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Introduction

1

This Ecological Impact Assessment (EcIA) was authored by Kristie Watkin-Bourne of Scott Cawley Ltd.

2

It provides an assessment of the potential ecological effects of the proposed development Harold’s Bridge
Court, Harold’s Cross, Dublin 6 (refer to Figure 1 for location). The proposed development consists of a
strategic housing development of 194 dwellings. A detailed description of the proposed development is
included in Section 2.

3

The proposed development site consists of multiple occupied residential properties, one occupied
commercial property, with associated roads, pathways, parking areas and treelined amenity grassland
areas. The site is surrounded by similar, heavily built up, urban residential and commercial properties and
roadways.

4

The purpose of the report is to:

5

•

Establish and evaluate the baseline ecological environment, as relevant to the proposed
development

•

Identify, describe and assess all potentially significant ecological effects associated with the
proposed development

•

Set out the mitigation measures required to address any potentially significant ecological effects
and ensure compliance with relevant nature conservation legislation

•

Provide an assessment of the significance of any residual ecological effects

•

Identify any appropriate compensation, enhancement or post-construction monitoring
requirements

A separate stand-alone Appropriate Assessment (AA) Screening Report (Scott Cawley Ltd., 2022) has been
prepared and submitted as part of the planning application documentation. The AA Screening Report
contains information to inform the competent authority’s assessment of potential impacts on European
sites as a result of the proposed development either alone or in combination with other plans/projects.
The AWN Consulting (2022) Hydrological and Hydrogeological Qualitative Risk Assessment for a Proposed
SHD Development on Lands at Harold’s Bridge Court, Harold’s Cross, Dublin 6w, Co. Dublin (AWN, 2022).

2

Description of the Proposed Development

6

The Adroit Company Ltd. intends to apply to An Bord Pleanála for permission for a strategic housing
development on lands at ‘Harold’s Bridge Court’, Harold’s Cross Road & Greenmount Lane, Harold’s Cross,
Dublin 6W. The site is bounded to the north by the rear of existing residential and commercial
development along Parnell Road, and by commercial development i.e. “Greenmount Office Park” and
residential development i.e. “Boyne Court” to the south. The site is bounded to the east by Harold's Cross
Road, to the west by Greenmount Lane and by Limekiln Lane to the south-west.

7

The proposed development provides for 194 no. dwellings comprised of studio, 1, 2 & 3 bed apartment
units in 4 no. 4-9 storey blocks (Blocks A-D). The development also includes 1 no. commercial / retail unit
(c.175m2) at ground floor level of Block A, 1 no. creche (142.2m2) at ground floor level of Block C and 22
no. work studios (1,980m2) at ground & 1st floor level of Block D, all on a site area of 1.01 ha.

8

Permission is sought for the demolition of all existing buildings on site (c. 5,356m2), i.e. (a) 4 no. 3 storey
duplex residential buildings (i.e. 48 no. dwellings, c. 3,542m²) and 2 no. 1 storey residential buildings (c.
40m² & 41m²) all within Harold's’ Bridge Court, (b) 3 no. 2 storey houses at Clare Villas (c. 331m²) and (c)
an existing warehouse (c. 1,248m²) and ancillary structures (c.154m2) fronting onto Greenmount Lane.

9

Vehicular access to the proposed development will be via Harold’s Cross Road, utilizing the existing
entrance. Vehicular traffic only associated with Block D will be allowed enter the site from Greenmount
Lane with no vehicular through traffic progressing further through the development. Pedestrian and cyclist
access is proposed via Greenmount Lane and Harold’s Cross Road.
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10 The proposed development consists of the following:
•

Block A is a four to seven storey building accommodating 56 no. dwellings comprised of 29 no. 1
bed & 27 no. 2 bed apartments. Block A also includes 1 no. commercial / retail unit (c.175m 2) at
ground floor level, with a communal amenity room (c.35m2) and 2 no. communal roof gardens
(c.144m2 & c.39m2 respectively) on the 6th floor. Bin and bicycle stores, sub-station & switch room
are accommodated at ground floor. For the purposes of this EcIA a seven storey building is
assessed to allow for the worst case scenario.

•

Block B is a four to nine storey building accommodating 56 no. dwellings comprised of 2 no. studio
units, 20 no. 1 bed, 32 no. 2 bed & 2 no. 3 bed apartments. Block B also includes a communal
amenity room (c.53m2) on the 3rd floor, with a communal roof garden (c.164m2) also on the 3rd
floor. Bin and bicycle stores are accommodated at ground floor. For the purposes of this EcIA a
nine storey building is assessed to allow for the worst case scenario.

•

Block C is a four to eight storey building accommodating 57 no. dwellings comprised of 15 no. 1
bed, 39 no. 2 bed & 3 no. 3 bed apartments. Block C also includes a 1 storey creche (142.2m 2) at
ground floor level, with associated outdoor play space (c.233m²), bin stores at ground floor level
and a communal amenity room (c.50m2) on the 7th floor, with a communal roof garden (c.169m2)
also on the 7th floor. For the purposes of this EcIA a eight storey building is assessed to allow for
the worst case scenario.

•

Block D is a four to five storey building accommodating 25 no. dwellings comprised of 1 no. studio
unit, 16 no. 1 bed, 7 no. 2 bed & 1 no. 3 bed apartments. Block D also includes 22 no. work studios
(totalling 1,980m2) at ground & 1st floor level, and communal open space (c.124m2) at 2nd floor
level. Bin and bicycle stores are accommodated at ground floor. For the purposes of this EcIA a five
storey building is assessed to allow for the worst case scenario.

•

The proposed development provides for public open space (1,355m2), hard and soft landscaping
& boundary treatments. Communal residential amenity areas and open spaces are provided for in
the form of communal roof gardens and communal rooms associated with the individual blocks.
Additional communal open space is provided at ground level totalling 499m². Private open spaces
are provided as terraces at ground floor level of each block and balconies at all upper levels.

•

Car parking is to be provided in the form of surface and basement level car parking. Blocks B & C
are located above the proposed basement, which accommodates 58 no. car parking spaces, 4 no.
motorcycle spaces and 426 no. bicycle parking spaces (inclusive of 8 no. cargo bike spaces & 48
no. electric bicycle spaces). There are an additional 7 no. surface level car parking spaces proposed
(including 4 no. club car spaces), and 50 no. surface bicycle parking spaces. Bicycle parking is also
accommodated within each of the 4 no. blocks at ground floor level (104 no. spaces in total)

•

The proposed development includes for all associated site development works above and below
ground, bin & bicycle stores, plant (M&E), 2 no. sub-stations, public lighting, servicing, signage,
surface water attenuation facilities etc.

11 The associated site and infrastructural works include provision for water services; foul and surface water
drainage and connections; attenuation proposals; permeable paving; all landscaping works including tree
protection, tree removal and new tree planting; tree pits; green roofs/blue podium; boundary treatment;
internal roads and footpaths; and electrical services.
Construction and Demolition
12 The construction works will involve the demolition of all existing buildings within the proposed
development site
13 Construction programme is expected to last up to five years.
Drainage Proposal
14 The proposed surface water drainage system will collect storm-water run-off from the proposed residential
development via a traditional pipework and manhole system laid within the proposed street network. Run-
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off from hard standing areas will be collected via collectors. Sustainable Urban Drainage Systems (SuDS)
will be incorporated to reduce run-off volumes and improve run-off water quality.
15 Green roof technology will be incorporated into the development which will reduce the surface run-off
from the roof while also improving the quality of water. 70% of the roof area is proposed to be green roof.
After surface water has passed through the Green Roof and blue podium, this will pass through to the
surface water drainage network to the attenuation system.
16 Surface water discharge rates from the site’s main collection network will be controlled by Hydrobrake flow
control devices downstream of the attenuation storage area comprising a Stormtech attenuation system.
The Stormtech attenuation system will provide storage for a 100-year storm in accordance with GDSDS
(2005) with a 20% allowance for climate change. These attenuation systems will serve the whole of the
development.
17 Final petrol interceptors / downstream defenders to be provided upstream of the final outfall point to the
600mm combined sewer. Hydrobrake flow control will be used to restrict discharge.
18 All off street parking to be constructed using permeable paving. Run-off from these permeable areas is
allowed to infiltrate to the sub-soil and provide attenuation, storage and soakage for run-off generated by
adjacent impermeable surfaces. The surface water drainage network within the proposed development
has been designed allow for 50% run off from each driveway.
19 In addition to being an effective storage facility, surface water run-off directed to tree pits have the ability
to facilitate both water treatment and groundwater recharge
20 Surface water from the development will discharge via an attenuated outlet to the existing 600mm
diameter public Dublin City Council combined sewer which traverses the subject site. This in turn discharges
to the existing 3660mm trunk sewer located in Parnell Road and runs parallel to the Grand Canal. This
3660mm trunk main ultimately discharges to the Ringsend WwTP to the east.
21 The existing foul water drainage strategy on site is discharged to an exisiting 600mm combined sewer which
traverses the site and enters from the Harold’s Cross Road. This in turn discharges to the existing 3660mm
trunk sewer located in Parnell Road and runs parallel to the Grand Canal. This 3660mm trunk main
ultimately discharges to the Ringsend WwTP to the east. The proposed strategy will be to discharge by
gravity to the existing 600mm diameter combined sewer for treatment at Ringsend WwTP. This ultimately
discharges to Dublin Bay.
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Figure 1. Proposed development study area.

3

Planning, Policy and Legislation

22 The collation of ecological baseline data and the preparation of this assessment has had regard to the
following legislation and policy documents. This is not an exhaustive list but the most relevant legislative
and policy basis for the purposes of preparing this EcIA.
23 The following international legislation is relevant to the proposed development:
•

Council Directive 92/43/EEC on the Conservation of Natural Habitats and of Wild Fauna and Flora;
hereafter, referred to as the ‘Habitats Directive’. The Habitats Directive is the legislation under
which the Natura 2000 network1 was established and special areas of conservation (SACs) are

1

The Natura 2000 network is a European network of important ecological sites, as defined under Article 3 of the Habitats
Directive 92/43/EEC, which comprises both special areas of conservation and special protection areas. Special conservation
areas are sites hosting the natural habitat types listed in Annex I, and habitats of the species listed in Annex II, of the Habitats
Directive, and are established under the Habitats Directive itself. Special protection areas are established under Article 4 of
the Birds Directive 2009/147/EC for the protection of endangered species of wild birds. The aim of the network is to aid the
long-term survival of Europe's most valuable and threatened species and habitats.
In Ireland these sites are designed as European sites - defined under the Planning Acts and/or the Birds and Habitats
Regulations as (a) a candidate site of Community importance, (b) a site of Community importance, (c) a candidate special area
of conservation, (d) a special area of conservation, (e) a candidate special protection area, or (f) a special protection area. They
are commonly referred to in Ireland as Special Areas of Conservation (SACs) and Special Protection Areas (SPAs).
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designated for the protection of natural habitat types listed in Annex I, and habitats of the species
listed in Annex II, of that directive.
•

Directive 2009/147/EEC of the European Parliament and of the Council of 30 November 2009 on
the conservation of wild birds; hereafter, referred to as the ‘Birds Directive’. The Birds Directive is
the legislation under which special protection areas are designated for the protection of
endangered species of wild birds listed in Annex I of that directive.

•

Directive 2000/60/EC of the European Parliament and of the Council of 23 October 2000
establishing a framework for Community action in the field of water policy hereafter, referred to
as the ‘Water Framework Directive’. The Water Framework Directive’ is the legislation requiring
the protection and improvement of water quality in all waters (rivers, lakes, groundwater, and
transitional coastal waters) with the aim of achieving good ecological status by 2015 or, at the
latest, by 2027.

24 The following national legislation is relevant to the proposed development:
•

Wildlife Acts 1976 to 2021; hereafter collectively referred to as the ‘Wildlife Acts’. The Wildlife Acts
are the principal pieces of legislation at national level for the protection of wildlife and for the
control of activities that may harm wildlife. All bird species, 22 other animal species or groups of
species, and 86 species of flora are protected under this legislation.

•

Planning and Development Acts 2000 to 2021; hereafter collectively referred to as the ‘Planning
and Development Acts’. This piece of legislation is the basis for Irish planning. Under the legislation,
development plans (usually implemented at local authority level) must include mandatory
objectives for the conservation of natural heritage and for the conservation of European Sites. It
also sets out the requirements in relation to environmental assessment with respect to planning
matters, including transposition of the Habitats and Birds Directive into Irish law.

•

European Communities (EC) (Birds and Natural Habitats) Regulations 2011 to 2015; hereafter the
‘Birds and Habitats Regulations’. This legislation transposes the Habitats and Birds Directives into
Irish law. It also contains regulations (49 and 50) that deal with invasive species (those included
within the Third Schedule of the regulations).

•

European Communities (Water Policy) Regulations 2003 (S.I. No. 722 of 2003). This legislation
transposes the Water Framework Directive into Irish Law.

•

Flora (Protection) Order, 2022. This lists species of plant protected under Section 21 of the Wildlife
Acts.

25 The following plans and policies are relevant to the proposed development:

4
4.1

•

National Biodiversity Action Plan 2017-2021 (Department of Culture Heritage and the Gaeltacht,
2017)

•

All-Ireland Pollinator Plan 2021-2025 (National Biodiversity Data Centre, 2021)

•

Dublin City Development Plan 2016-2022 (Dublin City Council, 2016)

•

Dublin City Biodiversity Action Plan 2015-2020 (Dublin City Council, 2015)

Methodology
Author Statement

26 This Ecological Impact Assessment (EcIA) was authored by Kristie Watkin-Bourne, who also carried out the
field surveys with the assistance of additional Scott Cawley staff members, and reviewed by Niamh Burke
of Coiscéim Consulting and Tim Ryle of Scott Cawley Ltd.
27 Kristie Watkin-Bourne is a Senior Consultant Ecologist at Scott Cawley Ltd. She holds a first-class honours
degree in Physical Geography from Swansea University, and a first-class master’s degree in Applied
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Environmental Science from University College Dublin. She is a CIEEM Member (Qualifying) and is
experienced in conducting a range of terrestrial and aquatic ecological surveys for habitat and site
appraisals, species monitoring, and impact assessment. With over five years consultancy experience, Kristie
has a wide range of experience in Appropriate Assessment, Ecological Impact Assessment, Cumulative
Impact Assessment, and Strategic Environmental Assessment of plans and projects within the Irish planning
environment. Kristie has worked on behalf of public sector bodies including Irish Water, The National
Transport Authority, and several County Councils in addition to private developers across infrastructure,
renewable energy, and residential development projects.
28 Niamh Burke is Principal Ecologist with Coiscéim Consulting. She holds a BSc (Hons) in Natural Sciences with
Environmental Science and a PhD in salmonid ecology. She is a Chartered Environmentalist (CEnv) with the
Society for the Environment (Soc Env) and a Full Member of the CIEEM. Niamh is a senior scientist with
academic research and consulting experience in terrestrial ecology, aquatic ecology and fluvial
geomorphology. She is an experienced project manager with a full working knowledge of EIA, the planning
process and relevant environmental legislation, both national and European. With a specialism in aquatic
habitats, she also has experience of terrestrial species’ surveys and mitigation approaches. In her extensive
consultancy roles she has acted as reviewer for all ecological reporting, ensuring consistency of standards
and approach, and currently acts as an external reviewer for Scott Cawley Ltd.
29 Tim Ryle is a Principal Ecologist with Scott Cawley Ltd. He holds an honours degree in Botany from
University College Dublin and was later awarded a Ph.D. from the same institution. He is a full Member of
the Institute of Environmental Scientists. Tim is an experienced ecological consultant with twenty years’
experience in private consultancy in designing, undertaking and managing a wide range of ecological survey
and in assessing impacts and designing mitigation measures and biodiversity enhancements, in particular
for protected species including badgers, otters, bats, birds, amphibians as well as habitats of conservation
importance. He is also experienced in undertaking appropriate Assessment for small-scale development
projects and larger infrastructural projects, land plans as well as national/government plans.
4.2

Scope of the Assessment

30 The study area is defined by the zone of influence of the proposed development with respect to the
ecological receptors that could potentially be affected.
31 The Zone of Influence (ZoI), or distance over which potentially significant effects may occur, will differ
across the Key Ecological Receptors (KERs), depending on the potential impact pathway(s). The results of
both the desk study and the suite of ecological field surveys undertaken has established the habitats and
species present within, and in the vicinity of, the proposed development site. The ZoI and study area was
then informed and defined by the sensitivities of each of the KERs present, in conjunction with the nature
and potential impacts associated with the proposed development.
The ZoI of habitat loss impacts will be confined to within the proposed development boundary.
The ZoI of potential impacts on surface water quality in the receiving freshwater environment could extend
downstream as far as Dublin Bay.
The ZoI of general construction activities (i.e. risk of spreading/introducing non-native invasive species,
dust deposition and disturbance due to increased noise, vibration, human presence and lighting) is not
likely to extend more than several hundred metres from the proposed development.
4.3

Desk Study

32 A desk study was undertaken on the 13th October 2021 (and was updated in June 2022) to collate available
information on the local ecological environment. The following resources were used to inform the
assessment presented in this report:
•

Data on European sites, Natural Heritage Areas (NHAs) or proposed Natural Heritage Areas
(pNHAs) as held by the National Parks and Wildlife Service (NPWS) from
https://www.npws.ie/protected-sites and https://www.npws.ie/maps-and-data – refer to
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Appendix I, Figure 2 and Figure 3 for descriptions and locations of protected sites in the vicinity of
the proposed development
•

Records of rare and protected species for the 10km grid square(s), as held by the National
Biodiversity Data Centre www.biodiversityireland.ie or the NPWS – refer to Appendix III for all desk
study flora and fauna records

•

Spatial information relevant to the planning process including land zoning and planning
applications from Department of Housing Planning, Community and Local Government web map
portal. Available from https://myplan.ie/

•

Ordnance Survey Ireland mapping and aerial photography from http://map.geohive.ie/

•

Data on waterbodies, available for download from the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)
web map service. Available from https://gis.epa.ie/EPAMaps/

•

Information on soils, geology and hydrogeology in the area available from the Geological Survey
Ireland (GSI) online Spatial Resources service. Available from https://www.gsi.ie/en-ie/data-andmaps/Pages/Groundwater.aspx

•

Information on the conservation status of birds in Ireland from Birds of Conservation Concern in
Ireland 4 (Gilbert et al., 2021)

•

Information on the location, nature and design of the proposed development supplied by the
applicant’s design team.

4.4

Field Survey

Table 1 Ecological surveys and survey dates
Survey

Survey Date(s)

Habitat / multi-disciplinary surveys

August 2020
May 2022

Breeding bird surveys

June 2022

Bat surveys:
Building / PRF surveys

September 2020
May 2022

Emergence / Re-entry surveys

August / September 2020
May / June 2022

Walked transect surveys

August / September 2020
May / June 2022

4.4.1

Habitats and Flora Survey

33 A habitat survey was undertaken of the proposed development site on the 31st August 2020 by Alexis
FitzGerald following the methodology described in Best Practice Guidance for Habitat Survey and
Mapping2. A confirmatory survey was carried out on the 25th May 2022 by Kristie Watkin-Bourne to update
survey data. All habitat types were Guide to Habitats in Ireland3, recording the indicator species and

2

Smith, G.F., O’Donoghue, P., O’Hora, K. & Delaney, E. (2011) Best Practice Guidance for Habitat Survey and Mapping. The
Heritage Council Church Lane, Kilkenny, Ireland.
3 Fossitt,

J.A. (2000) A Guide to Habitats in Ireland. Heritage Council, Kilkenny.
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abundance using the DAFOR scale4 and recording any species of conservation interest. Vascular and
bryophyte plant nomenclature generally follow that of The National Vegetation Database5, having regard
to more recent taxonomic changes to species names after the New Flora of the British Isles6 and the British
Bryological Society’s Mosses and Liverworts of Britain and Ireland: A Field Guide7. Annex I habitat types
were classified after the Interpretation manual of European Union Habitats EUR288 with reference to the
corresponding national habitat survey reports and NPWS wildlife manuals, as applicable. The nomenclature
for Annex I habitats follows that of the Interpretation manual of European Union Habitats EUR28 with
abbreviated names after those used in The Status of EU Protected Habitats and Species in Ireland. Volume
1: Summary Overview9.
4.4.2
4.4.2.1

Fauna Surveys
Terrestrial Mammals (excluding Bats)

34 A terrestrial fauna survey (excluding bats) was undertaken on the 31st August 2020 by Alexis FitzGerald
followed by a confirmatory survey carried out on the 25th May 2022 by Kristie Watkin-Bourne to update
survey data. The presence/absence of terrestrial fauna species were surveyed through the detection of
field signs such as tracks, markings, feeding signs, and droppings, as well as by direct observation. The
habitats on site were assessed for signs of usage by protected/red-listed fauna species, and their potential
to support these species. Surveys to check for the presence of badger setts within the study area, and to
record any evidence of use, were undertaken on these dates.
4.4.2.2

Bats

35 A ground-level assessment of all trees and structures within the subject lands was undertaken on 15th
September 2020, to examine their suitability to support roosting bats and their potential to act as
important landscape features for commuting and foraging bats. The assessment of structures included
external inspections, as well as internal inspections where it was deemed safe and the buildings were
unoccupied, in line with general and Covid-19 safety guidelines. The assessment was based on guidelines
in Bat Surveys for Professional Ecologists: Good Practice Guidance (Collins, 2016) and included inspections
of trees and structures for potential roost features (PRFs), and for signs of bats (staining at roost entrances,
droppings, carcasses, insect remains).
36 Four bat activity surveys were undertaken within the lands between 2020 and 2022, by surveyors who are
experienced in bat transect surveys. The surveys were designed with reference to methodologies in Bat
Surveys for Professional Ecologists: Good Practice Guidelines (Collins, 2016), and survey details are
provided in Table 2. Surveys involved completion of a walked transect within the proposed development
site and bat activity was recorded using a handheld bat detector (Batlogger-M). Recordings collected in the
field were analysed using specialist sound analysis software (Elekon BatExplorer) to aid in the identification

4

The DAFOR scale is an ordinal or semi-quantitative scale for recording the relative abundance of plant species. The name
DAFOR is an acronym for the abundance levels recorded: Dominant, Abundant, Frequent, Occasional and Rare.
5

Weekes, L.C. & FitzPatrick, Ú. (2010) The National Vegetation Database: Guidelines and Standards for the Collection and
Storage of Vegetation Data in Ireland. Version 1.0. Irish Wildlife Manuals, No. 49. National Parks and Wildlife Service,
Department of Environment, Heritage and Local Government, Dublin, Ireland.
6

Stace, C. (2019) New Flora of the British Isles. 4th Edition. C&M Floristics.

7

Atherton, I., Bosanquet, S. & Lawley, M. (2010) Mosses and Liverworts of Britain and Ireland: A Field Guide. Latimer Trend &
Co., Plymouth.
8 CEC. (Commission of the European Communities) (2013)

Interpretation manual of European Union Habitats EUR28. European

Commission, DG Environment.
9

NPWS (2019). The Status of EU Protected Habitats and Species in Ireland. Volume 1: Summary Overview. Unpublished NPWS
report.
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of bat species by their calls, (where possible), using professional judgement and reference to British Bat
Calls: A Guide to Species Identification10.

Table 2

Details of bat surveys undertaken within the proposed development site

Date

Survey Time
(Sunset)

Survey Type

31/08/2020

04:30 – 06:40
(04:45)

Dawn Activity Survey

15/09/2020

19:30 - 21:35
(19:45)

Dusk Activity Survey

31/05/2022

21:26 – 23:11
(21:11)

Dusk Activity Survey

23/06/2022

03:27 – 05:15
(03:12)

Dawn Activity Survey

4.4.2.3

Weather Conditions
Dry / Clear
Dry / Clear
Dry / Clear
Dry / Clear

Breeding Birds

37 Bird activity within the proposed development site was recorded on 31st August 2020. A Dedicated
breeding bird survey was also undertaken on the 24th of June 2022 by Cathal Obrien using a methodology
adapted from the Bird Monitoring Methods - A Manual of Techniques for Key UK Species 11. The study area
covered the lands within and immediately adjacent to the proposed development site (see Figure 5). Lands
within the study area were slowly walked in a manner allowing the surveyor to come within 50m of all
habitat features. Birds were identified by sight and song, and general location and activity were recorded
using the British Trust for Ornithology (BTO) species and activity codes.
4.4.3

Survey Limitations

38 No dedicated wintering bird surveys were undertaken within the proposed development site, as the lands
are considered to be of very low suitability as potential foraging or resting habitat for wintering bird species
(see Section 5.3.6). Therefore, this is not considered to have posed any significant limitations on the
ecological assessment of the subject lands with regard to bird species.
39 A single dedicated breeding bird survey was carried out within the proposed development site on 23rd of
June 2022. Ideally 3 visits should be undertaken in a season. Breeding birds were also recorded during the
multidisciplinary field visit in August 2020. And given the nature of the site, the minor limitation is
acknowledged and considered within the assessment.
40 While bat activity surveys were undertaken during the appropriate season in accordance with the practices
outlined in Bat Survey Guidelines for Professional Ecologists (Collins, 2016), the occupation of the buildings
meant that internal inspections could not be carried out of the residential buildings. Therefore, there is a
low risk of an occasionally-used roost of individual bats being overlooked. In light of this, mitigation
measures have been provided for compliance with legislation protecting bats and their roosts during
construction/demolition within the lands.
41 Although no potential bat roosting features were observed in trees within the lands, these features are
often very subtle and can be obscured by foliage during summer/autumn months, and therefore, there is
a low risk of a potential bat roosting feature being overlooked. In light of this, mitigation measures have

10 Russ,

J. (2012) British Bat Calls: A Guide to Species Identification. Pelagic Publishing, Exeter, United Kingdom. ISBN 978-1907807-25-1.
11 Gilbert,

G., Gibbons, D.W. & Evans, J. (1998) Bird Monitoring Methods - A Manual of Techniques for Key UK Species. RSPB:
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been provided for compliance with legislation protecting bats and their roosts during
construction/demolition within the lands.
42 Some outer sheds in the west of the site adjacent to the warehouse were derelict and filled with material,
and so could not be surveyed in detail internally for the presence of roosting bats, owing to health and
safety concerns associated with the dilapidated condition of the structures. The absence of an internal
inspection does not compromise the assessment of the structure’s potential to support roosting bats as
pre-dawn re-entry surveys were undertaken within the active bat season and during optimal survey
conditions.
43 Despite the limitations noted above, sufficient survey data was gathered to fully inform the assessment of
impacts, the mitigation measures described in this report and the assessment of residual impacts predicted
in relation to the proposed development
4.5

Ecological Evaluation and Impact Assessment

4.5.1

Ecological Evaluation

44 Ecological receptors (including identified sites of ecological importance) are valued with regard to the
ecological valuation examples set out in Guidelines for Assessment of Ecological Impacts of National Roads
Schemes: Revision 212 and the guidance provided in Guidelines for Ecological Impact Assessment in the UK
and Ireland 13 – refer to Appendix III for examples of how ecological importance is assigned. In accordance
with these guidelines, important ecological features within what is referred to as the Zone of Influence
(ZoI) of the proposed development which are “both of sufficient value to be material in decision making
and likely to be affected significantly” are deemed to be ‘Key Ecological Receptors’ (KERs). These are the
ecological receptors which may be subject to significant effects from the proposed development, either
directly or indirectly. KERs are those biodiversity receptors with an ecological value of local importance
(higher value) or greater.
4.5.2

Impact Assessment

45 Ecological impact assessment is conducted following a standard source-pathway-receptor model, where,
in order for an impact to be established all three elements of this mechanism must be in place. The absence
or removal of one of the elements of the mechanism is sufficient to conclude that a potentially significant
effect would not occur.
•

Source(s) – e.g. pollutant run-off from proposed works

•

Pathway(s) – e.g. groundwater connecting to nearby qualifying wetland habitats

•

Receptor(s) – e.g. wetland habitats and the fauna and flora species they support

4.5.2.1

Characterising and Describing the Impacts

46 The parameters considered in characterising and describing the potential impacts of the proposed
development are per the EPA’s Guidelines on the Information to be Contained in Environmental Impact
Assessment Reports14 and CIEEM’s Guidelines for Ecological Impact Assessment in the UK and Ireland:

12

NRA (2009) Guidelines for Assessment of Ecological Impacts of National Roads Schemes: Revision 2. National Roads
Authority.
13

CIEEM (2018) Guidelines for Ecological Impact Assessment in the UK and Ireland. Chartered Institute of Ecology and
Environmental Management, Winchester, UK.
14

Environmental Protection Agency. (2022) Guidelines on the information to be contained in Environmental Impact
Assessment Reports. April 2022
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whether the effect is positive, neutral or negative; the significance of the effects; the extent and context of
the effect; the probability, duration and frequency of effects; and, cumulative effects.
47 Cumulative effects can result from individually insignificant but collectively significant actions taking place
over a period of time or concentrated in a location. The following development types are included in
considering cumulative effects:
•

Existing projects (under construction or operational)

•

Projects which have been granted consent but not yet started

•

Projects for which consent has been applied for which are awaiting a decision, including those
under appeal

•

Projects proposed at a plan level, if relevant (e.g. future strategic infrastructure such as roads or
greenways)

48 The likelihood of an impact occurring, and the predicted effects, can also be an important consideration in
characterising impacts. In some cases it may not be possible to definitively conclude that an impact will not
occur. In these cases the evaluation of significant effects is based on the best available scientific evidence
but where reasonable doubt still remains then the precautionary principle is applied and it may need to be
assumed that significant effects may occur. Professional judgement is used in considering the contribution
of all relevant criteria in determining the overall magnitude of an impact.
4.5.2.2

Significant Effects

49 In determining whether potential impacts will result in significant effects, the CIEEM guidelines were
followed. The approach considers that significant effects will occur when there are impacts on either:
•

the structure and function (or integrity) of defined sites, habitats or ecosystems; or

•

the conservation status of habitats and species (including extent, abundance and distribution).

Integrity
50 The term “integrity” may be regarded as the coherence of ecological structure and function, across the
entirety of a site that enables it to sustain all of the biodiversity or ecological resources for which it has
been valued (NRA, 2009).
51 The term ‘integrity’ is most often used when determining impact significance in relation to designated areas
for nature conservation (e.g. SACs, SPAs or pNHA/NHAs) but can also be the most appropriate method to
use for non-designated areas of biodiversity value where the component habitats and/or species exist with
a defined ecosystem at a given geographic scale.
52 An impact on the integrity of an ecological site or ecosystem is considered to be significant if it moves the
condition of the ecosystem away from a favourable condition: removing or changing the processes that
support the sites’ habitats and/or species; affect the nature, extent, structure and functioning of
component habitats; and/or, affect the population size and viability of component species.
Conservation Status
53 Similar definitions for conservation status given in the EU Habitats Directive 92/43/EEC, in relation to
habitats and species, are also used in the CIEEM (2018) and NRA (2009) guidance which are summarised as
follows:
•

For natural habitats, conservation status means the sum of the influences acting on the natural
habitat and its typical species, that may affect its extent, structure and functions as well as its
distribution, or the long-term survival of its typical species, at the appropriate geographical scale

•

For species, conservation status means the sum of influences acting on the species concerned that
may affect the abundance of its populations, as well as its distribution, at the appropriate
geographical scale
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54 An impact on the conservation status of a habitat or species is considered to be significant if it will result in
a change in conservation status, having regard to the definitions of favourable conservation status provided
in the EU Habitats Directive 92/43/EEC – i.e. into the future, the range, area and quality of habitats are
likely to be maintained/increased and species populations are likely to be maintained/increased.
55 According to the CIEEM methodology, if it is determined that the integrity and/or conservation status of
an ecological receptor will be impacted on, then the level of significance of that impact is related to the
geographical scale at which the impact will occur (i.e. local, county, national, international). In some cases
an impact may not be significant at the geographic scale at which the ecological feature has been valued
but may be significant at a lower geographical level. For example, a particular impact may not be
considered likely to have a negative effect on the overall conservation status of a species which is
considered to be internationally important. However, an impact may occur at a local level on this
internationally important species. In this case, the impact on an internationally important species is
considered to be significant at only a local, rather than an international level.

5
5.1
5.1.1

Baseline Ecological Environment
Designated Sites
European Sites

56 Special Areas of Conservation (SAC) are designated under the EC Habitats Directive (92/43/EEC) for the
protection of habitats listed on Annex I and/or species listed on Annex II of the Directive. Special Protection
Areas (SPAs) are designated under the Birds Directive (2009/147/EC) for the protection of bird species
listed on Annex I of the Directive, regularly occurring populations of migratory species (such as ducks, geese
or waders), and areas of international importance for migratory birds.
57 There are no European sites in the vicinity of the proposed development site. The closest European sites
to the proposed development are South Dublin Bay SAC and South Dublin Bay and River Tolka Estuary SPA;
both c. 4.2 km to the east, in Dublin Bay. Water from the site discharges into the Liffey Estuary Lower
transitional water body via Ringsend WwTP and via the Poddle_010, before ultimately draining to Dublin
Bay c. 10.9km downstream. The proposed development is hydrologically connected to the following
additional European sites in Dublin Bay situated approximately c. 7.3km east of the proposed development
site in Dublin Bay: North Dublin Bay SAC, North Bull Island SPA.
58 The SAC and SPA sites in the vicinity of the proposed development, their distance from the proposed
development and their Qualifying Interests/Special Conservation Interests are presented in Appendix I.
59 The locations of those SAC and SPA sites relative to the proposed development are illustrated on Figure 2
below.
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Figure 2 European sites within the vicinity of the proposed development

5.1.2

Nationally Designated Sites

60 Natural Heritage Areas (NHAs) are designated under the Wildlife Acts to protect habitats, species or
geology of national importance. In addition to NHAs, there are proposed NHAs (referred to as pNHAs),
which are also sites of significance for wildlife and habitats and were published on a non-statutory basis in
1995, but have not since been statutorily proposed or designated. Proposed NHAs are often offered
protection in the interim period under county or city development plans which requires that planning
authorities give due regard to their protection in planning policies and decisions.
61 The proposed development site does not overlap with any NHAs or pNHAs, however, the Grand Canal
pNHA is located c.60m north of the proposed development boundary. The proposed development will not
discharge into the Grand Canal, instead flows into the existing sewer network. Furthermore, as the grand
canal is fully lined (AWN, 2022), it is not hydrologically connected to the proposed development and
therefore is not considered as a key ecological receptor in the context of this assessment.
62 Currently, water from the site drains ultimately into the Liffey Estuary and the following pNHA sites in
Dublin Bay lie approximately 10 km downstream of the proposed development site: North Dublin Bay
pNHA, South Dublin Bay pNHA and Dolphins, Dublin Docks pNHA.
63 The pNHA sites in the vicinity of the proposed development, their distance from the proposed development
and their qualifying interests/special conservation interests are presented in Appendix I.
64 The locations of those pNHA sites relative to the proposed development are illustrated on Figure 3 below.
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Figure 3 Proposed Natural Heritage Areas (pNHAs) within the vicinity of the proposed development

5.2

Habitats and Flora

65 No records of plant species protected through their inclusion within the Flora (Protection) Order, 2022
were recorded during the field surveys. The Flora Protection Order 2022 Opposite leaved pondweed
Groenlandia densa is known from the Grand Canal (NBDC online database). Furthermore, no non-native
invasive species listed on the Third Schedule of the European Communities (Birds and Natural Habitats)
Regulations 2011 (as amended) were recorded within the proposed development lands.
66 The following six non-native species, which are not strictly subject to restrictions in Irish Law, but which are
considered to be invasive in some habitats and locations, were also identified within the lands:
•

Sycamore Acer pseudoplatanus

•

Cherry laurel Prunus Laurocerasus

•

Butterfly bush Buddleja davidii

•

Red valerian Centranthus ruber

•

Bilbao's fleabane Conyza floribunda

•

Annual mercury Mercurialis annua

•

Purple toadflax Linaria purpurea

67 The following habitat types of the Heritage Council classification system (Fossitt, 2000) were identified
within the subject lands and are mapped in Figure 4.
•

Treelines (WL2)

•

Amenity grasslands (GA2)

•

Buildings and artificial surfaces (BL3)
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•

Ornamental/non-native shrub (WS3)

68 None of the habitats recorded correspond to Annex I habitats of the EU Habitats Directive, and described
within the Interpretation Manual of European Union Habitats (European Commission, 2013)..

Figure 4 Habitat map of the proposed development

Treelines (WL2)
69 Treelines occur at the southern, northern and eastern edges of the site. They are dominated by native and
non-native tree and tall shrub species such as sycamore Acer pseudoplatanus, cherry species Prunus spp.,
hazel Corylus avellana, dogwood Cornus sericea, beech Fagus sylvatica, cherry laurel Prunus laurocerasus,
Viburnum tinus and lime Tilia x platyphyllos. Woody scrambling species such ivy Hedera helix, bramble
Rubus fruticosus agg. And privet Ligustrum vulgare also occur occasionally in the understorey, along with
Cotoneaster species.
70 This habitat is considered to be of local importance (higher value), as it forms part of the wider linear
habitat network in the area.
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Plate 1: WL2 Treeline habitat at the southern boundary of the Proposed Development site

Amenity Grassland (GA2)
71 Amenity grasslands in the south and north of the subject lands, generally surrounded by treelines. These
areas are used for amenity purposes by local residents. This habitat is characterised by improved and
heavily managed, species poor grassland, such that a short grass sward is present. Dominant species in this
habitat include perennial ryegrass Lolium perenne, red fescue Festuca rubra agg., white clover Trifolium
repens, common daisy Bellis perennis, springy turf moss Rhytidiadelphus squarrosus, dandelion Taraxacum
officinale agg. and annual meadow grass Poa annua.
72 This grassland is considered to be of local importance (lower value), due to its low species diversity.
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Plate 2: GA2 Amenity grassland habitat at the Proposed Development site.

Buildings and artificial surfaces (BL3)
73 The buildings and artificial surfaces habitat consists of concrete made ground, footpaths, roads, parking
areas and buildings spread across much of the site.
74 This habitat is almost completely devoid of vegetation, and is considered to be of negligible importance.
Plate 3: BL3 Buildings and artificial surfaces habitat at the Proposed Development site.

Ornamental/non-native shrub (WS3)
75 The ornamental/non-native shrub habitat occurs in small isolated patches or rows adjacent to the buildings
and parking areas within the lands. Further ornamental shrub species occur scattered in the treelines within
the site. Various non-native, planted, ornamental shrub species (including Cotoneaster sp., Cupressus sp.)
constitute the main vegetation of this habitat. However, amongst these shrubs, some native species have
become established, including bramble Rubus fruticosus agg., wood avens Geum urbanum, hoary
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willowherb Epilobium parviflorum, meadow buttercup Ranunculus acris, red valerian Centranthus
ruber and hedge bindweed Calytegia sepium.
76 This habitat is considered to be of local importance (lower value), due to its low species diversity and largely
planted origins.
Plate 4: Ornamental/non-native shrub at the Harold’s Bridge Court site
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5.3
5.3.1

Fauna
Bats

77 Bats, and their breeding and resting places, are protected under the Wildlife Acts. All bat species are also
listed on Annex IV of the EU Habitats Directive (with the Lesser horseshoe bat also listed on Annex II) and
are afforded strict protection under the Habitats Directive and the European Communities (Birds and
Natural Habitats) Regulations, 2011 (as amended).
78 A search of the database of species records held by the NBDC returned records of three bat species within
c.2km of the proposed development site, namely common pipistrelle bat Pipistrellus pipistrellus and
Leisler’s bat Nyctalus leisleri and Nathusius's pipistrelle Pipistrellus nathusii. All bats in Ireland are listed as
being of “least concern” (Nelson et al., 2019).
79 No signs of bats were noted from internal and/or external inspections of the residential buildings and
warehouse within the lands. In light of the scale, age and materials of construction (illustrated in Plate 5
and Plate 6), the buildings within the lands are considered to be of low suitability for roosting bats.
Furthermore, no bats were observed exiting from or returning to any of the buildings within the lands
during pre-dawn presence/absence surveys.

Plate 3: Interior of warehouse building in the
west of the proposed development site.

Plate 4: External view of residential buildings
within the proposed development site.

80 No bats were observed emerging from or returning to any of the buildings in the proposed development
site during the roost presence/absence surveys conducted in August 2020 or in May/June 2022. Lighting
conditions Three species of bat, soprano pipistrelle Pipistrellus pygmaeus, common pipistrelle Pipistrellus
pipistrellus and Leisler’s bat Nyctalus leisleri were recorded within the lands during presence/absence
surveys in 2020. In 2022, common pipistrelle, Leisler’s bat and one unidentified pipistrelle species were
recorded during the presence/absence surveys. Activity levels were generally low within the proposed
development lands. The relatively small number of bats recorded/observed suggests that the lands were
being used by a small population of foraging bat species.
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Figure 5 Bat Activity Survey Results

81 The treelines that occur within the peripheral parts of the proposed development lands are considered to
constitute suitable foraging and commuting habitat for bats. No potential roosting features were observed
in trees or buildings within the lands. The proposed development is within and existing residential and
commercial unit, and as such, is subject to public lighting, reducing the suitability for bat activity.
Notwithstanding the availability of suitable bat foraging habitat in the site, it is not well-connected with
higher quality foraging habitats in the vicinity (e.g. the Grand Canal). The bat species recorded during the
surveys are all common species and of “Least concern” (Nelson et al., 2019).
82 The local bat populations using the proposed development site and the surroundings as foraging and
commuting habitat are valued as being of local importance (higher value).
5.3.2

Badger

83 Badger Meles meles, and their breeding and resting places, are protected under the Wildlife Acts. The NBDC
data search returned two records for badger within c.2km of the site. The most recent and closest high
resolution record (dated 2009) is located c.1.5km north-east of the proposed development site.
84 No signs of badger activity were noted within the proposed development site. The habitats found within
the proposed development site provide limited amounts suitable foraging habitat for badgers (GA2 and
WL2 habitats). Due to the fragmented nature of these habitats, and a lack of connectivity to surrounding
green spaces offering commuting and suitable resting places, and the existing boundary fences constituting
barriers to foraging routes, the proposed development site is not likely to support significant populations
of badger however their presence cannot be ruled out.
85 Due to their stable Irish populations, badgers are considered to be of “Least concern” in terms of
conservation (Nelson et al., 2019). The local badger populations are considered to be of local importance
(higher value).
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5.3.3

Otter

86 Otter Lutra lutra, and their breeding and resting places, are protected under the Wildlife Acts. Otter are
also listed on Annex II and Annex IV of the EU Habitats Directive and are afforded strict protection under
the Habitats Directive and the European Communities (Birds and Natural Habitats) Regulations, 2011 (as
amended). The NBDC data search returned five records for otter within c.2km of the proposed
development. The most recent and closest record for otter (dated 1980) is from c. 60m north of the
proposed development site, by the Grand Canal.
87 There were no signs of otter present within the site. The proposed development site will not discharge into
the Poddle_010 or the Grand Canal. Instead outflows will be directed into the existing sewer network
before treatment at Ringsend WwTP. The Poddle_010 is located 95m west of the proposed development,
however as this is entirely culverted beneath Dublin City until it discharges into the Liffey Estuary Lower
2km downstream, it is not considered to be utilised by otters at this location.
88 Otters are also known to use the Grand Canal often for commuting purposes. The Grand Canal is located
60m north of the proposed development, however is not considered to be hydrologically connected to the
proposed development and no known drainage outfalls are known. Furthermore, as the grand canal is fully
lined (AWN, 2022), it is not considered to be hydrologically connected to the proposed development.
89 The Grand Canal and the Poddle_010, as well as the Liffey Estuary, are located in a separate sub-catchment
to any European site designated for otter, and therefore otter populations are not considered to form part
of any SAC populations.
90 As such, the presence of suitable otter habitat hydrologically connected to the proposed scheme is ruled
out. Therefore otter populations are not considered to be a key ecological receptor in the context of this
assessment.
5.3.4

Small Mammals

91 The small mammals hedgehog Erinaceus europaeus, Irish hare Lepus timidus hibernicus, Irish stoat Mustela
erminea hibernica, pine marten Martes martes, pygmy shrew Sorex minutus and red squirrel Sciurus
vulgaris are protected under the Wildlife Acts. The NBDC database search identified the following records
within c.2km of the proposed development site: one record of red squirrel, from Church Avenue,
Rathmines in 2013, c.1.2km south-east of the site.
92 No signs of protected mammal fauna were noted within the lands. The grasslands and hedgerows within
the proposed development site offer some suitable foraging and breeding habitat for hedgehogs, red
squirrel and pygmy shrews. However, due to the fragmented nature of these habitats, and a lack of
connectivity to surrounding green spaces offering commuting and suitable resting places, habitat within
the proposed development site is not likely to support significant populations of protected small mammals.
93 All small mammal species returned in the NBDC search are of “Least” conservation concern (Nelson et al.,
2019). They are widely distributed throughout Ireland. Although the habitats on-site do not present optimal
breeding habitat for all small mammal species, they may be potentially used for commuting and foraging
by all. The local small mammal populations are considered to be of local importance (higher value).
5.3.5

Breeding Birds

94 A range of common bird species were observed in the proposed development site and surrounding areas
during surveys conducted in June 2022. Robin Erithacus rubecula and blue tit Cyanistes caeruleus were
observed to be potentially breeding within the study area in treelines at the perimeter of the proposed
development site. Blackbird Turdus merula, dunnock Prunella modularis, goldfinch Carduelis carduelis,
house sparrow Passer domesticus, woodpigeon Columba palumbus, and wren Troglodytes troglodytes,
were either observed within suitable breeding habitat or observed in song. House sparrow is amber-listed
on the BoCCI list (Gilbert et al., 2021), while all remaining species are green listed.
95 Feral pigeon Columba livia f. domestica, hooded crow Corvus cornix, jackdaw Corvus monedula, (greenlisted on BoCCI), starling, herring gull (amber-listed on BoCCI), and swift (red-listed on BoCCI) were all
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observed flying over the proposed development site. Starling and herring gull are known to nest in building
crevice’s, however this was not observed during site visits. There was no evidence of swifts nesting within
the proposed development site. Swifts are crevice-nesters and tend to utilise similar structures to bats,
albeit in less cluttered environments. No nesting swifts were observed returning to any buildings in the
proposed development site during bat roost presence/absence surveys (roosts return to roost immediately
before/when bats are emerging from their roost).
96 On the basis of surveyor observations, the lands are of local importance (higher value) for breeding birds.
5.3.6

Wintering Birds

97 There are records of overwintering wetland bird species, for which European sites in Dublin Bay have been
designated, using amenity grassland sites in the vicinity of the proposed development site for terrestrial
feeding (Benson, 2009; Enviroguide Consulting, 2019). One such site, Crumlin Road/Synge Street GAA
Pitches is located c.900m west of the proposed development is one such prominent terrestrial feeding site
for light-bellied Brent geese Branta bernicla hrota, which utilise the grassland pitches for supplementary
foraging. No signs of Brent geese (including sightings of birds, presence of feathers, droppings, or grazing
signs) were noted within the lands in 2020 or 2022. The lands are considered to be of very low suitability
for wintering birds.
98 The following factors contribute to the lands being considered of very low suitability for wintering birds:
The proportion of moss to grass within the sward means that the lands consist of low quality foraging
habitat; the presence of tall trees and buildings on the perimeter of the fields inhibit take-off and landing
for wintering birds; while the presence of resident domestic cats (a predator of birds) may discourage birds
from landing. Only one wetland bird species was noted within the lands, a single Mediterranean gull Larus
melanocephalus commuting over the lands in August 2020. The roofs of the residential buildings may
represent suitable nesting habitat for herring gulls Larus argentatus, however, this species was not noted
within the lands during the field surveys.
99 Several species of birds have an unfavourable status in Europe, have moderately declined in abundance or
range, a very small population size, a localised distribution, or occur in internationally important numbers
and therefore are included within the BoCCI amber list for Ireland (Gilbert et al., 2021). Two of these species
were recorded within the proposed development site, namely, herring gull and Mediterranean gull. .
100 Due to the aforementioned facts and the presence of suitable habitat within and directly adjacent to the
proposed development site, the local wintering bird populations are both considered to be of local
importance (higher value).
5.3.7

Common lizard

101 According to the NBDC database, the nearest record for common lizard is located c. 2km east of the
proposed development site, which dates back to 1968.
102 This species is strongly associated with heathland and coastal dune habitats; neither habitat types were
identified within the proposed development site (Marnell, 2002; Farren et al., 2010). Therefore, common
lizard are not considered to be present within the proposed development site. As such, common lizard
populations are considered to be of local importance (higher value); however, they are not considered to
be a key ecological receptor due to the absence of records for the species in the immediate surroundings.
5.3.8

Amphibians

103 The common frog and the smooth newt are legally protected under the Wildlife Acts. The common frog is
also listed under Annex V of the Habitats Directive. No evidence of common frogs or smooth newt were
identified within the proposed development site during the multi-disciplinary surveys.
104 Amphibians require access to aquatic habitats (including ephemeral ponds) to breed. No common frogs or
smooth newts were observed in the lands during the surveys. The proposed development site does not
contain any aquatic habitat features and therefore do not contain suitable habitat for breeding amphibians.
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Local common frog and smooth newt populations are of local importance (higher value), however, they
are not considered to be a key ecological receptor due to lack of suitable habitat, provided that there will
be no indirect off-site effects.
5.3.9

Fish

105 Fish species are protected under the Fisheries Acts and by fishing by-laws. Atlantic salmon, river lamprey
and the brook lamprey are listed on Annex II of the Habitats Directive.
106 There are no water bodies present within the proposed development site. The proposed development site
will not discharge directly into the Poddle_010 or Grand Canal, instead outflows are directed into the
existing sewer network before treatment at Ringsend WWTP. During times of flood there is potential
drainage discharge into the Poddle_010 via unmapped underground drains, the Poddle_010 is located 95m
west of the proposed development, however as this is entirely culverted beneath Dublin City until it
discharges into the Liffey Estuary Lower 2km downstream. It is reported that the Poddle_010 has no
populations of salmonids or any other fisheries interests due to extensive culverting in the lower section
of the river proving impassable to any migratory species such as Atlantic salmon, European eel or sea trout
(SDCC 2020).
107 The Grand Canal is known as a major angling destination outside of Dublin and species present include
common bream Abramis brama, tench Tinca tinca, common rudd Scardinius erythrophthalmus, common
perch Perca fluviatilis and pike Esox lucius. The Grand Canal is located 60m north of the proposed
development, however is not considered to be hydrologically connected to the proposed development as
the flows will be directed to the existing sewer network. Furthermore, as the grand canal is fully lined
(AWN, 2022), it is not hydrologically connected to the proposed development.
108 As such, the presence of suitable fisheries habitat hydrologically connected to the proposed scheme is ruled
out. Therefore fish populations are not considered to be a key ecological receptor in the context of this
assessment.
5.4

Summary of Ecological Evaluation

109 Table 2 below summarises the ecological evaluation of all receptors taking into consideration legal
protection, conservation status and local abundance, and identifies the Key Ecological Receptors (KERs).
Species, habitats and features not qualifying as KERs are not subjected to impact assessment in line with
current best practice of assessing the impacts on what are determined to be important ecological or
biodiversity features: CIEEM and TII guidelines (CIEEM, 2018 and National Roads Authority, 2009).
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Table 2 Summary of the ecological evaluation
Ecological Receptor

Ecological Valuation

KER?

South Dublin Bay SAC

International

Yes

North Dublin Bay SAC

International

Yes

South Dublin Bay and River Tolka Estuary
SPA

International

Yes

North Bull Island SPA

International

Yes

Grand Canal pNHA

National

No

Dolphins, Dublin Docks pNHA

National

Yes

South Dublin Bay pNHA

National

Yes

North Dublin Bay pNHA

National

Yes

All other SAC or SPA sites

International

No

All other NHA or pNHA sites

National

No

Treelines (WL2)

Local importance (higher value)

Yes

Amenity grasslands (GA2)

Local importance (lower value)

No

Buildings and artificial surfaces (BL3)

Negligible importance

No

Ornamental/non-native shrub (WS3)

Local importance (lower value)

No

Bats

Local importance (higher value)

Yes

Otter

County Importance

No

Badgers

Local importance (higher value)

Yes

Breeding Birds

Local importance (higher value)

Yes

Wintering Birds

Local importance (higher value)

Yes

Reptiles (common lizard)

Local importance (higher value)

No

Amphibians (common frog and smooth
newt)

Local importance (higher value)

No

Other mammal species

Local importance (higher value)

No

Fish

County Importance – Local
importance (higher value)

No

Designated Sites

Habitats

Fauna Species
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6
6.1
6.1.1

Assessment of Effects and Mitigation Measures
European Sites
Potential Impacts

110 This section describes and assesses the potential for the proposed development to result in likely significant
effects on European sites that lie within the ZoI of the proposed development. In the context of European
sites this is focussed on the habitats and species for which the sites are selected (QIs for cSACs and SCIs for
SPAs) and the conservation objectives supporting their conservation status in each site. This assessment is
directly related to the assessment methodology for European sites required under the Habitats Directive,
which is presented in the standalone Appropriate Assessment Screening Report for the proposed
development that accompanies this application.
111 The assessment presented in the Appropriate Assessment Screening Report (Scott Cawley ltd., 2022)
concluded that “the possibility of any significant effects on any European sites…. whether arising from the
project alone or in combination with other plans and projects, can be excluded” and that the potential
impacts associated with the proposed development do not have the potential to affect the receiving
environment and, consequently, do not have the potential to affect the conservation objectives supporting
the qualifying interests or special conservation interests of any European sites; either alone or in
combination with any other plans or projects.
6.1.2

Mitigation Measures

112 As set out in the Appropriate Assessment Screening Report, in concluding that the proposed development
is not likely to have a significant effect on any European sites, mitigation measures intended to avoid or
reduce any harmful effects of the proposed development on European sites were not required or taken
into account, as per legal rulings and requirements.
6.1.3

Significance of Residual Effects

113 The assessment presented in the Appropriate Assessment Screening Report concluded that there was no
risk of the proposed development resulting in a likely significant effect on any European site, either alone
or in combination with other plans or projects. Therefore, the proposed development is not likely to have
significant residual effects on any European sites.
6.2

Nationally Designated Sites

114 In the case of NHAs and pNHAs the assessment considers whether the integrity15 of any such site would be
affected by the proposed development with reference to the ecological features for which the site is
designated, or is proposed.
6.2.1

Potential Impacts

115 The proposed development does not overlap with any nationally designated sites and it is not located in
their immediate vicinity. The nearest national site is Grand Canal pNHA, located c. 60m north of the
proposed development. By virtue of its location and separation in an urbane setting, the proposed
development does not have the potential to affect the receiving environment and, consequently, do not
have the potential to affect the integrity of any nationally designated site; either alone or in combination
with any other plans or projects.

15

Refer to Section 4.5.2.2 for definition and impact assessment methodology
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116 As the proposed development does not traverse any nationally designated sites there is no potential for
habitat fragmentation or loss to occur.
117 There is potential for hydrological or hydrogeological risks associated with the proposed development,
which have to be considered in terms of their impact on the nationally designated sites and therefore there
are nationally designated sites at risk of habitat degradation. A hydrological and hydrogeological risk
assessment report was prepared for the proposed development by AWN Consulting (AWN, 2022) Results
of the conceptual site model (CSM) carried out by AWN, which informed the AA screening report issued
with this report, indicated that surface run-off from the proposed development, during both construction
and operational phases respectively, will not result in any perceptible impact on water quality in
downstream receiving waters in the Liffey Estuary Lower or Dublin Bay (and thus in the nationally
designated sites therein).
118 There are no species listed on the Third Schedule of the European Communities (Birds and Natural Habitats)
Regulations, 2011 (as amended) recorded from within the proposed development site. The proposed
development site is hydrologically connected to nationally designated sites in the Liffey Estuary Lower and
Dublin Bay, however, due to the absence of Third Schedule non-native invasive species within the proposed
development site, there is no risk of non-native invasive species spreading from the proposed development
site to any nationally designated site.
119 Construction-related disturbance and displacement of fauna species could potentially occur within the
vicinity of the proposed development. The urban locality of the proposed development reduces this risk as
fauna within the city will be habituated to noise levels. For birds associated with North Dublin and South
Dublin NHAs, disturbance effects would not be expected to extend beyond a distance of c. 300m, as noise
levels associated with general construction activities would attenuate to close to background levels at that
distance16.
6.2.2

Mitigation Measures

120 As there is no risk of the proposed development affecting the integrity of any nationally designated site,
mitigation measures intended to avoid or reduce any harmful effects of the proposed development on
nationally designated sites were not required.
6.2.3

Significance of Residual Effects

121 There is no risk of the proposed development to affect the integrity of any nationally designated site, either
alone or in combination with other plans or projects. Therefore, the proposed development is not likely to
have significant residual effects on any nationally designated sites.
6.3
6.3.1

Habitats and Flora
Potential Impacts

Habitat loss
Construction of the proposed development will result in the loss of vegetated habitat area; totalling
approximately 0.98ha or 9795m2. None of the habitats directly affected by the proposed development are
considered to be ranked any greater than of local importance (higher value). The majority of the habitats

16 The

disturbance zone of influence for waterbirds is based on the relationship between the noise levels generated by
general construction traffic/works (BS 5228:2009 Code of Practice for Noise and Vibration Control on Construction and Open
Sites – Part 1 Noise) and the proximity of those noise levels to birds – as assessed in Cutts, N. Phelps, A. & Burdon, D. (2009)
Construction and Waterfowl: Defining Sensitivity, Response, Impacts and Guidance, and Wright, M., Goodman, P & Cameron,
T. (2010) Exploring Behavioural Responses of Shorebirds to Impulsive Noise. Wildfowl (2010) 60: 150–167. At 300m, noise
levels are below 60dB or, in most cases, are approaching the 50dB threshold below which no disturbance or displacement
effects would arise.
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within the proposed development boundary are a maximum of local importance (lower value) and
predominantly comprised of buildings and artificial surfaces (BL3) (c.0.70ha) but also include c.0.03ha of
non-native ornamental shrub (WS3) and amenity grassland (GA2). As these habitats are of local importance
(lower value), their loss or modification will not result in a likely significant effect on biodiversity.
The habitat types within the proposed development boundary, and the area of each, that are considered
to be of a high local biodiversity value are as follows:
•

Treelines (WL2) – 27 trees removed

The proposed development will result in the loss of a maximum of c..0.08ha / 792m2 of linear treeline
habitat. The majority of the treelines being removed are young planted trees at the perimeter of the
proposed development. The landscaping design will retain 55 existing trees and includes for linear planting
outlined below. Therefore, considering the relatively small length of treeline loss, this is not likely to result
in a significant negative effect, at any geographic scale.
•

66 no. of additional trees

•

11 no. of tree/shrub variants

•

630m2 of native understorey planting

6.3.2
6.3.2.1

Mitigation Measures
Retention and Protection of Vegetation during Construction

Any vegetation within the proposed development boundary) which is to be retained shall be afforded
proper protection during the construction phase in accordance with the Guidelines for the Protection and
Preservation of Trees, Hedgerows and Scrub Prior to, During and Post Construction of National Road
Schemes (National Roads Authority, 2006b), as follows:
•

All trees along the proposed development boundary that are to be retained, both within and
adjacent to the proposed development boundary (where the root protection area of the tree
extends into the proposed development boundary), will be fenced off at the outset of works and
for the duration of construction to avoid structural damage to the trunk, branches or root systems
of the trees. Temporary fencing will be erected at a sufficient distance from the tree so as to
enclose the Root Protection Area (RPA) of the tree. The RPA will be defined based upon the
recommendation of a qualified arborist

•

Where fencing is not feasible due to insufficient space, protection for the tree/hedgerow will be
afforded by wrapping hessian sacking (or suitable equivalent) around the trunk of the tree and
strapping stout buffer timbers around it

•

The area within the RPA will not be used for vehicle parking or the storage of materials (including
soils, oils and chemicals). The storage of hazardous materials (e.g. hydrocarbons) or concrete
washout areas will not be undertaken within 10 m of any retained trees, hedgerows and treelines

•

A qualified arborist shall assess the condition of, and advise on any repair works necessary to, any
trees which are to be retained or that lie outside of the proposed development boundary but
whose RPA is impacted by the works. Any remedial works required will be carried out by a qualified
arborist

•

A buffer zone of at least 5m will be maintained between construction works and retained
hedgerows to ensure that the root protection areas are not damaged

6.3.3

Significance of Residual Effects

122 Following the implementation of protection/retention measures for vegetation during construction and
biosecurity measures to prevent the spread of invasive species, there will be no significant residual effects
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on habitats and flora in arising from the proposed development on its own or cumulatively with other
plans, projects, or activities.
6.4

Bats

6.4.1

Potential Impacts

123 Notwithstanding the fact that some derelict buildings on site could not be safely accessed, significant
effects are not likely with regards to bats. The proposed development site is largely illuminated by public
lighting, and the site contains low suitability foraging habitats for bats, with little unhindered connectivity
to larger forage areas. Bats that utilise e.g. commute through, the proposed development lands are likely
to be habituated to a certain degree of lighting. Lighting associated with the proposed development will
not contribute to a significant increase in lighting in the lands and therefore is unlikely to have an effect on
bat foraging activity, on account of existing lighting layout. The proposed buildings’ height for the various
blocks does not pose a collision risk for bats. Irish bat species navigate largely by echolocation calls, and
fixed structures such as those proposed as part of the proposed development present a negligible risk in
terms of collision.
124 No bat roosts were identified/confirmed and the potential roosting features was overall low within the
proposed development site in 2020 or 2022. As such, the proposed development will not result in the loss
of any breeding / resting sites for any bat species and therefore, there is no potential for likely significant
effects on the conservation status of bats to occur at any geographic scale as a result of this potential
impact.
125 The scale of a potential impact event would be very localised, and would not affect the conservation
condition of any bat species at the local or county level, or indeed the conservation status of any bat
species: All Irish bats are listed as ‘least concern’ (Marnell et al., 2019), meaning their populations are
relatively stable. Measures are provided in section 6.4.2 to avoid the disturbance of bats during
construction and operation.
6.4.2

Mitigation Measures

6.4.2.1

Measures to Control and Reduce Light Spill During Construction and Operation

126 Any light spill affecting bat use of habitats outside of the proposed development boundary will be avoided.
Light levels during construction and operation in these areas will be maintained at baseline levels.
127 This will be achieved through sensitive siting and design of the lighting elements. This includes careful
consideration of light placement on buildings, column heights and luminaire design. Accessories such as
baffles, hoods or louvres are used to reduce light spill and direct light to where it is needed. Ideally
luminaires should be selected which do not emit UV light (e.g. metal halide and fluorescent light sources
should be avoided). LED luminaires should be used where possible due to their sharp cut-off, lower
intensity, good colour rendition and dimming capability.
6.4.3

Significance of Residual Effects

128 Following the application of measures to avoid mortality and disturbance of bats in the proposed
development site, there will be no residual effects on bats arising from the proposed development either
on its own or cumulatively with other plans, projects or activities.
6.5
6.5.1

Badger
Potential Impacts

Potential Impacts of Habitat Loss on Foraging Badgers
129 The proposed development site has the potential, albeit limited to be used by badgers due to some suitable
habitat for foraging and the presence of badger and hedgehogs from the local area from the findings of the
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desktop review. The conversion of the lands to buildings and artificial surfaces, with associated planting
and amenity grasslands, will reduce the amount of habitat available for foraging in this area for badgers.
However, the overall loss of habitat is small (c. 0.28ha) and not significant at any scale, considering the
typical badger territory size of more than 60ha in Ireland.
Disturbance or Displacement of Foraging Badgers
130 While the proposed development will result in increased human presence on site, the potential effects on
badgers in terms of disturbance are not significant in this instance as it is largely a developed site that is
being remodelled. This is because, the proposed construction works are limited in terms of scale, and as
works will largely be confined to daylight hours, when badgers are least likely to forage within the proposed
development site. Even in the event that the construction phase of the proposal coincides with
construction of other projects in the immediate vicinity, there will be no significant disturbance or
displacement effects on badgers. Badgers are widespread in Ireland and can be found in close proximity to
human settlements, including in Dublin City, and therefore are likely to adapt to changes in human activity
levels in the proposed development site and surrounding area.
6.5.2

Mitigation Measures

131 As there is no risk of the proposed development impacting the local badger and hedgehog populations,
mitigation measures intended to avoid or reduce any harmful effects of the proposed development on the
local badger and hedgehog populations were not required or taken into account.
6.5.3

Significance of Residual Effects

132 There is no risk of the proposed development, whether considered on its own or in combination with other
plans or projects, impacting upon the local badger and hedgehog populations. Therefore, the proposed
development is not likely to have significant residual effects on the local badger and hedgehog populations.
6.6

Breeding Birds

6.6.1

Potential Impacts

Effects of Habitat Loss on Breeding Birds
133 The treelines in the proposed development are considered to offer good suitability for nesting bird species.
Species that commonly nest in these habitats were encountered during surveys of the lands in June 2022.
The effects of habitat loss on bird species arising from the proposed development are not considered to be
significant during the operational phase at any geographic scale for the following reasons:
•

While the lands will be of lower suitability for foraging species for the duration of the construction
phase of the development, the implementation of landscape planting as part of the design will
provide foraging opportunities for common bird species encountered during the surveys; and,

•

The implementation of landscape planting will provide breeding opportunities when sufficient
time has passed for newly planted trees to mature. Additional foraging opportunities will also be
provided by a mixture of trees and shrubs, and understorey and ornamental planting. Landscaping
quantities include:
o

15 no. existing trees retained and 98 no. of additional trees

o

11 no. of tree/shrub variants

o

760m2 of native understorey planting

o

1009m2 ornamental planting

o

91 m2 native wildflower meadow
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•

The effects of habitat loss on ground-nesting species arising from the proposed development will
not be significant at any geographic scale considering the lack of suitable ground-nesting habitat
(e.g. undisturbed grassland) on site.

Effects of Mortality and Disturbance on Breeding Birds
134 The potential for disturbance is likely to arise from noise associated with the construction phase of the
proposed development. For birds, construction-related disturbance effects would not be expected to
extend beyond a distance of c. 300m, as noise levels associated with general construction activities would
attenuate to close to background levels at that distance (Cutts et al., 2009). A range of bird species utilise
the proposed development site to forage within. While there is some potential for short-term disturbance
of bird species foraging within the lands at the early stage of construction, it is anticipated that birds will
acclimatise to human presence. This is because the lands are located in an urban locality, and the bird
species noted onsite are generally associated with gardens and other habitats frequented by people. The
potential for disturbance of foraging bird species during construction is not considered to be significant at
any geographic scale.
135 Bird species are protected under the Wildlife Act 1976 (as amended) and it is an offence to disturb birds
while on their nests, or to wilfully take, remove, destroy, injure or mutilate their eggs or nests. The
proposed development site contains several common species of bird, many of which are likely to nest
within hedgerows and treelines. There is potential for direct impacts on nesting birds and/or mortality of
birds arising from the clearance of vegetation within the site. This scenario would be most likely if works
were to occur during the time of year when birds are likely to be nesting (1st March to 31st August,
inclusive). The potential temporary and short-term disturbance of breeding bird species during
construction is considered to be significant at local geographic scale.
6.6.2

Mitigation Measures

6.6.2.1

Measures to Protect Breeding Birds During Construction

136 Ideally and where feasible, vegetation (e.g., hedgerows, trees, scrub and grassland) will not be removed,
between the 1st March and the 31st August, to avoid direct impacts on nesting birds. Where the
construction programme does not allow this seasonal restriction to be observed, then these areas will be
inspected by a suitably qualified ecologist for the presence of breeding birds prior to clearance. Areas found
not to contain nests may be cleared within 3 days of the nest survey, otherwise repeat surveys will be
required.
6.6.3

Significance of Residual Effects

137 The effects of the proposed development on breeding birds have been considered within Section 66.1 of
this report. Measures to avoid, reduce and mitigate effects on breeding birds have been provided in Section
6.6.2 of this report. Following the implementation of these measures, residual effects on breeding birds
arising from the proposed development will be reduced to levels not assessed to be significant at any
geographic scale.
6.7
6.7.1

Wintering Birds (Non-SCI Species)
Potential Impacts

Effects of Habitat Loss on Wintering Non-SCI Bird Species
138 The habitats, hedgerows and treelines in the lands are of good suitability for foraging wintering non-SCI
passerine species. While the lands will be of lower suitability for foraging species for the duration of the
construction phase of the development, the implementation of landscape planting will provide foraging
opportunities. Wintering non-SCI birds will benefit of implementation of landscape planting similarly to
breeding birds (see section 6.6.1 for landscaping quantities). Due to aforementioned factors, the effects of

Harold’s Bridge Court Strategic Housing Development

30

Ecological Impact Assessment

habitat loss on wintering non-SCI bird species arising from the proposed development will not be significant
at any geographic scale.
Disturbance or Displacement of Wintering Non-SCI Bird Species
139 The potential for disturbance is likely to arise from noise associated with the construction phase of the
proposed development. For birds, construction-related disturbance effects would not be expected to
extend beyond a distance of c. 300m, as noise levels associated with general construction activities would
attenuate to close to background levels at that distance (Cutts et al., 2009). Wintering non-SCI passerine
species may utilise the proposed development site, however as discussed in section 5.3.6 this is not
considered to offer substantial feeding grounds. While there is some potential for short-term disturbance
of bird species foraging within the lands at the amenity grassland (GA2) habitat at construction, it is
anticipated that birds will acclimatise to human presence. This is because these lands are located in an
urban locality, and the wintering passerine species are generally associated with gardens and other habitats
frequented by people. The potential for disturbance of foraging wintering non-SCI species during
construction is not considered to be significant at any geographic scale.
6.7.2

Mitigation Measures

140 As there is no risk of a significant negative effect from the proposed development on wintering non-SCI
bird species, mitigation measures intended to avoid or reduce any harmful effects of their populations are
not required.
6.7.3

Significance of Residual Effects

141 The effects of the proposed development on wintering non-SCI bird species have been considered within
Section 6.6.1 of this report. The residual effects on wintering non-SCI bird species arising from the proposed
development are not assessed to be significant at any geographic scale.

7

Conclusions

142 The assessment, presented in the AA Screening, of the potential for the proposed development to impact
upon European sites concluded that, the proposed development does not pose a risk of adversely affecting
(either directly or indirectly) the integrity of European sites, either alone or in combination with any other
plans or projects.
143 In the broader sense and impacts to biodiversity receptors, The proposed development does not have the
potential to result in significant negative effects on nationally designated areas for nature conservation,
whether considered on its own or in combination with any other plans or projects
144 The proposed development has no potential to affect the surface water quality or the ecology of the
adjacent waterbodies as the surface water discharge from the site will be zero. The surface water systems
are designed in accordance with the principles of SuDS as recommended in the Greater Dublin Strategic
Drainage Study (2005).
145 There will be no works which would have the potential to affect groundwater and groundwater dependent
terrestrial habitats of European and/or nationally designated sites.
146 The proposed development will result in habitat loss within the proposed development boundary.
Considering the relatively small areas of habitat lost and the proposed landscape plans, this will not be
significant at any geographic scale. The landscape design will ensure that the biodiversity value of the
habitats to be retained and created as part of the proposed development are maximised in order to
compensate for any habitat loss.
147 The proposed development does not have the potential to affect habitats indirectly as a result of Third
schedule non-native invasive species impacts due to lack of Third schedule non-native invasive species
within the site.
148 The proposed development does not have the potential to result in significant negative effects on fauna at
a local or any other geographic level.
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149 A range of mitigation measures have been proposed, in addition to the extensive and stringent
environmental control measures that have been incorporated into the design of the proposed
development. All of the mitigation measures shall be implemented in full and are best practice, tried and
tested, and effective control measures to protect biodiversity and the receiving environment.
150 Considering the elements included within the design of the proposed development (as described in Section
2), and the implementation of the mitigation measures required to be implemented as described in Section
6 to avoid or minimise the effects of the proposed development on the receiving ecological environment,
no significant residual ecological effects are predicted.
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Table 3 Summary of the significant residual ecological effects of the proposed development
Ecological Receptor

Ecological Valuation

Impacts with Potentially
Significant Effects

Potential Significance of
Effects

Mitigation Measures

Significance of Residual
Effects

South Dublin Bay SAC

International

None

International

None

None

North Dublin Bay SAC

International

None

International

None

None

South Dublin Bay and
River Tolka Estuary SPA

International

None

International

None

None

North Bull Island SPA

International

None

International

None

None

Dolphins, Dublin Docks
pNHA

National

None

National

None

None

South Dublin Bay pNHA

National

None

National

None

None

North Dublin Bay pNHA

National

None

National

None

None

Local importance (higher
value)

None

N/A

Retention / Protection of
vegetation to be retained

None

Bats

Local importance (higher
value)

None

N/A

Bat sensitive lighting plan

None

Badgers

Local importance (higher
value)

None

N/A

None

None

Breeding birds

Local importance (higher
value)

None

N/A

Seasonal vegetation
clearance

None

Designated Sites

Habitats
Treelines
Fauna Species

Breeding bird surveys prior
to vegetation clearance in
breeding season
Wintering birds

Local importance (higher
value)
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Appendix I
Protected Sites for Nature Conservation in the Vicinity of the Proposed Development
European sites in the vicinity of the proposed development are listed below in Table 1, along with their
qualifying/special conservation interests, reference to the most recent conservation objectives document,
and their location relative to the proposed development site.
Other nationally protected sites for nature conservation in the vicinity of the proposed development are
listed below in Table 2, along with the nature conservation interests for which they are designated, and
their location relative to the proposed development site
Table 1 European sites in the vicinity of the proposed development
European Site Name [Code] and its
Qualifying interest(s) / Special Conservation Interest(s)
(*Priority Annex I Habitats)

Location Relative to
the Proposed
Development Site

Special Area of Conservation (SAC)
Rye Water Valley/Carton SAC [001398]
7220 Petrifying springs with tufa formation (Cratoneurion)*
1014 Narrow-mouthed Whorl Snail Vertigo angustior

Approximately.14.5km
west of the proposed
development

1016 Desmoulin's Whorl Snail Vertigo moulinsiana
S.I. No. 494/2018 - European Union Habitats (Conservation of Wild Birds (Rye Water
Valley/Carton Special Area of Conservation 001398)) Regulations 2018.
NPWS (2021) Conservation Objectives: Rye Water Valley/Carton SAC 001398. Version 1.
National Parks and Wildlife Service, Department of Housing, Local Government and
Heritage.1

North Dublin Bay SAC [000206]
1140 Mudflats and sandflats not covered by seawater at low tide
1210 Annual vegetation of drift lines

Approximately.7.3km
north-east of the
proposed development

1310 Salicornia and other annuals colonising mud and sand
1330 Atlantic salt meadows (Glauco-Puccinellietalia maritimae)
1395 Petalwort Petalophyllum ralfsii
1410 Mediterranean salt meadows (Juncetalia maritimi)
2110 Embryonic shifting dunes
2120 Shifting dunes along the shoreline with Ammophila arenaria (white dunes)
2130 Fixed coastal dunes with herbaceous vegetation (grey dunes)*
2190 Humid dune slacks
S.I. No. 524/2019 - European Union Habitats (North Dublin Bay Special Area of Conservation
000206) Regulations 2019
NPWS (2013) Conservation Objectives: North Dublin Bay SAC 000206. Version 1. National
Parks and Wildlife Service, Department of Arts, Heritage and the Gaeltacht.

1 The versions of

the conservation objectives documents referenced in this table are the most recent published versions at the

time of writing
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European Site Name [Code] and its
Qualifying interest(s) / Special Conservation Interest(s)
(*Priority Annex I Habitats)
South Dublin Bay SAC [000210]
1140 Mudflats and sandflats not covered by seawater at low tide
1210 Annual vegetation of drift lines
1310 Salicornia and other annuals colonising mud and sand
2110 Embryonic shifting dunes

Location Relative to
the Proposed
Development Site
Approximately4.3km
east of the proposed
development

S.I. No. 525/2019 - European Union Habitats (South Dublin Bay Special Area of Conservation
000210) Regulations 2019
NPWS (2013) Conservation Objectives: South Dublin Bay SAC 000210. Version 1. National
Parks and Wildlife Service, Department of Arts, Heritage and the Gaeltacht.

Baldoyle Bay SAC [000199]

Approximately.12.5km

1140 Mudflats and sandflats not covered by seawater at low tide

north-east of the
proposed development

1310 Salicornia and other annuals colonizing mud and sand
1330 Atlantic salt meadows (Glauco‐Puccinellietalia maritimae)
1410 Mediterranean salt meadows (Juncetalia maritimi)
S.I. No. 472/2021 - European Union Habitats (Baldoyle Bay Special Area of Conservation
000199) Regulations 2021
NPWS (2012) Conservation Objectives: Baldoyle Bay SAC 000199. Version 1.0. National
Parks and Wildlife Service, Department of Arts, Heritage and the Gaeltacht

Howth Head SAC [000202]
1230 Vegetated sea cliffs of the Atlantic and Baltic coasts
4030 European dry heaths

c.12.8km north-east of
the proposed
development

S.I. No. 524/2021 - European Union Habitats (Howth Head Special Area of
Conservation 000202) Regulations 2021
NPWS (2016) Conservation Objectives: Howth Head SAC 000202. Version 1. National Parks
and Wildlife Service, Department of Arts, Heritage, Regional, Rural and Gaeltacht Affairs.

Rockabill to Dalkey Island SAC [003000]

Approximately13.8km
south-east of the
proposed development

1170 Reefs
1351 Harbour porpoise Phocoena phocaena
S.I. No. 94/2019 - European Union Habitats (Rockabill To Dalkey Island Special Area Of
Conservation 003000) Regulations 2019
NPWS (2013) Conservation Objectives: Rockabill to Dalkey Island SAC 003000. Version 1.
National Parks and Wildlife Service, Department of Arts, Heritage and the Gaeltacht.

Glenasmole Valley SAC [001209]
6210 Semi-natural dry grasslands and scrubland facies on calcareous substrates
(Festuco-Brometalia) (* important orchid sites)

Approximately.9.9km
south-west of the
proposed development

6410 Molinia meadows on calcareous, peaty or clayey-silt-laden soils (Molinion
caeruleae)
7220 Petrifying springs with tufa formation (Cratoneurion)*
S.I. No. 345/2021 - European Union Habitats (Glenasmole Valley Special Area of
Conservation 001209) Regulations 2021
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European Site Name [Code] and its
Qualifying interest(s) / Special Conservation Interest(s)
(*Priority Annex I Habitats)

Location Relative to
the Proposed
Development Site

NPWS (2021) Conservation Objectives: Glenasmole Valley SAC 001209. Version 1. National
Parks and Wildlife Service, Department of Housing, Local Government and Heritage.

Wicklow Mountains SAC [002122]
3110 Oligotrophic waters containing very few minerals of sandy plains
(Littorelletalia uniflorae)

Approximately10km
south of the proposed
development

3160 Natural dystrophic lakes and ponds
4010 Northern Atlantic wet heaths with Erica tetralix
4030 European dry heaths
4060 Alpine and Boreal heaths
6130 Calaminarian grasslands of the Violetalia calaminariae
6230 Species-rich Nardus grasslands, on siliceous substrates in mountain areas
(and submountain areas, in Continental Europe)*
7130 Blanket bogs (* if active bog)
8110 Siliceous scree of the montane to snow levels (Androsacetalia alpinae and
Galeopsietalia ladani)
8210 Calcareous rocky slopes with chasmophytic vegetation
8220 Siliceous rocky slopes with chasmophytic vegetation
91A0 Old sessile oak woods with Ilex and Blechnum in the British Isles
1355 Lutra lutra (Otter)
NPWS (2017) Conservation Objectives: Wicklow Mountains SAC 002122. Version 1. National
Parks and Wildlife Service, Department of Arts, Heritage, Regional, Rural and Gaeltacht
Affairs.

Knocksink Wood SAC [000725]
7220 Petrifying springs with tufa formation (Cratoneurion)*
91A0 Old sessile oak woods with Ilex and Blechnum in the British Isles

Approximately13.7km
south of the proposed
development

91E0 Alluvial forests with Alnus glutinosa and Fraxinus excelsior (Alno-Padion,
Alnion incanae, Salicion albae)*
S.I. No. 93/2019 - European Union Habitats (Knocksink Wood Special Area Of Conservation
000725) Regulations 2019
NPWS (2021) Conservation Objectives: Knocksink Wood SAC 000725. Version 1. National
Parks and Wildlife Service, Department of Housing, Local Government and Heritage.

Special Protection Area (SPA)
Approximately.7.2km
north-east of the
proposed development

North Bull Island SPA [004006]
A046 Light-bellied Brent Goose Branta bernicla hrota
A048 Shelduck Tadorna tadorna
A052 Teal Anas crecca
A054 Pintail Anas acuta
A056 Shoveler Anas clypeata
A130 Oystercatcher Haematopus ostralegus
A140 Golden Plover Pluvialis apricaria
A141 Grey Plover Pluvialis squatarola
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European Site Name [Code] and its
Qualifying interest(s) / Special Conservation Interest(s)
(*Priority Annex I Habitats)

Location Relative to
the Proposed
Development Site

A143 Knot Calidris canutus
A144 Sanderling Calidris alba
A149 Dunlin Calidris alpina
A156 Black-tailed Godwit Limosa limosa
A157 Bar-tailed Godwit Limosa lapponica
A160 Curlew Numenius arquata
A162 Redshank Tringa totanus
A169 Turnstone Arenaria interpres
A179 Black-headed Gull Chroicocephalus ridibundus
A999 Wetlands & Waterbirds
S.I. No. 211/2010 - European Communities (Conservation of Wild Birds (North Bull Island
Special Protection Area 004006)) Regulations 2010.
NPWS (2015) Conservation Objectives: North Bull Island SPA 004006. Version 1. National
Parks and Wildlife Service, Department of Arts, Heritage and the Gaeltacht.

South Dublin Bay and River Tolka Estuary SPA [004024]
A046 Light-bellied Brent Goose Branta bernicla hrota
A130 Oystercatcher Haematopus ostralegus

Approximately.4.3km
east of the proposed
development

A137 Ringed Plover Charadrius hiaticula
A141 Grey Plover Pluvialis squatarola
A143 Knot Calidris canutus
A144 Sanderling Calidris alba
A149 Dunlin Calidris alpina
A157 Bar-tailed Godwit Limosa lapponica
A162 Redshank Tringa totanus
A179 Black-headed Gull Chroicocephalus ridibundus
A192 Roseate Tern Sterna dougallii
A193 Common Tern Sterna hirundo
A194 Arctic Tern Sterna paradisaea
A999 Wetland and Waterbirds
S.I. No. 212/2010 - European Communities (Conservation of Wild Birds (South Dublin Bay
and River Tolka Estuary Special Protection Area 004024)) Regulations 2010.
NPWS (2015) Conservation Objectives: South Dublin Bay and River Tolka Estuary SPA
004024. Version 1. National Parks and Wildlife Service, Department of Arts, Heritage and
the Gaeltacht.

Baldoyle Bay SPA [004016]

Approximately12.5km
north-east of the
proposed development

A046 Light-bellied Brent Goose Branta bernicla hrota
A048 Shelduck Tadorna tadorna
A137 Ringed Plover Charadrius hiaticula
A140 Golden Plover Pluvialis apricaria
A141 Grey Plover Pluvialis squatarola
A157 Bar-tailed Godwit Limosa lapponica
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European Site Name [Code] and its
Qualifying interest(s) / Special Conservation Interest(s)
(*Priority Annex I Habitats)

Location Relative to
the Proposed
Development Site

A999 Wetland and Waterbirds
S.I. No. 275/2010 - European Communities (Conservation of Wild Birds (Baldoyle Bay Special
Protection Area 004016)) Regulations 2010.
NPWS (2013) Conservation Objectives: Baldoyle Bay SPA 004016. Version 1. National Parks
and Wildlife Service, Department of Arts, Heritage and the Gaeltacht.

Wicklow Mountains SPA [004040]

Approximately10.2km
south of the proposed
development

A098 Merlin Falco columbarius
A103 Peregrine Falco peregrinus
S.I. No. 586/2012 - European Communities (Conservation of Wild Birds (Wicklow Mountains
Special Protection Area 004040)) Regulations 2012.
NPWS (2022) Conservation objectives for Wicklow Mountains SPA [004040]. Generic
Version 9.0. Department of Housing, Local Government and Heritage.

Approximately13.4km
south-east of the
proposed development

Dalkey Islands SPA [004172]
A192 Roseate Tern Sterna dougallii
A193 Common Tern Sterna hirundo
A194 Arctic Tern Sterna paradisaea
S.I. No. 238/2010 - European Communities (Conservation of Wild Birds (Dalkey Islands
Special Protection Area 004172)) Regulations 2010.
NPWS (2022) Conservation objectives for Dalkey Islands SPA [004172]. Generic Version 9.0.
Department of Housing, Local Government and Heritage.

Approximately 14.8km
north east of the
proposed development

Howth Head Coast SPA [004113]
A188 Kittiwake Rissa tridactyla
S.I. No. 185/2012 - European Communities (Conservation of Wild Birds (Howth Head Coast
Special Protection Area 004113)) Regulations 2012.
NPWS (20212) Conservation objectives for Howth Head Coast SPA [004113]. Generic
Version 89.0. Department of Housing, Local Government and Heritage.

Table 2 Nationally protected sites in the vicinity of the proposed development
Designated Site Name [Code] and its nature conservation features

Location Relative to
the Proposed
Development Site

proposed Natural Heritage Area (pNHA)
Grand Canal pNHA [002104]
This site is designated for its diversity of habitats and species within the canal
boundaries.

Approximately 60m
north of the proposed
development site

NPWS (2009). Site synopsis for Grand Canal pNHA [002104].

Royal Canal pNHA [002103]
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Designated Site Name [Code] and its nature conservation features

Location Relative to
the Proposed
Development Site

Diversity of flora and fauna species the canal ecosystem supports and the
presence of legally protected plant species, opposite-leaved pondweed
Groenlandia densa.
South Dublin Bay pNHA
Diversity of coastal, estuarine, intertidal and marine habitats, and the flora and
fauns species they support – see also South Dublin Bay SAC and South Dublin Bay
and River Tolka Estuary SPA
North Dublin Bay pNHA [000206]
Diversity of coastal, estuarine, intertidal and marine habitats, and the flora and
fauns species they support – see also North Dublin Bay SAC, North Bull Island SPA
and South Dublin Bay and River Tolka Estuary SPA in Table 1 above
Booterstown Marsh pNHA [001205]
This is the only saltmarsh on the south Dublin coast, and it is of importance for its
wetland bird species. It also contains a diverse flora including the FPO species
Borrer’s Saltmarsh-grass Puccinellia fasciculata.

Approximately 4.1km
north east of the
proposed
development

Approximately 4.3km
east of the proposed
development

Approximately 5.4km
east of the proposed
development site

NPWS (2009). Site synopsis for Booterstown Marsh pNHA [001205].

Dolphins, Dublin Docks pNHA [000201]
Nesting common terns – see also South Dublin Bay and River Tolka Estuary SPA in
Table 1 above
Liffey Valley pNHA [000128]
Diversity of flora and fauna species the river ecosystem supports, including rare
and/or legally protected plant species (hairy St. John's wort Hypericum hirsutum,
green figwort Scrophularia umbrosa and yellow archangel Lamiastrum

Approximately 5.5km
east of the proposed
development

Approximately 5.6km
north-west of the
proposed
development

galeobdolon)
Dodder Valley pNHA [000991]
The site represents the last remaining stretch of natural riverbank vegetation on
the River Dodder in the Dublin area. It contains a range of vegetation including
riparian woodland and wildflower meadows with a good diversity of plant
species.

Approximately 5.6km
south of the proposed
development site

NPWS (2009). Site synopsis for Dodder Valley pNHA [000991].

Fitzsimon's Wood pNHA [001753]
This site has been designated for its example of birch woodland, which is rare in
the Dublin context.

Approximately 7.1km
south of the proposed
development site

NPWS (2009). Site synopsis for Fitzsimon’s Wood pNHA [001753].
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Designated Site Name [Code] and its nature conservation features

Location Relative to
the Proposed
Development Site

Santry Demesne pNHA [000178]

Approximately 7.9km
north of the proposed
development site

The site has been designated primarily due toit he presence of an FPO species,
Hairy St John’s Wort, however the woodland habitats in the site are also of
general ecological interest.
NPWS (2009). Site synopsis for Santry Demesne pNHA [000178].

Glenasmole Valley pNHA [001209]
No site synopsis has been published for this site, however it is understood to
have been designated for the same reasons as the European sites with which it
shares its boundaries
Dalkey Coastal Zone and Killiney Hill pNHA [001206]
This site has been designated due to its range of coastal habitats ranging from
the sub-littoral to coastal heath. The flora of the site includes several rare
species. The site is also of geological importance.

Approximately 9.7km
south east of the
proposed
development site
Approximately 10.6km
south east of the
proposed
development site

NPWS (2009). Site synopsis for Slade Of Saggart And Crooksling Glen pNHA [000211].

Lugmore Glen pNHA [001212]
This site has been designated due as it is a good representation of a wooded glen,
a habitat which is now scarce in Co. Dublin. The site also contains the rare flora
species Yellow Archangel.

Approximately 10.7km
south west of the
proposed
development site

NPWS (2009). Site synopsis for Lugmore Glen pNHA [001212].

Dingle Glen pNHA [001207]
This site has been designated due to its variety of habitats within a relatively
small area, including woodland vegetation and heath vegetation.

Approximately 11.6km
south east of the
proposed
development site

NPWS (2009). Site synopsis for Dingle Glen pNHA [001207].

Ballybetagh Bog pNHA [001202]
Although this site includes fen and marsh habitat, its primary interest is historical,
due to the high concentration of giant deer skeletons that have been recovered
from the site.

Approximately 12.4km
south of the proposed
development site

NPWS (2009). Site synopsis for Ballybetagh Bog pNHA [001202].

Baldoyle Bay pNHA [000199]
No site synopsis has been published for this site, however it is understood to
have been designated for the same reasons as the European sites with which it
shares its boundaries
Feltrim Hill pNHA [001208]
This site has been designated for its geological interest as opposed to its
ecological interest.

Approximately 12.4km
north east of the
proposed
development site
Approximately 12.9km
north-east of the
proposed
development site

NPWS (2009). Site synopsis for Feltrim Hill pNHA [001208].

Loughlinstown Woods pNHA [001211]

Harold’s Bridge Court Strategic Housing Development

Approximately 13.2km
south east of the

42

Ecological Impact Assessment

Designated Site Name [Code] and its nature conservation features

Location Relative to
the Proposed
Development Site

This site has been designated for its example of demesne-type woodland. It
contains an example of riparian woodland along the banks of the Loughlinstown
River.

proposed
development site

NPWS (2009). Site synopsis for Loughlinstown Woods pNHA [001211].

Slade Of Saggart And Crooksling Glen pNHA [000211]
This site has been designated for its wooded river valley habitats, and small
wetland system. It also hosts a rare flora species, Yellow Archangel, and a rare
invertebrate species, the Chalcid Halticoptera patellana (a hymenopteran).

Approximately 13.2km
south west of the
proposed
development site

NPWS (2009). Site synopsis for Slade Of Saggart And Crooksling Glen pNHA [000211].

Sluice River Marsh pNHA [001763]
This site has been designated for its example of freshwater marsh habitat, a
habitat type which is rare in the context of Dublin. It also hosts waterfowl species
including species associated with Baldoyle Estuary.

Approximately 13.2km
north east of the
proposed
development site

NPWS (2009). Site synopsis for Sluice River Marsh pNHA [001763].

Howth Head pNHA [000202]
No site synopsis has been published for this site, however it is understood to
have been designated for the same reasons as the European sites with which it
shares its boundaries.
Knocksink Wood pNHA [000725]
No site synopsis has been published for this site, however it is understood to
have been designated for the same reasons as the European sites with which it
shares its boundaries.
Rye Water Valley/Carton pNHA [001398]
Diversity of flora and fauna species the river ecosystem supports – see also Rye
Water Valley/Carton SAC
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Appendix II
Desk Study Flora and Fauna Records
Desktop records of protected, rare, or other notable plant species are listed below in Table 1. These are
plant species which are legally protected under the Flora (Protection) Order, 2022 and/or are listed as
Critically Endangered, Endangered or Vulnerable on the relevant national Red Data list for Ireland2.
Table 1 Records of protected, red-listed or notable flora recorded from the desk study in the vicinity of
the study area
Common Name/
Scientific name
Opposite-leaved pondweed
Groenlandia densa

Legal
Status3

Red List Status

Source

FPO

Endangered

Dublin City County Development Plan 20222028

Desktop records of protected, rare, or other notable fauna species are listed below in Table 2. In relation
to amphibian, reptile and mammal species those which are protected under the Wildlife Acts, the Habitats
Directive and/or are listed as threatened (Vulnerable to Critically Endangered) on the relevant national Red
Lists are included. In the case of bird species, only those species listed in Annex I of the Birds Directive or
on the Birds of Conservation Concern in Ireland (BoCCI) Red List are included in the table below. For
invertebrate species, those which are listed as threatened (Vulnerable to Critically Endangered) on the
relevant national Red List are included.

2

Vascular flora from Wyse Jackson, M., FitzPatrick, Ú., Cole, E., Jebb, M., McFerran, D., Sheehy Skeffington, M. & Wright, M.
(2016) Ireland Red List No. 10: Vascular Plants. National Parks and Wildlife Service, Department of Arts, Heritage, Regional,
Rural and Gaeltacht Affairs, Dublin, Ireland.
Bryophytes from Lockhart, N., Hodgetts, N. & Holyoak, D. (2012) Ireland Red List No.8: Bryophytes. National Parks and Wildlife
Service, Department of Arts, Heritage and the Gaeltacht, Dublin, Ireland.
3

HDII/IV/V = Habitats Directive Annexes II/IV/V; FPO = Flora (Protection) Order, 2022; WA = Wildlife Acts
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Table 2 Records of protected, red-listed or notable fauna from the desktop study in the vicinity of the
study area
Common Name/

Legal Status1

Red List
Status2

Source

HD_V, WA

Least
concern

NBDC online database record

WA

Least
concern

NBDC online database record

WA

Least
concern

NBDC online database record

HD_II & IV, WA

Least
concern

NBDC online database record

Least
concern

BCI database record

Least
concern

BCI database record

Least
concern

BCI database record

Scientific Name
Amphibians
Common frog
Rana temporaria
Smooth newt
Triturus vulgaris
Mammals (Terrestrial)
Badger
Meles meles
Otter
Lutra lutra
Leisler’s bat

HD_IV, WA

Nyctalus leisleri
Soprano pipistrelle

HD_IV, WA

Pipistrellus pygmaeus
Common pipistrelle

HD_IV, WA

Pipistrellus pipistrellus

Dublin City County Development
Plan 2022-2028
NBDC online database record
NBDC online database record
NBDC online database record

Birds

1

HD_II/IV/V = Habitats Directive Annexes II/IV/V; WA = Wildlife Acts; BD_I/II/III = Birds Directive Annex I/II/III; OSPAR =
Convention for the protection of the marine environment of the North-east Atlantic 1992
2

Mammal Red-list from Marnell, F., Kingston, N. & Looney, D. (2009) Ireland Red List No. 3: Terrestrial Mammals and Marnell,
F., Looney, D. & Lawton, C. (2019) Ireland Red List No. 12: Terrestrial Mammals.
Birds from Gilbert, G., Stanbury, A. & Lewis, L (2021) Birds of Conservation Concern in Ireland 4: 2020–2026. Irish Birds 43: 1–
22.
Amphibians, reptiles and fish from King, J.L., Marnell, F., Kingston, N., Rosell, R., Boylan, P., Caffrey, J.M., Fitzpatrick, Ú., Gargan,
P.G., Kelly, F.L., O’Grady, M.F., Poole, R., Roche, W.K. & Cassidy, D. (2011) Ireland Red List No. 5: Amphibians, Reptiles &
Freshwater Fish.
Non-Marine Molluscs from Byrne, A., Moorkens, E.A., Anderson, R., Killeen, I.J. & Regan, E.C. (2009) Ireland Red List No. 2 –
Non-Marine Molluscs.
Butterflies from Regan, E.C., Nelson, B., Aldwell, B., Bertrand, C., Bond, K., Harding, J., Nash, D., Nixon, D., & Wilson, C.J. (2010)
Ireland Red List No. 4 – Butterflies.
Moths from Allen, D., O’Donnell, M., Nelson, B., Tyner, A., Bond, K.G.M., Bryant, T., Crory, A., Mellon, C., O’Boyle, J., O’Donnell,
E., Rolston, T., Sheppard, R., Strickland, P., Fitzpatrick, U., & Regan, E. (2016) Ireland Red List No. 9: Macro-moths (Lepidoptera).
Damselflies and dragonflies from Nelson, B., Ronayne, C. & Thompson, R. (2011) Ireland Red List No.6: Damselflies &
Dragonflies (Odonata).
Water beetles from Foster, G. N., Nelson, B. H. & O Connor, Á. (2009) Ireland Red List No. 1 – Water beetles.
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Common Name/

Legal Status1

Red List
Status2

Source

WA

Amber

NBDC online database record

WA

Red

NBDC online database record

BD_I, WA

Amber

NBDC online database record

WA

Amber

NBDC online database record

WA

Red

NBDC online database record

WA

Amber

NBDC online database record

WA

Red

NBDC online database record

WA

Red

NBDC online database record

n/a

Green

NBDC online database record

BD_II (II), WA

Red

NBDC online database record

BD_I, WA

Red

NBDC online database record

BD_I, WA

Amber

NBDC online database record

BD_I, WA

Amber

NBDC online database record

BD_I, WA

Amber

NBDC online database record

WA

Amber

NBDC online database record

BD_II (I), III (II),
WA

Amber

NBDC online database record

BD_II (I), III (III),
WA

Red

NBDC online database record

BD_I, II (II), III
(III), WA

Red

NBDC online database record

Scientific Name
Black-headed gull
Chroicocephalus ridibundus
Common redshank
Tringa totanus
Hen harrier
Falco peregrinus
Light-bellied brent goose
Branta bernicla hrota
Eurasian oystercatcher
Haematopus ostralegus
Ringed plover
Charadrius hiaticula
Grey plover
Pluvialis squatarola
Red knot
Calidris canutus
Sanderling
Calidris alba
Dunlin
Calidris alpina
Bar-tailed godwit
Limosa lapponica
Roseate tern
Sterna dougallii
Common tern
Sterna hirundo
Arctic tern
Sterna paradisaea
Common shelduck
Tadorna tadorna
Eurasian teal
Anas crecca
Northern shoveler
Anas clypeata
European golden plover
Pluvialis apricaria
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Common Name/

Legal Status1

Red List
Status2

Source

WA

Red

NBDC online database record

BD_II (II), WA

Red

NBDC online database record

BD_I WA

Green

NBDC online database record

BD II, WA

Amber

NBDC online database record

BD I, WA

Amber

NBDC online database record

BD II, WA

Red

NBDC online database record

WA

Green

NBDC online database record

WA

Red

NBDC online database record

WA

Amber

NBDC online database record

WA

Green

NBDC online database record

BD II, WA

Amber

NBDC online database record

WA

Amber

NBDC online database record

BD II,WA

Amber

NBDC online database record

Scientific Name
Black-tailed godwit
Limosa limosa
Eurasian curlew
Numenius arquata
Peregrine falcon
Falco peregrinus
Common coot
Fulica atra
Common kingfisher
Alcedo atthis
Greater scaup
Aythya marila
Grey heron
Ardea cinerea
Herring Gull
Larus argentatus
Lesser black-backed gull
Larus fuscus
Little grebe
Tachybaptus ruficollis
Mallard
Anas platyrhynchos
Common Gull
Larus canus
Tufted Duck
Aythya fuligula
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Appendix III
Examples of Valuing Important Ecological Features
International Importance:

•

‘European Site’ including Special Area of Conservation (SAC), Site of Community Importance
(SCI), Special Protection Area (SPA) or proposed Special Area of Conservation.

•

Proposed Special Protection Area (pSPA).

•

Site that fulfils the criteria for designation as a ‘European Site’ (see Annex III of the Habitats
Directive, as amended).

•

Features essential to maintaining the coherence of the Natura 2000 Network.1

•

Site containing ‘best examples’ of the habitat types listed in Annex I of the Habitats Directive.

•

Resident or regularly occurring populations (assessed to be important at the national level)2 of
the following:
- Species of bird, listed in Annex I and/or referred to in Article 4(2) of the Birds Directive;
and/or
- Species of animal and plants listed in Annex II and/or IV of the Habitats Directive.

1

•

Ramsar Site (Convention on Wetlands of International Importance Especially Waterfowl Habitat
1971).

•

World Heritage Site (Convention for the Protection of World Cultural & Natural Heritage, 1972).

•

Biosphere Reserve (UNESCO Man & The Biosphere Programme).

•

Site hosting significant species populations under the Bonn Convention (Convention on the
Conservation of Migratory Species of Wild Animals, 1979).

•

Site hosting significant populations under the Berne Convention (Convention on the
Conservation of European Wildlife and Natural Habitats, 1979).

•

Biogenetic Reserve under the Council of Europe.

•

European Diploma Site under the Council of Europe.

•

Salmonid water designated pursuant to the European Communities (Quality of Salmonid
Waters) Regulations, 1988, (S.I. No. 1988).3

See Articles 3 and 10 of the Habitats Directive

2

It is suggested that, in general, 1% of the national population of such species qualifies as an internationally important
population. However, a smaller population may qualify as internationally important where the population forms a critical part
of a wider population or the species is at a critical phase of its life cycle.
3

Note that such waters are designated based on these waters’ capabilities of supporting salmon (Salmo salar), trout (Salmo
trutta), char (Salvelinus) and whitefish (Coregonus)

Harold’s Bridge Court Strategic Housing Development

48

Ecological Impact Assessment

National Importance:

•

Site designated or proposed as a Natural Heritage Area (NHA).

•

Statutory Nature Reserve.

•

Refuge for Fauna and Flora protected under the Wildlife Acts.

•

National Park.

•

Undesignated site fulfilling the criteria for designation as a Natural Heritage Area (NHA);
Statutory Nature Reserve; Refuge for Fauna and Flora protected under the Wildlife Act; and/or
a National Park.

•

Resident or regularly occurring populations (assessed to be important at the national level)4 of
the following:
- Species protected under the Wildlife Acts; and/or
- Species listed on the relevant Red Data list.

•

Site containing ‘viable areas’5 of the habitat types listed in Annex I of the Habitats Directive

County Importance:

•

Area of Special Amenity.6

•

Area subject to a Tree Preservation Order.

•

Area of High Amenity, or equivalent, designated under the County Development Plan.

•

Resident or regularly occurring populations (assessed to be important at the County level)7 of

•

the following:
- Species of bird, listed in Annex I and/or referred to in Article 4(2) of the Birds Directive;
- Species of animal and plants listed in Annex II and/or IV of the Habitats Directive;
- Species protected under the Wildlife Acts; and/or
- Species listed on the relevant Red Data list.

•

Site containing area or areas of the habitat types listed in Annex I of the Habitats Directive that
do not fulfil the criteria for valuation as of International or National importance.

4

It is suggested that, in general, 1% of the national population of such species qualifies as a nationally important population.
However, a smaller population may qualify as nationally important where the population forms a critical part of a wider
population or the species is at a critical phase of its life cycle.
5

A ‘viable area’ is defined as an area of a habitat that, given the particular characteristics of that habitat, was of a sufficient
size and shape, such that its integrity (in terms of species composition, and ecological processes and function) would be
maintained in the face of stochastic change (for example, as a result of climatic variation).
6

It should be noted that whilst areas such as Areas of Special Amenity, areas subject to a Tree Preservation Order and Areas
of High Amenity are often designated on the basis of their ecological value, they may also be designated for other reasons,
such as their amenity or recreational value. Therefore, it should not be automatically assumed that such sites are of County
importance from an ecological perspective.
7

It is suggested that, in general, 1% of the County population of such species qualifies as a County important population.
However, a smaller population may qualify as County important where the population forms a critical part of a wider
population or the species is at a critical phase of its life cycle.
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•

County important populations of species, or viable areas of semi-natural habitats or natural
heritage features identified in the National or Local Biodiversity Action Plan, if this has been
prepared.

•

Sites containing semi-natural habitat types with high biodiversity in a county context and a high
degree of naturalness, or populations of species that are uncommon within the county.

•

Sites containing habitats and species that are rare or are undergoing a decline in quality or
extent at a national level.

Local Importance (higher value):

•

Locally important populations of priority species or habitats or natural heritage features
identified in the Local BAP, if this has been prepared;

•

Resident or regularly occurring populations (assessed to be important at the Local level)8 of the
following:
- Species of bird, listed in Annex I and/or referred to in Article 4(2) of the Birds Directive;
- Species of animal and plants listed in Annex II and/or IV of the Habitats Directive;
- Species protected under the Wildlife Acts; and/or
- Species listed on the relevant Red Data list.

•

Sites containing semi-natural habitat types with high biodiversity in a local context and a high
degree of naturalness, or populations of species that are uncommon in the locality;

•

Sites or features containing common or lower value habitats, including naturalised species that
are nevertheless essential in maintaining links and ecological corridors between features of
higher ecological value.

Local Importance (lower value):

•

Sites containing small areas of semi-natural habitat that are of some local importance for
wildlife;

•

Sites or features containing non-native species that are of some importance in maintaining
habitat links.

8 It is suggested that, in general, 1% of the local population of such species qualifies as a locally important population. However,

a smaller population may qualify as locally important where the population forms a critical part of a wider population or the
species is at a critical phase of its life cycle.
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