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1.0

1.1

1.1.1.

1.1.2.

Introduction

Overview

The National Transport Authority (NTA) has applied under the provisions of Section
51(2) of the Roads Act 1993 (as amended) (“the Roads Act”) to An Bord Pleanala
(“the Board”) for approval in relation to the development of a sustainable transport
corridor consisting of the Lucan to City Centre Core Bus Corridor (CBC) Scheme
(“the Proposed Scheme”). The Proposed Scheme is intended to make alterations to
the transportation infrastructure with the intention of providing more priority to bus
traffic (thus improving reliability and punctuality of public transport while reducing
journey times) as well as improving pedestrian and cycling facilities. The Proposed
Scheme has an overall length of c. 9.7km and is one of 12 CBC schemes forming
the BusConnects CBC programme for Dublin, a detailed description is provided in

Section 3 of this report below.

This report considers two concurrent cases: ABP 314942-22 (the application for the
Proposed Scheme) and ABP 314988-22 (the Compulsory Purchase Order (CPO) in
support of the Proposed Scheme), the details of each are summarised below:

= Under ABP-314942-22 the NTA has applied for approval for the Proposed
Scheme from the Board under Section 51(2) of the Roads Act. The
documentation accompanying this application includes an Environmental
Impact Assessment Report (EIAR), and a Natura Impact Statement (NIS) —
the latter in accordance Part XAB of the Planning and Development Act 2000
(as amended) (“the Planning Act”), and the former following completion of an
EIA screening process by the Applicant. This application was submitted to the
Board on the 215t October 2022. Seventy-eight third-party submissions and
three submissions from prescribed bodies were received in relation to the
Proposed Scheme, with a further 16 submissions received following the

circulation of the NTA'’s response to the submissions.

= Under ABP-314988-22 the NTA has sought confirmation of a Compulsory
Purchase Order (CPO) which, if approved by the Board, will facilitate the
development of the Proposed Scheme as set out above. The orders were
made pursuant to the powers conferred on the NTA by the Housing Act 1966
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1.1.3.

1.2.

1.2.1.

1.2.2.

(as amended), the Roads Act, the Planning and Development Act, 2000 (as
amended), Local Government Act 2001 and the Dublin Transport Authority
Act 2008 (as amended) combined with relevant updating and amending
legislation. If confirmed the order will authorise the NTA to acquire
compulsorily land and/or rights described in Parts I, Il and Il of the associated
schedule and shown on the deposit maps received by the Board on the 28" of
October 2022. The CPO, if approved will also authorise the NTA to
temporarily acquire lands and rights for the purpose of constructing the
Proposed Scheme. Three submissions were received from third parties during
the first consultation period for the CPO with a further two submissions
received following the circulation of the NTAs response to the initial
submissions. (All of which are summarised, discussed, and set out in Section

5.4 of my report below)

The applicant entered into pre-application discussions with the Board (file reference
ABP-309584-21 refers) in relation to the BusConnects programme. These were
formally closed by the Board in their Direction and confirming letter issued in August
2021.

Documentation

Application Documentation
The application documentation for the Proposed Scheme includes the following:
= Copies of relevant statutory public notices and prescribed body notifications,
= Environmental Impact Assessment Report and Appendices (four volumes),
= AA Screening Report,
= Natura Impact Statement,
= Location mapping and design drawings,
= Preferred Route Corridor Report,
= Public Consultation Report,

= Preliminary Design Report,
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1.2.3. CPO Documentation

1.2.4. The documentation submitted in relation to the CPO includes the following:

= CPO Deposit Maps — setting out all the plots subject to temporary and

permanent acquisition.

= The CPO Order and Schedule setting out -

o

©)

o

Lands being permanently acquired (Schedule - Part I).
Lands being temporarily acquired (Schedule -Part I1).

Description of public rights of way to be extinguished (Part Ill — Section

A) — none are listed in this section.

Description of public rights of way to be restricted or otherwise
interfered with (Part 1l — Section B).

Description of private rights to be acquired (Part IV — Section A).

Description of private rights to be restricted or otherwise interfered with

(Part IV — Section B) — none are listed in this section.

Description of private rights to be temporarily restricted or otherwise
interfered with (Part IV — Section C).

= Official Seal

= Newspaper notices.

= Copy of the type and form of notice sent to all Owners, Lessees and

Occupiers of land referred to in the CPO and a list of all those to whom

notices have been sent by registered post.

= Copy of site notices erected at specific locations along the CBC as shown on

an enclosed map.

1.3. Prescribed Bodies

1.3.1. The applicants circulated details of the Proposed Scheme to the following prescribed

bodies:

= The Minister for Housing, Local Government and Heritage,
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= The Development Applications Unit (DAU) of the Department of Housing,
Local Government and Heritage (DHLGH),

= The Minister of Tourism, Culture, Arts, Gaeltacht, Sports, and Media,
= Failte Ireland,

= An Taisce,

= The Environmental Protection Agency,

= The Heritage Council,

= An Combhairle Ealaion — The Arts Council,

= Dublin City Council,

* Dun Laoghaire-Rathdown County Council,

» Fingal County Council,

= South Dublin County Council,

=  Wicklow County Council,

= The Eastern and Midland Regional Assembly,
= The Minister of the Department Environment, Climate and Communications,
= The Minister of the Department of Transport,
» Inland Fisheries Ireland,

=  Waterways Ireland,

= Coras lompair Eireann (CIE),

= Transport Infrastructure Ireland,

» The Health Service Executive,

= Jarnrod Eireann,

= The Commission for Railway Regulation,

= Irish Water,

= The Office of Public Works,

=  Gas Networks Ireland
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2.0

2.1.

2.2.

2.3.

= ESB Networks,

= Eirgrid,

= Badger Watch Ireland

= Bat Conservation Ireland,
= Birdwatch Ireland, and

= Dublin Civic Trust,

Site Location

The Proposed Scheme extends along a corridor length of 9.7km commencing at
junction 3 of the N4 Lucan Road/Bypass, and runs in an easterly direction towards
the City Centre, it therefore incorporates works along the R136 Ballyowen Road,
R835 Lucan Road, the N4 (passing the Liffey Valley Shopping Centre) as far as the
M50 (junction 7), R148 (Palmerstown by-pass), Chapelizod by-pass, Con Colbert
Road, and St. Johns Road West ending just prior to the Frank Sherwin Bridge east
of Heuston Station. The Proposed Scheme also provides works to improve cycle
facilitates along the Hermitage Road and Ballyowen Lane (to the N4), the Old Lucan
Road (both east and west of the M50), through Palmerstown Village to the start of
the R148 (Chapelizod by-pass) and on the R148 between Con Colbert Road and the

end of the corridor (east of Heuston Station just prior to the Frank Sherwin bridge).

Overall, the site of the Proposed Scheme is located within an urbanised environment
primarily along an existing busy transport corridor which already accommodates
significant amounts of bus, cycle, and general traffic as well as a large number of
pedestrian movements daily. There is a mix of uses along either site of the route
including significant commercial, residential, institutional, enterprise and employment
uses, as well as significant amenity/open space areas. There are a number of
protected structures along and in the vicinity of the route which also runs through

and adjacent to conservation areas identified in the Dublin City Development Plan.

The site is located within the functional area of Dublin City Council from east of
Palmerstown Drive to its culmination point at Heuston Station just prior to Frank
Sherwin bridge, and is in the functional area of South Dublin County Council (SDCC)
for the remainder (from junction 3 of the N4 to Palmerstown Drive).
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2.4.

Four temporary construction compounds are proposed, north east of junction 2 of the
N4 (LU1a), between the N4 and Old Lucan Road just north of the Liffey Valley
Shopping Centre (LU1b), north of the Palmerstown Bypass between Kennelsfort
Road and the Oval, and at the Liffey Gaels Park, south of the Chapelizod bypass.
The total construction phase is stated to take approximately 24 months which will be
broken up into phases for the provision of each of the sections of the Proposed

Scheme.
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3.0

3.1.

3.1.1.

3.1.2.

3.1.3.

3.1.4.

Proposed Scheme Development Description

Overview

The Proposed Scheme constitutes the construction of the Lucan to City Centre Bus
Corridor scheme which comprises a range of infrastructure improvements for
pedestrians and cyclists, as well as providing bus priority measures along an overall

corridor length of 9.7km.

In general, the Proposed Scheme provides upgrades to, and expansion/increase of,
bus priority measures, cycling infrastructure and pedestrian facilities along the
corridor. The measures being proposed include the provision of bus lanes,
upgraded/relocated and additional bus stops, amendments to junctions, segregated
cycle tracks, quiet street treatments, amendments to parking provisions (including
reductions to and relocation of such areas), as well as improving pedestrian facilities
(footpaths, the provision of a pedestrian bridge over the N4, signal crossings etc.),
the provision/amendment of toucan crossings to facilitate pedestrian and cyclist

movements and the provision of landscaping/public realm improvements.

Throughout the scheme, junction arrangements for general traffic are consolidated
with turning radii reduced to slow traffic, left turning filter lanes omitted (to reduce
unsafe conflicts between general traffic and cyclists/pedestrians), and specific
junction crossing arrangements provided for pedestrians and cyclists. On minor
junctions along the route raised table crossings are being provided to facilitate

pedestrian and cyclist crossing movements.

The overall design approach for the Proposed Scheme, is set out in the Preliminary
Design Guidance Booklet for BusConnect Core Bus Corridors which is included in
the application documentation (Appendix A4.1 — BusConnects Preliminary Design
Guidance Booklet [BPDG] of the EIAR refers). Junctions within the entire
BusConnects Core Bus Corridor programme have been categorised into 4 general
types. Appendix A6.3 of the EIAR specifically sets out the junction design adopted
for each junction. For the Proposed Scheme, junction types 1, 2, and 3 are proposed
(i.e. there are no type 4 junctions). These can be broadly described as follows:

= Junction Type 1: Both bus lanes are dedicated lanes up to the junction stop
line and general straight ahead and left-turning traffic is restricted to one lane,
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3.1.5.

3.1.6.

this junction type is selected where the volume of left-turning vehicles is
greater than 100 PCUs an hour and where there is no space available for a

dedicated left turning lane or pocket;

= Junction Type 2 — As per Junction Type 1 but with left turning traffic crossing
the bus lane into a dedicated left turn lane in advance of the stop line, this
junction type is selected where space is available for a left-turning lane/pocket
and where high volumes of left-turning traffic can be controlled separately with

existing traffic from side roads ;

= Junction Type 3 — Bus lanes are terminated just short of the junction to allow
left-turners to turn left from a short left-turn pocket in front of the bus lane.
Buses can continue straight ahead from this pocket where a receiving bus
lane is proposed, this junction type is selected where volume of left turning
vehicles is less than 100 PCUs an hour and there is no space available for a

dedicated left-turning lane/pocket.

All junction arrangements offer protection for cyclists (and pedestrians) with
protected kerbing provided on the corner of junctions, tighter turning radii are also
provided at all junctions to force left-turning vehicles to slow down more, and the
kerbing and cycle lane arrangements require right-turning and straight-ahead cyclists
to stay on the raised and segregated cycle track right up to the junction and will thus
avoid traffic conflicts from weaving through lanes. There are differences in traffic
management controls, with junctions differing the timing of when cyclists, buses and
general traffic are released to proceed dependent on specific design requirements.

At bus stops it is generally proposed to provide bus shelters, and the stops are one
of three typologies. There is a hierarchy in bus stop design options starting with the
preferred “island bus stop”, followed by the “shared bus stop landing zone”, and then
finally the “lay-by bus stop”, each of these are described with images in section
4.6.4.5 of the EIAR and section 11 of the Preliminary Design Guidance Booklet
(Appendix A4.1 of the EIAR). The proposed bus stops on the Old Lucan Road in
Palmerstown Village (East of Mill Lane) do not follow these typical typologies as they
will not operate from a bus lane, with the inbound stop sharing some characteristics

of an island bus stop due to the proximate cycle track, the outbound stop on the
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3.1.7.

southern side of the road does not. Traffic will have to stop or yield and go around

buses at this location.

Island bus stops feature the deflection of the cycle track behind the bus stop
and any associated shelter which will be provided on a c. 3m wide island
offering direct access and egress from buses. The deflected cycle track is
ramped and narrowed to reduce speeds and marked/lit to highlight pedestrian
activity. A pedestrian priority crossing point is provided with part-time signals
to avoid cyclist/pedestrian conflicts for access to the bus stop area. Visually
impaired pedestrians may call on part time signals within this arrangement,

where necessary.

In the shared bus stop landing zone arrangement the cycle track is again
deflected behind the bus landing/access zone (but runs between the bus
shelter/footpath area and the bus loading/offloading zone) with the same
speed controls for cyclists augmented by corduroy tactile paving and
additional narrowing of the track, and signage highlighting the presence of bus
passenger traffic. There are no dedicated pedestrian priority signals in the
shared bus stop landing zone although pedestrian priority is provided through
design to allow crossing of the cycle track to a 1m wide dwell area where

passengers can get on and off the bus.

Lay-by bus stops are similar to island bus stops in terms of the arrangements
between cycle tracks, bus shelter and bus access/egress, however, in this
arrangement the bus pulls in off the carriageway/bus lane — such stops cater
for buses with longer dwell times at a stop and allows other buses to continue

past on the bus lane.

The Proposed Scheme provides for ‘Quiet Street Treatment’ along the link between

Ballyowen Lane and the R136 Ballyowen Road, as well as at the access road to the

Hermitage Golf Club. Quiet Street Treatment is provided as an option along an

alternative cycle route when Core Bus Corridors (CBCs) roadway widths cannot

facilitate cyclists without significant impact on bus priority. Should an alternative

route be available along streets with minimal general traffic (other than residents)

these can be provided as a viable alternative option and the relevant works involve
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3.2.

3.2.1.

the provision of appropriate direction and advisory signage for all road users as well
as road markings.

Signhage throughout the Proposed Scheme will be in accordance with the Traffic
Signs Manual. Additional signage will be provided throughout (including new gantry
signage) to ensure new traffic arrangements and management is clear and will
require the use of specifically designed signage to ensure that road users have
clarity on the rights of way and yielding necessary to ensure satisfactory operation of
the BusConnects system. Some bespoke signage will be necessary including the
use left turn flashing amber arrows to ensure motorists turning left are aware of, and
yield to, cyclists. Furthermore, one of the characteristics of the Proposed Scheme is
that certain junction designs necessitate a ban on left turns from the bus lanes and
accordingly “No Left Turn from Bus Lane” signage will be required (i.e. general traffic
will not be allowed to filter into a bus lane to make a left turn, and taxi’'s and buses
wishing to do so will be required to move into the general lane when approaching
type 1 junctions). All bus lanes within the Proposed Scheme will operate on a 24hr a

day 7-day a week basis.
The proposed development generally provides for:

= Bus lanes, generally of 3m in width in areas with a speed limit <60kmph and

3.25m in areas with a speed limit of >60kph,

= General traffic lanes, as above — although 2.75m lanes are permissible on

straight road sections with very low HGV traffic.

= Pedestrian paths have a desirable/preferred width of 2m, although a standard
minimum width of 1.8m is considered acceptable, and a 1.2m width being

considered appropriate at pinch points (i.e. over distances <2m long).

= Segregated cycle tracks, with a desirable/preferred width of 2m (one-way) and
3.25m (two-way) with an additional 0.5m buffer, a minimum standard width of
1.5m is considered acceptable and 1.2m being considered appropriate at
pinch points (i.e., over distances <2m long), segregated by kerbing between

the pedestrian paths and bus lanes/stops.

The overall design allows for deviations from the above widths over shorter sections

to allow for specific physical constraints, e.g. to avoid extant buildings, protection/
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avoidance of mature trees, traffic pedestrian safety, or reduce CPO/land take

requirements.

3.2.2. Key elements proposed in the scheme include:

The number of pedestrian signal crossings are proposed to increase by 40%
from 20 to 28.

The proportion of segregated cycle facilities are proposed to increase from

26% on the existing corridor to 95%.

The proportion of the route having bus priority measures is proposed to

increase from 72% on the existing corridor to 93%.

3.2.3. Specific works proposed within the development include the following:

Increase from 7.45km (existing) to 9.17km of inbound bus lane and from
6.4km (existing) to 8.6.km (proposed) of outbound bus lane. Thus, bus priority
infrastructure and traffic management will be provided over a total of 17.77km

(two-way).

Increase of segregated cycling facilities from the existing 0.73km to 6.45km
(inbound), and from 0.73km to 6.31km (outbound). There are also proposed
changes to the non-segregated cycling facilities along the route which will be
reduced from 0.8km to 0.28km inbound, and 1.5km to 0.4km outbound.
Accordingly, overall cycling facilities (including quiet street treatment) will be

increased from a total of 3.83km (both directions) to 13.42km.

Provision of new / refurbished pedestrian facilities and footpaths along the

scheme and associated ancillary works.
Provision of junction upgrades and associated ancillary works.

Provision of new/refurbished raised table crossings on side roads entry

facilities.

Reconfiguration of existing bus stops and relocation of others along the
corridor which will have Real Time Passenger Information (RTPI), provision of

shelter and seating.

Provision of ancillary structures and retaining walls including:
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o Replacement pedestrian and cyclist bridge over the N4 at Ballyowen
Road (replacing the existing pedestrian only bridge at this location).

o Additional portal(/signage) gantry on approach to M50 junction, and

relocation of another gantry.
o New pedestrian bridge over the N4 at Liffey Valley Shopping Centre.

o Widening of the Chapelizod Hill Road Bridge to accommodate new bus
stops and laybys proposed on the R148 Chapelizod bypass at this
location. Retaining walls, pedestrian steps and ramps are also
proposed at this location to facilitate public access to the new bus
stops on the Chapelizod by pass from the Chapelizod Hill Road.

o Retaining wall on eastbound verge of the N4 adjacent to Hermitage
Golf Club (c. 306m long).

o Retaining wall on westbound verge of the N4 beside Abbot
Pharmaceuticals (c. 130m long).

o Retaining wall on westbound verge (c. 68m long) and eastbound verge

(c.38m long) of Chapelizod by-pass.

o Retaining wall on eastbound verge (c. 83m long) of N4 and junction 2
off-slip decide Hermitage Medical Clinic

= Public realm works including landscaping, planting, street furniture, street
lighting, retaining walls, boundary walls, and sustainable urban drainage

measures.

» Roads associated earthworks including excavation of unacceptable material,

importation of material, temporary storage of materials.
= Provision of road pavement, signing, lining and ancillary works.
= Provision of fencing, access and boundary treatment works.

= Construction of accommodation works including boundary treatment and

ancillary grading and landscaping works together with all associated ancillary
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3.3.

3.3.1.

3.4.

3.4.1.

and consequential works. Landscaping and ancillary works include the
removal of ¢. 2,183m of hedgerow and c. 2,420m of treeline?.

The construction phase for the Proposed Scheme is anticipated to take
approximately 24 months to complete with the entirety of the Proposed Scheme split
up into 13 different sections. It will be constructed based on individual sectional
completions that will individually have shorter durations with approximate active
construction durations each ranging from between 1 to 18 months. To meet the
overall 24-month timeframe will require more than one section being worked on at
any given time, however, the programme provides for separation between sections

under construction to minimise disruption.

For ease of discussion (and to be consistent with the route descriptions provided in
the submitted EIAR) the description of the Proposed Scheme has been split into 3
separate sections both for the purposes of my assessment and within the submitted
EIAR:

- Section 1: N4 Junction 3 to M50 Junction 7 — N4 Lucan Road,

- Section 2: M50 Junction 7 to R148 Con Colbert Road — R148 Palmerstown
bypass and Chapelizod bypass; and

- Section 3: R148 Con Colbert Road to City Centre — St. Johns Road West,

These are described further below.

Section 1: N4 Junction 3 to M50 Junction 7 — N4 Lucan Road

This portion of the scheme includes upgrades to the following junctions:
= R136 Ballyowen Road / R835 Lucan Road.
= R136 Ballyowen Road / N4 Junction 3.
= R136 Ballyowen Road / Hermitage Road.
= N4 Junction 2; and

= N4 /M50 Interchange (Junction 7)

1 Table 12.15 of the EIAR refers.
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3.4.2.

3.4.3.

3.4.4.

3.4.5.

3.4.6.

The Proposed Scheme commences at the N4 junction 3, with the existing lane
configuration being retained on the R136 (Ballyowen Road) bridge over the N4,
alterations at this location include omission of the left turning filter lane on the west
bound off-ramp, the provision of a new 2-way segregated cycle lane incorporating a
new cycle and pedestrian bridge (to replace the existing pedestrian bridge which is
to be demolished) on the east side of the R136. Left turning slip lanes will also be
removed from the R136/R835 Lucan Road junction and a minor relocation (including
reconfiguration) of the bus stop at this location will also be carried out. A bus lane
and two-way cycle track is to be provided on the Lucan Road to the roundabout
serving the Lucan Retail Park with the bus lane progressing onto the eastbound on-
slip of the N4.

The west bound off-slip from the N4 will be widened to provide for a dedicated bus
lane which will require land-take from commercial property’s car park, a retaining
wall will also be provided at this location. The N4 itself will maintain the existing bus

and general traffic lanes.

Hermitage Road will be provided as a quiet street and connected to Ballyowen Lane
via a pedestrian priority quiet cycleway link. This, in conjunction with the two-way
cycle track to the northern side of the N4 negates the need to provide a separate
cycle track on the southern side of the N4. The works, including the two-way cycle
track along the northern side of the N4 will necessitate land take from the Hermitage
Golf Club, and it is also proposed to provide a retaining wall and 15m high golf
netting along the frontage of the Golf Club at this location. The existing foot and

cycle bridge over the N4 in the vicinity of Mount Andrew Court is to be retained.

The two-way cycle track will continue along the northern side of the N4 necessitating
further land-take from the Hermitage Clinic where a further retaining wall will be
required. The two-way cycle track will continue along the eastbound off ramp at
Junction 2 of the N4 and will move to the south side of the Old Lucan Road east of
the Fontill Road (R113) roundabout. Here the cycle track will be accommodated
within the existing road corridor of the Old Lucan Road, with general traffic lanes
reduced in width and calmed to reflect the proposed 30kmph traffic speed limit.

Bus stops in the vicinity of the Liffey Valley Shopping Centre (LVSC) are to be
moved by approximately 150m, provided in laybys and lengthened. This
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3.4.8.

3.4.9.

arrangement will require land take from the southern side of the N4 adjacent to the
car park for the Liffey Valley Office Campus. A new pedestrian only footbridge is also
proposed (approx. 195-200m west of the existing cycle the pedestrian/cycle bridge
which is to be retained) to serve the locations of the new bus stops. Additional land
take from the Liffey Valley Shopping Centre will be required to facilitate the ramps to
the new footbridge. The existing foot/cycle bridge over the N4 at this location is to be
retained. The ramp and steps from the existing footbridge to the existing bus stop
outbound on the N4 at this location will be removed as that bus stop is being

relocated.

Lane re-designation is proposed on the eastbound approach between junction 2 and
the M50 interchange with traffic being separated out earlier for the M50 and
Palmerstown bypass (R148). New portal gantry signage is incorporated to aid
motorists in this regard. On the M50 interchange two general traffic lanes and a

continuous bus lane is proposed in both directions.

The cycling infrastructure provisions from the Lucan Retail Park running east initially
propose a quiet street along the public road to the Hermitage Golf Club, and then a
two way segregated track is provided along the northern side of the N4, and its off
ramp for Junction 2, before switching to the southern side of the Old Lucan Road
(which will be traffic calmed — including the provision of a 61.5m chicane requiring
vehicular traffic to yield for each other to pass) and joining the existing east-bound
two-way cycle track in the vicinity of the existing pedestrian/cycle bridge (to the
Liffey Valley Shopping Centre). Land take is required from the Hermitage Golf Club,

Sureweld and the Hermitage Clinic to facilitate these works.
The following are the deviations from the standard widths within this section:

= Cycle track 1.5m wide (2m desirable, but 1.5m an acceptable minimum)
along outbound on the N4 retaining the existing cycling facilities between
chainage A420 and A650 — an alternative route is provided along Ballyowen
Lane and Hermitage Road which will be provided with quiet street

treatment.

» The M50 pedestrian/cycle bridge (and access ramps) have cycle tracks
varying from 1.5-2.5m (falling below the 2.65m desirable standard) and
footpath widths of 1.6-2.2m (1.8m acceptable minimum standard). The
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3.4.11.

3.4.12.

3.4.13.

3.5.

3.5.1.

application documentation states that bringing these deviations up to
standard would require significant works to the existing pedestrian/cycle

bridge and that it is proposed to retain this infrastructure item in place.

= Ballyowen Road footpath reduced to 1.5-1.8m for a length of approximately

5m at chainage B225 due to constraints on either side of the carriageway.

Bus lanes are provided throughout this section with the exception of approximately
250m inbound on the on-slip for junction 2 due to facilitate merging and
acknowledging the constraint of the Deadman’s Inn, and outbound for approximately

600m between the service road for St. Loman’s Hospital and the N4 off ramp.

Five out of the eight bus stops proposed along this section are layby bus stops with
two of the others being inline and one island type, all are proposed to have bus

shelters at their locations.

In relation to parking and loading the provision of the two-way cycle track will result
in the removal of all informal parking on the southern side of the Old Lucan Road
with the exception of 14 spaces to the east. This results in the loss of approximately

108 car parking spaces with approximately 51 no. remaining.

While the route is already a significant transport corridor at this location, the most
significant changes in this section in terms of public realm are along the frontage of
the Hermitage Golf Club (as well as an existing dwelling on this frontage, and at
Sureweld) where the Proposed Scheme will result in tree felling, route widening and
provision of a retaining wall and safety netting, route widening and the provision of a
retaining wall will also arise at the Hermitage Clinic. The provision of a new
pedestrian bridge, and it's associated ramps over the N4 at the Liffey Valley

Shopping Centre will also be a significant addition to the public realm.

Section 2: M50 Junction 7 to R148 Con Colbert Road — R148 Palmerstown
bypass and Chapelizod bypass.
There are three significant junctions along this section of the route:

= R148 Palmerstown by-pass / Kennelsfort Road,

= Old Lucan Road / Kennelsfort Road Lower,

= R148 Palmerstown bypass / the Oval
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3.5.3.

3.5.4.

3.5.5.

A continuous bus lane is provided inbound and outbound between the M50
interchange and the Kennelsfort Road junction, two inbound general traffic lanes are
provided while one is proposed outbound. At the Kennelsfort Road and Oval
junctions left turning slip lanes are to be omitted with a left turning ban proposed out
of Kennelsfort Road Lower (turning inbound towards the City Centre). Traffic wishing
to turn east towards the City Centre from Palmerstown will have to travel along the
Old Lucan road through the village and then make the turn east at the Oval junction,
which is proposed to have a new west/out-bound, bus-only right turn into the village,

and have the existing U-turn lane/facility just east of the junction removed.

Existing bus-stops adjacent to the Oval and Kennelsfort Road junctions are
proposed to be lengthened and provided as lay-by bus stops served by contiguous
bus lanes, along the R148 (Palmerstown bypass). Two bus stops in Palmerstown
village on Kennelsfort Road Lower are to be removed and new bus stops provided in
the Old Lucan Road west of Mill Lane. The existing bus stop on the R148 to the rear
of Palmerstown Drive is to be removed. A temporary construction compound (LU2) is

also proposed north of the R148 between the Kennelsfort Road and Oval junctions.

Continuous bus lanes and two general traffic lanes in each direction will be
maintained between the Oval and the R833 Con Colbert Road junctions, existing
signalling will be maintained from the Kylemore Road west-bound on-slip, and new
layby bus stops are proposed on the bypass on the Chapelizod Hill bridge which is to
be widened, with accessibility ramping and associated retaining structures provided
on each side to make the transition between levels from Chapelizod Hill Road up to
the bypass. Speed limits along the bus lanes on the Chapelizod bypass are

proposed to be reduced from 80 to 60kmph.

In relation to cycling infrastructure along this section a segregated 2-way cycle track
is proposed along the north side of the Old Lucan Road, from the M50 overbridge,
through Palmerstown village to reach the existing pedestrian priority zone at the start
of the Chapelizod bypass, ending at a new toucan crossing on the R112 Lucan Road
entering Chapelizod Village where the Proposed Scheme will tie into the existing
network. A two-way cycle track is also being proposed on the eastern side of the
Kennelfort Road, requiring land-take from the frontage of the Palmerstown Lodge
Hotel, this cycle track extends across the Palmerstown bypass at the junction to tie

in with the existing network at a new Toucan Crossing on Kennelsfort Road Upper.
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3.5.7.

3.5.8.

3.5.9.

3.5.10.

There is one deviation below the standard infrastructure widths in this section at
chainage A3675 the footpath is 1.7-1.8m wide for an extent of approximately 5m to

facilitate previously consented road arrangements at Palmerstown Lodge.

An inbound and outbound bus lane and two general traffic lanes are provided
throughout this section along the R148 Palmerstown and Chapelizod by-passes,
(with a break for inbound traffic to filter across to the old Lucan Road to access

Chapelizod), no bus lanes are provided through Palmerstown village.

Four inbound and four outbound bus stops are proposed, of which 6 are of the lay-by
configuration with the other two being those provided inline in Palmerstown Village,
one outbound stop (at Palmerstown Drive is to be omitted and not replaced).

The Proposed Scheme will result in the loss of car parking (three paid parking
spaces and an accessible space) from Kennelsfort Road Lower, parking (including
another accessible space) will also be lost in its entirety from the northern portion of
the Old Lucan Road in Palmerstown due to the provision of a 2-way cycle track
through the village. Existing parallel parking along the southern side of this road is to
be made perpendicular to provide additional parking along the southern portion. The
EIAR states that all of the 108 informal car parking spaces available between the
M50 and Kennelsfort Road lower — along the northern side of the Old Lucan Road
will be removed. There are 62 permit/pay and display bays/spaces currently in place
on the Old Lucan Road between Kennelsfort Road Lower and the Palmerstown
bypass, (29 no. on northern side and the remainder on the south). The 29 spaces on
the northern side are proposed to be removed with that on the southern side to be
reconfigured to perpendicular parking to provide an additional 15 spaces (with 2 no.
accessible spaces being retained but slightly relocated), resulting in a net loss of 15

spaces in this area.

In terms of landscape and public realm in this section the Proposed Scheme
continues to follow the route of the existing significant transport corridor with the
alterations to cater for the new bus stops and infrastructure on the Chapelizod by-
pass at the Chapelizod Hill Road representing perhaps the most significant change
in terms of amenity area. The works including accessibility ramps, bridge widening,
and retention structures will require land take at this location and a number of trees

will be lost to facilitate construction. The provision of a two-way cycle track through
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3.6.1.

3.6.2.

3.6.3.

3.6.4.

Palmerstown will also represent a change as will the widening of footpaths in the

village.

Section 3: R148 Con Colbert Road to City Centre — St. Johns Road West,

There are eight significant junctions along this section of the route:
= R148 Chapelizod bypass / R833 & R148 Con Colbert Road
= R148 Con Colbert Road / R839 Memorial Road.
= R148 Con Colbert Road / R111 South Circular Road.
= R148 St John’s Road West / R111 South Circular Road.
= R148 St John’s Road West / Heuston South Quarter.
= R148 St John’s Road West / Military Road.
= R148 St John’s Road West / Heuston Station; and
= R148 St John’s Road West / Victoria Quay (Frank Sherwin Bridge).

The left turning slip lane from the R833 Con Colbert Road onto the R148 is proposed
to be omitted and this junction provided with an inbound and outbound cycle lane,
and a temporary construction compound (LU3) is also proposed proximate to this
location at the Liffey Gaels GAA club, at the junction with the Con Colbert Road. The
Proposed Scheme provides for two options for integrating with the R833 at this
junction which will allow the project to either tie in with the existing R833 as is or with
any new infrastructure which may be in place arising from the Liffey Valley to City
Centre BusConnects corridor (recently granted permission by An Bord Pleanala
under ABP 314056-22).

The existing bus lane and two lanes for general traffic inbound and outbound are to
be retained between the R833 and R111 South Circular Road, albeit carriageways

are narrowed slightly to accommodate an inbound and outbound cycle track.

The junction between the R148 and Memorial Road proposes to move the
pedestrian crossing from the west to the east and contains two options which will
cater for the existing one-way arrangements on Memorial Road, or alternatively cater
for Memorial Road being 2-way (allowing for a right hand turn pocket off the R148)

which is proposed under the Liffey Valley BusConnects Scheme.
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3.6.6.

3.6.7.

3.6.8.

At the R111 sought Circular Road junction all left turning slip lanes are to be omitted,
cycle tracks provided throughout and a small right turning pocket northbound from
the R111. The R111 is to be widened to the west to facilitate the provision of the

cycling tracks.

The left turn slip lane is proposed to be removed at the Heuston South Quarter
(HSQ) junction with the R148, which will also have toucan crossings provided at this

location and at the junction with Military Road.

One bus lane and one general traffic lane is proposed inbound from the R111 South
Circular Road to the end of the Proposed Scheme at Heuston Station. The same
provisions are proposed outbound except that two general traffic lanes are
accommodated for approximately 220m on the R148 outbound approach to the
R111 junction. An outbound and inbound segregated cycle track is also provided
along the entire length of St. Johns Road West (R148). Taxi queuing lanes and a taxi
rank are maintained adjacent to Heuston Station, and lengthened bus stops and bus
laybys provided both inbound and outbound along its southern facade. These works
require land acquisition from Dr. Steevens’ Hospital. Two raised toucan crossings
are also proposed across St. Johns Road West to the south of Heuston Station and
this location (from the Military Road Junction to the end of the Proposed Scheme) is
also proposed to have a 30km/h speed limit due to the significant pedestrian

movements at this location.
The following are the deviations from the standard widths within this section:

= Con Colbert Road cycle track width reduced to 1.5m (from a standard of
1.75m at this location) between chainage A7800 and A7900 (approximately

100m) to avoid incursion into the National War Memorial Park.

= Con Colbert Road footway width reduced to 1.4m (from 1.8m standard) for c.
6m at chainage 7880 inbound to accommodate right turn for cyclists, and to
1.65m outbound between chainage 7850 to 7900 to accommodate cycle

track.

= Right turn cycle track on R111 reduced 1.2-1.4m (below 1.5m standard) at
chainage A8475 due to limited space available at junction, additional concrete

protections to be put in place.
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3.6.10.

3.6.11.

3.6.12.

3.6.13.

= R148 St. Johns Road West, outbound cycle track width reduced to 1.5m
(below 1.75m standard) at chainage A8500-A8550 and A8625-A8700 due to

limited road space available.

= R148 St. Johns Road West — HSQ straight on and right turning carriageway
reduced to 2.8-2.9m in width (3.0m standard) at Chainage A9000-A9060 to

maintain trees and respect existing retaining structures.

= R148 St. Johns Road West inbound footway reduced to 1.2-1.6m in width
(1.8m standard) at Chainage of approx. A9100-A9250 to maintain trees.

= R148 St. Johns Road West inbound footway reduced to 1.7m in width (1.8m
standard) at Chainage A9307-A9320 to accommodate waiting area for right

turning cyclists.

Full bus priority is provided through section 3 with bus lanes throughout. The
inbound and outbound bus stops at Heuston station are effectively island bus stops
which are provided at laybys with the remainder of the bus stops in this section being

of the island bus stop typology.

A fully segregated cycle track is proposed throughout this section (single cycle track

both inbound and outbound along the north and south of the route).

In relation to car parking and loading, 8 no. existing parking spaces on the south side
of the R148 outside the Eir building are to be removed and one EV charging point
opposite Heuston Station is proposed to be relocated to the frontage of the Eir
building. The c. 20 space taxi rank/queue to on the R148 east of the HSQ junction is

proposed to be removed.

In relation to the public realm the more sensitive areas along this section of the route
include the interaction along the Irish National War Memorial where pedestrian
connectivity is to be enhanced, and additional tree planting is proposed along the
central median. The interface at Heuston Station and Dr. Steeven’s Hospital is also
proposed to be subject to changes through the provision of revised public realm
elements, paving, relocation of heritage features, provision of additional planting and

amendments to the formal garden area along the frontage of Dr. Steevens’ Hospital.

The Proposed Scheme will require land acquisition from Dr. Steevens’ Hospital
(HSE) and Eir Head Office along this section.
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3.7.

3.7.1.

3.8.

3.8.1.

3.9.

3.9.1.

Integration with the Liffey Valley Core BusConnects Corridor

The Proposed Scheme interacts with the Liffey Valley to City Centre CBC which was
granted consent by the Board in December 2023 (ABP-314056-22), and will tie in
with elements of that project at Con Colbert Road and Military Road. The application
documentation states that it is not envisaged that both schemes would be
constructed at once. The Proposed Scheme provides options at both these locations
which will allow it to integrate with either the existing infrastructure in place or any
new infrastructure proposed under the Liffey Valley scheme. The temporary
construction compound at the Liffey Gaels is intended to be used for the Liffey Valley
Scheme and the Proposed Scheme. There is a further overlap at the junction with
the Circular Road where the Liffey Valley Scheme provides for a right-hand turn onto
St. John Road West from the northbound South Circular Road within the extent of

the existing infrastructure. This turn is also designed into the Proposed Scheme.

Drainage

The surface water drainage system for the Proposed Scheme will ultimately all
discharge to the River Liffey. The Proposed Scheme will result in a net increase in
the impermeable area discharging to the Liffey. The drainage incorporated within the
Proposed Scheme has been designed to ensure any net increases in run off will be
attenuated (through use of filter drains, swales, tree pits, oversized pipes, bio
retention areas, silt traps, and attenuation features) accordingly there will be no net

increase in surface water flow discharged to these receptors.

Construction

The construction phase is estimated to last for 24 months and will be carried out in
phases along the corridor, in this regard the Board is referred to table 5.2 of the
EIAR which sets out the proposed phases, and duration of the construction
programme over the total of 13 different sections of the route. The programme and
location of works has been designed to provide as much separation between

sections under construction as possible at any given time.
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3.10. Operational Phase

3.10.1. The primary characteristics of the operational phase will be the presence and
operation of the relevant road network which should experience significant modal
shift both in terms of methods of transport chosen (i.e. increased bus, pedestrian,
cycle, e-cycle, and e-scooter traffic, combined with reduced use of the private car
traffic), as well as updates in transport/vehicle technology using the route. There will
also be additional lighting provided as well as ongoing traffic management and
routine maintenance. It is stated that following provision of the routes maintenance

and operations will be transferred to the relevant local authorities.
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4.0 Planning Policy Context

4.1.

4.1.1.

4.2.

4.2.1.

4.3.

4.3.1.

Sustainable and Smart Mobility Strategy 2020 (EU Commission 2020)

The Smart and Mobility Strategy is part of the EU Green Deal and aims to reduce
transport emissions by 90% until 2050. The Commission intends to adopt a
comprehensive strategy to meet this target and ensure that the EU transport sector

is fit for a clean, digital, and modern economy. Objectives include:
* increasing the uptake of zero-emission vehicle,
= making sustainable alternative solutions available to the public & businesses,
= supporting digitalisation & automation, and

* improving connectivity & access.

The Climate Act 2021

The Climate Action and Low Carbon Development (Amendment) Act 2021 (Climate
Act, 2021), commits Ireland to a legally binding 51% reduction in overall greenhouse
gas emissions by 2030 and to achieving net zero emissions by 2050. As part of its
functions the Board must, in so far as practicable, perform its functions in a manner
that is consistent with the most recent approved climate action plan, the most recent
approved national long term climate action strategy, the national adaptation
framework, sectoral plans, furtherance of the national climate objective and the
objective of mitigating greenhouse gas emissions and adapting to the effects of

climate change in the State?.

Climate Action Plan 2023/2024

At time of reporting, the Climate Action Plan 2023 (CAP23) remains in place,
although the Board should note that the Climate Action Plan 2024 (CAP24) has been
published and that the public consultation phase recently closed (April 5, 2024).
CAP23 sets out a roadmap to halve emissions by 2030 and reach net zero by 2050

and is the first to implement carbon budgets and sectoral emissions ceilings that

2 Section 15(1) of the Climate Action and Low Carbon Development Act 2015 (as amended) refers.

ABP-314942-22 & ABP-314988-22 Inspector’s Report Page 34 of 482



4.3.2.

4.3.3.

4.3.4.

were introduced under the Climate Action and Low Carbon Development
(Amendment) Act, 2021. Sector emission ceilings were approved by Government in
July 2022 for a number of sectors which included a 50% reduction in transport

emissions.

CAP24 builds upon CAP23 by refining and updating the measures and actions
required to deliver carbon budgets and sectoral emissions ceilings that were
introduced under the Climate Action and Low Carbon Development (Amendment)
Act, 2021. Sector emission ceilings approved in July 2022 related to the electricity,
transport, built environment — residential, built environment — commercial, industry,
agricultural and other (F-gases, waste & petroleum refining) sectors. Reflecting the
continuing volatility for Land Use, Land Use Change and Forestry (LULUCF)
baseline emissions to 2030 and beyond, CAP24 puts in place ambitious activity

targets for the sector reflecting an EU-type approach.

The electricity sector will help to decarbonise the transport, heating and industry
sectors and will face a huge challenge to meet requirements under its own sectoral
emissions ceiling. For transport, CAP23 reframed the previous pathway outlined in
CAP21 under the Avoid-Shift-Improve Framework to achieve a net zero
decarbonisation pathway. This hierarchical framework has been applied again in
CAP24 to prioritise actions to reduce or avoid the need to travel; shift to more
environmentally friendly modes; and improve the energy efficiency of vehicle

technology.

Road space reallocation is a measure outlined under both ‘avoid’ and ‘shift’ to
promote active travel and modal shift to public transport. Road space reallocation
and a sustainable approach to parking policy are considered to form key measures
to both reduce unsustainable private car demand and enhance placemaking,
supporting improvements in the accessibility and air quality of our urban spaces. A
National Demand Management Strategy will consider measures for addressing car
parking provision and management. The Design Manual for Urban Roads and
Streets is the principal design standard for all urban roads and further work is
underway in relation to guidance and advice notices for local authorities with regard
to the reallocation of street-space and landscaping. This includes the issuing of
Statutory Guidelines in accordance with Section 38 of the Road Traffic Act 1994, as

amended, on traffic calming measures in respect of public roads under the charge of
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4.3.5.

4.4.

4.4.1.

4.4.2.

4.4.3.

4.4.4.

Local Authorities. The provision of safe and accessible walking and cycling
infrastructure is also recognised as being key to encouraging modal ‘shift’ away from

the private car.

Cap 2024 states that ‘Significant investment in new public transport infrastructure is
required to deliver on our carbon emissions reduction targets, and to provide people
with the sustainable alternatives to private car usage’. BusConnects is referenced as
a major public transport project that is being progressed through major milestones
and is referenced directly in both the CAP24 and CAP23 Annex of Actions as an
action to reduce total vehicle kilometres and fuel usage and increase sustainable
transport trips. CAP24 notes that the BusConnects Dublin programme has
significantly advanced with significant uplift in passenger numbers and the

lodgement of Core Bus Corridor infrastructure planning applications to the Board.

National Development Plan 2021-2030

The National Development Plan 2021-2030 (NDP) sets out the Governments over-
arching investment strategy and budget for the period 2021-2030. The NDP contains
a range of investments and measures which will be implemented over the coming
years to facilitate the transition to sustainable mobility. These measures include
significant expansions to public transport options, including capacity enhancements
on current assets and the creation of new public transport links through programmes

such as MetroLink.

The NDP recognises BusConnects as one of the Major Regional Investments for the
Eastern and Midland Region and this scheme is identified as a Strategic Investment

Priority within all five of Irelands major cities.

Over the NDP period approximately €360 million per annum will be invested in

walking and cycling infrastructure in cities, towns, and villages across the country.

Transformed active travel and bus infrastructure and services in all five of Ireland’s
major cities is fundamental to achieving the overarching target of 500,000 additional
active travel and public transport journeys by 2030. The NDP notes BusConnects will
overhaul the current bus system in all five cities by implementing a network of ‘next
generation’ bus corridors including segregated cycling facilities on the busiest routes

to make journeys faster, predictable, and reliable.
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4.4.5. The NDP states that there will be significant progress made on delivering
BusConnects over the lifetime of the Plan with the construction of Core Bus

Corridors expected to be substantially complete in all five cities by 2030.

4.5. National Planning Framework Project Ireland 2040

4.5.1. The NPF provides policies, actions, and investment to deliver the 10 National
Strategic Outcomes (NSOs) and priorities of the National Development Plan. These
include compact growth, enhanced regional accessibility, sustainable mobility and

transition to a low carbon and climate resilient society.

4.5.2. Managing the challenges of future growth is critical to regional development. A more
balanced and sustainable pattern of development, with a greater focus on
addressing employment creation, local infrastructure needs and addressing the
legacy of rapid growth, must be prioritised. This means that housing development
should be primarily based on employment growth, accessibility by sustainable
transport modes and quality of life, rather than unsustainable commuting patterns.

4.5.3. ltis recognised with respect to sustainable mobility that Dublin and major urban
areas are too heavily dependent on road and private, mainly car-based transport,
with the result that our roads are becoming more and more congested. The NPF
encourages the expansion of attractive public transport alternatives to car transport
to reduce congestion and emissions and enable the transport sector to cater for the
demands associated with longer term population and employment growth in a

sustainable manner.

4.5.4. NSO 4 of the NPF recognises that Dublin and other cities and major urban areas are
too heavily dependent on road and private, mainly car based, transport with the
result that our roads are becoming more and more congested. The National
Development Plan makes provision for investment in public transport and
sustainable mobility solutions to progressively put in place a more sustainable
alternative. NSO 4 supports the delivery of the key public transport objectives of the
Transport Strategy for the Greater Dublin Area 2016-2035 by investing in projects
such as New Metro Link, the DART Expansion Programme, and BusConnects in

Dublin as well as key bus-based projects in the other cities and towns. Furthermore

ABP-314942-22 & ABP-314988-22 Inspector’s Report Page 37 of 482



4.6.

4.6.1.

4.6.2.

4.6.3.

4.7.

4.7.1.

4.7.2.

NSO 4 provides support to develop a comprehensive network of safe cycling routes
in metropolitan areas to address travel needs.

National Investment Framework for Transportation in Ireland, 2021.

The National Investment Framework for Transportation in Ireland, 2021 (NIFTI) is the
strategic framework for future investment decision making in land transport to
facilitate the NPF and support climate change policies. The four investment priorities
under the NIFTI are decarbonisation, protection and renewal, mobility of people and
goods in urban areas, and enhanced regional and rural connectivity. One of the key
challenges identified within this document relates to transport and the ability to
maintain existing transport infrastructure whilst ensuring resilience of the most
strategically important parts of the network. Population projections are expected to
increase into the future and a consistent issue identified within the five cities of
Ireland is congestion. Given space constraints, urban congestion will primarily have

to be addressed by encouraging modal shift to sustainable modes.

Within the cities, frequent and reliable public transport of sufficient capacity and high-
guality active travel infrastructure can incentivise people to travel using sustainable

modes rather than by car.

BusConnects is identified as a project which will alleviate congestion and
inefficiencies in the bus service. The revised NDP 2021- 2030 sets out details of a
new National Active Travel Programme with funding of €360 million annually for the
period from 2021 to 2025.

National Sustainable Mobility Policy

This Policy sets out a strategic framework to 2030 for active travel and public
transport journeys to help Ireland meet its climate obligations with a target to deliver
at least 500,000 additional daily active travel and public transport journeys. An
Action Plan for sustainable mobility to 2025 is included, which aims to provide safe,
green, accessible, and efficient alternatives to car journeys. Action 23 is the

commencement of delivery of BusConnects CBC infrastructure works.

Safe and green mobility is supported in the Policy by:
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4.8.

4.8.1.

4.8.2.

= Continuing to protect and maintain the safety of existing walking, cycling and
public transport networks and ensuring that new sustainable mobility

infrastructure meets the highest safety standards.

= Developing pedestrian enhancement plans and cycle network plans to guide
investment in new active travel infrastructure and retrofitting of existing

infrastructure.

= Expanding bus capacity and services through the BusConnects Programmes
in the five cities of Cork, Dublin, Galway, Limerick, and Waterford; improved

town bus services; and the Connecting Ireland programme in rural areas.

= Rebalancing transport movement in metropolitan areas and other urban
centres away from the private car and towards active travel and public

transport.

Regional Spatial Economic Strategy for the Eastern and Midlands Region

The Regional Spatial Economic Strategy for the Eastern and Midlands Region
(RSES) sets out the strategic plan and investment framework for the region which
consists of counties Longford, Westmeath, Offaly, Laois, Louth, Meath, Kildare,

Wicklow, Fingal, and Dublin and all their constituent local authorities.

Chapter 5 of the RSES refers to the Dublin Metropolitan Area Strategic Plan
(MASP). The MASP is an integrated land use and transportation strategy for the
Dublin Metropolitan Area that sets out a vision for the future growth of the
metropolitan area and key growth enablers. Section 5.3 sets out the guiding
principles for the growth of the Dublin Metropolitan Area and includes “Integrated
Transport and Land use” which covers a range of issues from focusing growth along
existing and proposed high quality public transport corridors to supporting the
delivery of BusConnects and other public transport programmes. Regional Policy
Objective (RPO) 5.2 refers, which states:

“Support the delivery of key sustainable transport projects including Metrolink,
DART and LUAS expansion programmes, BusConnects and the Greater
Dublin Metropolitan Cycle Network and ensure that future development
maximises the efficiency and protects the strategic capacity of the

metropolitan area transport network, existing and planned.”
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4.8.3.

4.8.4.

4.9.

4.9.1.

4.9.2.

4.9.3.

RPO 5.3 is also relevant which states: “Future development in the Dublin
Metropolitan Area shall be planned and designed in a manner that facilitates
sustainable travel patterns, with a particular focus on increasing the share of active
modes (walking and cycling) and public transport use and creating a safe attractive

street environment for pedestrians and cyclists”.

Section 5.6 of the RSES ‘Integrated Land use and Transportation’ references the key
transport infrastructure investments in the metropolitan area as set out in national
policy which includes ... “Within the Dublin Metropolitan Area, investment in bus
based public transport will be delivered through BusConnects, which aims to
overhaul the current bus system in the Dublin metropolitan area, including the
introduction of Bus Rapid Transit.” Chapter 8 ‘Connectivity’ of the RSES also
references that bus infrastructure and services will be delivered through
BusConnects (Section 8.4 refers), while RPO 8.18 also references BusConnects as

supporting improved access to Dublin Airport.

Transport Strategy for the Greater Dublin Area 2022-2042

The 2022-2042 Transport Strategy sets out a framework for investment in transport
infrastructure and services in the Greater Dublin Area (GDA) up to 2042. The
Transport Strategy recognises a wide range of challenges for transport underpinned
by climate change; the Covid 19 pandemic; servicing the legacy development
patterns; revitalising city and town centres; transforming the urban environment;
ensuring universal access; serving rural development; improving health and equality;

fostering economic development; and delivering transport schemes.

The overall aim of the Transport Strategy is “to provide a sustainable, accessible and
effective transport system for the Greater Dublin Area which meets the region’s
climate change requirements, serves the needs of urban and rural communities, and

supports the regional economy.”

Chapters 10, 11 and 12 of the Transport Strategy address walking, accessibility, and
the public realm; cycling and personal mobility vehicles; and public transport
respectively, and these sections relate both directly and indirectly to the proposed

BusConnects programme.
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4.9.4.

4.9.5.

4.9.6.

Chapter 12 sets out the strategy for an overall public transport system for the region,
central to which is the delivery of a comprehensive bus network, based on enhanced
level of service and much greater on-street priority. Section 12.2.2 of the Transport
Strategy notes that BusConnects Dublin comprises a range of elements including
approximately 230km of radial bus priority and 200km of cycle routes, a new bus
service network, new bus stops and shelters, low/zero emissions bus fleet, new park
and ride interchanges, and a revised fare structure. The Proposed Scheme is one of
12 radial schemes being brought forward under this programme to facilitate faster
and more reliable bus journeys on the busiest bus corridors in the Dublin region.
Key elements of the Cycle Network Plan will also be delivered along these corridors.
The following measures in the Transport Strategy relate to the roll out of

BusConnects:

= BUS1 - Core Bus Corridor Programme: Subject to receipt of statutory
consents, it is the intention of the NTA to implement the 12 Core Bus

Corridors as set out in the BusConnects Dublin programme.

= BUS2 — Additional Radial Core Bus Corridors: It is the intention of the NTA to

evaluate the need for, and deliver, additional priority on radial corridors.

= BUS3 - Orbital and Local Bus Routes: It is the intention of the NTA to provide
significant improvements to orbital and local bus services in the following

ways:

o Increase frequencies on the BusConnects orbital and local bus

services; and

o Providing bus priority measures at locations on the routes where

delays to services are identified.

A new Dublin area bus service network will be arranged on the basis on spines
radiating from the city centre, orbitals around the city, other city bound routes, local
routes, peak only services, and express routes. Periodic review will take place to

implement appropriate additions or adjustments to the overall bus system.

With respect to walking, accessibility, and the public realm, it is recognised in the
Transport Strategy that better urban design and placemaking will encourage more

people to walk, cycle or use public transport. Specific measures are outlined to
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4.9.7.

4.9.8.

incorporate a high standard of urban design and placemaking into major public
transport infrastructure schemes and walking and cycling projects, taking account of
architectural heritage (PLAN14 and PLAN15 of the Transport Strategy refer).
Furthermore, measure PLAN16 seeks the reallocation of road space to prioritise
walking, cycling and public transport use and the placemaking functions of the urban
street network. Other specific measures relating to walking, accessibility and public
realm include Measure WALK2 — Improved Footpaths; Measure WALK4 — Improved
Junctions; Measure WALK®6 — Crossing Points; Measure WALKS8 — Traffic-Free
Streets and Pedestrianisation; and Measure WALK9 — regarding those with
disabilities or mobility impairments.

In terms of cycling and personalised mobility vehicles, it is the intention of the NTA
and the local authorities to deliver a safe, comprehensive, attractive, and legible
cycle network in accordance with the updated Greater Dublin Area Cycle Network
(Measure CYC1 of the Transport Strategy refers). It is noted that some of the cycle
provision included in BusConnects schemes examines the appropriateness of
emerging international approaches to design standards. As the number of cyclists
grows, the requirement to ensure that cyclists can travel unimpeded along their
entire journey becomes critical and this needs to be reflected in how cycle
infrastructure and other traffic is managed. This is reflected in the Transport
Strategy through Measure CYC2 — Cycle Infrastructure Design; Measure CYC3 —
Extended Hours of Operation of Cycle Infrastructure; and Measure CYC4 —
Maintenance of Cycle Infrastructure.

Chapter 17 provides the outcomes and how the Strategy contributes to an enhanced
natural and built environment (consolidated development, public realm and
placemaking, reduced impacts of traffic, improved air quality and noise levels); how
the Strategy leads to more connected communities and better quality of life
(enhanced community interaction, high quality public transport coverage); how the
Strategy contributes to a strong and sustainable economy; and how the Strategy

fosters an inclusive transport system (equality, health and access to jobs).
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4.10.

4.10.1.

4.10.2.

4.10.3.

4.11.

4.11.1.

Greater Dublin Area Cycle Network Plan

The Greater Dublin Area Cycle Network Plan 2013 consisted of the urban network,
inter-urban network, and green route network for each of the seven local authority
areas comprising the Greater Dublin Area (GDA) (i.e., DCC, DLRCC, South Dublin,
Fingal, Meath, Kildare, and Wicklow County Councils). The key goal of the Cycle
Network Plan was to ensure that a cycling culture is developed to an extent that by
2020, 10% of all journeys will be by bike via a high quality and extensive cycle route
network. A higher cycling modal share in urban areas is required to compensate for

rural areas.

Two primary cycle routes were identified along the proposed scheme (Cycle Routes
13 and 13A). There are also a number of secondary, (other primary) and greenway
cycle routes which connect with/traverse the Proposed Scheme and which will use
junctions that will be subject to works, these routes include 13E/N5, SO3/Dodder
Greenway, N10 Grand Canal Greenway/SO1/N10, and C7.

The updated Greater Dublin Area Cycle Network was published along with the
Greater Dublin Area Transport Strategy, 2022-2042. It is stated in the Strategy that
“‘while the 2013 Plan has provided a robust framework for such investment to date,
evolutions in cycle policy, design guidance and urban form since its publication have
prompted an update of the network. This review has ensured that the network
proposed is fit for purpose and takes account of the needs of the full spectrum of
users and trip types. The revised GDA Cycle Network forms part of the Transport
Strategy and is published in full alongside this report.” The primary and secondary
routes within the updated network plan remain consistent with those of the 2013 plan
in relation to the Lucan to City Centre Core BusConnects route, however, a number
of additional feeder cycle routes have also been identified and minor amendments to

cycling routes (for example in the vicinity of Palmerstown).

Cycle Design Manual, September 2023

The Cycle Design Manual 2023 replaced the previous 2011 National Cycle Manual
and draws on the experience of cycle infrastructure development over the past

decade and international best practice to help deliver safe cycle facilities for people
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4.11.2.

4.11.3.

4.11.4.

4.12.

4.12.1.

of all ages and abilities. The Manual is intended as a live document that will be
updated to reflect emerging best practice.

Chapter 2 of the Manual sets out the five main requirements (safety, coherence,
directness, comfort, and attractiveness) that designs should fulfil to cater for existing
cyclists and to attract new cyclists to the network. Key design principles include a
network approach, segregation, and inclusive mobility. Information is also provided
on the types of cycle vehicles, cycle links, appropriate facilities, and width

calculations.

Chapter 3 of the Manual addresses cycle network planning, as well as the planning
of cycling in private developments and public infrastructure projects. Designing for

cycling is covered in Chapter 4,

The Manual makes a single reference to BusConnects under protected junctions,
where it is noted that a small number of such junctions have been implemented in
Ireland and many more are currently being planned under active travel schemes
around the country and on BusConnects corridors in Dublin and regional cities. The
Manual anticipates that the continued rollout of protected junctions will improve

junction consistency and coherence on the cycle network.

Design Manual for Urban Roads and Streets, 2019

This Manual provides guidance on how to approach the design of urban streets in a
more balanced way. To encourage more sustainable travel patterns and safer
streets, the Manual states that designers must place the pedestrian at the top of the
user hierarchy, followed by cyclists and public transport, with the private car at the
bottom of the hierarchy. The following key design principles are set out to guide a

more place-based/ integrated approach to road and street design.

= To support the creation of integrated street networks which promote higher
levels of permeability and legibility for all users, and in particular more
sustainable forms of transport.

*= The promotion of multi-functional, place-based streets that balance the needs

of all users within a self-regulating environment.

= The quality of the street is measured by the quality of the pedestrian

environment.
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4.12.2.

4.13.

4.13.1.

4.13.2.

4.13.3.

= Greater communication and communication and cooperation between design
professionals through the promotion of a plan-led multidisciplinary approach

to design.

The Manual recommends that bus services should be directed along arterial and link
streets and that selective bus detection technology should be considered that
prioritises buses. It is noted that under used or unnecessary lanes can serve only to
increase the width of carriageways (encouraging greater speeds) and can consume
(space that could otherwise be dedicated to placemaking /traffic calming measures.

South Dublin County Development Plan, 2022-2028

Approximately 4.6 kilometres of the Proposed Scheme corridor, from its eastern
commencement at junction 3 of the N4, to the R112 Lucan Road turnoff to
Chapelizod Village from the N4, lies within the functional area of South Dublin
County Council (SDCC). The South Dublin County Council Development Plan 2022-
2028 (SDCC CDP) was made in June 2022.

The plan includes a vision for the County’s growing communities, places, housing,
jobs, sustainable transport and the delivery of services in a manner which promotes
climate action and efficient patterns of land use. Sustainable movement is covered
under Chapter 7 of the SDCC CDP where the aim is to increase the number of
people walking, cycling and using public transport and to reduce the need for car
journeys, resulting in a more active and healthy community, a more attractive public
realm, safer streets, less congestion, reduced carbon emissions, better air quality,

guieter neighbourhoods and a positive climate impact.

It is an overarching transport and movement policy (SM1) to “...promote ease of
movement within, and access to South Dublin County, by integrating sustainable
land-use planning with a high-quality sustainable transport and movement network

for people and goods.” The following objectives are also listed under this policy:

“SM1 Objective 1: To achieve and monitor a transition to more sustainable
travel modes including walking, cycling and public transport over the lifetime
of the County Development Plan, in line with the County mode share targets
of 15% Walk; 10% Cycle; 20% Bus; 5% Rail; and 50% Private (Car / Van /
HGV / Motorcycle).
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SM1 Objective 2: To ensure consistency with the NTAs Transport Strategy
for the Greater Dublin Area (2016 -2035) as updated to 2042, as required by
RPO 8.4 of the RSES.

SM1 Objective 3: To support the delivery of key sustainable transport
projects including DART and Luas expansion programmes, BusConnects and
the Greater Dublin Metropolitan Cycle Network in accordance with RPO 5.2 of
the RSES / MASP.

SM1 Objective 4: To ensure that future development is planned and
designed in a manner that facilitates sustainable travel patterns, with a
particular focus on increasing the share of active modes (walking and cycling)
and public transport use and creating a safe and attractive street environment
for pedestrians and cyclists, in accordance with RPO 5.3 of the RSES /
MASP.

SM1 Objective 6: To safeguard the County’s strategic road network and to
improve the local road and street network in a manner that will better utilise
existing road space and encourage a transition towards more sustainable

modes of transport.”

4.13.4. South Dublin County Council’s policy on walking and cycling (SM2) seeks to... “re-
balance movement priorities towards sustainable modes of travel by prioritising the
development of walking and cycling facilities and encouraging a shift to active travel
for people of all ages and abilities, in line with the County targets.” The following

relevant objectives are also listed under this policy:

“‘SM2 Objective 4: To ensure that connectivity for pedestrians and cyclists is
maximised and walking and cycling distances are reduced in existing built-up
areas, by removing barriers to movement and providing active travel facilities
in order to increase access to local shops, schools, public transport services
and other amenities through filtered permeability, while also taking account of
existing patterns of anti-social behaviour in the removal of such barriers with
due consideration of consultation with local residents where need is evident or

expressed.

SM2 Objective 5: To ensure that all streets and street networks are designed

in accordance with the principles, approaches and standards contained in the
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4.13.6.

Design Manual for Urban Roads and Streets (2013; updated 2019) so that the
movement of pedestrians and cyclists is prioritised within a safe and

comfortable environment for a wide range of ages, abilities and journey types.

SM2 Objective 9: To work with the NTA to review the feasibility of
implementing additional cycling facilities within the major urban and
recreational areas of the County.

SM2 Objective 16: To ensure that all streets and street networks are
designed in accordance with the principles, approaches and standards
contained in the National Disability Inclusion Strategy (NDIS) 2017-2022.

SM2 Objective 17: To support bike parking provision at villages, centres,
parks and any other areas of interest, as well as near public transport nodes

to support multi-modal transport options.

Section 7.4 of the SDCC CDP notes that currently approximately 20% of trips
originating in South Dublin County are taken by public transport, breaking down to
17% by bus and 3% rail, the target (as set out in section 7.6 of the plan) is to
increase this to 20% by bus and 5% by rail over the lifetime of the plan. Itis
recognised within the SDCC CDP that transition to public transport will be aided by

BusConnects.

South Dublin County Council’s policy “SM3 Public Transport — General” seeks to
“Promote a significant shift from car-based travel to public transport in line with
County targets and facilitate the sustainable development of the County by
supporting and guiding national agencies in delivering major improvements to the
public transport network.” The following relevant objectives are also listed under this
policy:
‘SM3 Objective 2: To facilitate and secure the implementation of major public
transport projects as identified within the NTA’s Transport Strategy for the
Greater Dublin Area (2016-2035) as updated to 2042, or any superseding
document, including BusConnects, the DART expansion programme along
the Kildare route, the opening of the new rail station at Kishogue and the Luas

to Lucan.
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SM3 Objective 3: To ensure that future development is planned in such a
manner as to facilitate a significant shift to public transport use through
pursuing compact growth policies, consolidating development around existing
and planned public transport routes and interchanges, and maximising access

to existing and planned public transport services throughout the network.

SM3 Objective 4: To optimise accessibility to public transport, increase
catchment and maximise permeability through the creation of new and
upgrading of existing walking and cycling routes linking to public transport

stops.

SM3 Objective 5: To facilitate an interlinked network that maximises the
efficiency of existing services, reduces overall journey times and facilitates

easy exchanges between modes and routes.

SM3 Objective 9: To ensure that all new public transport corridors are
designed to enhance the County’s green infrastructure network by ensuring
adequate replacement and additional planting of native species and
pollinators and to ensure that SuDS approaches are used to deal with surface

water run-off.

SM3 Objective 10: To work with the relevant transport agencies to ensure
that all public transport proposals have regard to pertaining environmental
conditions and sensitivities including biodiversity, protected species and
designated sites and incorporate appropriate avoidance and mitigation

measures as part of any environmental assessments.’

4.13.7. Section 7.6.1 of the SDCC CDP refers specifically to BusConnects noting that it is
the NTA programme for improvement of bus services in Dublin, setting out its key
elements which includes the provision of continuous bus priority and safe cycling
facilities, as well as more user friendly ticketing/payment systems and improved bus
waiting facilities. Policy SM3: Public Transport — Bus includes the following relevant

objectives:

‘SM3 Objective 11: To facilitate the delivery of the BusConnects Core Bus
Corridors and seek additional bus corridor and orbital routes to serve the

County by securing and maintaining any required route reservations and to
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4.13.8.

4.13.9.

4.13.10.

4.13.11.

ensure the BusConnects Corridors do not adversely affect the village life and
livelihoods of any of our County Villages.

SM3 Objective 17: To work with the NTA and other state agencies to
facilitate the delivery of the Kennelsfort Road-R148 grade separated junction

or an equivalent solution to maximise the efficacy of the BusConnects Project.

SM3 Objective 18: To liaise with bus service providers where new bus stop
infrastructure is proposed in order to ensure facilities such as shelters and

bins are included, where appropriate.’

In relation to SM3 Objective 17 above it should also be noted that table 7.5 of the
SDCC CDRP lists the upgrade of the Kennelsfort Road/R148 junction as an element
of a six year road programme subject to appropriate funding and consultation with
the TIl. The description of the proposed upgrade from table 7.5 is to ‘Support the
provision of a grade separated junction, or an equivalent solution to be initiated
during the first two years of the 2022 to 2028 County Development Plan, to enhance
the efficiency of the junction, particularly for buses on the N4 / Lucan Road QBC, to
ensure safe crossing facilities are provided for all users and to reconnect the
Heritage Village of Palmerstown with the newer residential areas of the community.
The Council shall work with the NTA and other state agencies to facilitate such
delivery.’

In relation to the public transport interchanges SM3 Policy 24 refers and includes an
object to ‘support and facilitate the development of multi-modal transport
interchanges at Tallaght Town Centre and Liffey Valley.’

There is an appreciation in the plan that the design of streets has a major
influence on quality of life and that streets should not just be corridors for traffic, but

rather should be places in which people want to live and spend time.

Policy SM5: Street and Road Design seeks to “Ensure that streets and roads
within the County are designed to balance the needs of all road users and promote
placemaking, sustainable movement and road safety providing a street environment
that prioritises active travel and public transport.” The following objectives under this

policy are of relevance:
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‘SM5 Objective 1: To ensure that all streets and street networks are designed
to passively calm traffic through the creation of a self-regulating street

environment that promotes active travel modes and public transport.

SM5 Objective 2: To design new streets and roads within urban areas in
accordance with the principles, approaches and standards contained within
the Design Manual for Urban Roads and Streets (2013; updated 2019).

SM5 Objective 5: To design new roads and streets to incorporate green
infrastructure elements such as planting of native trees, hedgerows and
pollinator species in medians and on roadside verges, as appropriate to the

location.’

4.13.12. The Proposed Scheme also runs by, and borders, an Architectural
Conservation Area (ACA) within the functional area of SDCC. This ACA is identified
as “Woodfarm Cottages 1-8 and Red Cow Cottages”, and is located at Palmerstown
Upper. The ACA is identified as two terraces of eight, two storey structures...”. Policy
NCBH20 refers to ACAs and states that Council policy is to “Preserve and enhance
the historic character and visual setting of Architectural Conservation Areas and
carefully consider any proposals for development that would affect the special value
of such areas”. Towards this end further objectives are stated under this policy
including objective 1 - to avoid the removal of distinctive contributing features,
objective 2 - prohibit demolition of structures, objective 3 - ensure new development
within or adjacent to an ACA preserves the character and visual setting, including
streetscapes, objective 4 - promote rehabilitation, objective 5 - reduce and prevent
visual and urban clutter within ACAs including signage and traffic management,
objective 6 - promote positive place making, as well as objective 8 — to ensure that
planning applications within or adjacent to ACAs contain an Architectural Impact

Assessment and Design Rationale.

4.13.13. The Proposed Scheme also runs by several protected structures in the
functional Area of SDCC, and accordingly the provisions of Policy NCBH19 (to
conserve and protect buildings, structures and sites contained in the RPS) is
relevant, along with its associated objectives, particularly NCBH19 objectives 1-6

which provide for inter alia, protection of structures and their surroundings, ensure
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4.13.14.

4.14.

4.14.1.

development is sympathetic to structures, support rehabilitation and alternative uses,

consideration of zoning provisions and prohibit demolition.

The Proposed Scheme runs along an existing transport corridor which travels
through land uses that are zoned as follows: RW — to provide for retail warehousing,
RES - to protect and/or improve residential amenity, OS — To preserve and provide
for open space and amenity, HA — LV To protect and enhance the outstanding
natural character amenity of the Liffey Valley, MRC — to protect, improve and provide
for the future development of a major retail centre, VC - to protect, improve and
provide for the future development of village centres. The Proposed Scheme also
runs adjacent to the Liffey Valley Special Amenity Area Order (1990), east of
Palmerstown Village, and runs alongside a number of items on the RPS and a
protected view/prospect at Fonthill. The Proposed Scheme also runs adjacent to and
bordering the area of a Tree Preservation Order in the townland of Quarryvale and
Brooklawn, in the vicinity of Kings Hospital School.

Dublin City Development Plan 2022-2028

Approximately 5.1km of the Proposed Scheme is within the functional area of Dublin
City Council (DCC) from the R112 Lucan Road turnoff to Chapelizod through to its
easternmost extent at Frank Sherwin Bridge just east of Heuston Station. The main
strategic approach of the Dublin City Development Plan 2022-20282 (DCDP) is to
develop a city that is low carbon, sustainable and climate resilient. Chapter 8 of the
DCDP relates to sustainable movement and transport, and highlights that the
sustainable and efficient movement of people and goods is crucial for the success
and vitality of the city, along with the need to move away from private car and fossil-
fuel-based mobility to reduce the negative impacts of transport and climate change.
Towards this end Objective SMTOOL1 states: “To achieve and monitor a transition to
more sustainable travel modes including walking, cycling and public transport over
the lifetime of the development plan, in line with the city mode share targets of 26%
walking/cycling/micro mobility; 57% public transport (bus/rail/Luas); and 17% private

(car/van/HGV/motorcycle)”.

3 Adopted on the 2" of November 2022, came into effect 14" December 2022.
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4.14.2.

4.14.3.

4.14.4.

Table 8.1 of the DCDP sets out current and target mode share with cycling expected
to increase by 7% by 2028 and public transport (bus, rail, and Luas) by 3% in the
same timeline. It is stated that the modest increase in public transport mode share
anticipates the construction of major public transport infrastructure that is proposed
to occur over the lifetime of the plan, and accordingly the impact of public transport
infrastructure projects on modal share is more likely to come into fruition during the

lifespan of the following City plan.

Key strategic transport projects such as the proposed Metrolink, DART+,
BusConnects programme and further Luas line and rail construction and extension
will continue the expansion of an integrated public transport system for the Dublin
region and have the potential for a transformative impact on travel modes over the
coming years. Dublin City Council actively supports all measures being implemented
or proposed by other transport agencies to enhance capacity on existing
lines/services and provide new infrastructure. In this regard SMT22 - Key
Sustainable Transport Projects, seeks “to support the expeditious delivery of key
sustainable transport projects so as to provide an integrated public transport network
with efficient interchange between transport modes, serving the existing and future
needs of the city and region and to support the integration of existing public transport
infrastructure with other transport modes. In particular the following projects subject
to environmental requirements and appropriate planning consents being obtained:
DART +, Metrolink from Charlemount to Swords, BusConnects Core Bus Corridor
projects, Delivery of Luas to Finglas, Progress and delivery of Luas to Poolbeg and
Lucan”. Furthermore, Map J of the DCDP identifies the route of the Proposed
Scheme as both Proposed Bus Connects Radial Core Bus Corridor” and “Bus
Connects Spines (high frequency on existing road network, delivery timeframe 2021-
2024).

Section 8.5.3 of the DCDP notes the importance of reducing car dominance and that
encouraging walking, cycling and use of public transport as sustainable travel modes
requires improving the attractiveness of the environment and public realm within the
city and urban villages. It is recognised that there are opportunities for developing
the public realm around the City and in the urban villages where new public transport

proposals are being developed. The following policies are relevant in this regard:
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4.14.5.

4.14.6.

4.14.7.

» Policy SMT12 — Pedestrians and Public Realm: To enhance the attractiveness
and liveability of the city through the continued reallocation of space to
pedestrians and public realm to provide a safe and comfortable street

environment for pedestrians of all ages and abilities.

»= Policy SMT13 — Urban Villages and the 15-Minute City: To support the role of
the urban villages in contributing to the 15-minute city through improvement of
connectivity in particular for active travel and facilitating the delivery of public

transport infrastructure and services, and public realm enhancement.

= Policy SMT14 City Centre Road Space: To manage city centre road-space to
best address the needs of pedestrians and cyclists, public transport, shared
modes, and the private car, in particular, where there are intersections
between DART, Luas and Metrolink and with the existing and proposed bus
network.

The DCDP acknowledges that kerbside space is being continually reduced in favour
of transport infrastructure and public realm improvements, and as such, there is very
limited capacity on street to meet the servicing requirements of developments. Policy
SMT15 - ‘Last-Mile’ Delivery seeks to “...achieve a significant reduction in the
number of motorised delivery vehicles in the City through supporting and promoting
the use of the ‘last-mile’ delivery through the development of micro hubs and

distribution centres.”

In terms of walking, cycling and active travel, it is a policy of the DCDP (SMT16) “to
prioritise the development of safe and connected walking and cycling facilities and
prioritise a shift to active travel for people of all ages and abilities, in line with the
city’s mode share targets.” Furthermore, in relation to integration of active travel with
public transport, Policy SMT19 seeks “to work with the relevant transport providers,
agencies and stakeholders to facilitate the integration of active travel (walking/cycling

etc.) with public transport, ensuring ease of access for all.”
Other transport policies of relevance to the proposed scheme include the following:

SMT25 — On-Street Parking: “To manage on-street car parking to serve the
needs of the city alongside the needs of residents, visitors, businesses,
kerbside activity and accessible parking requirements, and to facilitate the re-
organisation and loss of spaces to serve sustainable development targets
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4.14.8.

4.14.9.

such as in relation to, sustainable transport provision, greening initiatives,
sustainable urban drainage, access to new developments, or public realm

improvements.”

SMT33 — Design Manual for Urban Roads and Streets: “To design new
streets and roads within urban areas in accordance with the principles,
approaches and standards contained within the Design Manual for Urban
Roads and Streets (DMURS) and to carry out upgrade works to existing road

and street networks in accordance with these standards where feasible.

SMT34 — Street and Road Design: To ensure that streets and roads within the
city are designed to balance the needs and protect the safety of all road users
and promote place making, sustainable movement and road safety providing
a street environment that prioritises active travel and public transport whilst

ensuring the needs of commercial servicing is accommodated.

The Proposed Scheme passes to the south of the Chapelizod and Environs ACA,
and its most proximate works are those proposed on Chapelizod Hill Road (overpass
widening and ramp/steps access). It also runs adjacent and through areas that have
been designated as “red-lined” or “red-hatched” conservation areas in the DCDP
from the east of Chapelizod to its culmination south of Frank Sherwin Bridge. These
areas do not have a statutory basis in the same manner as protected structures or
ACAs; however, they are recognised within the DCDP as areas that have
conservation merit and importance which warrant protection through policy
application. Policy BHA9 refers to development in such conservation areas and
requires, inter-alia that development in such areas must contribute positively and
take opportunities to enhance and protect the character and appearance of the area
and it’s setting wherever possible. BHA10 presumes against demolition or
substantial loss of a structure that contributes to the character of a conservation

area.

The proposed scheme passes a number of protected structures, Policy BHA2 of the
DCDP relates to development of protected structures and requires that development

will conserve and enhance protected structures and their curtilage, and inter-alia:

= Protect structures included on the RPS from any works that would negatively
impact their special character and appearance,
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= Ensure that any modification affecting a protected structure and/or its setting
is sensitively sited and designed and is appropriate in terms of the proposed

scale, mass, height, density, layout, and materials.

= Ensure that the form and structural integrity of the protected structure is

retained.

= Protect and retain important elements of built heritage including historic

gardens, stone walls, entrance gates and piers etc.

= Ensure historic landscapes, gardens, and trees (in good condition) associated

with the protected structures are protected from inappropriate development.

4.14.10. The Proposed Scheme runs along the existing road over a site on the SMR
record (DU018-029 — 16"/17" century house), under the south carriageway of the
Chapelizod by-pass, and also passes through DU018-020 Historic City of Dublin

from the Con Colbert Road to its eastern endpoint.

4.14.11. While the majority of proposed works are within and along the existing public
road where there is no specific zoning provided in the DCDP the Proposed Scheme
runs adjacent to lands that have been zoned: Z1 (sustainable residential
neighbourhoods), Z5 (City Centre), Z6 (employment/enterprise), Z9 (Amenity / Open
Space / Green Network), Z10 Inner Suburban and Inner City Sustainable Mixed-

uses, and Z15 (Community and Social Infrastructure) under the DCDP.

4.14.12. Kilmainham Inchicore Development Strategy (KIDS) is a hon-statutory
strategy funded by the Urban Regeneration and Development Fund (URDF) which
identifies a number of potential projects including the enhancement of Kilmainham
and Inchicore villages, the Camac River Greenway and a Greening Strategy. It is
stated that the implementation of the KIDS will improve connections between
Kilmainham and Inchicore villages, strengthen the quality of the public realm and
enhance the landscape character of the area which in turn will act as a catalyst for
the urban regeneration of the area. It is an objective of Dublin City Council (CSO13)
‘to seek funding under Call 3 of the URDF for the planning, detailed design and
construction of the Kilmainham and Inchicore Development Strategy projects.”

4.14.13. The Proposed Scheme passes within or alongside some Strategic

Development and Regeneration Areas: SDRA 7 — Heuston and Environs, SDRA 9 -
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4.15.1.

4.16.

4.16.1.

4.16.2.

Emmet Road, SDRA 14 — St. James Medical Campus & Environs, SDRA 15 —
Liberties and Newmarket Square

Draft Dublin City Centre Transport Plan

In September 2023 Dublin City Council in partnership with the National
Transportation Authority published the Draft Dublin City Centre Transport Plan 2023.
Key initiatives outlined in the draft plan include:

= Removing 2 out of every 3 cars in the city centre which don’t have a

destination there.

* Implementing traffic management measures that prioritise pedestrians, public

transport, and cyclists.

The Draft Plan acknowledges that the roll out of BusConnects and other public
transportation projects over its lifetime will provide a major increase in public
transport capacity as well as enabling buses to reach the city centre without undue
delay. A critical element of the Draft Plan is to ensure that BusConnects can operate

an efficient, reliable, and punctual service within the City Centre.

Ecological Designations

Full details of the relevant SACs and SPAs are discussed in Section 10 (Appropriate
Assessment) of this report, however, for ease, the closest Natura 2000 sites are the
Rye Water Valley/Carton SAC which is c.4.2km west and upstream of the Proposed
Scheme. The closest Natura 2000 site with a direct hydrological connection to the
Proposed Scheme is the South Dublin Bay and River Tolka Estuary SPA, which is
located c. 4.4km distant (although it should be noted that this is straight-line and not

hydrological distance).

Table 4.1 below sets out the European and nationally designated sites most

proximate (i.e. within 10km of the Proposed Scheme).

Table 4.1 Distances to Ecologically designated sites
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Site Name Site Code | Approximate Distance
(closest point to Proposed Scheme)

Liffey Valley pNHA 000128 Immediately north with slight overlap along
the Chapelizod bypass

Santry Demesne pNHA 000178 | 6.3km north

Dolphins, Dublin Docks pNHA 000201 | 6.2km east

North Dublin Bay pNHA 000206 | 4km east

South Dublin Bay pNHA 000210 | 5.3km east

Dodder Valley pNHA 000991 | 5.9km south

Booterstown Marsh pNHA 001205 | 7.1km south-east

Glenasmole Valley pNHA 001209 | 9.6km south

Lugmore Glen pNHA 001212 | 9.1km south

Rye Water Valley / Carton pNHA 001398 | 4.1km west

Fitzsimon’s Wood pNHA 001753 | 9.2km south-east

Royal Canal pNHA 002103 | 2.2km north

Grand Canal pNHA 002104 | 650m south

Rye Water Valley / Carton SAC 001398 | 4.1km west

North Dublin Bay SAC 000206 | 7.4km east

South Dublin Bay SAC 000210 | 5.3km east

Glenasmole Valley SAC 001209 | 9.6km south

North Bull Island SPA 004006 | 7.4km north-east

South Dublin Bay and River Tolka 004024 | 4.3km east

Estuary SPA

North-West Irish Sea cSPA 004236 | 9.4km east

4.17. Planning History

4.17.1. The route of the Proposed Scheme runs along the urban road/street network for in
excess of 9 kilometres, accordingly there are a significant number, and wide range of
planning applications along the route and in the vicinity of the site. | consider the
permissions/consents that have been built or are currently under construction to form

part of the baseline/receiving environment within which the Proposed Scheme is to
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be provided. It is not intended to list all the consented/permitted applications and
permissions here as this is neither necessary nor would it contribute to clarity, in this
regard the Board should note that the applicant has provided a detailed list of the
planning history along the route of the Proposed Scheme — Sub appendix 2
“Planning History” of the Planning Report provided as Appendix 2.1 of the EIA. |
have noted this submitted planning history and, in the section, below have focused
on the more significant, relevant, and recent planning applications along the route. In
this regard | note that the Board have recently granted permission for the Liffey
Valley to City Centre Core Bus Corridor Scheme and its associated CPO (ABP-
314056-22 and 314091-22) which has an overall length of 9.2km and runs from
Fonthill Road to High Street in Dublin, and interacts with the Proposed Scheme at

Con Colbert Road and Memorial Road.

Both Local Authorities within whose functional area the Proposed Scheme is located
(South Dublin County Council — SDCC and Dublin City Council) have made
submissions. DCC have referenced the following planning history in their

submission?:

= ABP 313320-20, permission granted by ABP for a Strategic Housing
Development (SHD) in November 2022, for 839 apartments, creche and
associated works. Permission is located on the grounds of the former De la
Salle National School on the Ballyfermot Road to the south of the Proposed

Scheme.

= ABP-306569-20: SHD development granted in May 2020 for 321 build to rent
units at 42A Parkgate Street, D8 — on the northern side of the Liffey north of
Hueston Station and the culmination point of the Proposed Scheme.
Application was for 481 units, but the decision omitted a block (160 no. units)
from the scheme. A subsequent application on this site ABP-310567-21 was
granted permission by the Board in October 2021 for a further 198 units on

this site in conjunction with those permitted in the previous application.

= ABP-311591-21: Permission granted by ABP in March 2022 for a build to rent
scheme. The application was for 399 units; however, the decision reduced the

4 Section 2.1 of the DCC submission of the 17t April 2023 refers
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4.18.

4.18.1.

number of dwelling units through the omission of two floors from two blocks
and the reassignment of the floorspace of one unit to amenity facilities.

= DCC 2869/17, ABP PL29S.248958, permission granted for 171 apartments at
the Faulkner Industries Factory, Chapelizod Hill Road. This application was
subject to a number of amendment applications including 3221/18, 343/21,
3134/22 and 4727/23.

Other planning applications of note along the proposed route within the functional

area of South Dublin County Council include:

= SD17A/0251 (ABP-301426-18) — Notification of decision issued by SDCC for a 4-
storey multistorey car park on the grounds of the Hermitage Clinic, on appeal the

application was withdrawn and hence no consent in place.

= SD19A/0320 (ABP-306251-19) — permission granted for a new bus interchange
facility at Liffey Valley Shopping Centre, amendments were also permitted under
SD21A/0291.

= ABP 307092-20 — permission granted for a Strategic Housing Development on
Kennelsfort Road Lower constituting the demolition of existing structures and

provision of 250 no. build-to-rent apartments.

= ABP 307596-20 — Permission granted for a 53 bedroom boutique Hotel to
replace the existing 29 bedroom guesthouse (Palmerstown Lodge) at 20/22

Kennelsfort Road Lower.

= SO01A/0539 — Permission for a medical clinic 306 car parking spaces and all
associated works (Hermitage Clinic) granted permission under PL06S.128044 in
2002. Numerous extension and ancillary applications lodged and granted
including SD09A/0011 relating to provision of 77 no. additional car parking

spaces.

Environmental Impact Assessment Screening.

Section 50(1)(a) of the Roads Act,1993 sets out the forms of road development that
require the preparation of an EIAR. This includes the construction of a motorway,
busway, or service area, and any prescribed type of proposed road development

consisting of the construction of a proposed public road or the improvement of an
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existing public road. Article 8 of the Roads Regulations, 1994 (as amended) sets out
the prescribed types of proposed road for the above purposes and includes the
construction of a new road of four or more lanes, or the realignment or widening of
an existing road so as to provide four or more lanes, where such new, realigned or
widened road would be eight kilometres or more in length in a rural area, or 500
metres or more in length in an urban area, or the construction of a new bridge or

tunnel which would be 100 metres or more in length.

4.18.2. The Proposed Scheme neither meets nor exceeds the thresholds under Section 50
or Article 8, nor does the project fall under the list of projects identified in Annex | of
the EIA Directive. Notwithstanding this however a determination was made by the
BusConnects Programme Board of the NTA on the 9" of August 2021, that an EIA
was required. In this regard it was noted that the Proposed Scheme would be likely
to have significant effects on the environment. An Environmental Impact
Assessment Report (EIAR) has therefore been prepared on behalf of National

Transport Authority for the Proposed Scheme.

4.18.3. In relation to the need for an EIA | note the characteristics of the Proposed Scheme
(in particular it's size and design, the use of natural resources, potential for pollution
and nuisances, cumulative interactions), it's location proximate to densely populated
areas, and areas of cultural and historical value, the type and nature of potential
impacts (including their nature, intensity, complexity, probability, cumulation of
impacts, and possibility of reducing impacts) and | concur with the determination that
an EIA should be provided with the application documentation.

4.18.4. Directive 2014/52/EU amending the 2011 EIA Directive was transposed into Irish
legislation on 1%t September 2018 under the European Union (Planning and
Development) (Environmental Impact Assessment) Regulations, 2018. This
application for approval was received by the Board on 215t October 2022 and is

assessed under the provisions of the new Directive.
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5.0 Submissions

5.1. Proposed Scheme Submissions

5.1.1. Three submissions have been made by prescribed bodies (Dublin City Council —
‘DCC’, South Dublin County Council — ‘SDCC’ and the Development Applications
Unit of the Department of Housing, Local Government and Heritage). Section 5.2
below provides a summary of the submissions from the relevant prescribed bodies
and each submission is followed by the Applicant’s (NTA’s) responses to the issues

raised by the relevant prescribed body.

5.2. Prescribed Bodies

5.2.1. Dublin City Council

5.2.2. The Proposed Scheme is within the functional area of Dublin City Council (DCC)
from the junction between the R148 (Chapelizod Bypass) and R112 (Lucan Road) to

its terminating point at the Frank Sherwin Bridge.

5.2.3. The Board should note that Dublin City Council (DCC) initially missed the deadline
for submissions from prescribed bodies. In response to a written request from the
Board under section 217B(1)(a) of the Planning and Development Act (‘the Act’)
seeking observations, a submission was received from DCC on the 20 of March,
however, this submission did not refer to the Proposed Scheme but to the Liffey
Valley Core BusConnects Corridor. Following a further request from the Board, DCC
lodged their submission in relation to the Proposed Scheme on the 17" of April 2023,

and its contents are summarised below.

5.2.4. This submission Dublin City Councils submission provides a description of the
proposed development and notes that the parts of the proposal within their functional

area which includes the following public roads and associated junctions:
= R148 Chapelizod bypass,
= R148 Con Colbert Road,
= R148 St. Johns Road West, and

= Victoria Quay (Frank Sherwin Bridge)
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5.2.5.

5.2.5.1.

The submission goes on to reference the relevant policy documents considered

relevant by DCC including the Regional Spatial and Economic Strategy for the
Eastern and Midlands Regional Assembly (2019-2031), the Dublin City Development

Plan 2022-2028, and the Kilmainham Inchicore Development Strategy (non-statutory

plan). The submission also contains a number of DCC departmental and divisional

reports, which are summarised below:

DCC Planning Assessment:

The Proposed Scheme will contribute to and support the continued improved
integration of transport with land use planning and the delivery of improved high-
capacity Core Bus Corridors will enable and support the delivery of both

residential and economic development opportunities.

DCC notes that it is not the competent authority but states that the submitted
EIAR is comprehensive and that it points generally to the development having a

negligible impact on the existing environment.

The submitted NIS is generally considered satisfactory, there is considered to be
sufficient distance between the intended route and natura sites which combined
with the avoidance, design, and mitigation measures set out in the NIS will
ensure that any impacts on the conservation objectives will be avoided.

For the most part the Proposed Scheme is situated along the public road and as
such there is no specific zoning in place, although the zoning from the current
Dublin City Development Plan (2022-2028) along the proposed route includes Z1
(residential), Z4 (district centres), Z5 (city centre), Z6 (employment/enterprise),
Z9 (open space) and Z10 (mixed uses), and notes that the secondary elements

of the Proposed Scheme are “public service installations”.

The route of the Proposed Scheme traverses the Zone of Archaeological
Constraint for the recorded monument DU018-020 (Historic City) (from Con
Colbert Road) and is within the Zone of Archaeological interest in the current

City Development Plan.

The secondary elements of the Proposed Scheme (e.g. bus shelters, stops and

real time information signage) are considered to be public service installations.
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Overall DCC considers that the Proposed Scheme is compatible and consistent
with the zoning objectives for the area.

= The Proposed Scheme will not have any excessive or undue impacts on the
amenities of the area, and once complete will create attractive, functional, and
accessible places for people along the core bus and cycle facilities and will

enhance amenities.

5.2.5.2. DCC Forward Planning Department

= The Proposed Scheme is supported by the high-level policies in place in the
current City Development Plan particularly those in Chapter 8 which relate to
inter alia sustainable transport, modal shift, integrated public transport and

efficient interchanges between modes.

5.2.5.3. Environment and Transport Department

= Department is supportive of the improvements to bus and cycling infrastructure
proposed and the Proposed Scheme aligns with the policies expressed in the

current City Development Plan.

= DCC recognises that the Bus is the most important mode of transport in Dublin,

in 2019 it represented 65% of all public transport trips in the Dublin area.

= The increased bus priority and improved cycling infrastructure afforded within the

BusConnects project is to be welcomed.

5.254. Traffic Division

= Traffic Division is supportive of the Proposed Scheme, and notes that DCC will
use its adaptive traffic control system to enable the corridor to perform optimally
using real time data with signals being running multiple sets of timings across the

day rather than one fixed set.

= Notes the straightforward design of the Proposed Scheme within the DCC area,
however, is disappointed that the reduction in private car journeys (4% and 6%
in AM and PM peaks respectively) is low in comparison with other corridors, they

hope that this can be improved in the detailed design stage.
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Deployment of camera-based bus lane enforcement will be required before the
full benefit of the scheme can be achieved.

The Traffic Division continues by making direct comments on specific locations.

The Traffic Division notes that the NTA and its contractors are responsible for

obtaining planning permission and construction of the Proposed Scheme.

5.2.5.5. Roads Division

Pedestrian priority should be ensured throughout the scheme particularly at
junctions, (incl. proposed cyclist slip lanes at Con Colbert/South Circular Road

junction) and bus stops where potential for pedestrian/cyclist conflict could arise.

Existing indented car parking at the front of Heuston South Quarter Development
indicated as ‘informal parking’ which is proposed to be removed and two EV
charging points provided are actually on private lands and therefore would

require CPO.
Location specific comments from the Roads Division include the following:

o Sheet 17 of 31, recommends that the cycle lane be moved to the outside
of the footpath to reduce pedestrian/cyclist conflict where it is proposed to

merge cycle track and footpath.

o Sheet 20, accessibility issues at Chapelizod Hill Road for anyone who is

mobility impaired to get to either of the bus stops.

o Unclear what advantages are provided for cyclists at the proposed R833
Con Colbert Road / R148 Chapelizod by-pass road, with the removal of
the left-turn slip road and requirement for cyclists to press a call button,
would appear a better solution to retain existing island and left slip and let

cyclists cross road with right turning traffic.

o Sheet 26, concerns are raised that there are not sufficient widths available
to maintain minimum lane widths, it is also questioned whether there is
sufficient additional width to accommodate two island bus stops. The
Roads Division also queries why a straight through pedestrian crossing is
not proposed as this is the preference in DMURS (the Proposed Scheme

shows a staggered pedestrian crossing at this location and the reasoning
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behind this is unclear). It is also unclear how pedestrian priority over the
cycle track will be ensured at the proposed bus stop locations.

o Sheet 27, concerns are raised as to whether there is sufficient width to

achieve minimum lane widths.

o Sheet 28, (Con Colbert/South Circular/St Johns Road junction) and sheet

29 concerns raised regarding the achievement of minimum widths.

o Sheet 31, the requirement for a raised ramped toucan crossing is
guestioned as this will be signalized it is not considered necessary to have
it ramped. The justification for the small pocket of green space and bus
shelter set back from bus stop island at frontage of Dr. Steevens hospital
is questioned. The widths of footpaths both North and South of St. John's
Road West in the vicinity of Hueston Station are requested to be

increased and cycle track reduced to enhance pedestrian safety/service.

5256. Environmental Protection Division:

= The proposed scheme must comply with the Greater Dublin Regional Code of
practice for drainage works version 6.0, and the principles of sustainable
drainage systems (SuDs) should be integrated throughout. Certain drainage
infrastructure within the Proposed Scheme is not accepted by DCC e.g. slot

drains and hybrid gullies, the use of narrow profile gullies is welcomed.

= Detailed drainage design to be agreed in writing with DCC and infrastructure

surveyed and installed in accordance with DCC requirements.

» The proposed development must be designed so as not to increase the risk of
flooding to any adjacent or nearby area. Pluvial flood risk shall be assessed at all

locations along the route.

= Addition detailed drainage comments include management of runoff should be
evaluated throughout the scheme and further explanation provided in relation to
bridge runoff.

= Lists areas where additional tree pits and a pond/swale could potentially be
considered, and additional details of drainage design measures are sought in

certain locations.
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= The provision of trees is queried on HSE lands in vicinity of Dr Steevens’

Hospital due to potential of protected cultural status.

5.25.7. Water Framework Directive

= Proposed Scheme traverses two river catchments — Camac and Liffey,
developer should provide evidence-based assessment of the impact on the
water quality status of both rivers including ecological and chemical status.

5.2.5.8. Archaeology Section

= The Archaeology Section of DCC generally concurs with the findings of the
archaeological assessment contained in the EIAR and supports the proposed
mitigation measures therein. Over and above these the Archaeology Section
also recommends that monitoring be undertaken in the vicinity of Recorded
Monument DU018-029 (House) where road widening is proposed, as well as
during the removal of a strip of land to the front of the landscaped grounds at the
site of Steevens’ Hospital (DU18-020).

5.25.9. Conservation Section

= The Conservation Section recommends that all mature and historic trees and in
particular those in close proximity to protected structures, in ACAs and
conservation areas be retained and protected as far as practically possible.
Where such trees must be removed it is recommended that they are replaced

with new semi mature trees to DCC satisfaction.

= Adequate protection to be provided to protected structures, and heritage features

along the route during construction.

= Do not consider that adequate assessment of impact has been applied to the
impact of land take on Dr. Steevens’ Hospital grounds, the works will negatively
affect the character and setting of the Hospital, as will the proposed bus shelter
as it will visually interrupt views towards the garden and building facade from the

north.
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All works proximate to heritage features should be supervised by a conservation
professional, and where heritage street furniture is to be relocated additional

details are to be provided.

Requests alternative finishes to cycle lanes where they run proximate to
protected structures and within ACAs, additional signage should be kept to a
minimum at such locations and similarly bus stop locations and materials should

be appropriate.

The potential for impacts on 1-4 St. Laurence’s Cottages (which are on the
NIAH), Chapelizod Hill Road, should be mitigated by adequate protection of the

ironwork railings and oversight.

Removal of trees and construction of ramps at Chapelizod Hill Road to facilitate
access to new bus stops on the route will adversely alter the setting of houses

on this road and alter the areas visual character.

5.2.5.10. City Architect Division

Welcomes the objectives of the Proposed Scheme.

Specific comments in relation to proposed public realm relate to areas on a
different Core BusConnects Corridor (Liffey Valley to City Centre — ABP-314056-
22).

Advertisements should not generally be permitted on bus stops proposed in
ACAs or in areas of Special Planning Control Schemes designated in the City

Plan.

A full palette of street furniture and confirmation of their proposed locations is
required, and whether there will be differences between local authority areas or

specific urban villages.

Where property boundaries are to be set back those existing should be

assessed for their architectural and cultural value and potential for reuse.
A strategy for works to private landings should be adopted for consistency.

Existing village signage should be retained.

5.25.11. Parks Department
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Tree protection measures to be put in place prior to commencement of
development phases, 3 year maintenance contract of landscaping and planting
required, and agreement of the local authority will be required to ensure that

planting facilitates maintenance.

5.2.5.12. Dublin City Council Conclusion

Welcomes and supports the Lucan to City Centre Core Bus Corridor Scheme as
it will ensure the delivery of several key policies and objectives of the Dublin City

Development Plan.

DCC state that the proposed scheme “... will provide an upgraded and expanded
bus network and quality of service together with better quality cycling and
pedestrian facilities ... this will promote modal shift from the private car to more
sustainable forms of transport...... ultimately contributing to the creation of a

greener and more sustainable city.”

DCC are also satisfied that the proposed scheme generally accords with
European national and local policy requirements as well as being consistent with

the current Dublin City Development Plan.

The DCC submission concludes by providing a number of suggested conditions
that could be attached in the event of favourable consideration, including the

following:

o Conditions relating to the nature of the handover agreement of the corridor
between the NTA and DCC following the works.

o All transport management equipment (including signaling) shall be to the

relevant DC specifications.

o Existing condition records shall be provided to DCC prior to the
commencement of any works including drawings distinguishing between
heritage footways and new footways and kerbing, as well as drawings

demarcating private landings at the detailed design stage.

o Final design details of all junctions, carriageways, islands, buildouts, signals

and footways to be agreed with DCC prior to construction.
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o All works including reinstatement to comply with “Construction Standards for
Roads and Street works in Dublin City Council”, samples of new natural

stone curbs flags and sets to be used to be supplied to DCC for agreement.

o Pedestrian priority to be ensured throughout the scheme through signage

and physical design measures.

o The Proposed Scheme shall ensure that principles of universal design are

adhered to, and accessibility requirements are met throughout.

o Alterations to curbside parking spaces and loading and signage shall be
agreed with the planning authority and all signage and road markings to
comply with the traffic signs manual.

o Some recommended conditions relate to the construction period and require
works to be in accordance with DCC standards adequate reinstatement

storage and reuse of antique setts or heritage elements.

o DCC also recommend that the NTA undertake an awareness education and
behavioural change program to educate road users on the proposed scheme

in particular in relation to interactions between pedestrians and cyclists.

o Other recommended conditions relate to installation and operation of public
lighting, the incorporation of sustainable drainage systems, compliance with
the Greater Dublin Regional Code of Practice for Drainage Works version
6.0, agreement with DCC of the detailed drainage design prior to
commencement of construction, confirmation that's the proposed scheme
will not cause the deterioration of the status of any waterbodies, the
reduction of flood risk along the route, and the provision of as built drawings

of all drainage works upon completion.

o Works to be carried out having regard to a construction management plan
which must be agreed with DCC prior to commencement.

o Conditions relating to archaeological monitoring of works the appointment of
a project archaeologist, the provision of appropriate archaeological reporting

and investigation.

o All works to be designed and supervised by an architectural conservation

expert who will ensure adequate protections are put in place for historic and
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heritage fabric during the construction phase. Any works in relation to
heritage features to be subject to the written approval of the planning
authority in advance and should additional heritage fabric be identified

appropriate monitoring reuse or protections applied with agreement.

o The DCC conservation section recommends the following specific
measures/changes to the Proposed Scheme:

- the redesign of the proposed scheme to ensure the protection and

retention of Dr. Steevens’ hospital lawn.

- The provision of alternative locations for the proposed bus shelters to the
north of Dr. Steevens’ hospital and to the south of the Irish War
Memorial gardens to be provided for the written agreement of the

planning authority.

- Details of the methodology and new locations of the cast iron post box
and two heritage lamp posts proposed to be moved to be agreed with

the planning authority.
- Rationalisation of all signage across the route.

- Provision of alternative high quality cycle lane surface in lieu of red
tarmacadam within ACAs and proximate to protected structures.

o The DCC City Architects Department recommends the following specific

measures/changes to the Proposed Scheme:

- The provision of detailed drawings and specifications of the proposed
urban realm improvements identified at (a) Chapelizod Hill Road (new
stairs and access ramps), (b) St. Johns Road West (interface with
Heuston Station and Dr. Steevens’ Hospital), and (d) Palmerstown
Village, Old Lucan Road, and Kennelsfort Road Lower®, for the written

agreement of the planning authority prior to commencement.

Full details of the design and type of bus shelters for each location, the

siting of utility cabinets and above ground utilities, the extent of existing

5 The Board should note that Palmerstown Village, the Old Lucan Road and Kennelsfort Road Lower are not
within the functional area of DCC. While they are on the route of the Proposed Scheme these areas are within
the functional area of South Dublin County Council.
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5.2.6.

5.2.6.1.

hard landscape to be retained, pallet of street furniture and their
locations, boundary treatments, raised table side road entry treatments,
details of treatment of private landing areas, to be agreed with the

planning authority prior to commencement.

- All historic fabric to be recorded and retained in accordance with best
conservation practice details to be agreed in advance with the planning

authority.
- Village signage treatment to be incorporated.
- Application of the per cent for art scheme.

o Conditions relating to the adequate protection of existing trees realistic
assessment of provision of additional planting clarity in relation to the
guantity of compensatory planting along the route, monitoring of landscaping
works by project arboriculturalist and landscape architect, all of which to be

subject to agreement with the planning authority.

NTA Response to DCC Submission

In response to the DCC submission the applicants noted the general support of the
Council for the scheme and the statements of compliance with the development and
regional plans. For the majority of the responses the applicant referred to the content
of the submitted EIAR and confirmed that design approaches at referenced locations
were in accordance with DMURSs or required due to other local constraints, other

points of note clarified include:

= The Traffic Signal and Road Markings drawings (Vol. 3 of EIAR) provide
additional detail on road signage and speed limits than shown on the general

arrangement drawings.

= The Proposed Scheme shows less of a reduction in car journeys when
compared to other BusConnects routes as there is already being significant
bus priority infrastructure on this route, there are fewer signalised junctions

when compared with other routes and the nature of the existing corridor.

= In relation to the South Circular Road junction the existing two lanes for

general traffic on the Con Colbert Road between the eastern end of R148 and
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R111 are necessary as shown on forecasting and the maximum space has
been provided for pedestrians, bus passengers and cyclists given the site

constraints (Memorial Garden to the north and rail line to the south).

= The measures to ensure pedestrian priority and safety at bus stops have been
developed in consultation with representative mobility groups and provides a
range of safety measures including deflection and narrowing of cycle lanes,
provision of yellow bar markings, as well as pedestrian priority crossing

signalling and tactile paving.

= The physical separation of cycle tracks from vehicle lanes as well as signal
controls will ensure safety for cyclists at junctions, in this regard left turning

vehicles will be held at the junction while a cycling crossing stage is on.

= NTA confirms its assertion that the lands on which the EV vehicle charging

points are located are in fact within the ownership of DCC (since 1974).

= In relation to footpath widths in the vicinity of Heuston Station the NTA confirm
that the stations portico will be available for pedestrian use and footpath

widths have been maximised given the other constraints in the vicinity.

= In relation to the accessibility of bus stops at Chapelizod Hill Road the NTA
acknowledges that these are not accessible for wheelchair users due to (a)
the difference in overall levels between the bus stops and Chapelizod Hill
Road, and (b) the existing gradient of the Chapelizod Hill Road leading up to
the proposed ramped access to the bus stops being in excess of the minimum
suitable gradient. NTA state that they are satisfied that the proposed steps
and ramps at this location provide the optimum arrangement to maximise the
accessibility of the C Spine bus services to residents of Chapelizod given the

existing topographical constraints.

= NTA clarifies that additional surveys on location and condition of surface

water sewers will be undertaken in advance of construction documentation.

= |n relation to conservation the NTA states that Proposed Scheme is consistent
with the relevant conservation policies of the DCDP 2022 which was adopted
after the current application was lodged.
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5.2.7.

5.2.71.

5.2.7.2.

= In relation to conditions proposed by DCC the NTA consider that that issues

raised have been dealt with in full within the application documentation and

additional bespoke conditions are not required.

South Dublin County Council

South Dublin County Council (SDCC) made their submission to the Proposed

Scheme in January 2023. From the outset SDCC state that they are broadly

supportive of the proposal and are “of the view that it aligns with the policies of the
County Development Plan (2022-2028).” Furthermore, SDCC note that the majority

of their concerns have been addressed through the consultation process that has

been conducted to date by the NTA with the various stakeholders in their functional

area.

Development Management Comments.

The SDCC Development Plan 2022-2028 is generally in favour of the principle of
the proposed scheme with supportive policy context as follows: Policy SM1
(promoting ease of movement), SM1 Objective 1 (transition to more sustainable
travel modes), Policy SM3 (supporting modal shift to public transport), SM3
Objective 1 (achieve mode share of 30% bus), SM3 Objective 11 (facilitate
delivery of BusConnects), SM3 Objective 12 (expansion of bus network), SM3
Objective 17 (facilitate delivery of grade separated junction or equivalent at
Kennelsfort Road-R148 junction), and SM3 Objective 18 (liaison with bus service
providers).

The Proposed Scheme is welcomed as it will support more efficient and
intensive use of brownfield serviced urban sites, sustainable and vibrant
communities and housing delivery.

SDCC consider that given the limited land take proposed and the routing of the
Proposed Scheme along existing major roadways an appropriate balance has
been struck between servicing local communities and not adversely affecting
residential amenities.

SDCC considers that issues such as tree loss and loss of carriageways

dedicated to cars are decisively outweighed by improved sustainable transport
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5.2.7.3.

5.2.7.4.

opportunities, enhancement of the public realm and opportunities to

accommodate higher density developments.

Active Travel Section Comments

= Set out a number of targeted/specific design comments and queries in relation to

the overall scheme within their functional area.

Traffic and Transportation Section Comments

The Traffic and Transportation Sections comments review the scheme in sections as
follows.

Section 1: N4 junction 3 to M50 Junction 7 — Lucan Road

» Requests that the proposed scheme be extended westwards to include Lucan
Village.

= Supports the reinstatement of a right turn onto the western slip road onto the N4,
the removal of left slip lanes off the R136 (Ballyowen) onto the R835 (Lucan)
Road.

» Welcomes the relocation of bus stops and associated infrastructure changes on
the N4 near Liffey Valley (increasing their length and segregating them from the
N4 carriageway) as well as the provision of the new pedestrian only footbridge.

= Supports the provision of a segregated two-way cycle track on the northern side
of the N4 between the entrance to the Hermitage Golf Club and N4 Junction 2.

» Notes that land acquisition is required and that appropriate mitigation measures
adopted for trees lost.

Section 2: M50 Junction 7 to R148 Con Colbert Road — R148 Palmerstown and
Chapelizod bypass

= Supports the upgrade works proposed at the R148/Kennelsfort Rd, Old Lucan
Road/Kennelsfort Road Lower, and R148/The Oval Junctions, in this regard the
submissions states: “SDCC supports the removal of the left turning slip lanes
and the removal of the left turn out of Kennelsfort Road onto the R148 bypass to
facilitate pedestrian and cycle movements and safer bus stop operations at this

location.”
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52.7.5.

5.2.7.6.

5.2.7.7.

= The traffic section requests (a) assurance that the proposed scheme will not
delay the delivery of the Lucan Luas extension, and (b) further discussions in

relation to the land parcels required to facilitate the proposed scheme.

The traffic and transport section concludes that the proposed scheme supports the
GDA Transport Strategy and many of the sustainable movement policies in the
SDCC Development Plan as well as moving towards targets set out in Climate
Action Plans. The Traffic Section requires that all works be carried out in an
appropriate manner in accordance with detailed Construction Management and

Traffic Management Plans which should be agreed in advance with SDCC.

Roads Maintenance Section Comments

Requests that:

= No kerb integrated drainage is included in the scheme as these are difficult to
keep clean, are prone to cracking and are difficult to replace at isolated
sections.

= Colour bound servicing be omitted or used sparingly throughout the design as

these are difficult to procure in small quantities for maintenance purposes.

Economic Development Section Comments

The section is in favour of the project and states it will assist with any relevant land
agreements and access permissions. The section also reviews each plot from the
CPO where SDCC were notified as an interested party and makes comments on
each in relation to its zoning and ownership. Existing services within relevant
holdings are also referenced and additional information is requested in relation to

any impacts on the design of affected services and utilities.

Summary/Conclusion

SDCC states it is broadly satisfied with the planning proposal and are of the view
that it aligns with the provisions of its 2022-2028 Development Plan. The main
aspects raised by SDCC Planning, Traffic, Active Travel and Maintenance teams can

be summarised as follows:
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5.2.8.

5.2.8.1.

5.2.9.

It is requested that the scheme be expanded westward to include Lucan
village.

The Proposed Scheme is aligned with SDCC County Development Plan
policy.

Active travel team have raised some minor design details which SDCC would
like to be addressed if it is possible to do so.

Maintenance team requests that certain material selections are restricted
where possible to aid future repairs and upkeep.

The provision and agreement of Construction and Traffic management plans.
Requests confirmation that the proposed scheme will not negatively impact on
timing or delivery of the Lucan Luas extension.

Invites further discussion in relation to the exact parcels of land identified to

facilitate delivery of the Proposed Scheme.

NTA Response to SDCC Submission

In response to the SDCC submission the applicants noted the general support of the

council for the Proposed Scheme. In response the NTA referred to and reiterated

various parts of the application documentation and confirmed that design

approaches at referenced locations were in accordance with DMURSs or required due

to other local constraints, other points of note clarified included the following:

In relation to expansion of the route to include Lucan, this was ruled out as

west of Ballyowen Road there was a three-way split of future services.

In relation to the detailed design comments supplied by the Active Travel
Section, it was noted that these are not material to the design intent of the

Proposed Scheme and would be considered at the detailed design stage.

The Proposed Scheme will not impinge on the delivery of the Luas Lucan line.

Department of Housing, Local Government and Heritage (Development

Applications Unit)
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5.2.91.

5.2.9.2.

The Development Applications Unit (DAU) of the Department of Housing, Local

Government and Heritage (DHLGH) has provided comments in relation to Nature

Conservation and Archaeology.

The DAU’s comments in relation to Nature Conservation can be summarised as

follows:

It is acknowledged that without mitigation there is potential for water quality
impacts on downstream Natura 2000 sites to arise particularly from pollutants
mobilised during the construction phase due to the presence of hydrological
linkages. The submitted NIS has concluded that impacts could potentially
arise on a large number of Natura 2000 sites, however, the DAU considers
that due to distance and dilution effects (and taking the precautionary principle
into account) that only a small minority of the sites listed in the NIS would
actually be vulnerable to adverse effects, namely the sites within Dublin Bay
including the South Dublin Bay SAC, North Dublin Bay SAC, the South Dublin
Bay and River Tolka Estuary SPA and the North Bull Island SPA.

The Department accepts that the mitigation measures set out in the NIS in
relation to construction should prevent any negative impacts on European
sites originating from the proposed scheme.

The mitigation measures to avoid impacts on downstream Natura sites should
also prevent any negative impacts on fish species inhabiting the Liffey,
including salmon, eel and lamprey.

The use of the Liffey Gaels playing fields by Brent Geese where it is proposed
to have a construction compound is noted, and there is accordingly the
possibility of negative ex-situ effects on SCI bird species for the south Dublin
Bay and River Tolka Estuary SPA, North Bull Island SPA, and Baldoyle SPA.
As only small numbers of Brent geese appear to be using this area for
foraging and as there are alternative feeding grounds available, negative
impacts on this species are unlikely to arise from the temporary construction
compound. Notwithstanding this, additional surveys should be required prior
to commencement of construction and in the event of favourable
consideration a condition should be imposed to ensure the reinstatement of

the playing pitches.
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= Significant tree and hedgerow removal is proposed with the loss of approx.
3.3 ha of mixed broad-leaved woodland proposed as well as 2,183m of
hedgerows, and 2,420 of treelines (including c.218 trees from the southern
boundary of the Hermitage Golf Club). The EIAR acknowledges that many of
the trees are likely to be used for nesting, however, no nesting survey has
been carried out and accordingly clearance of trees or woody vegetation
should only be permitted outside the nesting period.

= In relation to bats and the survey reports it is recommended that the felling of
relevant trees (which display roost features) should only be carried out under
the supervision of a licenced bat handler and that bat boxes and other bat
mitigatory measures outlined in the EIAR be applied.

= Further Badger surveys are required in the vicinity of proposed construction
compound LU2 (along the Palmerstown Bypass) prior to a decision issuing in
relation to this proposed development as a sett was previously identified by
the NPWS approximately 12 years ago and badgers were reported/recorded
in the vicinity and are loyal to their locations. If badgers are proven to be
present a badger conservation plan will be required.

= In the event of favourable consideration, the DHLGH has also provided the
wording of conditions it recommends being attached in relation to:

o A finalised CEMP being provided to incorporate all mitigation measures
set out in the NIS and EIAR.

o Restoration/reinstatement of construction compound LU 3 (Liffey Valley
Gaels pitches) following construction.

o No woody vegetation clearance during the nesting season.

o Bat mitigatory measures set out in the EIAR to be implemented
including provision of bat boxes, re-inspection of potential bat roost
trees before felling, and any such felling to be under the supervision of
a licenced bat handler.

o Bat friendly lighting signed off by a bat specialist to be used during

construction and operational phases.

5.2.9.3. Inrelation to archaeological requirements the DHLGH has listed four conditions
which it recommends in the event of favourable consideration, their requirements

can be summarised as follows:
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All mitigation measures in relation to archaeology and cultural heritage set out
in chapter 15 of the EIAR to be implemented in full.

All archaeological areas and mitigation measures to be set out in the CEMP.
Project Archaeologist to be appointed to oversee and advice on the scheme
throughout construction and design process.

Report on archaeological monitoring including any investigative work to be

submitted following works.

5.2.10. NTA Response to DHLGH Submission

5.2.10.1. The NTA response to the DHLGH submission referred to the mitigation measures

set out within the EIAR and included the following clarifications:

Reference is made to the mitigation measures set out in Section 12.5.1.5.2.1
of the EIAR in relation to the use of the Liffey Gaels grounds for a

construction compound, and reinstatement of the grounds is reaffirmed.

In relation to tree clearance the mitigation measures set out in the biodiversity
section of the EIAR are again referenced, these commit to vegetation
removal outside the bird breeding season and where this is not practicable
advance surveys for bird presence will be made and where nests are present

clearance will not commence.

In relation to potential badger activity near construction compound LU2 the
applicants conducted an additional walk over survey in March 2023 which
confirmed the findings of the original surveys, and no badger activity was
recorded within the footprint, hence the relevant badger mitigation set out in

the EIAR remains appropriate and the optimal approach.

The applicant noted the DHLGH submission in relation to archaeology
recommendations and acknowledged that these were consistent with the

measures and mitigation incorporated into the submitted EIAR.

5.3. Third Party Observations/Submissions

5.3.1. There were a total of 78 no. third-party submissions and observations lodged in

relation to the Proposed Scheme in the initial statutory period. These submissions
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5.3.2.

were lodged by a mixture of third-parties, corporate entities, clubs, volunteer groups,
clubs, and individuals. These submissions are all listed and summarised in
Appendix 1 of this report, and all relevant points raised have been reviewed and
have been considered throughout the assessment of the Proposed Scheme where
necessary. Four of the 78 initial third party submissions made in relation to the
Proposed Scheme referenced an oral hearing. In the interests of clarity and
conciseness | refer the Board to Appendix 1 to review a summary of the main issues

raised in each of the individual submissions lodged.

The main relevant themes raised throughout the various submissions have been
summarised below, followed by a summary of the applicant’s response to these main
issues (submissions were circulated to the applicant for comment in February and
April 2023). The applicant responded to the circulated submissions in May 2023. The
NTAs comments on the submissions were circulated to all the third parties who were
in turn invited to comment and a further 16 valid submissions were made at this
stage. The additional submission responses were from Alan McQuaid, Aisling
Curley, Brendan Higgins (and others), Chapelizod Residents Association, Geraldine
Fagan (and others), Grainne Ni Mhuiri (and others), Guss O’'Connell, Riversdale
Riverview Old Lucan Road Residents Group, Sean Treanor, Terance Clement Shaw,
The Fitzgerald Group, Torcross Unlimited Company, Trustees of Hermitage Golf
Club, Margaret Cosgrove, Mary and David Ong, and Palmerstown Meitheal Tidy
Towns. The responses submitted by third parties to the NTAs consideration of the
initial submissions broadly raise issues consistent with the original submissions,
state that the applicant’s response does not address the specific concerns that had
been raised, noted that no amendments had been made by the NTA to address
concerns and that the decision not to hold an oral hearing was not appropriate®. The
responses from third parties to the NTA’'s comments on their initial submissions are
also summarised in Appendix I. Four of the initial submissions lodged, sought or
referenced an oral hearing, and 4 no. of the additional 16 subsequent submissions

raised queries in relation to a hearing.

%1n this regard the Board should note that in circulating and cross-circulating submissions all parties had been
erroneously informed in correspondence from the Board that an Oral Hearing was not to be held, when this
determination had not yet been made, and hence this was raised as a concern by third parties.

ABP-314942-22 & ABP-314988-22 Inspector’s Report Page 80 of 482



5.3.3.

5.3.4.

The section below provides a high-level summary of the most frequently/commonly
raised themes/issues from the third-party submissions that have been received. It is
not intended in this section to list all the issues raised in the submissions that were
lodged (these are summarised in Appendix 1) and the responses made individually,
all submissions have been reviewed and considered in preparing this report and
recommendation. Where relevant specific points which merit individual discussion
have been raised in the submissions, these have been brought into the overall
assessment of the Proposed Scheme set out throughout this report (Planning
Assessment, EIA, and/or AA).

All submissions have been reviewed and new issues raised are listed, however,
significant repetition is avoided where issues have been raised in prior submissions.
The primary and most common issues raised in the third-party submissions are set

out below.

= Sixty-nine of the 78 no. initial submissions raised issues in relation to the

Palmerstown area, including the following:

o Objections to the routing of the bus service through Palmerstown Village (i.e.
the 26(/80) bus route along the Old Lucan Road and Kennelsfort Road Lower
through the village) as this is unnecessary and is a degradation of the service,
as is the removal of the 18 service from the village (and associated removal
of bus stops from the west side of the village along the Old Lucan road).

o The locations of bus stops at Palmerstown are inappropriate (Provision of new
inbound and outbound bus stops in Palmerstown Village on the Old Lucan
Road, removal of bus stop on R148 to rear of Palmerstown Drive, and
provision of new bus stops on R148 near the Oval).

o Adverse traffic impacts arising from the Proposed Scheme due to:

- Removal of left turn slip lanes at Kennelsfort Road junction and at the
Oval.

- Proposal to remove the left turn from Kennelsfort Road Lower inbound.

- The Development Plan objective to provide grade separation at the
Kennelsfort Road Upper/Lower junction with the R148.

- Removal of U-turn facility on R148 Palmerstown by-pass (turning from
out-bound to in-bound) at the Oval and its replacement with a right turning

bus lane into the village.
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- The geometry of the Proposed Scheme at the link from the R148 to the
Old Lucan Road (into Palmerstown Village) will not accommodate HGV'’s,
commercial traffic and/or bus volumes.

- Adverse impact from increased bus traffic through the village, affecting
community, amenities and events.

- Loss of car parking throughout the village.

o The need for a two-way cycle track through the village is questioned, as
objectors state that cyclists will stay on the R148 as it offers a more direct
route and alternatives are suggested.

o lItis claimed that the existing cycle/pedestrian bridge over the M50 is deficient
in width.

o The pedestrian crossing on the R148 at the east side of the Kennelsfort road
junction is not needed as there is a pedestrian overpass and the removal
would allow the reinstatement of left turns inbound from Kennelsfort Road
Lower.

o The provision of the pedestrian crossings on the R148 west of the Oval will
require more circuitous walking routes for pedestrians and require additional
roads to be crossed.

o In relation to construction and operational practices in the Palmerstown area
concerns are raised in relation to noise and air pollution.

o Adverse impacts from the proposed LU2 temporary construction compound
(particularly in relation to ecology- bats and badgers, loss of trees), drainage
and general disturbance.

o Adverse impact on heritage features in Palmerstown village including on
Wood farm and Red Cow Cottages, impacts on community events, visual
impacts and loss of amenity potentially leading to property devaluation and
community impact.

o Concerns raised querying the costs return period of the Proposed Scheme
and the extent of any cost/benefit analysis that may have been carried out.

o A suggested alternative of providing an additional link behind the Applegreen
service station along the old Lucan Road to the Chapelizod by-pass would

alleviate congestion on the Oval junction.
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5.3.5.

5.3.5.1.

= Nine of the 78 no. third party submissions raised concerns in relation to the

proposed accessibility ramps and steps from Chapelizod Hill Road to the proposed

new bus stops on the Chapelizod Bypass, this element was also referenced as part

of other submissions relating to Chapelizod. The following were the primary

concerns in relation to these elements:

O

Requested that the bus services be brought into and through Chapelizod as a
better alternative.

Proposed access ramps from Chapelizod Hill Road to the new bus stops are
not in accordance with Part M of the Building Regulations and are not
appropriate for wheelchair users.

Chapelizod Hill Road is not accessible in its own right for those who are
mobility impaired due to the steepness of the existing road.

Ramps and accessibility works are visually obtrusive and will have an adverse
impact on privacy, amenity and value of property in the vicinity, result in an
inappropriate loss of trees and adversely affect residential amenities in the
vicinity.

Construction and operational activities will give rise to adverse impacts on
residential amenity at this location, and there will be a loss of privacy in the

operational phase.

= Other issues raised by third parties include advocating for enforcement of traffic

rules, requesting clarity for the hours of operation of the bus lanes, clarity on the

provision of bicycle parking provision, querying the overall junction design approach

and potential impacts on individual properties including the Hermitage Golf Club,

Hermitage Medical Clinic, Knockmaree Apartments (Chapelizod), and Palmerstown

Lodge (dwelling whose current access arrangements will be altered by the removal

of an existing U-turn facility at Palmerstown) have also been made.

Summary of NTA Response to Third Party Submissions/Objections

The response from the applicant in relation to the third-party submissions refers to,

and reiterates statements from the EIAR and the associated application

documentation, the response also includes the following clarifications.
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= In relation to bus services the provision or removal of these services is not
part of the Proposed Scheme. It is stated the Proposed Scheme has been
designed to facilitate the final version of the Dublin Area Bus Network as
published in 2019 (following public consultation), accordingly the decision on
the routing of bus routes (such as the 26/80) and the removal of others (such
as the 18) has already been made and committed to.

= In relation to the locations, and removal, of bus stops the criteria for bus stop

locations was referenced (Section 4.6.4.5 of the EIAR).

= In relation to impacts on the ACA in Palmerstown the NTA state that the
impacts have been considered and are negative, slight and long term as there
will be localised improvements to the public realm and the proposed bus

shelter outside the Red Cow Cottages will be outside of the ACA.

* In relation to the junction changes in Palmerstown the EIAR, DMURS, and the
(then) draft Greater Dublin Area Transport Strategy are referenced,
furthermore the applicant states that a grade separated junction at the
Kennelsfort Roads junction is not required to achieve the objectives of the
Proposed Scheme, and all junction arrangements have been subject to
independent audit which did not raise any safety issues of significance in
relation to the safety of the proposed alterations at the Palmerstown junctions.
The applicant also confirmed that population and traffic increases have been

factored into all modelling used as have recent significant planning consents.

= In relation to the cycle tracks being provided through Palmerstown the
applicant notes that these form part of primary cycle route 6 of the GDA Cycle
Network plan adopted by the NTA in 2014, and the two-way segregated cycle
track represents the optimum solution to provide safe segregated

infrastructure for cycling.

= The NTA also clarify that the Proposed Scheme will restrict cyclists (through
signage and design) from the R148 Chapelizod by-pass as the cycle network
plan shows route 6 access to the city centre being via Chapelizod village and
the R109.

= In relation to the presence of badger at the location of the LU2 temporary

compound a further walkover survey was undertaken at the location which
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confirmed the findings of the EIAR. In relation to drainage at this location the
NTA have stated that consultations with stakeholders have not identified the
presence of an engineered soakaway and that the provisions of the Surface
Water Management Plan (SWMP) will be applicable throughout the Proposed

Scheme.

= In relation to property values and community impact the NTA states that the
Proposed Scheme will greatly improve transport services in the area, and that
the public realm will be improved, accordingly adverse impacts on amenity
and property values are not anticipated. Furthermore, it is stated that the
Proposed Scheme will not preclude any application for temporary local road

closures to facilitate community events.

= In relation to cost/benefit analysis and environmental costs the NTA have
stated that all reasonable alternatives and details of the multi-criteria analysis
carried out have included consideration of economic costs and benefits. The
NTA also clarified that the details of the cost of the Proposed Scheme have
not yet been finalised due to ongoing inflation and need for final scheduling of
the project, however, they refer to their BusConnects Preliminary Business
Case website where it is noted that government granted Approval in Principle
to allow consent applications to be lodged subsequent to the preliminary

business case being submitted to the relevant Departments.

= The suggested alternative route to the Chapelizod bypass by using the Old
Lucan Road to the rear of the Applegreen petrol station is neither necessary
nor appropriate as it would lead to infringing on the Liffey Valley pNHA and
Special Amenity Area Order, while also creating a traffic hazard due to

proximity to other junctions.

= In relation to the access to the proposed new bus stops on the Chapelizod Hill
Road the NTA have confirmed that the accessibility ramp access transitions a
change in height of significantly above 2m which is the maximum permitted for
wheelchair use for any series of ramps, furthermore it is acknowledged that
the existing incline on Chapelizod Hill Road also exceeds the maximum

gradient for wheelchair use. The proposed ramps have a gradient of 1:15 for

ABP-314942-22 & ABP-314988-22 Inspector’s Report Page 85 of 482



5.4.

5.4.1.

sections of 5m which complies with the building regulations for all users

except wheelchair users.

= In relation to antisocial behaviour and overlooking from the new bus stops a
2m high solid wall is proposed along the boundary of the ramps addressing
Knockmaree Apartments (the closest residential units affected), with a 1.25m
solid parapet wall topped with a 0.55m stainless steel railing with infill woven
mesh provided to the rear of the bus stop/shelters. In relation to noise
impacts, the existing noise barriers in place will be retained or replaced in
proximity to the new bus stop and the solid 1.2m high wall will also contribute

to noise abatement.

= In relation to enforcement the applicant notes that while this is generally a
matter for the Gardai, specific measures have been incorporated as
appropriate within the Proposed Scheme such as advanced bus signal
detection systems which will trigger green lights for authorised vehicles only.

= The applicant also clarifies that bus lanes along the Proposed Scheme will be

operation 24hrs a day and 7 days a week.

= In relation to the provision of bicycle parking facilities the locations of
proposed bike racks are shown on the Landscaping General Arrangement

Drawings.

Third Party Objections to the CPO and Application

Three Objections have been received in relation to the CPO of lands, these parties
have also made submissions to the application process and so where appropriate
and to avoid repetition these are all dealt with and summarised hereunder in this
section. The three submissions have all been made in relation to specific properties
(the Knockmaree Residential Estate, the Hermitage Golf Club, and the Hermitage
Clinic). The submissions received were circulated to the NTA and they were invited
to respond. The NTAs response was in turn circulated to all third parties and two
further responses were received (from the Trustees of the Hermitage Golf Club, and
Torcross Unlimited Company [The Hermitage Clinic]). In this regard the Board may
wish to note that a submissions made by Naomi Louisa O’Connell and Cuan

O’Seireadain, residents of Knockmaree Residential Estate reference the CPO,
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however, they are focused on the adverse impacts of the Proposed Scheme on the
amenities of the area, and the third parties are not listed on the CPO schedule,
accordingly these submissions have been dealt with as submissions to the overall
scheme referenced in 5.3 above, for the Boards reference the issues raised in the

submissions are similar to those raised by the Knockmaree Management Company.

5.4.2. The Board should note that similar to the application process all parties to the CPO
were erroneously informed in the correspondence that issued in June 2023 that a
decision had been made to proceed to determine the current application without an
oral hearing. No such decision had been made at that time and further
correspondence confirming this issued to all parties on 8" August 2023. Ultimately,
the Board considered that an Oral Hearing was not required in relation to the CPO in
a decision dated 6" March 2024 and all relevant parties were informed of such in
correspondence. All objections to the CPO, the relevant NTA response and further

submissions from the third parties are summarised below:

5.4.3. Knockmaree Management Company CLG (Compulsory Purchase Order)

= Submission prepared by Marston Planning Consultancy on behalf of the
Knockmaree Management Company (KMC) and references the proposed
application as well as the CPO.

= Concerned solely with the impact the proposed scheme will have on the
Knockmaree Residential Development (“the Estate”) in Chapelizod. Lands
that form part of the Estate are subject to CPO (both permanent and
temporary) to facilitate the proposed scheme, and specifically to
accommodate the ramped (accessible/pedestrian) access to the bus stop on

the inward leg of the Chapelizod Bypass from the Chapelizod Hill Road.

= The proposed pedestrian access to the bus stop is heavily engineered and
provides 18 ramps to address the c. 10m height differential between the

proposed new bus stop and the Chapelizod Hill Road.

= The height differential and steepness of the Chapelizod Hill Road means it is
highly questionable as to how often the accessible ramps will be used and

overall, the bus stop will be very difficult to transit for vulnerable users.
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= The 26 bus offers a high frequency bus alternative which already exists in the
village so the new bus stops will not give adequate or realistic service to local

residents.

= The proposed works will result in the loss of mature trees, which have not
been considered or surveyed in the submitted EIAR. No details of species
quality or condition are provided nor are any details of the impact of the
replacement of the mature trees with concrete ramps and railings on the

biodiversity of the area and therefore the EIAR assessment is deeply flawed.

= There are no details of any proposed acoustic barriers between the new bus
stops and the Estate. Furthermore, the works will necessitate significant cut

and fill as well as the provision of large retaining wall structures.

= The proposed section (Drawing DR-CR-0015) provided shows the inability to
provide adequate or sufficient tree planting between the works and
Knockmaree. No detailed planting scheme is provided to confirm the height,
girth and maturity of proposed tree planting, between the works and

Knockmaree.

= The proposed ramping works are proposed within lands zoned as Z9
(Amenity/Open Space Lands/Green Network) within the Dublin City
Development Plan 2022-2028. Furthermore, the works are immediately
adjacent to the ACA and Conservation area on Chapelizod Hill road,
accordingly the Proposed Scheme could contravene development plan

provisions.

= The profound loss of trees will have a significant negative impact on the
setting, visual and residential amenities of the Knockmaree development
which will be compounded by the hard landscaping that is proposed (ramps,
steps, retaining walls, and railings). This will only be mitigated in the medium
to long term (from 7-60 years) and therefore table 17.8 findings from the EIAR

conflict with the main body of the assessment.

= Arguments that the proposed development requires less land-take than
previous publicly displayed options are misplaced as a previous iteration
showing ramps to north of Chapelizod Hill Road were unlikely to comply with
universal access and did not provide for a bus-stop lay-by.
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= The EIAR noted that residents of Chapelizod Court raised concerns over the
visual impact of an earlier design iteration (providing ramps to the north of
Chapelizod Hill Road), and that the response from the applicant has been to
move those visual impacts among other concerns to the south of the road to

impact a greater number of properties and residents.

» Proposed development will have a significant adverse visual impact by

replacing a mature sylvan landscape with hard landscaping.

= Residents’ privacy will also be affected as those waiting at the bus stop will be

able to look over and into properties.

= Existing trees help to attenuate traffic noise, proposed scheme will reduce the
effectiveness of this and therefore have a significant adverse impact on

residential amenity.

= Suggests an alternative solution be proposed such as the provision of a lift

system to minimise impact.

= The proposed construction hours and activities will have a completely
unacceptable impact on Knockmaree residents both in terms of noise and
vibration arising. In relation to vibration a full structural survey of Knockmaree

is requested to be undertaken in advance of any proximate works.

= Detailed noise surveys or assessment of the construction or operational noise
in relation to Knockmaree have not been carried out. The construction hours
sought in relation to pilling and louder activities in the vicinity of Knockmaree
are excessive (generally 7am — 7pm Mon-Fri and allowing additional works
outside these times) and will give rise to significant adverse impacts,

particularly with the recent increase in working from home activities.

= EIAR assessment on noise impacts from construction activities are broad and
meaningless. Construction noise mitigation measures (such as 2.4m high
screening along boundary) will have little effect on proximate works to

Knockmaree which will occur at much higher levels.

» |tis requested that works between chainage A5600 and A5900 should be
conditioned to only occur between 8am and 6pm given the proximity to the

Knockmaree residential development.
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= Noise assessment does not adequately consider the noise attenuation
provided by the extant compact trees in terms of the operational noise
impacts on Knockmaree. Replacement of existing noise barriers is not
sufficient for Knockmaree, increased acoustic screening can only be
adequately achieved by relocating the bus stop a further distance away from
this residential development and placing additional acoustic screens above
the proposed 1.2m high boundary wall between chainage A5600 and A5900.

= Loss of trees and increase in traffic will result in reduction of air quality so the

bus stop should be moved further away from the largest density of population.

= Raises concern that the Proposed Scheme may contravene the zoning

provisions of the Development Plan.

= The material reduction in residential and visual amenity will result in a

profound negative impact on property and property values in Knockmaree.

5.4.31. NTA Response to Knockmaree Management Company

» Reference is made to Section 3.4.4.5 of the EIAR in relation to the evolution

of the design of the Proposed Scheme at this location.

» The height differential to be addressed between the Chapelizod Hill Road
(CHR) and the proposed bus stops is approximately 5m on the southern side
of the road, when compared to approximately 7m on the northern side of the
road. Changing the ramped access from the north to south side of the CHR
also facilitated a reduction in length of ramps from c. 177m to c. 138m, with a

resultant reduction in overall area and land-take.

» Itis acknowledged that the existing slope on CHR exceeds the relevant
standards for wheelchair accessibility, however, the NTA states that the
provision of steps alone would not be acceptable as people with child buggies
etc. need to be catered for. The provision of a lift only alternative with steps is
inappropriate as in the event of mechanical failure there is no alternative to

steps.

> In relation to loss of trees the applicant refers to the Arboricultural Impact
Assessment (AIA) and states that the trees have been accurately identified in

the topographical survey and have therefore been identified.

ABP-314942-22 & ABP-314988-22 Inspector’s Report Page 90 of 482



In relation to visual amenity, air quality, construction noise, ACA, conservation
area, and vibration impacts the applicant refers to the relevant sections of the

EIAR and the stated mitigation measures.

The applicant acknowledges the Z9 zoning (To preserve, provide and improve
recreational amenity and open space) and notes the lands subject to the
works at this location is an embankment and does not serve as an area of
recreational amenity to the community, furthermore a large portion of the

habitat at this location will be retained thus avoiding complete fragmentation.

In relation to loss of privacy the NTA refer to the 2m high block wall being
provided to the boundary between Knockmaree and the ramp access, and the
1.25m wall topped with 0.55m fence/mesh being provided to the rear of the
proposed bus stops in combination with the retained trees, and planting which

will ensure that there will be no significant loss of privacy.

In relation to operational noise the NTA refer to the walls referenced above,
note that the existing noise barriers along the Chapelizod by-pass will be
retained or replaced in the vicinity of the new bus stop, and note the
impending electrification of the bus fleet which will remove internal

combustion engine noise from buses in the area.

The NTA do not consider that property values will be adversely affected, as
the Proposed Scheme will in fact improve the public realm and connectivity of

the area.

5.4.4. The Trustees of Hermitage Golf Club

The submitted EIAR appears to not reflect the broad critical obligations to
focus on setting out the significant effects both direct and indirect and

mitigation measures where adverse effects are identified.

Raises concerns regarding the extent to which the NTAs Transport Strategy
for the Greater Dublin Area 2016 to 2035 is relied upon as the fundamental

document guiding the scheme.

Is concerned that there is no adequate description of the receiving

environment, of the nature of the Hermitage Golf Club (HGC), its members,
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the landscape (incl. its history) and a complete absence of knowledge as to
the nature of the receiving environment in the EIAR.

= The absence of data in respect of the receiving environment and specifically
that of Hermitage undermines the entire basis of the EIAR and renders any

possible analysis of environmental effects impossible.

* The Hermitage has engaged extensively with the promoters of the scheme
however, in their opinion only one option was being properly considered (that
proposed) and as such adequate consideration of alternatives was not

brought forward through the process.

= The level of cooperation provided by the Hermitage should not be considered
as acceptance of the scheme as the proposals are devastating to the golf
course and it will at a minimum require a complete re-design and additional

land if it is to continue to function as a championship golf course.

» The cycleway and pedestrian way (which are of primary impact on the
Hermitage) could be provided within the existing N4 corridor by reducing the
speed limit to <60kph thereby allowing the traffic lanes to be reduced from
3.4m to 3.0m and facilitating the provision of a 2.4m corridor to accommodate
a two-way cycle track without any land-take from the Hermitage.

= Another alternative that wasn’t considered is the removal of one (or two) traffic
lanes from the N4 this would facilitate modal shift, comply with the Climate

Action Plan and assist in the 20% reduction in vehicle kilometres travelled.

» The lack of consideration of these alternatives is a clear breach of section 15
of the Climate Action and Local Carbon Development Act 2015, in that the
Roads Authority failed to perform its functions in a manner consistent with the
matters stated in section 15, including the most recent Climate Action Plan,
the furtherance of the national climate objective and the objective of mitigating

greenhouse gas emissions.

= The lack of detail on the receiving environment, coupled with the failure to
adequately consider alternatives which require the environmental reasons
why the particular alternative was adopted, renders it impossible to properly
identify the likely significant adverse effects or comply with the EIA Directive.
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Accordingly, the EIAR is not fit for purpose, does not comply with the
requirements of the EIA Directive, and cannot form the basis of an application
under Section 51 of the Roads Act.

= The SDCC County Development Plan does not show an indicative alignment
for either the BusConnects or cycle way at HGC's southern boundary or within
the golf course. The land use zoning maps do include an orange and green
dashed line to denote a cycle way proposal but there is none shown within
proximity to the Hermitage’s southern boundary at the N4. It is well
established that for a major development to proceed it must be provided for in
the statutory development plan’, the proposed scheme while referenced in the
development plan has not been adequately afforded such status and

accordingly it would be ultra vires for the Board to determine the matter.

= As the cycleway route has not been identified in the development plan
granting the subject cycleway would constitute a material contravention in
accordance with the principles set out in the AG(McGarry) v Sligo County
Council [1989] I.L.R.M. 768. The Proposed Scheme would be contrary to the

Development Plan provisions including zoning.

= |tis difficult to identify any basis under the definitions in section 47 of the
Roads Act that would allow the development of a cycle way as part of the
proposed bus corridor scheme. It is submitted that subject development does
not fall within the strict definition of a road scheme under section 47 of the
Roads Act and accordingly the entire legal basis upon which the application is

made is undermined.

= The submission questions the reliance on the 1966 Housing Act for purposes
of compulsory purchase, as the NTA is involved (and not a local authority)
and as it is a Roads Scheme the provisions of Section 49 of the Roads Act
should be relied upon. The Roads Act provides for specific acquisition powers
vested in the Roads Authority for road construction accordingly it is not
appropriate to proceed under Section 76 and the Third Schedule of the
Housing Act in relation to the current CPO.

7 Roughan V Clare County Council [unreported, High Court, 18 December 1996]
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= The Board should have a preliminary hearing in respect of the legal issues

that have been raised in order to decide whether it is appropriate to proceed.
In this regard it should be decided whether the NTA as a road authority is
entitled to CPO lands under the housing legislation. The submission states it
would be unacceptable and contrary to appropriate procedures in this case to
proceed without first determining this matter, and if the Board are not inclined
to carry out such a preliminary hearing, then it is requested that HGC are
informed as soon as practicable so that they may argue their position without

having the expense of engaging in an oral hearing.

= The EIAR is deficient in considering the impacts on Hermitage and little or no
analysis has been conducted of the impact of the construction works or the
operational works on the lands and on the operation of the facility. This
exercise cannot be completed now, and any future oral hearing does not
present an opportunity to amend any lacunae in the EIAR. The Board is urged
to reject the application on the basis of the fundamental inadequacy of the
EIAR, the Hermitage is a voluntary organisation who should not have the
burden of identifying the effects/impacts which the proposed scheme will have
on the golf course/club in the absence of detailed findings within the EIAR.

= Cumulative/In Combination effects have not been considered adequately or at
all in the NIS, and there is a complete absence of detail in respect of how the
proposed scheme is to be implemented, its sequencing and definitive findings.
It is requested that the Board considers the application invalid and makes this
determination in advance of the Hermitage having to engage a range of

expertise at significant cost.

= Applicants await the Boards consideration of these preliminary matters
regarding the EIAR and AA before they consider their options in terms of
progressing any matters before the High Court. Should the Board consider
that the application can proceed the submission states that they would then

be entitled to elaborate on and furnish further particulars.

= The submission formally requests an Oral Hearing for both the application and
CPO elements and requires that the application be determined in advance of

the CPO, as well as referencing several procedural issues, presenting
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5.4.4.1.

significant legal argument in relation to both processes, including their timing,
EIA and AA procedures and requests distinct preliminary inquiries.

NTA Response to Hermitage Golf Club

> In relation to reliance on the Greater Dublin Area Transport Strategy (GDATS)

the applicant notes that this is a statutory strategy required under the Dublin
Transport Authority Act, 2008, and notes the provisions of section 37J of the
Planning Act which states that where a state authority or the Board is carrying
out any relevant function in the GDA the transport strategy shall be a
consideration material to the proper planning and sustainable development of
the area. The Proposed Scheme is supported by a mix of 31 separate
international, national, regional and eight local policies of which the GDATS is

one, therefore undue reliance has not been placed on it.

The submitted EIAR provides full and complete information of the likelihood of
significant effects and has been compiled by suitable experts and the
Hermitage Golf club has been described and assessed fully. The NTA goes

on to list the references to the Hermitage from the EIAR.

Primary Route 06 of the GDA cycle network plan (adopted in 2014) follows
the route of the Proposed Scheme at this location, and chapter 3 of the EIAR
provides a detailed review of the consideration of alternatives. The provision

of a 2-way cycleway along the frontage of the Hermitage Golf Course:
- Reduces the number of intersections with junctions/private accesses,
- Satisfies the GDA cycling strategy in this area,

- Provides a new link between Ballyowen Lane and Road with minimal

detours, and

- Eliminates the need for cyclists to use the shared area at junction 2 of the
N4 westbound.

» The alternative of placing a two-way cycle track on the southern side of the

road at this location was assessed and it required land acquisition from 23
residential properties, 2 commercial properties, tree loss and the provision of

a new cycle crossing of the N4 proximate to the existing pedestrian bridge
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and would therefore have significant additional impacts over the Proposed
Scheme.

» The removal of a bus lane or a traffic lane were also considered as
alternatives to accommodate the cycling infrastructure, with both options
being discounted as it would be contrary to scheme objectives and road traffic
demand respectfully. The N4 at this location has a strategic importance
serving the N4 connection to Sligo, N5 to Castlebar/Westport and the M6 to
Galway. Three general traffic lanes are required to accommodate the baseline
traffic demand (4315 and 4735 vehicles per hour AM and PM peak
respectively from automatic traffic counts in the vicinity — the generally
accepted capacity for a single lane on a national road being c. 1600 to 1700
vehicles per hour). Even with the Proposed Scheme in effect the reductions in
traffic flows on this link are not of sufficient significance to justify a lane

removal.

» There would be operational, safety and enforcement issues associated with
any proposed reduction in speed limits at this location requiring TII
involvement, who did not request or raise speed limit (or reduction in lane

widths) as a consideration during consultations.

» Speed limit and lane reductions would still necessitate land take at this
location and would require significant additional works (drainage moving the

median) for approximately 2 km.

» Land-take from the golf club has been minimised throughout the consultation
period insofar as practicable, and the final design will result in the loss of the
fewest number trees and comprises a continuous piled retaining wall that will

be built entirely from the N4.

» The Proposed Scheme will provide the transport infrastructure required to
deliver sustainable transport options that will supporter the key actions set out
in CAP23.

» The NTA submits that the permanent and temporary land take from the
frontage of the Hermitage Golf Club will not lead to the ‘complete destruction
and obliteration of this facility’, as replanting will take place and the land take
involved represents a small percentage of the overall lands at this location.
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> In relation to development plan compliance the applicant notes that the
provision of the BusConnects Core Bus Corridors are referenced throughout
the SDCC development plan, and the SDCC submission on the application
acknowledges that the Proposed Scheme aligns with the policies of the
development plan, there can therefore be no suggestion that there was a
failure to disclose the intention to carry out the Proposed Scheme.
Furthermore, the location of the subject works within the High Amenity — Liffey

Valley area has been fully assessed and considered within the EIAR.

> In relation to procedures the NTA has stated that it has powers to acquire
lands by means of a CPO under Part XIV of the 2000 Act, accordingly there is
no basis for a preliminary hearing, and the application is being processed
through the appropriate system. The NTA have correctly made an application
for approval of the Proposed Scheme under Section 51 of the Roads Act as it

is a proposed road development subject to EIA.

> In relation to the NIS the NTA state that this is cognisant of the hydrological
connectivity of the Proposed Scheme and has appropriately considered

potential in-combination impacts.

» The NTA is satisfied that the extent of the CPO lands at the Hermitage Golf

club is justified and have been clearly set out for a specific purpose.

> In relation to the timing of the application and CPO decision processes the
NTA refer to section 51(7)(b) of the Roads Act which requires that where a
proposed scheme and CPO are required for the same proposal then the

Board must decide both at the same time.

» The NTA notes that the Board has all relevant information before it to make a
decision on both cases and there is no question that further lands may be
required by the NTA to carry out the Proposed Scheme or any associated

mitigation measures.

54.4.2. Trustees of Hermitage Golf Club Comments on NTA Response

o Disagree with reviewing the CPO and application at the same time, as these

are two separate processes with different assessment criteria. The Hermitage
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requests the Board to reconsider holding an Oral Hearing due to the
complexity of the issues involved.

o Questions are raised in relation to the persons listed as having an interest in
the Hermitage lands within the CPO and that this points to an inadequate

level of investigation throughout.

o Raises a number of procedural issues in terms of the ownership and
schedules within the CPO, and states that mapping provided in the NTA

response relating to land ownership is inaccurate.

o Queries why the original gate lodge has been omitted from assessments, and
states that there is a lack of analysis of the impacts on a number of protected
structures which lie within the curtilage of the Hermitage including the estate

wall which is to be demolished.

o Concerned that the specific property rights to be extinguished in the CPO
have not been identified.

o EIA has failed to assess the impact on the Hermitage, loss of trees, impact of
safety netting (which is proposed on lands within the temporary land take for
the CPO), the excessive amount of lands required within the CPO (both
permanent and temporary) which overall will render the 16" hole unplayable.
The CPO involves the lands between the 16t fairway and the boundary, this
‘rough’ is part of the 16" hole and its loss temporary or otherwise will render
the 16" hole unplayable. Similarly, the location of the 7! and 17" holes t-
boxes are too proximate to the proposed works areas, these will also be

unplayable due to noise, dust and risks.

o Safety netting is proposed on lands outside the permanent land take area
(proposed as temporary and handed back to the HGC) which is considered
inappropriate.

o The Proposed Scheme is a busway for the purposes of Section 51 of the
Roads Act and therefore should be considered under a different consent

procedure.

o The Proposed Scheme has not been assessed against the current Climate

Action Plan, and the traffic volumes that are being designed for are not

ABP-314942-22 & ABP-314988-22 Inspector’s Report Page 98 of 482



appropriate and do not necessitate the level of infrastructure proposed at the
Hermitage lands.

o There has been no effective assessment of the Hermitage’s proposed
alternative to cater for the works proposed within the existing road corridor

and it should be acceptable to propose alternative speed limits.

o Significant legal argument is presented stating that the Board cannot and
should not determine whether or not to hold an Oral Hearing until such time
as all submissions have been made. They have requested all details and
letters from the Board in relation to the determination to not hold an Oral
Hearing and are of the opinion that not holding a hearing is prejudicial to their
clients’ rights and constitutional protections. They note that there is conflict of
evidence between the NTA and Hermitage positions that can only be resolved

through an Oral Hearing.

o The NTA have not clarified the extent to which the requirements of the SEA of

the Transport Strategy have been incorporated into the Proposed Scheme.

o If the scheme is subthreshold in terms of EIA as asserted by the NTA the

information to determine significant effects has not been provided.

o The CPO process and application process are different, the Board does not
have the information to properly conduct the type of assessment required for
the purposes of section 49 of the Roads Act which is wholly different to that

under section 51.

o The NTA response does not accurately show the full extent of the Hermitage
landholdings and therefore level of impact and assessment of alternatives to

provide the least impactful cannot be determined.

o The Proposed Scheme will adversely impact Hermitage House which is a
protected structure and its attendant grounds, old gate lodge, landscape and
demesne wall. These impacts have not been properly assessed nor impacts
addressed. The works therefore constitute a material contravention of the

SDCC Development Plan and accordingly the CPO should not be confirmed.

o The CPO does not contain full and complete information in relation to the

potential impacts on the Hermitage Golf Club/Course, and therefore the CPO
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cannot be confirmed. The application has failed to consider the importance of
Hermitage Golf Club, and its standing as an internationally recognised

championship standard course.

o The assessment contains no golfing expertise, the temporary acquisition of
lands (/ ‘rough’) between the 16™ fairway and existing road boundary will
render the hole unplayable, resulting in the course being a 17-hole, non-
championship course for at least the duration of construction activities, with no
definitive construction period in place. The club will lose members and
become unviable in this context as a 17-hole golf course will not draw visitors
or members. The works will require the course to be completely redesigned

which will have planning and environmental implications for the club.

o Dust, Noise and Vibration assessments do not consider the unique nature of
the use of the Golf Club and its sensitivity and viability. Significant excavation
and rock removal is required, along with tree removal. No details of the
methodology for rock removal have been provided (i.e. whether blasting or
ripping). Golf cannot be played with high levels of noise, and it appears that

the golf course has not been identified or treated as a noise sensitive location.

o Hermitage has engaged consultants who have estimated that there will be an
increase of 10dB in the operational noise effects from the Proposed Scheme,
however, no noise attenuation has been incorporated and accordingly this
proposal cannot be considered the “least bad” option in terms of confirming
the CPO. Construction noise will be even more impactful given the nature of

excavation and rock removal required.

o The submission includes additional written reports from environmental
consultants (in relation to noise), consulting arborists (discussing tree felling)
as well as from Golf Ireland (relating to the overall status and significance of
the Hermitage Golf Club) and from a senior member of the European Institute

of Golf Course Architects (in relation to a design analysis of the 16™ hole).

o Reference to the EIAR does not provide the required detail for providing the
least impactful approach on lands subject to CPO the procedures and
assessment criteria are different. The Board must therefore either convene an

oral hearing in relation to the CPO or alternatively refuse the application.
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5.4.5. Torcross Unlimited Company

Submission is made in relation to the land-take associated with the proposed
development (plot no’s 1010(1).1i, 1010(2).2i and 1013(1).1f) relating to lands
along the frontage of the Hermitage Clinic and at the Fonthill Road/Old Lucan
Road roundabout at the N4 Junction 2). The submission raises concerns in
relation to the effects of the proposed scheme, implications for proper
planning and sustainable development of the area and likely significant effects

on European Sites.

The extent of land-take set out for the Proposed Scheme is excessive,
unnecessary and could detract from the delivery of Healthcare services by the
Hermitage Clinic. The submission queries whether the effects on the clinic
and alternatives to the size of the land-take have been adequately assessed
in the EIAR. It is requested that further information be sought in this regard
and Torcross be afforded the opportunity to make additional comments at that

stage as the lack of these assessments has hampered their ability to engage.

The land-take areas are between the Clinic and the N4, this is the general
area of the site which has been ear-marked for expansion of medical services
and are essential to it.

The proposed scheme may be contrary to the zoning at this location and
represent a material contravention of the Development Plan zoning and
designation of a significant view to be protected/preserved. No before and
after views of the project and its impact on this significant view are presented

for consideration.

The Clinic is a sensitive receptor and has raised concerns previously with the
NTA in terms of any proposed works adjacent to the medical facility and their
need to comply with the National Guidelines for the Prevention of Nosocomial
Aspergillosis. The EIAR states that the NTA will liaise with the clinic in this

regard, however, additional detail and confirmation on this is sought.

There has been no consultation by the NTA and Torcross regarding the
reinstatement/planting works to be carried out in relation to the retaining wall

structure proposed along the clinic frontage with the N4 which is shown to be
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over 8m on the clinic side and will involve the removal of a number of

significant trees.

= The submission asks that the Proposed Scheme services the Clinic by bus
and requests that additional information be requested in this regard, the
nearest bus stop to the clinic is 500m distant which will be difficult for patients
to undertake. Also, the routes to the bus stops are poor as there is a lack of
pedestrian crossings across busy roads, better design is needed to facilitate
patient access to the only acute hospital facility on the N4 corridor (incl.
signage). The NTA is asked whether it would be willing to direct bus routes
through the clinic site if a suitable bus stop location was identified.

= The NTA has failed to take account of/plan for the integration of the proposed
scheme with Metro West, and this is a critical flaw which disregards policy
SM3, Objective 13 of the adopted SDCC County Development plan.

= The clinic raises security concerns in relation to antisocial behaviour on part of
the clinic property that is subject to CPO, as such any works should prevent
unauthorised access to the wooded area along the frontage with the N4 and

provide for adequate lighting.

= Existing access point to the facility should be retained for maintenance

purposes.

= Torcross confirms that should further information be requested it wishes to
have the opportunity to make a further submission and should the board hold
an oral hearing that they wish to attend.

5.4.5.1. NTA Response to Torcross

» Having reviewed all relevant alternatives, the provision of a two-way cycle
track along the northern extent of the N4 at this location and its associated
land-take requirement is considered optimal to achieve the aims of the
Proposed Scheme. Furthermore, a new Tl standard produced in relation to
hard shoulder bus priority measures necessitated amendment to the finalised

Proposed Scheme at this location.

> In relation to development plan compliance the applicants state that impact on

views has been fully assessed and note the SDCC submission which states
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that they are of the view that the Proposed Scheme aligns with the
development plan policies.

» The high amenity zoning does not put a moratorium on enhancing roads
infrastructure at this location and the development plan contains a long-term
high-capacity public transport route through this zoning, so the principle of
such works is considered acceptable. Furthermore, all impacts (including
those on views from this location) have been adequately assessed within the
EIAR.

» The Proposed Scheme land-take will not impact on future expansion as it only
occurs along the frontage of the landholding within an existing embankment
and does not interfere with the location of existing or consented

developments.

> In relation to Nosocomial Aspergillossis the NTA state that impacts/risk has
been fully assessed and the EIAR contains mitigation measures in this regard.

> In relation to landscaping the provisions of the EIAR are referenced and
clarification is provided in relation to the maximum height of the inside of the
retaining wall facing the clinic which will vary from 4.5 - 5.0m, while it will be
2m high facing onto the road for security purposes.

» Servicing the clinic by bus is beyond the scope of the Proposed Scheme.

» In relation to interfacing with Metro West the NTA state that neither the
Development Plan nor the Transport Strategy for the GDA 2022-2042, provide
specific objectives for Metrowest indicating that it is not considered achievable
up to 2042, and accordingly as plans firm in relation to that proposal it will

need to demonstrate interface with the transport network in place at that time.

5452 Torcross comments on NTA Response

o Requests that the Board reconsider its decision to not hold an oral hearing as
the NTA submission has not addressed their concerns raised above this is not

a case that can be dealt with adequately through written procedure.

o Torcross is of the opinion that the Proposed Scheme is too wide and that a

3.9m wide 2-way cycle track is neither required nor justified.
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o Impact on protected view has not been addressed, nor has the impact of the
land take on future expansion and the need for additional planting to mask

views of the retaining feature.

o Works could have an adverse impact on clinic operations due to site
conditions, level differences, and the sensitivity of receptors (Nosocomial
Aspergillus). The NTA do not have a binding obligation to ensure works do not
affect medical operations or procedures. The NTA have not committed to a
timeframe for works or commitments for operations to ensure no impact on
the Clinic.

o Reiterates that the proposed bus stops are too distant from the clinic to
service the facility, there has been no consideration for interface with Metro
West and there is no detail as to the soil depths to facilitate tree planting post

construction.

o Torcross restates that it would like to be involved in any future Oral Hearing

and re-engage again in the event of a Further Information Request.
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6.0

Oral Hearing

The Board considered the documentation on hand and decided to determine both
the Compulsory Purchase Order and Proposed Scheme case through written
procedures. Accordingly, no oral hearing has been held for either case. | note that an
initial letter issued to all parties in June 2023 erroneously informing them that the
Board had made the decision to not hold an oral hearing had been made and inviting
third parties to make further written submissions on the applicants responses to their
initial submissions by the 10" of July at the latest (no such decision on an Oral
Hearing had been made at that time). Sixteen responses to the NTAs comments
were received by the Board. Further correspondence issued from the Board on the
8" of August to inform parties that a decision to hold an oral hearing had not yet
been made. Ultimately, the Board did consider that an Oral Hearing was not required
in relation to either the application or the CPO case as set out in the Board direction
issued 6™ March 2024 and correspondence confirming this was issued to all parties
in March 2024.
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7.0

7.1.

8.0

8.1.

8.1.1.

8.1.2.

Assessment

Having regard to the requirements of the Planning and Development Act, 2000 (as
amended), this assessment is divided into three main parts, planning assessment,
environmental impact assessment and appropriate assessment. In each
assessment, where necessary, | refer to the issues raised by all parties, made either
in the application documentation by the applicant, made to the Board in response to
the application documentation, and submissions received following circulation of the
applicant’s response to submissions. There is an inevitable overlap between the
various assessments being undertaken. In the interest of brevity, matters are

generally not repeated but rather cross-referenced as appropriate.

Planning Assessment

Introduction

A substantial amount of information has been submitted to the Board in relation to
this project throughout the application process. The planning assessment below has
had regard to all the information provided, including the original application
documentation, all submissions and observations lodged by third parties (including
prescribed bodies), the response to the submissions lodged by the applicant and

subsequent further third-party submissions following circulation of that response.

| have read all the documentation on file including the EIAR, NIS, planning report
and supporting documentation submitted with the application. | have visited the
subject site and its surroundings. | have read in full the observations submitted in
respect of the application including the third-party observations, the observations
from the relevant Planning Authorities as well as the observations from the
Department of Housing, Local Government and Heritage. Having regard to all the
information that has been received, | consider that the key issues for consideration

by the Board in this case are as follows:
= Policy Context / Principal of Proposed Scheme.
= Justification and Need for the Proposed Scheme.

= Route Selection/Alternatives for the Proposed Scheme.
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8.2.

8.2.1.

8.2.2.

= Project Design

= Biodiversity

» Residential Amenity

= Development Plan Compliance

= Impact on Individual Properties

= Cultural Heritage

= Consultation

= Process, Ownership and Legal Agreement

= Recommended Conditions

Policy Context / Principal of Proposed Scheme

The Proposed Scheme essentially constitutes the provision of additional
infrastructure to facilitate improved public transport (bus lanes and bus priority
measures), cycling (provision of segregated cycle tracks throughout and improved
cycling safety measures at junctions) and pedestrian (public realm, footpaths, as well
as an increased number of controlled pedestrian road crossings) movement. Overall,
the Proposed Scheme aims to improve the reliability, efficiency, access, and
availability of public transport while also improving other sustainable transport
infrastructure (cycling and walking) along this established transport corridor. The
Proposed Scheme forms one of a number of BusConnects infrastructure projects
which are being proposed throughout several of the main radial transport arteries of
Dublin. The infrastructure improvements associated with the Proposed Scheme will
contribute towards the development of sustainable communities, as well as providing

an economic stimulus from improved accessibility.

Section 4 of this report sets out in detail the overall policy context for the Proposed
Scheme at national, regional and location level. In the interests of clarity, | note that
some submissions have raised concerns that some of the application documentation
refers to plans that have been updated since the application documentation has

been lodged. In this regard the Board should note that the policy documentation
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8.2.3.

8.2.4.

8.2.5.

section (and the context for my consideration below) refers to and considers the
Proposed Scheme under the current and relevant planning policy documentation.

At national level the Climate Action Plan 2024 (CAP24) builds on the previous 2023
Plan and confirms the carbon budgets for the transport sector (including a 20%
reduction in total vehicle kilometres, 50% reduction in fuel usage and significant
increases to sustainable transport trips and modal share), as well as maintaining and
emphasising the avoid — shift — improve framework to achieve the set carbon
budgets. Put simply these frameworks prioritise actions to avoid the need to travel;
shift to more environmentally friendly modes and improve the energy efficiency of
vehicle technology. The Board should note that at time of reporting the CAP23
remains in place and that CAP24 was open for public consultation from February
2024 until the 5" of April, | am satisfied that the Proposed Scheme complies with the
provisions of both CAP23 and CAP24 as there is a broad policy consistency
throughout both documents and their associated Annexes of Actions which both
reference BusConnects as a mechanism for reducing total vehicle kilometres and
fuel usage and increasing sustainable transport trips. The Board should therefore

note the relevant Climate Action Plan in place at the decision date.

The Proposed Scheme (which forms part of the BusConnects programme) provides
for road space/carriageway reallocation to prioritise more sustainable forms of travel.
The reallocation of road space is a measure outlined in both CAP 23 and CAP24
under both ‘avoid’ and ‘shift’ to promote active travel and modal shift to public
transport. The Proposed Scheme, prioritises public transportation and sustainable
modes of travel throughout its design by improving footpaths, providing segregated
cycle tracks, and reducing the amount of car parking spaces available along the
route. The additional infrastructure being provided will increase the attractiveness of
public transport (through improved reliability and efficiency), cycling and walking
(through improved safety measures and networks), and while space is still provided
for general traffic along the route, public transport is prioritised. BusConnects is also
seen as a key action under the major public transport infrastructure programme to

deliver abatement in transport emissions.

The National Development Plan (NDP) recognises BusConnects as one of the major
regional investments for the Eastern and Midland Region and overall the project is

identified as a strategic investment priority noting that it will overhaul the current bus
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8.2.6.

8.2.7.

system in all of the relevant cities making journeys faster, predictable, and more
reliable. Transformed active travel and bus infrastructure and services in all five of
Ireland’s major cities is fundamental to achieving the overarching target of 500,000
additional active travel and public transport journeys by 2030. The NDP states that
BusConnects will implement a network of ‘next generation’ bus corridors including
segregated cycling facilities on the busiest routes to make journeys faster,

predictable, and reliable.

The National Planning Framework recognises that Dublin is too heavily dependent
on roads and private car-based transport, and National Strategic Outcome (NSO) 4
‘Sustainable Mobility’ seeks the expansion of “...attractive public transport
alternatives to car transportation to reduce congestion and emissions and to enable
the transport sector to cater for the demands associated with longer-term population
and employment growth in a sustainable manner...’. In relation to population, the
NPF targets a growth of 20-25% - an increase of 235,000 to 293,000 - to 2040 for
Dublin City and suburbs. One of the measures identified in NSO4 to cater for the
development of attractive public transport alternatives is to deliver BusConnects as a

key public transport objective of the GDA transport strategy.

Other relevant NSO’s from the National Planning Framework to which BusConnects
will contribute include NSO 1 (Compact Growth) and NSO 8 (Transition to a Low
Carbon and Climate Resilient Society) through facilitating the provision of higher
densities along sufficiently serviced transport corridors, increasing accessibility, and
contributing to the transition to more sustainable modes of travel through providing
additional infrastructure to improve the attractiveness of public transport, cycling and
walking. Furthermore, the provision of infrastructure which will increase accessibility,
prioritise people movement, improve public transport, and pedestrian connectivity as
well as the public realm as set out in the Proposed Scheme will also, in my view,
contribute in a positive manner towards NSO 2 (regional accessibility), NSO 5
(strong economy), NSO 6 (international connectivity), NSO 10 (access to quality
childcare, education and health services), and National Policy Objective 27, which
aims to “Ensure the integration of safe and convenient alternatives to the car into the
design of our communities, by prioritising walking and cycling accessibility to both
existing and proposed developments, and integrating physical activity facilities for all

ages’.
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8.2.8.

8.2.9.

8.2.10.

At regional level, the Eastern & Midlands Regional Spatial and Economic Strategy
(RSES) includes the Dublin MASP which seeks to focus growth along high-quality
transport corridors, and specifically references the delivery of sustainable transport
projects including BusConnects (Regional Policy Objective 5.2 refers — quoted

previously in full in section 4.8.2 of this report above).

There are four objectives which have been developed to support the delivery of the
overall aim of the Transport Strategy for the Greater Dublin Area, 2022-2042 these
are to provide: an enhanced natural and built environment, connected communities
and better quality of life, a strong sustainable economy, and an inclusive transport
system. The Proposed Scheme will, in my opinion, contribute to all four of these
objectives through improving bus priority, reliability and efficiency throughout the
entire transport corridor, facilitating the movement of a higher number of people in a
sustainable manner, improving cycling infrastructure both in terms of extent of

network and safety, as well as improving the public realm and pedestrian facilities.

The cycle facilities proposed under the Proposed Scheme will contribute towards the
intention of the NTA and local authorities to deliver a safe, comprehensive, attractive,
and legible cycle network in accordance with the Greater Dublin Area Cycle Network
Plan (January 2023), which includes the identification of the urban cycle network at
the Primary, Secondary and Feeder Levels, which have been identified along the

Route of the Proposed Scheme as follows:

= R136 Ballyowen Road (overpass of the N4 at Junction 3) — Primary Radial
Cycling Route.

= Hermitage Road/Ballyowen Lane — Feeder Cycling Route.

= R835 Lucan Road, Hermitage Golf Club access road — Secondary Cycling

Route.

= N4 (along frontage of Hermitage Golf Club, Sureweld, and Hermitage Clinic
including the inbound slip to the Fonthill Road junction 2) — Primary Radial

Cycling Route.

= R2113 Fonthill Road (between junction 2 roundabout and Lucan Road
Roundabout at Hermitage Clinic) — Primary Orbital Cycling Route.
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= Old Lucan Road, from Roundabout at Hermitage Clinic, past the Deadmans
Inn, (including the existing foot/cycle bridge over the N4 to Liffey Valley
Shopping Centre), along the N4 north-bound slip onto the M50, over the
existing M50 pedestrian/cycle bridge, through Palmerstown West and East, to
the rear of the existing Applegreen petrol station and onto the R112 Lucan
Road slip into Chapelizod — Primary Radial Cycling Route.

= Kennelsfort Lower and Upper — Secondary Cycling Route.

= R148 Palmerstown Bypass (between the Oval and Kennelsfort Roads

junctions) — Feeder Cycling Route.

= R148 Palmerstown Bypass from Old Lucan Road/Oval Junction to R112

Lucan Road slip into Chapelizod — Secondary Cycling Route.

= There are no cycling route designations along the Chapelizod by-pass up to
its junction with the Con Colbert Road, however, from this point through the
South Circular Road junction, along St. Johns Road West and to the
termination of the Proposed Scheme prior to the Frank Sherwin Bridge is

identified as a Secondary Cycling Route.

On review of the documentation submitted, in my opinion, the Proposed Scheme
will facilitate the delivery of an improved and necessary cycling network through
the provision of segregated cycle tracks, shared cycling facilities and quiet street
treatment with safer junctions for cyclists along the entirety of the route where
appropriate, and in accordance with the designated routes and hierarchy
established in the cycle network plan. | also note that the preceding Greater
Dublin Cycle Network Plan (NTA 2013) was broadly consistent with that of the
current plan with the N4 from the Ballyowen junction through Palmerstown Village
being designated as primary route 6 before turning off at the Chapelizod slip road
and being designated as secondary route 6A from Con Colbert Road to the end

point of the Proposed Scheme at Heuston Station.

8.2.11. The Proposed Scheme extends through the functional areas of both South Dublin
County Council and Dublin City Council, sections 4.13 and 4.14 of my report above
lists and summarises the range of policies and objectives from the relevant current

plans of these local authorities.
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The SDCC development plans overarching policy for transport and movement is
SM1, - “Promote ease of movement within, and access to South Dublin County, by
integrating sustainable land-use planning with a high quality sustainable transport
and movement network for people and goods.” Other more targeted objectives in
relation to this policy include SM1 (transition to more sustainable travel modes), SM2
(to ensure consistency with the NTA’s Transport Strategy for the GDA — which | note
includes the Cycle Network provisions), SM3 (to support the provision of key
sustainable transport projects including inter-alia BusConnects), SM4 (future
development facilitates sustainable travel patterns), and SM6 (better utilise existing
road space and encourage a transition towards more sustainable modes of
transport). | also note the submission from SDCC in relation to the Proposed
Scheme which supports the principal of the works and does not raise any issues in

relation to its overall nature, need and policy support.

The Dublin City Development Plan 2022-2028 (DCDP) includes objective SMTOO01
which aims to achieve the transition to more sustainable travel modes including
walking, cycling and public transport. The DCDP supports the provision of the
BusConnects Core Bus Corridor projects (SMT22 of the DCDP refers — see section
4.14 above), which identifies BusConnects as one the key sustainable transport
projects which are supported by the City Council. Furthermore, the DCDP supports
the improvement of the public realm, pedestrian improvements, the development of
the 15-minute city, and increased management of city centre road space to address
the needs of pedestrians and cyclists (SMT 12, 13 and 14 refer). | also note that the
DCC submission to this application did not raise any issues in relation to the principle

of the Proposed Scheme.

| consider that the Proposed Scheme has significant policy support at national,
regional, and local levels in the context of the relevant published and adopted plans
and strategies. The policy documents at all levels have identified congestion and
pollution as significant constraints in the context of being able to deliver sustainable
development throughout Dublin and its wider hinterland, furthermore all policy
documentation recognises, predicts, and indeed encourages the continued
population and economic growth of the City. In my opinion in order to facilitate the
sustainable development of Dublin, improve the facilities, amenities, accessibility,

health and wellbeing of its residents, commuters and visitors, improvements to its
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transport network in general and public transport network in particular, as well as

improving cycling and pedestrian infrastructure is not only necessary but vital.

The Proposed Scheme provides significant bus priority infrastructure, improved
pedestrian measures, while also creating a safe and segregated cycling track
network at appropriate locations along this existing transport corridor. In doing so it
will facilitate improved public transport reliability, access, and availability, while also
improving cyclist and pedestrian safety, and making these sustainable modes of
transport and people movement more attractive. The Proposed Scheme achieves
this in conjunction with maintaining private vehicle access over the route, albeit |
note that certain measures and traffic controls are being incorporated which will

restrict some vehicle movements at certain locations.

A double-deck bus is 20 times more efficient at transporting people than a private
car, with a bus typically carrying 60-70 passengers using the same amount of road
space as 3 cars, making this option more attractive and reliable for passengers will
improve accessibility and people movement while also reducing congestion and
emissions. Similarly, car dependent traffic also takes up more room than cycling or
pedestrian traffic and as such providing infrastructure and safety measure
improvements for these modes of travel will also reduce congestion, increase
people-moving efficiency and attractiveness of these modes which will ultimately

increase the numbers of people using more sustainable means of travel.

The Proposed Scheme will result in an increase of 40% in pedestrian signal
crossings, an increase from 26% to 95% in segregated cycling facilities along the
route. It will also result in 93% (an increase from the existing 72%) of the route

having bus priority measures predominantly through the provision of bus lanes.

The modelling carried out as part of the application process shows that in the 2028
AM peak hour the Proposed Scheme will result in an increase of 24% in the number
of people travelling by bus, an increase of 56% in the number of people walking and
cycling and a reduction of 4% in the number of people travelling by car along the
route. | consider the modelling carried out is robust, based on accurate data and
reaches reasonable conclusions. These are significant improvements that will reduce

the amount of congestion along this existing transport corridor and provide a
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mechanism whereby the predicted population and economic growth for Dublin can
be sustainably managed in terms of traffic and transport demands.

In consideration of the above, | am of the opinion that the Proposed Scheme is
comprehensively supported by the relevant planning policy context, and furthermore
it will address congestion throughout the route by improving public transport, cycling
and pedestrian infrastructure and contribute towards reducing emissions. In
providing infrastructural upgrades for pedestrians, cyclists, and bus traffic the
attractiveness of these more sustainable modes of travel will be increased from their
current levels which will encourage their use. The improved safety measures for
cyclists (segregated cycle tracks) and pedestrians (improved quality of footpaths and
increased number of controlled crossings over carriageways) will also lead to
increased participation in these modes. | also note that capacity for private cars is
retained throughout the route that some turning restrictions, and car parking space
losses will also be applicable for that mode of transport. In my opinion this is
appropriate as it facilitates the prioritisation and improvement of the most sustainable
modes of transport available along this corridor and provides for the optimum use of
the available street space. Accordingly, | consider that the principle of the Proposed
Scheme is acceptable and consistent with the provisions of the relevant planning

policy context.

Justification and Need for the Proposed Scheme

In relation to the justification of the proposed scheme, | point to the significant traffic
congestion which arises throughout Dublin as is acknowledged in all relevant policy
documentation and the detailed traffic modelling that has been undertaken within the
application documentation. This congestion results in adverse impacts on, air quality,
public health, population wellbeing, the amenities of the area concerned and the
economy. The NPF notes that the population of the Greater Dublin area is to
increase by 25% by 2040, which will give rise to significant additional traffic and

travel demands over and above that currently being experienced.

The submitted EIAR provides modelling of future traffic in both the ‘Do Minimum’ -
(which allows for the provision of other GDA transport strategy improvements — such

as roll out of the DART+ programme, and cycle network plan - but not the Proposed
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Scheme, or any other BusConnects Core Bus Corridor infrastructure works), and ‘Do
Something’ scenarios which incorporates the Proposed Scheme, the other core bus
corridor infrastructure works as well as the other GDA transport strategy
improvements. The modelling carried out shows a consistent increase in the travel
demands associated with both a growing population and economy and highlights the
significant improvements throughout in the ‘do something (DS)’ scenario when
compared to the ‘do minimum” (DM) scenario. Positive impacts are predicted in
relation to pedestrian, cycling and bus infrastructure. Very significant positive and
long-term impacts are predicted from the modelling in terms of bus network
performance (journey times and bus reliability) with total bus journey time being
reduced by up to 19% during the AM and PM peak hours in 2028 and 2043.

Currently the existing transport corridor suffers from a deficient cycling network with
only 26% of the route having segregated cycling facilities in place. This is
inadequate, inappropriate, and unsustainable along such a significant transport
corridor. All relevant policy documentation points to the need to encourage and
improve cycling facilities throughout urban areas and the benefits (in terms of both
health and people movement) that arise. The Proposed Scheme provides
segregated cycling tracks along 95% of the corridor at locations and routes that have
been identified as primary, secondary and feeder routes for cycling within the GDA
Cycle Network which forms part of the GDA transport strategy. In my opinion, it is
neither sustainable nor appropriate to argue, as set out in some submissions, that
the provision of cycle tracks and cycling facilities along the route of the Proposed
Scheme is inappropriate or unnecessary. Furthermore, | acknowledge and accept
that the preferred and safest approach for cycling facilities is as a segregated track
(and not a shared facility with a bus lane) and that the provision of such
infrastructure represents the safest form for all road users and will encourage more

people to use this sustainable and healthy mode of transport.

Having regard to the above, | consider that the Proposed Scheme is entirely justified
in terms of providing for improved public transportation, cycling and pedestrian
network while also enhancing the public realm where practicable. In the interests of
clarity, | wish to state that | consider the timing and modelling of the relevant traffic
surveys to be appropriate and robust. The Proposed Scheme offers the best

opportunity to address congestion and ensure the transport requirements over the
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medium and long term can be catered for. Furthermore, the Green House Gas
(GHG) emission savings potentially facilitated by the Proposed Scheme equates to
the removal of approximately 2,180 and 3,460 car trips per weekday from the road
network in 2028 and 2043 respectively, further justifying the works in terms of

climate change.

Route Selection/Alternatives for the Proposed Scheme

In relation to alternatives, in general these have been dealt with in a comprehensive
manner in section 9.4 of this report in the context of the EIA of the Proposed
Scheme. Notwithstanding this, and my assessment above that the principle of the
Proposed Scheme considering the planning policy context and its justification in
terms of the current and future transportation requirements of the corridor area as
being acceptable, further consideration is merited in relation to the specific route
selection and design approach adopted for certain locations. Of note in this regard
(and the locations which have been the focus of a significant number of third-party
submissions) are Palmerstown and Chapelizod. Submissions have been made in
relation to the specific design of certain elements of the Proposed Scheme, however,
third party concerns about the actual route of the Proposed Scheme are focused on
these two villages. Generally, concern is raised in relation to Palmerstown due to the
routing of buses (and infrastructure) through Palmerstown East (i.e. that part of the
village/street from the Kennelsfort Road junction with the Old Lucan Road towards
the east) as well as the routing of a two-way segregated cycling lane throughout the
village. In relation to Chapelizod submissions have been made seeking that the
Proposed Route should be brought in through the village, over the Liffey and into the
City Centre via the Chapelizod Road (R109).

Broadly, in relation to the bus route issues raised | note that the Proposed Scheme
has been designed to facilitate the Dublin Area Bus Network Redesign (DABNR).
The DABNR was launched by the NTA in 2017, to review the existing bus network
and the radial Core bus Network identified in the GDA Transport Strategy, and its
output was open to public comment in August 2018 and October 2019. The NTA
published the final version of the DABNR in 2019 and the application documentation
notes that over 72,000 submissions were considered in its design. The decision in
relation to the routing and location of the bus services/routes has therefore already
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been made (in 2019) following significant public consultation and the current
Proposed Scheme is providing the infrastructure to better improve the efficiency and
services in relation to these routes, and it does not have any role in deciding the bus

routes or services themselves.

Specifically in relation to the Proposed Scheme the relevant bus services from the
DABNR 2019 are the no.’s 26/808, and no. 52 radial routes, as well as the C spine
routes (C1, C2, C3, and C4). The C-spine routes all run along the N4, Palmerstown
Bypass, Chapelizod Bypass, Con Colbert Road, and St. Johns Road West to
Heuston Station as does the no. 52 radial route. The 26/80 radial route runs from the
City Centre, out the Chapelizod Road, through Chapelizod, (crossing the Liffey), up
onto the Chapelizod by-pass (at the Kylemore Road west-bound on slip), from where
it turns into Palmerstown East (at the Oval/Applegreen junction), turning south onto

Kennelsfort Road Lower/Upper before turning west and north into Liffey Valley.

These are the routes that are being developed and supported in order to improve
bus services along the corridor. Chapelizod is being supported through the
development of the 26/80 route as well as providing access to the C spine on the
Chapelizod Bypass, and in relation to Palmerstown East the decision to route the
26/80 through this area has already been made following public consultation. | note
that of the submissions lodged in relation to the Proposed Scheme a significant
portion have referenced the lack of justification for the routing of the 26/80 through
Palmerstown, however, the Proposed Scheme has been designed to improve
infrastructure along the already chosen routes, and therefore | consider that the
Proposed Scheme is appropriate at this location. | also note that third party concerns
have been raised in relation to the no. 18 route from west Palmerstown. This route is
not referenced in the DABNR, and accordingly the decision to discontinue this route
has already been made. The Proposed Scheme is not proposing to retain any of the
bus stops along the Old Lucan Road west of Kennelsfort Road Lower which

previously facilitated this no. 18 route.

Further, in relation to Palmerstown | note several submissions have been made
objecting to the routing of a two-way segregated cycle track though the village with

alternative routings being suggested. In this regard | note that improved cycling

8 This route is referred to as both the 26 and 80 in submissions.
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infrastructure is needed to improve safety for cyclists and avoid conflicts between
cyclists, pedestrians and vehicular traffic. | accept that segregated cycle tracks
represent the safest infrastructure for cyclists, and that the Proposed Scheme will
alter traffic patterns in Palmerstown Village. | note that the routing of the proposed
cycling infrastructure through Palmerstown Village (from the M50 pedestrian/cycle
bridge crossing to the Applegreen petrol station) broadly follows the route set out in
the Cycle Network Plan for the GDA 2013, and matches the primary cycle route set
out for this area in the 2022 Greater Dublin Area Cycle Network Plan. Accordingly, |
consider both the cycling route and cycling infrastructure proposed at this location to
be appropriate and in accordance with the proper planning and sustainable
development of the area, as it will reduce conflict between route users, enhance
safety for cyclists, improve the attractiveness of cycling and provide additional

connectivity for Palmerstown village.

Some concerns have been raised in relation to the Proposed Scheme in
Palmerstown arising from the turning requirements of commercial vehicles and
particularly larger articulated vehicles servicing existing commercial/industrial
businesses in the village and its immediate surrounds although also referencing
vehicles/trailers accessing the rear accesses of Red Cow and Woodfarm cottages. In
this regard the 90° bend on the Old Lucan Road, junction turning radii in general
combined with the widening of footpaths in the village is referenced. In this regard |
note that reducing junction turning radii is consistent with the requirements of
DMURS as it improves pedestrian and cyclist safety and naturally reduce traffic
speeds. DMURS states that a maximum corner radii of 6m should be applied as this
will generally allow larger vehicles to turn corners without crossing the centre line of
the intersecting road. DMURS also notes that crossing the centre line of intersecting
roads is acceptable when turning into/or between Local or lightly trafficked link
streets as keeping vehicle speeds low is of higher priority. | am satisfied that the Old
Lucan Road (30kmph speed limit) satisfies the DMURS requirements. The applicant
has also confirmed that swept path analysis has been undertaken and that the
existing levels of accessibility for HGV traffic will be maintained at this location. | am
therefore satisfied that the Proposed Scheme has been designed in an appropriate

manner through Palmerstown Village.
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In relation to Chapelizod, | note certain submissions have sought the routing of the
main bus corridor through the village, across the Liffey and into the City Centre via
the Chapelizod Road (R109). This is the route that the 26/80 will follow and it has
therefore been identified for service investment and improvement as part of the
DABNR, albeit | note that this has been identified as a radial route and not one of the
main spine routes. This alternative route to the City Centre was considered under
design option CZ01 within subsection 3 of the route (details of which are set out in
Section 3.3.2.3 of the EIAR). This option was not considered optimal in comparison
to others assessed due to the level of potential impact on protected structures and
monuments, number of trees required to be removed, potential hydrological impacts
due to proximity to the River Liffey, need for route widening in residential areas, loss

of on-street parking, and route safety.

| have considered the potential constraints and merits of the alternative routes
available and accept the findings of the alternatives assessment within the EIAR, in
that the route selected is optimal and represents the path of least environmental
impact. Accordingly, | am satisfied that the Proposed Scheme presents the optimal
route and that the works proposed are necessary to improve bus services and make

sustainable transport modes safer and more attractive.

Project Design

Section 3 of my report above has set out a detailed description of the overall project
design including an overview of junction, bus stop, signage, infrastructure, and
overall route design by section. In general, | consider the overall design of the
Proposed Scheme to be appropriate in terms of the lane widths, speed limits,
junction and bus stop designs, however, several submissions have been lodged in
relation to specific infrastructure design elements, some of which require further

discussion as set out below.

Bus Stops

The provision of bus stops throughout the scheme is critical to its overall successful
function. Concerns have been raised in relation to the locations and designs of the

bus stop infrastructure proposed.
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In relation to the location of bus stops, the overall approach has been to ensure that
they are located close to local facilities, have an approximate spacing of 400m
(suburban) and 250m (urban centres), are close to the nearest junction/pedestrian
crossing, located downstream of a junction rather than upstream, have sufficient
space for associated infrastructure (shelter, waiting area, Real Time Passenger
Information [RTPI] displays, boarding and waiting areas, cycle tracks and footpaths
etc.), and consider the potential for interchanges with other transport routes. The
primary considerations in locating bus stops includes minimising the walking
distance between interchange stops and to ensure stops are located proximate to
pedestrian crossings to ensure safety of access. In general, in relation to the location
of bus, stops | am satisfied that the above approach (as outlined in section 4.6.4.5 of
the submitted EIAR) has been adopted insofar as is practicable, however, having
regard to the nature of the Proposed Scheme there is a need to consider the
locations of existing bus stops, characteristics of the various locations and
constraints that are in place along the route that may necessitate a deviation from
the preferred approach. The rationalisation of bus stops has led to some stops being

retained, others relocated, and some being omitted.

Overall, I am satisfied that the locations of bus stops along both the inbound and
outbound sections of the route are at appropriate locations to provide for the needs
of the local population and the wider travelling public, and | do not consider that any

require relocation.

The removal of the bus stop to the rear of Palmerstown Drive (on the R148
Palmerstown Bypass), has attracted significant third-party submissions as it is
perceived as a degradation of service provision. The NTA have stated that the
removal of this stop is necessitated as it is not paired with an inbound stop, it is not
located within 100m of a pedestrian crossing, and a lay-by stop (which is preferred
due to the volume of services at this location) cannot be provided without land-take
from residential rear gardens at this location. The bus stops at the Oval are
approximately 250m from the Palmerstown Drive bus stop. | note these factors and
primarily as this stop is an anomaly with no twinned outbound stop and considering
the fact that an in-line stop at this location will prolong bus journeys and a layby stop
cannot be provided without the need to take land from private residential back
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gardens | consider the omission of this stop to be appropriate, in keeping with the
requirements of proper planning and sustainable development of the area and will
contribute to the efficiency of the public transportation network. | do note that this
may mean longer access routes to the stop for those on Palmerstown Drive,
however, on balance the requirements of overall safety and network efficiency offset
this minor impact as there are both inbound and outbound bus stops available in the

vicinity.

Section 3.1.6 above has set out the overall design approach for bus stops and
whether an island-, shared landing zone-, lay-by, or inline-, bus stop is being
proposed. While some concerns have been raised by third parties in relation to the
safety of the bus stop designs due to the potential for conflicts between cyclists and
bus users, | am satisfied that the measures proposed, which include deflection of
cyclists behind the bus stop, narrowing of the cycle track, LED warning studs, the
inclusion of speed controls including ramping the cycle track up, cycle track road
markings as well as pedestrian push button controls for cycle signalling (island bus
stops) all combine to maximise pedestrian and cyclist safety. | also note that the
design of bus stops has been informed by carrying out traffic safety and accessibility
audits to ensure safety for all users and that vulnerable users of services (including
wheelchair users) are adequately protected. | am also satisfied that provisions have
been made for the visually impaired using tactile paving and the provision of signal
call buttons for crossing cycle tracks to provide a safe and accessible environment.
On review of the detailed design of the proposed bus stops, | am satisfied that the
applicant has had regard to the requirements of the mobility and visually impaired
and that the bus stops have taken adequate and appropriate measures to ensure
accessibility and safety for all users, including cyclists, bus passengers and

pedestrians.

Chapelizod By Pass Bus Stops - Accessibility

Notwithstanding my consideration immediately above regarding the design of bus
stops, their general suitability and the appropriate nature of the routes selected. A
further issue arises in relation to the proposed provision of the bus stops on the

Chapelizod Bypass (CB) at the proposed bridge widening over the Chapelizod Hill
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Road (CHR). At this location there is an approximate 5m change in levels between
the CHR and the CB which needs to be transitioned in order to access the bus stops
for the C-Spine routes on the bypass. The Proposed Scheme deals with this
transition through the provision of a series of ramps (and alternative steps) from the
CHR to the CB on each side of the bypass from the CHR. This 5m change in levels
is significantly in excess of the 2m maximum permitted for wheelchair use for any
series of ramps under the Building Regulations. The Board should also note that the
Knockmaree Management Company and several residents of the Knockmaree
residential development from which lands are subject to CPO to accommodate the
provision of the access ramps have made submissions objecting to the impacts
arising from the provision of these stops and the ramps required to access the

inbound bus stop.

The applicant has acknowledged in their response to submissions that the access
ramps do not satisfy the building regulations requirements for wheelchair access due
to the extent of the level change to be transitioned while noting that the proposed
ramps are appropriate for those with child buggies or those with restricted mobility.
The Board should also note that slope of the Chapelizod Hill Road (CHR) from the
village centre to the location of the proposed access ramps is also in excess of the
building regulations provisions and is therefore unsuitable for wheelchair use (a fact
is acknowledged by third parties and the applicant). This presents an accessibility
issue for the inbound and outbound bus stops on the Chapelizod Bypass for which
the Board should be aware of the following options:

(1) Omission of the Chapelizod by-pass bus stops.

The omission of the bus stops on the bypass would render Chapelizod and its
surrounds unserviced by the C-spine routes on the bus network and deprive a
large portion of population of Chapelizod access to this service, thus leading
to over-reliance and continued overcrowding on the alternative service
through the village (the 80/26 route). Accordingly, | do not consider this to be
a viable alternative nor to be in the interests of proper planning and

sustainable development.

(2) Provision of bus stops at an alternative location for Chapelizod Village.
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In my opinion there are no viable alternative locations to provide access to
bus stops on the C-spine route from Chapelizod village. Where potential
alternative viable interactions exist (at St. Laurence’s Road and Kylemore
Road) the issue of the discrepancy in levels to be transitioned to meet the by-
pass remain (or is exacerbated) and both options are much more remote from
the village centre to the extent that the distances to be walked would render
the option unattractive for the majority of potential service users. In this regard
if the crossroads on the western side of the Liffey Bridge in Chapelizod is
taken as the village centre, the CHR overpass where the proposed bus stops
are is c. 80m south east and centrally located, the St. Laurence Road
overpass is ¢c. 550m south east, and the Kylemore Road overpass is located
c. 650m to the north west. The two alternatives are therefore too remote from

the centre of Chapelizod to render them effective.
(3) Provision of an alternative means of access.

Alternatives to the proposed ramps were considered with the ramping initially
being proposed on the northern side of the CHR adjacent to Chapelizod
Court. This proposal was abandoned in favour of the current proposal, the
reasoning behind the alteration being that the differences in levels were lower
on the southern side (reduced to a 5m difference from the 7m difference on
the northern side), which lead to an overall reduction in the length of ramps
required (from 177m to 138m) with an associated reduction in associated
works and land take.

A further alternative that was suggested by third parties and the applicants
own Accessibility Audit (Appendix | of the Preliminary Design Report, included
as supplementary information for the application) is the provision of a lift at
this location. The applicant’s own accessibility audit states that the ramp
leading to the eastbound stop will be too long to meet the relevant standards
and that a lift would be the only accessible solution, in this regard, however,
the audit also noted that gradients on CHR remain in excess of good practice
standards. Furthermore, the applicant has clarified that to ensure service
provision in the event of mechanical failure of the lift the ramps would still

have to be installed.
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While the Board may, in its decision pursue any of the courses outlined above, in my

opinion the Proposed Scheme as presented provides the most robust and optimal

means of providing an improved bus service to the population of Chapelizod. My

reasoning in this regard is as follows:

Chapelizod is a significant population centre along the corridor which must
be afforded connection onto the C-Spine bus services, not to do so would
represent a significant disservice to the community and reduce the
effectiveness of the bus service network. | have previously set out that the
route selection of the proposed Scheme is optimal and, in my opinion, it is
in the interests of proper planning and sustainable development to provide
connectivity from the C-spine route to Chapelizod. Accordingly, | consider
that it is not appropriate to simply omit these stops (inbound and outbound)

from the Proposed Scheme.

CHR represents the optimal location for a bus stop interface for the village
as it is most proximate to the village centre and its population. Furthermore,
while | note that the difference in levels between the bypass and CHR, the
alternative locations (St. Laurence’s Road and Kylemore Road) have similar
or greater level discrepancies and are remote from the centres of

Chapelizod.

| accept that the current arrangements for wheelchair access do not meet
the requirements of the building regulations, however, in my opinion the
provision of a lift at this location (which would have to be provided in
conjunction with the ramps and steps to ensure mechanical failure would
not restrict access) would have a detrimental impact given that the existing
Chapelizod Hill Road has gradients that present at a minimum difficulty, if
not, an outright impediment and/or hazard to wheelchair users. In this
regard | consider it inappropriate to require the provision of a lift at this
location as that would (a) encourage/facilitate wheelchair users having to
transit a treacherous incline to reach services/village centre, and (b)
become an unused and underutilised piece of infrastructure as wheelchair
users for which it was designed would effectively be precluded from

accessing it given the existing gradient on CHR.

ABP-314942-22 & ABP-314988-22 Inspector’s Report Page 124 of 482



8.5.3.3.

8.5.4.

8.5.4.1.

* | note that providing a wider range of bus services availability to Chapelizod
(though access to the C-spine) will improve the accessibility of bus services
to all. The Proposed Scheme will facilitate access for the general population
as well as those with more minor mobility issues and those with children’s
buggies to services on the C-spine route. This increase in capacity of, and
access to, the spine route will result in further increased available capacity
and more space/easier access for wheelchair users on the bus services
which will continue to go through Chapelizod (i.e. the 26/80 route) which has
been identified within (and will be retained by) the Dublin Area Bus Network
Redesign (2019) and accordingly | consider that accessibility will be

improved for all bus service users from the Proposed Scheme.

While | consider that the Proposed Scheme represents the optimum solution in terms
of environmental impacts, service provision, and community, it is not a perfect
solution, as the bus stops at Chapelizod will not meet the accessibility standards for
wheelchairs. Accordingly, | recommend that timetable information and literature
made available for any routes using this stop make the unsuitable conditions clear
and advise wheelchair users of the alternative services that are available to access
Chapelizod without having to negotiate inappropriate inclines arising from the

existing topography.

Junction Design

A summary of the overall junction design approach adopted has been set out in
section 3.1.3 — 3.1.5 previously above, in general the approach is to limit left turning
filter lanes and provide segregated, delineated, and controlled crossings for cyclists
and pedestrians. Certain submissions have raised concern that the Proposed
Scheme does not go far enough to protect cyclists and that alternatives such as
“Dutch-style” junction design at junctions should be provided. In simple terms due to
the established urban environment through which the Proposed Scheme runs and
other environmental constraints, the space is not available within the existing corridor
to cater for such interventions without significant impacts at each of the junctions and
to provide such solutions would give rise to significant adverse impacts on

population, landholdings, as well as the built and natural environment. | note,
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however, that the junctions proposed within the Proposed Scheme provide protection
for pedestrians and cyclists and have been informed by international best practice.

The Proposed Scheme provides for a bespoke junction design at each of the
junction locations within the existing constraints arising from this urban environment
while also adhering to a set of general principles to improve safety and movements
for all users — buses, cyclists, pedestrians, and general traffic. The junction
typologies within the Proposed Scheme are described in the BusConnects
Preliminary Design Booklet, with each specific junction described in the Junction
Design Report (Appendix A6.3 of the EIAR).

Junction designs throughout the Proposed Scheme have been informed by the
Design Manual for Urban Roads (DMURS), in particular with regard to the hierarchy
of users (with pedestrians being afforded the highest priority, then cyclists then
public transport with private vehicles at the bottom of the user hierarchy) and the
requirements of providing safe crossing points for pedestrians and cyclists while
facilitating traffic movements. Junctions provide for protected cyclist loitering areas
and generally provide for delineated segregated crossing points dedicated to cyclists
with separate pedestrian crossing points generally in place. In some instances
toucan crossings are provided (where carriageway crossing facilities are shared
between pedestrians and cyclists). | am generally satisfied that the junction designs
adopted throughout the scheme achieve an appropriate balance between junction
efficiency while also achieving appropriate safety standards for all users and in
particular increasing safety and infrastructure provisions at junctions for pedestrians

and cyclists.

The proposed junction designs incorporated throughout the Proposed Scheme
generally provide for deflection of the cycle track at junctions to provide a protection
kerb/buffer between cyclists and vehicular traffic. The radius and design of the
kerbing requires vehicles to carry out a tighter turning manoeuvre to complete a left
turn which effectively will force them to slow down prior to and during the turn. At
signalised junctions the design layout also keeps straight-ahead and right-turning
cyclists on the raised-adjacent cycle track as far as the junction, generally avoiding

any cyclist-vehicle conflict which may arise from cyclists weaving and merging lanes
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on the approach to junctions. The design of the protection kerbing incorporated at
junctions also restricts cyclists from crossing over to the centre of a junction to turn
right and thus they will be directed to cross via the designated crossing points thus
improving their safety at such locations. | note that at certain locations and junctions
the Proposed Scheme incorporates shared facilities/spaces for pedestrians and
cyclists, this approach is adopted when there are local constraints in place that do
not allow for separation/segregation (which is the preference). | note that the Cycle
Design Manual 2023 considers such facilities to be appropriate in certain contexts
including along busy national roads where pedestrian flows are low, and at signal
controlled junctions (or Toucan Crossings) in constrained environments. | am
satisfied that the Proposed Scheme only provides for shared facilities where there
are other constraints in place and that signage and road/pavement markings are

provided where necessary to ensure adequate safety provisions for all users.

Signalling is also used to improve safety where possible, so that staggered signalling
will be used to highlight and assert the presence of cyclists for potentially left turning
vehicles (this is particularly important in situations where left turning traffic will be

coming from a more central lane and crossing a bus lane).

In relation to pedestrian crossings, | am satisfied that the proposals have been
designed to ensure pedestrian safety at all junctions. The Proposed Scheme
provides additional signalised pedestrian crossings along the route (increasing from
20 no. to 28 no.) which are designed in an appropriate and safe manner with two-
stage crossings generally provided where crossing distances will be in excess of
19m. | note that DMURS states that in general designers should provide crossings
on all arms of a junction and these have not been provided at all junctions in the
Proposed Scheme (of particular note in this regard are the Palmerstown and
Memorial Road junctions as well as the entrance to HSQ). There is justification for
any arms of junctions which do not have pedestrian crossings such as there being
no immediate desire line for pedestrians identified, the need to optimise junction
operation for all users, to enhance accessibility of bus stops or to provide for other
junction specific requirements. | note, however, that in all situations a safe pedestrian
route through all junctions is provided, albeit signalised crossings of all arms of every
junction is not catered for. For clarity, | am satisfied that appropriate and safe
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signalised pedestrian crossings have been provided throughout the Proposed
Scheme and an appropriate balance has been achieved between the overall traffic

flow requirements and junction efficiency while ensuring safety for all users.

As stated above | am satisfied with the overall design approach adopted within the
Proposed Scheme in relation to junctions. | note, however, that concerns have been
raised in relation to the design of a number of specific junctions. Junctions of

particular note in this regard are:
= Kennelsfort Road junction with Palmerstown Bypass.
= Junction at the Oval (Palmerstown).

= South Circular Road Junction.

Kennelsfort Road Junction with Palmerstown Bypass

In relation to the Kennelsfort Roads Junction with the Palmerstown Bypass concerns
raised by third parties include removal of left turn slips, removal of the left turn
(towards the City) from Kennelsfort Road Lower - concerns of duplication of service

for pedestrian crossings and the need for a grade separated junction at this location.

= In relation to the removal of left turn slip lanes | am satisfied that the approach
adopted is in accordance with DMURS, the Greater Dublin Area Transport
Strategy and will enhance safety for all users while ensuring junction

efficiency.

= In considering the removal of the left turn from Kennelsfort Road towards the
City Centre, | note that traffic from the Palmerstown will retain the ability to
turn left from the Old Lucan Road towards the City Centre at the Oval
Junction (adjacent to the Applegreen service station). The removal of the left
turn from Kennelsfort Road Lower has been proposed to facilitate the new
(pedestrian) signalised crossings on the eastern arm of the junction, the two-
way cycle track, and to serve the enhanced bus stops on this arm. | consider
that the pedestrian and cyclist crossings are appropriate and justified at this
location as these are sustainable modes of transport which will increase the

connectivity of the village centre and the cycling route at this location has
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been identified as a secondary route in the Greater Dublin Area Cycle
Network Plan. | consider the proposed pedestrian crossing to be a more direct
and convenient crossing for pedestrians than the existing overbridge and will
be more accessible and easier to negotiate for more vulnerable pedestrians. |
also note that the Proposed Scheme has been subject to traffic safety audits
and modelling and that the design of the proposed junction has been
optimised to provide enhanced safety and efficiency for all users. Accordingly,
| am satisfied that the junction as designed is appropriate and in accordance
with the proper planning and sustainability of the area. The Board should also
note that the SDCC submission supports the removal of the left turn out of

Kennelsfort Road.

= A number of submissions have raised concerns that there is a reduction in

general traffic lane provision outbound from the Kennelsfort junction (towards
the M50). However, two lanes continue to be provided outbound towards the
M50 albeit a dedicated bus lane is provided with earlier segregation for
southbound traffic onto the M50. This represents a change on this leg of the
route, however, | am satisfied that the design of this leg of the junction
represents an efficient use of this space that will continue to prioritise public
transport at this junction, and that the safety audit did not raise any concerns

in this regard.

= In relation to the need to provide a grade separated junction at this location |
note the provisions of the SDCC development plan SM3 objective 17 “To work
with the NTA and other state agencies to facilitate the delivery of the
Kennelsfort Road-R148 grade separated junction or an equivalent solution to
maximise the efficacy of the BusConnects Project”. The SDCC submission in
relation to the Proposed Scheme did not raise any issues with the design of
the junction at this location nor compliance with development plan
requirements. This junction is located on a key radial route into the City
Centre from the M50 with significant transport demands from all travel modes.
The junction design report included as Appendix A6.3 of the EIAR notes that
the key design rationale for this junction was to enhance bus priority whilst
retaining and enhancing capacity for general traffic. | am satisfied on the basis

of the information provided and traffic modelling undertaken that the
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competing demands of general traffic, bus priority, providing additional village
centre connectivity, and enhancing facilities for sustainable modes of travel
have been achieved through the junction arrangements proposed and that a
grade separated junction is not necessitated to ensure efficacy of this
BusConnects Scheme at this location. | therefore consider the Proposed
Scheme to be compliant with the Development Plan objectives at this location
and consistent with the proper planning and sustainable development of the

area.

Junction at the Oval

In relation to the Oval junction a number of concerns are raised in relation to the

removal of the left turn slips exiting and entering the Oval, the provision of the right

turning bus lane into the Old Lucan Road, location of pedestrian crossings, as well

as the removal of the existing U-turning facility and the impacts these changes

would have on traffic congestion, access and safety.

As noted previously in the discussion above and in section 9.13.7.5 below the
removal of left turning slips is consistent with the requirements of DMURS,
the GDA transport strategy, and is supported in the submission on file from
SDCC. | also note that the exit from the Oval will continue to have a
dedicated left turning lane albeit with a tighter turning circle in the interests of

enhancing traffic safety for all users at this location.

In relation to the removal of the left turning lane into the Oval | note that this
turning movement will still be permitted and facilitated by the proposed
scheme, however, it will not be allowed from the dedicated bus lane and must
instead be made from the general traffic lane inside the bus lane. Concerns
have been raised in relation to the potential for conflict and accidents with
pedestrians and/or cyclists. In this regard | note that the indicative traffic
signalling at this location will ensure conflicts do not arise as westbound
general traffic will not be on green at the same time as pedestrians or buses.
Furthermore, | note that the road safety audit did not raise any issues for this
junction in relation to the turning movements. The audit did note that junction

capacity may be affected, however, the applicants have confirmed that
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junction capacity analysis has been undertaken to ensure appropriate
capacity following the removal of slip lanes throughout the Proposed

Scheme.

= Pedestrian crossing locations have been provided on three of the four arms
of this junction and have been informed by the location of the revised bus
stop arrangements. | am satisfied that these are the optimal locations for
pedestrian crossings and that they will ensure safety and connectivity to bus

services and the village centre.

= A bus-only right turn off the R148 into Palmerstown village is also proposed
at this junction. This is required to service the 26/80 route which, as set out in
the Dublin Area Bus Redesign 2019, is to be provided through Palmerstown
Village. The preliminary traffic audit has not returned any safety concerns in
this regard. At present the arm of the junction turning onto the Old Lucan
Road is exit only onto the R148. Under the Proposed Scheme an additional
lane will be provided to allow bus only access off the R148, with signhage and
signalling restricting general traffic access. Two-lane egress from this arm will
still be permitted facilitating right turns onto the R148 as well as straight
ahead (access to the Oval) and left turns towards the City Centre. The
widening of the road at this location is to be facilitated by land take from the

Applegreen petrol station.

= | also note that the changes to this junction are proposing the
omission/removal of the existing U-turn available from westbound to
eastbound via the central median on the R148. This issue is raised as a
specific concern by the Palmerston Lodge property owners in a submission
as it offers the most direct means of accessing their property by private car
when approaching from the east (i.e. outbound). In response to this issue the
applicants have stated that this U-turning facility cannot be maintained or
provided elsewhere along the R148 due to safety issues, and instead they
refer to alternative turning routes (either through Palmerstown Village or by
turning at the Oval) which would represent additional driving distances
ranging from c. 100 to 900m. Having regard to the overall benefits of the
Proposed Scheme in terms of improving public transport and providing better

pedestrian and cycling facilities, on balance, | consider that the removal of
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the U-turn facility is justified and appropriate, and while there will be an
impact on the existing access arrangements for Palmerstown Lodge | do not
believe that these will be of such significance to merit refusal or alteration of

the scheme.

= Concerns have also been raised in terms of traffic safety during school drop-
offs for those using the Oval junction due to the proximity to local schools. In
this regard | note that an additional controlled pedestrian crossing is
proposed over the Oval arm of this junction and that accessibility by bus to
this area will be improved. Furthermore, safety audits have not returned any

significant issue of concern in relation to the junction.

In relation to the above | consider that the revised junction arrangements at the Oval
are appropriate, safe, will improve facilities and service for all users and are

therefore in accordance with the Proper Planning and Sustainability of the area.

South Circular Road Junction

In relation to the South Circular Road Junction a submission was lodged stating that
an opportunity has been missed to engage more with all stakeholders to provide a
significant re-design and re-engineering of this junction. At this junction | note
constraints are in place from the rail tracks running underneath, existing dwellings,
and proximate properties, as well as significant archaeological and cultural heritage
features in the grounds and vicinity of the Royal Hospital Kilmainham. The existing
junction at this location is complex and provides poor service for pedestrians and
cyclists. The Proposed Scheme consolidates traffic movement and improves
pedestrian and cycling infrastructure and safety by omitting left turning slip roads,
providing cycle lanes, reducing the number of general traffic lanes and amending the
traffic signal-controlled regime. Thus, allowing cyclists to be segregated from traffic
both in terms of space and signal timing. | consider that the Proposed Scheme is

appropriate at this location and will enhance safety for all users.

On review of the junction design approaches and the evolution of the junction
designs set out in the application documentation, | am satisfied that the design and

arrangements provided at junctions are appropriate to ensure pedestrian, cyclist and
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vehicular safety while also working within the urban constraints present along the

route to minimise impacts arising.

Cycle track and Pedestrian footpath widths.

Segregated cycle track widths and pedestrian paths throughout the Proposed
Scheme are reduced in width at certain locations to account for local constraints
and/or existing otherwise well-functioning infrastructure. These deviations from the
preferred widths have been set out previously in sections 3.4.9, 3.5.6, and 3.6.8 of
my report above. In all instances reductions from the preferred widths are over
relatively short distances and are being provided to either use or tie in with existing
retained infrastructure, to reduce land take requirements, minimise impacts on items
of heritage interest, or facilitate other scheme requirements. | note that the minimum
of 1.2m (accessibility standard) is maintained for pinch points on footpaths at all
locations. Having regard to the context and nature of the Proposed Scheme, |
consider these deviations to be acceptable and note that footpaths will continue to
meet accessibility standards throughout. | am satisfied that any deviations from the
optimal infrastructure widths are appropriate and will not give rise to significant

adverse effects.

Car Parking

The reduction of car parking spaces along the route of the Proposed Scheme is
raised as a concern in a number of third-party submissions. The focus of concerns
raised is that the loss in car parking will restrict access to certain locations and that
this will have an adverse impact on the commercial viability of premises and impact
on the availability of, and access to, services particularly with reference to
Palmerstown Village. | note the Proposed Scheme does necessitate a reduction in
car parking along the route, with section 1 having a net reduction of over 100 spaces
(all of which are informal and unmarked spaces on the Old Lucan Road between the
N4 junction 2 and the entrance to Kings Hospital School), Section 2 a net reduction
of approximately 124 car parking spaces (from the Old Lucan Road and Kennelsfort
Road Lower in Palmerstown Village), and Section 3 a net reduction of approximately

33 no. spaces (from St. Johns Road West including a loss of 20 no. taxi queuing
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spaces west of Heuston Station). | note the following in relation to the loss of car

parking spaces:

The Proposed Scheme will not result in any private residence losing on-site

car parking where this is in place.

The parking being lost in Section 1 is all informal parking along the Old Lucan
Road proximate to existing bus stops on the N4 and the Liffey Valley
Shopping Centre pedestrian overpass. The Deadmans Inn (commercial
property) and the Kings Hospital School which are both in the vicinity have
their own off-street car parking available. Similarly, all dwellings in the vicinity
(several of which are protected structures) have their own driveways and off-

street car parking.

The loss of car parking spaces in Palmerstown Village consists of
approximately 106 informal car parking spaces from Palmerstown West (i.e.
the Old Lucan Road between Kennelsfort Road Lower and the M50 side of
the village), 2 no. permit/pay and display spaces from Kennelsfort Road
Lower, and 15 no. from the Old Lucan Road east of the Kennelsfort Road
junction. The majority of these spaces are being removed to accommodate
the two-way cycle track through the village.

Of the Residential units fronting onto the Old Lucan Road in Palmerstown
West, all but one have off-street car parking within their own site in
place/available. Furthermore, the applicant has confirmed that existing
informal parking along the south side of the Old Lucan Road west of St.

Philomena’s Church is to be retained.

Off-street private car parks in place within Palmerstown include facilities at
Aldi, St. Philomena’s Church, Palmerstown Business Park, Palmerstown
House Pub, Palmerstown Parish Centre, Palmerstown Lodge Hotel, Palmers
Gate (recently constructed SHD development), Millorook Apartments, and the
former Ulsterbank. | acknowledge that these are private car parking facilities,
however, | note that they are present and available for use by existing

relevant residents and commercial customers and staff.

Accessible car parking is being relocated within Palmerstown and existing car
parking along the southern side of the Old Lucan Road is being
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redesigned/orientated (from parallel to perpendicular) to maximise the
number of car parking spaces available.

= The car parking being lost along St. Johns Road West, includes the loss of
20 no. taxi queuing spaces, however, a significant taxi queuing facility will
remain in place. Furthermore, two public EV charging points that are to be
removed to facilitate the provision of bus stops are being relocated further

west along St. Johns Road West.

The Proposed Scheme will constitute a change to the existing parking regime that is
in place along the route. The changes in availability of parking provisions will be felt
most in Palmerstown, however, the proposed scheme will also improve accessibility
of the village through more sustainable modes of transport than the private car. The
changes are being proposed to improve bus, cycling and pedestrian access through
the provision of better infrastructure while also enhancing the public realm. This will
improve connectivity for the village. As stated above, within Palmerstown provision is
still made for the private car parking along the public road (at both Palmerstown East
and West) albeit this will be in a reduced capacity. The applicant has confirmed that
existing informal parking currently available on the southern side of the Old Lucan
Road will continue to be permitted, however, due to its informal nature this is not
readily apparent within the application documentation and drawings. Accordingly, In
the event of favourable consideration of the Proposed Development, | consider it
appropriate to ensure this provision remains through attaching an appropriate

condition.

| note that throughout, the Proposed Scheme prioritises sustainable means of
transport (bus, pedestrians and cyclists) however, the needs of the private car
continue to be catered for. | also note that all relevant policy documentation
advocates for the prioritisation of public transport over the private car as this
represents the most sustainable and efficient means of moving people around any
urban environment. | consider that the Proposed Scheme, as designed, successfully
balances the need to prioritise public transport, cycling and pedestrian infrastructure
while also accommodating the private car within the network. | acknowledge that
certain inconveniences will arise from the Scheme for the private car in terms of the

removal of left turning filter lanes, the reduction in car parking spaces, and restricted
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turning/access at certain locations. The Proposed Scheme, however, should not be
misconstrued as being ‘anti-car’, as it continues to cater for and accommodate the
private car. While car parking will be reduced along the scheme, it is still retained
where practicable at suitable locations. Accordingly, while acknowledging that there
is a loss of car parking, | do not consider this loss to be of such significance or
adverse impact to merit any changes, omission or refusal of the Proposed Scheme
given the overall wider benefits arising in terms of improved bus, walking, and
cycling infrastructure the wider benefits of increasing people movement, maximising

the use of available space and emissions reductions.

Compatibility with other Planning Permissions along the route.

The Proposed Scheme has been designed in the context of the junction
arrangements and access points/infrastructure that is/was in place at the time of the
application. | have reviewed the planning history along the route and that set out
within the application, and | am satisfied that the Proposed Scheme can incorporate
any updated junction arrangements should and as they arise in the context of any
future or recently consented permissions. Furthermore, | note that the applicants do
not (and cannot) have control over if and when consented projects are implemented
and so it would be inappropriate, unnecessary, and unworkable to require the current
application documentation to be updated in the event of a new development
proposal being consented or lodged given the extent, location, nature, and scale of
the subject works. | note that appropriate options are provided within the application
documentation in relation to interfaces with the BusConnects Liffey Valley Scheme
(which will be implemented dependent on whether that project is in place in advance
of the Proposed Scheme) at Con Colbert Road and Memorial Road. Accordingly, |
consider that the Proposed Scheme will not prejudice any future development
proposals along its route as it will in fact improve accessibility and upgrade bus

infrastructure throughout.

Biodiversity

Some third-party submissions have raised concerns in relation to Biodiversity, and
the majority of these refer to the loss of trees as being a significant concern,

particularly at the location of the temporary construction compound at Palmerstown,
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the frontage of the Hermitage Golf Course, the frontage of the Hermitage Clinic and
at the location of the ramped access to the Chapelizod Bus Stops (between the
Proposed Scheme and the Knockmaree residential development). Another issue that
is frequently referenced in submissions is the presence of a badger sett in the vicinity

of the temporary construction compound at LU2 (Palmerstown).

In relation to biodiversity the submission of the Development Applications Unit (DAU)
noted the significant tree and hedgerow removal as well as the location of a
previously recorded badger sett (in the vicinity of LU2) which should be subject to
further investigation (the DAU recommended that further information be sought in
this regard). The DAU also noted the appropriate nature of the mitigation measures
set out in the NIS, EIAR and CEMP and recommended that these be applied in full in
the event of favourable consideration, that any tree/hedgerow removal should be
carried out outside the bird breeding season, and that in relation to the use of the
Liffey Gaels grounds as a temporary construction compound (LU3) that additional
bird surveying be carried out (prior to commencement of construction) and to ensure

that the fields are reinstated after use.

Biodiversity and all related matters have been comprehensively considered in
Section 9.8 of this report (Biodiversity Section of the EIA) with further relevant
assessments and discussion in Sections 9.9 (Water), and 9.6 (Air and Climate). The
potential for impacts to arise on European designated sites and species is
comprehensively considered in Section 10 which sets out the Appropriate
Assessment of the project. | do not intend to repeat or review these considerations in

this section as they have been dealt with in full.

Potential impacts on biodiversity could arise from vegetation and tree removal,
construction and earthworks; drainage and additional silt mobilisation and/or
pollutant release into drainage networks; lighting during construction and operation;
noise and vibration; and through facilitating the spread of invasive species. In
relation to invasive species, | note the application documentation includes an
Invasive Species Management Plan which will ensure adverse impacts from their

spread will not arise.

From the outset in relation to Biodiversity | note that the Proposed Scheme relates to

works along an existing paved, busy and significant transport corridor which include
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new structures (pedestrian/cycle bridges, retaining walls etc.), revised/set-back
boundaries, localised widening, and temporary construction compounds. All of these
works occur along the existing route and where widening or boundary set backs are
required these occur immediately adjacent to the existing transport corridor.
Accordingly, | consider that significant adverse impact on existing habitats in terms of
fragmentation will not occur. Similarly, | am satisfied that the drainage arrangements
set out within the application documentation will ensure that biodiversity and habitats
will not be significantly impacted from runoff. | also note that air quality is a
consideration, however, as set out in the EIA section of this report | do not consider
that significant adverse impacts will arise from the Proposed Scheme in this regard
given the fact that the works are to an existing significant and strategic transport

corridor.

Trees

The loss of trees along the route represents a significant intervention in relation to
biodiversity. The Arboricultural Impact Assessment (AlA) states that the Proposed
Scheme will result in the loss of 196 individual trees, 16 full groups of trees, and 8
partial groups of trees. | note that the AIA does not seem to include or consider the 5
no. individual trees that are proposed to be removed to facilitate the LU2
construction compound at Palmerstown. In my view these are individual trees and
accordingly | consider that a total of 201 individual trees are proposed to be
removed. Notwithstanding the unsatisfactory use of “groups of trees” within the AIA
in terms of quantifying overall numbers (for example the EIAR clarifies that it is
proposed to remove approximately 218 trees alone from the frontages of the
Hermitage Golf Club and Hermitage Clinic), | note that the trees to be removed are
not subject to specific protections or ecological designations, however, they do
contribute to biodiversity as well as the amenities of the areas in which they occur.
The AIA classifies all trees and groups of trees that have the potential to be impacted
and highlights the locations from which trees are proposed to be removed. Trees are
proposed to be removed at various locations throughout and along the route corridor,
however, the areas which | consider to be most affected by tree loss include:

= The frontage of Hermitage Golf Course
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* The frontage of Hermitage Clinic,

= The Palmerstown Bypass in the vicinity of the proposed temporary

construction compound LU2.

= Adjacent to the Proposed new bus stops on the Chapelizod by-pass near

Knockmaree Apartments.

Overall, the Proposed Scheme will result in the permanent loss of 2,420m of treeline
and 2,183m of hedgerows as well as the temporary loss of c. 85m of treeline and
50m of hedgerow. In mitigation of this loss, it is proposed to plant 479 trees and
281m of hedgerows. (The Board should note that the Proposed Scheme also
incorporates the provision of 7,979m? of species rich grassland, 1,373m? of
ornamental planting, 2,975m? of native planting and 14,531m? of amenity grassland

planting.)

In terms of biodiversity, | am satisfied that the Proposed Scheme and its mitigation
measures will ensure that significant adverse impacts will not arise from the loss of
trees. Tree removal from the Hermitage Golf Course is focused on those along the
boundary of the N4 which is proposed to be set back at this location. The removal of
boundary trees is required at this location to facilitate the corridor widening required
to accommodate the infrastructure to ensure efficient, effective and safe sustainable
transport provisions at this location (i.e. two-way cycle track, footpath, bus and
general traffic lanes). Furthermore, boundary trees need to be removed to facilitate
the provision of the safety netting and retaining wall along the boundary.
Replacement tree planting is proposed at this location to maintain the amenity
setting. | note such planting will take time to establish and impacts will arise,
however, as stated | do not consider these to be significant in terms of Biodiversity.
Elsewhere in this report | recommend that the extent of the temporary land take
area along the frontage of the Hermitage Golf Club be reduced, however, the
primary reason for this is to minimise impacts on the amenity, functionality and
operations of the golf course, although arising from this recommendation there will
be a minor reduction in the number of trees lost as well as a reduction in the number
of trees that will be provided as part of the landscaping scheme, this matter is

discussed in more detail in Section 8.9 of this report below.
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8.6.6.4. Tree removal from the frontage of the Hermitage Clinic is restricted to the front
boundary where trees are proposed to be removed along the existing embankment
to accommodate route widening and the provision of a retaining wall structure. A
certain level of additional planting is proposed at this location as part of the
landscaping for the Proposed Scheme, | consider the removal of trees at this
location does not present significant biodiversity issues and | am satisfied that the
replacement planting proposed will maintain the amenities and contribute to the

future biodiversity of the area.

8.6.6.5. At the location of the LU2 construction compound at Palmerstown it is proposed to
remove 5 no. semi-mature beech trees as detailed in the Landscaping plans
submitted. | note that the AIA does not include consideration of the trees at this
location, however, the landscaping plan shows that only 5 no. trees are to be
removed (with the remaining 6 no. of this line are to be retained in place), a fact
reconfirmed in the response to submissions document provided by the applicant.
These trees are located within a grassed area adjacent to the Palmerstown Bypass
which is backed onto by the rear boundaries of adjacent urban development. | note
that following construction the proposed landscaping scheme will provide a total of
32 semi-mature trees at this location including 8 no. semi-mature maple along the
line of the removed trees. | consider that the planting proposed at this location
sufficiently mitigates the loss of trees, however, due to the ambiguity in the AIA in not
considering this location, and the proximity of parts of the proposed construction
compound to existing trees to be retained, and I consider it of merit to include a
condition to ensure that the tree removal/replanting be carried out in strict
accordance with the submitted landscaping scheme, and that the extent of this (and
the other temporary compounds) be in accordance with the EIAR submitted in the

interests of clarity, consistency and certainty.

8.6.6.6. Itis proposed to remove approximately 40 no. trees from the eastern embankment
between the Chapelizod Bypass and the Knockmaree apartments/Chapelizod Hill
Road (these have not been quantified/characterised in the AIA, however, they are
mapped and identified). The removal of these trees is required to facilitate the route
widening and ramped access to the inbound bus stop on the Chapelizod Bypass
from the Chapelizod Hill Road, the provision of which, as discussed previously
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8.6.8.1.

8.6.8.2.

8.6.9.

above, | consider to both be of merit and appropriate. In relation to this area | note
that the works do not necessitate the removal of all trees from this location, that the
trees to be removed are on an embankment and have been in place since the
construction of the bypass, and that there will continue to be a level of planting at this
location (i.e. the habitat will not be fragmented). Accordingly, | consider that the
works at this location will not give rise to significant adverse impacts on biodiversity
and the mitigation measures in terms timing and methodology of works are

appropriate.

Bats

Five trees in the temporary land-take from the Hermitage Golf Club have potential
roosting features (PRF) for bats. The EIAR notes that as these trees “...may be
removed as part of the Proposed Scheme.” The EIAR/CEMP provides for a range of
mitigation measures in relation to bats which includes re-appraisal, pre-construction
surveying, derogation and licencing for bat handling (if required), and provision of bat
boxes, should it be necessary to remove any trees with PRF. | consider these

mitigation measures to be appropriate.

Birds

In relation to birds and tree removal the application documentation states that where
practical vegetation/trees will not be removed between 15t March and 315' August,
and if this is not possible additional pre-construction surveys will take place.
Similarly, the sports netting at the Hermitage Golf Club will be installed outside the

same period to reduce collision risk for passerine birds.

The Proposed Scheme also incorporates a number of mitigatory measures in
relation to wintering birds due to the potential impact that could arise from the use of
the LU3 construction compound. | consider that the measures which relate to timing
of the establishment of the compound, pre-construction surveying and extent/level of

lighting to be appropriate and will ensure no significant impacts arise.

Badger
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A number of submissions (including the DAU) have raised concerns in relation to the
presence of a Badger Sett in the vicinity of the Proposed Construction Compound at
Palmerstown (LU2). The application documentation states that no such set, nor
Badger signs have been identified in the surveys carried out and further discussion
in this regard is provided in section 9.8.10.2 of my report below. | accept that a
Badger sett has been in place at this location historically (as evidenced in the
submissions lodged and confirmed by the DAU), and | note the applicants response
to this issue (which included carrying out an additional walkover survey to confirm
original findings), extent of the proposed construction compound at this location
(which is proposed to be restricted to the grassed area more proximate to the
carriageway edge and not infringe on the wooded/scrub areas along the
edges/boundary of this amenity/open space area). Having reviewed the application
documentation, submissions lodged, and language used by the applicant in their
response to submissions, | am satisfied that the temporary compound can be
provided at this location provided that appropriate measures and conditions are put
in place to ensure the protection of any potential badgers. In this regard | consider it
appropriate to specify the extent of the temporary construction compound (to that set
out in the EIAR) and the completion of pre-construction Badger surveys in advance
of any work at this location and any associated badger conservation plan should one

be necessary (as requested by the DAU).

In conclusion on biodiversity (and as set out in Sections 9.8, and 10 below) there will
be come unavoidable impacts arising from the Proposed Scheme (such as the loss
of trees). | note that all works are located within the urban/suburban environment and
accordingly all local species will be habituated to a degree of human activities,
construction, and general disturbance. The additional planting proposed will mitigate
against the loss of trees along the route and the comprehensive suite of mitigation
measures set out in the application documentation will ensure that the potential for
impacts to arise will be minimised. The Proposed Scheme also incorporates SuDs
measures within its drainage schemes and generally the drainage measures
proposed will not give rise to adverse impact on receiving waters. In this regard |
note that both Local Authorities have requested that drainage measures should

satisfy their requirements, and | consider it appropriate to ensure this through the
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provision of an appropriate condition in conjunction with the other conditions outlined

previously above.

Residential Amenity

A project of the nature proposed will give rise to a wide range of impacts that could
be potentially impact on residential amenity to various degrees. Given the location
and nature of the works which are predominantly proposed along an existing
significant transport corridor the majority of such impacts on residential amenities will
arise during the construction phase from noise, dust, construction traffic, temporary
traffic diversions, impact on services/utilities, and air quality, all of these matters
have been considered in detail in the relevant EIA sections of this report below. In
general, | am satisfied on the basis of the comprehensive suite of mitigation
measures proposed throughout the submitted EIAR (including CEMP) and NIS that
construction impacts will be minimised and managed insofar as is practicable and

furthermore that they will be temporary in nature where they do arise.

| consider that the operational phase impacts that will arise for residential amenities
will generally be positive through the provision of improved public transport
infrastructure along the route, reductions in congestion, and the provision of
increased connectivity throughout. The provision of additional safer cycling
infrastructure and new pedestrian facilities including increased pedestrian crossings

and public realm improvements will also give rise to improved residential amenities.

Where submissions have been made in relation to residential amenity, they
frequently refer to the amenities of general areas through which the Proposed
Scheme will run. In this regard | note the previous discussions set out above in
relation to route selection at Palmerstown and Chapelizod. In relation to these areas
- in the interests of completeness - | note that while the Proposed Scheme will result
in changes, | do not consider that these changes will give rise to significant adverse
impacts on residential amenity. The improved public transport, cycling and
pedestrian infrastructure being proposed will be of benefit to all and the noise and air
guality assessments set out in sections 9.6 and 9.7 below demonstrate that
significant long term adverse impacts will not arise during construction or operational

phases.
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individually below:

Hermitage Road/Ballyowen Lane — The Proposed Scheme will provide quiet
street treatment through this residential area, which requires minimal works
(signage, road markings and widening of an existing pathway through an
amenity space). | consider that this will not create significant adverse effects

on residential amenity during the operational or construction phases.

Old Lucan Road from N4 junction 2 to the entrance gates of Kings Hospital
School. Dwellings at this location are generally set back off the road within
their own sites with individual driveways. Some dwellings at this location are
on the RPS. There will be effects during the construction period, these will be
temporary and not have a significant adverse impact on residential amenity.
For the operational phase the existing informal parking will be removed which
will not adversely affect residents as all dwellings have their own driveways
with off-street parking in place. Further, the provision of a two-way segregated
cycle lane will be a significant service improvement. Pedestrian and cycling
links to the Liffey Valley shopping centre will be improved and better bus
connectivity provided during the operational phase. | consider that these will

contribute to residential amenity and service availability in the area.

In Palmerstown Village | note that no private residential properties will have
their general means of access significantly altered (or experience land-take to
facilitate the Proposed Scheme), although changes will arise from the
provision of the two-way cycle track along the northern side of the Old Lucan
Road and eastern side of Kennelsfort Road Lower. No private dwellings in
Palmerstown will have their garden or boundary walls set back, although |
note that permanent and temporary land take is required from the frontage of
no.’s 20/22 Kennelsfort Road Lower (i.e. the frontage of Palmerstown Lodge
Hotel). The hotel has an off-street parking area in place along its frontage with
similar facilities granted under ABP-307596 (permission for a boutique hotel
on this site). The application documentation acknowledges this, and the
Proposed Scheme has been designed so that access arrangements for the
hotel are accommodated. Informal car parking will be removed from the

northern side of the Old Lucan Road, however, | do not consider that this will
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have a significant adverse impact on residential amenities as parking will still
be facilitated in the village (West of St. Philomena’s Church on the southern
side of the Lucan road) and through the provision of perpendicular parking
along the southern side of the Old Lucan Road in the eastern part of the
village (in the vicinity of Red Cow and Woodfarm Cottages). | note that the
majority of dwellings in Palmerstown Village have their own driveways and
therefore | consider that the loss in informal parking and alternative parking
being provided will not significantly adversely impact residential amenities. |
further note that access to the rear of Red Cow and Woodfarm Cottages will
be maintained. Bus stops are also proposed in the eastern part of
Palmerstown (West of Mill Lane), and concerns have been raised that these
will impact residential amenity through inappropriate design interventions and
potential anti-social behaviour. In this regard | note that the Proposed Scheme
design provides widened footpaths in the vicinity of these proposed stops, this
area is subject to passive surveillance, and elsewhere in this report |
recommend that advertisement panels be omitted from the bus shelters at this
location in the interests of reducing potential visual clutter. While | note there
will be adverse effects in this area arising from the construction phase | note
that these will be temporary, and the area will benefit from increased
connectivity and an improved public realm and sustainable transport
infrastructure that respects the established character of the area. Accordingly,

| consider that residential amenities will not be adversely affected.

= In relation to the provision of bus stops outbound on the Palmerstown bypass
(at the Oval and Kennelsfort Road Junction), | am satisfied that the proposed
works which do require minor route widening to accommodate lay-by bus
stops to facilitate traffic movements, will not encroach on private residential
lands and will not reduce the amenity areas of any dwellings. | note that some
existing planting will be removed at both locations. At the Kennelsfort Road
junction there is significant separation distance between the works at the
revised bus stop and the rear of properties and a significant amount of
planting will be retained. At the Oval a grassed verge and planting will remain
between the revised bus stop arrangements and rear boundary of dwellings

with fencing provided at the rear of the footpath. | consider that the proposed
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works will ensure the protection of established residential amenities at these

locations.

= At Knockmaree Apartments and the Chapelizod Hill Road residential area |
acknowledge that significant construction works are required which will
involve the widening of the Chapelizod bypass (to accommodate new bus
stops) and the provision of access ramps to transit the change in levels
between Chapelizod Hill Road and the Bypass. Effects of the works will be
experienced by the local residents; however, these effects will be temporary in
nature. The Proposed Scheme will result in the removal of some
(approximately 40 no.) but not all of the trees from the existing embankment
to facilitate the ramped access to the proposed bus stops. As previously
discussed above | consider these ramps to be appropriate and | consider it
important that Chapelizod residents be afforded the opportunity to avail of
services on the C-Spine to improve the connectivity of the area. | also
consider the location of the bus stops on the bypass to be the optimal location
for providing this connectivity. Submissions have been made stating that the
works will have an adverse impact on residential amenities of the
Knockmaree Apartments, arising from noise, overlooking (from the ramp
access and bus stops), visual amenity, and air quality. | note that the
Proposed Scheme will not significantly alter the nature or character of the
Chapelizod bypass at this location beyond the widening, provision of bus
stops and ramps, and that appropriate landscaping and planting is proposed
in the vicinity of the ramps. Furthermore, | note that a 2m high wall is being
provided along the boundary of the ramps addressing the Knockmaree
boundary which will avoid overlooking arising. A 1.25m high wall with an
additional 0.55m high steel fence with mesh infill is provided to the rear of the
bus stops themselves to avoid overlooking of residential properties from that
level. While | acknowledge that trees will be removed additional planting is
provided, existing noise walls are to be replaced where necessary and new
solid boundaries put in place. These features will change the character of the
views, however, this is an overall suburban/urban environment, the proposed
works represent an expansion of the existing transport route and visual

impacts will lessen as the landscaping matures. In relation to noise and air
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quality | consider that the proposed scheme will not significantly alter the
existing characteristics of the Chapelizod bypass in this regard. Accordingly, |
consider that significant long-term adverse impacts will not arise on the
residential amenity of the Knockmaree Apartments or the Chapelizod Hill
residential area. | note changes will occur, however, the overall benefits to the
area through improved connectivity and access, as well as the maturing of the
proposed landscaping will ensure that these changes do not give rise to

significant adverse effects.

= At the South Circular Road junction there are more direct interactions with
residential properties. This is a very busy and significant junction on the
transportation network and the improvements proposed include the provision
of dedicated cycle tracks, removal of left turning slips and changes to traffic
management/signalling. During construction temporary impacts will be
experienced, however, the operational phase will have a neutral impact on

residential amenity at this location.

| am satisfied that the Proposed Scheme has taken all reasonable precautions to
protect residential amenities of these areas and dwellings insofar as is practicable
while still achieving the overall objective of providing much-needed improved
infrastructure for public and sustainable modes of transport throughout the route. | do
not consider that the Proposed Scheme (which essentially refurbishes, upgrades,
improves and renews the existing transport infrastructure in place) alters the overall
character of the roads and streets that it runs along and accordingly while |
acknowledge that changes will occur, | do not consider that residential amenities will
be significantly adversely affected in the medium to long term. In consideration of
this matter | note that access to properties and services/utilities are to be managed
throughout the construction phase to minimise adverse effects and that construction

practices will be strictly controlled and mitigated through the provisions of the CEMP.

Overall, | consider that the Proposed Scheme will greatly improve connectivity,
public transport, cycling and pedestrian infrastructure throughout and as such it will
improve the overall amenity and attractiveness of properties along its length. In this
regard | note that certain submissions have raised concerns that the Proposed
Scheme will adversely affect property values. As the Scheme has been designed to

reduce congestion, improve the transportation network, and sensitively improve the
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public realm it will, in my opinion, contribute to and enhance the amenities of the
areas in which it is situated. Accordingly, | am satisfied that the mitigation measures
and design proposed will ensure significant adverse impacts on residential amenity

and property values will not arise.

Development Plan Compliance

As set out in Section 8.2 above | am satisfied that the Proposed Scheme is in
compliance with the relevant Development Plan provisions, and that the relevant
plans contain significant policy support for the provision of the BusConnects projects
(Section 4.13, 4.14 and 8.2 of this report refers). Submissions have been made
raising concerns that the Proposed Scheme contravenes certain development plan
provisions in terms of zoning, specific objectives and protection of views, having
particular regard to the SDCC development plan. In this regard | note that SDCC did
not raise any concerns in relation to any potential contravention of their plan and
clarified that they were of the view that the Proposed Scheme aligns with the policies
of the South Dublin County Development Plan 2022-2028.

In relation to zoning | note that the Proposed Scheme broadly runs along existing
roads which are not subject to specific zoning provisions, however, at certain
locations route widening is required. While the overlap of works from within the non-
zoned transport corridors into zoned lands is minimal throughout, within the SDCC
area this most notably occurs along the frontage of the Hermitage Golf Course, the
Sureweld building and for a smaller portion of the Hermitage Clinic frontage on the
lead up to the N4s inbound off-slip to junction 2. At these locations there is overlap
into the HA-LV zoning whose objective is to protect and enhance the outstanding
natural character and amenity of the Liffey Valley. | note that under this zoning
objective a range of developments are open for consideration including agriculture,
education, and public services (subject to acceptable landscape impact
assessment). | also note that a longer list of uses are listed as being ‘not permitted’
such as advertisements, garden centres, hospitals, nursing homes, warehousing etc.
| note that there is no definition of ‘public services’ in the SDCC development plan,
although | am satisfied that the subject works which will improve public bus services,
pedestrian links and cycling facilities do fall under that category. In this regard | also
note that in their submission SDCC do not raise any concerns in relation to the
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zoning provisions of the route, and while not relating to the provisions of the SDCC
development plan my opinion concurs with that of DCC which notes that in its
consideration the elements of the proposed scheme within its jurisdiction can be
considered as “public service installations”. | must restate that the overlap of
proposed works into the zoned areas is minor and along the boundaries of an
existing significant public road corridor. I, therefore, do not consider the use to be
inappropriate or non-compliant as the zoning objective does not preclude such works
and an appropriate landscape impact assessment has been submitted (the EIAR
refers). Notwithstanding my opinion, even if such proposed improvements to existing
transportation linkages were considered to not be compliant with the zoning
provisions, | note that the subject works constitute an improvement, minor
expansion/widening, and intensification of sustainable transport solutions along an
existing transport corridor and that such works are in accordance with the non-
conforming uses provisions of the SDCC Development Plan which relate to
expansion/intensification of authorised developments and state that such works are
appropriate “..where the proposed development would not be detrimental to the
amenities of the surrounding area and would accord with the principles of proper
planning and sustainable development.” For clarity, | consider that the Proposed
Scheme will not be detrimental to the amenities of the area and accords with proper
planning and sustainable development in this regard. Furthermore, | note that the
SDCC Development Plan goes on to state that “This includes the integration of land
use and transport planning.” | have reviewed the locations of the bus shelters at this
location (i.e. in the vicinity of Sureweld and Hermitage Clinic) and | am satisfied that
both are located outside the HV-LV zoning and as such any advertisement panelling
associated with these shelters would not be contrary to development plan zoning
provisions. Accordingly for the reasons set out above | do not consider that the

Proposed Scheme will contravene the Development Plan zoning provisions.

A third party concern has also been raised in relation to potential non-compliance
with a SDCC Development Plan objective to protect and preserve a significant view
from the N4 looking north to the Liffey Valley from along and in the vicinity of its
overpass of the Fonthill Road as shown on Development Plan maps. Relevant
policies and objectives in this regard are Policy NCBH15 “ Preserve views and

prospects and the amenities of places and features of natural beauty or interest
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including those located within and outside the County”, NCBH15 Obijective 1 “ to
protect, preserve and improve views and prospects of special amenity, historic or
cultural value or interest including rural, river valley, mountain, hill, coastal, upland
and urban views and prospects that are visible from prominent public places and to
prevent development which would impede or interfere with Views and / or Prospects”
and NCBH15 Objective 3 which requires a landscape/visual assessment to
accompany applications for significant proposals that are likely to affect views and

prospects.

In the first instance | consider that the submitted EIAR incorporates a sufficient
landscape/visual assessment, and the application documentation drawings and
details provide sufficient information to allow the Board to consider this matter in full.
The lands at the Hermitage Clinic are at a lower level to the N4 at this location with
the Fontill Road and eastbound slips off to, and on from, junction 2 sloping down and
rising up respectively from, and to, the N4. As set out in the SDCC Development
Plan the protected view extends for an approximate 650m length along the northern
side of the N4 looking north. The Proposed Scheme will not alter the existing
planting or existing roadside/edge planting for approximately 440m of the
easternmost extent of the designated view (i.e. that area of mature planting in place
between the N4 and its eastern-bound on and off slips for junction 2 to the Fonthill
Road) and accordingly | am satisfied that there will be no impact on that portion of
the view. The remaining 200m of the view (i.e. that area closest to the Hermitage
clinic building and its western car park), will be subject to works, consisting of
widening to accommodate a two-way segregated cycle track, setting back of the
existing boundary walls, and provision of retaining wall structures. The submitted
drawings clarify the height of the retaining walls varying from a retained height of
less than 1.5m on the western section, rising to greater than 1.5m retained height as
the level changes to be dealt with increase. The road edge and frontage of
properties at this location is significantly planted, behind a modern construction
natural stone wall. The existing wall is of sufficient height to block any available
views north from the N4 to the west of the existing access to be retained (at
chainage A1100 — approximately 30m of the designated view), and it reduces in
height moving to the east from this gate where views north continue to be

predominantly blocked by existing trees in place. From site inspection — which was
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carried out at a time when the trees were not in leaf — glimpses towards open
landscape to the north were available albeit they were over the existing car parking
facilities and buildings of the Hermitage Clinic. The Proposed Scheme will involve
the removal of trees from this edge of the road (following the construction of the

retaining wall structures) and the provision of new planting.

Having reviewed this location in detail | consider that the Proposed Scheme works
do not entail any significant changes for the majority of the extent of the view (i.e.
440m of the designated view will remain unchanged - with the only clear view
provided north from this area being from at the overpass of the Fonthill Road while
the lead in to this ‘gap’ view will remain restricted by the existing mature planting
which will be unchanged should the Proposed Scheme be implemented). For the c.
200m westernmost extent of the development plan designated view alterations will
arise. Retaining walls (of two varying heights) will be provided at a set-back location
to allow the provision of cycling and pedestrian facilities, this will necessitate tree
removal, and it is proposed to provide additional planting behind the retaining wall
structures. | consider that these works are broadly in keeping with the character of
the transport corridor at this location and the currently available views. Existing views
to the north are currently obscured by the presence of existing mature planting and
walls the Proposed Scheme will remove some of the trees, retain others and provide
additional trees as part of the landscaping plan. The views from the N4 north may
therefore be opened up a little more, albeit any gains may be offset against slightly
higher new retaining walls. The Board may wish to take the opportunity to open up
these views more by limiting the extent of new planting, however, | recommend that
the landscaping scheme be retained as proposed to allow the character of the area
to be retained more, further | recommend that the final design of the retaining wall
structures and planting be agreed with the planning authority in recognition of the
protected view and to ensure the walls are suitably finished to reflect the character of
the existing walls. On the basis of the above analysis | consider that the Proposed
Development will not conflict with the preservation of this view from the Development
plan and that it is in keeping with the character and extent of the view in place as

designated.

The issue of the interactions (or potential lack thereof) between the Proposed

Scheme and the designated “Long Term High Capacity Public Transport (RPA
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Preferred Route)” provided for in the SDCC plan running north from the N4 (just west
of the Hermitage Clinic building and associated car parking), has also been raised in
one third party submission. In relation to this issue | note the provision in the SDCC
Development Plan and that the Proposed Scheme follows the existing road corridors
at this location providing for an inbound bus stop in the vicinity. The development
plan makes it clear that the ‘high capacity public transport’ route is a long-term
preserve and in the absence of detailed plans, | am of the opinion that sufficient
provision has been made for any future interactions, which will (as confirmed in the

development plan designation) only arise in the longer term.

Another matter that arises in relation to development plan compliance that is raised
in third party submissions is SM3 Objective 17 which relates to the upgrade of the
existing Kennelsfort Road and R148 junction. Several third parties have stated that
not providing a grade separated junction at this location contravenes the SDCC
development plan, however, this is not the case. The wording of the objective and
the six year road programme (table 7.5 if the development plan) have been set out in
sections 4.13.6 and 4.13.8 of my report above. In all references to these the
provision of a grade separated junction is not absolute with the option of an
equivalent solution to maximise the efficacy of the BusConnects project also being
provided for. Accordingly, | consider that the Proposed Development is compliant

with these provisions.

Concerns are also raised in relation to compliance with the Dublin City Development
Plan 2022-2028, in particular, in relation to the works proposed to provide accessible
ramps and stairs to the bus stops on the Chapelizod bypass and their compliance
with the zoning provisions and ACA designation in the vicinity of Chapelizod. In this
regard | note that these works are proposed within the Z9 zoning the objective of
which is “To preserve, provide and improve recreational amenity, open space and
ecosystem services.” | also note that the provision of a public service installation is a
use that is permissible within this zoning. Further, | note that the Proposed Scheme
is providing an appropriate level of planting and landscaping at this location and that
while the works are in the vicinity of the Chapelizod and Environs ACA at this
location they are not located within it. Notwithstanding this, | consider that the design

of the access ramps and stairs at this location respect the amenities and built
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environment at this location and as set out previously above respect residential

amenities.

In conclusion | am satisfied that the Proposed Scheme, its construction methods and
mitigation measures is in compliance with the relevant requirements, objectives and

policies of both the South Dublin County Council and Dublin City Development plans.

Impact on Individual Properties

In general, | am satisfied that the Proposed Scheme will not give rise to significant
adverse impacts on individual properties along the route of the works. The works are
predominantly proposed along roads and transport corridors, and the operational
effects arising will not significantly adversely impact on properties along the route
and will in fact improve connectivity and infrastructure for sustainable modes of
transport. There are four properties, however, which will experience a larger degree
of direct impacts from the Proposed Scheme, namely the Hermitage Golf Course,
Hermitage Clinic, Knockmaree Apartments and Palmerstown Lodge. These have all
made third party submissions and | consider it of merit to discuss the effects and

impacts arising.
Hermitage Golf Course

The Hermitage Golf Course (HGC) has made third party submissions to both the
application and CPO and raised concerns that the Proposed Scheme will give rise to
significant adverse and unmerited impacts on the Golf Club in terms of its
functionality, amenity and purpose. The Proposed Scheme requires the provision of
quiet street treatment along the HGC access road, the set back of the HGC frontage
to facilitate route widening which requires the provision of a retaining wall structure,
the removal of a significant number of trees (218 no. as set out in the EIAR), along
with planting approximately 117 standard sized trees and 80 no. heavy standard
trees and the provision of a 130m length of 15m high sports netting (to prevent golf
balls reaching traffic on the N4). The subject works require both permanent and

temporary land take from the HGC and lands in the vicinity as follows:

» 3950.5m? (Permanent) — access road to the HGC (for quiet street treatment

and landscaping).
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*= 103.2m? (Permanent) — at access road frontage for provision of cycle lanes
and boundary set back.

* 1,670m? (Permanent) — from along site frontage, generally a 5m wide strip
along the HGC frontage to provide for boundary set back, provision of cycle

lanes, and footpath.

* 659.2m? (Temporary) — entrance to HGC alterations to facilitate Proposed

Scheme.

» 11,489.5m? (Temporary) — lands between the 6™ fairway and permanently
acquired lands along the HGC frontage. Temporary land take is to facilitate
works, (including provision sports netting) and landscaping. Width of the
temporary land take varies from a width of ¢.51m to ¢.25m back from the

northernmost line of the permanent land take.

The HGC has stated that the land take required is neither appropriate nor justified,
and that the Proposed Scheme will have an adverse impact on the operations and
functionality of the Golf Club. They have also submitted that the EIAR is deficient,
the proposal is contrary to the Climate Action Plan, cycle route has not been mapped
in the County Development plan, the incorrect process is being used, an oral hearing
must be held, and that the AA is not sufficient. This report deals with the majority of
these issues elsewhere, however, for clarity | wish to state that | consider that the
EIAR and NIS submitted are sufficient to allow the Board to consider the Proposed
Scheme in full, and a determination has already been made by the Board in relation
to the Oral Hearing. As set out previously above, | am satisfied that the provision of
two-way cycling facilities are appropriate at this location, and that the improvements
to the transport corridor are in accordance with the requirements of proper planning
and sustainable development. Furthermore, | consider that there are sufficient
provisions, policies and objectives in the relevant development plan (refer to section
4.13 of my report above) which identify the need for, and support the provision of
improved means of, sustainable transport infrastructure along this transport route. |
am also satisfied that the extent and nature of the two-way cycle route to the north of
the N4 is the optimum design response at this location and that it minimises impacts
on third party lands, and in particular ensures private residential gardens are not

impacted (a situation that would arise if the alternative of providing a cycle track

ABP-314942-22 & ABP-314988-22 Inspector’s Report Page 154 of 482



8.9.4.

along the south of the N4). While | note the potential alternatives raised by the HGC
in terms of reducing speed limits and reducing the number of traffic lanes along their
frontage, in order to limit the extent of works (and land take required) along their
frontage, | do not consider these to be viable alternatives due to the strategic
significance of the N4 transport corridor and the levels of traffic that it is required to
accommodate at this location, in this regard | consider that 3 no. general traffic
lanes are required to cater for the volumes arising. For clarity | note that while the
Proposed Scheme will result in a reduction in private car traffic along the route, this
reduction is predicted to be 4-6% at peak in 2028 and while significant would not be
of a sufficient scale to merit a reduction in general traffic lanes at this location given
the strategic importance of the N4 transport link at this location as a link to the west
and north west and the level of traffic using this road®. Furthermore, | consider that
the extant speed limits and that the provision of sustainable transport infrastructure
(segregated two-way cycle track and footpaths) are appropriate and justified at this
location. Accordingly, | consider the need, and justification, for the extent of traffic
infrastructure required at this location in terms of speed limits, numbers of traffic
lanes, provision of pedestrian and two-way cycle lane to be entirely appropriate and
in keeping with the development plan requirements as well as satisfying the needs of
prioritising sustainable modes of transportation. Having regard to safety measures |

also consider that the provision of the sports safety netting to be appropriate.

| note that concerns have also been raised in relation to potential adverse impacts
arising from Noise and Vibration. In this regard, | note that the HGC has included in
their submission a noise report highlighting concerns that a reduction in height of the
existing boundary wall (when viewed from the golf course side) when considered in
conjunction with the loss of trees will result in adverse impacts in terms of noise
during the operation phase. In this regard the Proposed Scheme includes the
provision of a wall along this boundary, as well as fencing and a further retaining
wall. At its fullest extent | am satisfied that the retaining wall structure will be
sufficient to ensure significant noise levels will not arise, however, the road level and
golf club levels vary along this frontage, and accordingly in the interests of clarity for

all I consider it appropriate to include a condition to ensure that the extent and height

9 As shown in table 5.2, figures for N4 west of Fonthill of Appendix A6.1 of EIAR, Transport Impact Assessment
Report.
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of the wall along this boundary remains consistent with that in place to ensure the
existing screening of the road from the golf club is maintained to preserve its
established amenity. | note that additional screen planting will be provided and will
mature throughout the operational phase and that this will also contribute. Given the
nature of the works and existing traffic on the N4 and on the basis of the application
documentation submitted | am satisfied that adverse impacts will not arise from
vibration during the operational phase. | do note that there will be noise disturbance
at this location during the construction phase, however, this will be temporary in
nature, managed and not present a significant adverse impact. For clarity while |
note that the HGC submission raises concerns in relation to noise and vibration
impacts at certain tee-off locations | do not consider that these impacts will be of
significance due to the separation distances, as well as the established

characteristics of the N4 at this location.

The HGC submission states that the EIAR has not fully considered the impacts on
their operations and functionality, and | consider there to be merit in this argument. |
note that the impact on the amenities of the HGC have been assessed in terms of
noise, dust, and visual impact of the works and operational period, but I am of the
opinion that there has been limited discussion in the application documentation in
relation to the impact of the extent of the works on the operations and functionality of
the golf course. Having considered the details submitted | am satisfied that the
operations and functionality of the HGC will be subject to significant adverse impact
should permission be granted for the works as currently proposed and that such
impacts have not been justified. Of prime concern in this regard is that the
11,489.5m? of temporary land take proposed incorporates all of the land between the
6" fairway of the HGC and the N4 frontage. There is limited justification within the
application documentation for the extent of this land take, and it is clear that the
intent is to carry out significant re-planting at this location. For clarity | am fully
satisfied that the extent of permanent land take along the HGC frontage is justified
and necessary to facilitate the subject works. In this regard, | note that a retaining
wall is required along this frontage once the front boundary has been set back (the
HGC lands are higher than the N4 at this location) and the application
documentation contains a specific construction methodology for the construction of

this wall. It has also been confirmed that all construction activities for this wall and

ABP-314942-22 & ABP-314988-22 Inspector’s Report Page 156 of 482



the sports netting can be carried out from the N4 without having to use HGC lands. |
also note that the landscaping drawings show a significant proportion of retained
vegetation within the temporary land acquisition area and that extensive works have
not been shown within this area, with the notable exception of the provision of the
sports netting and associated foundations. | note that this area of temporary land
take is used by the HGC as the ‘rough’ which runs along the side of the 6™ fairway
and accordingly contributes significantly to the operational and functional
requirements of the golf course. From site inspection the trees in this area perform
two functions with those along the southern boundary with the N4 very much
operating as boundary/screening planting, while those in the remainder of this area
having the dual purpose of offering screening while also being part of the design of
the overall golf course offering obstacles and features to be negotiated when playing
the 6" hole. The application documentation does not consider this matter in detail
and does not demonstrate any consideration of the functional requirements of the
golf course in providing or designing the landscaping scheme within this ‘rough’ area
of the 6™ hole beyond considering the boundary screening. The Proposed Scheme
focuses on this area as an amenity corridor that must be replanted to preserve the
visual amenity of the area which, while understandable given the scope of the overall
project does not appear to respect nor consider the functional needs of the golf
course in terms of the planting design and dual function of the trees in this area (i.e.
set back from the frontage. | do not consider this issue to be of such significance to
justify the refusal of the overall scheme or redesign of the transport infrastructure
being proposed, however, | do recommend that conditions be imposed to limit the
extent of lands being acquired temporarily to facilitate the construction of the scheme
particularly given the commitments provided throughout the application
documentation, and to limit the impact on the functionality of the golf course to
ensure it can continue to operate throughout the construction phase. For clarity the
Board should note that | consider construction impacts will still arise from works, but
these will be temporary and not significant provided that the works areas are
restricted to an area further set back from the edge of the fairway of the sixth hole. |
consider that the works within the area of the permanent land take will not give rise
to significant impacts and | am satisfied that all other works (landscaping, safety net

construction and ancillary construction activities) should be restricted to occur within

ABP-314942-22 & ABP-314988-22 Inspector’s Report Page 157 of 482



8.9.6.

8.9.7.

8.9.8.

15m of the northern (solid red line) site boundary line shown along the N4 frontage of
the N4 from chainage A500 to A840 shown on general arrangement drawing BCIDA-
ACM-GEO_GA-0006_XX_00-DR-CR-0003, Sheet 03 of 31, Rev. MO1.

In summary, | consider the permanent land take requirements to be appropriate and
justifiable to provide for the sustainable transport requirements of the area, however,
the extent of the temporary land take area has not been justified in terms of the
works required nor impact on the golf club’s operations. Furthermore, | consider that
the screening landscaping, safety netting and all associated and facilitating works
required to accommodate the works along the site frontage within the temporary land
take area can be provided within a narrower corridor, thus ensuring adverse wider
ranging significant impacts will not arise on the operations of the golf course. This
approach allows the provision of the necessary sustainable transport infrastructure
required while also ensuring the operations and functionality of the golf course are
not unduly or significantly adversely affected.

Hermitage Clinic

The Hermitage Clinic has made submissions in relation to the Proposed
Development, regarding compliance with the development plan (particularly in
relation to zoning and preservation of a protected view — discussed previously

above) and impact on the operations and future development of the clinic.

In relation to operations and future development of the clinic | note that the Proposed
Scheme necessitates works along a narrow band of the frontage of the clinic in the
immediate vicinity of the N4, and its east bound off-slip to the Fonthill Road
Roundabout. | also note that the existing clinic is set back significantly from the edge
of the proposed works areas which will predominantly occur along the existing road
edge and embankment areas. The clinic building is set back from the proposed
works areas by distances varying from c¢.60 to 90m with car parking and planted
areas on the intervening lands. The Proposed Scheme incorporates the following

land take requirements from the Hermitage Clinic:

» 1,769.7m? (permanent), strip of land varying in width from c. 3m to 10m, to
facilitate route widening, retaining walls and provision of cycle tracks and

footpaths
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» 1,400.7m? (temporary) to facilitate landscaping and ancillary works. The strip
of temporary land take is north of the permanent land take and generally c.
5m in width with the exception of a 20m wide narrow corridor behind the

existing (closed) access gate which is to be maintained.

The clinic’s submission has stated that the Proposed Scheme will significantly impact
the ability to accommodate further expansion of the clinic’s facilities in the future. In
planning terms, | do not accept this as accurate. The main clinic building is set back
off the N4 at a lower level and within its own significant grounds. Between the clinic
building and the N4 there is significant private clinic parking provided and then an
embankment which rises up to the N4 boundary. | note that the clinic has previously
applied for a multi-storey car parking in the area between the building and the road
edge. That application although granted by the Local Authority was withdrawn from
consideration by the Board during the appeal process prior to a decision issuing
(SD17A/0251, ABO-301426-18 refers). Regardless of the outcome of that
application, the extent of the Proposed Scheme does not overlap with its footprint.
The Proposed Scheme represents an expansion and improvement of the existing
transport infrastructure which is in place immediately south of the clinic and |
consider that the works, which require an approximate 5m strip of permanent land
take with an additional broadly similar strip of temporary acquisition required will not
infringe on future development provisions for the clinic, given the nature of the use,
its existing form, set-backs, nature of the existing topography and development plan
provisions. | note that similar to all properties along the route there will be a degree
of disturbance impacts from construction activities, however, these will not be

significant and will be temporary.

In relation to impacts on clinic operations and the prevention of Nosocimial
Aspergillosis, | note that the clinic has been identified as a sensitive receptor and
commitments are made in the application documentation to ensure access and
services/utilities will be maintained with impacts minimised through liaison. The
submitted EIAR notes that the provisions of the National Guidelines for the
prevention of Nosocomial Aspergilliosis During Construction/Renovation Activities
(2018) will be applicable for all works within 250m of hospitals and that dust
minimisation measures, such as those outlined in the CEMP and EIAR (which

include road cleaning, appropriate material management, and site hoarding), are a
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fundamental requirement. Furthermore, | note that the application documentation
commits to liaison with all affected properties and that specifically in relation to the
Clinic there is a commitment for the contractor to liaise and inform the hospital of the
proposed construction management arrangements which will facilitate the co-
ordination of all requirements. | also note that the clinic has itself over the years
proposed works (extensions and car parking etc.) within its own site and in closer
proximity to the existing clinic building which demonstrates that such works can be

carried out while ensuring protection of vulnerable patients/members of the public.

Accordingly, | consider that the Proposed Scheme is appropriate at this location and
while impacts will arise during the construction phase | note that these will be
temporary and not significant. | also consider that the mitigation measures proposed
are appropriate and that any future proposed development of the clinic will not be

adversely affected.
Palmerstown Lodge

The Proposed Scheme involves the removal of a U-turning facility on the
Palmerstown Bypass, which will alter the means by which private vehicles can
access Palmerstown Lodge (dwelling located on the R112 Lucan Road inbound
access to Chapelizod). This will alter the means of access available to this dwelling
by private vehicles approaching from the east and necessitate alternative routes
being used which will require driving additional distances ranging from 100m to
900m. As stated previously, while this is an effect arising from the Proposed
Scheme, | do not consider that this impact to be of such significance that would merit
a refusal or alteration to the Scheme. Improvements to traffic movements, increased
bus, cycle and pedestrian infrastructure and the overall benefits of the Proposed
Scheme will enhance the amenities and connectivity of the area and the need to
remove the existing U-turn facility arises from the needs of traffic safety and
efficiency of junction operations. Accordingly, | consider the Proposed Scheme to be

appropriate at this location.
Knockmaree Apartments

A number of submissions have been lodged by residents and the management
company of the Knockmaree Apartments. | have dealt with the issues raised
throughout this report and as noted previously in sections 8.5.3 (Chapelizod bus
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stops) 8.6.5.6 (biodiversity — loss of trees), 8.7 (Residential Amenity) as well as
throughout the relevant sections of the EIA section of this report. | note that the
Proposed Scheme requires both temporary and permanent land take from the
Knockmaree residential development, and that impacts will arise during construction,
however, as referenced at the relevant sections of this report | consider that the
works proposed in the vicinity of Knockmaree are justified, appropriate, and serve
the needs of the community at large to improve sustainable transport options and
improve accessibility. I consider that while impacts will arise that these will be
temporary in nature and minimised insofar as is practicable through the
implementation of the mitigation measures incorporated within the Proposed
Scheme and its construction practices. Overall, the improvements in connectivity
proposed will benefit all areas along the transport corridor and | do not consider that
the Proposed Scheme merits refusal or alteration in relation to the nature of the
impacts arising. Notwithstanding the above in the interests of clarity and orderly
development | consider it appropriate to include a condition to ensure details of the
retention/replacement/redesign of existing noise barriers at the new bus stop on the

Chapelizod bypass are agreed by the Planning Authority.

Cultural / Architectural Heritage

Several submissions have raised concerns in relation to the potential adverse impact
that the Proposed Scheme could have on various elements of the built heritage. The
submitted EIAR and application documentation contains significant consideration
and details of the potential impacts on heritage features (both architectural and
archaeological) along the route of the Proposed Scheme. | have reviewed these
impacts and considerations in detail in Section 9.11 (Archaeology, Cultural and
Architectural Heritage) of this report below, identifying the elements of
archaeological, architectural and heritage merit along the route, discussing the
potential impacts on items of architectural heritage including the Record of Protected
Structures (RPS), Architectural Conservation Areas (ACAs), development plan
conservation areas, as well as other structures of architectural interest including
street furniture. | have set out detailed conclusions in relation to the potential impacts

on built heritage in section 9.11, and the discussion and detail set out in Section 9.12

ABP-314942-22 & ABP-314988-22 Inspector’s Report Page 161 of 482



8.10.2.

8.10.3.

8.10.4.

(Landscape/Townscape and Visual) is also of relevance in relation to this matter as it
also considers impact on streetscape.

| do not intend to repeat the description or consideration carried out in sections 9.11
or 9.12 here, however, | do note that the Proposed Scheme predominantly refers to
works along and within an existing transport corridor and as such the majority of
works will occur at road level and relate directly to the carriageways and footpaths,
with the notable exceptions of boundary treatment setbacks, signage provision, bus
shelters, retaining wall structures as well as new pedestrian/cycle bridges and bridge

widening.

| consider that the Proposed Scheme due to its design, landscaping and nature of
the proposed works will not give rise to significant adverse impacts on items of
architectural heritage, the works being carried out to carriageways and at street level
will not in my opinion impact the character of any of the areas through which the
route extends as the nature of the route will remain consistent with that currently in
place, i.e. it will remain a significant transport corridor which will facilitate vehicular,
pedestrian and cyclist movements. | do note that the Proposed Scheme runs
adjacent to areas that have significant heritage value in and of themselves, and
passes by or near structures and buildings that are of architectural or heritage merit.

The Proposed Scheme runs through red-hatched conservation areas as set out in
the DCC City Development plan, however, while noting junction changes, the
provision of new cycling/bus/pedestrian infrastructure, and additional signage and
structures | consider that the character of the existing transport route is not
significantly altered nor does it adversely affect the established amenities of the
conservation areas. Accordingly, | consider that the Proposed Development, its
associated planting, and bus shelters can be accommodated without adverse visual
or heritage impacts, however, in order to do so and minimise impacts in so far as is
practicable | consider it appropriate to omit advertising panels from bus shelters at
select locations, to ensure impacts on the heritage value of more sensitive areas are
further minimised. In this regard | consider that the bus shelters at Heuston Station,
Dr. Steevens Hospital and on the Old Lucan Road in Palmerstown village should
have advertising panels omitted to reduce visual clutter. In relation to these locations
| note that the former two are both within conservation areas designated in the City

Plan with the bus stops/shelters located immediately adjacent to protected
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structures. In relation to the bus stops in Palmerstown, | note that these are located
on the street immediately adjacent to the Red Cow Cottages and Woodfarm

Cottages ACA, and while generally the works present an opportunity to improve the
streetscape at this location that the omission of advertising panels will contribute to

the streetscape, maximise passive surveillance, and avoid visual clutter.

| note that the DCC submission to the application has raised concerns in relation to
the proposed amendments along the St. Johns Road West frontage of Dr. Steevens
Hospital, stating that it will affect the setting of the gardens and open views and
setting of this protected structure and recommends that further assessment of the
impacts should be carried out. | do not concur that the Proposed Scheme will give
rise to significant adverse effects on heritage at this location. | note that the
Proposed Scheme has been designed to ensure the retention of a significant tree,
and that heritage features (such as lamp posts) are to be either retained or suitably
relocated to accommodate the upgraded bus stops proposed at this location. | also
note that one of the bus shelters has been off set to maintain views and dominance
of the open garden area and that footpath widening and pavement improvements will
present a sensitive and appropriate design response while also ensuring that
sufficient and improved sustainable transport options are catered for. | acknowledge
that the proposed works will have an impact on Dr. Steevens’ Hospital and the
location, however, | do not consider that the impact will be significant or detrimental,
as the character of the protected structures (inclusive of Heuston Station) will be
retained as will the character and open nature of Dr. Steevens’ Hospital grounds in
combination with the primacy of its elevation addressing St, Johns Road West.
Furthermore, | am satisfied that the Proposed Scheme incorporates appropriate
mitigatory provisions in terms of oversight, monitoring, and recording of works and
features in the vicinity of heritage locations, albeit | recommend confirmation of this

through the imposition of appropriate conditions.

A submission has also raised the potential impact on heritage features associated
with the Hermitage Golf Course including its main club house and demesne setting
as well as the existing dwelling within its grounds (Hermitage Lodge). | am satisfied
that these features have been adequately considered within the EIAR and in the
design of the proposed development does not significantly impact on these heritage

features. The Hermitage clubhouse is noted as a protected structure and the historic

ABP-314942-22 & ABP-314988-22 Inspector’s Report Page 163 of 482



8.10.7.

8.10.8.

curtilage of the house is also noted. The existing boundary wall is proposed to be set
back and the screening planting that is present is to be removed. | am satisfied that
this existing boundary wall and boundary planting are not original features albeit |
note their contribution to the overall amenity and setting of the Demense which is
now in use as a Golf Course. | have noted elsewhere in this report that | consider the
extent of the works area to be too large (referring to the extent of the land subject to
temporary acquisition along this frontage) which | am recommending to be reduced,
this will have the additional effect of reducing the amount of tree removal that can be
carried out. | accept that the screening trees along the frontage will be removed and
replanting occur and that the provision of safety netting will alter the setting of the
structure and demesne, however, | do not consider that these will be significant
impacts in terms of preserving the overall heritage value, setting and character of the
demesne or protected structure. In relation to Hermitage Lodge/gate house
(referenced in the EIAR as CBC0O06BTHO018) | note that it is not a protected structure
(although associated with the demesne) and that the Proposed Scheme will not
significantly alter its setting or any original features as no land take is proposed from
its site and its boundary and gate are not proposed to be altered. Accordingly, |
consider that the Proposed Development will not give rise to significant adverse
effects on these features and impacts have been appropriately considered within the

overall design.

For clarity, in relation to potential impacts on the built environment, | consider that
the design of the Proposed Scheme has given adequate consideration to all
elements of heritage value throughout the design process, and | consider that the
need for signage (including gantry signage) is appropriate as proposed and that it
will not detract from the heritage value of structures or features in the vicinity or the
wider streetscape. | am also satisfied that the pedestrian/cycle bridges proposed
(and those to be retained) are appropriate and will not/do not detract from visual

amenities.

| note in relation to the carrying out of works to and in the vicinity of heritage features
that both SDCC and DCC generally consider that the mitigation and methodologies
set out set out within the EIAR to be appropriate, however, it is requested that a
condition be imposed requiring engagement and agreement with the local authority

on the final works methodologies at the detailed design stage, the Applicant has
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stated that the inclusion of a specific condition is not required in this regard as liaison
will occur as a matter of course. Having regard to the nature and scale of the project,
and the fact that the Local Authorities have specialist conservation and architectural
sections with widespread and detailed local expertise and considering their
development management and planning functions, | consider it appropriate that a
condition be applied in relation to heritage features and works which will directly
affect them in order to ensure the efficacy of the recording, preservation, protection,

and reuse methodologies.

Consultation

Several third parties have raised concerns in relation to the public consultation
process prior to and during the application process. In this regard | note that the
majority of submissions acknowledge engagement with the process, however,
dissatisfaction is expressed in relation to the outcome and/or the timing of changes
to the Proposed Scheme, submissions also refer to concerns in relation to the lack of

an oral hearing being made in relation to this proposal.

In relation to the consultation undertaken by the applicant prior to the Proposed

Scheme being lodged with An Bord Pleanéla, | note the following:

= Public consultations for the overall BusConnects Core Bus Corridors were held in
November 2018 to March 2019, January to April 2019, and February to May
2019. These consultations included public information and a community forum

meeting at the West County Hotel, Chapelizod.

= A second round of public consultation took place March-April 2020, this round of
consultations was impacted by the COVID 19 restrictions, and so members of the

public were asked to make written submissions as meetings could not be held.

= A third round of public consultation took place November to December 2020
which continued to be impacted by COVID 19 restrictions, with all information
being made available virtually on-line, which resulted in over 200 submissions

being received.

In relation to the above | refer the Board to the submitted EIAR, and the ‘Preferred
Route Option Report’, in which the applicant reviews the range of submissions made

in relation to each of the rounds of consultation and reviews how the various options
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were considered to inform the emerging preferred route, preferred route and the
overall design of the Proposed Scheme.

| note that some third-party submissions have raised dissatisfaction with the public
consultation process in terms of the final outcome and timing of changes to what has
ultimately become the Proposed Scheme while noting that a public engagement
process has been undertaken. In this regard | can understand individuals and
organisations being disappointed in the outcome of the design process in relation to
the final route selection and proposed local design measures, however, | also
consider that a significant level of public engagement and dissemination of
information has been undertaken in advance of the current application process and |
am satisfied that the public have been afforded every opportunity to engage with the

overall process of the design of the scheme from the earliest opportunity.

In relation to holding an Oral Hearing, this matter is at the sole discretion of the
Board under the provisions of the Planning and Development Act, 2000 (as
amended), who, having considered the application documentation and the
submissions lodged were satisfied that sufficient information was available to
undertake the decision process without a hearing. | also note that all third parties
were afforded the opportunity to make further submissions on the responses that the

applicant had made in relation to the initial submissions.

As set out above, | am satisfied that a significant level of public consultation and
engagement has been undertaken by the applicant from the earliest stages of the
procedural process. From the submissions lodged it is acknowledged that the
applicant has engaged with the public, all relevant third parties and other
organisations and prescribed bodies. Alterations have been carried out to the
Proposed Scheme throughout the engagement process and while | note that the final
design has attracted further objections as part of the application, the design process
has been influenced by the consultations held. | am also satisfied with the level of
detail and clarity provided within the application documentation, that the statutory
process complies with all relevant requirements, and that under the provisions of the
Planning and Development Act, 2000 the holding of an oral hearing is at the

discretion of the Board, and a determination on this matter has already been made.
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In conclusion, | am satisfied that an appropriate level of public engagement has been
carried out and that the relevant statutory processes have been adhered to in this

regard.

Process, Ownership and Legal Agreement

Concerns have been raised that sufficient lands are not under the control of the
applicant to provide mitigation measures, that the correct consenting process has not
been undertaken by the applicant, questions raised in relation to ownership of areas
where works are proposed and a legal agreement referenced in relation to the

entrance to Shaws Tree Services at Palmerstown.

In relation to having sufficient land to provide for the mitigation measures proposed, |
note the concurrent CPO under which a range of permanent and temporary land
takes are set out. | am satisfied that the application delineates accurately both the
extent of the land take provision and the extent of the works areas and furthermore |
am satisfied that the application and CPO documentation provides for sufficient
lands to accommodate the works and any relevant mitigation measures associated
with the Proposed Scheme. Generally, | note that should lands be identified for
works which are not under the control of the applicant or subject to appropriate
acquisition that this would be a civil matter and appropriate remedies could be

sought through legal means in the event of issues of land ownership arising.

Section 1 of this report sets out the legislative context for the application under
section 51 of the Roads Act (with section 4.18 setting out the EIA screening
process), and | am satisfied that the applicant (the NTA) has engaged with the
consenting and CPO processes in an appropriate manner as framed by both the
Roads Act and the Planning Act given the nature and description of the Proposed
Scheme. Furthermore, | am satisfied that the NTA as the applicant in this case has
the power to acquire lands through the CPO process, a function conferred to the
NTA under section 44(6) of the Dublin Transport Authority Act, 2008 (as amended)
and as set out under the relevant provisions of the Housing Act 1966 (as amended)
and Part XIV of the Planning Act.
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In relation to the timing of the decision making processes for the application and
CPO I note that legislatively these must be made at the same time as set out under
Section 51(7)(b) of the Roads Act.

One submission has been lodged relating to a legal agreement that is in place for the
access arrangements to Shaws Tree Services at Palmerstown. The submission
made relates inter alia to the access to this business (which is located to the rear of
No. 1 St. Fintan’s Terrace, Palmerstown and accessed off the arm of the Oval
junction immediately west of the Appelgreen petrol station). The submission states
that this arrangement was put in place many years ago and it represents the only
means by which access can be made into this commercial premises which by its
nature (tree services) requires larger equipment manoeuvring. The NTA in
responding to this issue states that the access to Shaws Tree Services is maintained
in the Proposed Scheme and SDCC did not include any reference to an existing
legal agreement in their submission. In a further response the third party then made
an additional submission reiterating their assertion of a legal arrangement being in
place. In this regard | acknowledge that SDCC did not make reference any legal
agreement, however, they did not comment on this matter directly and the fact that
their submission does not reference a legal agreement at this location cannot be
taken as confirmation that one does not exist. | also note that no formal evidence of

any such agreement has been placed on the file.

The Proposed Scheme provides for route widening at this location with a bus-only
access to the village from the Palmerstown Bypass to the village being provided. The
two exiting lanes (from the village) on this arm of the junction that are currently in
place are being maintained albeit they will be relocated sightly further to the east.
Thus, access to Shaws will be maintained so that access and egress will be
facilitated. | note that in order to access the Palmerstown Bypass to turn towards the
city all exiting traffic from the yard will have to turn right at the yard exit as the facility
to turn left onto the bypass at Kennelsfort Road will be removed, however, in my
opinion this is a standard traffic management issue that the speed limits and
design/operations of the junction can cater for. In relation to the extent of any legal
agreement that may be in place at this location | note that while access is maintained
under the Proposed Scheme should an issue arise in this regard that this is a civil

matter between the relevant parties.
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8.13.1.

8.13.2.

8.13.3.

8.14.

8.14.1.

Recommended Conditions

| note in their submission DCC has included a list of recommended conditions, while
the SDCC submission also references a number of suggested conditions including
referencing construction and traffic management plans. The Board should note that
the conditions suggested by both authorities did not raise any significant issues in
relation to the routing or principle of the Proposed Scheme and instead focused on

more detailed design, construction, drainage and hand-over issues.

A number of the conditions requested seek contractual agreements to be provided in
terms of handover, management, and maintenance of the Proposed Scheme
following construction. In relation to these items | am satisfied that the relevant
legislative provisions are in place for the construction and handover of the roads

infrastructure to render the attachment of such conditions unnecessary.

Other conditions are requested to ensure ongoing liaison, agreement, and
engagement in relation to a number of detailed measures such as drainage,
methodologies of conservation and recording and carrying out works around heritage
items, traffic management, agreement on detailed design features, reinstatement
works, standards to be adopted etc. | consider that such conditions requiring further
liaison and agreement with the relevant location authority to be generally acceptable
and in accordance with best practice, although | note that the applicant has stated
that such liaison will occur as a matter of course and that additional specific
conditions are not required, | consider that the imposition of such conditions on any
consent that may issue would be appropriate in relation to certain issues and in the
interests of proper planning and sustainable development, given the length and
nature of the subject works and such conditions have been included in my

recommendation below where relevant.

Conclusion on Proper Planning and Sustainable Development

Overall | am satisfied that the Proposed Scheme will deliver significant
improvements to bus, cycling and pedestrian infrastructure, which will facilitate a
reduction in traffic congestion, promotion in the use of sustainable modes of
transport all while minimising impacts on the amenities of the area, residential

population, heritage features, and biodiversity. | am of the opinion that the subject
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9.1.

9.1.1.

9.1.2.

works if implemented will encourage a significant modal shift from the private car
towards sustainable travel modes into and out of the City. In this regard | have
reviewed all submissions lodged and noted the concerns raised by third parties and
while | acknowledge the issues raised and note that there will be a certain level of
impact and inconvenience during the construction phase throughout, in combination
with some changes and alterations during the operational phase, however, | consider
that these impacts are not significant, nor significantly adverse, having regard to the
overall benefits that will arise from the Proposed Scheme. | am satisfied that the
application documentation is clear and demonstrates that the scheme has been
designed to minimise impacts and that robust justification has been provided in
relation to the various elements of the infrastructure proposed. Furthermore, |
consider that the application documentation contains a comprehensive suite of
mitigation measures which will minimise impacts where and as they arise. | consider
that the Proposed Scheme has demonstrated that it will contribute to the reduction in
emissions and improve the efficiency of people movement throughout the route of
the Proposed Scheme. Accordingly, | am satisfied that the Proposed Scheme is in
accordance with the proper planning and sustainable development of the area,
subject to compliance with the mitigation measures set out and conditions attached

in my recommendation below.

Environmental Impact Assessment

Introduction

The Environmental Impact Assessment Directive requires that projects that are likely
to have significant effects on the environment must be suitably assessed prior to any
consent decision being made. The applicant having carried out an EIA screening
procedure considers that the Proposed Scheme is considered likely to have

significant effects and accordingly an EIAR has been prepared.

The application falls within the scope of the amending 2014 EIA Directive (Directive
2014/52/EU) on the basis that the application was lodged after the last date for
transposition. The application also falls within the scope of the European Union
(Planning and Development) (Environmental Impact Assessment) Regulations 2018,
as the application was lodged after these regulations came into effect.
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9.2.2.

9.3.

9.3.1.

This section of my report comprises an Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) of
the Proposed Scheme. Some matters considered have been discussed previously
above in the Planning Assessment section (above) and are also considered in the
Appropriate Assessment section (further below) and accordingly this section should

be read in conjunction with these other relevant sections as necessary.

EIAR Contents and Structure

The application documentation includes an EIAR which has been prepared on behalf

of the NTA (the applicant) by an environmental team led by Jacobs Engineering.
The EIAR is presented in the grouped format across four separate volumes:
= Volume 1: Non-Technical Summary (NTS).

= Volume 2: Presents the main EIAR and discusses the Proposed Scheme over

23 separate chapters.

= Volume 3 contains drawings and large format images (Figures) that illustrate
the information provided in Volume 2.

= Volume 4 contains the Appendices to the EIAR and is provided across four

parts.

Compliance with Legislation

As is required under Article 3(1) of Directive 2014/52/EU amending Directive
2011/92/EU on the assessment of the effects of certain public and private projects
on the environment, the EIAR describes and assesses the direct and indirect
significant effects of the project on the following factors: (a) population and human
health; (b) biodiversity with particular attention to the species and habitats protected
under Directive 92/43/EEC and Directive 2009/147/EC; (c) land, soil, water, air and
climate; (d) material assets, cultural heritage and the landscape. It also considers the
interaction between the factors referred to in points (a) to (d). Article 3(2) includes a
requirement that the expected effects derived from the vulnerability of the project to
major accidents and/or disasters that are relevant to the project concerned are

considered (with flooding considered under the provisions of chapter 13 ‘Water’).
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9.4.

9.4.1.

9.4.2.

9.4.3.

9.4.4.

The application EIAR, in my opinion, has been prepared by competent and
appropriate individuals in accordance with the relevant national and EU legislation.

Overall, | am satisfied that the information provided is reasonable and sufficient to
allow the Board to reach a reasoned conclusion on the significant effects of the
Proposed Scheme on the environment, taking into account current knowledge and
methods of assessment. Additional pre-construction surveys will be required in order
to provide up-to-date information in relation to invasive species, mammals (e.g.
badgers and bats) and birds, however, such issues can be dealt with adequately by
condition in the event of favourable consideration. Neither the Proposed Scheme,
nor its predicted impacts, crosses international boundaries and thus no

transboundary effects will arise.

Consideration of Reasonable Alternatives

The consideration of alternatives in relation to the Proposed Scheme is set out in
Section 3 of the submitted EIAR. Alternatives were considered at three levels,
strategic alternatives, route alternatives and design alternatives. Third party
submissions have been lodged in relation to the design alternatives adopted, the
majority of these such as seeking narrowing of carriageway widths to minimise land
take requirements (for example at the HGC) and junction design alternatives (at the
Kennelsfort Road junction on the Palmerstown by-pass) are localised issues,
however, other submissions have raised the possibility of having the bus corridor run
through Chapelizod village centre and onto the City Centre via the R109 on the north
side of the Liffey.

Strategic Alternatives

In relation to strategic alternatives the provisions (and findings) of the Greater Dublin
Transport Strategy and its associated Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA)

are considered.

The strategic alternatives considered include the ‘do nothing’ scenario, bus rapid
transport (BRT), light rail, metro, heavy rail, demand management, and technological

alternatives, these are summarised below:

ABP-314942-22 & ABP-314988-22 Inspector’s Report Page 172 of 482



= Do Nothing, currently the bus network is characterised by discontinuity
resulting in buses and cyclists competing with general traffic for use of the
carriageway for the majority of journeys. Pursuing a do-nothing strategy would
exacerbate this problem and result in increasing delays and unreliable journey
times as traffic congestion and associated greenhouse gas emissions
continues and potentially grows while bus capacity would remain restricted.
Similarly, cycling would continue to be unattractive to the majority as
segregated infrastructure would be absent from the majority of the route.
Furthermore, pedestrian facilities and the walking environment would not
improve, thereby sustainable modes of transport (and their environmental
improvements) would not be encouraged or prioritised. For these
environmental considerations/reasons and in the face of rising congestion and

emissions the do-nothing scenario was not considered as a viable alternative.

* Bus Rapid Transport (BRT) Alternative: Definitions of BRT range from a
quality bus corridor to a fully segregated bus system. It is, however, intended
that all of the core bus corridor infrastructure works, including the Proposed
Scheme, will be developed to provide a BRT level of service albeit fully
segregated bus lanes (i.e. continuous unbroken physical bus lane
infrastructure which would have a larger land-take requirement with all
associated additional biodiversity, heritage, air quality, noise and likely
demolition impacts along the corridor) will not be provided. These
environmental reasons were the primary considerations in not pursuing a BRT
solution along the corridor, with the core bus lanes as proposed being capable
of providing the required bus priority broadly within the existing transport

corridors.

= Light Rail/Luas: Bus-based transport is appropriate for passenger demand
levels up to 4,000 passengers per hour per direction, with light rail for 3,500 to
7,000 passengers, and heavy rail or metro for 7,000 passengers per hour.
The GDA strategy considered the passenger flow modelling along the
Proposed Scheme’s corridor and it is intended to develop a high capacity
east-west Luas line commencing in the residential areas of Lucan and
connecting to the City Centre. Traffic modelling carried out concluded that the

high quality bus-based transport system supplemented by the provision of the
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Luas to Lucan would represent the most environmentally appropriate means
of servicing the transport requirements of the corridor, thus both facilities
operating in conjunction represents the optimal public transport system along

the corridor.

= Metro/Heavy Rail: Arising from the transport demands on the corridor and
the proposed provision of a light rail and bus connects infrastructure
Metro/Heavy rail alternatives are neither required nor economically or
environmentally justifiable on the route. Furthermore, the provision of a metro
would not, negate the need to cater for the residual bus needs of the area nor
the need to develop improved cycling and pedestrian infrastructure. Similar to
the other previous alternatives the need for a dedicated and inflexible corridor
(or an underground service) would result in greater construction impacts, a
larger land-take and potentially demolition along the corridor, and for these

environmental reasons was not considered as a suitable alternative.

= Expansion of DART line: The GDA transport strategy considers the
expansion of the DART system on both the Maynooth and Kildare Line will
form part of the transport solution (which is contained within the broader
corridor area of the Proposed Scheme and would require minimal construction
works thus minimising environmental impacts) and would augment upgraded
bus infrastructure. The Proposed Scheme would therefore complement other
infrastructure upgrades while minimising construction and environmental

impacts.

= Demand Management: The overall goal of improving transportation and
accessibility in urban environments can be achieved through demand
management which can be achieved through restricting car movement/access
using signage and charges etc. which have minimal construction/
environmental impact. This cannot, however, be achieved in the absence of
viable transport alternatives being in place. Accordingly, the public transport
system capacity and reliability must be built up either in tandem or in advance

of demand management measures.

= Technological Alternatives: Advances in technology have also been

considered within the EIAR, and while the move to driverless and electric
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9.4.5.

9.4.6.

9.4.7.

9.4.8.

9.4.9.

vehicles is acknowledged it is also noted that three typical cars (electric or
otherwise) take the same road space for a maximum of approximately 12
occupants that a double decker bus requires to carry approximately 90. The
EIAR acknowledges the benefits of technological advancements but also
notes that there is no evidence that such advancements will displace the need
for mass transit in an urban environment, and therefore the need for
improvement to the public transportation network and non-car modes of travel

such as pedestrian and cycle facilities remains.

Route Alternatives

Section 3.3 of the EIAR provides an examination of the various route alternatives
considered as part of the iterative design process which was informed through a
range of public consultations. Feasibility and option reports were prepared initially,
with public consultation undertaken on the various and emerging design options from
November 2018 until December 2020 with all relevant environmental criteria also

being considered.

Initially a stage 1 assessment was carried out considering high-level environmental
constraints as well as the ability of routes to achieve the schemes goals, as well as
an analysis of population catchments. At the initial stage a range of options were
considered (consisting of 45 individual links) that could accommodate a core bus
corridor. These options were further sifted considering engineering and high-level
environmental constraints, including space requirements, availability of adjacent links

to form a coherent end-to-end route as well as population catchments.

The options were then subjected to a finer grain analysis and compared using a
multi-criteria analysis (in accordance with the Department of Transport Document
‘Common Appraisal Framework for Transport Projects and Programmes’) including
environmental considerations such as cultural heritage, flora and fauna, soils and
geology, hydrology, air quality, landscape and visual, air quality, noise and vibration,
and land use character. In order to assess alternatives the corridor was divided into

4 subsections and alternatives within each were considered.

The alternative route to the City Centre through Chapelizod village centre via the

R109 (raised by third parties) was considered under design option CZ01 in
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9.4.11.

9.4.12.

9.4.13.

subsection 3 of the route. This option was not considered optimal in comparison to
others due to the level of potential impact on protected structures and monuments,
the number of trees required to be removed, hydrological impacts due to proximity to
the River Liffey, need for route widening in residential areas, loss of on-street

parking, and route safety.

Design Alternatives

Options considered and the development of the preferred route option also included
changes to the design in terms of junctions, carriageway cross-sections and
allocation, as well as consideration of cycling route options, all of which were further
considered under the range of environmental criteria, and presented as options
throughout the non-statutory public consultation phases. In this regard | refer the
Board to Section 3.4 of the EIAR which breaks down the various specific design
options and alternatives considered for each of the three sections of the Proposed
Scheme and which sets out the design alternatives considered for the Ballyowen
Road Cycle Track, the two way cycle track along the N4 between Junctions 2 and 3,
the retention of existing pedestrian/cyclist bridge at Liffey Valley, bus stops, junction
layouts and parking proposals in Palmerstown Village, Chapelizod Hill Road steps
and ramps, South Circular Road junction, and bus stops at Heuston Station/Dr.

Steeven’s Hospital.

| note in regard to the above that several third-party submissions have been made
expressing dissatisfaction in relation to various issues arising from design options,
alternative routes, public engagement/consultation, and route selection. Where
necessary | have provided additional discussion in my planning assessment of this
recommendation, however, overall | consider that the considerations of alternatives
and reasons for route selection and overall scheme design have been adequately
articulated within the submitted EIAR and project design process, furthermore | am
satisfied that the overall design of the Proposed Scheme has been appropriately

informed through public consultation.

Having reviewed the range of alternatives considered throughout the design process
ranging from strategic, through to route selection, and to particular design
alternatives considered in relation to specific locations, | am satisfied that the
applicant has considered the full range of design options and alternatives in relation
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9.5.3.

to the Proposed Scheme. | consider that all reasonable alternatives have therefore
been considered and that the design of the Proposed Scheme has emerged
following an appropriate review of all environmental constraints and criteria.
Furthermore, | note that a significant level of public consultation has been carried out
throughout the design process. The main reasons for the selection of the emerging
preferred route and evolution of the design scheme are included throughout Chapter
3 of the EIAR. | am therefore be satisfied that this section of the EIAR is sufficient to
comply with the provisions of Article 94 and Paragraph 1(d) of Schedule 6 of the
Planning and Development Regulations, 2001 (as amended) referring to the

consideration of reasonable alternatives.

Population and Human Health

Chapters 10 and 11 of the submitted EIAR consider the impacts of the Proposed
Scheme on population and human health respectively. The Board should also note
that the population chapter of the EIAR draws on the traffic and transportation, air
guality, noise, and vibration, as well as the landscape, townscape and visual
sections (of the EIAR) and is also supported by Appendices A10.1 (Schedule of
commercial businesses), and A10.2 (The Economic Impact of the Core Bus
Corridors Report?9).

Specific impacts on local residents and communities along and in the vicinity of the
route from traffic, noise and vibration, air quality, as well as from visual/landscape/

townscape issues have been discussed in full within the EIAR and relevant parts of
this report (below), and accordingly the content of this section should be read in

conjunction with those others referenced

Third party submissions received concerning the Proposed Scheme in relation to
population have raised issues such as accessibility to services and amenities, impact
on the viability of individual business/commercial enterprises as well as adverse
impacts on commercial and residential properties along the route through loss of
services (bus stops and routes), parking (including accessible spaces) and
connectivity with customers. Concerns in relation to individual properties include

accessibility and functionality of commercial and amenity properties, potential loss of

10y 2021.
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9.5.6.1.

9.5.6.2.

9.5.6.3.

functionality (e.g. golf course not being able to function), adverse impact on ACA and
amenities of property, accessibility to Proposed Bus Stops, and disconnection from
(/or dissection of) the local community. Issues in relation to Human Health have not
been referenced often in the submissions although there have been some issues

raised in relation to safety, and concerns regarding increased congestion/air quality.

Overview

From the outset | note that the Proposed Scheme constitutes works along an
existing transport corridor, which already accommodates a significant amount of
general traffic, including buses, cyclists, and pedestrians and which is bounded by a
mix of residential, recreational, and commercial developments as well as
educational, and other institutional uses (such as clinics, religious and care facilities)

and community facilities.

Population

In terms of population the potential for impacts is considered under two broad
headings — Community and Economy. The method of assessing impacts on the
population refers to how the local community perceive their area and how they use
community and recreational resources, while the method of economic assessment

considers the extent, range and impacts on commercial entities along the corridor.

The term ‘Community Amenity’ is used within the EIAR to describe the perceived
character or attractiveness of an area. Potential community amenity impacts could
arise from the Proposed Scheme during both construction and operational phases
from land take, accessibility, traffic, air quality, noise, and vibration, as well as
landscape and visual impact. Potential impacts could also arise from the same

factors in relation to commercial amenities which could give rise to economic effects.

In terms of the established community baseline the Proposed Scheme is located in
the vicinity of 31 places of worship, 43 recreational areas, 25 health
centres/hospitals, and 46 no. schools. Notable community receptors along and in the
vicinity of the route include, Phoenix Park, the War Memorial Gardens, Grounds of

the Royal Hospital Kilmainham, Hermitage Golf Club, St. Loman’s Hospital, and
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9.5.7.1.

9.5.7.2.

9.5.8.

Heuston Station. The EIAR states that there are approximately 22,000 residential
properties and 280 apartment buildings and approximately 37,000 commuters in the
study area. The breakdown in modes of transport for commuters in the corridor study
area (with the Dublin average presented in brackets) is as follows: 18% (12%) travel
by bus/minibus, 44% (54%) car/van, 6% (8%) train, 22% (17%) foot/bike, and 9%
other (9%).

The EIAR states that there are 3,079 commercial receptors within the study area
with approximately 68 of these located along the Proposed Scheme (a schedule of
commercial receptors is included in Appendix A10.1 of the EIAR) with the notable
centres of employment including the Liffey Valley Shopping Centre, Palmerstown

Business Park and the Guinness Brewery.

Human Health

The study area for human health has been established by identifying all the Small
Areas of Population!! that touch or coincide with a 500m boundary on each side of
the centreline of the Proposed Scheme as this captures people who live and work
within easy access of the Proposed Scheme and includes the air quality and noise
study areas. The risk to human health from environmental hazards (including noise,
air pollution, water) is considered, and baseline data from these other sections of the

EIAR have been used and referenced.

Overall Dublin has a better health profile than average for Ireland with lower mortality
rates, albeit cancer rates are higher. Levels of air pollution are almost entirely within
the EU limits for NO2 and PM (Particulate Matter). There is, however, a relatively
high prevalence of exposure to excessive traffic noise, particularly at night-time for
properties close to the route of the Proposed Scheme which can cause annoyance

and is linked to other adverse health outcomes.

Potential Impacts

11 Developed by the National Institute of Regional and Spatial Analysis on behalf of the OSI in consultation with
the CSO.
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Population

The characteristics of the Proposed Scheme that are considerations in assessing the
potential impacts on population during the construction phase are based on the
findings in relation to landscape/townscape (visual impact arising from works), traffic
and transport (including temporary traffic diversions, stop/go systems, diversions to
footpaths and cycle lanes), Air and Climate (dust arising and air quality impacts),
Noise and Vibration (from construction and operations), disruptions/breaks in
services (e.g., disruption to water or electrical services) as well as the temporary and

permanent land acquisitions.

During construction there will be a negative moderate impact on community facilities
along the route of the Proposed Scheme during the construction period. These
impacts arise from the combination of restrictions, noise and visual impacts that will
be in place for the construction phase, and accordingly will be temporary in nature. |
consider community facilities within the overall study area but not immediately
adjacent to the Proposed Scheme will experience a neutral but not-significant short-
term impact on amenities, from traffic diversions and construction traffic due to the

temporary and phased nature of the works along the corridor.

Further impacts will arise in relation to the land-take requirements to facilitate the
Proposed Scheme which includes land-take from commercial and amenity facilities,
the properties from which land-take is required and which will experience direct
effects are set out in Table 9.5.1 below:

Table 9.5.1 — List of main commercial and amenity properties from which land-take is required to
facilitate the Proposed Scheme

Property Land-take Other Considerations

Hermitage Golf Club

Temporary and permanent land
take from golf club frontage onto
N4 and from along its currently
private access road, to facilitate
provision of quiet street cycle
treatment along current access
road, and corridor widening

Permanent land take is required
to facilitate widening of the
corridor and provision of two-
way cycle track. Temporary land
take is required to facilitate the
construction of safety netting
and retaining wall/boundary wall
and landscaping/planting.
Hermitage House (the club
house) is a protected structure
and the EIAR acknowledges its
attendant grounds as being of
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Property

Land-take

Other Considerations

heritage importance, albeit they
are now in use as a golf club.

Hermitage Park

Temporary and permanent land
take required to facilitate
construction of pedestrian
priority quiet cycleway link from
Ballyowen Lane to Hermitage
Road.

Existing pathway is in place but
will be upgraded within park
area to provide link from N4 to
hermitage Road quiet street
treatment for cyclists, and
pedestrians.

The Foxhunter/Wow
Burger/Elephant and
Castle

Temporary and permanent land
take required to facilitate route
widening.

Land take required to facilitate
route widening and retaining
structure, predominantly into
existing car park area.

Sureweld Ltd.

Temporary and Permanent land
take required to the east of the
entrance gate to facilitate route
widening and accommodating
bi-directional cycle track.

Sureweld is a protected
structure, with distinctive
buildings and associated
boundary, boundary is to be set
back.

Hermitage Medical
Clinic

Permanent and temporary land
take required from along
frontage to N4 to facilitate route
widening and retaining wall
structure. Lands also being
permanently acquired in vicinity
of Lucan Road/Fonthill Road
Roundabout to facilitate
temporary construction
compound and new cycle lane
and footpath.

Hermitage Clinic grounds is at
lower level than N4 at this
location, and land take area is
immediately adjoining the road
edge and existing embankment.

Liffey Valley Office
Campus

Permanent and Temporary land
take required from the Liffey
Valley complex to facilitate
pedestrian bridge, ramps and
route widening, and retaining
wall structure.

Land take required to facilitate
provision of proposed bus stop
facilities, and access
arrangements (ramps and
pedestrian bridge landing
arrangements after passing over
the N4)

Palmerstown Lodge
(no.’s 20 and 22)
Kennelsfort Road
Lower.

Temporary and permanent land
take required from frontage to
facilitate route widening and
junction arrangements.

Properties are set back from the
road, share a common
parking/access area set back off
the road and currently
accommodate a B&B/Hotel.
Space to cater for off-street
parking along site frontage will
be retained under scheme.

Applegreen Service
Station
Palmerstown.

Temporary and permanent land
take required to facilitate route
widening of Lucan Road to allow
inbound (bus) and outbound
(general) traffic access from
R148 Palmerstown bypass to
Palmerstown East.

Lands provide for an expansion
of the existing road to the east
into lands that are currently
under grass to the rear of the
existing service station.

Knockmaree
Residential
Development

Temporary and permanent land
take in the vicinity to facilitate
the access ramps and stairs up

Lands are currently an
embankment rising up to the
Chapelizod by-pass and are
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Property Land-take Other Considerations
to the proposed new bus stops predominantly covered in
on the Chapelizod by-pass. mature planting.
Liffey Gaels GAA Temporary land take to facilitate | Lands to be reinstated after
Club the provision of a temporary construction period, and EIAR
construction compound. states that the lands are
adjacent to the main playing
pitches.
Open Space at Lands being permanently Lands to be reinstated and
Palmerstown acquired to facilitate provision of | additional planting provided after
Temporary Construction use.
Compound.
Dr. Steevens’ Permanent and Temporary Land | Dr. Steevens’ Hospital is on the
Hospital take required from the northern | RPS and the lands required are
frontage of the property to currently in use as front garden
facilitate route widening to amenity areas.
accommodate additional bus
stop facilities.

Impacts will arise on these properties to varying degrees dependent on the nature
and size of the land-take relative to the amenity, function, and character of the
properties. During the construction phase these properties will experience additional
impacts as temporary land-takes are required to facilitate the relevant construction
works. Where boundaries are to be replaced this is being done on a like-for-like
basis, and where protected structures are involved, the boundaries are to be set
back with materials and features removed will be stored, reused/repurposed where
practicable. All the properties listed in table 9.5.1 will experience impacts however
these will be all short-term during the construction phase. The EIAR considers
impacts on the Liffey Gaels grounds to be negative, significant and short-term, while
the Hermitage Golf Club will experience negative moderate impacts over the short
term during the construction phase. Impacts on Hermitage Park and Hermitage
Medical clinic will be negative, slight, and short term, while impacts on the

commercial properties will be negative, moderate and short-term.

As well as the properties listed above, other commercial, residential, community and
amenity properties (that will not directly experience temporary or permanent land-
take) will experience effects from the Proposed Scheme, such properties include
commercial and residential uses along the Old Lucan Road in Palmerstown where
the two-way cycle lane is proposed along the northern side, Heuston South Quarter,
EIR offices, Liffey Valley Shopping Centre, and residential properties on Chapelizod

Hill Road proximate to the route widening works on the by-pass/overpass, the
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gardens at the Royal Hospital Kilmainham, the Irish National War Memorial Park,
and the Oval Park and Garden. Impacts will also be experienced at community
receptors along the route (not subject to land take) such as St. Philomena’s, New
Covenant, and St. Thomas Indian Orthodox churches, Palmerstown Parish Centre,
Palmerstown Medical Centre, St. John of God Special School, Kings Hospital
School, St. Dominics College, Font Hill Lodge Nursery, Little Folk Pre-school.
Heuston Station will also experience impacts arising from works along its
surrounding roads and pavements. At these locations works will be transitional in
nature and the potential impacts are considered to be negative ranging from not-
significant to moderate and short term during the construction phase.

Separate to the impacts considered above access for pedestrians, cyclists and
vehicular traffic will be subject to restrictions and diversion during the construction
phase, and bus stops may be temporarily relocated. Therefore, impacts on access to
community areas, commercial and other properties will arise during construction, |

consider these impacts will be negative, range from slight to moderate short term.

In relation to economic impacts, commercial amenities of property along the route
will be affected throughout the construction phase from the activities that will be
necessitated, similar to community amenity diversions and access restrictions will
also arise. | note that access will be maintained to all commercial properties,
however, | still consider that commercial operations along the route will experience
negative slight to moderate impacts of a temporary nature during construction, with
the Hermitage Golf Club having the potential to experience some of the larger

predicted impacts on the basis of the documentation submitted.

Several submissions have raised concerns in relation to the loss of carparking along
the route of the Proposed Scheme and the potential for adverse impacts to arise on
commercial properties, in particular in the vicinity of Palmerstown Village centre. In
this regard | consider that the Proposed Scheme overall improves accessibility of
commercial property along the route by sustainable modes of transport and will
therefore improve accessibility to a larger number of people (including those without
access to cars), and | also note that there will remain significant parking facilities in

the vicinity of the scheme which will continue to cater for the private car.
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9.5.10.

9.5.11.

9.5.12.

Potential operational phase impacts from the Proposed Scheme on population could
arise from effects on community amenities, changes to commuting patterns, modal
shift, reduced on-street parking, permanent land acquisition, improvements to cycling
and pedestrian facilities, changes to the public realm, altered traffic patterns,
permanent alterations to streetscape, works in the vicinity of protected structures and
other elements of heritage value, as well as reduced available on-street car-parking.

Overall, | consider community accessibility to commercial properties to be improved
by the Proposed Scheme due to the bus, pedestrian and cycling infrastructure
enhancements. | consider these impacts to be positive and long term. In relation to
the private car, | note that parking has been retained where possible while also
improving infrastructure for the more sustainable means of travel throughout the

scheme.

Human Health

The key characteristics of the Proposed Scheme which could influence human
health during the construction phase are traffic management, noise and vibration,
dust/air pollution, disruption to footpaths and cycle lanes/tracks/ways, land
acquisition from community and residential receptors and interruption to services

(e.g., water and power).

In the do-nothing scenario the Proposed Scheme is not carried out and the existing
car-dominated infrastructure remains, the resultant high and increasing levels of
traffic congestion (which is projected to grow in line with population) and disjointed
infrastructure would discourage pedestrian and cycling movements and the pattern
of car use would exacerbate sedentary lifestyles throughout with all associated

health effects potentially worsening.

Potential exists for impacts on health from pedestrian, cyclist and traffic collisions
and conflict in the event of temporary diversions, stress levels could also arise for
regular commuters or those on the school run. As proper signage and advance
notice will be in place, | consider these impacts to be negative, slight, and temporary.
Similarly, increased congestion could give rise to moderate impacts on more

sensitive groups using the route.
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9.5.15.

9.5.16.

Construction related air pollution could also give rise to impacts, the air assessment
has stated that risk of dust impacts is low, and construction could give rise to general
stress in the population. Furthermore, construction within 250m of hospitals will be
subject to the national guidelines for the prevention of Nosocomial Aspergillosis to
ensure protection of those with suppressed immune systems. Accordingly, | consider
these risks to be negative, slight/not significant, and short-term.

The noise assessment considers residual noise impacts to be negative, moderate to
significant and temporary. | note that construction hours will be generally restricted,
however, night working will be required under agreement to avoid/reduce the
significance of impact on peak traffic. For this reason, some sleep disturbance may
arise although | note that works will be temporary and modular with works being
carried out in phases along various sections of the route. Accordingly, | consider

such impacts to be negative, moderate, and temporary.

The relevant impacts during the operational period relate to provision of bus priority
(improving timing and reliability for users), redistribution of traffic (resulting in busier
streets and potentially creating through-traffic on previously quieter streets,
decreasing air quality and/or affecting accessibility), enhancing pedestrian and
cyclist facilities, improved public realm (affecting wellbeing), reduction in on-street

parking, and permanent land acquisition.

| am satisfied on the basis of the submitted information that the Proposed Scheme
will encourage and increase cycling and pedestrian activity while also reducing car
dominance and dependence, resulting in a positive, significant and long-term benefit
to the population at large within the study area. Below is a summary of the main

impacts:

= The improvements in bus journey times and reliability will give rise to reduced

stress and reduction in commuters exposure to air pollutants.

= The air quality impacts arising from the Proposed Scheme as assessed

elsewhere in this report will be neutral and long term.

= Noise impacts during the operational phase to be negligible with road and
traffic noise remaining dominant along this existing transport corridor. | do

note that the likelihood of lower noise levels in the medium to longer term may
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9.5.19.

9.5.20.

9.5.21.

arise through the increased electrification of the national transport fleet
although this is not subject to the Proposed Scheme.

= During the operational phase emergency access to hospitals and properties
generally along the route will be improved through the ability for emergency
vehicles being able to operate within the bus lanes, public access to hospitals
will be maintained throughout, and the infrastructure for access from
sustainable travel modes will be improved. These impacts will be positive,
significant to very significant, and long-term and in this regard, | note that
access will be more equitable with the Proposed Scheme improving
accessibility to healthcare for those who do not have access to a car.

Mitigation Measures

No additional mitigation measures beyond those set out in the relevant sections of
the EIAR (traffic, noise and vibration, landscape(townscape), heritage, and air quality
sections and within the CEMP) are provided in relation to Population and Human
Health. The CEMP provides details of traffic management and diversions will be
properly signposted and advance warnings provided for the construction and works
periods and locations will also be made public in advance through the provision of a

communications plan.
Conclusion on Population and Human Health

| consider that the Proposed Scheme will improve accessibility throughout the route
for community and business uses by improving bus, pedestrian and cycling
infrastructure. | note that specific properties may experience impacts individually of a
significant scale, however, overall these impacts are not of such significance to
consider the scheme to be inappropriate in its entirety, and where issues have been
identified | am satisfied that these can be addressed by appropriate condition or
mitigated through the measures incorporated into the Proposed Scheme.

| have considered all of the written submissions made in relation to population and
human health, in addition to those specifically identified in this section of the report. |
am satisfied that impacts which arise that are not positive can be avoided, managed,
and mitigated by the measures which form part of the Proposed Scheme, the
proposed mitigation measures and through the imposition of suitable conditions
where appropriate. | am, therefore, satisfied that the Proposed Scheme would not
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9.6.1.

9.6.1.1.

have any unacceptable direct or indirect impacts in terms of Population or Human
Health. | am also satisfied that while some cumulative effects may arise from the
Proposed Scheme together with existing and permitted developments, these would
be avoided, managed, and mitigated by the measures which form part of the

Proposed Scheme and through suitable conditions.

Air and Climate

Chapters 7 and 8 of the submitted EIAR deals with Air Quality and Climate
respectively. The Board should note that third party submissions have raised
concerns in relation to the potential for air quality impacts to give rise to adverse
impacts including on human health in the Palmerstown and Chapelizod areas in

particular.

Air Quality

In relation to air quality the applicants have focused on receptors within 350m of the
Proposed Scheme as well as receptors along construction traffic routes and
redistributed traffic as the study area for the construction phase and a distance of

200m from the route corridor for the Operational Phase.

The key potential pollutants in terms of Air Quality have been identified as Nitrogen
Oxide/dioxide (NOx), dust, Particulate Matter - PMio (i.e. with an aerodynamic

diameter < 10 microns) and PMzs (with an aerodynamic diameter of < 2.5microns).

Section 7.2 (incl. tables 7.2 and 7.3) of the EIAR sets out the upper limits established
in the various guidelines, policies, and regulations in relation to nitrogen dioxide and

particulate matter (PM).

Baseline air quality was arrived at following a desk study of relevant available EPA
ambient air quality data as well as through NO2 monitoring surveys proximate to, and
in the vicinity of, the Proposed Scheme, figure 7.1 of the EIAR (Volume 3 part 3)
shows the monitoring locations. Modelling was also carried out (air quality, traffic
data, traffic dispersion, emissions) as well as verification of modelling'? to ensure

predictions are accurate to allow assessment.

12 Comparison of monitored and modelling NO2 concentrations.
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9.6.2.

9.6.2.1.

9.6.2.2.

The sensitivity of the receptors has been categorised in terms of effects on people
and property, human health impacts and ecological impacts. Overall, the study area
has high, medium, and low sensitivity receptors within 350m of the Proposed

Scheme.

Climate:
The key potential factors in terms of climate are:
= Land Use Change (loss of trees/carbon sink).

» Greenhouse Gas (GHG) emissions (COz being of primary concern in relation

to transport projects).

Section 8 of the EIAR sets out the potential climate impacts arising from the
Proposed Scheme and includes considerations on both the direct study area (i.e. the
transport corridor within the red-line of the current application) and the indirect study
area (i.e. a wider area where the Proposed Scheme will have an influence on
changing traffic volumes above a defined threshold*® with reference to TlI traffic and

Transport Assessment Guidelines).

The climate assessment is desk based and draws from the projected traffic levels to
calculate carbon emissions from construction materials, traffic, and traffic pattern

changes as well as operational maintenance.

Air Quality

Construction Phase Potential Impacts- Air Quality

During construction the main dust generating impacts will arise from demolition
(including removal of pedestrian bridge at Ballyowen Road, removal of retaining
walls at the Hermitage Golf Club), earthworks (excavations, haulage, tipping,
stockpiling, levelling, and landscaping), general construction activities and track out
(i.e. dust/dirt transported from the site onto the public road networks and
deposited/re-suspended by other vehicles). The construction phase also has the

potential to give rise to impacts on regional air emissions as the construction phase

13 Refer to Section 6.2.1 of the EIAR for further details and map.
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will require traffic to loiter more and take more circuitous routes. The Board should

note that the projections and assessment within the EIAR consider 2024 as the

construction year, 2028 as the opening year and 2043 as the design year (opening

year plus 15 years). The air quality assessment in the EIAR compares the Do

Something (‘DS’ i.e. provide the Proposed Scheme) and Do Minimum (‘DM’, i.e. do

all other major committed transport schemes but not the Proposed Scheme)

scenarios in order to quantify the potential impacts arising.

For demolition works there is a low overall risk of temporary dust soiling
impacts and human health impacts, due to the sensitivity of the areas where
such works proposed. There is not considered to be any impacts arising on
sensitive ecological features as there are no such sensitive receptors within

50m of demolition works. Mitigation measures are required.

In relation to earthworks as the Proposed Schemes construction compounds
and construction site areas will have a total site area greater than 10,000m?
with potentially dusty soil types and therefore such works can be classified as
large'4. The sensitivity of the area is high for dust soiling and medium for
human health and ecological impact. On this basis there is an overall high risk
of temporary dust soiling impacts and a medium temporary risk of human
health impacts from earthworks. As there are receptors of medium sensitivity

there is medium risk for ecological impacts in an unmitigated scenario.

The main relevant construction activities other than earthworks relate to the
installation of paving materials, provision of retaining walls, pedestrian/cycle
bridges, boundary setbacks, gateway alterations, route widening and
provision of safety nets. Using the IAQM guidance construction activities are
classified in terms of building volumes (m3), and as no buildings are proposed
construction activities can be categorised as ‘small’ for the Proposed Scheme.
Accordingly, the risk of dust soiling, human health and ecological impact the

risk arising from dust is low in the unmitigated scenario.

Track out activities, with between 10 — 50 Heavy Duty Vehicle (HDV) outward
movements in any one day is classified as having a dust emission magnitude

of medium under the IAQM. Overall giving a medium risk of temporary dust

14 Using the Institute of Air Quality Management (IAQM) 2014 guidelines
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9.6.2.4.

spoiling, human health and ecological impacts arising in an unmitigated

scenario.

= Construction traffic has been considered in the context of the DM and DS
scenarios, in the context of NO2 and particulate matter (PM) concentrations.
The EIAR provides a comparison between the two scenarios and notes that
slight beneficial (24 locations), moderate beneficial (one location) and slight
adverse impacts (two locations) will arise throughout the route in relation to
NO2. PM1o and PMzs concentration impacts are negligible throughout the
Proposed Scheme, accordingly overall construction phase traffic emissions
are neutral and long-term overall. In terms of impacts on ecology from
construction traffic the annual mean NOx concentration is exceeded at the
Liffey Valley pNHA (Chapelizod bypass), in both the DM and DS scenarios
albeit in the DS scenario levels are lower. The Nitrogen deposition levels are
at the lower critical load factor in the DM scenario and below it in the DS
scenario. Accordingly | consider ecological impacts arising from construction

traffic emissions to be overall negative, slight and short term.

= In terms of the Regional Air Quality the construction phase impacts will result
in slight increases in emissions of all but one (Butadiene) of the modelled
pollutants. The majority of increases in emissions result from redistribution of
vehicles onto diversionary routes during construction and increases are
minimal between the do nothing and do something scenarios. The regional
impacts on air quality for the construction phase pre-mitigation are therefore,

neutral and short term.

Operational Phase Potential Impacts- Air Quality:

Operational Phase impacts on air quality will arise solely from the changes in
pollutants arising, these have been modelled for the DM and DS Scenarios across
the 2028 (opening year) and 2043 (design year) in relation to the various receptors,
with analysis concentrated on ‘most impacted’ receptors (i.e. receptors that are
modelled to experience non-negligible impacts due to the Proposed Scheme. The
detailed results of the modelling are set out in Appendix A7.1 of the EIAR (Vol. 4).
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9.6.2.6.

9.6.2.7.

In comparing both 2028 DM and DS scenarios at the most impacted receptor
locations (table 7.33 of the EIAR refers), in relation to NOz2 a slightly beneficial impact
is estimated at 6 receptors, with the remainder anticipated to experience negligible
impacts. Overall, PM level (both PM1o and PM:.5) impact differences between the DM
and DS scenarios are negligible throughout. Accordingly, impacts arising from the
Proposed Scheme for the operational phase are neutral and long-term in an
unmitigated scenario. | note that conservative assumptions have been used
throughout the modelling with 2019 background pollutant concentrations being used
to represent 2028, and no consideration has been allowed for improvements to the
transport fleet in terms of emissions or increased electrification, | therefore consider

the modelling outputs to be robust.

In relation to impacts on sensitive ecological receptors (i.e. SPAs, SACs, NHAs and
pNHAS) during the operational phase, only Liffey Valley pNHA lies within 200m of
the Proposed Scheme. Modelling shows that critical levels for NOx are exceeded in
both DM and DS scenarios (albeit the DS scenario levels are slightly [0.2ug/m?3]
lower) at the pNHA proximate to the Chapelizod bypass. Furthermore, the lower
critical load for the designated habitat (5kgN/ha/yr) is also exceeded in both DM and
DS scenarios (both are 5.1kbN/ha/yr). Accordingly, | consider that the ecological
impacts arising from the operational phase to be overall negative, slight, and long-

term.

In terms of impact on regional air quality the EIAR notes that the Proposed Scheme
pre-mitigation will lead to an overall decrease across pollutants modelled in the
opening year of the Proposed Scheme (2028). The decreases are primarily due to
the predicted modal shift, decreased car usage and a cleaner and more efficiently
managed bus fleet. All emissions from cars and buses are also predicted to
decrease in the design year. Modelling for 2043 shows that benzene emissions are
predicted to increase by 0.1%, in this regard | note that the modelled increase in
benzene will arise from goods vehicles. Volumes of goods vehicles which will not be
subject to modal shift from the Proposed Scheme but will be dictated by economic
requirements. Pre-mitigation impacts for the operational phase on regional air quality

are therefore considered overall to be neutral and long-term.
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9.6.3. Mitigation Measures — Air Quality

9.6.3.1. Mitigation measures are set out in section 7.5 of the EIAR and make provisions
during construction to reduce dust nuisance arising, these include inspection and
cleaning of affected public roads, material handling and stockpiling of materials to
minimise exposure to wind, water misting/spraying as necessary, trucks moving
materials to be covered with tarpaulins, 2.4m high site hoarding along sensitive
boundaries and around construction compounds, as well as monitoring of dust

mitigation measures and updating methods were appropriate.

9.6.3.2. In relation to construction traffic as there will be a neutral/slight temporary impact on
air quality no specific construction phase monitoring or mitigation is proposed.

9.6.3.3. No specific operational phase mitigation measures are proposed as the Proposed
Scheme will have a generally neutral impact on air quality and while a negative slight
and long term impact is predicted on local ecological receptors this will arise both in
the DM and DS scenarios. Furthermore, | anticipate that changes to the national
vehicle fleet will improve traffic emissions over the short, medium and long terms
arising from the Climate Action Plan targets which have not been incorporated into

the modelling.

9.6.4. Climate

9.6.4.1. Construction Phase Potential Impacts- Climate:

9.6.4.2. Potential construction phase impacts on climate arise from the use of carbon in
materials, construction traffic emissions and land use change. The EIAR estimates
that the Proposed Scheme will result in total construction phase emissions of 8,498
tonnes CO:2 equivalent (COze) for materials over the 24-month construction period.
Given that the purpose of the Proposed Scheme is to encourage modal shift and it
will result in reductions of emissions in the operational phase, the scheme is
considered to have a negative, minor and short term impact in the non-mitigated
scenario. Construction phase traffic is predicted as having an increase of

3.9ktonnes of COze over the “do Minimum?” estimates, the majority of this increase
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9.6.44.

9.6.45.

arises from diversion of traffic onto longer routes during construction. The board
should note that these rates are conservative, as the modelling used applies the
peak construction day in 2024 across an entire year. This impact is negative, minor,
and short-term in the unmitigated scenario having regard to Irelands transport

emissions ceiling.

The proposed land use will essentially remain the same (significant transportation
corridor) during construction albeit that there will be a minor variation where the
construction compounds will result in the removal of grasslands, and where route
widening is proposed. Trees will be felled (196 individual trees, 16 full groups of
trees and 8 partial groups of trees) and re-planting and landscaping will take place
throughout the construction phase (including the proposed provision of 479 trees,
7,979m? of species rich grassland, 1,373m? of ornamental planting, 2,975m? of
native planting and 14,531m? of amenity grassland planting). Elsewhere in this report
| have recommended alterations to the extent of works which will amend both tree-
planting and tree loss (particularly along the frontage of the HGC). | note that these
measures are not provided as climate change mitigation measures but are included
within the overall landscaping and design of the Proposed Scheme, nonetheless
they will contribute to carbon sequestration. | consider that these amendments will
have a neutral impact on the balance of tree loss and re-planting as fewer trees will
be removed and fewer replanted within the recommended reduced works area.
Accordingly, | consider that there will be a negligible impact in terms of carbon
sequestration as a result of the construction phase.

Operational Phase Potential Impacts- Climate

The operational phase of the Proposed Scheme is expected to be 60 years and will
give rise to total maintenance phase GHG emissions of 440 tonnes COzeq Which
equates to, at most, 0.000022% of Ireland’s non-ETS (EU Emission Trading
Scheme) 2030 emissions target. Accordingly, this impact is considered to be
negligible and permanent in the absence of mitigation. In terms of land use change
as set out previously above the operational phase will not result in significant change

and the impacts arising is therefore neutral in terms of carbon sequestration.
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9.6.4.7.

9.6.4.8.

Direct and indirect operational phase impacts will arise from the traffic emissions
arising from the Proposed Scheme as discussed in Section 8.5.2.4 of the submitted
EIAR. In comparing the DS and DM scenarios for combined direct (along the
transport corridor) and indirect (trip re-distribution outside the corridor) operational
phase emissions in the opening year 2028 there is a reduction of 1.13ktonne COzeq
in emissions for cars and buses, while the same figure for the 2043 design year is a
decrease of 0.48ktonnes. For context these figures equate to the removal of
approximately 2,180 car trips per weekday from the road network in 2028 and the

removal of 3,460 car trips per weekday from the road network in 2043.

The Board should note that these figures are based on projections using existing
traffic volumes and without considering improvements on traffic signalling in the
indirect area, which once optimised (not subject to the current application) will
facilitate improved travel times over the wider network and thus improve indirect
emissions arising. In this regard modelling traffic signal optimisation in the indirect
study area results in a reduction of 2.2ktonne COzeq in emissions for cars and buses
in 2028 (compared to the previously stated 1.13ktonnes without optimising traffic
signals in the indirect study area), while the same figure for the 2043 design year is a
decrease of 1.0ktonnes CO2eq emissions (compared to the 0.48ktonnes previously
stated). Accordingly, the Proposed Scheme will have a positive minor and

permanent effect in relation to climate change prior to mitigation.

The above figures do not consider any future frequency in bus services beyond that
set out in the current application albeit the Proposed Scheme will facilitate increased
levels of resilience, frequency, and attractiveness of bus services (as well as
pedestrian and cycling facilities) along the route, thus, encouraging modal and
societal shifts in travel behaviour. With additional service frequency and reliability of
bus services facilitated by the subject works the submitted EIAR considered the
potential impacts of a range of different percentage uptake of residual bus capacity

from the car and found that:

= a 100% uptake of residual bus capacity results in a 5.53kt and 2.69kt
reduction in CO2 emissions in 2028 and 2043 respectively, equivalent to the

removal of approximately 18,540 and 19,740 car trips per weekday.
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9.6.6.2.

= A 50% uptake of residual bus capacity results in a 3.99kt and 1.95kt reduction
in CO2 emissions in 2028 and 2043 respectively, equivalent to the removal of

approximately 13,350 and 14,310 car trips per weekday.

Mitigation Measures - Climate

Measures to minimise/reduce embodied carbon in the construction phase are set out
in section 8.7.1.1/2 of the submitted EIAR. These include the use of ground
granulated blast furnace slag concrete in lieu of Portland cement where practicable,
reuse of materials and local sourcing of materials. A construction traffic management

plan will also be developed/used (as detailed in the CEMP).

During the operational phase road maintenance will require the use of bituminous
materials for which mitigation cannot be provided beyond reuse of this material
where possible, however, in this regard | note that the use of the route as a major
transport corridor will remain the same and while the additional works and surfaces
will likely require more maintenance interventions than the existing infrastructure
would necessitate, in the DM scenario there would already be an established
baseline level of maintenance into the future, which may require further additional
interventions in the absence of the infrastructure improvements proposed due to the

aging nature of the existing.

Residual Impacts

Air Quality

Following the implementation of the construction phase mitigation measures there
will be a neutral short-term impact on air quality from the Proposed Scheme in
relation to construction dust, road traffic impact on local human receptors and
regional air quality, with a negative, slight, short-term impact on local ecological

receptors.

The operational phase does not have bespoke specific mitigation measures in

relation to air quality as the impacts are neutral and long term in relation to local
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9.6.6.4.

9.6.6.5.

human receptors, and regional air quality, while impacts on local ecological receptors
are negative, slight, and long-term. The operational phase of the proposed

development will therefore give rise to a neutral long-term effect.

Climate

In relation to climate following implementation of mitigation measures | consider that
the construction phase will give rise to minor short-term negative impacts. Mitigation
measures and construction practices will serve to minimise these but not alter the

significance of impact in relation to climate.

For the operational phase | note that the proposed development will result in
improving bus, pedestrian, and cycling facilities. The GHGs reductions facilitated
through the reductions in emissions from cars and buses enabled directly by the
Proposed Scheme (and its associated modal shift), equate to the removal of
approximately 2,180 and 3,460 car trips per weekday from the road network in 2028
and 2043 respectively, with the potential for this to increase significantly when traffic
signal optimisation in the indirect study area, and residual uptake in bus capacity is
considered. Accordingly, the operational phase of the proposed development will

have a positive, minor and permanent impact on climate.

Conclusion — Air Quality and Climate

| have considered all of the submissions made in relation to air quality and climate,
as well as the submitted application documentation. | am satisfied that while adverse
impacts will arise at certain times and phases within the scheme that these would be
either sufficiently managed and mitigated by the measures which form part of the
proposed scheme and/or through the provision of suitable conditions. | am,
therefore, satisfied that the Proposed Scheme would not have any unacceptable
significant direct or indirect impacts in terms of air quality and climate and that
ultimately the Proposed Scheme will give rise to positive impacts in relation to
Climate. | am also satisfied that while some cumulative effects may arise from the

Proposed Scheme together with existing and permitted developments, these would
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be avoided, managed, and mitigated by the measures which form part of the
Proposed Scheme and through suitable conditions.

Noise and Vibration

Noise and Vibration is dealt with in Section 9 of the submitted EIAR, it considers
Noise Sensitive Locations (NSLs) as well as vibration sensitive locations (VSLS)
within a study area in a buffer of 300m (for construction) and 1km (for operational
phase) of the Proposed Scheme (as well as along re-distributed traffic routes). The
Bord should note that third-party submissions have raised concerns in relation to
noise and vibration effects arising from the Proposed Scheme both during
construction and operation as being inappropriate and having adverse impacts in
particular on residential amenities at Palmerstown and Chapelizod, as well as the

amenities of the Hermitage Golf Course and Hermitage Clinic.

The key noise and vibration sensitive receptors along the Proposed Scheme include
residential properties within up to 100m, schools, pre-schools and colleges, clinics,

nursing homes, hotels and hospitals.

The submitted EIAR considers the Proposed Scheme in the context of the Tl Noise
Guidelines 2004 (NRA 2004) and 2014 (NRA 2014) — albeit these documents
predominantly relate to roads developments through rural (and therefore lower
noise) areas — as well as BS 5228 — 1:2009+A1:2014, and from these has derived
construction noise thresholds (CNTs) for the Proposed Scheme, given its
urban/suburban location in combination with the projects linear character and
transient nature of the works as they progress. The CNTs established for the
Proposed Scheme are set out in table 9.8 of the EIAR and the established baseline
level is used to categorise and classify the level of impacts arising from noise on
receptors in the study area. The CNTs established within the submitted EIAR range
from 45 to 75 dBLaeq (period). The magnitude of effects is considered to be
significant where it is determined that a major or moderate magnitude of impact
occurs for a duration exceeding 10 or more days in any 15 consecutive days or
nights or in excess of 40 days over any 6 consecutive months. Significance ratings of
noise impacts have been determined by using the baseline noise levels of 70dB

Laeg,12nr and 68dB Laeq,anr for daytime and evening respectively (established from the
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noise surveys carried out on the route) and comparing noise effects from the
Proposed Scheme in the context of any exceedance of the CNTSs.

In relation to vibration, the assessment in the EIAR has established differing
recommended limits for transient (surface construction) vibration in relation to
buildings depending on the soundness of their construction, their use (i.e.,
residential, commercial, industrial), their heritage value or protected status. The
recommended limits range from a Peak Particle Velocity (PPV) of 3mm/s for
vulnerable structures to 50mm/s for reinforced or framed structures, continuous
vibration levels are set at 50% those of the relevant transient levels. Values have
also been assigned to human response criteria to vibration levels noting that higher
levels of vibration are usually tolerated for single events of short-term nature during
construction. Table 9.12 of the EIAR establishes these values where significance of
levels under 0.14mm/s PPV are imperceptible, 20.14 to 0.3 mm/s PPV are
considered imperceptible to not significant, 20.3 to 1mm/s PPV not significant to
slight, 2 1 and <10mm/s PPV — moderate to significant, and 10mm/s PPV and
greater significant to very significant. In terms of the operational phase vibration
levels from road traffic are orders of magnitude below levels that would impact

buildings or structures, and so operational impacts are focused on human response.

In relation to assessing noise and vibration | note that the proposed works are to an
existing transport corridor which will continue to cater for significant traffic volumes
whether the Proposed Scheme goes ahead or not, and accordingly changes in traffic
volumes in the design year and differences between the DM and DS scenarios are
also of consideration. In relation to this issue the EIAR considers that where changes
in traffic noise levels at NSLs along the Proposed Scheme in the short to medium
term (i.e. year of opening plus 15 years) is less than 3dB the impact is not significant
and above this level impacts are deemed to be potentially significant, similarly 3dB is

the threshold for significance for the long term (i.e. design year 2043).

The EIAR has also considered absolute noise levels and the provisions of the Dublin
Agglomeration Noise Action Plan 2018-2023 (NAP), and the ProPG (Planning and
Noise) 2017, both of which define a daytime noise level below 55db(A) as being
low/desirable low, and noise levels above 70dB(A) as high/undesirably high. The
WHO guidelines are also referenced within the EIAR, however, | note that these are

primarily considered to inform national policy decisions and public health orientated
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9.7.6.

9.7.7.

9.7.7.1.

9.7.7.2.

recommendations at a large population level/scale and are not intended to be

applied at a receptor level or individual project basis.

In the interests of clarity | wish to confirm that | am satisfied that the methodologies
set out in the submitted EIAR are appropriate to assess the noise and vibration
impacts arising in relation to the proposed development having regard to the nature

and location of the proposed works.

Overview - Baseline

While confirming road noise as the dominant noise source throughout the route The

noise surveys also provided the following average daytime noise levels:

= N4 Junction 3 to M50 Junction 7, closest NSLs are at Hermitage Gardens,
Hermitage Way and Ballyowen Lane, c. 15-25m from the Proposed Scheme
as well as St. Loman’s Hospital, the Hermitage Medical Clinic, and the
Hermitage Golf Course. Noise surveys returned a dB Lden Of 68-71 for this
area, and noise contour mapping shows the NSLs are between 60dB and 69

Lden.

= M50 Junction 7 to Con Colbert Road, closest NSL’s are residential dwellings
off the R148 at Palmerstown within 25-50m of the edge of the road, and at the
proximate apartments and residential buildings off the Chapelizod bypass and
Chapelizod Hill Road. Other NSLs include the Ballyfermot CDETB training
Centre, St. Dominics College Bellyfermot, and De La Salle National School.
Noise surveys returned a dB Lden Of 58-68 for this area, and noise contour
mapping shows the NSLs range between 55dB and 69 Lden.

= Con Colbert Road to City Centre, closest NSL'’s are residential dwellings north
and south of R148 Con Colbert Road, St. John of God School and Gaelscoil
Inse Chor. Noise surveys returned a dB Lden of 73 for this area, and noise
contour mapping shows the NSLs range between 55 and 69 dB Lden.

| note that the noise surveys for the Proposed Scheme were carried out in July and
August 2020 when the COVID-19 restrictions were in place but minimised (i.e.
schools and non-essential retail had been re-opened and employees permitted to

return to work if working from home was not an option). As monitoring was carried
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9.7.7.3.

9.7.8.

9.7.8.1.

out during COVID travel restrictions the submitted EIAR compares the results of the
dedicated noise survey data with DCC long term noise monitoring and compares
traffic counters between 2019 and 2020, and determined that the noise levels during
the 2020 survey periods are likely to be 0.4 to 1.5 dB lower than the same months in
2019. | consider that this small degree of variance appropriate and acceptable as
baseline noise levels are not used in predicting future traffic noise, or construction
noise but used as a comparator to determine significance of impact. Using the
established baseline survey results therefore represent a conservative approach and
serve to highlight rather than hide the levels of significance of impacts in relation to

noise.

In relation to vibration, attended vibration monitoring was carried out at sample
locations both adjacent to existing bus lanes within Dublin City (so that typical
vibration levels of buses along a mixed-use traffic lane could be measured) and at a
controlled sampling location (so that the specific vibration level of buses could be
determined). The results of these survey’s confirmed that vibration levels associated
with a heavily trafficked urban — suburban road inclusive of a dedicated bus lane
results in negligible vibration levels at the edge of the road in terms of both human
perception and building response, these results are consistent with my subjective

observations during site inspection.

Potential Noise and Vibration Impacts:

Construction Phase.

Any construction project is going to give rise to noise impacts. The EIAR lists the
relevant equipment required to carry out the various construction activities and works
needed to provide the Proposed Scheme (including breakers, excavators, piling
equipment, dump trucks, road planers, etc.) and calculates noise that will be
generated at NSLs in the vicinity of areas where such works are required and
equipment used. As would be typical in urban and suburban construction projects
noise levels are shown to exceed CNTs at noise sensitive locations throughout, with
negative impacts ranging from slight to very significant during both daytime and
evenings in the absence of mitigation along the works areas dependent on the

nature and proximity of the receptor. The Board should note the provisions of table
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9.42 of the EIAR in this regard and that all such impacts will be short-term as they

will arise during the construction period.

9.7.8.2. In relation to vibration from construction activities the submitted documentation
confirms that all works required for the Proposed Scheme (including piling which will
be carried out by using low vibration methods) are an order of magnitude below
limits which could generate any cosmetic or structural damage to structurally sound
or protected/heritage buildings. | therefore consider potential for impacts to arise
from construction vibration to be negative, imperceptible to not significant and
temporary while ground breaking within 10m of occupied residential buildings could
potentially give rise to negative, slight to moderate and temporary impacts.

9.7.8.3. Inrelation to impact from construction traffic all roads within 1km have been
considered and the noise levels from the DM and DS scenarios have been
calculated and compared. For the majority of roads within that study area traffic
noise impacts have been determined to be imperceptible/positive and temporary to
negative — slight to moderate and temporary, due to the negligible to low volume of
additional traffic along the road network. The Old Lucan road was identified as
triggering a potential negative, moderate and temporary impact as the noise level
difference between the DM and DS scenarios was greater than 3dB, in this regard
the Board should note that this is predicted using the worst case scenario under

which multiple work sections are taking place concurrently.

Operational Phase.

9.7.8.4. From modelling the traffic volumes in 2043 are predominantly shown to be lower
than those in 2028, largely due to modal shift into public transport facilitated through
the transport Strategy for the Greater Dublin Area, 2016-2035.

9.7.8.5. Traffic modelling in the EIAR has shown that the route of the Proposed Scheme and
the surrounding road network will experience a direct, positive, short to medium term
to negative, slight short to medium term impact from noise in 2028, as a result of
overall reduced overall traffic volumes. For 2028 no roads within the overall study

areas will experience an increase of 3db or greater with only a small number having

ABP-314942-22 & ABP-314988-22 Inspector’s Report Page 201 of 482



9.7.8.6.

9.7.8.7.

9.7.8.8.

1-2dB increases in noise levels, i.e. minor which are minor changes that would be

just perceptible.

The 2043 design year modelling shows that both the Proposed Scheme and
surrounding road network will experience noise impacts ranging from positive,
imperceptible long-term to negative, not significant to slight, long-term. There are no
roads within the overall study area which will experience significant impacts with the
majority outside the Proposed Scheme predicted to experience noise level changes
less than 1dB (imperceptible) change and a small number predicted to experience 1

to 2 dB (negligible) change.

In terms of vibration levels during the operational phase | note that the monitoring
scenarios carried out indicate that a bus generates 0.1mm/s PPV or less, which is
below the normal range of perceptible human response to vibration. Furthermore,
the route of the Proposed Scheme is already in use as a busy transport corridor.
Accordingly, | consider that the overall impact from vibration during the operational

phase is neutral, not significant and long term.

The relocation and provision of new bus stops at new locations has the potential to
increase noise impacts, particularly where new locations are proximate to NSLs
and/or are at locations which do not benefit from extant screening. The EIAR
identifies two such locations (north of the Liffey Valley shopping Centre [relocation of
existing stop by moving it approximately 150m west] and on the Chapelizod by-pass
on the bridge over Chapelizod Hill Road). At these locations traffic noise is dominant
and will remain so during the operational phase and local design features such as
the existing boundary wall between the N4 and Old Lucan Road and provision of a
retaining wall to the south (at the Liffey Valley location) and retention/replacement of
the existing noise barriers on the Chapelizod bypass will minimise noise impacts. In
this regard | do note a certain degree of ambiguity in relation to the commitment in
the EIAR where it is stated “existing noise barriers along the Chapelizod bypass will
be retained or replaced in proximity to the new bus stop.” In the event of favourable
consideration therefore, | recommend a specific condition requiring the Proposed
Scheme to include a detailed review by a suitably qualified acoustician of noise

barriers within 50m of the start of the entrance and exit slip roads into and out of the
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9.7.8.9.

9.7.8.10.

9.7.9.

9.7.9.1.

new bus stops on the Chapelizod bypass and that these should be redesigned,
replaced and/or retained in accordance with a design to be agreed with the planning
authority, the primary function of which being to optimise noise abatement from the

bus stop while also maintaining the visual amenities of the area.

| note that the EIAR does not consider that the two new bus stops on the Old Lucan
Road in Palmerstown to be new locations proximate to NSLs, in this regard | note
that they are located in close proximity to the village centre, however, both are
located proximate to residential properties located within 10m. At this location | note
that widened footpaths are being provided and that overall traffic speeds will be
minimal due to the carriageway widths and the existing signalised pedestrian
crossing | therefore do not consider that significant adverse effects will arise on
properties in the vicinity from vehicle noise at these bus stops given the
characteristics of the area. Accordingly, | consider that noise impacts arising from
these new bus stop locations will not be significant.

In relation to maintenance works these will be ongoing throughout the 60 year
operational lifespan of the Proposed Scheme and will be similar in nature in terms of
noise impacts required along this transport corridor whether the Proposed Scheme
goes ahead or not. | therefore consider that these impacts will not be significant.

Mitigation Measures

The submitted CEMP (Appendix A5.1 of the EIAR) and section 9.5.1.1 of the EIAR
provides a suite of mitigation measures in relation to noise and vibration for the

construction phase which include the following:

= Contractor being required to put in place the most appropriate noise control
measures dependent on the level of noise reduction required at individual
working areas (based on the construction threshold values for noise and
vibration set out in chapter 9 of the submitted EIAR). Intrusive works within
50m of NSLs will need specific noise control measures in accordance with the

time of occurrence (i.e. daytime/evening).

= Employing the best means practicable to minimise noise from site operations.
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= The least noisy item of plant or equipment available must be selected where

practicable.

= Mobile plant will use acoustic exhausts and canopy’s and operated with

panels closed.

= For percussive tools (like breakers) noise control measures such as mufflers

or sound reducing equipment are to be fitted and any air-line leaks sealed.

=  Where compressors, generators and pumps are located in proximity to NSLs
and have potential to exceed the construction noise thresholds, these will be
surrounded by acoustic lagging or enclosed within acoustic enclosures

providing air ventilation.

= A 2.4m high hoarding will be provided along noise sensitive boundaries and at

a minimum around site compounds.

= Construction activities will generally be between 07.00 and 23.00 hrs on
weekdays and 08.00 to 14.30 on Saturdays, the planning of works outside

these hours will take account of sensitive receptors.

= Construction activities will be scheduled in a manner that reflects the location
of the site and the nature of neighbouring properties and activities scheduled

to avoid significant cumulative noise levels.

= The NTA will establish clear forms of communication that will involve the
appointed contractor and NSLs in proximity to the works so that residents or
building occupants are aware of the duration of activities likely to generate
noise or vibration that are of potentially significance.

= The contractor will carry out noise monitoring during construction at
representative NSLs to evaluate and inform the requirement and/ or

implementation of noise management measures.

= Contractor will carry out vibration monitoring at buildings and structures where
proposed works have the potential to be at or exceed the vibration limit values
established in the EIAR. Vibration from construction activities will be limited to
the values set out in Table 9.11 in Chapter 9 of the EIAR to avoid any form of

potential cosmetic damage to buildings and structures.
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9.7.9.2.

9.7.10.

9.7.10.1.

9.7.10.2.

= Activities capable of generating significant vibration effects with respect to
human response (as per Table 9.12 in the EIAR) will be restricted to daytime

hours only, as far as practicable.

= Appropriate vibration isolation (such as resilient mounts to pumps and
generators) will be applied to plant and equipment, where required and where
feasible.

In relation to the operational phase as the Proposed Scheme is along an established
road transport corridor with limited land use changes and ongoing maintenance by
the relevant local authorities, | consider that significant noise impacts will not arise.
Traffic noise will remain the dominant noise source throughout the Proposed
Scheme and in the vicinity, and impacts will be slight, imperceptible or not significant,

and accordingly additional mitigation is not proposed.

Noise and Vibration Conclusion

As with any construction project of the scale proposed noise impacts will arise in
relation to the Proposed Scheme. | am satisfied that due to the nature of the
proposal that the scale of the proposed construction impacts will be temporary and
transient in nature. During the daytime | am satisfied that significant adverse impacts
will not arise and while night or evening works could give rise to negative significant
impacts, these will be temporary and the requirements and needs of the local
population can be adequately managed to minimise the impacts felt from noise and
vibration. | also note that the during the operational phase that the use of the
transport corridor will be consistent with that already in place (albeit that there will be
carriageway reassignment and priority assigned to public transport with additional
cycling and pedestrian facilities provided) and accordingly | do not consider that

significant adverse impacts will arise.

| have considered all of the submissions made in relation to noise. | am satisfied that
issues raised can be avoided, managed, and mitigated by the measures which form
part of the proposed scheme, the proposed mitigation measures and through
suitable conditions. | am, therefore, satisfied that the Proposed Scheme would not

have any unacceptable direct or indirect impacts in terms of noise. | am also satisfied
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9.8.

9.8.1.

9.8.2.

9.8.3.

that while some cumulative effects may arise from the Proposed Scheme together
with existing and permitted developments, these would be avoided, managed, and
mitigated by the measures which form part of the Proposed Scheme and through

suitable conditions.

Biodiversity

Biodiversity is dealt with in Section 12 of the EIAR which reviews the relevant
legislation, provides details of the baseline ecological environment, and provides a
variable Zone of Influence (ZOI) in relation to specific ecological features/receptors.
The EIAR biodiversity section has been informed by both desk study and field

assessments and surveys.

From the outset | note that the site of the Proposed Scheme constitutes works along
an existing busy transport corridor within a largely urban environment, however,
there are sensitive ecological corridors, features, and species proximate, and within
the development footprint of the works areas. Furthermore, | note that the
importance of the ecological/natural features and amenities within the urban
environment including planting, parks, treelines, gardens, urban trees, and riparian
zones, should not be underestimated in terms of their importance to support local
biodiversity regardless of the urban context.

| have reviewed the various Zones of Influence (Zol - distances over which a likely
significant effect may occur) that have been established in the EIAR in relation to
various environmental receptors/media and consider them to be acceptable and
appropriate having regard to the specific nature of the scheme and the
characteristics of the receptors. The following ZOls are of note in relation to
biodiversity:

= ZOlI for terrestrial habitats is generally the footprint and immediate

environment of the Proposed Scheme.

= ZOI for Air Quality construction phase impacts of 50m from the Proposed
Scheme and 500m from the temporary construction compound. Operational
Air Quality phase ZOI of 200m from routes which have a change in Annual
Average Daily Traffic (ADDT) greater than 1,000.
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The potential ZOlI for aquatic plants, habitats and animals includes all
estuarine, river or bay habitats downstream of the Proposed Scheme, with
that for Atlantic Salmon and Lamprey being limited to waterbodies crossed by,
or drained to, the Proposed Scheme. The critical consideration here being the
hydrological linkages in place and the potential magnitude of discharged
waters and/or potential volumes and type of pollutants.

The ZOI for mammals is species dependent, with otter and badger having a
ZOlI of 150m?*°, bat roosts approximately 200m but can be variable (increased)
and is considered in a case-by-case basis dependent on importance/type of
roost.

The ZOl in relation to birds is considerably more variable. Breeding birds ZOI
is generally restricted to the habitat loss within the footprint of the Proposed
Scheme (such as tree loss and hedgerows), however, indirect impacts on
wintering birds could extend to 300m for general construction, while ex-situ
disturbance impacts from the Scheme could have wider ranging impacts as
many estuarine bird species use inland feeding sites proximate to
works/operational areas with many species being SCls of European
designated sites.

ZOI of amphibian species is generally limited to direct habitat loss or
severance within the scheme boundary or disturbance/displacement in the

immediate area.

9.8.4. The main characteristics of the construction phase of the Proposed Scheme that

have potential for ecological impact are:

Site preparation and clearance.

Removal of existing boundaries, pavements, lighting columns, bus stops, and

signage.
Protection and/or diversion of buried services.

Road widening, pavement reconstruction, and kerb improvements.

35 In line with NRA guidelines (Guidelines for the Crossing of Watercourses during the Construction of National
Road Schemes (NRA 2005) and the Guidelines for the Treatment of Badgers Prior to the Construction of
National Road Schemes (NRA 2005b)
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= Reconfiguration of traffic lanes throughout.

= Reconfiguration of connections to existing drainage infrastructure and
connection of new drainage infrastructure into the existing surface water

drainage network.
= [Installation of new bus stops and junction / roundabout modification.

= Provision of new structures (bridges, retaining walls etc (e.g., replacement
pedestrian and cyclist bridge over the N4 at Ballyowen Road; pedestrian
bridge over the N4 at Liffey Valley Shopping Centre; widening of Chapelizod
Hill Road bridge; and retaining walls along the N4, including at Hermitage Golf
Club, Liffey Valley Shopping Centre and Hermitage Medical Clinic))

= Temporary and permanent land take at a number of areas including.

o Hermitage Golf Club — permanent and temporary land take to allow for

boundary wall removal and relocation, tree removal and replacement.

o The Hermitage Medical Clinic- permanent and temporary land take to

allow for boundary wall removal and relocation.

o Temporary land-take immediately north-east of the N4 Junction 2,
between the Old Lucan Road and the R113 for provision of a

Construction Compound LUla.

o Land take between the N4 National Road and the Old Lucan Road for

provision Construction Compound LU1b at the slip to N4 junction 2.

o Amenity grassland north of the R148 Palmerstown Bypass, on the M50
Junction 7 to Con Colbert Road section of the Proposed Scheme —
permanent land take for the provision Construction Compound LUZ2;

and,

o Liffey Gaels Park, south of Chapelizod Bypass — temporary land take
for the provision Construction Compound LU3.

= Property boundary reinstatement, signage replacement; relocation of and/or

installation of lighting columns; and

= Landscaping and tree planting, and reinstatement of temporary land

acquisitions.
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9.8.5.

9.8.6.

In order to establish the ecological baseline, the applicant carried out a range of

surveys throughout 2018 to 2022, including:
= Habitat surveys: June-August 2018, August 2020.

= Bat Surveys: Surveys consisting of walked transect surveys at two selected
locations (adjacent to Palmerstown Drive and adjacent to the Irish War
Memorial Park) and once at the Hermitage Golf Club. Trees located within the
footprint of the Proposed Scheme were also assessed for their potential to

support roosting bats.

= Other Mammal Surveys: Badger and Otter surveys were carried out as part of
the multidisciplinary walkover surveys undertaken June to August 2018,
August 2020, October 2020 and June 2022 (at the Hermitage Golf Club only).

= Wintering Birds: Desk Study identified one site at Liffey Gales with the
potential for wintering birds which would be subject to direct habitat loss. This
site was surveyed using a “look-see” methodology — February to March 2020,
twice a month from October to 2021 and March 2022, and three additional

surveys froom March and April 2022.

= Amphibian and reptile habitat suitability assessments were carried out from
June to August 2018 and August 2020.

Habitats — Overview

The Proposed Scheme does not overlap with any European Designated sites and
the potential for, and consideration of, impacts on these sites is set out in full in
Section 10 of this report (Appropriate Assessment) further below. There are also a
number of nationally designated sites (pNHAs and NHAs) in the wider area of the
Proposed Scheme (listed in Section 12.4.3.1.2 of the submitted EIAR), some of
which are incorporated within/overlapping SACs/SPAs.

The habitats along and within the footprint of the Proposed Scheme corridor are
relatively typical of its suburban/urban environment, and include hedgerows,
treelines, buildings and artificial surfaces, scrub, flower beds and borders, as well as
amenity grasslands, tilled lands, and improved agricultural grasslands. There are
also aquatic habitats in place along the corridor - depositing lowland river habitat

(associated with the River Liffey, as well as the Camac and River Annfield), and the
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9.8.7.

9.8.7.1.

Liffey adjacent to Heuston Station at the eastern end of the Proposed Scheme is
identified as a Tidal River habitat type, which the Board should note, corresponds
with Annex | habitat Estuaries [1130]. This habitat is proximate to but lies outside of
the boundary of the proposed works, none of the habitats within the footprint of the

Proposed Scheme correspond to Annex | habitats.

Habitats — Potential Impacts and Mitigation

In relation to habitats (including European designated sites, NHAs and pNHAS) there
are a number of potential impacts that can arise from the Proposed Scheme during

the construction and operational phases, which I have listed below.
o Habitat Loss and Fragmentation,
o Habitat degradation arising from hydrological/hydrogeological impacts,
o Habitat degradation due to spread of invasive species,
o Habitat degradation due to adverse impacts on air quality,

o Disturbance and Displacement Impacts on Habitats.

Habitat Loss and Fragmentation:

Habitat loss will arise from the Proposed Scheme primarily from works within the
footprint in the form of permanent land take of edge habitats along the existing roads
network. The works will necessitate the removal of individual trees, hedgerows,
treelines, scrub, flower beds and borders which all contribute to biodiversity. No
Annex | habitats will be subject to loss or fragmentation arising from the Proposed
Scheme. Furthermore, the Board should note that no direct loss of aquatic habitats
will arise as the Proposed Scheme does not cross the River Liffey and only crosses
other watercourses where they are already significantly culverted (e.g. the River
Camac at Heuston Station). There is potential for surface water discharges from the
Proposed Scheme into the Liffey, Annfield and Camac Rivers and so mitigation to

ensure protection of ground water quality is incorporated within the design.

A single inland feeding site which is used by SCI species of SPAs in the wider area
(Liffey Gaels GAA pitch) will be impacted for the duration of the construction period

as this is proposed to be used as a temporary construction compound (as well as for
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the Liffey Valley CBC — which has been previously permitted by the Board). The
surveys and data collected in relation to this site demonstrate that it is not a
significant foraging resource for the light-bellied Brent goose, given the infrequent
recorded use of the site by that species. Similarly, the numbers of black-headed and
herring gulls are not significant having regard to national and international

populations.

In relation to the two raptor species (Peregrine and Merlin) for which Wicklow
Mountains SPA is designated the Proposed Scheme is too far removed from the
SPA to interfere with the foraging ranges of either and thus suitable habitat will not
be affected. The Wicklow Mountains SAC is designated for Otter, however, due to
the separation distances and the Proposed Scheme being located in a different sub-
catchment to the SAC any Otter population in the vicinity of the Proposed Route is
considered to be separate to that of the SAC. The Proposed Scheme will not result
in the permanent direct loss or fragmentation of potential Otter habitat, as works will
be occurring at watercourses where crossings already occur and/or where there is

significant culverting in place (e.g. the River Camac).

While direct habitat loss will occur arising from the Proposed Scheme, no habitats of
international or national importance will be affected (the Board should note that there
are no overlaps with European designated sites, NHAs or pNHAS). Any sensitive
habitats that will be lost are of local importance (higher value - i.e. trees, hedges etc.)
and will have minimal geographic impact beyond the local level). However, |
recognise that the loss of trees and hedgerows could be considered a significant
impact throughout the entirety of the scheme. Trees and hedgerows are subject to
replacement through the provision of additional landscaping as part of the overall
design and as such while localised impacts (through the loss of a mature tree) may
arise, impacts will be mitigated through the replacement planting and landscaping
that is being provided. Where practicable existing sensitive habitats along the route
will be protected and maintained, however, the Proposed Scheme will result in the
permanent loss of 196 individual trees, 16 full groups of trees and 8 partial groups of
trees and one hedgerow is to be removed to facilitate the Proposed Scheme. In
mitigation of this loss the Proposed Scheme includes the provision of 479 trees and
281m of hedgerows. The Scheme also incorporates the provision of 7,979m? of

species rich grassland, 1,373m? of ornamental planting, 2,975m? of native planting

ABP-314942-22 & ABP-314988-22 Inspector’s Report Page 211 of 482



9.8.7.2.

and 14,531m? of amenity grassland planting. As stated previously, | am
recommending alterations to the works along the frontage of the HGC which will
cause a reduction in tree removal and tree replacement, however, this will have a

neutral impact in terms of trees lost and replaced.

| do not consider habitat fragmentation to be of significant concern as the works are
along an existing significant transport corridor which is in place and operational.

Habitat degradation arising from hydrological/hydrogeological impacts:

The Proposed Scheme is hydrologically connected to Dublin Bay, via the Liffey,
River Camac, Liffey Estuary (Upper and Lower) and the various drains and sewers
along its length. The potential release of contaminated surface water runoff,
accidental spillage, or a pollution event discharging to any surface water features in
the Construction Stage has the potential to affect water quality in the receiving
aquatic environment. Such impacts in an unmitigated scenario have the potential to

create adverse impacts at the local and national level.

Such events could degrade the relevant aquatic environment and the range of
species which are reliant on it. The potential adverse impacts that could arise include
those directly on species that inhabit the aquatic environment as well as those that
rely on it (e.g. through availability/abundance of prey species) including those
species which are QIs/SCls of European Designated sites and | therefore consider
such impacts to be potentially significant and negative at the national scale in the

absence of mitigation measures.

The Proposed Scheme incorporates a Surface Water Management Plan (SWMP),
Section 5.4 of the submitted CEMP refers, which provides details for control and
management measures for avoiding, preventing and/or reducing any significant
adverse impacts on the surface water environment during construction. The
measures relate to the storage of materials and waste, sediment control, use of
concrete, management of vehicles (refuelling and wheel wash) as well as monitoring
and include an Environmental Incident Response Plan (EIRP) for construction.

Specific measures are also proposed for:
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= Works close to the Liffey_180 at the entrance to the Hermitage Golf Club
and proximate to the Liffey - bunding of existing surface water drains, and no

proximate refuelling.

= Widening and tree removal at the frontage of Hermitage Golf Club and
Hermitage Clinic - temporary infiltration (cutoff) ditches or silt fences will be
used to prevent silty runoff entering N4 surface water system.

= At construction compounds bunding/silt fencing or both will be used to
ensure silty water does not enter surface water system, manholes will be
sealed, and fuel and other materials will be stored to the rear of the
proposed Lulb compound.

= Throughout sections 1 and 2 of the Proposed Scheme silt fences or
infiltration ditches will be used and refuelling will only occur at locations

greater than 10m from surface water drains.

These are discussed fully in section 9.9 (water) of this report below and in section
12.5.1 of the submitted EIAR. In relation to the operational phase the implementation
of SuDs measures (including bioretention areas and filter drains) throughout the
Proposed Scheme will provide appropriate management of the surface water run-off
from the increase in impermeable area. The Board should also note that drainage
maintenance and management will be undertaken by the relevant Local Authorities

during the operational phase.

Due to the nature, location, and extent of proposed works (/excavations) in
combination with the extant ground conditions (underlying aquifers are associated
with low permeability) | do not consider it likely that there will be impacts arising on
groundwater dependent habitats from impacts on hydrogeology due to the
separation distances involved. However, | do note that there are proposed to be
localised excavations which could result in an unmitigated scenario to a risk of
pollutants entering groundwater and that contaminated ground conditions could arise
and therefore mitigation is required. The relevant mitigation measures are set out in
the CEMP and Section 14 (land, soils, geology and hydrogeology) of the EIAR
(Section 9.10 of this report refers). These predominantly relate to good construction
practice and application of CIRIA guidance control of water pollution from

construction sites. | note that certain excavations may require pumping which could
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give rise to surface water interactions with ground water, however, due to the nature

of the works such interactions will only be negligible.

Habitat degradation due to spread of invasive species.

Four areas of Japanese Knotweed were identified within proximity of the Proposed
Scheme, with records of other non-native invasives in the wider area. The spread of
invasive species have the potential to give rise to significant negative impacts on
sensitive habitats within the ZOI of the Proposed Scheme. An Invasive Species
Management Plan (ISMP - Section 5.3 of the CEMP refers) has been included within
the EIAR, the implementation of which will ensure that invasives are not spread as a
result of the proposed works. The ISMP provides for pre-construction survey and
provides details of how any recorded invasives can be dealt with in the event of any

becoming established at works areas prior to commencement of development.

The Surface Water Management Plan is also relevant in relation to control of

invasive species.

Habitat degradation due to adverse impacts on air quality

Reductions in air quality from the Proposed Works have the potential to adversely
impact on sensitive habitats in the vicinity. Reductions in air quality can arise from
dust emissions during construction which will be mitigated through management of
construction practices and good housekeeping on site (e.g. stockpiling of materials in
compounds, cleaning public roads, vehicle coverings, water misting/spraying and

provision of 2.4m hoardings around compounds and at noise sensitive boundaries).

Impacts on air quality can also arise from vehicle emissions during the construction
and operational phases. As set out above in section 9.6 (Air Quality) of this report |
consider such impacts to be negative, slight, and short term on local ecological
receptors following the implementation of mitigation measures for dust nuisance.
NOx concentrations are predicted to increase slightly at Grand Canal pNHA (Davit
Road) and decrease at Liffey Valley pNHA (Chapelizod Bypass) during construction.
The NO:2 deposition levels will remain below the critical loads for inland and surface
water habitats at the Grand Canal while the levels are at the lower edge of the range
for the Liffey Valley pNHA which decreases following construction, therefore |

consider that significant harmful effects will not arise.
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Disturbance and Displacement Impacts on Habitats.

The potential for impacts on habitats from disturbance and displacement arises from
the impact of the proposed works on the various species that will be affected,
including birds as well as mammals. These are discussed further in detail below in

relation to the relevant species.

Protected Plant Species Potential Impacts and Mitigation

No protected plant species from the Flora Protection Order 2022 were recorded
within the Proposed Scheme. Four such species were recorded (opposite-leaved
pondweed [in the Grand Canal] and hairy violet, betony, and meadow barley, [all at
the Phoenix Park]). | do not consider that direct impacts will arise due to the nature
and location of the proposed works relative to these locations, however, impacts
could arise from habitat degradation due to surface water quality impacts. Such
impacts in the absence of mitigation have the potential to be of national scale
significance. Accordingly, the mitigation measures set out regarding the protection of
surface water, watercourses and drainage interventions will also ensure protection of

rare/protected plant species.

Mammals, Potential Impacts and Mitigation

Bats

In relation to bats where transect surveys took place bats were identified (namely
Leislers bat, Common pipistrelle, Suprano pipstrelle and Myotis bat) and records
confirming that these and another species (Brown Long-Eared bat) are known in the
area. | note that three transect areas were identified and surveyed for bats
(Chapelizod bypass from Chapelizod to Palmerstown, Con Colbert Road at
Islandbridge and along the southern boundary of the Hermitage Golf Club). No bat
roosts were identified along the corridor although trees along the route were
identified as having the potential to support roosting bats. Two beech trees to the
north of the Lucan Retail Park with potential roosting features will not be impacted by
the Proposed Scheme. Five trees with potential for roosting features have been
identified within the temporary land-take area along the frontage of the Hermitage

Golf Club, and which are stated could potentially be lost as a result of the Proposed
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Scheme. Other Potential Roost Features (PRF) have been identified; however, these
are outside the proposed areas of works. Section 12.5.1.4.1 of the EIAR includes
specific provisions to ensure protection of trees with PRFs during construction where
practicable and references further bat mitigation measures (section 12.5.1.4.1.2)
where roost loss or loss of PRFs will arise. Such measures include additional pre-
construction surveys, engagement with the NPWS, handling and release/relocation
of bats if necessary (under licence), installation of 3 bat boxes for any PRF tree
removed 3 months in advance of felling at appropriate locations. | am satisfied that
these measures will ensure that impacts on bat roosts (should they arise) will be
adequately mitigated.

| note that the Proposed Scheme will result in loss of habitats which are important to
bat such as treelines and hedgerow, mitigation for this loss is incorporated into the
scheme through the provision of additional planting including 479 trees and 281m of
hedgerow. The board should note that the number of re-planted trees will be reduced
in the event of my recommendation to reduce the extent of works along the frontage
of the HGC, however, this will be offset through the associated reduction in tree loss.
The loss of bat habitat area is predominantly along planting/hedging adjacent to the
existing transport route and its associated infrastructure (lights footpaths etc.), while
bats at this location will be somewhat habituated to lighting and human activity due
to the presence of the existing transport corridor, | note that additional inappropriate
lighting during the construction or operational phase of the Proposed Scheme, could
give rise to adverse impacts. In this regard the EIAR commits to engaging a suitably
gualified ecologist to work with the appointed contractor in order to ensure lighting at
construction compounds and active works areas proximate to areas with known bat
activity will be designed to minimise light spill, will be cognisant of downward light-
spill into watercourses, and that night time works will also implement suitable
mitigatory lighting solutions (section 12.5.1.4.1.4 of the EIAR refers). Accordingly,
there is, in my opinion, limited potential for the works to result in fragmentation or the
creation of a barrier effect due to the nature, location and context of the works, and
surrounding habitats. | consider that the impact on foraging/commuting bats to be
significant but only at the local level. Generally, works are being carried out at well-lit
urban and peri-urban locations with sufficient artificial lighting provided, it is unlikely

that additional lighting will be required and if it is, the CEMP and mitigation measures
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set out in EIAR provide for the potential of impact from any additional lighting (at
works or compound areas) on bats to be considered and designed to minimise

adverse effects.

During the operational phase | consider that there is the potential for temporary
localised negligible impacts to arise pending the species becoming habituated to the
new boundary features and planting layouts and amended activity levels along the
corridor. Due to the short-term effect of this impact, | do not consider further

mitigation necessary.

Badger

No evidence of badger setts were recorded along the corridor in the original surveys
carried out to inform the submitted EIAR, however, signs of Badger activity were
noted at Hermitage Golf Club and this species are known to be widely distributed
throughout the Greater Dublin Area. A significant number of third-party submissions
and the DAU noted the presence of a Badger Sett at Palmerstown'é proximate to the
proposed LU2 temporary construction compound. The DAU sought additional
surveys at this location. In response to the submissions lodged the applicant carried
out an additional walkover survey of the proposed LU2 construction compound area
in March 2023 which confirmed that there was no evidence of badger within the
proposed development footprint. Notwithstanding this, | consider it appropriate to
specifically include a confirmatory badger survey at the location of the LU2
compound (and in its vicinity) in order to ensure minimal impacts arise and to inform
the provisions of a badger conservation plan should one be necessary. | note that
the EIAR assumes that badger may occur in vegetated areas adjacent to the
proposed scheme. Where the Proposed Scheme does require the removal of habitat
that could be suitable for badger, such works will be localised and proximate to the
existing roads/pathways and as such is along infrastructure which is already in place
and so novel or new barriers or fragmentation will arise. Areas being incorporated
into the transport corridor through localised widening may be suitable for foraging or
commuting badgers but would not be significant for the species. Badgers are
nocturnal and as such lighting could give rise to impacts, however, the Proposed

16 DAU submission noted the badger sett was recorded by a staff member approximately 12 years ago.
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Scheme is along an existing well-lit and busy transport corridor and accordingly any
locally occurring badgers would be habituated to a certain level of lighting and
infrastructure. Additional compound and works activity areas lighting could give rise
to significant local effect on badgers, however, the lighting arrangements at works
areas and compounds will be informed by an ecolo