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Executive Summary 

The Environmental Impact Assessment Report (EIAR) has been reviewed to ascertain whether or not 

it meets the requirements of the relevant Regulations, as required to support the EIA aspects of the 

Confirmation Order process. 

The environmental impacts that are predicted appear to generally be commensurate with impacts 

that would be expected for a typical flood relief scheme of this scale.  However, the assessment of 

some of these impacts is inadequate and does not clearly provide evidence to support an assessment 

by the Minister.  Despite a request for additional information to address these deficiencies the 

application continues not to provide the basis for a robust assessment and decision by the Minister.  

A significant number of unresolved issues remain that consist of a number of significant gaps and 

deficiencies in the EIAR particularly in relation to effects on biodiversity, comparison of environmental 

effects of alternatives,  landscape effects and also in relation to adequacy of mitigation and monitoring 

measures. 

The gaps and deficiencies are summarised hereunder.  Each item is labelled either as a legislative 

compliance issue [ CI ] or as a significant deficiency [ SD ] in the context of the statutory EPA 

Guidelines on the information to be contained in Environmental Impact Assessment Reports (2017, 

EPA). 

Requirement / EIAR section and summary of comments  

Description of alternatives including indication of reasons for the selected option, taking 
account of environmental effects / s2 

CI 

The environmental considerations taken into account during consideration of reasonable 
design alternatives such as the design flood level and the proposed bridges, have not been 
adequately considered. 

 

Biodiversity / s6  

Numerous significant deficiencies and compliance issues are identified and discussed under 
the heading of 6 Biodiversity in the body of this report 

CI 

Water - Hydrology & Geomorphology / s7  

The reliability of proposed mitigation measures to ensure that effects remain below 
acceptable limits is not clear.  This is compounded by a lack of clear and accountable 
procedures regarding approval and transparent implementation of the Construction 
Environmental Management Plan (CEMP).  The deficiencies in this part of the assessment 
lead to corresponding deficiencies in the assessment of effects on aquatic biodiversity in s6. 

SD 

Landscape and Visual / s9  

The assessment provided does not constitute the basis for an assessment by the Minister 
because it lacks a method that is clearly referable to a standardised methodology and does 
not present an objective or reasonable assessment of the impacts of the scheme on the 
landscape of the Town and its environs. 

CI 
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Other topics / various sections of EIAR  

Coverage of other topics in the EIAR is generally considered to be compliant but there are 
some gaps and deficiencies.    These could generally be addressed by means of conditions or 
by request for further information. 

SD 

Description of mitigation measures (features of the scheme envisaged in order to avoid, 
prevent or reduce and, if possible, offset likely significant adverse effects on the 
environment) / addressed in various sections of EIAR 

 

Various mitigation measures are proposed however the adequacy and enforceability of many 
of these measures is poorly established.  Deficiencies in assessment of some effects preclude 
specification of mitigation measures that can be relied upon to be effective. 

SD 

 

These issues, along with others identified in this review, render the EIAR non-compliant with the 

requirements of the legislation.  The EIAR does not constitute the basis of an assessment by the 

Minister that meets the requirements of the EIA Directive. 

Considered together with the issues identified in the review of the Natura Impact Statement, these 

issues mean that the scheme as presented and assessed cannot be granted a consent to proceed. 
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Introduction 

CAAS Ltd have been commissioned by the Department of Public Expenditure and Reform to carry out 

a review of the EIAR and associated documentation on the proposed Flood Relief Scheme for the River 

Slaney (Enniscorthy).   

CAAS have been contracted by the EPA for the preparation of every edition of the statutory guidelines 

on the preparation of EIARs.  Our team has been involved in both preparation of environmental 

assessments and their reviews on behalf of consent authorities since the introduction of the 1985 EIA 

Directive.  Competencies of review team members are provided at the end of this document. 

This review is to inform the Minister for Public Expenditure and Reform in carrying out an 

Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) of the scheme in accordance with the requirements of the 

Arterial Drainage Act 1945 (No. 3 of 1945) as amended by S.I. 472 of 2019, the European Union 

(Environmental Impact Assessment) (Arterial Drainage) Regulations 2019.  These regulations were 

introduced in September 2019 to transpose the requirements of the EIA Directive 2011/92/EU as 

amended by Directive 2014/52/ EU. 

The original EIAR for the scheme is dated November 2019, two months after the introduction of S.I. 

472. There is no mention of S.I. 472 in the EIAR however, it states that it has been prepared in 

compliance with the legislation including the provisions of Directive 2011/92/EU (as amended) and in 

accordance with the requirements of the Guidelines on the information to be contained in 

Environmental Impact Assessment Reports, 2017 (draft), EPA (referred to as the EPA Guidelines 

hereafter).  As compliance with the overarching Directive can be taken to generally ensure compliance 

with the transposing legislation the lack of reference to the newly introduced Regulations is not of 

particular concern. 

This report is nonetheless a review of the EIAR primarily against the requirements of S.I. 472 of 2019.  

It also takes account of requirements of the EIA Directive 2011/92/EU (as amended) and the EPA 

Guidelines, where applicable. 

On foot of the review of the original EIAR by CAAS (dated November 2020) as request for 

supplementary information was issued to the Commissioners.  Supplementary information was issued 

in April 2021.  This included an Addendum to the EIAR and a separate Addendum to the Natura Impact 

Statement (NIS).   

This report sets out, in the following sequence: 

• the information reviewed 

• an overview of the proposed scheme 

• a review of the EIAR and associated documentation 

− This is done in two parts, initially by reference to the specific requirements of the 

Regulations.  The parts of the EIAR and other documents that address each requirement 

are identified and comments are provided on the adequacy of the information in terms 

of compliance with the statutory requirements. 
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− The second part comprises a chapter by chapter review of the EIAR in the context of the 

statutory requirements and guidelines.  This part includes a review of each chapter of 

the original EIAR followed by a review of the supplementary information relevant to 

that chapter and an overall compliance conclusion  

• conclusions 

− Compliance of the EIAR 

− Acceptability of predicted impacts 

− Adequacy of mitigation 

• recommendations to the Minister 

− In the original review these were presented as a list of items which the Minister may 

request from the Commissioners to ensure robust compliance with the applicable 

requirements. 

− In this review, because the scheme and its assessment are found to have uncertain or 

unacceptable environmental effects and because of significant compliance issues in the 

provided environmental assessment documentation, they are presented as reasons for 

refusal of the scheme. 

 

 

This review does not cover the scheme Natura Impact Statement (NIS).  The NIS was submitted as a 

separate document to the EIAR.  It is part of the Appropriate Assessment (Habitats Directive - 

92/43/EEC) process, not part of the Environmental Impact Assessment process.  Accordingly, it is 

reviewed separately. 

This review does not generally address requirements the Floods Directive (2007/60/EC), Water 

Framework Directive (200/60/EC) or any other Directives. 

 

Information made available to CAAS for review 

This information comprised the EIAR and associated documents per the list of reference documents 

which is provided in Appendix I. 
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Scheme overview 

The proposed scheme includes works to improve flow conveyance, and containment measures to 

prevent flooding in Enniscorthy Town. It also includes significant bride works comprising: the removal 

of a road bridge (Seamus Rafter Bridge) in a central part of the Town, construction of a replacement 

road bridge downstream and the construction of a new pedestrian bridge in the town.   

The key elements of the proposed works involve: 

• River dredging of 2.2km 

• River widening (by 7m to 33m) and infilling 

• New compound channel 

• Instream works including flow detectors, instream sediment trap, debris trap 

• Permanent deposition zone 

• Restoration on North Island back channel to cater for minimum 5% of ambient flow including 

additional environmental design features 

• Flood protection walls of increased height in numerous locations 

• Glass-wall flood protection walls approx. total of 500m in length in numerous locations 

• Raising roads/ground levels 

• Underpinning of the Enniscorthy Railway Bridge and Old Bridge 

• Stormwater pumping stations, 14 in total, of varying sizes 

• Access to the river banks including provision of 1 new ramp and modifications to existing steps 

and ramps 

• Removal of existing Seamus Rafter Bridge and construction of a new road bridge located 

approx. 100m downstream and approx. 180m in length and 16.8m wide 

• Traffic management including provision of signalised traffic, re-arrangement of traffic flows, 

provision of footpaths and of a mini roundabout 

• Road bridge drainage 

• New pedestrian bridge  

• Construction, operations and maintenance of the proposed scheme  

In length, the scheme extends over approximately 3.5 km of the River Slaney, of which approximately 

1.5km is upstream of Enniscorthy Bridge and 2km downstream. 
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Review of the Environmental Impact Assessment Report 

Notes on approach taken in review 
The review is provided in three parts.    

 

1. Preliminaries 

The first is a brief tabular review of coverage of screening, scoping and consultation.  These are 

fundamental parts of the EIA process.  The regulations include specific requirements about how these 

are to be addressed in the EIA process.  As they do not set out specific requirements regarding how 

these aspects are to be addressed in an EIAR document, these elements are addressed as a separate 

preliminary group.   

  

2. Review against specific requirements of the Regulations 

The second part examines compliance with the requirements of the Regulations which specifically set 

out the information that is to be included in an EIAR.  The parts of the EIAR and supporting documents 

that address each requirement are identified and comments are provided on the adequacy of the 

information in terms of compliance with the statutory requirements.  This is set out in a tabular format 

which corresponds to the arrangement the requirements in the Regulations. 

 

3. Comments on individual sections of EIAR  

The third part comprises a section-by-section review of the EIAR in the context of both the statutory 

requirements and the EPA Guidelines. 

 

General Note 

This review generally avoids detailed commentary on issues encountered during the review which 

hinder accessibility, and / or may not be in keeping with the EPA Guidelines but are not specific 

compliance issues, for example repetition of material or inclusion of superfluous material. 
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1. Preliminaries 

 

EIA related 
processes 

Key 
documentation1  Comment on original EIAR (dated November 2019) 

Comment following 
review of EIAR 
Addendum (dated April 
2020)2 

Screening S1.5  This material is considered to be generally compliant. - 

Scoping and 
Consultation 

S1.7 and 3.7  

 

This material summarises how the scope of the EIAR was established and how responses from 
authorities were taken into account.  The public consultation process and feedback is also 
summarised.  The extent to which feedback received during these consultations informed the 
evolution of the design and the EIA process is outlined. 

- 

  

 
1 All references are to the EIAR unless stated otherwise 
2 If left blank, the comment is the same as the comment made following review of original EIAR 
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2. Review against specific requirements of the Regulations 
 

Requirements of the Regulations3 Key coverage in Comment on original EIAR Comment following review of EIAR 
Addendum (dated April 2020)4 main EIAR 

document 
appendices / other 
Reports 

(2) An environmental impact 
assessment report shall 
include, at a minimum, the 
following information: 

    

(a) a description of the 
proposed arterial drainage 
works concerned, 
comprising information on 
the site, design, size and 
other relevant features of 
those works 

S4 Description of 
the Proposed 
Scheme 

 

Appendix A2 - 
Construction 
Environmental 
Management Plan 
(CEMP) 

Confirmation 
Drawings and 
Preamble and 
Schedules 

S4 describes the features and design of 
the proposed scheme by reference to 
each major scheme element.  

 

- 

(b) a description of the likely 
significant effects of the 
proposed arterial drainage 
works on the environment 

S5 to S15  Impacts of the proposed scheme are 
outlined in the relevant specialist 
sections. 

A number of deficiencies and gaps exist, 
as described in the reviews of s5 to s15 
below. 

- 

 
3 Arterial Drainage Act 1945 (No. 3 of 1945) as amended (ref. Article 4E of S.I No. 472/2019 – European Union (Environmental Impact Assessment) (Arterial Drainage) 
Regulations 2019) 
4 If left blank, the comment is the same as the comment made following review of original EIAR 
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Requirements of the Regulations3 Key coverage in Comment on original EIAR Comment following review of EIAR 
Addendum (dated April 2020)4 main EIAR 

document 
appendices / other 
Reports 

(c) A description of- 

(i) the features of the 
proposed arterial drainage 
works, if any, and 

(ii) the measures, if any, 
envisaged in order to avoid, 
prevent or reduce and, if 
possible, offset likely 
significant adverse effects 
on the environment 

S4 to S11  Mitigation measures are provided in 
relevant sections of the EIAR and in the 
CEMP. 

The level of commitment and clarity 
regarding these is uneven.  Some 
measures are discussed in the text 
without it being clear if measures are 
suggestions or commitments. 

The likely effectiveness of proposed 
measures is not clarified by proper 
assessment of residual effects. 

Due to remaining issues in the assessment 
of impacts on a number of topics in the 
EIAR, any final conclusion on the 
adequacy of this information to support a 
consent decision would be premature at 
this time. 

(d) a description of the 
reasonable alternatives 
studied by the 
Commissioners, which are 
relevant to the proposed 
arterial drainage works and 
its specific characteristics, 
and an indication of the 
main reasons for the option 
chosen, taking into account 
the effects of the works on 
the environment 

S3.4 
Consideration of 
Alternatives 

s3.5 Scheme 
Design process 

s3.6 Appraisal of 
Technical 
Feasible Options 

Appendix B – Scheme 
Alternatives 
Assessment and 
Bridge Review 

S3 provides a description of a hierarchy of 
alternatives from non-structural strategies 
to specific local interventions.  This 
information is based on material 
presented in an EIS prepared in 2009 for 
an earlier version of the scheme.     

There are a number of deficiencies in this 
information in terms of compliance with 
EIA requirements.  These are discussed 
under item 2 of the Annex IV 
requirements below. 

The information on the consideration of 
alternatives as presented in the EIAR 
including its addendum contains a 
number of significant deficiencies which 
significantly compromise its compliance 
with the requirements of the legislation, 
as clarified by the case law.   

(e) a non-technical summary of 
the information referred to 
in paragraphs (a) to (d) 

 Non-Technical 
Summary 

A Non-Technical Summary is provided 
but, for reasons discussed under other 
headings in this review, does not present 
an accurate or objective summary of the 
likely significant impacts of the scheme. 

Due to remaining issues in the assessment 
of impacts on a number of topics in the 
EIAR, any final conclusion on the 
adequacy of the Non-Technical Summary 
to support a consent decision would be 
premature at this time. 



EIAR Review – River Slaney (Enniscorthy) Drainage Scheme 30/11/21 

 

by CAAS Ltd for the Dept. of Public Expenditure and Reform 10 

Requirements of the Regulations3 Key coverage in Comment on original EIAR Comment following review of EIAR 
Addendum (dated April 2020)4 main EIAR 

document 
appendices / other 
Reports 

(f) any additional information 
specified in Annex IV to the 
directive relevant to the 
specific characteristics of 
the proposed arterial 
drainage works and to the 
environmental features 
likely to be affected 

all sections of 
EIAR  

Appendices to EIAR 

Confirmation 
Drawings and 
Schedules 

Annex IV to the Directive contains a 
detailed list of information which is 
required to be contained in an EIAR. 

Compliance with this requirement is 
reviewed in detail by reference to each 
category of information specified in Annex 
IV (see below). 

- 

(3) Where the Minister issues 
an opinion under section 4F 
[a scoping opinion], the 
environmental impact 
assessment report for the 
drainage works concerned 
shall be based on that 
opinion, and include the 
information that may 
reasonably be required for 
reaching a reasoned 
conclusion on the 
significant effects of the 
project on the 
environment, taking into 
account current knowledge 
and methods of 
assessment. 

S2.8 
Consultation 

Appendices 2B and 
2H Scoping 
Document Responses 

Public Exhibition – 
Report on 
Observations 

The EIAR was prepared by consultants for 
the Office of Public Works on behalf of 
the Minister.  No formal scoping opinion 
was obtained from the Minister.  The 
preparation of the EIAR predated the 
Regulations which contain section 4F. 

Consultation with other Government 
Departments, bodies and the public is 
documented in s3.7. of the EIAR. The 
extent to which the consultation informed 
the scope of the EIAR is reviewed briefly 
under the heading of Preliminaries above 
and in more detail in the review of s3 
below. 

- 
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Requirements of the Regulations3 Key coverage in Comment on original EIAR Comment following review of EIAR 
Addendum (dated April 2020)4 main EIAR 

document 
appendices / other 
Reports 

(4) The Commissioners shall, in 
preparing the 
environmental impact 
assessment report, take 
into account the available 
results of other relevant 
assessments under the law 
of the State, the European 
Union or Member States 
with a view to avoiding 
duplication of assessments. 

 Natura Impact 
Statement 

A Natura Impact Statement (NIS) has been 
prepared pursuant to the requirements of 
Article 6(3) of the Habitats Directive.  A 
separate review of the NIS has been 
carried out by CAAS for the DPER.  The 
findings of that review are presented in a 
separate report. 

- 

(5) The Commissioners shall 
ensure that an 
environmental impact 
assessment report is 
prepared on their behalf by 
competent experts. 

S1.7.3 
Statement of 
Qualifications 

 The information presented provides 
information on provides the names, 
principal qualifications and company 
names for the personnel who prepared 
the EIAR.  Their inputs are listed in Table 
1.3.  No details of their experience or 
other relevant credentials are provided.  
This fails to facilitate an assessment of 
their competency, and does not meet the 
requirement of the EPA Guidelines (ref 
s2.5). 

The addendum presents information on 
the lead and key support personnel who 
contributed to the EIAR.  The information 
generally covers their qualifications, 
experience and other relevant credentials 
and demonstrates that they are 
sufficiently sufficient competent in their 
respective fields. 

 

Annex IV of Directive – as referred to in article 2(f) of the Regulations (see above)  

1 Description of the project, 
including in particular: 

(a) a description of the 
location of the project; 

(b) a description of the 
physical characteristics of 

S4 Description of 
the Proposed 
Scheme 

Appendix A2 
Construction 
Environmental 
Management Plan 
(CEMP) 

S4 describes the features and design of 
the proposed scheme by reference to 
each major scheme element.  

The CEMP describes the proposed 
construction of the scheme by describing 
each of the main works elements.   

Requirements for updated versions of the 
CEMP and commitments to monitoring, 
reporting, communication and 
consultation during construction are not 
sufficiently defined to ensure protection 
of the environment and transparency.   
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Requirements of the Regulations3 Key coverage in Comment on original EIAR Comment following review of EIAR 
Addendum (dated April 2020)4 main EIAR 

document 
appendices / other 
Reports 

the whole project, 
including, where relevant, 
requisite demolition works, 
and the land-use 
requirements during the 
construction and 
operational phases; 

(c) a description of the 
main characteristics of the 
operational phase of the 
project (in particular any 
production process), for 
instance, energy demand 
and energy used, nature 
and quantity of the 
materials and natural 
resources (including water, 
land, soil and biodiversity) 
used; 

(d) an estimate, by type and 
quantity, of expected 
residues and emissions 
(such as water, air, soil and 
subsoil pollution, noise, 
vibration, light, heat, 
radiation) and quantities 
and types of waste 
produced during the 
construction and operation 
phases. 

Confirmation 
Drawings  

Preamble and 
Schedules 

There are significant gaps in the 
information presented including 
information on contractors’ compounds 
and realistic work timelines which show 
that seasonal restrictions have been taken 
into account in a realistic manner. 

Information presented in s4.5.7 Operation 
and Maintenance of the Proposed Scheme 
is limited to four paragraphs.  It does not 
clearly describe maintenance 
requirements.  It is noted that references 
to maintenance proposals in other parts 
of the EIAR are often inconsistent with 
this information, indicating a lack of 
clarity within the team that produced the 
EIAR.  

All significant scheme details including 
maintenance and construction works 
need to be fully assessed by the EIA 
process.  Adequate details of both need to 
be included in the EIAR to facilitate 
assessment.  

(Also see review of s3 below.) 

A significant lack of clarity remains 
regarding: the procedure for post-consent 
approval of the CEMP and of CEMPs for 
different phases of the construction work; 
and the frequency and scope and 
accessibility of construction stage 
environmental reports and compliance 
audits.   
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Requirements of the Regulations3 Key coverage in Comment on original EIAR Comment following review of EIAR 
Addendum (dated April 2020)4 main EIAR 

document 
appendices / other 
Reports 

2. A description of the 
reasonable alternatives (for 
example in terms of project 
design, technology, 
location, size and scale) 
studied by the developer, 
which are relevant to the 
proposed project and its 
specific characteristics, and 
an indication of the main 
reasons for selecting the 
chosen option, including a 
comparison of the 
environmental effects. 

S3.4 
Consideration of 
Alternatives 

s3.5 Scheme 
Design process 

s3.6 Appraisal of 
Technical 
Feasible Options 

Appendix B – Scheme 
Alternatives 
Assessment and 
Bridge Review 

S2 describes a hierarchy of alternatives 
from non-structural strategies to specific 
local interventions.  This information is 
based on material presented in an EIS 
prepared in 2009 for an earlier version of 
the scheme.    The information shows the 
extent and manner in which 
environmental considerations were taken 
into account during consideration of 
alternatives.   

There are a number of deficiencies in this 
information in terms of compliance with 
EIA requirements.  These are discussed 
under item 2 of the Annex IV 
requirements below. 

The information on the consideration of 
alternatives as presented in this chapter 
of the EIAR including its addendum 
contains a number of significant 
deficiencies which significantly 
compromise its compliance with the 
requirements of the legislation, as 
clarified by the case law.   

3. A description of the 
relevant aspects of the 
current state of the 
environment (baseline 
scenario) and an outline of 
the likely evolution thereof 
without implementation of 
the project as far as natural 
changes from the baseline 
scenario can be assessed 
with reasonable effort on 
the basis of the availability 
of environmental 
information and scientific 
knowledge. 

S5-s14 Appendices C-H There are significant deficiencies and gaps 
in parts of the baseline biodiversity 
information.  There are described in detail 
in the review of s6 below. 

- 
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Requirements of the Regulations3 Key coverage in Comment on original EIAR Comment following review of EIAR 
Addendum (dated April 2020)4 main EIAR 

document 
appendices / other 
Reports 

4. A description of the factors 
specified in Article 3(1) 
likely to be significantly 
affected by the project: 
population, human health, 
biodiversity (for example 
fauna and flora), land (for 
example land take), soil (for 
example organic matter, 
erosion, compaction, 
sealing), water (for example 
hydromorphological 
changes, quantity and 
quality), air, climate (for 
example greenhouse gas 
emissions, impacts relevant 
to adaptation), material 
assets, cultural heritage,   
including architectural and 
archaeological aspects, and 
landscape. 

S5-s14 Appendices C-H This material is considered to be generally 
compliant however there are significant 
deficiencies and gaps in parts of the 
biodiversity information.  There are 
described in detail in the review of s6 
below. 

- 

5. A description of the likely 
significant effects of the 
project on the environment 
resulting from, inter alia: 

(a) the construction and 
existence of the project, 
including, where relevant, 
demolition works; 

(b) the use of natural 
resources, in particular 

S5-s15  Impacts on all relevant factors are 
assessed in the specialist sections of the 
EIAR.   

However, the assessment of impacts due 
to some aspects of the works, and on 
some topics, is incomplete. 

See reviews of specialist sections 4 to 15 
below for detailed comments on 
assessment of impacts. 

- 
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Requirements of the Regulations3 Key coverage in Comment on original EIAR Comment following review of EIAR 
Addendum (dated April 2020)4 main EIAR 

document 
appendices / other 
Reports 

land, soil, water and 
biodiversity, considering as 
far as possible the 
sustainable availability of 
these resources; 

(c) the emission of 
pollutants, noise, vibration, 
light, heat and radiation, 
the creation of nuisances, 
and the disposal and 
recovery of waste; 

(d) the risks to human 
health, cultural heritage or 
the environment (for 
example due to accidents 
or disasters); 

(e) the cumulation of 
effects with other existing 
and/or approved projects, 
taking into account any 
existing environmental 
problems relating to areas 
of particular environmental 
importance likely to be 
affected or the use of 
natural resources; 

(f) the impact of the project 
on climate (for example the 
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Requirements of the Regulations3 Key coverage in Comment on original EIAR Comment following review of EIAR 
Addendum (dated April 2020)4 main EIAR 

document 
appendices / other 
Reports 

nature and magnitude of 
greenhouse 

gas emissions) and the 
vulnerability of the project 
to climate change; 

(g) the technologies and 
the substances used. 

The description of the likely 
significant effects on the 
factors specified in Article 
3(1) should 

cover the direct effects and 
any indirect, secondary, 
cumulative, transboundary, 
short-term, 

medium-term and long-
term, permanent and 
temporary, positive and 
negative effects of the  
project. This description 
should take into account 
the environmental 
protection objectives 
established at Union or 
Member State level which 
are relevant to the project. 
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Requirements of the Regulations3 Key coverage in Comment on original EIAR Comment following review of EIAR 
Addendum (dated April 2020)4 main EIAR 

document 
appendices / other 
Reports 

6. A description of the 
forecasting methods or 
evidence, used to identify 
and assess the significant 
effects on the environment, 
including details of 
difficulties (for example 
technical deficiencies or 
lack of knowledge) 
encountered compiling the 
required information and 
the main uncertainties 
involved. 

S5-15  See comments in relation to item 5 above. - 
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Requirements of the Regulations3 Key coverage in Comment on original EIAR Comment following review of EIAR 
Addendum (dated April 2020)4 main EIAR 

document 
appendices / other 
Reports 

7. A description of the 
measures envisaged to 
avoid, prevent, reduce or, if 
possible, offset any 
identified significant 
adverse effects on the 
environment and, where 
appropriate, of any 
proposed monitoring 
arrangements (for example 
the preparation of a post-
project analysis). 

That description should 
explain the extent, to which 
significant adverse effects 
on the environment are 
avoided, prevented, 
reduced or offset, and 
should cover both the 
construction and 
operational phases. 

S4-s11  Design features to avoid impacts and 
measures to mitigate impacts are 
generally discussed in each of the 
specialist sections of the EIAR.   

The adequacy of many of these measures, 
and the clarity of how they will be 
implemented is uneven.  The assessments 
of residual impacts do not clearly 
establish the effectiveness of these 
measures. 

- 

8. A description of the 
expected significant 
adverse effects of the 
project on the environment 
deriving from the 
vulnerability of the project 
to risks of major accidents 
and/or disasters which are 
relevant to the project 
concerned. Relevant 
information available and 

none Appendix A2 s 3.8 
Emergency Planning 
and Incident 
Response 

Copies of Wexford County Council (WCC) 

Flood Plan 2018 and of the Major 

Emergency Plan prepared in accordance 
with the Governments Major Emergency 
Management Framework, 2016, are 
provided but no specific assessment of 
the proposed construction plan for the 
subject scheme is included.  There is no 
information provided on flood 

An Emergency Incident Response Plan is 
discussed in section 6 of the revised CEMP 
which is Appended to the EIAR 
Addendum.  This sets out at a high level 
what will be included in such a plan.  The 
preparation of the plan is left to be done 
post-consent by the appointed contractor. 

The EIAR including its Addendum does not 
provide any assessment of risks to the 
environment in event of flooding of the 
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Requirements of the Regulations3 Key coverage in Comment on original EIAR Comment following review of EIAR 
Addendum (dated April 2020)4 main EIAR 

document 
appendices / other 
Reports 

obtained through risk 
assessments pursuant to 
Union legislation such as 
Directive 2012/18/EU of 
the European Parliament 
and of the Council or 
Council Directive 
2009/71/Euratom or 
relevant assessments 
carried out pursuant to 
national legislation may be 
used for this purpose 
provided that the 
requirements of this 
Directive are met. Where 
appropriate, this 
description should include 
measures envisaged to 
prevent or mitigate the 
significant adverse effects 
of such events on the 
environment and details of 
the preparedness for and 
proposed response to such 
emergencies. 

preparedness of construction compounds 
or working areas.   

It is stated in s3.8 of the CEMP that: 

‘In the event of an environmental 
emergency, a procedure for Environmental 
Emergency Preparedness and Response 
will be implemented by the Contractor in 
order to contain environmental impacts.  

An environmental emergency at the site 
may include; 

• Discovery of a fire within the site 
boundary; 

• Flooding; 

• Uncontained spillage/leakage/loss 
of containment; and 

• Discharge concentration of 
potential pollutants in excess of 
an environmental trigger level.’ 

No assessment of risks to the 
environment due to flooding of 
construction compounds or working areas 
has been provided and no information has 
been provided that would enable such an 
assessment to be prepared.  

The use of the word may demonstrates 
the lack of attention to this important 
compliance requirement. 

There is no assessment of any risks 
associated with flood events that may 
exceed the 1 in 100 year design level, such 

construction compounds or working areas 
to clearly address the requirement of 
Annex IV.8.   

There is no assessment of risks arising 
from a flood event that exceeds the 100 
year return period event that the scheme 
is designed for. 
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Requirements of the Regulations3 Key coverage in Comment on original EIAR Comment following review of EIAR 
Addendum (dated April 2020)4 main EIAR 

document 
appendices / other 
Reports 

as potential changes to risks to properties 
or to the environment arising from floods 
that may overtop defences in such an 
event. 

9. A non-technical summary 
of the information provided 
under points 1 to 8. 

Non-Technical 
Summary 

 A non-technical summary has been 
provided however, due largely to 
deficiencies in the assessments in the 
EIAR document, it does not present an 
accurate or objective summary of the 
likely significant impacts of the scheme. 

- 

10. A reference list detailing 
the sources used for the 
descriptions and 
assessments included in the 
report. 

various   A list of source references has been 
provided in s16 of the EIAR.   

- 
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3. Comments on individual sections of the EIAR  
General comments are provided on all sections (or chapters) of the EIAR.  Detailed comments are 

provided where there are specific issues to highlight, as relevant in the context of this review.   

The commentary on each section commences with the review of the original EIAR (dated November 

2019).  This commentary is the same as was included in the November 2020 CAAS review document.  

Where supplementary information in relation to a section has been included in the EIAR addendum 

(dated April 2021), then commentary on that is provided after the commentary on the original EIAR 

section.  The conclusions take account of the supplementary information. 

 

1 Introduction 

Original EIAR Review 

This section provides an overview of the scheme and of previous studies which led to the design of 

the subject scheme.  It outlines the applicable legislation at time of the preparation of the EIAR.  

S1.7.1 sets out the structure of the EIAR 

S1.7.3 provides the names of companies, personnel responsible for completion of the EIAR.  Their 

inputs are listed in Table 1.3.  Their principal qualifications are provided however, no details of their 

experience or any other relevant credentials are provided.  This fails to facilitate an assessment of 

their competency, and does not meet the requirement of the EPA Guidelines (ref s2.5).  This 

deficiency fails to facilitate an assessment of their competency, and does not meet the requirement 

of the EPA Guidelines (ref s2.5). A recommendation is provided at the end of this report in relation 

to this gap. 

Supplementary information requested in relation to Chapter 1 

‘In addition to the qualifications provided for the personnel who provided significant inputs to the 

EIAR, details of their experience and any other relevant credentials.’ 

Review of Addendum to Chapter 1 

The addendum presents information on the lead and key support personnel who contributed to the 

EIAR.  The information generally covers their qualifications, experience and other relevant 

credentials and demonstrates that they are sufficiently sufficient competent in their respective 

fields. 

EIA compliance conclusion on Chapter 1 

The information as presented in this chapter of the EIAR including the addendum is considered, as a 

whole, to be generally compliant with the requirements regarding the information to be contained 

in an EIAR. 

 

2 EIA Methodology 

Original EIAR Review 

The methodology, as outlined in this section, indicates that the authors have a good understanding 

of the relevant requirements. 
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EIA compliance conclusion on Chapter 2 

The information as presented in this chapter of the EIAR is considered, as a whole, to be generally 

compliant. 

 

3 Project Development and Consultation 

Original EIAR Review 

This section starts with an overview of the history of flooding in Enniscorthy and the planning and 

policy context.  S3.4 Consideration of Alternatives presents a review of alternatives examined and 

includes information on how environmental effects were taken into account.  There are some gaps 

and weaknesses in this consideration as discussed below. 

3.5.2 Alternatives Considered starts by stating that the OPW design standard is for a 1 in 100 year flood 

event.  It is not stated why consideration of protection for this level of event only is considered 

adequate.  There is no consideration of protection against bigger or smaller flood events. 

Eleven different non-structural and structural engineering measures are set out and individually 

discussed.  The reasons given for not pursuing some of these measures are not well explained.  For 

example, relocation of properties and/or infrastructure is dismissed as being extremely costly 

financially, though, and would also incur additional environmental and social costs, such as impact to 

habitat from new construction. There is no comparison of costs or of likely environmental impacts of 

such a measure compared to other options or in the context of the scheme’s cost/benefit analysis. 

Following the discussion of the eleven potential measures, three different combinations of measures 

are further assessed against a ‘do nothing’ option.  These are Option B Flood Walls (Demountable), 

Option C Flood Walls, Local Alleviation Measures and Limited Dredging and Option D Flood Walls, 

Local Alleviation Measures and Dredging.  While these encompass various combinations of most of 

the potential measures it is not clear why some of the potential measures such as relocation of 

properties and/or infrastructure or their reconstruction at higher levels have not been included in 

any of the options taken forward and compared in terms of their environmental effects. 

The comparison of environmental effects of the scheme, apart from the proposed road bridge, is 

taken from a study carried out in 2009 by a previous study team.  While it does provide a 

comparison of environmental effects (as required) the bases of many of the impact predictions are 

not clear.  These include effects on habitats and species protected by the Habitats Directive such as 

the Freshwater Pearl Mussel.  The comparison presented in Table 3.2 predicts that all options will 

have a neutral impact on this species, which is not borne out by the findings of the assessment as 

presented in the s6 of the EIAR or in the NIS.  It also predicts that options B and D will have positive 

impacts on fisheries and on aquatic habitats.  Again, this is not consistent with the findings of the 

assessment. 

Options for the proposed new road bridge were considered, by another previous team, in 2015 and 

a report on this is included in Appendix B.  This shows how environmental impacts were generally 

taken into account. It does not however show that impacts on the woodland areas have been given 

due consideration. This is a significant omission in the context of the alluvial woodland (an Annex I 
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protected habitat under the Habitats Directive) and oak woodland on the Eastern side of the river at 

the bridge location. 

It is reported in s3.6.5.2 of the EIAR that six options were considered for the proposed new 

pedestrian footbridge and that these were evaluated against a range of criteria including Aesthetics 

and Environment.  However, no information is included in the EIAR to indicate how environmental 

criteria were taken into account in selection of the chosen option.  Given, inter alia, the prominent 

location and high visibility of the bridge, this is significant omission.   

The extent to which the consideration of alternatives has taken account of environmental 

considerations is not clear.  This applies to all levels in the hierarchy of alternatives from catchment 

level down to alternatives to specific interventions. 

Given the significant effects that a scheme of this nature is likely to cause, the deficiencies and gaps 

in the examination of alternatives are significant shortcomings and compromise compliance with EIA 

requirements. 

Recommendations provided in relation to the issues identified in the review of s3 were included in 

the request for further information as issued to the Commissioners. 

Supplementary information requested in relation to Chapter 3 

Clearly show how environmental considerations were taken account of during all 

hierarchical stages of consideration of alternatives including, but not limited to, the selection of 

the design flood return period and the alternative pedestrian bridge design options. The 

information provided should include a comparison of the environmental effects of alternatives at 

each hierarchical level. 

 

Review and update the information on environmental considerations that influenced 

the consideration of alternatives to show that it has taken account of, and is consistent with, the 

findings of all assessment work that has been undertaken since 2009. 

Review of Addendum to Chapter 3 

The regulations require an EIAR to contain a description of the reasonable alternatives studied by the 

Commissioners, which are relevant to the proposed arterial drainage works and its specific 

characteristics, and an indication of the main reasons for the option chosen, taking into account the 

effects of the works on the environment.  In relation to the requested information on consideration 

of different flood return periods, the addendum states Alternative design flood return periods were 

not considered as OPW wish to promote schemes with a uniform standard of protection across 

Ireland.   

The addendum states The Office of Public Works (OPW) Report, Enniscorthy Flood Relief Feasibility 

Study (2425/RP/003/A, 2015), sets out the need for the Scheme and confirms that the design 

standard required is the 100-year flood.  A copy of this report has not been provided.  A search for it 

online was unsuccessful.  It is noted that it predates the current requirement of the EIA Directive 

regarding alternatives which was introduced to the Arterial Drainage Act by amendment in 2019.  As 

this document is not provided it is unknown if it does contain any assessment of alternative design 

flood return periods.  In any event, because it is not available it does not support the current EIAR. 
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It was found during this review that a Strategic Environmental Assessment of the Slaney & Wexford 

Harbour Catchment Flood Risk Management Plan (CFRAM) was published by the OPW on 2018.  This 

document is available online5 however it does not appear to contain any assessment of alternative 

design flood return periods and there is no information provided in the EIAR or in the addendum to 

show that it does so. 

The omission of any material that may be relevant to the required description and comparison of 

environmental effects of reasonable alternatives from the EIAR including the 2021 addendum is 

considered to be a significant omission. 

The information provided in the addendum in relation to the reasons for exclusion of various non-

structural and structural engineering measures during consideration options at different stages is 

largely limited to repetition of information contained in the 2019 EIAR.   

No significant supplementary information has been provided on comparison of environmental 

effects.  Like in the EIAR, the response relies on information provided in the 2009 EIS which was 

prepared at an earlier stage in the development of the scheme design and in a different regulatory 

context, long before the requirements introduced by amendment of the Arterial Drainage Act in 

2019.  Given the likely significant effects of the selected scheme design, this is considered to be a 

significant deficiency. 

The supplementary information provides no information regarding comparison of environmental 

effects of options for the new road bridge particularly effects on alluvial woodland (an Annex I 

protected habitat under the Habitats Directive).  This is considered to be a significant deficiency. 

The further information provided on the consideration of options for the proposed new pedestrian 

footbridge (Appendix B Bridge Option Report, 2017) considers a range of criteria, a small number of 

which are environmental, primarily Aesthetics and Environment/Carbon Footprint.  Disruption to the 

Public and Accessibility are included too and are also presented as environmental criteria.  It is not 

stated what factors are covered by the environmental heading.  There is no clear consideration of 

impacts on biodiversity, cultural heritage or of construction impacts.  The basis for scoring and the 

justification of weighting of the environment / carbon footprint criterion used in the analysis relative 

to the others is unclear as is the calculation of the overall weighted ranking scores.  The reasons 

given for selection of the chosen option appear to be largely based on the carbon footprint criterion 

despite the higher rating of other options under other headings, particularly of option S3 Box Girder 

with Abutment Tapers which would arguably have a significantly lower visual impact, a consideration 

which might be considered to merit a higher weighting due to the prominence of this structure in 

this high profile setting in a historic context.  It is notable that this material was prepared before the 

introduction of the changes regarding information on alternatives as introduced by the 2019 

Regulations.  The clarity of the rationale and the transparency of the scoring used in consideration of 

alternative designs for this bridge is considered to be a significant deficiency. 

EIA compliance conclusion on Chapter 3 

 
5 https://s3-eu-west-
1.amazonaws.com/docs.floodinfo.opw/floodinfo_docs/SouthEastern_CFRAM/UOMs11_12_13/10_SEAStatem
ent/SEAS_Final2018_RiverBasin_12.pdf  

https://s3-eu-west-1.amazonaws.com/docs.floodinfo.opw/floodinfo_docs/SouthEastern_CFRAM/UOMs11_12_13/10_SEAStatement/SEAS_Final2018_RiverBasin_12.pdf
https://s3-eu-west-1.amazonaws.com/docs.floodinfo.opw/floodinfo_docs/SouthEastern_CFRAM/UOMs11_12_13/10_SEAStatement/SEAS_Final2018_RiverBasin_12.pdf
https://s3-eu-west-1.amazonaws.com/docs.floodinfo.opw/floodinfo_docs/SouthEastern_CFRAM/UOMs11_12_13/10_SEAStatement/SEAS_Final2018_RiverBasin_12.pdf
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There is significant case law on the information required to be provided in relation to alternatives in 

EIA, particularly CJEU Case C-461/17 Holohan v An Bord Pleanála.  This case held that, inter alia, the 

developer was required to supply information in relation to the environmental impact both of the 

proposed project and of all the main alternatives studied by the developer (including 

any such alternative that had been rejected at an early stage), together with the reasons for his 

choice taking into account of the environmental effects.   

Where a project is likely to cause significant environmental effects, as in this case, then it is 

reasonable to expect that the reasons given for selection of the proposed design of key features 

should provide a clear comparative analysis of those effects.     The relevant information should be 

presented in a format and level of detail that meets the current requirements including the 

European Union (Environmental Impact Assessment) (Arterial Drainage) Regulations 2019 and takes 

due account of relevant case law.   

The information on the consideration of alternatives as presented in this chapter of the EIAR 

including its addendum is considered to contain a number of significant deficiencies which 

significantly compromise its compliance with the requirements of the legislation, as clarified by the 

case law.   

Reason for refusal 

The Commissioners have not clearly shown how effects on the environment were taken into account 

in their reasons for selection of the chosen options at various stages during the development of the 

scheme design.  This applies to different stages in the development of the design including the 

design flood return period, reasons for exclusion of various non-structural and structural engineering 

measures and design options for road and pedestrian bridges. 

 

4 Description of the Proposed Scheme 

Original EIAR Review 

It is understood that for a scheme of this nature, all details may not have been fully established prior 

to consent stage.  It is nonetheless important that for characteristics which are likely to give rise to 

significant environmental impacts, these elements should generally be described in sufficient detail 

to enable assessment of the worst-case effects so that the outermost envelope of environmental 

effects can be established prior to the issuing of any confirmation order.   

This section provides a description of the proposed works including the construction stage.  The 

information presented is generally considered to be adequate and to provide a good understanding 

of the main elements of the project.  There are however some significant deficiencies and gaps as 

described in the following paragraphs. 

Appendix 2 contains a Construction Environmental Management Plan (CEMP) which indicates how 

the scheme is proposed to be constructed and describes associated environmental controls.  The 

CEMP indicates (on Figure 2) a single potential working compound location on the right bank at the 

upstream end of the scheme.  It is not explained how construction of the entire scheme can be 

carried out from a single compound, including works which will require access from alternate banks 

over a distance of 3.5 km and noting that these works include for significant structural works 
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including construction of a major new road bridge downstream of the Town.  Some mitigation 

measures in relation to the location of the compound are given including, in s3.4 of the CEMP, that it 

will be 50m+ from the River Slaney and outside sensitive ecological habitat or floodplain.  This is 

contradicted in s3.7.11 of the CEMP which states that the setback from the River Slaney will be just 

20m.   It is unclear if there are suitable alternative locations which will be environmentally 

acceptable.   

It is stated that in stream works will be limited to Q3 and Q4 over a period of two years, i.e. starting 

at beginning of July.  It is stated elsewhere in the EIAR that the in stream works period will be four 

months and elsewhere that these works will commence in June which is in Q2 and will not extend 

beyond the end of September.  On this basis the resulting potential permissible period is 

approximately three months (see review of the biodiversity section below for more on this).  In the 

NIS (s6.2.1.2) it is noted that works in each side of the river channel will last two months.  The 

feasibility of installation of sheet piled dams, creation of the proposed dry works areas and carrying 

out all of the proposed work during this short window while complying with environmental 

mitigation measures including rescue of protected species during pumping of impounded areas and 

gradual removal of dams post use to avoid siltation effects is uncertain. 

The CEMP contains no details of reporting procedures to ensure transparency in confirmation of 

compliance with environmental controls during construction. 

There is a lack of clarity around the procedures and other requirements concerning preparation and 

approval of the detailed CEMP.  For example, in s4.5.1 it appears to be suggested that this key task 

will be left to the contractor.  While it is acceptable to defer the detailed CEMP until after 

confirmation order stage, for a scheme of this nature the detailed CEMP must be subject to formal 

approval by the relevant authority or authorities.  This is essential to ensure that the construction 

plans implement the environmental controls contained in the EIAR and that any deviations do not 

exceed the envelope of environmental effects permitted at consent stage. 

The information on scheme maintenance is limited to four paragraphs which are contained in 

s4.5.7.2.  This states that maintenance will be limited to removal of gravel from the gravel trap which 

is proposed to be located at the left bank at the upstream end of the scheme area and this will be 

done when the gravels are exposed during low water.  It is stated that there will be no need for ‘wet 

dredging’ of the river bed.   

Information on other integral maintenance requirements including potential wet dredging and bank 

maintenance is not clear.    It is stated that ‘maintenance will be carried out in accordance with the 

latest OPW Environmental Management Protocols and Standard Operating Procedures which are 

currently being updated by the OPW’.   However, it is unclear which maintenance works are included 

in the application for the confirmation order and which, if any, are proposed to be carried out 

separately.  This is especially important in the context of the requirement introduced by Directive 

2014/52/EU for EIA to assess the ‘whole project’. In event of any integral maintenance works not 

being included in the application for confirmation order, clarification is required to demonstrate that 

compliance with OPW Environmental Management Protocols and Standard Operating Procedures 

ensures compliance with all applicable EIA and AA requirements.    



EIAR Review – River Slaney (Enniscorthy) Drainage Scheme 30/11/21 

 

by CAAS Ltd for the Dept. of Public Expenditure and Reform 27 

There is significant and relevant case law on the level of detail that is required to be provided prior 

to consent (including People Over Wind v An Bord Pleanála (2015), IEHC 271).  The deferral of 

material details which may alter the severity or likelihood of significant environmental effects 

occurring precludes the required standard of public consultation. 

If, due to the nature of the work and available information at this stage of design, it is not feasible to 

provide all of this this information, then the outermost, not-to-exceed, extent of these works may be 

provided in lieu.  This is contingent on this information providing sufficient basis for robust 

assessment of the worst case likely significant effects on the relevant environmental factors, also 

that this information is taken into account in the assessment of likely significant effects and that, 

where required, appropriate mitigation measures are set out to clearly demonstrate how effects will 

be managed to ensure that they do not exceed the envelope of environmental effects as may be 

permitted by this consent process. 

Recommendations provided in relation to the issues identified in the review of s4 were included in 

the request for further information as issued to the Commissioners. 

Supplementary information requested in relation to Chapter 4 

Clarify how the construction of the scheme can be serviced by the single contractor’s compound 

described in the submitted Construction Environmental Management Plan (CEMP) or indicate 

locations of other compounds which are likely to be required. This information should demonstrate 

that the proposal is credible and is described in sufficient detail to support a compliant EIA process 

that establishes the envelope of ‘worst case’ environmental effects which will not be exceeded 

during construction. 

Review and revise other aspects of the CEMP to ensure that all details required to support a robust 

EIA process are provided, including: 

i. Procedures for approval of detailed environmental controls for different works stages. 

ii. Detailed works timelines to show how in-stream works can be carried out during the 

permitted seasons, taking account of all ecological constraints and complying with all 

environmental mitigation measures. 

iii. Details of how spoil dredged from western side of the channel upstream of Seamus Rafter 

Bridge will be transported to North Island. 

iv. Management of traffic during construction including outline of traffic management 

arrangements at key stages during construction using maps and traffic numbers to show 

design capacity at key locations and predicted traffic levels. 

v. Environmental auditing proposals, at appropriate frequency throughout the construction 

period so as to demonstrate full compliance. 

vi. Reporting arrangements to ensure full accessibility and transparency. 

vii. Arrangements for liaison with all significant stakeholders including local residents, Inland 

Fisheries Ireland, the National Monuments Service and the National Parks and Wildlife 

Service (NPWS). 

Clarify the types and characteristics of maintenance works that are required to ensure the 

effectiveness of the proposed scheme and ensure that all of these works are assessed in relevant 

sections of the EIAR.  Should any of these works be deemed to be exempt from requirement to be 
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assessed in the EIAR, the basis for this approach should be clarified with clear reference to any other 

formal environmental assessment (EIA and AA) and/or consent procedures which are deemed to 

confirm the compliance of this approach with applicable requirements. 

(Provide) A Construction & Demolition Waste Management Plan in accordance with Best Practice 

Guidelines on the Preparation of Waste Management Plans for Construction and Demolition 

Projects, 2006, DEHLG. 

Review of Addendum to Chapter 4 

The Addendum includes an updated CEMP.  This shows two main compound locations, one principal 

compound for construction of flood defence works located north of the Town, and one for the 

construction of the road bridge south of the Town. It is expected that the principal compound will 

remain in place for the duration of the project, whereas the road bridge compound will be in place 

for the duration of the construction of the bridge only. It is also stated that in addition to this, there 

will be a temporary mobile satellite unit which will be located in different places as the works 

progress.  These details of locations and arrangements address significant gaps in the initial CEMP. 

A range of further details including details of arrangements for accessing both banks and for phased 

working areas are provided which further clarity on the construction stage and enable the impacts to 

be properly assessed and considered.  An indicative construction timeline provides significant 

clarification of timing of various works elements including timing of instream works, showing how 

these will be carried out within restricted seasonal windows over the three proposed year work 

programme. 

At s1.3 1 and 1.4 of the updated CEMP it is stated that it will be further updated by the contractor 

post-consent.  The procedure for approval of that version is not discussed.   

S7 and s8 of the updated CEMP outline proposed monitoring, reporting, communication and 

consultation proposals.  The proposals are generally considered sufficient to demonstrate that 

appropriate procedures will be put in place.  However, they are lacking specific commitment in key 

areas including frequency and scope of construction audits and public accessibility of environmental 

reports and compliance audits.  It is stated that the CEMP will be subject to review and 

improvements at the end of each project phase but procedures for approval of any changes are not 

set out.  

The updated CEMP contains information on site access and traffic management.  The requested 

detail of traffic numbers has not been provided and there is no additional construction traffic impact 

assessment beyond that provided in the 2019 EIAR.  As no further impact assessment has been 

provided it may be understood that the information provided in the updated CEMP generally 

provides additional clarity on the construction traffic management arrangements and does not 

affect the impacts as predicted in the EIAR. 

Supplementary information provided on maintenance works and a construction and demolition 

waste management plan considered are adequate to support a compliant EIA process.  

EIA compliance conclusion on Chapter 4 

The information as presented in this chapter of the EIAR, including the addendum, is considered 

largely adequate with the requirements regarding the information to be contained in an EIAR.  
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However, requirements for updated versions of the CEMP and commitments to monitoring, 

reporting, communication and consultation during construction are not sufficiently defined to 

ensure protection of the environment and transparency.   

A significant lack of clarity remains regarding: the procedure for post-consent approval of the CEMP 

and of CEMPs for different phases of the construction work; and the frequency and scope and 

accessibility of construction stage environmental reports and compliance audits.   

In event of a decision to grant a commencement order, the outstanding issues in relation to this 

chapter could be addressed by conditions. 

 

5 Population and Human Health 

Original EIAR Review 

This section is considered to generally provide an adequate assessment on impacts on population.  It 

gives high-level calculations on damage that is expected to be reduced by the scheme.  It is however 

unclear why it does not quantify numbers or types of properties will benefit from the scheme in 

different flood scenarios, which would be useful information to assist in the weighing up of benefits 

v environmental impacts. 

Impacts on human health are referred to and these are generally stated to be mainly addressed in 

other sections of the EIAR such as air quality and noise.  This approach is consistent with the advice 

given in the EPA Guidelines6.  

It is noted that impacts on population and human health are predicted to be positive overall. 

EIA compliance conclusion on Chapter 5 

The information as presented in this chapter of the EIAR is considered, as a whole, to be generally 

compliant with the requirements regarding the information to be contained in an EIAR. 

 

6 Biodiversity 

Original EIAR Review 

The introduction to the biodiversity chapter provides details in relation to overview, scope and 

specialisations within the Ecological team. There is a comprehensive list of guidance documents, 

data sources, and consultees presented within the methods. The field survey methods are presented 

in Appendices C6.1-C6.10.  

The survey summaries presented in the EIAR detail a stratified survey approach which does not 

encompass the entire area of the scheme.  

‘An aquatic macrophyte survey was carried out within representative 100m survey lengths 

(transects) of the c. 4km main river survey area. The recommended minimum number of 

transects is one per km (i.e. four sections), although five transects were undertaken to ensure 

that the full variation of macrophyte vegetation was surveyed. Surveys were also carried out 

 
6 As referred to in the Introduction 
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downstream of the proposed scheme and were undertaken for the protected plant species 

Short-leaved Water-starwort. A “Licence to Take or Interfere with Protected Plant Species” 

under Section 21 of the Wildlife Act in relation to the aquatic plants: Short-leaved Water-

starwort and Opposite-leaved Pondweed within the River Slaney Special Area of 

Conservation (SAC) was obtained from NPWS before any aquatic macrophyte surveys were 

undertaken (Licence FL06/2016). Further details of the aquatic habitat survey are provided in 

Appendix C.4.’ 

This stratified approach is a standard scientific method; however, the data must be extrapolated to 

the entire scheme area following a ‘worst case scenario’ approach.  The site is of international 

ecological importance with key ecological resources present. Where survey data is absent it must be 

assumed that the community dynamics found within the small transect areas are found outside 

these areas as well. The rationale presented in the document assumes species to be absent from all 

areas not surveyed which is fundamentally flawed in its scientific reasoning.  

The data provided in the receiving environment section shows that a detailed desk-based 

assessment was undertaken. The survey results from the habitat assessments detail the species 

occurrences, community compositions and habitat structures observed. Several Annex I Priority 

Habitat Types are identified which categorise the habitats as Internationally Important. Table 6.8 

assesses the ecological value of each of the key ecological receptors identified throughout the 

surveys. These assessments are robust and in line with the guidelines. It is noted that the NIS 

identifies a pondweed species (Elodia sp.) listed on the 3rd Schedule of the European Communities 

act and therefore is subject to restriction under regulation 49. This species is not identified in this 

report despite the fact it is recorded to occur in the footprint of the scheme in the NIS.  

The impacts identified within the report in relation to the scheme itself include several significant 

impacts to key ecological receptors that are identified as Internationally important such as the loss 

of suitable habitat, permanent loss of Annex I Priority Habitat, loss of resting places of key species, 

direct mortality of key species, barriers to the movement of species etc. Additionally, the impacts 

identified fail to mention the risks associated with impacts identified in the NIS such as the potential 

spread of the invasive pondweed species (Elodia sp). 

The effects of the partial blockage of the river have not been assessed in relation to potential effects 

on migration of salmon or sea trout. The narrowing of the river and the alteration of the flow 

dynamics will have potential to affect fish passage as a result of the changed flow pattern or because 

of potential predation effects. There is no estimation or assessment of the implications of dredging 

the river on the breeding success of the species and the associated impacts on the population 

dynamics. These impacts will occur over two consecutive breeding seasons during construction 

which is not clearly stated in the report.  

The impacts are written in an ambiguous manner that makes it difficult to disentangle the key 

impacts. For example, the report states: 

‘There will be no direct permanent or temporary loss of the following KER [key ecological 

receptor] habitats…. For habitats resulting in a combined or direct permanent or temporary 

habitat loss less than 0.5ha, the impacts are predicted to be insignificant and are not 

discussed further’ 
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 A significant impact is any impact that will ‘affect the long-term distribution, structure or function of 

the habitat in question as well as the long-term survival of its associated species, at the appropriate 

geographical scale…. For those species or habitats for which conservation objectives or targets have 

been set, then any impact which would inhibit the achievement of those targets would also be 

considered significant, at the geographic scale at which the target has been set’ (NRA 20097). There 

direct and permanent losses of internationally important key ecological resources some of which 

have conservation objectives and targets associated with them at an international level; such as 

Floating River Vegetation [3260]. There is no detail provided in relation to the extent of each habitat 

type, the overall availability of the habitat or any assessment of how a loss of habitat would impact 

the survivability of rare and protected species. The permanent loss of internationally important 

habitat is a significant effect as per the CIEEM and NRA Guidelines which are reportedly being 

followed. Ignoring the key ecological resources in this manner is not compliant with the relevant 

guidelines.  

There are several key ecological resources that are identified throughout the report which are then 

absent from the evaluation of impacts. For example, Table 6.8 identifies the freshwater pearl mussel 

to be internationally important and is present within the scheme boundary. The NIS identifies there 

will be direct mortality to the Freshwater Pearl Mussel population due to the implementation of the 

scheme. This is not reflected or mentioned within the EIAR yet mitigation is proposed in the EIAR in 

relation to the mussels. This species is an IUCN Red List species classified as endangered and it is 

protected under the Irish Wildlife Act and the Habitats Directive. Consideration under the Habitats 

Directive in the NIS does not remove requirement for the impacts to be assessed in the EIAR (this 

can include use of cross referencing to avoid duplication of assessment). 

The impacts identified within the scheme are incomplete, therefore the assessment of cumulative 

impacts cannot be sufficient as the full suite of potential impacts are not being assessed. The NIS 

identifies several impacts from the scheme that are not addressed in the EIAR and therefore the 

mitigation measures do not address all of the impacts identified. For example, there are no 

mitigation measures presented to ensure there are appropriate controls to prevent the spread of 

the invasive pondweed species that is identified to be present within the footprint of the scheme. 

The invasive species management plan only addresses terrestrial flora species.  

The report identifies that the ‘proposed dredging works will remove spawning habitat from within 

the extent of the works area and therefore impact salmon production, salmon fry abundance and 

number and distribution of redds…Dredging works are likely to affect the spawning areas of lamprey 

and salmonids both through direct loss of habitat…’. Salmon usually spawn in December-January in 

well-oxygenated rivers with gravel beds. The mitigation measures state the following: 

‘Salmonids will be protected by the statutory close season for instream works…October to 

March are fully protected. No instream works will take place after the 30th of September each 

year.’ 

 
7 NRA (2009) Guidelines for Assessment of Ecological Impacts of National Roads Schemes; National Roads 
Authority 
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However, the mitigation measures also state that: 

‘Instream works must take place outside the lamprey spawning season’. 

Instream works in the western section of the river channel will be carried out in June and July and in 

the eastern side will be carried out in August and September, by which time any late brood Grey 

Herons are expected to have fledged and juveniles relatively mobile and independent.  

It is not explained in the EIAR that this season is May to July. Considering the scope of works and 

proposed timelines this is not expected to be feasible. The seasonality restrictions considering all fish 

species appear to cover all months of the year except for August and September.  The mitigation 

measures state that ‘in-stream works’ will take place outside of the spawning season for Salmon, 

and only within 4 designated months for heron (two of which are in the salmon spawning season). 

These mitigation measures therefore restrict all in stream works to August and September only. The 

construction proposals should clearly show the timing of the proposed works and the biodiversity 

assessment should clearly assess it in relation to all affected species and habitats. It must be clear in 

the assessment for impacts to aquatic species if the dry works will be undertaken during the 

specified seasons were ‘in-stream’ works are precluded as this will result in functional loss of 

breeding habitat which is not assessed.  

Table 6.12 identifies that Eels are annual migrators which would preclude works during August and 

September unless specific mitigation measures were designed to account for this. 

The duration of loss of suitable spawning substrates and the effects of same should be clearly 

described in relation to the sensitive receptors such as Freshwater Pearl Mussel, salmon, lamprey 

etc., taking account of the natural sedimentation processes that will lead to their reintroduction over 

time and the process of reestablishment. These alterations to available habitat and the time lag for 

the re-establishment could have implications on population level dynamics.  

Similarly, the mitigation measures presented in relation to the freshwater pearl mussels introduce 

high levels of uncertainty in relation to the translocation success of the species. The report highlights 

the mortality risks for the endangered species and suggests the translocation ‘may’ involve captive 

breeding protocols.  

‘protocol for translocation and monitoring is provided in Appendix C.13. An additional stage 

in the translocation process involves captive breeding a cohort of juvenile mussels from the 

translocation animals according to the technique of Moorkens (2017). Translocating a higher 

number of individuals, both juvenile and adult, ensures that the resulting receptor population 

is significantly higher than the group of donor mussels used. A survey of the potential 

receptor site has demonstrated its suitability for the translocation of adult and captive bred 

juvenile mussels.’ 

Appendix C.13 does not provide any information in relation to the captive breeding programme8. 

This is not a definitive measure and there is no evidence to support the success of captive breeding 

 
8 Moreover, the sparce level of detail specifies number of individuals however juvenile survivorship rates for 
the pearl mussel are known to be catastrophically low and therefore adult individuals are invaluable to the 
population. 
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programs; section 6.8 states ‘If mussels are again found to be not breeding after 12 months in the 

new receptor site, it is unlikely that they will recover and thus no further intervention should be 

attempted’. This exemplifies the uncertainty and inherent risk in the approach being taken. 

Therefore, the measure presented is unsatisfactory and does not have any scientific certainty. As the 

impacts identified are not discussed in their entirety and the mitigation measures presented are 

inadequate; the residual impacts section fails to meet EIA requirements.  

The monitoring programs that are proposed require feedback loops with defined thresholds that 

trigger affirmative actions. Section 3.8.2 of the EPA Guidelines ‘Monitoring descriptions should refer 

to remedial actions to be taken; as well as responsible parties, i.e., the developer and/or the consent 

authority (if monitoring thresholds are exceeded). In this way, all monitoring proposals and actions 

should be expressed as ‘if-then’ scenarios’. Many of the monitoring protocols stated within the 

report have no actions associated with them beyond monitoring the impacts over time. This includes 

the monitoring protocols set out in the Pearl Mussel Translocation Protocols set out in Appendix 

C6.13. Currently the monitoring programme identifies a cease if failed monitoring feedback loop: 

If translocated mussels are found to be not brooding, it may be due to the stress of living in sub-

optimal conditions in Enniscorthy. Therefore, brooding checks would be carried out after one year in 

their translocation receptor site, and if brooding, a cohort of captive bred juveniles should be 

produced and translocated. If mussels are again found to be not brooding after 12 months in the 

new receptor site, it is unlikely that they will recover and thus no further intervention should be 

attempted;  

This statement recognises the high-risk potential of a failed translocation process. There are no 

further measures presented to address this glaring issue.  

Overall, there are inconsistencies within the report that jeopardise the integrity of the assessment. 

There is clear evidence that not all the impacts have been identified systematically and/or mitigated 

accordingly. The methods presented in the EIAR are not consistent with those contained in the 

technical appendices and the report is not sufficiently reliable/proven to support the EIA process. 

Residual effects that are overlooked include the direct and permanent habitat loss of Annex I priority 

habitat of international importance, the direct mortality of the endangered rare and protected 

freshwater pearl mussel. 

The assessment recognises the ecological value of the internationally protected species for which 

the site is designated; however, for species such as the freshwater pearl mussel, it continues to 

describe the likely mortality risk for ~50% of the adult population and leaves substantial information 

as to the relative success of any captive breeding programme as ambiguous. Therefore, based on the 

information presented in the EIAR there is clearly demonstrated mortality risk for an internationally 

important species with no definite mitigation measure to ensure the likely significant impact is 

avoided. The EIAR must provide a clear rationale detailing its assessment for all likely significant 

impacts to key ecological resources within the scheme area; this must include residual impacts after 

the suite of mitigation measures have been undertaken. 

The assessment should identify all potential sources for impacts from the scheme to ensure all 

sources are mitigated. For example, the timing of the works has potential to interrupt spawning 

and/or migrating of aquatic species. The mitigation measures state that instream works will take 
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place outside of the salmon spawning season (October to May) however the indicative timeline 

indicates that dredging will take place in Q3 and Q4. The specific river habitat alterations must be 

characterised clearly with a clear timeline of works with respect to each of the sensitive receptors 

identified in the EIAR to ensure that the altering of the habitats will not interfere with any of the 

aquatic species. Currently the ‘timing or works’ section for each species precludes instream works 

from all months except August and September.   

Mitigation measures need to be provided that ensure there are no significant residual impacts to the 

biodiversity of the receiving environment; this is particularly relevant for internationally important 

species which are identified on site. This includes but it not limited to the risk of direct mortality of 

adult freshwater pearl mussels; having regard to the known risks associated with translocation and 

captive breeding programmes.  

Finally, it is noted that there are a number of references to an Invasive Species Management Plan 

however no such plan has been provided. 

Supplementary information requested in relation to Chapter 6 

(Provide) Updates to the assessment of impacts on Biodiversity to include: 

i. A clear rationale detailing the assessment of all likely significant impacts of the whole project 

on key ecological resources within the scheme area. This must include residual impacts after 

the suite of mitigation measures have been undertaken. 

ii. The specific river habitat alterations must be characterised clearly with a clear timeline of 

works with respect to each of the sensitive receptors identified in the EIAR to ensure that 

the altering of the habitats will not interfere with any of the aquatic species. 

iii. Mitigation measures need to be provided that ensure there are no significant residual 

impacts to the biodiversity of the receiving environment; this is particularly relevant for 

internationally important species which are identified on site. This includes but it not limited 

to the risk of direct mortality of adult freshwater pearl mussels; having regard to the known 

risks associated with translocation and captive breeding programmes.  

iv. An Invasive Species Management Plan demonstrating full compliance with best practice and 

NPWS guidance.  Ensure that effects of any use of pesticides are assessed in the EIAR and 

NIS. 

Review of Addendum to Chapter 6 

The key issues identified in the initial review were as follows: 

1. Survey methods for in stream vegetation: Insufficient survey effort undertaken to 

determine absence; therefore, the assessment was deemed have poorly founded 

conclusions in relation to in stream vegetation. An alternative assessment process was 

therefore required.  

2. Invasive species: Invasive species recorded within the scheme area were not considered 

fully in the EIAR, nor were clear mitigation measures presented. 

3. Uncertainty around impacts to Key Ecological Receptors: The impacts identified within the 

report in relation to the scheme itself include several significant impacts to key ecological 

receptors that are identified as Internationally important such as the loss of suitable habitat, 

permanent loss of Annex I Priority Habitat, loss of resting places of key species, direct 
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mortality of key species, barriers to the movement of species etc. The impacts are written in 

an ambiguous manner that makes it difficult to disentangle the key impacts.  

4. Timing of works: Uncertainty was presented in the scheme in relation to the timelines of 

works, relative to the seasonal restrictions of key ecological receptors. 

5. Freshwater Pearl Mussel: The mitigation measures presented for the Freshwater pearl 

mussel did not provide certainty that there would be no mortality risk or other significant 

impact to this internationally protected and endangered species.  

The review of the addendum material focuses on these 5 key issues as the rest of the material was 

generally deemed to be adequate in the first instance.  

1. Survey methods for in stream vegetation 

The initial EIAR review identified the following: 

The survey summaries presented in the EIAR detail a stratified survey approach which does 

not encompass the entire area of the scheme.  

‘An aquatic macrophyte survey was carried out within representative 100m survey 

lengths (transects) of the c. 4km main river survey area. The recommended minimum 

number of transects is one per km (i.e. four sections), although five transects were 

undertaken to ensure that the full variation of macrophyte vegetation was surveyed. 

Surveys were also carried out downstream of the proposed scheme and were 

undertaken for the protected plant species Short-leaved Water-starwort. A “Licence 

to Take or Interfere with Protected Plant Species” under Section 21 of the Wildlife Act 

in relation to the aquatic plants: Short-leaved Water-starwort and Opposite-leaved 

Pondweed within the River Slaney Special Area of Conservation (SAC) was obtained 

from NPWS before any aquatic macrophyte surveys were undertaken (Licence 

FL06/2016). Further details of the aquatic habitat survey are provided in Appendix 

C.4.’ 

This stratified approach is a standard scientific method; however, the data must be 

extrapolated to the entire scheme area following a ‘worst case scenario’ approach.  The site 

is of international ecological importance with key ecological resources present. Where 

survey data is absent it must be assumed that the community dynamics found within the 

small transect areas are found outside these areas as well. The rationale presented in the 

document assumes species to be absent from all areas not surveyed which is fundamentally 

flawed in its scientific reasoning.  

This above is not addressed in the addendum material and therefore is still an outstanding issue. The 

methods presented state that a stratified approach was taken. This means that a subsection of the 

scheme area was surveyed to identify the general community composition of the floating river 

vegetation (as presented in Appendix C4 Macrophyte Survey Assessment). This is an acceptable 

method for many types of studies and assessments; however, the data gathered was used to 

determine the ‘absence’ of the protected species Callitriche truncate from the entire scheme area 

even though the entire scheme area was not surveyed. Therefore, the stratified sampling approach 
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(which is a standard method) was incorrectly used to make a determination which it could not 

support. 

This deficiency is reflected in the EIAR where it states that additional survey ‘will be required if pre-

construction surveys record the presence of Callitriche truncate populations in these sites.’  The 

requirement for additional surveys to identify the baseline presence of protected species highlights 

that the data collected for the assessment was insufficient.  

2. Invasive Species 

The addendum report provides an invasive species management plan and sufficient information to 

address the concerns raised in the previous review.  

3. Uncertainty around impacts to Key Ecological Receptors 

The EIAR states ‘mortality risk has the potential to impact lamprey’.  

It is predicted that KERs will experience temporary or permanent loss of their resting site 

including lamprey spawning beds, an otter holt, grey heron roost site, and/or 

breeding/nesting site in the absence of any mitigation. There is potential for the scheme to 

impact these ecological features permanently through removal of the features to facilitate 

the scheme design or temporarily during the construction phase in such a way that the 

feature is not suitable for use during this period. 

It is uncertain if the areas of the steam which will be permanently altered, such as the flood wall 

area, are areas suitable for lamprey spawning beds. The permanent loss of lamprey spawning beds 

would be a significant impact and it is currently not clear if this will occur. Furthermore, this is not 

adequately addressed in the NIS. A map of the areas identified with potential for spawning lamprey 

should be mapped, and the areas of permanent habitat alteration be overlaid onto the same map to 

ensure that this will not occur in lamprey spawning areas. Currently the report is not supported by 

clearly demonstrated data and has a level of uncertainty which is augmented through professional 

opinion. A simple map presenting the data as gathered with the augmented habitat areas would 

remove this uncertainty. This would be required for all key ecological receptors identified in the 

report (lamprey spawning beds, an otter holt, grey heron roost site, and/or breeding/nesting site). 

Without this information being clearly demonstrated the effectiveness of the mitigation measures 

cannot be assessed effectively.  

In the absence of these clarifications the addendum report does not adequately address the 

concerns previously identified.  

4. Timing of works 

The additional material and scope of works provided identify the timelines of the instream works to 

sufficient detail to satisfy the issues raised in the initial review in this regard. 

 

5. Freshwater Pearl Mussel 

The definitions of significant impacts used within the EIAR and subsequent addendum are not 

consistent and leave considerable room for doubt. A significant ecological impact has been defined 

as any impact that will ‘affect the long-term distribution, structure or function of the habitat in 

question as well as the long-term survival of its associated species, at the appropriate geographical 
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scale’ (NRA 20099). There are direct and permanent losses of internationally important species such 

as the freshwater pearl mussel (Margaritifera margaritifera) which will affect the distribution of the 

species. This is reflected in the EIAR and the addendum which states: 

The residual impact to the freshwater pearl mussel would be a loss of range at the lowest 

part of the Slaney Catchment. 

Additionally, it is important to note that the freshwater pearl mussel is listed as Endangered on the 

IUCN Red List, and is one of the 365 most endangered species in the world. It is protected under the 

Wildlife Act and Annex II and V of the EU Habitats Directive. The reduction in the species range, as 

per the definition above, must be determined to be a significant impact. The permanent loss of 

internationally important habitat is a significant effect as per the CIEEM and NRA Guidelines which 

are reportedly being followed. Ignoring the key ecological resources in this manner is not compliant 

with the relevant guidelines and does not support a compliant EIA process. 

 

EIA compliance conclusion on Chapter 6 

The information as presented in this chapter of the EIAR including its addendum is deficient in three 

key areas, namely:  

I. Floating river vegetation methods and subsequent assessment. 

II. Uncertainty relating to impacts for key ecological receptors and the associated mitigation 

measures. 

III. Impacts relating to freshwater pearl mussels which are identified in the addendum, meet 

the criteria for significant residual impacts but are not identified as such, as well as other key 

concerns for the species.  

Given the uncertainty present in the existing material, it is not clear if the project is compliant with 

environmental legislation or if it is achievable given the level of uncertainty present which hinges on 

additional data and unknown translocation areas. In addition, there are significant residual impacts 

to endangered and protected species such as the loss of range of the freshwater pearl mussel. 

Therefore, the scheme as presented and assessed cannot be granted a consent to proceed.  

Reason for refusal 

Significant gaps and uncertainties in the information provided render it non-compliant with EIA 

requirements and make it unclear if the predicted effects on biodiversity are permissible under 

environmental legislation, particularly the Wildlife Acts. 

 

 
9 NRA (2009) Guidelines for Assessment of Ecological Impacts of National Roads Schemes; National Roads 
Authority 
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Chapters 7 and 8 are considered together for the purposes of this review because the 

pertinent issues are similar. 

7 Hydrology and Geomorphology 

Original EIAR Review 

It is predicted that there will be temporary impacts on the water quality and hydromorphological 

objectives established for the River Slaney (EPA code 12S02) and the Upper Slaney Estuary (Code 

IE_SE_040_0300) under the Water Framework Directive (WFD).  These impacts are considered to be 

insignificant.  It is however stated that ‘ecological status of both [of the above WFD waterbodies] is 

at greater risk’.  Refer to review of s6 Biodiversity (above) for more on this. 

The impacts of the works on water quality, including likely levels of impact on water quality and 

riverbed siltation during construction and maintenance works including impacts due to suspension 

of riverbed sediments and contaminants, are key potential impacts for a scheme that includes 

extensive in-stream works.  However, these impacts are not assessed in any detail.  This omission 

has significant implications for the adequacy of the EIAR including the interaction of water quality 

impacts with biodiversity.  

A number of projects and plans are referred to under the heading of s7.5 Cumulative Impact.  No 

assessment of the cumulative impacts is actually provided.  However, it is reasonable to consider 

that any such potential would be insignificant so this is not is considered to be a compliance 

concern. 

Recommendations at the end of this report address gaps and deficiencies identified in the 

assessment of effects of the project on water quality. 

8 Geology and Soils 

Original EIAR Review 

This section explains the volume and use of the material expected to arise from the project, and 

discusses the likely impacts expected to occur in relation to Geology and Soils. The river dredging, 

bank widening, flood defences and new bridge construction will generate large volumes of materials. 

The largest of these volumes will be the spoil resulting from the river dredging and river bank 

widening. Details of how these materials will be managed, including movement of dredged spoil 

from the western side of the river channel upstream of Seamus Rafter Bridge to the North Island on 

the eastern side and impacts of this work, also the impacts of suspension of contaminated riverbed 

sediments, are not sufficiently clear. 

With the widening of the river channel, large widths of the banks will be either excavated further 

back or will have material deposited on them to expand the bank. The design of the new banks is 

shown in the EIAR and how they are proposed to be constructed for slope stability. However, there 

is no clear indication to how resistant the new banks will be to sediment transport within the river 

and the river’s potential to erode the banks.  

Recommendations at the end of this report address these gaps. 
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Supplementary information requested in relation to Chapters 7 and 8 

No supplementary information was requested specifically in relation to these chapters.  However, 

information requested in relation to other sections, particularly in relation to Chapter 4 is relevant to 

the issues identified in the original reviews of Chapters 7 and 8. 

The request for ‘Provision of updates to assessment of impacts in all specialist sections of the EIAR, 

insofar as required to ensure that (inter alia) the EIAR takes due account of all information requested 

in this request for further information and deficiencies and gaps discussed in the EIAR review report 

prepared by CAAS’ is also relevant. 

Review of supplementary information relevant to Chapters 7 and 8 

The review comments on Chapter 4 and on the CEMP in particular also apply here.   

The response to the request for supplementary information on mitigation measures comprised a 

compilation of the mitigation measures provided in the original CEMP.  No additional or changed 

measures were proposed.   

The supplementary information on the CEMP generally clarifies the proposed working methods and 

clarifies how it is proposed to manage construction in order to control impacts on hydrology, 

geomorphology, soils and geology.  Monitoring by various means including instream water quality 

monitor sondes located up and downstream of the active works area and visual checks are among 

the proposed measures.  It is stated in the CEMP that in event of detection of water quality effects 

that exceed Inland Fisheries Ireland requirements, works ‘will cease until the cause of the issue has 

been identified’.   As this commitment refers only to ceasing until the issue has been identified but 

not until it has been fixed, it is of limited value. 

The reliability of the proposed mitigation measures is undermined by similar issues as identified in 

relation to the CEMP in the review of Chapter 4, in particular the lack of a clear procedure for 

approval of the updated versions of the CEMP and the lack of details about the frequency and scope 

of construction audits and public accessibility of environmental reports and compliance audits. The 

reliability of the proposed Water Quality Monitoring Plan which is also included in the list of 

mitigation measures included in the CEMP is also undermined and for similar reasons. 

EIA compliance conclusion on Chapters 7 and 8 

The information as presented in these chapters of the EIAR, including the relevant supplementary 

information, is considered adequate in meeting the requirements regarding the information to be 

contained in an EIAR except that, requirements for updated versions of the CEMP and commitments 

to monitoring, reporting, communication and consultation during construction are not sufficiently 

defined to ensure protection of the environment and transparency.   

A significant lack of clarity remains regarding: the procedure for post-consent approval of the CEMP 

and of CEMPs for different phases of the construction work and of the Water Quality Monitoring 

Plan; and the frequency and scope and accessibility of construction stage environmental reports and 

compliance audits.   

In event of a decision to grant a commencement order, the outstanding issues in relation to this 

chapter could be addressed by conditions. 
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9 Landscape and Visual 

Original EIAR Review 

The Landscape and visual impacts have been assessed according to criteria set out by the applicant 

in the EIAR at Table 9.4. 

Table 9.4: Magnitude of Visual Impacts  

Criteria  Description  

Very High  The proposal alters a large proportion or critical part of the available vista and 
is without question the most distinctive element. A high degree of visual 
clutter or disharmony is also generated, strongly reducing the visual amenity 
of the scene  

High  The proposal alters a significant proportion or important part of the available 
vista and is one of the most noticeable elements. A considerable degree of 
visual clutter or disharmony is also likely to be generated, appreciably 
reducing the visual amenity of the scene  

Medium  The proposal represents a moderate alteration the available vista, is a readily 
noticeable element and/or it may generate a degree of visual clutter or 
disharmony, thereby reducing the visual amenity of the scene.  

Low  The proposal alters the available vista to a minor extent and may not be 
noticed by a casual observer and/or the proposal would not have a marked 
effect on the visual amenity of the scene  

Negligible  The proposal would be barely discernible within the available vista and/or it 
would not detract from, and may even enhance, the visual amenity of the 
scene  

Positive  Changes that enhance the available vista by reducing visual clutter or restoring 
degraded features  

 

These criteria are stated [9.2.5.2 Visual Impact Significance] to be “expressed in the same 

significance matrix and applies the same EPA definitions of significance as used earlier in respect of 

townscape impacts.” 

However, none of the criteria used by the applicant to assess the landscape and visual impacts 

appear in Table 9.6: Summary of Visual Impacts. Moreover, none of the criteria use by the applicant 

applies the same EPA definitions of significance. 

Notwithstanding these significant methodological difficulties, the findings of the assessment must be 

viewed in the context of the wider range of the assessment of impact criteria set out in the relevant 

sections of the EPA Guidelines.  

Not defined Imperceptible 1 

Not Defined Slight – Imperceptible  1 

Not Defined  Slight  7 

Not Defined Moderate – Slight  8 

Not Defined Moderate  7 
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An overview of the findings of the assessment shows that the overwhelming majority [ 18] of the 

impacts on the examined 25 views of this large and highly intrusive development have been found to 

be rated as giving rise to effects that rate from ‘Imperceptible’ to ‘Slight’. While no other impact is 

rated as higher than ‘Moderate’ – defined by the EPA Guidelines as ‘An effect that alters the 

character of the environment in a manner that is consistent with existing and emerging baseline 

trends.’ 

It should be noted that the applicant provides no definition of ‘Moderate’ despite heavily relying on 

the term. The closest definition provided by the application is ‘Medium’ in Table 9.1, which is 

defined as ‘Medium: The proposal represents a moderate alteration the available vista, is a readily 

noticeable element and/or it may generate a degree of visual clutter or disharmony, thereby 

reducing the visual amenity of the scene.’ This is clearly quite different from the EPA definition, of 

‘Moderate’ in particular because, according to the applicant it encompasses ‘readily noticeable’ 

element’, ‘visual clutter or disharmony’ and ‘reducing the visual amenity of the scene’. Any one of 

these effects would classify an impact as being at least ‘Significant’ in the EPA definition, namely, ‘An 

effect which, by its character, magnitude, duration or intensity alters a sensitive aspect of the 

environment.’ 

 
Impact on VP 8 is Currently classified as being a ‘Moderate- Slight’ Visual Impact 

By any objective, reasonable assessment the following views are classified as Significant Effects – i.e. 

an effect which, by its character, magnitude, duration or intensity alters a sensitive aspect of the 

environment. VP3, VP4, VP5, VP6, VP7, VP8, VP9, VP11, VP13, VP14, VP15, VP16, VP18, VP19, VP21 

and VP24. 

Recommendation 1 

All should be re-assessed and re-classified.  
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VP 22 is Currently classified as being a ‘Moderate’ Visual Impact 

By any objective, reasonable assessment the following views are classified as Very Significant Effects 

An effect which, by its character, magnitude, duration or intensity significantly alters most of a 

sensitive aspect of the environment. ,VP17*, VP20*, VP21, VP22*, VP23*,  

Recommendation 2 

All should be re-assessed and re-classified 

Recommendation 3 

The Non-Technical Summary should be revised to 

i. include Visualisations 

ii. reconsider the accuracy of the language used, namely Based on the assessment presented in 

Chapter 9, it is not considered that the proposed Enniscorthy Flood Defence Scheme will give 

rise to any significant landscape/townscape or visual impacts.   



EIAR Review – River Slaney (Enniscorthy) Drainage Scheme 30/11/21 

 

by CAAS Ltd for the Dept. of Public Expenditure and Reform 43 

Recommendation 4 

On the basis of these observations, it appears that the Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment, as 

currently presented, does not constitute the basis for an assessment by the Minister, because it 

lacks a method that is clearly referable to either a standardised methodology – or indeed the 

applicant’s own methodology. This assessment needs to be substantially revised to use methods 

that are demonstrably consistent with established methodology. Appendix III provides further 

analysis of this part of the assessment. 

Any re-assessment needs to ensure, at a minimum, that the ranking of findings are clearly related to: 

• The significance of the view and/or area that is affected [designated or otherwise] 

• The magnitude and extent of any change between existing and proposed appearance from 

any viewing point’ 

• The degree of contrast, or conformity, between existing and new works – expressed in terms 

of verifiable magnitudes – such as changes in heights, percentage of elevations affected, 

area of existing versus new surface, landcover or appearance etc.  

The recommendations set out in relation to s9 are addressed in the list of recommendations 

included at the end of this report. 

Supplementary information requested in relation to Chapter 9 

Updates to the assessment of Landscape and Visual impacts to include reassessment and 

reclassification of all impacts using a clearly referable standardised methodology that has due regard 

to the EPA Guidelines. 

Review of Addendum to Chapter 9 

The response provides no re-assessment and re-classification of the Landscape and Visual Impacts of 

the proposed development. The repose in relation to Chapter 9 recommendation is confined to an 

explanation that an assessment text was inadvertently omitted from the appendices of the original 

application. The remainder of the response consists of the reproduction of Table 9.1: Appendix F 

Sensitivity Assessment Summary - which describes the values associated with views that are used to 

propose a ranking of the overall sensitivity of each view.  

EIA compliance conclusion on Chapter 9 

On the basis of the material provided in the Addendum in relation to Chapter 9, it appears that the 

Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment, still does not constitute the basis for an assessment by the 

Minister, because it lacks a method that is clearly referable to a standardised methodology. 

 

10 Archaeological, Architectural and Cultural Heritage 

Original EIAR Review 

This chapter is generally considered to be adequate.  However, significant deficiencies and gaps have 

been found in the review of s9 Landscape and Visual.  There are strong interactions between 

landscape and visual impacts and cultural heritage including both archaeology and architectural 

heritage.  This section will require full review and updates to take account of and align with updated 

assessment and findings of the Landscape and Visual impacts. 



EIAR Review – River Slaney (Enniscorthy) Drainage Scheme 30/11/21 

 

by CAAS Ltd for the Dept. of Public Expenditure and Reform 44 

Supplementary information requested in relation to Chapter 10 

Provision of updates to assessment of impacts in all specialist sections of the EIAR, insofar as 

required to ensure that… assessments of likely significant impacts on each environmental factor take 

account of relevant findings of assessments of impacts on other factors (impact interactions); 

Review of supplementary information in relation to Chapter 10 

The response to the above items in the request for supplementary information was that ‘no updates 

or changes to the conclusions of the 2019 EIAR are required.’  This does not address the request for 

supplementary information as it relates to this chapter and fails to address the issues identified in 

the review of the original EIAR. 

EIA compliance conclusion on Chapter 10 

The landscape provides the context and setting for all built heritage, so a credible assessment must 

be available before an assessment of the potential impact on these can be made. Such an 

assessment is clearly not available at this time – so any final assessment of the impact on the context 

and setting of cultural heritage would be premature at this time. 

 

11 Air Quality and Climate 

Original EIAR Review 

This chapter is generally considered to be adequate. 

EIA compliance conclusion on Chapter 11 

The information as presented in this chapter of the EIAR is considered, as a whole, to be generally 

compliant with the requirements regarding the information to be contained in an EIAR. 

 

12 Noise and Vibration 

Original EIAR Review 

This chapter is generally considered to be adequate. 

EIA compliance conclusion on Chapter 12 

The information as presented in this chapter of the EIAR is considered, as a whole, to be generally 

compliant with the requirements regarding the information to be contained in an EIAR. 

 

13 Traffic and Transport 

Original EIAR Review 

This chapter is generally considered to be adequate except s13.5 Assessment of Impacts generally 

describes how traffic will be managed during construction and operation but provides no actual 

assessment of impacts in terms of their likelihood and significance and using standard descriptive 

terminology as required by the EPA Guidelines. 

Supplementary information requested in relation to Chapter 13 

Provision of updates to assessment of impacts in all specialist sections of the EIAR, insofar as 

required to ensure that (inter alia) … the EIAR takes due account of all information requested in this 
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request for further information and deficiencies and gaps discussed in the EIAR review report 

prepared by CAAS. 

Review of supplementary information provided in relation to Chapter 13 

No specific supplementary information has been provided in relation to Chapter 13.  The issue 

identified in the review of the original EIAR has not been addressed and there is still no actual 

assessment of impacts in terms of their likelihood and significance and using standard descriptive 

terminology as required by the EPA Guidelines 

EIA compliance conclusion on Chapter 13 

As the assessment of impacts on traffic and transport is incomplete, any final conclusion on the 

impact on this topic would be premature at this time. 

 

14 Material Assets and Land 

Original EIAR Review 

This chapter is generally considered to be adequate but lacks significant details about wastes 

including wastes from excavations and demolitions and information on recycling, beneficial reuses 

or capacity or suitability of accessible landfill facilities.  These gaps are addressed by a 

recommendation at the end of this report.  

Supplementary information requested in relation to Chapter 14 

Provision of updates to assessment of impacts in all specialist sections of the EIAR, insofar as 

required to ensure that (inter alia) … the EIAR takes due account of all information requested in this 

request for further information and deficiencies and gaps discussed in the EIAR review report 

prepared by CAAS. 

Review of supplementary information provided in relation to Chapter 14 

The supplementary information states: - ‘Having carried out a comprehensive review of the 

comments received by the relevant competent experts it can be confirmed that no updates or 

changes to the conclusions of the 2019 EIAR are required.’   

No specific supplementary information has been provided in relation to Chapter 14.  The 

supplementary information contains, at Appendix F, a Construction and Demolition Waste 

Management Plan which generally provides appropriate information on wastes including wastes 

from excavations and demolitions and information on recycling, beneficial reuses, regional waste 

management plans and a nearby licenced disposal facility.   

EIA compliance conclusion on Chapter 14 

The information can be considered adequate for purposes of the making of a decision regarding the 

Commencement Order. 
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15 Interactions between the Foregoing 

Original EIAR Review 

This chapter is generally considered to be adequate.  It fails however, to identify that significant 

interactions between impacts on water quality, soils and biodiversity (ref reviews of s7 and s8 

above) have not been addressed. 

These gaps are addressed by the recommendations at the end of this report. 

Supplementary information requested in relation to Chapter 15 

‘updates to assessment of impacts in all specialist sections of the EIAR, insofar as required to ensure 

that (inter alia) …  assessments of likely significant impacts on each environmental factor take 

account of relevant findings of assessments of impacts on other factors (impact interactions)’ 

Review of supplementary information provided in relation to Chapter 15 

The supplementary information states: - ‘Chapter 15 of the EIAR (Mott MacDonald, 2019) 

Interactions of the Foregoing describes the interactions of impacts between environmental topics. It 

can be confirmed that no updates or changes to this Chapter of the EIAR are required and the 

conclusions remain unchanged.’ 

This statement does not address the issues identified in the original review. 

EIA compliance conclusion on Chapter 15 

Due to remaining issues in the assessment of impacts on a number of topics in the EIAR, any final 

conclusion on the adequacy of this information to support a consent decision would be premature at 

this time. 

 

Non-Technical Summary 

Original EIAR Review 

This provides a summary of the EIAR in non-technical language however, given the significant 

deficiencies and compliance issues identified in the review of the EIAR, the Non-Technical Summary 

should be thoroughly reviewed to ensure that it presents an objective and appropriate summary of 

the actual impacts of the scheme, including information on worst case impacts and photomontages 

showing the most affected views. 

Supplementary information requested in relation to the Non-Technical Summary 

Updates to the Non-Technical Summary as required to align with changes to the EIAR on foot of this 

request for further information. 

Review of supplementary information provided in relation to the Non-Technical Summary 

The supplementary information states: - ‘Responses to CAAS Recommendations 1 to 13 have been 

provided in this Addendum for clarity and ease of reference. Fundamentally the EIAR has not 

changed and the Non-Technical Summary for the Scheme as submitted in November 2019 remains 

current.’ 



EIAR Review – River Slaney (Enniscorthy) Drainage Scheme 30/11/21 

 

by CAAS Ltd for the Dept. of Public Expenditure and Reform 47 

EIA compliance conclusion on the Non-Technical Summary 

Due to remaining issues in the assessment of impacts on a number of topics in the EIAR, any final 

conclusion on the adequacy of the Non-Technical Summary to support a consent decision would be 

premature at this time. 

 

Other considerations 

Original EIAR review 

The commitment to and clarity of mitigation and monitoring measures is inconsistent and there are 

contradictions between the measures stated in different sections of the EIAR, for example in relation 

to permitted construction works periods and in relation to scope of maintenance works. 

Supplementary information requested in relation to other considerations 

‘Revise and augment monitoring proposals to ensure that they are accompanied by appropriate and 

clear remedial or other actions which will be implemented in event of exceedances of trigger levels, 

to ensure that acceptable limits are not exceeded.’ 

‘Provide a consolidated list of all proposed mitigation and monitoring measures (as revised, taking 

account of the previous request items) ensuring that the commitment to all measures is clear and 

unambiguous.’ 

Review of supplementary information provided in relation to other considerations 

The supplementary information states: - ‘it can be confirmed that the 

mitigation and monitoring measures documented in the EIAR (2019) remain unchanged.’ 

 

EIA compliance conclusion on other considerations 

Due to remaining issues in the assessment of impacts on a number of topics in the EIAR, any final 

conclusion on the adequacy of the mitigation and monitoring measures to support a consent 

decision would be premature at this time. 
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Conclusions 

Notwithstanding receipt of further information, there are significant gaps and deficiencies in the EIAR 

as discussed in the Executive Summary and in the review.  Indeed, in response to the request for 

further information, the consultants for the Commissioners remark ‘Fundamentally the EIAR has not 

changed’. 

 The main issues are recapped on here. 

There are significant shortcomings in the biodiversity assessment in relation to impacts on habitats 

and species which make it uncertain if the project can comply with environmental legislation including 

the Wildlife Acts.  This assessment also shows that the scheme would cause significant residual 

impacts to endangered and protected species such as the loss of range of the freshwater pearl mussel.  

The assessment of alternatives does not include a clear comparison of environmental effects of 

reasonable alternatives for major elements of the scheme which are likely to cause significant 

environmental effects.  These alternatives include design options for different levels of flood 

protection and alternative bridge designs. This deficiency significantly compromises compliance of the 

EIAR with statutory requirements. 

Requirements for updated versions of the Construction Environmental Management Plan (CEMP) 

and commitments to monitoring, reporting, communication and consultation during construction 

are not sufficient to ensure the protection of the environment. 

A significant lack of clarity remains regarding: the procedure for post-consent approval of the CEMP 

and of CEMPs for different phases of the construction work; and the frequency and scope and 

accessibility of construction stage environmental reports and compliance audits.   

Assessment of landscape and visual impacts lacks a methodology that is clearly referable to a 

standardised methodology. It also undermines the adequacy of the assessment of effects on cultural 

heritage features which are partly dependent on landscape interactions. 

These issues, along with others identified in this review, render the EIAR non-compliant with the 

requirements of the legislation.  The EIAR does not constitute sufficient information to allow an 

informed assessment by the Minister that meets the requirements of the EIA Directive. 

Considered together with the issues identified in the review of the Natura Impact Statement, these 

issues mean that the scheme as presented and assessed cannot be granted a consent to proceed. 

Recommendations 

Refuse to grant a Confirmation Order because the information presented in the EIAR is not compliant 

with the requirements of the Arterial Drainage Act 1945 (No. 3 of 1945) as amended by S.I. 472 of 

2019, the European Union (Environmental Impact Assessment) (Arterial Drainage) Regulations 2019 

and does not constitute an adequate  basis for a reliable assessment by the Minister that meets the 

requirements of the Arterial Drainage Act or other environmental legislation including the Wildlife 

Acts. 

Recommendations to the review of original EIAR are included as Appendix II to this report. 
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APPENDIX I - Reference Documents 
 

Environmental Impact Assessment Report by Mott MacDonald, November 2019 including: 

• Main volums 

• Appendices 

• Non Technical Summary 

 

Preamble and Schedules 

Confirmation Drawings  

EIAR Addendum by Mott MacDonald, April 2021 
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APPENDIX II - Recommendations from original EIAR Review 

(November 2020) 
In the event that it is decided to request further information on the scheme, it is recommended to 

request the following items in relation to the Environmental Impact Assessment Report (EIAR). 

1. In addition to the qualifications provided for the personnel who provided significant inputs to 

the EIAR, details of their experience and any other relevant credentials.   

2. Clearly show how environmental considerations were taken account of during all 

hierarchical stages of consideration of alternatives including, but not limited to, the selection 

of the design flood return period and the alternative pedestrian bridge design options.  The 

information provided should include a comparison of the environmental effects of 

alternatives at each hierarchical level.   

3. Review and update the information on environmental considerations that influenced the 

consideration of alternatives to show that it has taken account of, and is consistent with, the 

findings of all assessment work that has been undertaken since 2009. 

4. Clarify how the construction of the scheme can be serviced by the single contractor’s 

compound described in the submitted Construction Environmental Management Plan (CEMP) 

or indicate locations of other compounds which are likely to be required.  This information 

should demonstrate that the proposal is credible and is described in sufficient detail to 

support a compliant EIA process that establishes the envelope of ‘worst case’ environmental 

effects which will not be exceeded during construction. 

5. Review and revise other aspects of the CEMP to ensure that all details required to support a 

robust EIA process are provided, including: 

i. Procedures for approval of detailed environmental controls for different works stages. 

ii. Detailed works timelines to show how in-stream works can be carried out during the 

permitted seasons, taking account of all ecological constraints and complying with all 

environmental mitigation measures. 

iii. Details of how spoil dredged from western side of the channel upstream of Seamus 

Rafter Bridge will be transported to North Island. 

iv. Management of traffic during construction including outline of traffic management 

arrangements at key stages during construction using maps and traffic numbers to show 

design capacity at key locations and predicted traffic levels. 

v. Environmental auditing proposals, at appropriate frequency throughout the 

construction period so as to demonstrate full compliance. 

vi. Reporting arrangements to ensure full accessibility and transparency. 

vii. Arrangements for liaison with all significant stakeholders including local residents, 

Inland Fisheries Ireland, the National Monuments Service and the National Parks and 

Wildlife Service (NPWS). 

6. Clarify the types and characteristics of maintenance works that are required to ensure the 

effectiveness of the proposed scheme and ensure that all of these works are assessed in 
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relevant sections of the EIAR.  Should any of these works be deemed to be exempt from 

requirement to be assessed in the EIAR, the basis for this approach should be clarified with 

clear reference to any other formal environmental assessment (EIA and AA) and/or consent 

procedures which are deemed to confirm the compliance of this approach with applicable 

requirements. 

7. A Construction & Demolition Waste Management Plan in accordance with Best Practice 

Guidelines on the Preparation of Waste Management Plans for Construction and Demolition 

Projects, 2006, DEHLG. 

8. Updates to the assessment of impacts on Biodiversity to include: 

i. A clear rationale detailing the assessment of all likely significant impacts of the whole 

project on key ecological resources within the scheme area.  This must include 

residual impacts after the suite of mitigation measures have been undertaken. 

ii. The specific river habitat alterations must be characterised clearly with a clear 

timeline of works with respect to each of the sensitive receptors identified in the EIAR 

to ensure that the altering of the habitats will not interfere with any of the aquatic 

species. 

iii. Mitigation measures need to be provided that ensure there are no significant residual 

impacts to the biodiversity of the receiving environment; this is particularly relevant 

for internationally important species which are identified on site. This includes but it 

not limited to the risk of direct mortality of adult freshwater pearl mussels; having 

regard to the known risks associated with translocation and captive breeding 

programmes.  

iv. An Invasive Species Management Plan demonstrating full compliance with best 

practice and NPWS guidance.  Ensure that effects of any use of pesticides are assessed 

in the EIAR and NIS. 

9. Updates to the assessment of Landscape and Visual impacts to include reassessment and 

reclassification of all impacts using a clearly referable standardised methodology that has due 

regard to the EPA Guidelines.  

10. Provision of updates to assessment of impacts in all specialist sections of the EIAR, insofar as 

required to ensure that: 

i. the EIAR takes due account of all information requested in this request for further 

information and deficiencies and gaps discussed in the EIAR review report prepared by 

CAAS;  

ii. details of the scheme, particularly of construction and maintenance plans, are 

consistent throughout; 

iii. assessments of likely significant impacts on each environmental factor take account of 

relevant findings of assessments of impacts on other factors (impact interactions); 

iv. impact predictions address all likely significant impacts during both the construction 

and the future maintenance stages; and 

v. all impacts are assessed and predicted in accordance with the standardised 

methodology and terminology set out in the EPA Guidelines. 



EIAR Review – River Slaney (Enniscorthy) Drainage Scheme 30/11/21 

 

by CAAS Ltd for the Dept. of Public Expenditure and Reform 52 

11. Revise and augment monitoring proposals to ensure that they are accompanied by 

appropriate and clear remedial or other actions which will be implemented in event of 

exceedances of trigger levels, to ensure that acceptable limits are not exceeded. 

12. Provide a consolidated list of all proposed mitigation and monitoring measures (as revised, 

taking account of the previous request items) ensuring that the commitment to all measures 

is clear and unambiguous. 

13. Updates to assessments of residual impacts in the specialist sections insofar as required to 

clearly show the predicted levels of effectiveness of mitigation measures (as updated on foot 

of this request for further information) and the predicted residual impacts of both the 

construction and of the ongoing maintenance of the proposed scheme. 

14. Updates to the Non-Technical Summary as required to align with changes to the EIAR on foot 

of this request for further information. 

 

All information shall be presented in format which ensures that the whole EIAR, including the further 

information, is clear and accessible.  Regard shall be had to the Guidelines on the information to be 

contained in Environmental Impact Assessment Reports 2017 (draft), EPA, including guidance on 

editing, integration and cross-referencing. 

A report on submissions received during the consultation period required by S.I. 472 of 2019 is 

provided.  The Commissioners are requested to consider the issues raised and take account of them 

in the further information, as appropriate. 

In the event that it is decided to issue a Commencement Order for the scheme, recommendations will 

be made regarding conditions in relation to the EIA. 
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APPENDIX III - Attachment to Review of s9 Landscape and Visual 
 

Methodology 

The analysis focusses on the specific effects on 25 Views [Table 9.5: Outline description of Viewshed 

Reference Points].  

 

Imperceptible [2]  

Slight – Imperceptible [1]  

Slight [7]  

Moderate – Slight [8]  

Moderate [7] 
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Describing the 

Significance of 

Effects 

‘’Significance’ is 

a concept that 

can 

have different 

meanings for 

different 

topics – in the 

absence of 

specific 

definitions for 

different topics 

the 

following 

definitions may 

be useful 

(also see 

Determining 

Significance 

below.). 

EPA Guidelines Applicant Criteria Definitions 

Table 9.4: Magnitude of Visual 

Impacts 

Applicant Criteria Used 

Table 9.6: Summary of 

Visual Impacts 

Number of 

occurrences  

na Positive 

Positive 

Changes that enhance the 

available vista by reducing visual 

clutter or restoring degraded 

features 

Not used 0 

Imperceptible 

An effect capable 

of measurement 

but without 

significant 

consequences. 

 

Negligible 

The proposal would be barely 

discernible within the available 

vista and/or it would not detract 

from, and may even enhance, the 

visual amenity of the scene 

Not Used 0 

Not defined Imperceptible 1 

 Not Defined Slight – Imperceptible  1 

Not significant 

An effect which 

causes noticeable  

 changes in the 

character of the 

environment but 

without significant 

consequences 

Low 

The proposal alters the available 

vista to a minor extent and may 

not be noticed by a casual 

observer and/or the proposal 

would not have a marked effect on 

the visual amenity of the scene 

Not Used 0 

Not used Not Used  

Slight Effects 

An effect which 

causes noticeable 

changes in the 

character of 

the environment 

without affecting 

its sensitivities. 

Not Defined  Slight  7 

Not Defined Moderate – Slight  8 

 Medium 

The proposal represents a 

moderate alteration the available 

vista, is a readily noticeable 

element and/or it may generate a 

degree of visual clutter or 
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disharmony, thereby reducing the 

visual amenity of the scene. 

Moderate Effects 

An effect that 

alters the 

character of the 

environment in a 

manner that is 

consistent with 

existing and 

emerging baseline 

trends. 

Not Defined Moderate  7 

Significant Effects 

An effect which, 

by its character, 

magnitude, 

duration or 

intensity alters a 

sensitive aspect 

of the 

environment. 

High 

The proposal alters a significant 

proportion or important part of 

the available vista and is one of 

the most noticeable elements. A 

considerable degree of visual 

clutter or disharmony is also likely 

to be generated, appreciably 

reducing the visual amenity of the 

scene 

 0 

Very Significant 

An effect which, 

by its character, 

magnitude, 

duration or 

intensity 

significantly alters 

most of a 

sensitive aspect 

of the 

environment. 

Very High 

The proposal alters a large 

proportion or critical part of the 

available vista and is without 

question the most distinctive 

element. A high degree of visual 

clutter or disharmony is also 

generated, strongly reducing the 

visual amenity of the scene 

 0 

Profound Effects 

An effect which 

obliterates 

sensitive 

characteristics 

None   0 

 

EPA Guidelines Number of 

occurrences 

by 

Applicant 
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Describing the Significance of 

Effects 

‘’Significance’ is a concept 

that can have different 

meanings for different 

topics – in the absence of 

specific definitions for 

different topics the following 

definitions may be useful 

 

Imperceptible 

An effect capable of measurement but without significant 

consequences. 

 

0 

3 

Not significant 

An effect which causes noticeable  

 changes in the character of the environment but without significant 

consequences 

0 

Slight Effects 

An effect which causes noticeable changes in the character of 

the environment without affecting its sensitivities. 

15 

Moderate Effects 

An effect that alters the character of the environment in a 

manner that is consistent with existing and emerging baseline 

trends. 

7 

Significant Effects 

An effect which, by its character, magnitude, duration or 

intensity alters a sensitive aspect of the environment. 

0 

Very Significant 

An effect which, by its character, magnitude, duration or 

intensity significantly alters most of a sensitive aspect of the 

environment. 

0 

Profound Effects 

An effect which obliterates sensitive characteristics 

0 
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Table from EPA Guidelines illustrating concentration of assessments in the less significant part of the 

assessment spectrum.  

 

3 

15 

7 
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APPENDIX IV - COMPETENCY OF REVIEW TEAM 
 

Paul Fingleton, lead reviewer, has an MSc in Rural and Regional Resources Planning (with 

specialisation in EIA), University of Aberdeen, 1990. Paul is a member of the International Association 

for Impact Assessment as well as the Institute of Environmental Management and Assessment. Paul 

has over twenty five years’ experience working in the area of Environmental Assessment. Paul has 

been involved in a diverse range of projects including contributions to, and co-ordination of, a number 

of complex EIARs, NISs and / or IPPCL Applications for projects.  He is the lead author of the current 

version of the EPA Guidelines. 

 

Andrew Torsney, ecologist, has an MRes in in Biodiversity and Conservation from the University of 

Leeds. Andrew is a full member of the Chartered Institute of Ecology and Environmental Management 

(MCIEEM). Andrew has over eight years’ experience working as an Ecologist on both national and local 

scale projects. His experience ranges from academic research which has been implemented by 

practical management to extensive consultancy work. Andrew has designed and coordinated 

ecological elements of Environmental Impact Assessments (EIA) for multiple large scale projects. 

 

Clare O’Doherty, study assistant, has a BSc in Environmental Management, Dublin Institute of 

Technology, 2019. Clare has experience working as part of team projects and in the preparation of EIA 

documents on behalf of multi-nationals and infrastructural providers. She also liaises with various 

government agencies and local authorities in order to assimilate the environmental baseline 

information that is used in SEAs, EIAs and AAs and assists in the preparation of the various SEA, EIA 

and AA related documentation.  

 

Study Director (QA) - Conor Skehan (BSC), (MLArch) Master of Landscape Architecture, University of 

Pennsylvania, 1983. Conor has been chartered by a number of professional Institutes including the 

International Association for Impact Assessment; the Irish Landscape Institute; the Royal Institute of 

the Architects of Ireland; and the Irish Planning Institute. He co-founded and served as President of 

the Irish Landscape Institute from 1993 to 1994. Environmental Impact Services is a Registered 

Assessor member of the Institute of Environmental Assessment (UK). Conor is an Architect, Landscape 

Architect, Strategic Planner, Impact Analyst, academic and writer.  

Conor has worked for over 30 years in many countries providing strategic and spatial planning and 

environmental consultancy to a wide range of government, public and private clients on assignments 

varying in scale from very large-scale infrastructural and industrial projects to large urban renewal and 

tourism projects. He has made significant contributions to a wide range of complex Environmental 

Impact Statements, planning applications and environmental reports for Industry (ICT, Bio-pharma), 

Infrastructure (road, rail, airport, port, power, energy waste, drainage and water supply), Institutions 

(hospital, prison projects) as well as major urban renewal and extension projects. 


