot.

3. Primary and secondary routing into the Maintenance Depot is recommended to ensure
resilience of the system to operate in the event of emergency or planned maintenance.

4. The security and reliability of utility supply to the Maintenance Depot shall ensure that
there is a low risk of outages that would render the Maintenance Depot out of service
(access/egress by road and rail, power, water, etc)

5. The general security and resilience of the depot to unauthorised access shall be assessed.

6. The location of the depot should consider the efficiency of the overall system to facilitate
trains to be slotted into and out of the Working Timetable and to minimise ' Empty Train
Movements ™.

7. Land availability and land development policies close to the railway corridor should be
considered.

8. The growth of the railway system will result in minimal spare capacity being available
[for empty train movements and will also increase the requirement for a sufficiently sized
maintenance depot. The overall maximum capacity of the system and the envisaged life-
time maintenance requirements of the fleet should be used to guide the site requirements
for the Maintenance Depot.

9. The general environmental setting of the land outside the railway corridor should be
considered, to ensure an efficient and streamlined process flow can be maintained.

10. The servicing of a Maintenance Depot will require additional road traffic, including
access/egress of Heavy Goods Vehicles. This availability and adequacy of the road
network should be considered at an early juncture.’

The report concludes: “The ideal is rarely achievable and therefore a justifiable compromise will
need to be made.”

4.2

The report states “From a strategic perspective, larnréd Eireann has reviewed the extent of
DART Expansion and the network operations. This resulted in identification of 13 of larnrod
Eireann operational railway vards and other strategic nodes along the DART Expansion
network. Each of the strategic locations was subject to a preliminary pre-appraisal using the
minimum functional site thresholds and satisfying a number of high-level principles, as
follows: -

A. Site area equal to or greater than 20 hectares.

B. Linear site length off / parallel to operational land of equal to or greater than
1.8km. *

Only one of the 13 sites (Hazelhatch) put forward for Preliminary Pre-Appraisal meets with
both these minimum requirements. This of course was obvious from the start, and the so-called

selection review of the other 12 options was meaningless.
8
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Re-Appraisal of Site Selection Evaluation.

5.1 The environs of Maynooth, Drogheda, and M3 Parkway were added to Hazelhatch for
evaluation following the pre-appraisal. Although not included in any previous evaluation
Maynooth West, the site original selected in 2009, was chosen.

5.2 The new south Drogheda site was rejected because a depot south of Drogheda would result in
a high complexity of train movements as the depot 1s not at end of the line and is within the
high frequency network. As it is now relatively economical and technically feasible to
construct the required facilities on raised platform linking in with the existing elevated rail
embankment, why was the large site on the North East McBride station not selected for study?

.3 Like Drogheda, M3 Parkway was rejected because it would result in a high complexity of train
movements as the site was not at end of the line.

5.4 Maynooth West and Hazelhatch West performed “the most strongly”, with Maynooth West
prevailing due to better road access and less negative short-term cashflow impacts on Dart
Expansion Programme delivery.

5.5 Maynooth West was given a higher score because, inter alia:

® There are no significant watercourses crossing the potential sites.

. The environmental issues identified are not considered significant to preclude
development of the site.
There are serious issues with both these evaluations:

5.5.4 In the case of bullet point 1 there is in fact a significant watercourse crossing the proposed rail
entrance to the site.

5.5.5 In the case of bullet point 2 there are significant environmental issue which could preclude
development of the site.

5.5.6 There is a locally important aquifer under lying the depot site,

5.5.7 The depot site drains both the Royal Canal and to the Lyreen, both receiving waters are
vulnerable and require protection under the Water Framework Directive.

5.5.8 The Depot development will have a serious deleterious impact on the Royal Canal Greenway.
The industrial development will be fully exposed to the Royal Canal Greenway.

5.5.9 It also be built on the green belt separating Kilcock and Maynooth.

5.5.10 Prior to advancing the proposed site for final selection Irish Rail failed to carry out a flood
risk identification process which would have identified the flooding or surface water
management issues related the proposed development. This is essential to avoid inappropriate
development in flood prone areas, and hence avoid unnecessary increases in flood risk into the
future.
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Planning System and Flood Risk Management-Guidelines.

The Planning System and Flood Risk Management- Guidelines for Planning Authorities
published in 2009 were established to ensure that, where applicable, flood risk is a key
consideration in preparing development and planning applications to avoid increasing flood
risk to new and existing developments. These guidelines should have been considered an
integral part of the site selection procedure.

The Depot Site Appraisal states that: “7The potential site west of Maynooth is set to agricultural
use. There are no significant watercourses crossing the potential sites. There are pockets of
100-year pluvial flood zones adjacent to the railway corridor on the sites adjacent to the
railway.” This statement is incorrect for the following reasons:

. One of the proposed entrances was via Jackson’s Bridge which crosses the
Lyreen. The Lyreen is a significant water course. The flood at Jackson’s Bridge
1s extensive, frequent, prolonged, and essentially fluvial in origin.

. There are no pockets of 100-year pluvial flood zones adjacent to the railway
corridor on the sites adjacent to the railway. This assessment scems to be based
on a November 2000 photograph (see appendix 1) showing some of the lands
west of Baileys Bridge underwater. This flood was caused by a blocked drain.

Aninitial flood risk assessment to confirm the sources of flooding that may atfect the proposed
development site was not carried out. As identified inthe 1995 Preliminary Report (as referred
to in the Lyreen Flood Relief Scheme Report May 2001) flooding has been known to occur in
the vicinity of Jackson's Bridge on a regular basis and there are reports of floods since 1965.
There were several reports of flooding at Jackson’s Bridge and the consequential flooding of
the M4 which drains into the Lyreen which received extensive press coverage at the time. See
Irish Independent 8" November 2002:-

“Conor Faughnan, AA public affairs manager, said questions had to be asked about how a
brand new motorway which cost millions could have flooded "

Floodinfo.ie contains five reports of flooding in the Maynooth area including photographs (see
appendix 1) of the flooded M4 in 2000. In January 2001 Nicholas O’Dwyer Ltd. were
requested by Kildare County Council, to review the Preliminary Lyreen River Flood Relief
Scheme which was prepared in 1995. This request arose from flooding of the M4 Motorway
between the 5th and 7" of November 2000.

Nicholas O’Dwyer Ltd.’s report “Lyreen River I'lood Relief Scheme” dated May 2001 details
the flooding at Jacksons Bridge. Please see Photo 1 in appendix 1 which is an annotated copy
of one of the photos and shows the flood water flowing on the Railway Track at Jacksons
Bridge, the flooding of the land west of Baileys Bridge, the water level drop across the Inverted
syphon and the locations of two of the drains to the Royal Canal marked “A” and “B”. Culvert
“A” was blocked causing the flooding at Bailey’s Bridge. The source of information on which
drawing “Depot Existing Current Climate Scenario” in the Site-Specific Survey report is based
is not clear. Is it based on Photo 1, the CFRAMS map or on a computer model? Whatever the
source, the current situation is different from that given in the drawing.

e The Nov 2000 Q10 and Q100 flooding area west of Bailey’s Bridge shown in the
drawing and in Photo 1 no longer exists since culvert “A” was repaired in 2008.

e The flooding seen in the photo upstream of the Ballybrack/Roestown culvert under
the M4 is not shown in the drawing.

10
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e The flooding up stream of the Lyreen culvert under the M4 is much more extensive
that that shown on the drawing.

e The M4 drains into the Ballybrack/Roestown stream at the culvert, and this was not
noted in Nicholas O’Dwyer’s Ltd or subsequent reports. The slope of the stream from
the culvert to the inverted syphon under Jackson’s Bridge is approximately
0.0002m/km and the stream is enclosed in raised embankments as it approaches
Jackson’s Bridge. This causes the stream to back up and limit the M4 drainage
causing it to flood. The use of factor S1085 which is the slope of the main stream
(m/km) in which the bottom 10% and the top 15% of its length are ignored is not
appropriate for this river system where the flow is severely restricted at several nodes
forming ditferently performing reaches with different slopes between nodes.

e Parts of Gragadder townland drain into the Ballybrack/Roestown stream at the culvert
outlet chamber.

e The contribution of the M4 to the Ballybrack/Roestown stream in rainfall events have
not been considered in any of the Flood assessments.

e The pollution load from the M4 has not been addressed in any ecological or other
study.

e Nicholas O’Dwyer Ltd’s report noted that the M4 also drained to the Lyreen which
backed up flooding the M4 and flowing into the Meadowbrook (Roosk) causing
flooding in the Meadowbrook housing estate.

e The Lyreen has a shallow gradient from the M4 culvert to the inverted syphon and
when it was realigned because of the M4 construction several new culverts were
constructed which contained the flow and increased the backup from the syphom,
flooding the M4.

The depot site is in part on the flood plain of the Lyreen and its tributary the Ballybrack/
Roestown stream. There is also a stream flowing through the Maws farm discharging into
the Ballybrack/ Roestown stream which in turn flows into the Lyreen at the inverted siphon
under the railway and the Canal. The hydrological site is bound on the North by the Dublin
— Sligo railway line and the Royal Canal and on the South by the M4 motorway on the East
by the Lyreen. There are culverts flowing under the M4 and the Railway. Other than
discharge to the canal all the land drains to the Lyreen. The flow through these culverts
should have been measured to develop a reasonable accurate flow/flood model rather than
using the various empirical models which are based on much larger rural catchments. These
methods (FSR, FSR- Variable, FSSR6, TH124/ICPIH124, FSU4.2 small catchments) have
been implemented as software packages and diligent and careful application by experienced
users is essential for the modelling to be representative.

There were several previous Catchment Flood Risk Assessments carried out which focused

on the flooding in Maynooth area. There are problems with the OPW Eastern CFRAM Study
HAO09 Hydraulics Report Maynooth Model as follows:-

6.1.9.1 The flooding of farmland was mentioned in the report but not mapped.

0.1.9.2 The catchment boundary, in the vicinity of Kilcock, used in these studies needs to
be revaluated as the catchment maps used for the Lyreen Catchment area are
incorrect. The catchment area maps show lands as being in the Rye catchment and
not the Lyreen catchment as should be the case.

6.1.9.3 The fact that the aerial photographs in HA-09 show more extensive flooding that
that given by the computer model and the striking difference between the

11
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photographed flooded area from those derived from the catchment descriptor-based
FSU approach should have raised the alarm bell. The site is level with an underling
karst limestone aquifer and the contribution of the groundwater flow to the surface
water streams as noted in Clonshanbo/Lyreen Priority Area for Action Desk Study
Report dated 20/03/20 does not appear to have been considered in any of the earlier
catchment models and flood calculations.

6.1.9.4 The Ballybrack/ Roestown stream enters the Maws farm through a culvert under the
motorway and flows North-East and under Jacksons Bridge (L5041) south of the
railway before joining the Lyreen. The Ballycurraghan a tributary of the Ballybrack/
Roestown flows through the Maws farm from the Kilcock direction joining the
Ballybrack/Roestown before its junction with the Lyreen. This stream is crossed
linked with Ballybrack/ Roestown and the underground farm field drains flow both
to the linking channels and the streams. Neither of these steams were taken into
account in the Nicholas O’Dwyer or the CFRAM catchment models or the tlood level
calculations.

6.1.9.5The Lyreen flows under the M4 in a North-East direction. After its Junction with the
Ballybrack/ Roestown stream it flows through a so-called inverted siphon under the
Railway line and the Royal Canal and on to the Rye. The flow of the Lyreen is
restricted in storm conditions by this culvert and floods over the L5041 and adjoining
farmland. One of the proposed alternative entrances to the site is off this flood risk
section of the L5041, which it is now proposed to elevate thus decreasing the existing
flood storage area.

6.1.9.6 In storm conditions the flow of both the Lyreen river and the Ballybrack/ Roestown
streams are restricted by the culverts under the M4. In conjunction with the inverted
siphon this causes flooding of the M4 and of the land on both sides of the motorway.
Any increase in the peak flow resulting from the proposed development will increase
the flooding risk of the M4.

6.1.9.7 A large part of the depot site drains to the Royal Canal

12



