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REPORT LIMITATIONS 

Synergy Environmental Ltd. t/a Enviroguide Consulting (hereafter referred to as “Enviroguide”) has 
prepared this report for the sole use of Grafton Issuer DAC in accordance with the Agreement under 
which our services were performed. No other warranty, expressed or implied, is made as to the 
professional advice included in this Report or any other services provided by Enviroguide.  

The information contained in this Report is based upon information provided by others and upon the 
assumption that all relevant information has been provided by those parties from whom it has been 
requested and that such information is accurate. Information obtained by Enviroguide has not been 
independently verified by Enviroguide, unless otherwise stated in the Report.  

The methodology adopted and the sources of information used by Enviroguide in providing its services 
are outlined in this Report.  

The work described in this Report is based on the conditions encountered and the information available 
during the said period of time. The scope of this Report and the services are accordingly factually limited 
by these circumstances. 

All work carried out in preparing this report has used, and is based upon, Enviroguide’s professional 
knowledge and understanding of the current relevant national legislation.  Future changes in applicable 
legislation may cause the opinion, advice, recommendations or conclusions set-out in this report to 
become inappropriate or incorrect.  However, in giving its opinions, advice, recommendations and 
conclusions, Enviroguide has considered pending changes to environmental legislation and regulations 
of which it is currently aware.  Following delivery of this report, Enviroguide will have no obligation to 
advise the client of any such changes, or of their repercussions.    

Enviroguide disclaim any undertaking or obligation to advise any person of any change in any matter 
affecting the Report, which may come or be brought to Enviroguide’s attention after the date of the 
Report. 

Certain statements made in the Report that are not historical facts may constitute estimates, projections 
or other forward-looking statements and even though they are based on reasonable assumptions as of 
the date of the Report, such forward-looking statements by their nature involve risks and uncertainties 
that could cause actual results to differ materially from the results predicted. Enviroguide specifically 
does not guarantee or warrant any estimate or projections contained in this Report. 

Unless otherwise stated in this Report, the assessments made assume that the site and facilities will 
continue to be used for their current or stated proposed purpose without significant changes. 

The content of this report represents the professional opinion of experienced environmental 
consultants.  Enviroguide does not provide legal advice or an accounting interpretation of liabilities, 
contingent liabilities or provisions.   

If the scope of work includes subsurface investigation such as boreholes, trial pits and laboratory testing 
of samples collected from the subsurface or other areas of the site, and environmental or engineering 
interpretation of such information, attention is drawn to the fact that special risks occur whenever 
engineering, environmental and related disciplines are applied to identify subsurface conditions.  Even 
a comprehensive sampling and testing programme implemented in accordance with best practice and 
a professional standard of care may fail to detect certain conditions.  Laboratory testing results are not 
independently verified by Enviroguide and have been assumed to be accurate.   The environmental, 
ecological, geological, geotechnical, geochemical and hydrogeological conditions that Enviroguide 
interprets to exist between sampling points may differ from those that actually exist.  Passage of time, 
natural occurrences and activities on and/or near the site may substantially alter encountered 
conditions.   

Copyright © This Report is the copyright of Enviroguide Consulting Ltd. any unauthorised reproduction 

or usage by any person other than the addressee is strictly prohibited.  
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1 INTRODUCTION 

Enviroguide Consulting was commissioned by Grafton Issuer DAC to undertake an Ecological 

Impact Assessment of a Proposed Residential Development, entitled “Carrickmines Great 

SHD” at Carrickmines Great, Glenamuck Road South, Dublin 18.  

 
This Ecological Impact Assessment (EcIA) assesses the potential effects of the Proposed 

Development, hereafter referred to as the “Proposed Development”, on habitats and species; 

particularly those protected by National and International legislation or considered to be of 

particular nature conservation importance. This report will describe the ecology of the 

Proposed Development area, with emphasis on habitats, flora and fauna, and will assess the 

potential effects of the Construction and Operational Phases of the Proposed Development 

on these ecological receptors. The report follows Guidelines for Ecological Impact 

Assessment in the UK and Ireland, by the Chartered Institute of Ecology and Environmental 

Management (CIEEM, 2018). 

 Response to Dún Laoghaire-Rathdown County Council Pre-App 

Submission 

The Biodiversity Report (17.01.2022) prepared by Dún Laoghaire-Rathdown County Council 

which reviewed the pre-app documentation for the Proposed Development has been 

considered in the preparation of this EcIA. The following table summarises how each item 

regarding the EcIA (section 1 of the Biodiversity Report) has been addressed.  

TABLE 1. RESPONSE TO ITEMS RAISED REGARDING THE PRE-APP ECIA BY DLRCC. 

Item No. Comment Response 

Inconsistencies  

(a)(i) In respect of vegetation clearance and impacts to small 

mammals, the EcIA set out details in respect of vegetation 

clearance at paragraph 8.2.8, including working in sections 

to prevent entrapment of small mammals such as 

hedgehog, however this measure is not mentioned under 

paragraphs 6.1.3.1 and 8.2.4.3, both of which specifically 

refer to hedgehogs, nor is it included in Table 5 which 

summaries impacts and mitigation measures.  

 

It is requested that this inconsistency is addressed in the 

final EcIA at Stage 3. 

This mitigation measure has now 

been included in the relevant 

sections and tables.  

(a)(ii) Also, it is noted that under operational impacts to 

designated sites, at paragraph 6.2.1, the EcIA refers to" 

Surface water runoff from the apartments will be 

intercepted by the provision of green roofs." However, there 

is no detail on green roofs in the application documents, nor 

indeed are green roofs shown on key drawing such as the 

Landscape Plan and Apartment Roof Plan. It is requested 

that .... Inconsistences between reports and drawings will 

be corrected in the final documentation submitted for Stage 

3. 

Details of green roofs are available 

in the Engineering Report 

(Waterman Moylan, 2022) 

accompanying this application. 

(a)(iii) It is noted that paragraph 8.1.1 (under Mitigation by Design) 

of the EcIA refers to the Landscape Plan in the context of 

boundary enhancement planting and states that: "Included 

in the scheme is a small section of wildflower meadow area 

This inconsistency has been 

addressed in the updated EcIA by 

ensuring that the various relevant 
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to the west of the existing hedgerow along the 

eastern/south-eastern boundary. This buffer will provide 

foraging habitat for pollinators." However, this proposed 

wildflower meadow is not shown on the Landscape Plan as 

such, though there is a 'proposed pollinator verge to 

existing hedgerow' on the Plan which may be what the EcIA 

refers to as a 'wildflower meadow'. Whichever is the case, 

the species planting mix is not identified in the EcIA or in 

the legend to the Landscape Plan. It is requested that this 

will to be corrected in the final versions of the EcIA and 

Landscape Plan for the application at Stage 3. 

elements of the landscape plan are 

referenced appropriately.  

Mitigation Measures 

(b)(i) All mitigation measures in respect of habitats and species 

will be updated and set out in the revised, final EcIA, 

including in the summary table (Table 5). 

A full schedule of Construction 

Phase mitigation measures has 

been prepared (Table 21). A 

Schedule of Operational 

Management/Mitigation and 

Monitoring Measures to be 

Implemented at the Site has also 

been prepared and is included in 

the OEMP (Appendix VII). All 

mitigation measures are included in 

the summary table (now Table 22) 

(b)(ii) A complete table of mitigation measures will also be 

included in the Construction Management Plan (CMP) and 

the Operations Management Plan (OMP) 

The schedule of Construction 

Phase mitigation measures will be 

included in the CEMP. A schedule 

of Operational Phase mitigation, 

monitoring and management 

measures has been included in the 

OEMP (Appendix VII) 

Monitoring 

c(i) It is requested that a monitoring programme for habitats 

and species during construction will be included in the final 

EcIA. This will be provided for agreement with DLR's 

Biodiversity Officer in respect of all measures for the 

protection of habitats, birds, bats and small mammals, as 

set out in the revised EcIA for the final SHD application. 

Proposed monitoring during 

construction is included in the 

schedule of Construction Phase 

mitigation measures (Table 21), 

and all monitoring is specified in 

section 7.2.6.  

c(ii) In addition, a schedule for monitoring and maintenance 

post construction and during operations in respect of 

measures for the protection of birds, bats, small mammals 

and amphibians; enhancement measures; for all habitat 

creation areas, landscaped areas - including green roofs; 

and with provision for review and improvement of measures 

in the future, where necessary /appropriate will be provided 

for agreement with DLR's Biodiversity Officer. A 

commitment to this will be included in the CMP and OMP. 

A schedule of Operational Phase 

mitigation, monitoring and 

management measures has been 

included in the OEMP (Appendix 

VII) 

c(iii) A suitably qualified project ecologist/ Ecological Clerk of 

Works (ECoW) will be retained: to ensure that the 

necessary measures are implemented; to oversee habitat 

creation and enhancement; and to conduct ecological 

monitoring. 

An ecologist/ECoW will be retained 

for the duration of the Construction 

Phase and to carry out monitoring. 

Limitations in respect of Surveys: Bat assessment 

d(i)  As identified by the EcIA under limitations no bat survey 

was undertaken, owing to seasonal constraints. A bat 

survey and assessment by a suitably qualified bat specialist 

is required, the findings of which will be included in the final 

EcIA for the Stage 3 application. 

Bat surveys of the Site have now 

been undertaken by bat specialist 

Dr Tina Aughney (Appendix VI). 
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d(ii) Landscape planting: consultation will be required between 

the bat specialist and landscape team with enhancement / 

mitigation measures being agreed and finalised prior to the 

final SHD application 

Dr Tina Aughney has been 

consulted regarding the landscape 

plan. 

d(iii) Lighting: consultation will be required between the bat 

specialist and lighting engineers with mitigation measures 

being agreed and finalised prior to the final SHD 

application. A lighting plan will be developed to include bat 

lighting requirements 

Dr Tina Aughney has been 

consulted regarding the lighting 

plan. The lighting plan includes bat 

sensitive lighting. 

d(iv) All bat mitigation and enhancement measures will be set 

out in the revised EcIA, CMP and OMP. 

These measures have been set out 

in the aforementioned reports. 

Limitations in respect of surveys: Habitat and Botanical Surveys 

d(i) As identified by the EcIA no detailed habitat and botanical 

surveys were undertaken, owing to seasonal constraints. 

Detailed habitat and botanical 

surveys have been undertaken by 

Kate McNutt (Appendix IV), 

including a hedgerow assessment 

and an assessment of the wet 

woodland habitat at the Site. The 

findings of these surveys have 

been included in the final EcIA. 

d(ii) As committed to in the EcIA these will need to be 

undertaken and the updated findings included in the final 

EcIA for the Stage 3 application. 

Limitations in respect of surveys: Breeding bird report 

d(i) As identified by the EcIA no breeding survey was 

undertaken owing to seasonal constraints and, as 

committed to in the EcIA, a breeding bird survey will need 

to be undertaken. 

Two breeding bird surveys of the 

Site have now been undertaken. 

d(ii) The findings will be included in the final EcIA for the Stage 

3 application, along with any required mitigation or 

enhancement measures. 

The EcIA has been updated to 

include the findings and all relevant 

mitigation and enhancement 

measures. 

Limitations in respect of surveys: Aquatic habitats and species 

d(i) Aquatic habitat and species surveys will be undertaken to 

inform the EcIA including, as identified in the EcIA, 

amphibian surveys at the correct season in order to identify 

breeding sites. 

Detailed habitat and botanical 

surveys have been undertaken by 

Kate McNutt, including an 

assessment of the wet woodland 

habitat and wet grassland habitat at 

the Site (Appendix IV). An 

amphibian survey of the Site has 

been undertaken by Robert 

Gandola (Appendix V).   

d(ii) The findings will be included in the final EcIA for the Stage 

3 application, along with any required mitigation or 

enhancement measures. 

The EcIA has been updated to 

include all possible mitigation and 

enhancement measures. 

Limitations in respect of surveys: Invasive Species Survey 

d(i) As identified by the EcIA under 4.5 Limitations no detailed 

invasive species surveys were undertaken and as 

committed to in the EcIA these will need to be undertaken. 

Detailed habitat and botanical 

surveys, which recorded invasive 

species, have been undertaken by 

Kate McNutt. In addition, a 

dedicated invasive species survey 

has been undertaken at the Site. 

d(ii) The updated findings will be included in the final EcIA for 

the Stage 3 application. 

The EcIA has been updated to 

include the findings of these 

surveys. 

d(iii) An Invasive Species Management Plan will be provided if 

relevant by a suitably qualified invasive species specialist 

and will be incorporated into all other relevant reports 

including the EcIA and CEMP. 

An Invasive Species Management 

Plan has been prepared for the Site 

(Appendix VIII). 

Limitations in respect of surveys: Hydrological/hydrogeological assessment 
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d(i) Also, at paragraph 4.5 Limitations, the EcIA states "I[sic] 

addition, the full application will be accompanied / informed 

by a hydrological/hydrogeological assessment," 

The findings of the hydrological and 

hydrogeological assessment have 

been included in the final EcIA and 

have also been used to inform the 

AA screening report. 

d(ii) The findings of this report will be included and assessed in 

the final EcIA and will also be used to inform the AA 

screening report or NIS if deemed necessary 

 

The Biodiversity Report also commented on the Landscape Plan and Design Rationale, 

Lighting Plan, Green Roofs, Preliminary Construction Management Plan and Operations 

Environmental Management Plan. These items have been addressed in so far as possible in 

the submitted documentation. 

 Quality assurance and competence 

Synergy Environmental Ltd., T/A Enviroguide Consulting, is wholly Irish Owned multi-

disciplinary consultancy specialising in the areas of the Environment, Waste Management and 

Planning. All of our consultants carry scientific or engineering qualifications and have a wealth 

of experience working within the Environmental Consultancy sectors, having undergone 

extensive training and continued professional development.  

Enviroguide Consulting as a company remains fully briefed in European and Irish 

environmental policy and legislation. Enviroguide staff members are highly qualified in their 

field. Professional memberships include the Chartered Institution of Wastes Management 

(CIWM), the Irish Environmental Law Association and Chartered Institute of Ecology and 

Environmental Management (CIEEM). 

All surveying and reporting have been carried out by qualified and experienced ecologists and 

environmental consultants. Dr Siobhán Atkinson, Senior Ecologist with Enviroguide undertook 

the preliminary habitat survey, mammal and invasive species surveys and desktop research 

for this report. Kate McNutt undertook an in-depth flora and hedgerow assessment of the Site. 

Dr Tina Aughney, Professional Bat Ecologist with Bat Eco Services undertook the on-site bat 

surveys. Eric Dempsey Expert Ornithologist undertook the wintering bird surveys at the Site. 

Brian McCloskey, Graduate Ecologist and Ornithologist with Enviroguide Consulting 

undertook the breeding bird surveys at the Site. Robert Gandola of Herpetological Surveys 

undertook the amphibian and reptile surveys at the Site.  

Siobhán Atkinson has a B.Sc. (Hons) in Environmental Biology and a Ph.D. in Freshwater 

Biology from University College Dublin, and extensive experience in desktop research, 

literature review and reporting, as well as practical field and laboratory experience including 

environmental DNA analysis, freshwater macroinvertebrate sampling and identification, fish 

sampling and processing and habitat surveying. Siobhán has prepared Ecological Impact 

Assessments (EcIA), Stage I and Stage II Appropriate Assessment Reports, Habitat Surveys 

and Invasive Species Surveys and input and reviewed Ecological and Environmental 

assessments for several EIA Reports.  

Kate McNutt is an experienced ecologist with over ten years of experience in ecological survey 

and research, with an expertise in botanical surveying. She holds a first-class honours degree 

in Ecology from the University of East Anglia. She has a post graduate diploma in Geographic 

Information Systems from the University of Ulster, and a Masters in Conservation and Rural 

Development from the University of Kent, both passed with distinctions. She also has a post 
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graduate certificate in Higher Education from the University of Kent. She worked for six and a 

half years as a full-time ecologist with BEC Consultants Ltd, during which time she spent about 

15 months of fieldwork on the National Survey of Native Woodlands and over 20 months on 

the Irish Semi-Natural Grasslands Survey. Other significant project involvements during that 

time included the National Survey of Upland Habitats, and the Monitoring of Annex I woodland 

habitats. Kate has since regularly worked for BEC Consultants Ltd. as a freelance ecologist, 

notably being involved in both 2021 and 2020 in surveying and assessing the threats and 

impacts on Annex I woodland habitats in Northern Ireland on two different projects on behalf 

of the Department of Agriculture, Environment and Rural Affairs (DAERA). Kate has also 

recently worked for BEC Consultants Ltd. as part of both the preliminary pilot in 2019, and 

main project commenced in 2021, of the National Fen Survey, as well as the monitoring of 

Annex I grasslands. A further project involvement with relevance to the current project, this 

time as an employee of FERS Ltd. in 2014, includes the digitisation of Coillte woodland types 

from aerial photograph interpretation, with associated ground-truthing fieldwork, as part of the 

hen harrier project.  

Dr Aughney has worked as a Bat Specialist since 2000 and has undertaken extensive survey 

work for all Irish bat species including large scale development projects, road schemes, 

residential developments, wind farm developments and smaller projects in relation to building 

renovation or habitat enhancement. She is a monitoring co-ordinator and trainer for Bat 

Conservation Ireland. She is a co-author of the 2014 publication Irish Bats in the 21st Century. 

This book received the 2015 CIEEM award for Information Sharing. Dr Aughney is a 

contributing author for the Atlas of Mammals in Ireland 2010-2015. 

Eric Dempsey is an Expert Ornithologist who has worked on a wide range of conservation, 

research and ecological monitoring projects across Ireland. Eric is the author of the best-

selling books, The Complete Field Guide to Ireland’s Birds and Finding Birds in Ireland and is 

experienced in coordinating and undertaking surveys along with being highly proficient in 

report writing and data management. Eric is very experienced with all survey methodology 

and has inputted in various Environmental Impact Assessment Reports, Environmental 

Assessments and Appropriate Assessments.  Eric is currently part of the team of field 

ornithologists undertaking the long-term Dublin Bay Wetlands Survey.  

Brian McCloskey is a graduate Ecologist and experienced Ornithologist with 11 years of bird 

survey experience. Brian holds a degree in Planning and Environmental management from 

Technological University Dublin. Brian is a longstanding and active member of Bird Watch 

Ireland and has provided Ornithology survey work for ecological consultancies, e.g., Vantage 

points surveys of Gulls, Terns, Raptors, Waders and Wildfowl; hinterland surveys of the above 

as well as riverine species; and breeding waders and country birds. Brian is highly experienced 

with all survey methodologies and with surveying all species groups of Irish birds and migrants. 

Robert Gandola has an MSc in Ecology from Bangor University, Wales and a BSc (hons) 

Zoology from UCD. He provides training and professional advice to Local and National 

Authorities, heritage rangers, eNGOs, and community groups in Ireland and Northern Ireland, 

and regularly carries out surveys and implements monitoring projects on their behalf. 
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2 RELEVANT LEGISLATION 

An Ecological Impact Assessment (EcIA) is a process of identifying, quantifying, and 

evaluating potential effects of development-related or other actions on habitats, species and 

ecosystems (CIEEM, 2018). The Proposed Development is a sub-threshold for an 

Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) under the Planning and Development Regulations 

2001-2021, as amended.  

When an EcIA is undertaken as part of an EIA process it is subject to the EIA Regulations 

(under the EU Planning and Development [Environmental Impact Assessment] Regulations 

2001-2022). An EcIA is not a statutory requirement, however it is a best practice evaluation 

process. This EcIA has been undertaken to support and assess the Proposed Development 

planning application and assesses the potential impacts that the Proposed Development may 

have on the ecology of the Site and its environs. Where potential for a risk to the environment 

is identified, mitigation measures are proposed on the basis that by deploying these mitigation 

measures the risk is eliminated or reduced to an insignificant level. This EcIA is provided to 

assist the Competent Authority with its decision making in respect of the Proposed 

Development.  

 National Legislation 

 Wildlife Act 1976 and amendments 

The Wildlife Act 1976 was enacted to provide protection to birds, animals, and plants in Ireland 

and to control activities which may have an adverse impact on the conservation of wildlife. 

With regard to the listed species, it is an offence to disturb, injure or damage their breeding or 

resting place wherever these occur without an appropriate licence from the National Parks 

and Wildlife Service (NPWS). This list includes all wild birds along with their nests and eggs. 

Intentional destruction of an active nest from the building stage up until the chicks have fledged 

is an offence. This includes the cutting of hedgerows from the 1st of March to the 31st of August. 

The act also provides a mechanism to give statutory protection to Natural Heritage Areas 

(NHAs). The Wildlife Amendment Act 2000 widened the scope of the Act to include most 

species, including the majority of fish and aquatic invertebrate species which were excluded 

from the 1976 Act.  

The current list of plant species protected by Section 21 of the Wildlife Act, 1976 (and 

amendments) is set out in the Flora (Protection) Order, 2015 (S.I. No. 356/2015). The Flora 

(Protection) Order affords protection to several species of plant in Ireland, including 68 

vascular plants, 40 mosses, 25 liverworts, 1 stonewort and 1 lichen. This Act makes it illegal 

for anyone to uproot, cut or damage any of the listed plant species and it also forbids anyone 

from altering, interfering, or damaging their habitats. This protection is not confined to within 

designated conservation sites and applies wherever the plants are found.  

 EC (Birds and Natural Habitats) Regulations 2011 

The EU Directive on the Conservation of Natural Habitats and of Wild Fauna and Flora 

(Habitats Directive 1992) provides protection to particular species and habitats throughout 

Europe. The Habitats Directive has been transposed into Irish law through the EC (Birds and 

Natural Habitats) Regulations 2011. 



Enviroguide Consulting  Grafton Issuer DAC 

Ecological Impact Assessment Report                                                      Carrickmines Great, Glenamuck Road South, Dublin 18 

 

 
   Page 7 

Annex IV of the EU Habitats Directive provides protection to a number of listed species, 

wherever they occur. Under Regulation 23 of the Habitats Directive, any person who, in regard 

to the listed species, “Deliberately captures or kills any specimen of these species in the wild, 

deliberately disturbs these species particularly during the period of breeding, rearing, 

hibernation and migration, deliberately takes or destroys eggs from the wild or damages or 

destroys a breeding site or resting place of such an animal shall be guilty of an offence.” 

 Invasive Species Legislation 

Certain plant species and their hybrids are listed as Invasive Alien Plant Species in Part 1 of 

the Third Schedule of the European Communities (Birds and Natural Habitats) Regulations 

2011 (SI 477 of 2011, as amended). In addition, soils and other material containing such 

invasive plant material, are classified in Part 3 of the Third Schedule as vector materials and 

are subject to the same strict legal controls.  

 

Failure to comply with the legal requirements set down in this legislation can result in either 

civil or criminal prosecution, or both, with very severe penalties accruing. Convicted parties 

under the Act can be fined up to €500,000.00, jailed for up to 3 years, or both. 

Extracts from the relevant sections of the regulations are reproduced below. 
 

“49(2) Save in accordance with a licence granted [by the Department of Arts, Heritage and the 

Gaeltacht], any person who plants, disperses, allows or causes to disperse, spreads or 

otherwise causes to grow in anyplace [a restricted non-native plant], shall be guilty of an 

offence. 

 
49(3) … it shall be a defence to a charge of committing an offence under paragraph (1) or (2) 
to prove that the accused took all reasonable steps and exercised all due diligence to avoid 
committing the offence. 
 

50(1) Save in accordance with a licence, a person shall be guilty of an offence if he or she […] 

offers or exposes for sale, transportation, distribution, introduction, or release— 

(a) an animal or plant listed in Part 1 or Part 2 of the Third Schedule, 

(b) anything from which an animal or plant referred to in subparagraph (a) can be reproduced 

or propagated, or 

(c) a vector material listed in the Third Schedule, in any place in the State specified in the third 

column of the Third Schedule in relation to such an animal, plant or vector material.” 

 International Legislation 

 EU Birds Directive 

The Birds Directive constitutes a level of general protection for all wild birds throughout the 

European Union. Annex I of the Birds Directive includes a total of 194 bird species that are 

considered rare, vulnerable to habitat changes or in danger of extinction within the European 

Union. Article 4 establishes that there should be a sustainable management of hunting of listed 

species, and that any large scale non-selective killing of birds must be outlawed. The Directive 

requires the designation of Special Protection Areas (SPAs) for: listed and rare species, 

regularly occurring migratory species and for wetlands which attract large numbers of birds. 

There are 25 Annex I species that regularly occur in Ireland.  
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 EU Habitats Directive  

The Habitats Directive aims to protect some 220 habitats and approximately 1000 species 

throughout Europe. The habitats and species are listed in the Directives annexes, where 

Annex I covers habitats and Annex II, IV and V cover species. There are 59 Annex I habitats 

in Ireland and 33 Annex IV species which require strict protection wherever they occur. The 

Directive requires the designation of Special Areas of Conservation for areas of habitat 

deemed to be of European interest. The SACs together with the SPAs from the Birds Directive 

form a network of protected sites called Natura 2000.  

 Water Framework Directive  

The EU Water Framework Directive (WFD) 2000/60/EC is an important piece of environmental 

legislation which aims to protect and improve water quality. It applies to rivers, lakes, 

groundwater, estuaries, and coastal waters. The Water Framework Directive was agreed by 

all individual EU member states in 2000, and its first cycle ran from 2009 – 2015. The Directive 

runs in 6-year cycles; the second cycle ran from 2016 – 2021, and the current (third) cycle 

runs from 2022-2027. The aim of the WFD is to prevent any deterioration in the existing status 

of water quality, including the protection of good and high-water quality status where it exists. 

The WFD requires member states to manage their water resources on an integrated basis to 

achieve at least ‘good’ ecological status, through River Basin Management Plans (RBMP), by 

2027.  

 Bern and Bonn Convention 

The Convention on the Conservation of European Wildlife and Natural Habitats (Bern 

Convention 1982) was enacted to conserve all species and their habitats. The Convention on 

the Conservation of Migratory Species of Wild Animals (Bonn Convention 1979, enacted 1983) 

was introduced to give protection to migratory species across borders in Europe.  

 Ramsar Convention 

The Ramsar Convention on Wetlands is an intergovernmental treaty signed in Ramsar, Iran, 

in 1971. The treaty is a commitment for national action and international cooperation for the 

conservation of wetlands and their resources. In Ireland there are currently 45 Ramsar sites 

which cover a total area of 66,994 Ha.  

 Dún Laoghaire-Rathdown County Development Plan 2022-2028 

Policy objectives of the Dún Laoghaire-Rathdown County Development Plan 2022-2028 that 

are of relevance to this Ecological Impact Assessment are outlined below: 

• Policy Objective GIB18: Protection of Natural Heritage and the Environment It is 

a Policy Objective to protect and conserve the environment including, in particular, the 

natural heritage of the County and to conserve and manage Nationally and 

Internationally important and EU designated sites - such as Special Protection Areas 

(SPAs), Special Areas of Conservations (SACs), proposed Natural Heritage Areas 

(pNHAs) and Ramsar sites (wetlands) - as well as non-designated areas of high nature 

conservation value known as locally important areas which also serve as ‘Stepping 

Stones’ for the purposes of Article 10 of the Habitats Directive. 
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• Policy Objective GIB19: Habitats Directive It is a Policy Objective to ensure the 

protection of natural heritage and biodiversity, including European Sites that form part 

of the Natura 2000 network, in accordance with relevant EU Environmental Directives 

and applicable National Legislation, Policies, Plans and Guidelines. 

• Policy Objective GIB20: Biodiversity Plan It is a Policy Objective to support the 

provisions of the forthcoming DLR County Biodiversity Action Plan, 2021-2025. 

• Policy Objective GIB21: Designated Sites It is a Policy Objective to protect and 

preserve areas designated as proposed Natural Heritage Areas, Special Areas of 

Conservation, and Special Protection Areas. It is Council policy to promote the 

maintenance and as appropriate, delivery of ‘favourable’ conservation status of 

habitats and species within these areas. 

• Policy Objective GIB22: Non-Designated Areas of Biodiversity Importance It is a 

Policy Objective to protect and promote the conservation of biodiversity in areas of 

natural heritage importance outside Designated Areas and to ensure that notable sites, 

habitats and features of biodiversity importance - including species protected under 

the Wildlife Acts 1976 and 2000, the Birds Directive 1979, the Habitats Directive 1992, 

Birds and Habitats Regulations 2011, Flora (Protection) Order, 2015, Annex I habitats, 

local important areas, wildlife corridors and rare species - are adequately protected. 

Ecological assessments will be carried out for all developments in areas that support, 

or have potential to support, features of biodiversity importance or rare and protected 

species and appropriate mitigation/ avoidance measures will be implemented. In 

implementing this policy, regard shall be had to the Ecological Network, including the 

forthcoming DLR Wildlife Corridor Plan, and the recommendations and objectives of 

the Green City Guidelines (2008) and ‘Ecological Guidance Notes for Local Authorities 

and Developers’ (Dún Laoghaire-Rathdown Version 2014). 

• Policy Objective GIB23: County-Wide Ecological Network It is a Policy Objective 

to protect the Ecological Network which will be integrated into the updated Green 

Infrastructure Strategy and will align with the DLR County Biodiversity Action Plan. 

Creating this network throughout the County will also improve the ecological coherence 

of the Natura 2000 network in accordance with Article 10 of the Habitats Directive. The 

network will also include nondesignated sites. 

• Policy Objective GIB26: Geological Sites It is a Policy Objective to protect, promote 

and preserve sites of Geological and Geomorphological importance, in particular the 

proposed Natural Heritage Areas (NHAs), and any County Geological Sites (CGS), 

that become designated during the lifetime of the Plan. 

• Policy Objective GIB28: Invasive Species It is a Policy Objective to prepare an 

‘Invasive Alien Species Action Plan’ for the County which will include actions in relation 

to Invasive Alien Species (IAS) surveys, management and treatment and to also 

ensure that proposals for development do not lead to the spread or introduction of 

invasive species. If developments are proposed on sites where invasive species are 

or were previously present, the applicants will be required to submit a control and 

management program for the particular invasive species as part of the planning 

process and to comply with the provisions of the European Communities Birds and 

Habitats Regulations 2011 (S.I. 477/2011). 



Enviroguide Consulting  Grafton Issuer DAC 

Ecological Impact Assessment Report                                                      Carrickmines Great, Glenamuck Road South, Dublin 18 

 

 
   Page 10 

The Site of the Proposed Development lands are zoned under objective A “to provide 

residential development and improve residential amenity while protecting the existing 

residential amenities”. In addition, the Site lands are within the boundary of the Kiltiernan Local 

Area Plan - Modified for Kiltiernan LAP 2013. Furthermore, there is an objective “to protect 

and preserve trees and woodlands” within the Site boundary. Specific objectives relating to 

the Site are shown in Figure 1.  

 

FIGURE 1. EXTRACT OF THE DÚN LAOGHAIRE-RATHDOWN COUNTY DEVELOPMENT PLAN 2022-2028 
LAND USE ZONING MAP 9, WITH INDICATIVE RED LINE BOUNDARY OF PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT 
OVERLAYED.  

 Kiltiernan-Glenamuck Local Area Plan 2013-2019, as extended 

Objectives of the Kiltiernan-Glenamuck Local Area Plan 2013-2019, as extended, that are of 

relevance to this Ecological Impact Assessment are outlined below: 

LHC10: Conserve, enhance and manage the natural heritage within the LAP area including 

its biodiversity, landscapes and geological heritage and promote understanding of and 

sustainable access to it. 

LHC16: To promote the protection of habitats which, by virtue of their linear and continuous 

structure (e.g. rivers and their banks) or their contribution as stepping stones (e.g. ponds or 

small woods), are essential for the migration, dispersal and genetic exchange of wild species. 
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LH18: Any significant tree stands should be assessed for retention (where possible) as part 

of any planning application for development, most notably the stand of pure blackthorn on the 

‘Objective G’ zoned site. 

LH19: To carry out a detailed ranking survey of the hedgerows be undertaken as part of any 

future development proposals, and where possible to incorporate these hedgerows within the 

development. It is acknowledged, however, that it will not be possible to retain all of the current 

hedgerows. 

LH20: To recognise and contribute towards protection of habitats from alien / invasive species 

(e.g. Japanese knotweed, giant hogweed, Himalayan balsam, etc.) in accordance with Action 

Number 4.7 of the Dun Laoghaire-Rathdown Biodiversity Plan 2009-2013. 

 

FIGURE 2. EXTRACT OF THE KILTIERNAN-GLENAMUCK LOCAL AREA PLAN 2013-2019, AS EXTENDED 
(MAP 7 FLORA AND LANDUSE), WITH INDICATIVE RED LINE BOUNDARY OF PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT 
OVERLAYED. 
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3 DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT 

 Location 

The site is located to the east of Cairnbrook residential estate, south and west of Springfield 

Lane, and north of Rockville Drive / Glenamuck Cottages. The application site area is 3.056 

hectares (which includes 3.028 ha of the applicant’s site area and 0.028 ha for connections to 

services in Cairnbrook as per easements / right of way).  

 Development Description  

A seven-year planning permission is sought for the following development: 

The proposed development seeks to demolish existing outbuildings on site and provide for the 

construction of 167 no. residential units, a childcare facility with a GFA of 188 sq.m., 

associated internal roads, pedestrian and cycle paths, open space, and all associated site and 

infrastructural works.  

The residential component of the development consists of 98 no. apartments and 69 no. 

houses, to be provided as follows:   

• 30 no. 1-bed apartments;  

• 47 no. 2-bed apartments;  

• 21 no. 3-bed apartments; 

• 43 no. 4-bed (Type A, A1 and D) houses; 

• 26 no. 3-bed (Type B, C and E) houses;    

The 98 no. apartments are to be provided within 3 no. apartment buildings of 5 no. storeys in 

height, each over basement level, with adjacent surface car parking. The houses consist of 2 

and 3 storey terraced, semi-detached and detached dwellings.  

The proposal contains a total of 237 no. car parking spaces, including 173 no. at surface level 

and 64 no. at basement level, 253 no. bicycle parking spaces, including 34 no. at surface level 

and 219 no. secure spaces at ground floor level of the apartment buildings, and 6 no. 

motorcycle parking spaces at basement level. The vehicular access to the development is to 

be provided from Cairnbrook residential estate to the west, including associated works to 

facilitate same. A vehicular entrance is also proposed from Springfield Lane to access the 

house proposed on the northern part of the site. Pedestrian and cycle links are proposed to 

Springfield Lane to the north and to link to the permitted development (Reg. Ref.: PC/H/01/19) 

at Rockville Drive / Glenamuck Cottages to the south. 

Bin stores, plant rooms and block cores are located at basement and ground floor level of the 

apartment buildings. The proposed development includes private amenity space, consisting 

of balconies / terraces for all apartments and private gardens for the houses, public and 

communal open space, including children’s play areas and an ancillary play area for the 

childcare facility, PV panels and green roofs at roof level of the apartment buildings, public 

lighting, utilities infrastructure and an ESB Substation. The proposal includes all associated 

site and infrastructural works, including tie-ins to existing infrastructure in the Cairnbrook 
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residential estate, foul and surface water drainage, attenuation tanks, hard and soft 

landscaping, boundary treatments, internal roads, cyclepaths and footpaths.  

 Landscape Plan 

Aspects of the landscape plan which are of relevance to this EcIA are outlined below.  

The landscape plan provides for the retention of the existing hedgerow along the 

eastern/south-eastern boundary and the retention/enhancement of the hedgerow along the 

south-western boundary (Figure 4). Twenty-five metres of the eastern boundary hedgerow 

must be removed to facilitate the construction of the Proposed Development, but it is 

understood by Enviroguide Consulting that this hedgerow section will be replanted. It is 

proposed to retain a 2-4m wide strip (width varies depending on site constraints) of the existing 

species-rich grassland verge adjacent to the existing hedgerow along the eastern boundary 

of the site (DFLA, 2022a).  

The majority of the trees from a mature lawson cypress Chamaecyparis lawsoniana treeline 

to the north-west of the Site will be removed. A treeline comprising lawson cypress, Sycamore 

Acer pseudoplatanus and Norway Spruce Picea abies near the western boundary of the Site 

will be retained. The latter treeline is located parallel to an existing drain within the Site.  

A mix of native and non-native tree planting throughout the Site is proposed, comprising the 

following species: Alder Alnus glutinosa (11 no.), Snow Mespilus Amelanchier lamarckii (20 

no), Wild Cherry (doubled flowered variety) Prunus avium ‘Plena’ (48 no), Silver Birch Betula 

pendula (10 no), Hazel Corylus avellana (21 no), Hawthorn Crataegus monogyna (53 no), 

Goat Willow Salix caprea (10 no), Grey Willow Salix cinerea (7 no) and Pedunculate Oak 

Quercus robur (10 no).  

Areas have been designated for biodiversity enhancement within the landscape plan. The 

landscape plan includes for a combination of retention and creation of a wet 

grassland/woodland area, and a dry grassland area – these areas are indicated as “existing 

verge/long grass retained and protected where possible”, “proposed areas for reusing existing 

dry grassland topsoil” and “proposed areas for reusing existing wetland topsoil” within the plan 

(Figure 5). The wet grassland/woodland area will be located in the public open space area 

within the vicinity of a proposed pond towards the west of the Site. This area is indicated as 

being locally waterlogged in the Hydrological and Hydrogeological Assessment undertaken by 

Enviroguide Consulting (2022) (Figure 3).  
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FIGURE 3. SAMPLE LOCATIONS AND GROUNDWATER FLOW DIRECTION. THE WATERLOGGED AREA 
WITHN THE SITE IS HIGHLIGHTED. EXTRACTED FROM ENVIROGUIDE CONSULTING (2022). 

The dry grassland habitat will be located within the public open space along the eastern 

boundary of the Site. To retain/create these habitats within the Site, a combination of in-situ 

preservation of these areas and re-use of topsoil in selected areas within the landscape plan 

is proposed. In-situ preservation of these areas will be achieved by extending the boundary of 

protective arborist fencing throughout the Construction Phase. The habitats indicated as 

“existing verge/long grass retained and protected where possible” in the Landscape Plan will 

be managed as part of a pollinator friendly mowing regime, as specified in the Operations 

Environmental Management Plan (OEMP) (Appendix VII).  

A pond is proposed within the wet grassland/woodland area to the west of the Site. It is 

proposed to install a raised platform over the pond. 

 



Enviroguide Consulting  Grafton Issuer DAC 

Ecological Impact Assessment Report                                                      Carrickmines Great, Glenamuck Road South, Dublin 18 

 

 
   Page 15 

 

FIGURE 4. PROPOSED LANDSCAPE PLAN (DFLA, 2022B). 
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FIGURE 5. EXTRACT FROM THE LANDSCAPE PLAN INDICATING AREAS FOR THE REUSE OF TOPSOIL WITHIN THE SITE AND AREAS TO BE MANAGED FOR 

BIODIVERSITY. 



Enviroguide Consulting  Grafton Issuer DAC 

Ecological Impact Assessment Report                                                      Carrickmines Great, Glenamuck Road South, Dublin 18 

 

 
   Page 17 

 Public Lighting Plan  

The public lighting plan has been designed by McElligott Consulting Engineers. This plan has 

been designed in consultation with bat specialist Dr Tina Aughney.  

The following wildlife-friendly lighting measures have been integrated into the lighting plan: 

• All luminaires are CU-Phosco LED type which will lack UV/IP elements 

• LEDS are directional with dimming capability, zero % upward light & no tilt 

• 2700kelvin used as recommended 

• 550nm & above 

• Columns range from 4-6m in height. 4m along footpaths closest to overhead lines & 

along bat flight path. 

• Baffles are to be fitted to luminaires to minimise spill into nearby dwellings & 

vegetation. 

These measures are in line with Bat Conservation Trust Guidelines, see Table 2 below.  

TABLE 2. LIGHTING RECOMMENDATIONS TO BE IMPLEMENTED TO REDUCE IMPACT ON LOCAL BAT 
POPULATIONS. EXTRACTED FROM BAT ECO SERVICES (2022). 
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 Surface Water Drainage 

The surface water drainage system at the Site has been designed to incorporate the principles 

of Sustainable Urban Drainage Systems (SUDS). The SUDS measures will include permeable 

paving, swales, water butts, green roofs, below ground attenuation together with flow control 

devices to treat run-off and remove pollutants to improve quality, restrict outflow and control 

quantity (Waterman Moylan, 2022a). 

Surface water will be collected in the proposed onsite surface water drainage network and 

treated and attenuation prior to discharge to the existing 225mm diameter sewer in the 

adjoining Cairnbrook Estate to the west of the Site. This 225mm diameter sewer increases to 

300mm diameter and outfalls to an existing 300mm diameter sewer on the Glenamuck Road 

(Waterman Moylan, 2022a). The surface water discharged from the Site will ultimately 

discharge to the Glenamuck North Stream and then the Carrickmines Stream.  

The existing surface water ditch located in the western portion of the Site will be maintained 

within the proposed public open space (green-space) area which will retained as part of a wet 

grassland area as part of the overall landscaping proposals for the Proposed Development. 

Land drains will be installed cross the centre of the Site to intercept and convey shallow 

groundwater from across the Site towards the drainage ditch and proposed wetland area to 

ensure shallow groundwater is maintain the hydrological flow regime in this part of the Site. 

The water within the ditch will discharge at the new headwall at the north of the proposed wet 

grassland area which will connect via culvert to the existing outfall at the north-western 

boundary of the Site. 

 Foul Waters 

Foul water from the Site will drain to an existing 225mm foul sewer network located at the 

western boundary of the Site. The foul water from the Proposed Development will discharge 

via the Irish Water sewer network to the Shanganagh Waste-Water Treatment Plant (WWTP) 

(License ref.: D0038-02) located approximately 4.15km east of the Site in Bray (GSI, 2022). A 

Pre-Connection Enquiry form was submitted to Irish Water on 21st October 2021 which 

outlines the proposals for the drainage of wastewater from the development to the west of the 

subject lands within Cairnbrook Estate. Irish Water responded with the Confirmation of 

Feasibility (COF) on 29th November 2021, with reference no. CDS21007602, stating that a 

wastewater connection to the public sewer is feasible without infrastructure upgrade by Irish 

Water (Waterman Moylan, 2022a). 

 Construction Phase 

The following details regarding the Construction Phase are extracted from the Construction 

Environmental Management Plan (Waterman Moylan, 2022b).  

A site compound(s) including offices and welfare facilities will be set up by the main contractor 

within the site, in locations to be decided. 

Prior to any site works commencing, the main contractor will investigate / identify the exact 

location of and tag all existing services and utilities around and through the site with the 

assistance of the relevant DLRCC technical divisions and utility companies. 

Typical working hours for the site would be 07.00 to 19.00 Monday to Friday and 08.00 to 

14.00 Saturday. No Sunday work will generally be permitted.  The above working hours are 
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typical; however, special construction operations may need to be carried out outside these 

hours to minimise disruption to the surrounding area.  

Hoarding lines and site security will be set up within the development site as required. 

Hoarding and security fencing will be required on the public roads during the construction 

works. Prior to construction commencing on site, a detailed construction traffic management 

plan will be prepared and submitted by the appointed contractor to DLRCC. 

The traffic management plan will identify staging areas, delivery of materials, strategy for large 

concrete pours, removal of any demolition waste, traffic routes etc. 

Access gates will be operated by a flagman who will divert incoming / outgoing vehicles / 

pedestrians and general traffic as necessary. 

The Proposed Development Site is located to the rear of Cainbrook Estate which is located 

adjacent to Glenamuck Road and which links the site to the M50 to the north of the site. There 

is also an existing laneway (Springfield Lane), which can provide construction access to the 

subject site which is located to the north of the site. It is understood that this laneway may not 

yet be taking into change by DLRCC. If this laneway is available for use, it will be the primary 

construction access route to the development from the M50 via Glenamuck Road. All 

construction traffic will exit the site through the existing Springfield lane, turning right onto 

Glenamuck Road and then onto the M50.   

Where the existing laneway is not available by a public road to access the site, the construction 

access will be via the adjacent Cairnbrook estate.  

As outlined above, construction access to the site will be primarily via the existing Springfield 

Lane subject to the laneway being available. However, should Springfield Lane not be 

available for whatever reason then the access to the site will be via Cairnbrook Estate although 

this will be for the minimum period possible. 

The development provides for a 30-month construction period commencing in 2023 with 

completion in 2026.  
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FIGURE 6. SITE LOCATION. 
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4 METHODOLOGY 

This section details the steps and methodology employed to undertake an Ecological Impact 

Assessment of the Proposed Development.  

 Scope of Assessment 

The specific objectives of the study were to: 

• Undertake baseline ecological surveys and evaluate the nature conservation 

importance of the Site of the Proposed Development;  

• Identify and assess the direct, indirect, and cumulative ecological implications or 

impacts of the Proposed Development during its lifetime; and 

• Where possible, propose mitigation measures to remove or reduce those impacts at 

the appropriate stage of development.  

 Desk Study 

A desktop study was carried out to collate and review available information, datasets and 

documentation sources pertaining to the Site’s natural environment. The desktop study relied 

on the following sources:  

- Information on species records and distributions, obtained from the National 

Biodiversity Data Centre (NBDC) at www.maps.biodiversityireland.ie ;  

- Information on waterbodies, catchment areas and hydrological connections obtained 

from the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) at www.gis.epa.ie ;  

- Information on bedrock, groundwater, aquifers and their statuses, obtained from 

Geological Survey Ireland (GSI) at www.gsi.ie ; 

- Information on the network of designated conservation sites, boundaries, qualifying 

interests and conservation objectives, obtained from the National Parks and Wildlife 

Service (NPWS) at www.npws.ie ; 

- Satellite imagery and mapping obtained from various sources and dates including 

Google, Digital Globe, Bing and Ordnance Survey Ireland; 

- Information on the existence of permitted developments, or developments awaiting 

decision, in the vicinity of the Proposed Development from Dun Laoghaire-Rathdown 

County Council;  

- Information on the extent, nature and location of the Proposed Development, provided 

by the applicant and/or their design team; 

- The current conservation status of birds in Ireland taken from Gilbert et al. (2021). 

 

A comprehensive list of all the specific documents and information sources consulted in the 

completion of this document is provided in Section 12, References. 

 Field surveys  

 Habitat Surveys 

A preliminary habitat survey was carried out at the Site on the 10th December 2021 by 

Enviroguide Consulting. Habitats were categorised according to the Heritage Council’s ‘A 

http://www.maps.biodiversityireland.ie/
http://www.gis.epa.ie/
http://www.gsi.ie/
http://www.npws.ie/
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Guide to Habitats in Ireland’ (Fossitt, 2000) to level 3. The habitat mapping exercise had 

regard to the ‘Best Practice Guidance for Habitat Survey and Mapping’ (Smith et al., 2010) 

published by the Heritage Council. An android mobile device enabled with built-in GPS and 

mobile data connectivity, and loaded with QField GIS software was used to record data and 

to navigate the site. Habitat categories, characteristic plant species, invasive species and 

other ecological features were recorded.  

An in-depth flora and habitat survey and hedgerow assessment was undertaken by Kate 

McNutt at the Site on the 5th, 6th and 7th of April 2022. An additional visit was conducted on the 

3rd of June 2022. The entire area was thoroughly walked and a list of vascular species was 

made for discrete vegetated areas, with each species frequency assessed according to the 

DAFOR scale (dominant, abundant, frequent, occasional, rare), particularly frequent 

bryophytes were also recorded. A total of ten relevés were recorded to represent the variation 

of habitats within the site. This involved recording the percentage cover of all vascular plant 

species and bryophytes within a specific area, the exact area being dependent on habitat type 

but ranging from 4m2 to 400m2. Vegetation structure, soil type, topographical, hydrological, 

and historical features (such as banks and ditches) were also recorded for each relevé, as 

well as any indications of management or of the current grazing regime, including by wild deer. 

The hedgerow survey conducted was an adaptation of the approach given in the Woodlands 

of Ireland’s Hedgerow Appraisal System (Foulkes et al. 2013). It was necessary to modify the 

approach as the objective of Foulkes et al. (2013) was to devise a national database of 

hedgerows whereby samples from 1 km² areas are surveyed, rather than hedgerows 

associated with a particular site. The significance and condition of each hedgerow was 

assessed. The block of wet woodland at the Site was assessed for its classification of the 

Annex I habitat 91E0 alluvial forests with Alnus glutinosa and Fraxinus excelsior (Alno-padion, 

Alnion incanae, Salicion albae). Refer to the survey report prepared by McNutt (2022) in 

Appendix IV for details of the survey methodology. 

 Invasive Species Surveys 

The Site was assessed for the presence of invasive plant species by Enviroguide Consulting 

during the preliminary habitat survey undertaken on the 10th December 2021. A second 

invasive plant species survey was carried out at the Site on the 13th May 2022. An additional 

visit was conducted on the 13th of June 2022 by Enviroguide Consulting. Invasive/non-native 

plant species were also recorded by Kate McNutt during the detailed flora surveys carried out 

at the Site.  

 Mammal Surveys 

Mammal surveys of the Site were carried out by Enviroguide Consulting in conjunction with 

the preliminary habitat survey carried out on the 10th December 2021. A second mammal 

survey was carried out at the Site on the 13th May 2022 by Enviroguide Consulting. The Site 

was examined for tracks and signs of mammals. The habitat types recorded throughout the 

survey area were used to assist in identifying the fauna considered likely to utilise the area.  

 Breeding Bird Surveys 

Breeding bird surveys were carried out at the Site by Enviroguide Consulting. The breeding 

bird surveys commenced on the morning of the 13th and 30th of May 2022. Three transects 

were walked through the site to record all species present. A final zig-zag walk through the 

site was carried out at the end of each survey to ensure no additional species were missed.  
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 Wintering Bird Surveys 

Expert Ornithologist Eric Dempsey undertook a series of five winter bird surveys at the Site 

from November 2021 to March 2022. 

The aim of the surveys was to establish the use of the site by species of waterbird (such as 

geese, waders and gulls). Surveys were undertaken over a six-hour period during each of the 

five survey days. 

 Bat Surveys 

A summer bat survey of the Site was undertaken by bat expert Dr Tina Aughney of Bat Eco 

Services between May and June 2022. A summary of survey dates, types and effort is 

provided in Table 3 below, as extracted from the bat report. Full details of the bat survey are 

available in the bat report located in Appendix VI. 

TABLE 3. BAT SURVEY EFFORT, CONSTRAINTS AND SURVEY ASSESSMENT RESULTS (BAT ECO 
SERVICES, 2022). 
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 Amphibian and Reptile Survey 

Dedicated amphibian and reptile surveys of the Site were undertaken by Robert Gandola of 

Herpetological Surveys. The following methodology is extracted from the survey report 

(Appendix V). 

A comprehensive search of all relevant and publicly accessible databases (NBDC, iNaturalist, 

etc.), grey literature, and other sources was conducted prior to the onset of surveys. Search 

criteria was limited to a 2km from the proposed development site. This limitation is based on 

realistic dispersal capabilities of the species being surveyed and the availability of dispersal 

corridors in this area. 

Standard survey methods and minimum survey effort appropriate to herpetofauna surveying 

to detect amphibians and reptiles e.g., diurnal visual encounter searches and dip netting, were 

employed (Sewell et al. 2013). Due to the relative lack of ponds or deep pools, bottle-and BO 

trapping were not utilised. All pools and flooded areas of standing water were inspected 

visually and, where possible, netted. Any natural or artificial refugia present on site were 

inspected. Visual encounter surveys for common lizard were conducted along defined survey 

routes. Each survey route was surveyed twice on any given occasion (once upon arrival, and 

again before departure). This was to ensure that all parts of the site had an equal opportunity 

to be appraised under optimal survey conditions (i.e., all potentially important landscape 

features were surveyed in sunshine). All visual encounter surveys were conducted during 

periods of suitable weather, with both the accessible external and all internal perimeters of the 

site included in the survey routes. All sightings of a focal species were recorded on a Garmin 

60CSx GPS unit or suitably equipped smart phone. 

Surveying took place on four occasions during periods of warm, calm weather between March 

and April 2022:1/03/2022; 23/03/2022; 19/04/2022; 25/04/2022. 

 Summary of Field Surveys carried out at the Site 

A summary of all field surveys undertaken at the Site are provided in Table 4 below.  

TABLE 4. FIELD SURVEYS UNDERTAKEN AT THE PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT SITE. 

Survey Surveyor Dates 

Preliminary Habitat and 

Invasive Flora Survey 

Enviroguide Consulting 

(Siobhán Atkinson) 

10th December 2021 

In-depth flora and habitat 

survey and hedgerow 

assessment 

Kate McNutt 5th, 6th and 7th April 2022 

3rd June 2022 

Mammal Survey Enviroguide Consulting 

(Siobhán Atkinson) 

10th December 2021 

13th May 2022 

Invasive Flora Survey Enviroguide Consulting 

(Siobhán Atkinson) 

13th May 2022 

13th June 2022 

Breeding Bird Survey Enviroguide Consulting (Brian 

McCloskey) 

13th and 30th May 2022 

Wintering Bird Survey Eric Dempsey 28th November 2021 

20th December 2021 

20th January 2022 

13th February 2022 

11th March 2022 
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Survey Surveyor Dates 

Bat Survey Bat EcoServices (Dr Tina 

Aughney) 

Summer bat survey: 15th to 20th 

May 2022  

Daytime inspections: 15th May 

and 30th June 2022 

Amphibian Survey Herpetological Surveys (Robert 

Gandola) 

1st March 2022 

23rd March 2022 

19th April 2022 

25th April 2022 

 Assessment 

The value of the ecological resources, i.e., the habitats and species present or potentially 

present, was determined using the ecological evaluation guidance given in the National Roads 

Authority’s Ecological Assessment Guidelines (NRA, 2009), presented in Appendix I. This 

evaluation scheme, with values ranging from locally important to internationally important, 

seeks to provide value ratings for habitats and species present that are considered ecological 

receptors of impacts that may ensue from a proposal. As per the NRA guidelines, impact 

assessment is only undertaken of Key Ecological Receptors (KERs). 

The assessment of the potential impact of the Proposed Development on the identified KERs 

was carried out with regard to the criteria outlined in the EPA Guideline (EPA, 2022), 

presented in Appendix II. These guidelines set out a number of parameters such as quality, 

magnitude, extent and duration that should be considered when determining which elements 

of the Proposed Development could constitute impact or sources of impacts.  

 Limitations 

An extensive search of available datasets for records of rare and protected species within 

proximity of the Proposed Development site has been undertaken as part of this assessment. 

However, the records from these datasets do not constitute a complete species list. The 

absence of species from these datasets does not necessarily confirm an absence of species 

in the area. 

Extensive field surveys were carried out to inform this assessment, including detailed flora, 

mammal, invasive flora, bat, wintering bird, breeding bird and amphibian and reptile surveys. 

The ecological surveys were all conducted at the appropriate time of year. 

As noted by Bat Eco Services (2022), there was limited access through the Proposed 

Development Site during the hours of darkness due to dense scrub and wet areas. However, 

this was a small survey area, so it is considered that static surveillance and walking transects 

adequately covered the Proposed Development Site.  

No limitations were encountered which would prevent robust conclusions being drawn as to 

the potential impacts of the Proposed Development.  
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5 BASELINE ECOLOGICAL CONDITIONS 

 Desk Study 

 General Site Overview 

Geology, Hydrology and Hydrogeology  

The Site is located in the Avoca-Vartry Catchment (Catchment I.D 10) and in the 

Dargle_SC_010 Sub-catchment (Sub-catchment I.D.10_5) (EPA, 2022).  

The Glenamuck North Stream is located approximately 0.45km northwest of the Site and flows 

north-eastwards to join the Carrickmines Stream (EU Code: IE_EA_10C040350) located 

approximately 0.84km north-east of the Site (EPA, 2022). This stream is also identified on 

various maps as the Golf Stream and Carrickmines Stream 010- it will be referenced hereafter 

as the Glenamuck North Stream (EPA, 2022) 

The Carrickmines Stream (EPA, 2022) known also as the Carrickmines River, joins the 

Shanganagh River (EU Code: IE_EA_10S010600) (which is located approximately 1.52km 

south of the Site) which flows eastwards and ultimately discharges to the Southwestern Irish 

Sea – Killiney Bay coastal water body (EU Code: IE_EA_G_076) located 4.4km east of the 

Site (EPA, 2022). 

The EPA water quality monitoring data for the stations on the Carrickmines Stream located 

closest to the Site is summarised in Table 5. The reported Q-value results indicate that water 

quality in the Carrickmines Stream in the vicinity of the Site is poor to moderate. The EPA data 

indicates that there is an upward trend in Total Ammonia and Ortho-phosphate (as P) for the 

water course for the period 2013-2018 (EPA, 2022).  

TABLE 5. EPA MONITORING STATIONS AND ASSIGNED Q VALUES 

EPA Monitoring 

Station name 
Station Code 

Location from 

Site 

Distance from 

Site 

Assigned Q 

value 

Carrickmines Stream 

– Glenamuck rd Br 

(Friarsland/Priorsland) 

RS10C040200 North 

downstream 

0.88km 3 

“Poor” 

Carrickmines Stream 

– Br Nr Glendruid Ho 

RS10C040300 North-east  

downstream  

1.67km 3-4 

“Moderate” 

 

The Site of the Proposed Development is situated on the Wicklow (IE_EA_G_076) 

groundwater body. The bedrock aquifer identified beneath the Site is mapped as “Poor Aquifer 

– Bedrock which is Generally Unproductive except for Local Zones” (PI) (GSI, 2022). 

The Groundwater Vulnerability Rating assigned to groundwater beneath the northern portion 

of the Site is mapped as “High” (H) beneath the majority of the Site, and a portion of the 

southern area of the Site is mapped as “Extreme” (E) (GSI, 2022).  

The soil beneath the majority of the Site is mapped as “Acid Brown Earths, Brown Podzolics” 

(AminDW) described as “Derived from mainly calcareous parent materials” (GSI, 2022).  

The quaternary sediments beneath the majority of the Site are mapped as Till derived from 

granites (TGr) while the subsoil beneath the north-western boundary of the Site is mapped as 
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Till derived from limestones (TLs) and subsoil beneath the north-eastern boundary are 

mapped as Bedrock outcrop or subcrop (Rck) (GSI, 2022). 

The Waterbody Status for river, groundwater, transitional and coastal water bodies relevant to 

the Site as recorded by the EPA (2022) in accordance with European Communities (Water 

Policy) Regulations 2003 (SI no. 722/2003) are provided in Table 6. 

TABLE 6. WFD RISK AND WATER BODY STATUS 

Waterbody 

Name 

Water body; 

EU code 

Location 

from Site  

Distance 

from Site 

(km) 

WFD water 

body status 

(2013-2018) 

WFD 3rd 

cycle Risk 

Status 

Hydraulic 

Connection to the 

Site 

Surface Water Bodies   

Glenamuck 

North Stream 

(Carrickmines 

010) 

10G19 North-

west 

0.45 Moderate At risk Downstream of the 

Site 

Carrickmines 

River 

IE_EA_10C0

40350 

North-

east 

0.84 Moderate At risk Downstream of the 

Site 

Carrickmines 

Great Stream 

IE_EA_10C0

40350 

North 0.89 Moderate At risk Upstream tributary 

of the Glenamuck 

North Stream 

Glenamuck 

South Stream 

10G22 South 1.5 Moderate At risk Upstream tributary 

of the Shanganagh 

River 

Shanganagh 

River 

IE_EA_10S0

10600 

South 1.52 Moderate At risk Downstream of the 

Site  

Coastal Water Bodies 

Southwestern 

Irish Sea – 

Killiney Bay  

IE_EA_100_

0000 

East  4.4 High Not at Risk Downstream of the 

Shanganagh River 

Groundwater Bodies 

Wicklow 

Groundwater 

Body 

IE_EA_G_07

6 

N/A N/A Good Review Underlying 

groundwater-body 

 

 Site Drainage 

A drainage ditch mapped at the Site was verified during ecological surveys and the Site 

walkover carried out as part of a Hydrological and Hydrogeological Assessment of the Site 

(Enviroguide Consulting, 2022) on the 8th June 2022. This drainage ditch rises at the south-

western boundary of the Site and exits the Site via a culvert in the north-western portion of the 

Site. The offsite extent of the ditch to the southwest could not be verified due to access 

restrictions including third party lands and dense vegetation. OSI historical mapping indicates 

this ditch flows northwards, to connect with the drainage ditch along the Glenamuck Road and 

ultimately discharges to the Glenamuck North Stream located approximately 0.45km north of 

the Site (Figure 7; OSI, 2022; and EPA, 2022). 

 



Enviroguide Consulting  Grafton Issuer DAC 

Ecological Impact Assessment Report                                                      Carrickmines Great, Glenamuck Road South, Dublin 18 

 

 
   Page 28 

 

FIGURE 7. HISTORIC 25 INCH MAP INDICATING A HISTORIC WATERCOURSE ADJACENT TO THE SITE. 

 Designated Sites 

The Habitats Directive (92/43/EEC) seeks to conserve natural habitats and wild fauna and 

flora by the designation of Special Areas of Conservation (SACs) and the Birds Directive 

(2009/147/EC) seeks to protect birds of special importance by the designation of Special 

Protection Areas (SPAs). It is the responsibility of each member state to designate SPAs and 

SACs, both of which will form part of Natura 2000, a network of protected sites throughout the 

European Community. SACs are selected for the conservation of Annex I habitats (including 

priority types which are in danger of disappearance) and Annex II species (other than birds). 

SPAs are selected for the conservation of Annex I birds and other regularly occurring migratory 

birds and their habitats. The annexed habitats and species for which each site is selected 

correspond to the qualifying interests of the sites; from these the conservation objectives of 

the site are derived. The potential for effects on European Sites is fully considered in the 

Appropriate Assessment Screening Report that accompanies this application. 

Natural Heritage Areas (NHAs) are designations under the Wildlife Acts to protect habitats, 

species, or geology of national importance. The boundaries of many of the NHAs in Ireland 

overlap with SAC and/or SPA sites. Although many NHA designations are not yet fully in force 

under this legislation (referred to as ‘proposed NHAs’ or pNHAs), they are offered protection 

in the meantime under planning policy which normally requires that planning authorities give 

recognition to their ecological value. 

Identification of Designated Sites 

The methodology used to identify relevant designated sites comprised the following: 
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- Use of up-to-date GIS spatial datasets for European and nationally designated sites and 

water catchments – downloaded from the NPWS website (www.npws.ie) and the EPA 

website (www.epa.ie) to identify designated sites which could potentially be affected by 

the Proposed Development; 

- The catchment data were used to establish or discount potential hydrological 

connectivity between the Project Boundary and any designated sites.  

- All designated sites within the precautionary zone of influence (within 15km of the 

Proposed Development Site) were identified and are shown in Figure 8 and Figure 9 

and listed in Table 7.  

- The potential for connectivity with designated sites at distances of greater than 15km 

from the Proposed Development was also considered in this initial assessment. In this 

case, there is no potential connectivity between the Proposed Development Site and 

designated sites located at a distance greater than 15km from the Proposed 

Development. 

- Table 7 provides details of all relevant designated sites as identified in the preceding 

steps. The potential for pathways between designated sites and the Proposed 

Development Site was assessed on a case-by-case basis using the Source-Pathway-

Receptor framework. Those designated sites where a pathway was identified are 

highlighted in green. Pathways considered included: 

a. Direct pathways (e.g. proximity (i.e. location within the designated site), water 

bodies, air (for both air emissions and noise impacts). 

b. Indirect pathways (e.g. disruption to migratory paths, ‘Sightlines’ where noisy or 

intrusive activities may result in disturbance to shy species. 

- The site synopses and conservation objectives of these sites, as per the NPWS website 

(www.npws.ie), were consulted and reviewed at the time of preparing this report. 

The result of this preliminary screening concluded that there is a total of 10 SACs, four SPAs 

and 25 pNHAs located within the precautionary Zone of Influence (ZOI) of the Proposed 

Development Site. The distances to each site listed are taken from the nearest possible point 

of the Proposed Development Site boundary to nearest possible point of each European site 

or pNHA. In addition, Dublin Bay is designated as a UNESCO Biosphere1. The Site is within 

the Terrestrial Transition Zone of Dublin Bay Biosphere. The transition zone comprises 

173km² and forms the outer part of the Biosphere. It includes residential areas, harbours, ports 

and industrial and commercial areas.  

There are two Ramsar Sites within the zone of influence of the Proposed Development, 

namely North Bull Island (site ID 406) and Sandymount Strand/Tolka Estuary (site ID 832).

 
1  A biosphere is a special designation awarded by the United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organisation (UNESCO) but 

managed in partnership by communities, NGOs and local and national governments (https://www.dublinbaybiosphere.ie/). 

http://www.npws.ie/
http://www.epa.ie/
http://www.npws.ie/
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TABLE 7. DESIGNATED SITES WITHIN THE ZONE OF INFLUENCE (15KM) OF THE PROPOSED 
DEVELOPMENT AND POTENTIAL PATHWAYS BETWEEN THEM. SITES THAT HAVE BEEN SCREENED 

INTO THIS ECIA FOR FURTHER ASSESSMENT ARE SHADED IN GREEN.  

Site Name & Code (Receptor)  
Distance to Proposed 

Development 

Potential Pathway to receptors 

Special Area of Conservation 

Knocksink Wood SAC (000725) 3.8 km 

None – Refer to AA Screening Report accompanying 

this application. 

Ballyman Glen SAC (000713) 4.1 km 

Wicklow Mountains SAC (002122) 5.5 km 

South Dublin Bay SAC (000210) 5.7 km 

Rockabill to Dalkey Island SAC 

(003000) 
5.8 km 

Bray Head SAC (000714) 8.0 km 

North Dublin Bay SAC (000206) 11.2 km 

Glenasmole Valley SAC (001209) 11.4 km 

Glen of the Downs SAC (000719) 11.8 km 

Howth Head SAC (000202) 11.3 km 

Special Protection Area 

Wicklow Mountains SPA (004040) 5.5 km 

None – Refer to AA Screening Report accompanying 

this application. 

South Dublin Bay and River Tolka 

Estuary SPA (004024) 
5.7 km 

Dalkey Islands SPA 6.5 km 

North Bull Island SPA (004006) 11.2 km 

Proposed Natural Heritage Area 

Dingle Glen (001207) 160 m 
Yes – due to proximity. This Site is located 

approximately 160 metres south of the Site.   

Ballybetagh Bog (001202) 2.5 km 

None- Significant distance between the Site and this 

pNHA and thus there is no potential for a pathway via 

the air (both air emissions and noise impacts). No 

hydrological connectivity. 

Loughlinstown Woods (001211) 

2.8 km (4.8 km 

downstream via drainage 

ditch and river 

waterbodies) 

Yes – there is a potential hydrological pathway via the 

drainage ditch on Site, which is likely to flow into the 

Glenamuck North stream. 

Knocksink Wood (000725) 3.8 km None- Significant distance between the Site and these 

pNHAs and thus there is no potential for a pathway via 

the air (both air emissions and noise impacts). No 

hydrological connectivity 

Ballyman Glen (000713) 4.0 km 

Fitzsimon’s Wood (001753) 4.1 km 

Dalkey Coastal Zone And Killiney 

Hill (001206) 

4.1 km (6.6 km 

downstream via drainage 

ditch and river 

waterbodies) 

Yes – there is a hydrological pathway via the drainage 

ditch on Site, which is likely to flow into the Glenamuck 

North stream. 
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Site Name & Code (Receptor)  
Distance to Proposed 

Development 

Potential Pathway to receptors 

Powerscourt Woodland (001768) 5.7 km 

None- Significant distance between the Site and these 

pNHAs and as such there is no potential for a pathway 

via the air (both air emissions and noise impacts). No 

significant hydrological connectivity. 

South Dublin Bay (000210) 5.7 km 

Dargle River Valley (001754) 6.6 km 

Booterstown Marsh (001205) 7.1 km 

Great Sugar Loaf (001769) 7.4 km 

Bray Head (000714) 8.0 km 

Glencree Valley (001755) 8.1 km 

Kilmacanogue Marsh (000724) 9.0 km 

Powerscourt Waterfall (001767) 9.7 km 

Grand Canal (002104) 10.7 km 

Dolphins, Dublin Docks (000201) 10.7 km 

Dodder Valley (000991) 11.0 km 

North Dublin Bay (000206) 11.2 km 

Glenasmole Valley (001209) 11.4 km 

Glen of the Downs (000719) 11.8 km 

Royal Canal (0002103) 12.0 km 

Howth Head (000202) 14.3 km 

Carriggower Bog (000716) 14.9 km 

 

A designated site will only be at risk from likely significant effects where the Source-Pathway- 

Receptor link exists between the Proposed Development and the site. As such, this report will 

focus on the designated sites highlighted in Table 7 for which a S-P-R link was identified, 

namely: 

• Dingle Glen pNHA 

• Loughlinstown Woods pNHA 

• Dalkey Coastal Zone And Killiney Hill pNHA 

5.1.3.1 Dingle Glen pNHA 

Dingle Glen pNHA is located 160m to the south of the Site. Whereas there is no hydrological 

pathway between this pNHA and the Proposed Development Site, there is a pathway via the 

air (both air emissions and noise impacts). 

The following is the site synopsis for Dingle Glen pNHA (NPWS, 2009): 

Dingle Glen is situated approximately 5km west of Killiney. It is a dry valley formed by a glacial 

lake overflow channel. 

Formerly cleared of vegetation, a woodland cover is now regenerating, with pioneer species 

of Holly (Ilex aquilifolium), Blackthorn (Prunus spinosa), and willows (Salix spp.). Individual 
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trees of Ash (Fraxinus excelsior), Hazel (Corylus avellana), Sessile Oak (Quercus petraea) 

and Spindle (Euonymus europaeus) occur. The woodland ground flora is represented by 

Foxglove (Digitalis purpurea), Wood Avens (Geum urbanum), Wood Melic (Melica uniflora) 

and Bugle (Ajuga reptans). 

Trees and shrubs are mostly restricted to the valley bottom. On the slopes above, a heathy 

vegetation is dominated by Gorse (Ulex europaeus) and Bracken (Pteridium aquilinum). Other 

species include Wood Sage (Teucrium scorodonia), Bell Heather (Erica cinerea), Navelwort 

(Umbillicus rupestris), English Stonecrop (Sedum anglicum), Heath Bedstraw (Galium 

saxatile), Heath-grass (Danthonia decumbens), Great Wood-rush (Luzula sylvatica) and 

Climbing Corydalis (Corydalis claviculata). 

The importance in this site lies in the variety of habitats within a relatively small area. The site 

is secluded and not subject to much disturbance. 

5.1.3.2 Loughlinstown Woods pNHA 

Loughlinstown Woods pNHA is located 4.8 km downstream of the Site. The Shanganagh river 

flows through Loughlinstown Woods and as such, a hydrological pathway exists between this 

pNHA and the Proposed Development Site. The distance between the Site and this pNHA is 

sufficient to exclude any impacts via air or land pathways. 

The following is the site synopsis for Loughlinstown Woods pNHA (NPWS, 2009): 

This site is located about 4km north of Bray, on the east side of the main Dublin-Bray road. It 

is on the north bank of the Shanganagh River at Loughlinstown. 

The wood was originally planted but following substantial regeneration, has produced 

woodland of natural character in age structure and form. The western end retains a high 

canopy of Beech (Fagus sylvatica), Sycamore (Acer pseudoplatanus) and some elm (Ulmus 

spp.), with Holly (Ilex aquifolium) and Cherry Laurel (Prunus laurocerasus) below. There is 

little regeneration in this part of the wood. There is a gradation into a dense thicket of bramble 

(Rubus spp.), and trees such as Ash (Fraxinus excelsior), Blackthorn (Prunus spinosa) and 

Hazel (Corylus avellana) occur here. A stand of Gorse (Ulex europaeus) occurs at the eastern 

end of the site. 

The valley floor has much Alder (Alnus glutinosa) and some willows (Salix spp.). The 

introduced Giant Hogweed (Heracleum mantegazzianum) has spread along the banks of the 

river. 

The site is used for amenity purposes, with signposting and information leaflets available. 

Dumping and littering is a problem within the site. 

This site is a good example of demesne-type mixed woodland. It is now used chiefly for 

amenity purposes. 

5.1.3.3 Dalkey Coastal Zone And Killiney Hill pNHA  

Dalkey Coastal Zone and Killiney Hill pNHA is located 6.6 km downstream of the Site. The 

Shanganagh river flows into this pNHA and as such, a hydrological pathway exists between it 

and the Proposed Development Site. The distance between the Site and this pNHA is 

sufficient to exclude any impacts via air or land pathways. 
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The following is the site synopsis for Dalkey Coastal Zone And Killiney Hill pNHA (NPWS, 

2009): 

This site includes the coastal stretch from Scotman's Bay to south of White Rock, the Dalkey 

Island group and Dalkey Sound, and Killiney Hill. Killiney Hill is at the edge of the Wicklow 

mountain intrusion and so it is formed of a mixture of granite and mica schist. It provides one 

of the best exposed junctions of these rock types, on the beach at White Rock, at which 

minerialisation has taken place due to contact metamorphism. The minerals include biotite, 

andelusite and garnet, with aplite and pegmatite veins also exposed. The seaward parts of 

Killiney Hill have in addition a covering of calcareous glacial drift. The rocky shore is mainly of 

granite. 

Dalkey Sound and its environs have been highly regarded as a valuable marine collecting 

area for many years. The Sound is especially noteworthy for the occurrence of west and south 

coast invertebrates. Species taken include squat lobsters (Galathea spp.), swimming crabs 

(Portunus spp.) and the crawfish Palinurus vulgaris. The area is also noted for the occurrence 

of gymnoblastic hydroids, with the rare Antedon bifida being taken regularly. Some rare 

European species which occur are members of the Order Nudibranchia and the Spiny Starfish 

(Marthasterias glacialis). 

Dalkey Island lies c. 400m off Sorrento Point. The island is low-lying, the highest point at c.15m 

is dominated by a Martello Tower. Soil cover consists mainly of a thin peaty layer, though in a 

few places there are boulder clay deposits. Vegetation cover is low, consisting mainly of 

grasses. No woody plants have become established, probably due to constant grazing by 

goats. Dense patches of bracken (Pteridium aquilinum) and Hogweed (Heracleum 

sphondylium) occur in places.  

Lamb Island lies to the north of Dalkey Island, attached at low-tide by a line of rocks. It has a 

thin soil cover and some vegetation, mainly grasses, Common Nettle (Urtica dioica) and 

Hogweed. Further north lies Maiden Rock, a bare angular granite rock up to 5m high. There 

is no vegetation cover. Muglins, a small granite rock, lies about 1km north-east of Dalkey 

Island. A small lighthouse is on the rock. 

Herring Gulls nest on Dalkey Island (17 pairs in 1986), Lamb Island (29 pairs in 1986) and 

Muglins (207 nests in 1982). Great Black-backed Gull nests on Dalkey Island (maximum 62 

nests in 1982-88), and two pairs of Lesser Black-backed Gull nested there in 1981. 

Common Terns breed annually on Maiden Rock, with a maximum of 54 nests between 1980 

and 1986. One pair of Arctic Tern bred on Maiden Rock in several years and in 1986 two pairs 

of Roseate Terns nested but were unsuccessful. Manx Shearwater is suspected of breeding 

on Dalkey Island. 

Shelduck, Mallard and Oystercatcher nest on Dalkey and Lamb Island. Meadow and Rock 

Pipits breed on Dalkey Island. Maiden Rock is an important autumn roosting site for up to 

2,000 terns, including Roseates from the Rockabill colony. In autumn and winter Dalkey Island 

is an evening roosting site for Cormorants, Shags, Curlew, and large gulls. Up to 50 

Turnstones and 15 Purple Sandpipers occur in winter. 

Killiney Hill is a complex of coastal heath and mixed woodland. The woods are mostly planted 

and include Sycamore (Acer pseudoplatanus), Horse Chestnut (Aesculus hipposcastanum), 

some oak (Quercus spp.), Ash (Fraxinus excelsior) and Holly (Ilex aquifolium). The ground 
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flora is mainly Ivy (Hedera helix) and bramble (Rubus spp.) but there are some areas with 

more typical woodland species such as Wood-sorrel (Oxalis acetosella) and Herb-Robert 

(Geranium robertianum). 

Many of the rock surfaces on the open and bushy areas on the east side of the summit of the 

hill are roches mountonnes while near the summit spodumene is found in a small scarp 

exposure. This results in an interesting flora, with Wood Vetch (Vicia sylvatica), Climbing 

Corydalis (Corydalis claviculata) and Wild Madder (Rubia peregrina) growing amongst the 

Gorse (Ulex europaeus). The shallow soils overlying the rock support a community of winter 

annuals and early flowering perennials such as Spring Squill (Scilla verna) and Wild Onion 

(Allium vineale). 

The drift banks above and below the railway have warm shallow soils. Here grow scarce plants 

such as Bloody Crane’s-bill (Geranium sanguineum), Bee Orchid (Ophrys apifera), Sea 

Stork’s-bill (Erodium maritimum) and clovers (Trifolium ornithopodioides, T. striatum and T. 

scabrum). The naturalised Silver Ragwort (Senecio cineraria) is widespread. 

Up to five pairs of Fulmar breed on the cliffs below the railway line. Kestrel breeds in the area, 

as well as Stonechat. 

This site represents a fine example of a coastal system with habitats ranging from the sub-

littoral to coastal heath. The flora is well developed and includes some scarce species. The 

islands are important bird sites. The site also has geological importance. 
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FIGURE 8. EUROPEAN SITES WITHIN 15KM OF THE PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT SITE. 
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FIGURE 9. PROPOSED NATURAL HERITAGE AREAS WITHIN 15KM OF THE PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT SITE.
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 Species and Species Groups 

The Site of the Proposed Development is located within the Ordnance Survey Ireland National 

2 km grid square O22B. Species records from the National Biodiversity Data Centre (NBDC) 

online database for this grid square was studied for the presence of rare or protected flora and 

fauna. The following records were excluded: 

• Records greater than 20 years old; 

• Species records with no designation or conservation status (excluding mammals and 

birds). 

• Records of species placed on the Waiting List or identified as Least Concern, Data 

Deficient, Near Threatened or Not Evaluated in national red lists (Lockhart et al., 2012; 

Wyse Jackson et al., 2016), unless they are listed on the Flora Protection Order 

In addition, data from various sources (e.g. Inland Fisheries Ireland, Flora Protection Order 

Map Viewer) were used to determine the presence of species in the vicinity of the Proposed 

Development. The following sections outline the results of this assessment. Records from the 

NBDC are provided in Appendix III. 

5.1.4.1 Flora 

Rare and Protected Flora 

Species records from the NBDC online database and the Flora Protection Order – Bryophytes 

Map Viewer2 were studied for the presence of rare of protected flora. No rare or protected flora 

were recorded within the vicinity, or the tetrad associated with the Proposed Development.  

Invasive Plant Species 

There are four records for invasive plant species within the relevant tetrad associated with the 

Site of the Proposed Development. Of these, two are considered to be “Medium” impact 

species (Butterfly-bush Buddleja davidii and Least Duckweed Lemna minuta) whereas as the 

other two are “High” impact species (Japanese Knotweed Reynoutria japonica and Giant 

Hogweed Heracleum mantegazzianum). Impact assessments are based on Kelly et al. (2013). 

Giant Rhubarb and Japanese Knotweed are listed on Schedule III of the European 

Communities (Birds and Natural Habitats) Regulations 2011 (SI 477 of 2011, as amended).  

5.1.4.2 Birds 

A total of 33 bird species have been recorded within the relevant tetrad by the NBDC. Of these, 

one is listed as Red, five as Amber and 25 as Green in Birds of Conservation Concern in 

Ireland 2020-2026 (Gilbert et al., 2021). The White Wagtail Motacilla alba alba (passage 

migrant) and Pheasant Phasianus colchicus were also recorded within the tetrad but are not 

listed in Birds of Conservation Concern in Ireland 2020-2026 (Gilbert et al., 2021). 

Red-listed species include: 

Redwing Turdus iliacus 

 

 
2 https://dahg.maps.arcgis.com/apps/webappviewer/index.html?id=71f8df33693f48edbb70369d7fb26b7e 
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Amber listed species include:  

Barn Swallow Hirundo rustica 

Common Starling Sturnus vulgaris 

European Greenfinch Carduelis chloris 

House Martin Delichon urbicum 

House Sparrow Passer domesticus 

5.1.4.3 Mammals  

Records for terrestrial mammals were retrieved from the NBDC online database. Four native 

terrestrial mammals were recorded within the relevant tetrad, namely: 

Eurasian Badger Meles meles 

Red Deer Cervus elaphus  

Eurasian Red Squirrel Sciurus vulgaris 

Red Fox Vulpes vulpes 

West European Hedgehog Erinaceus europaeus 

 

Apart from Red Fox, all of the above species are protected under the Wildlife Act 1976 (as 

amended). There are no records for bats within the O22B tetrad.  

An Otter survey of the Glenamuck North stream and Carrickmines Stream was carried out by 

Triturus Environmental Ltd (Brazier & Macklin, 2020). This survey did not find evidence of 

Otter in the Glenamuck North stream. However, a total of 14 no. otter signs were recorded 

along 6.8km of the Carrickmines Stream (Figure 10). 

 

FIGURE 10. THE PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT SITE IN RELATION TO OTTER SIGNS RECORDED ALONG 
THE KILL-O-THE-GRANGE, CABINTEELY, CARRICKMINES, BARNACULLIA & GLENAMUCK NORTH 
STREAMS AND SHANGANAGH RIVER (BRAZIER AND MACKLIN, 2020). 
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5.1.4.4 Fish 

There are no records for protected or threatened fish species within the relevant tetrad, 

however eel, lamprey and salmonids may occur within the Glenamuck North, Carrickmines 

Stream and Shanganagh River. 

5.1.4.5 Amphibians 

There is a record on the NBDC database for Common Frog Rana temporaria within the tetrad 

associated with the Proposed Development Site. 

5.1.4.6 Invertebrates 

There are no records for protected or threatened invertebrates within the relevant tetrad.  

 Field Surveys 

 Hydrology and Hydrogeology 

According to the Hydrological and Hydrogeological Assessment Report prepared by 

Enviroguide Consulting (2022), groundwater was encountered at depths between 0.2mbGL to 

3.5mbGL at the Site during the drilling and trial pit excavations during site investigations. 

Groundwater level measurements at each of the monitoring wells were recorded by 

Enviroguide Consulting relative to top of borehole casing (mbTOC) on the 8th June 2022. It is 

noted that groundwater level measurements provided in the site investigation report are 

similar.  

Groundwater level measurements ranged from 2.68 mbTOC (BH01) in bedrock to 0.25 (BH08) 

in overburden well adjoining the drainage ditch.  

Based on the measured groundwater levels the inferred groundwater flow direction at the Site 

is to the north-west as shown in Figure 3. Taking account of the groundwater flow direction, 

groundwater levels and site observation together with the hydrochemical data, the drainage 

ditch and water logged area is considered to be a local groundwater discharge zone influenced 

by shallow groundwater emergence at ground surface.  

Refer to the Hydrological and Hydrogeological Assessment Report (Enviroguide Consulting, 

2022) for full details.  

 Habitats & Flora 

The following is extracted from McNutt (2022). 

Across the site, a total of 146 vascular species were recorded (this counts an orchid species 

and bamboo species that remain unidentified), and 13 bryophyte species, a macro lichen and 

a charophyte (a total of 161 species). A total of 13 positive indicator species for 91E0 were 

recorded across the woodland area (including two primary target species). Butterfly-bush, 

winter heliotrope and Cotoneaster were the most significant negative species across the site. 

A total of thirteen habitats were mapped across the site (Table 8). Ten habitats were mapped 

as polygons, of which GA1 (Improved agricultural grassland), WS1 (Scrub), WN6 (wet 

woodland) and GS4 (wet grassland) formed over 90% of the surveyed area. Most linear 

habitats comprised WL1 (hedgerows), there being only two short WL2 (Treelines) within the 
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survey area. The water course traversing the wet woodland area is rather intermediary 

between a drain and a lowland river, the watercourse apparently being rather heavily modified. 

The following sections describe the habitat types recorded at the Site by McNutt (2022). For 

full species lists recorded in each habitat, please refer to the in-depth flora assessment report 

located in Appendix IV. 

TABLE 8. HABITATS RECORDED AT THE PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT SITE. TABLE EXTRACTED FROM 

MCNUTT (2022). 
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FIGURE 11. HABITAT MAP SHOWING FOSSITT CATEGORIES FOR THE NON-LINEAR HABITATS ON SITE. WHITE LABELS INDICATE THE POLYGON NUMBERS. 
THE LOCATIONS OF THE TEN RELEVÉS RECORDED ON SITE ARE INDICATED. POLYGON 25 IS GA1 WITH SOME SPECIES OF CALCAREOUS GRASSLAND, WHILST 
POLYGONS 26, 27, 28 AND 29 ARE GA1 WITH HIGH RUDERAL SPECIES. MAP EXTRACTED FROM MCNUTT (2022). 
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FIGURE 12. HABITAT MAP SHOWING THE LINEAR HABITATS ON SITE. THE TRANSECT LOCATIONS WHERE FLORAL DATA WAS CAPTURED FOR THE 
HEDGEROW ASSESSMENT ARE SHOWN. FEATURES THAT INFLUENCE THE SIGNIFICANCE OF HEDGEROWS ARE ALSO SHOWN. MAP EXTRACTED FROM 

MCNUTT (2022).
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5.2.2.1 GA1 – Improved Agricultural Grassland 

Improved agricultural grassland habitat comprised over 50% of the total area surveyed. 

Species composition varied across this habitat, with some areas found to be richer than others. 

Species recorded at relevé 2 and within polygon 25 (Figure 11), for example, had some 

species typical of semi-natural dry grassland, including several positive indicators for the 

Annex I habitat 6210 (Semi-natural dry grasslands & scrub facies on calcareous substrates). 

Relevé 2 was located on a gentle slope in the south of the main field. Species recorded here 

included Black Knapweed Centaurea nigra, Smooth Hawk's- beard Crepis capillaris, Cat’s Ear 

Hypochaeris radicata, Autumn Hawkbit Leontodon autumnalis, Bird’s Foot Trefoil* Lotus 

corniculatus, Ribwort Plantain Plantago lanceolata, Selfheal Prunella vulgaris, Bulbous 

Buttercup* Ranunculus bulbosus, Red Clover Trifolium pratense, Field Woodrush Luzula 

campestris, and Spring Sedge* Carex caryophyllea. Asterisk indicates positive indicators for 

6210, Spring Sedge being a high-quality positive indicator (McNutt, 2022).  In addition, Spring 

Sedge, Field Woodrush, Bulbous Buttercup, Black Knapweed, Smooth Hawk's-beard and 

Autumn Hawkbit were recorded between the eastern boundary hedgerow and polygon 25 in 

the area proposed for “existing verge/long grass retained and protected where possible” within 

the landscape plan (McNutt, pers. comm).  

Other relevés (relevé 4 and 10) were more species poor. Relevé 4, located towards the 

northwest of the Site was dominated by Creeping Buttercup Ranunculus repens, reflecting 

high nutrient-levels associated with the horses that potentially shelter among the brambles. 

Relevé 10, located in the southernmost area of the field, was also a low diversity plot, reflective 

of the majority of the improved grassland on the site. Meadow Buttercup Ranunculus acris 

and Creeping Buttercup were the predominant herbs, with some Broad-leaved Dock Rumex 

obtusifolius (McNutt, 2022).   

 

FIGURE 13. GA1 IMPROVED AGRICULTURAL GRASSLAND HABITAT AT THE SITE. IMAGE TAKEN 13TH 
MAY 2022. 

5.2.2.2 WS1 - Scrub 

Scrub was concentrated along the margins of the Site and at the north-western corner of the 

Site and comprised roughly 25% of the Site area. Two relevés were recorded within the scrub 

habitat, namely relevé 8 and 9. Relevé 8 was located in the Blackthorn Prunus spinosa scrub 
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spreading out from the hedgerow along the western boundary. Typical hedgerow herbs, such 

as Bush Vetch Vicia sepium, Common Vetch Vicia sativa, Wood Dock Rumex sanguineus, 

Stinging Nettle Urtica dioica, Hogweed Heracleum sphondylium, Wood Avens Geum 

urbanum, Herb Robert Geranium robertianum, Creeping Cinquefoil Potentilla reptans, 

Meadow Buttercup, Creeping Buttercup and Common Sorrel Rumex acetosa were recorded 

beneath the Blackthorn scrub. Relevé 9 was located in dense Brambles Rubus fruticosus agg. 

in the most southerly point of the site. Here, species diversity was very low with just a small 

amount of Blackthorn, Cleavers Gallium aparine and Stinging Nettle recorded in addition to 

Brambles (McNutt, 2022).  

Additional tree, woody and herb species (excluding rare species) recorded within the scrub 

habitat included Hawthorn Crataegus monogyna, Holly Ilex aquifolium, Ash Fraxinus 

excelsior, Elder Sambucus nigra, Grey Willow Salix cinerea, Ivy Hedera helix, honeysuckle 

Lonicera periclymenum, Gorse Ulex europaeus, Rosebay Willow Herb Chamerion 

angustifolium, Silverweed, Meadow Buttercup, Creeping Buttercup and Broadleaved Dock 

(McNutt, 2022). 

 

FIGURE 14. WS1 SCRUB HABITAT AT THE SOUTH-WESTERN BOUNDARY OF THE SITE. IMAGE TAKEN 

13TH MAY 2022. 
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FIGURE 15. WS1 SCRUB HABITAT AT THE SOUTH-WESTERN BOUNDARY OF THE SITE. IMAGE TAKEN 
13TH MAY 2022.  

 

FIGURE 16. WS1 SCRUB HABITAT AT THE NORTHERN BOUNDARY OF THE SITE (POLYGON 24). IMAGE 

TAKEN 13TH MAY 2022. 

5.2.2.3 WN6 – Wet Willow-Alder-Ash Woodland 

The Wet Willow-Alder-Ash woodland was located towards the west of the Site and comprised 

roughly 9% of the Site area. A detailed assessment of this habitat was undertaken by McNutt 

(2022) to determine whether the woodland should be classified as the priority Annex I habitat 

Alluvial woodlands, [91E0]. McNutt (2022) does not make the assessment that the woodland 

is the Annex I 91E0, although certain aspects lie in the realm of interpretation. The following, 

extracted from McNutt (2022) outlines the rationale behind this assessment.  

Flooding as a criteria 

The woodland is categorised in the Irish Vegetation Classification system as WL3D, Grey 

Willow – Common Nettle woodland. Any of the WL3 Alnus glutinosa - FIlipendula ulmaria 

woodland types that are periodically flooded by a lake or river are considered to qualify as 
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91E0, regardless of whether species diversity and composition reflect an area of 91E0 in a 

favourable condition, hence assessing the status of flooding is important. 

Assessment of periodic flooding by a lake or river: 

• The woodland is not located on or near a well-established river or brook, the 

watercourse having more the character of a drain. 

• The soils and bedrock data does not indicate the presence of alluvial deposits on or 

near the site. 

• The closest river that is mapped by the EPA is nearly half a kilometre away. 

• The water course traversing the western portion of the site where the wet woodland is 

located does not show signs of regularly flooding, although occasional seasonal 

flooding is possible. This is indicated by the wet grassland extending out from the 

woodland parcel which I would expect is maintained by occasional seasonal flooding. 

It is unclear if this watercourse is a drain or a lowland river, it is certainly highly 

modified, being straightened for half of its length within the survey area. 

Vegetation and species indicative of 91E0 

It is expected to encounter a minimum of six positive indicator species within an area of 91E0 

in a favourable condition, with at least one target species (Salix spp., Fraxinus excelsior and 

Alnus glutinosa) making up a good proportion of the canopy. 

This woodland had ample willow (a target species) and had a total of nine indicator species 

present in the relevé, with twelve being present in the woodland polygon overall [See Table 6 

in Appendix IV]. However, those indicator species were not abundant, or indeed more than 

rare or occasional in most cases. The overall character of the woodland was dry, the 

topography often elevated from historical rubble piles, and species typical of wet substrates 

were often confined to proximity of the drain. The vegetation does not present as typical 91E0, 

which is more associated with lush vegetation layers. Again, the call on this factor is somewhat 

in the realms of interpretation. Were this parcel attached or located nearby a more typical and 

clear-cut example of 91E0, then it would be reasonable to include this segment as 91E0. 

However, isolated as it is, such a call would be more tenuous. 

Negative indicator species 

Non-native species such as fuchsia (not recorded within the woodland but adjacent to it), 

butterfly bush and winter heliotrope have been introduced from the dumping activity on the 

parcel [See Table 6 in Appendix IV], and the problematic native species, brambles (and to a 

lesser extent gorse), are abundant in the ground layer (a consequence of under-grazing). This 

does not preclude a woodland from being assessed to be 91E0. Non-native and invasive 

species and problematic native species such as bramble are recognised as significant threats 

to alluvial woodlands. However, it is another factor to take into consideration. It is worth noting 

that the presence of rubbish and dangerous piles of rubble would prevent controlled grazing 

management unless those are cleared up. 

Mature trees and dead wood 

There was an absence of both mature trees and of dead wood (see Appendix XII [ in Appendix 

IV of this EcIA]). This is expected in a good quality alluvial woodland. The woodland is not old. 

Looking at aerial photo and satellite imagery time series, the 2000 aerial photo especially, the 
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parcel was very scrubby in the recent past (and still is really in parts). However, 91E0 does 

not need to be old, but it is certainly a factor to bring into consideration if there is no historical 

presence of similar habitat. 

Size and connectivity 

The woodland is very small (2782.6 m2) and is not connected with any other wet woodland 

with the exception of being upstream of Loughlinstown Wood. Again, 91E0 has historically 

been highly fragmented and so this is not sufficient grounds to dismiss a parcel of woodland 

as not being 91E0, but again it is another factor to take into consideration. 

Conclusion regarding 91E0 status 

Although sufficient positive indicator species are present, and whilst none of the above factors 

on their own can be used to eliminate a woodland from being considered as alluvial woodland 

necessarily, as a whole, the recent development of the woodland, its tiny size, its overall rather 

dry character, the dominance of brambles (and gorse), the rather dubious status of the drain 

as being a stream and a source of alluvial deposits and flooding, the marked lack of 

connectivity to other examples of alluvial woodland, the absence of very typical lush alluvial 

woodland ground vegetation, leads me to make the assessment that it should not be 

considered as 91E0. 

TABLE 9. POSITIVE AND NEGATIVE INDICATOR SPECIES FOR 91E0 RECORDED IN THE WOODLAND 
AREA (EXTRACTED FROM MCNUTT, 2022). 
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FIGURE 17. WN6 WET WILLOW-ALDER-ASH WOODLAND AT THE SITE (BACKGROUND). IMAGE TAKEN 
13TH MAY 2022. 

 

FIGURE 18. WN6 WET WILLOW-ALDER-ASH WOODLAND AT THE SITE. IMAGE TAKEN 13TH MAY 2022. 

5.2.2.4 GS4 – Wet Grassland 

Wet grassland (Figure 19 and Figure 20) was recorded within the centre of the Site and 

comprised roughly 4% of the Site area. The most diverse suite of natural wet grassland 

species occurred in polygon 17 (Figure 11). Polygon 18 and some other small unmapped 

depressions within the Site were also wet grassland but contained undesirable ruderal species 

such as Ragwort, docks, and Silverweed). Polygon 17 contained species such as 

Meadowsweet* Filipendula ulmaria, Black sedge*, Square-stemmed St. John’s wort 

Hypericum tetrapterum, Lesser Spearwort* Ranunculus flammula, Purple Loosestrife Lythrum 

salicaria, Ragged Robin Silene flos-cuculi, Bog Stitchwort Stellaria alsine, Brooklime Veronica 

beccabunga, Blue Sedge* Carex flacca, Hairy Sedge Carex hirta, Hard Rush Juncus inflexus, 

Floating Sweet Grass Glyceria fluitans, and the moss Calliergonella cuspidata. Some of these 

(marked with an asterisk) are positive indicator species for high quality wet grassland (the 
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Annex I habitat ‘Molinia meadows on calcareous, peaty, or clayey-silt-laden soils (Molinion 

caeruleae) 6410) (McNutt, 2022).  

 

FIGURE 19. GS4 - WET GRASSLAND AT THE SITE. IMAGE TAKEN 13TH JUNE 2022. 

 

FIGURE 20. GS4 - WET GRASSLAND AT THE SITE WHERE IT BORDERS THE WET WOODLAND. IMAGE 
TAKEN 13TH JUNE 2022. 

5.2.2.5 GS2 – Dry meadows and grassy verges 

Dry meadows and grassy verges habitat was recorded within a small section of the Site to the 

west and comprised approximately 3% of the Site area. The habitat was not particularly 

species rich, and contained common herb species such as Field Thistle Cirsium arvense, 

Spear Thistle Cirsium vulgare, Cleavers, Ribwort Plantain, Meadow Buttercup, Creeping 

Buttercup, Curly Dock Rumex crispus, Broad-leaved Dock, White Clover Trifolium repens and 

Bush Vetch.  
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5.2.2.6 Other habitat polygons 

The remaining habitat polygons at the Site comprised areas of spoil and bare ground (ED2), 

buildings and artificial surfaces (BL3), refuse and other waste (ED5), recolonising bare ground 

(ED3) and exposed sand, gravel or till (ED1) (McNutt, 2022).  

The buildings and artificial surfaces habitat occurred at the western and northern boundary of 

the Site and was comprised of hardstanding associated with Cairnbrook estate and small 

derelict buildings.  

Spoil and bare ground habitat comprised a section of the Site (likely wet willow-alder-ash 

woodland) which has been cleared (likely due to construction works currently being 

undertaken in an adjacent field. The area of this habitat was recorded as 946.2m2. 

Recolonising bare ground habitat was scattered throughout the site (possibly where trial pits 

had been dug). Refuse and other waste was recorded in a section of the Site near the western 

boundary where garden waste has been dumped (Figure 21).  

 

FIGURE 21. ED5 - REFUSE AND OTHER WASTE AT THE WESTERN SITE BOUNDARY. IMAGE TAKEN 
13TH MAY 2022. 

5.2.2.7 FW4 – Drainage Ditch & FW4/FW2 Drainage ditches/ Depositing/lowland rivers 

According to McNutt (2022), there is a total of 337 m of FW4 drainage ditches at the Site, and 

98m of FW4/FW2 Drainage ditches/ Depositing/lowland rivers. The FW4 drainage ditch is 

associated with the hedgerow along the eastern boundary of the Site. The FW4/FW2 Drainage 

ditches/ Depositing/lowland rivers is located within the wet willow-alder-ash woodland. As 

noted earlier, this watercourse is not mapped by the EPA as an official watercourse, however, 

it is evident on historic 25-inch maps. Based on the field survey carried out by Enviroguide on 

the 10th December 2021 and 13th May 2022, it appears this watercourse has been 

modified/excavated. According to a Hydrological and Hydrogeological Assessment of the Site, 

the drainage ditch is considered to originate from a groundwater seepage at the southwestern 

boundary of the Site (Enviroguide Consulting, 2022). It enters a culvert at the northern 

boundary of the Site. 

It is the considered opinion of Enviroguide Consulting that the watercourse traversing the Site 

is best described as a drainage ditch (FW4) as per Fossitt (2000) habitat classification. It does 
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not fit the Fossitt (2000) description of an eroding/upland river (FW1): “natural watercourses, 

or sections of these, that are actively eroding, unstable and where there is little or no deposition 

of fine sediment.” Although it could roughly fall into the depositing/lowland rivers (FW2) 

category described by Fossitt (2000): “watercourses, or sections of these, where fine 

sediments are deposited on the river bed”, it is considered too small and shallow to meet the 

criteria of a depositing/lowland river. According to Fossitt (2000) “these rivers vary in size but 

are usually larger and deeper than those above” (i.e. eroding upland rivers). According to 

Fossitt (2000) the “drainage ditch” habitat classification “includes linear water bodies or wet 

channels that are entirely artificial in origin, and some sections of natural watercourses that 

have been excavated or modified to enhance drainage and control the flow of water”.  

 

FIGURE 22. DRAINAGE DITCH AT THE SITE OF THE PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT. (A) SHOWS THE DITCH 
AT THE SOUTH-WESTERN BOUNDARY OF THE SITE AJDACENT OT AN EXISTING BUILDING SITE, (B) 
SHOWS THE DITCH WITHIN THE WET-WOODLAND HABITAT AND (C) SHOWS THE DITCH AT THE 
NORTHERN BOUDNARY OF THE SITE WHERE IT FLOWS INTO A CULVERT. PHOTOGRAPHS TAKEN ON 

10TH DECEMBER 2022. 

5.2.2.8 WL1 – Hedgerow and WL2 Treeline 

According to McNutt (2022), there are 403 m of WL1 hedgerow and 91m of WL2 treeline (56m 

of which was surveyed) within the Proposed Development area. All hedgerows and treelines 

that were surveyed were assessed as being ‘hedgerows’ according to the Foulkes et al (2013) 

definition. The eastern boundary was divided into three sections (H2, H3 and H4) reflecting 

structural variation along the hedgerow, each being assessed with two transects. See Figure 

12 to view the locations of hedgerows and survey transects and see Table 10 for the location 

and a brief description of each ‘hedgerow’. The following information on hedgerows/treelines 

at the Site is extracted from McNutt (2022): 
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Hedgerows 2, 3 and 4 were scored as a single hedgerow (hereafter referred to as hedgerow 

2/3/4), the boundary having only being split into smaller segments to allow a finer scale 

recording of floristic data. 

All three hedgerows/treelines received an overall score of “High Significance”, meaning that 

they should all be considered as “Heritage Hedgerows”. It should be noted that the term 

Heritage Hedge does not afford the hedge any additional protection but highlights the 

significance attached to it. 

Hedgerow 2/3/4 has an especially high significance due to being connected to woodland that 

was present on the 1st Edition OS Map, as well as being connected to a designated feature 

on the Sites and Monuments Record (SMR) and being connected to a designated site 

featuring woodland (Dingle Glen). This hedgerow also has high cumulative scores. The SMR 

feature in question is a granite boulder, containing a socket for a cross, located in the front 

garden of a modern house, on the lands of Springfield Farm towards the northern extent of 

the hedgerow. It is level with the ground (boulder dims. L 0.76m, Wth 0.35m, D 0.23m). The 

socket is rectangular in plan (L 0.35m, Wth 0.20m, D 0.02m). According to the Schools Survey 

(1937, referenced in the Historic Environment Viewer) in the Irish Folklore Commission, there 

was a tradition that the cross was buried somewhere in the immediate vicinity (Item DU026-

018 on the Historic Environment Viewer, 2018). Meanwhile, Dingle Glen is a dry valley formed 

as a glacial lake overflow channel. While this Glen was formerly cleared of vegetation, a 

woodland cover is now regenerating. 

Hedgerow 1 has a high significance due to running along the townland boundary and due to 

having a high species diversity. Whilst not recorded as such in this report due to the hedgerow 

somewhat losing integrity before connecting to hedgerow 2/3/4, it could also be argued that it 

connects to hedgerow in the Historical and Species Diversity Categories. 

Hedgerow 3 only has high significance due to having the minimum cumulative score of 6 in 

the Historical and Species Diversity Categories. 

All the hedgerows have been allocated an Unfavourable condition assessment by McNutt 

(2022). Whilst all three hedgerows scored well as regards structural variables, such as width, 

height, and having an over-grown profile, they all score poorly in the negative indicators criteria 

(Table 13, Table 14). 
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FIGURE 23. HEDGEROW AND SCRUB HABITAT ALONG THE EASTERN SITE BOUNDARY. IMAGE TAKEN 

13TH MAY 2022. 

 

FIGURE 24. HEDGEROW AND SCRUB HABITAT ALONG THE SOUTH-WESTERN SITE BOUNDARY. 
IMAGE TAKEN 13TH JUNE 2022. 
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TABLE 10. LOCATION AND DESCRIPTION OF SURVEYED HEDGEROWS. EXTRACTED FROM MCNUTT (2022). 
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TABLE 11. RESULTS FOR THE ASSESSMENT OF SIGNIFICANCE FOR THE ASSESSED HEDGEROWS, 
GREEN HIGHLIGHTS CRITERIA WARRANTING A HIGH SCORE. EXTRACTED FROM MCNUTT (2022). 

 

TABLE 12. SPECIFIC CRITERIA LEADING TO SIGNIFICANCE SCORES, GREEN HIGHLIGHTS HIGH 
SCORING CRITERIA. SPECIES COUNTS AVERAGE BETWEEN TRANSECTS. SMR = SITES AND 
MONUMENTS RECORD. EXTRACTED FROM MCNUTT (2022). 
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TABLE 13. RESULTS FOR THE ASSESSMENT OF CONDITION OF THE ASSESSED HEDGEROWS, 
UNFAVOURABLE SCORES ARE HIGHLIGHTED IN PINK. A SCORE OF 0 IN ANY CATEGORY REPRESENTS 
A HEDGEROW IN UNFAVOURABLE CONDITION. EXTRACTED FROM MCNUTT (2022).  

 

TABLE 14. SPECIFIC CRITERIA THAT LED TO THE ASSESSMENT OF CONDITION SCORES. CRITERIA 
LEADING TO UNFAVOURABLE SCORES ARE MARKED IN PINK. EXTRACTED FROM MCNUTT (2022). 
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FIGURE 25. INVASIVE/NON-NATIVE FLORA AND MAMMAL SIGNS AT THE SITE OF THE PROPOSED 
DEVELOPMENT. 
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5.2.2.9 Invasive Flora 

Three Cornered Leek Allium triquetrum which is listed on Schedule III of the European 

Communities (Birds and Natural Habitats) Regulations 2011 (SI 477 of 2011, as amended) 

was recorded at the Site. Spanish Bluebell Hyacinthoides hispanica and/or a hybrid of Spanish 

Bluebell and native Bluebell Hyacinthoides x massartiana was recorded within the Site also 

(Figure 25). According to Streeter et al., (2016), most bluebells commonly cultivated in 

gardens are the hybrid between Spanish bluebell and the native bluebell. The hybrid is 

intermediate in character between the parents, but usually more difficult to separate from 

Spanish bluebell. The Spanish bluebell is listed in Part 1 of the Third Schedule of the European 

Communities (Birds and Natural Habitats) Regulations 2011 (SI 477 of 2011, as amended).  

It is noted by McNutt (2022) that the item marked as “unknown” in Figure 27 was likely a very 

young emerging Bindweed Calystegia sepium, however there is a small possibility it was 

Japanese knotweed Reynoutria japonica. This “unknown” species was recorded in April 2022. 

Japanese Knotweed was not recorded in this location in the subsequent survey carried out by 

Enviroguide Consulting on the 13th of May 2022. The area was double checked for the 

presence of Japanese Knotweed on the 13th June 2022. Japanese Knotweed was not 

recorded at this location, and the area was dominated by bindweed (Figure 26). 

 

FIGURE 26. LOCATION AT THE PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT SITE WHERE UNKNOWN FLORA SPECIES 
(POSSIBLY JAPANESE KNOTWEED) WAS RECORDED BY MCNUTT (2022). IMAGE TAKEN 13TH JUNE 
2022. 

Invasive/non-native flora recorded at the Site by both Enviroguide Consulting and McNutt 

(2022) are outlined in Table 15 below. 

TABLE 15. LIST OF INVASIVE/NON-NATIVE FLORA RECORDED AT THE PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT 
SITE. 

Species Legal Status Invasiveness3  Location within 

the Site 

Three-cornered Leek Allium 

triquetrum 

Schedule III of the European 

Communities (Birds and 

Natural Habitats) Regulations 

Invasive 

species - risk 

Western corner of 

the Site, south of 

the wet woodland. 

 
3 Based on National Biodiversity Data Centre species account 
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Species Legal Status Invasiveness3  Location within 

the Site 

2011 (SI 477 of 2011, as 

amended) 

of Medium 

Impact 

Recorded growing 

in area of 

recolonizing bare 

ground.  

Spanish bluebell 

Hyacinthoides hispanica 

and/or a hybrid of Spanish 

bluebell and native bluebell 

Hyacinthoides x 

massartiana  

Schedule III of the European 

Communities (Birds and 

Natural Habitats) Regulations 

2011 (SI 477 of 2011, as 

amended) 

Spanish 

bluebell is 

listed as a non-

native species 

- Low risk of 

Impact 

Western corner of 

the Site, south of 

the wet woodland. 

Recorded growing 

in area of 

recolonizing bare 

ground. 

Cherry Laurel Prunus 

laurocerasus 

None Invasive 

species - risk 

of High Impact 

Within a treeline in 

the adjacent 

property along the 

western site 

boundary at the 

northern end of the 

Site. 

Winter heliotrope Petasites 

fragrans 

None Non-native 

species - Low 

risk of Impact 

Western corner of 

the Site, in 

particular amongst 

the refuse and 

other waste 

habitat. Also 

located on the 

eastern margin of 

the hedgerow 

along the eastern 

boundary of the 

Site.  

Butterfly bush Buddleja 

davidii 

None Invasive 

species - risk 

of Medium 

Impact 

Common 

throughout the Site 

within hedgerow, 

scrub and 

woodland habitat.  

Sycamore Acer 

pseudoplatanus 

None Invasive 

species - risk 

of Medium 

Impact 

Within the wet 

willow-alder-ash 

woodland and to 

the north of the Site 

adjacent to 

buildings proposed 

for demolition 

Himalayan honeysuckle 

Leycesteria formosa 

None Invasive 

species - risk 

of Medium 

Impact 

Within western 

boundary 

hedgerow towards 

the south of the 

Site 

Monbretia Crocosmia x 

crocosmiiflora 

None Not assessed To the north of the 

Site adjacent to 
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Species Legal Status Invasiveness3  Location within 

the Site 

buildings proposed 

for demolition 

Fuchsia Fuchsia 

magellanica 

None Not assessed Western corner of 

the Site amongst 

the refuse and 

other waste 

habitat. 

Cotoneaster sp. None. Cotoneaster species 

are not listed on Schedule III 

of the European 

Communities (Birds and 

Natural Habitats) Regulations 

2011 (SI 477 of 2011, as 

amended) 

n/a – 

potentially 

invasive 

Within western 

boundary 

hedgerow towards 

the south of the 

Site 

Fir Abies sp. None Not assessed Within a treeline in 

the adjacent 

property along the 

western site 

boundary at the 

northern end of the 

Site. 

Bamboo None n/a Western boundary 

of the Site. 

Kapuka Griselinia littoralis None Not assessed Within a treeline in 

the adjacent 

property along the 

western site 

boundary at the 

northern end of the 

Site. Straddling 

private property 

along western 

boundary of the 

Site at the southern 

end of the Site.  

Variegated privet Ligustrum 

variegatum 

None n/a Within a treeline in 

the adjacent 

property along the 

western site 

boundary at the 

northern end of the 

Site. 

Green privet Ligustrum 

ovalifolium 

None Not assessed Within a treeline in 

the adjacent 

property along the 

western site 

boundary at the 

northern end of the 

Site. 
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Species Legal Status Invasiveness3  Location within 

the Site 

Small-leaved lime Tilia 

cordata 

None Not assessed Within a treeline in 

the adjacent 

property along the 

western site 

boundary at the 

northern end of the 

Site. 

Cordyline australis None Not assessed Within a treeline in 

the adjacent 

property along the 

western site 

boundary at the 

northern end of the 

Site, and towards 

west of the Site.  

Lawson Cypress 

Chamaecyparis lawsoniana 

None Not assessed Within treelines 

within the Site  

Red Robin Photinia sp. None n/a Within a treeline in 

the adjacent 

property along the 

western site 

boundary at the 

northern end of the 

Site. 

Daffodil Narcissus 

pseudonarcissus 

None n/a Within western 

boundary 

hedgerow towards 

the south of the 

Site 

Dogwood Cornus 

sanguinea* 

None n/a Within a treeline in 

the adjacent 

property along the 

western site 

boundary at the 

northern end of the 

Site. 

* Whereas this species is native, according to McNutt (2022) this species can spread vigorously in areas 

of woodland and become problematic. 
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FIGURE 27. LOCATION OF VARIOUS NON-NATIVE AND INVASIVE FLORA AT THE SITE (MCNUTT, 2022).
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 Mammals (excl. bats) 

There was no evidence of Badger Meles meles e.g. (snuffle holes, setts, latrines) at the Site. 

Evidence of Fox Vulpes vulpes was indicated through Fox scent throughout the Site. The 

habitats at the Site are likely to support smaller mammals such as Hedgehog. Several 

mammal trails were recorded within the wet woodland and leading into the scrub vegetation 

at the Site (Figure 25). In addition, log piles, which may provide nesting habitat for hedgehog, 

were recorded within and to the west of the wet woodland habitat at the Site. Deer tracks were 

noted at the southern boundary of the Site.  

 Breeding Birds 

A range of common bird species were observed at the Site during surveys conducted in May 

2022. Twenty-five species were recorded on the Breeding Bird Survey on May 13th and thirty 

species were recorded on the May 30th 2022. Eight of the species recorded are amber listed 

on Birds of Conservation Concern in Ireland (Gilbert et al., 2021). Breeding activity was 

confirmed at the Site for several species including Blackbird, Chaffinch, House Sparrow, 

House Martin, Robin, Song Thrush and Wren. 

The Proposed Development Site contains high quality foraging and nesting habitat, e.g., 

grassland, woodland, scrub and hedgerows.  

TABLE 16. BREEDING BIRDS RECORDED AT THE PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT SITE. 

Species Scientific name 
BoCCI 

Status 

Survey  

(1 / 2 / 1&2) 
Breeding Activity 

Blackbird Turdus merula Green 1 & 2 Confirmed. Recently 

fledged young. 

Blackcap Sylvia atricapilla Green 1 & 2  

Bullfinch Pyrrhula pyrrhula Green 1 & 2  

Blue Tit Cyanistes caeruleus Green 1 & 2  

Chaffinch Fringilla coelebs Green 1 & 2 Confirmed. Carrying 

nesting material. 

Chiffchaff Phylloscopus 

collybita 

Green 1 & 2  
 

Collared Dove Streptopelia 

decaocto 

Green 2 only 
 

Dunnock Prunella modularis Green 1 & 2  

Feral Pigeon Columba livia f. 

domestica 

Unclassified 1 & 2 
 

Goldcrest Regulus regulus Amber 1 only  

Goldfinch Carduelis carduelis Green 1 & 2  

Great Tit Parus major Green 2 only  

Greenfinch Carduelis chloris Amber 1 & 2  

Hooded Crow Corvus cornix Green 1 & 2  

House Sparrow Passer domesticus Amber 1 & 2 Confirmed. Recently 

fledged young. 

House Martin Delichon urbicum Amber 1 & 2 Confirmed. Carrying 

food. 

Jackdaw Corvus monedula Green 2 only  

Linnet Carduelis cannabina Amber 1 & 2  

Long-tailed Tit Aegithalus caudatus Green 1 & 2  
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Species Scientific name 
BoCCI 

Status 

Survey  

(1 / 2 / 1&2) 
Breeding Activity 

Magpie Pica pica Green 1 & 2  

Pied Wagtail Motacilla alba 

yarrellii 

Green 2 only 
 

Robin Erithacus rubecula Green 1 & 2 Confirmed. Recently 

fledged young. 

Raven Corvus corax Green 1 & 2  

Rook  Corvus frugilegus Green  1 & 2  

Siskin Spinus spinus Green 2 only  

Starling Sturnus vulgaris Amber 1 & 2  

Swallow Hirundo rustica Amber 1 & 2  

Song Thrush Turdus philomelos Green 1 & 2 Confirmed. Carrying 

food. 

Woodpigeon Columba palumbus Green 1 & 2  

Wren Troglodytes 

troglodytes 

Green 1 & 2 Confirmed. Carrying 

food. 

Willow Warbler Phylloscopus 

trochilus 

Amber 2 only 
 

 

 Wintering Birds 

The only “target species” recorded during the five surveys was Herring Gull Larus argentatus. 

On all occasions, this species was not recorded feeding or roosting on the site but was 

recorded in flight over the area. Table 17 provides a summary of the peak counts of ‘flyover’ 

Herring Gulls at the Site. 

TABLE 17. PEAK COUNTS OF TARGET WINTERING BIRD SPECIES AT THE SITE. 

Species Activity 28/11/21 20/12/21 20/01/22 13/02/22 11/03/22 

Herring Gull In flight 4 5 2 3 3 

 

There were no species on the Red List of the Birds of Conservation Concern in Ireland 

recorded during the winter bird survey from November 2021 – March 2022. 

Herring Gull, which is on the Amber List of the Birds of Conservation Concern in Ireland, was 

recorded during the winter bird survey from November 2021 – March 2022. However, the 

species was only recorded as a flyover and was not recorded either feeding or roosting on 

site.  

 Bats 

Agricultural buildings are located along the north-eastern boundary of the proposed 

development site. These were inspected on 15th May 2022 and deemed to have a low value 

for roosting bats. The structures consist of corrugate iron barn, single storey modern concrete 

wall stables with corrugated roofs. This agricultural compound is surrounded by a tall concrete 

wall with ivy growth. The buildings were deemed to have a Low value for roosting bats (Bat 

Eco Services, 2022).  

The majority of tall vegetation within the proposed development site consisted of scrub and 

hedgerows along the boundaries. There are mature trees along western boundary (e.g. 
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Poplars). An examination of the trees was carried out and three trees proposed to be felled 

were deemed to have a PBR potential, all Category 2 value: Tree No. 10 (Ash); Tree Tag No. 

0354 (Ash) and Tree Tag No. 0355 (Ash). All three trees are mature with heavy ivy growth 

and some dead wood (Bat Eco Services, 2022). 

According to Bat Eco Services (2022), six species of bat was recorded within the survey area: 

Leisler’s Bat Nyctalus leisleri, Soprano Pipistrelle Pipistrellus pygmaeus, Common Pipistrelle 

Pipistrellus pipistrellus, Nathusius’ pipistrelle Pipistrellus nathusii, Natterer’s Bat Myotis 

nattereri, Brown Long-eared Bat Plecotus auritus and Myotis species (this species is likely to 

be Natterer’s Bat). The first three species were recorded during bat detector surveys and static 

surveillance bat activity levels were indicative of commuting and foraging individuals. The latter 

three bat species were recorded in a low level of bat passes.  

Common Pipistrelle was the most frequently encountered bat species and was recorded 

commuting to the Proposed Development Site and foraging along the boundary habitats. 

Leisler’s Bats were the second most frequently encountered bat species and was recorded 

commuting to the Proposed Development Site and foraging over trees and the boundary 

habitats. Soprano Pipistrelles were infrequently recorded during the surveys compared to 

Common Pipistrelles and Leisler’s Bats. The remaining three bat species were recorded in 

low levels of bat activity. In relation to Natterer’s Bats, the Myotis species recordings are likely 

to be this bat species. Therefore, this species was recorded at five points within the survey 

area during all of the bat surveys completed, all of which were along the boundary habitats. 

Brown Long-eared Bat was only recorded at three locations and again these were along the 

boundary habitats. Nathusius’ Pipistrelle was recorded on Night 1 and only at two locations 

and it is likely that these recordings were from the same individual commuting through the 

survey site (Bat Eco Services, 2022).  

Overall, the survey results demonstrate that bats commuted to the Proposed Development 

Site from a northerly direction and foraged, primarily along the boundary habitats. The eastern 

boundary is particularly important for foraging local bat populations and this may be due to the 

double hedgerow as a result of the adjacent laneway. It is also a darker area (i.e. less street 

lights) compared to other boundaries (Bat Eco Services, 2022).  

There are no recorded bat roosts within the Proposed Development Site but three trees 

recorded as Potential Bat Roosts (PBRs) are proposed to be felled. A small section of the 

eastern boundary (approximately 25m in length) is proposed to be removed to facilitate the 

Proposed Development but this will be replanted post-works (Bat Eco Services, 2022).  

The following maps depict the distribution of the bat encounters for each bat species recorded. 

This is a summary of all of the data collected during dusk surveys, walking transects and static 

surveillance (Bat Eco Services, 2022). 
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FIGURE 28. COMMON PIPISTRELLE SURVEY RESULTS. EXTRACTED FROM BAT ECO SERVICES (2022). 

 

FIGURE 29. LEISLER’S BAT SURVEY RESULTS. EXTRACTED FROM BAT ECO SERVICES (2022). 
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FIGURE 30. SOPRANO PIPISTRELLE SURVEY RESULTS. EXTRACTED FROM BAT ECO SERVICES 

(2022). 

 

FIGURE 31. NATTERER’S BAT AND MYOTIS SPECIES SURVEY RESULTS. EXTRACTED FROM BAT ECO 
SERVICES (2022). 
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FIGURE 32. BROWN LONG-EARED BAT SURVEY RESULTS. EXTRACTED FROM BAT ECO SERVICES 

(2022). 

 

FIGURE 33. NATHUSIUS’ PIPISTRELLE SURVEY RESULTS. EXTRACTED FROM BAT ECO SERVICES 
(2022). 
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 Amphibian and Reptile Survey 

The amphibian surveys undertaken by Gandola (2022) (see Appendix V) detected Common 

Frog spawn at two distinct locations within the Site- the wet grassland - wet woodland ecotone 

to the west of the Site and in a flooded hollow near the boundary fencing with the two adjacent 

properties to the north of the site (Figure 34). As expected, these are the two lowest and most 

waterlogged parts of the site and appear to be mainly fed by pluvial inputs and groundwater 

due to the topography of the Site. The breeding season effort for 2022 comprised of 

approximately 77 individuals and 38 spawn clumps based on spawn count estimates. These 

counts correspond to classification status of a “good population” status under JNCC criteria 

(Gandola, 2022). 

The Smooth Newt, Lissotriton vulgaris, was not detected during surveying. There are only a 

small number of puddles/pools to the west of the site capable of offering suitable breeding 

habitat for L. vulgaris. None of these were occupied (Gandola, 2022). 

The Common Lizard, Zootoca vivipara, was not detected within the Proposed Development 

footprint nor along the external boundaries. Six surveys (2 surveys/visit x 3 visits (not including 

initial visit and assessment)) were conducted in total. While the available habitat initially 

appeared suitable for Common Lizard, closer inspection revealed that the Site is marginal 

habitat at best, with a high likelihood of being superficially suitable i.e., it appears to have some 

suitable elements but these are too small in size and lack the overall structural complexity and 

connectivity required by common lizard. The same holds true for the habitats available along 

the external perimeters (Gandola, 2022).  

While there is currently ample terrestrial habitat within the site to sustain the resident frog 

population, the quality and permanence of the breeding habitat is precarious. Most of the 

spawning occurs in pools of small size that are likely ephemeral in nature (Gandola, 2022). 
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FIGURE 34. A MAP DETAILING LIZARD SURVEY ROUTES AND COMMON FROG ENCOUNTERS AT 
GLENAMUCK (EXTRACTED FROM GANDOLA (2022). 

TABLE 18. HABITAT TYPE, ESTIMATE AND REPORDUCTIVE EFFORT OF COMMON FROG AT THE SITE. 
EXTRACTED FROM GANDOLA (2022).  

Habitat Type Spawn clumps 

(estimated)* 

Presence of 

free 

swimming in 

addition to 

spawn** 

Estimated no. of frogs involved in 2022 

breeding season 

Wet grassland 22 (1 +18; +3) +1 Yes** 45(including lone male) 

Wet woodland 0 No 0 

Ditch pond (internal)  1 No 2 

Ditch (external) 0 No 0 
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Flooded hollow at north 

boundary 

15 (4 +11) No 30 

Total   77 

* To generate an estimate of common frog breeding effort an effective sex ratio of 1:1 females to males 

was assumed (Savage, 1961). Breeding effort was calculated based on the surface area of spawn mats 

encountered using the formula y= 2 (2.27 + 0.007x) where y is the frog density, and x is the surface 

area of the spawn mat measured in cm2 (Griffiths, Raper, and Brady 1996). 

**The survey on 23/03/2022 revealed an additional 4 clumps of spawn and a lone calling Adult male 

common frog. No new spawn was detected on subsequent surveys. 

 Designated sites, habitat and species evaluation 

Designated fauna which have the potential to utilise habitat within the immediate area of the 

Proposed Development, or for which records exist in the wider area, have been evaluated 

below in Table 19 for their conservation importance. In addition, designated sites and habitats 

have been evaluated. This evaluation follows the Guidelines for Assessment of Ecological 

Impacts of National Road Schemes (NRA, 2009). The rationale behind these evaluations is 

also provided. The term ‘Key Ecological Receptors’ KERs is used when impacts upon them 

are likely. Habitats and species are evaluated based on their conservation status, distribution 

and the estimated population size or importance. 

The main ecological value of the Site is the value of the native boundary hedgerow habitat on 

the eastern/south-eastern boundary as an ecological corridor to Dingle Glen pNHA, and the 

wet woodland and wet grassland habitat at the Site which are of ecological value to local 

amphibians, local passerine bird populations as nesting and foraging habitat and local bat 

species as foraging and commuting habitat. Overall, the Proposed Development Site has been 

evaluated as of local importance (higher value) having regard for the conservation evaluation 

scheme (NRA 2009) as a site “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”. 

The potential impact of the Proposed Development on European Sites is addressed in the AA 

Screening Report accompanying this application.  

The AA Screening Report concluded:  

The Proposed Development at Carrickmines Great, Glenamuck Road South, Dublin 18 has 

been assessed taking into account: 

• the nature, size and location of the proposed works and possible impacts arising from 

the construction works.  

• the qualifying interests and conservation objectives of the European sites  

• the potential for in-combination effects arising from other plans and projects. 

In conclusion, upon the examination, analysis and evaluation of the relevant information and 

applying the precautionary principle, it is concluded by the authors of this report that, on the 

basis of objective and best scientific information; the possibility may be excluded that the 

Proposed Development will have a significant effect on any of the European sites listed below: 
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• Knocksink Wood SAC (000725) 

• Ballyman Glen SAC (000713) 

• Wicklow Mountains SAC (002122) 

• South Dublin Bay SAC (000210) 

• Rockabill to Dalkey Island SAC (003000) 

• Bray Head SAC (000714) 

• North Dublin Bay SAC (000206) 

• Glenasmole Valley SAC (001209) 

• Glen of the Downs SAC (000719) 

• Howth Head SAC (000202) 

• Wicklow Mountains SPA (004040) 

• Dalkey Islands SPA 

• South Dublin Bay and River Tolka Estuary SPA (004024) 

• North Bull Island SPA (004006) 

In carrying out this AA screening, mitigation measures have not been taken into account. 

Standard best practice construction measures which could have the effect of mitigating any 

effects on any European Sites have similarly not been taken into account. 

On the basis of the screening exercise carried out above, it can be concluded, on the basis of 

the best scientific knowledge available and objective information, that the possibility of any 

significant effects on the above listed European sites, whether arising from the project itself or 

in combination with other plans and projects, can be excluded in light of the above listed 

European sites’ conversation objectives. Thus, there is no requirement to proceed to Stage 2 

of the Appropriate Assessment process; and the preparation of a Natura Impact Statement 

(NIS) is not required. 

As such, European Sites are not considered further in this EcIA. 
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TABLE 19. EVALUATION OF DESIGNATED SITES, HABITATS AND FAUNA ASSOCIATED WITH THE PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT SITE. 

Designated 

Sites/Species/Habitats 

Evaluation Key Ecological 

Receptor (KER) 

Rationale 

Designated Sites 

SACs & SPAs International Importance No No likelihood of significant effects on European sites identified in AA Screening.  

pNHAs National Importance Yes Refer to Table 7 

Dublin Bay Biosphere International Importance Yes The Site is within Dublin Bay Biosphere 

Ramsar Sites in Dublin 
Bay 

International Importance No There is a very weak hydrological linked to Dublin Bay, but the Ramsar Sites are separated 
from the outfall of the Shanganagh River by a significant marine buffer.  

Habitats  

GA1 – Improved 
agricultural grassland 
(polygon 25 and grassland 
adjacent to hedgerow at 
proposed public open 
space) 

Local importance (higher 

value)  

Yes Polygon 25 is GA1 with some species of calcareous grassland. In addition, spring sedge, 
field woodrush, bulbous buttercup, black knapweed, smooth hawk's-beard and autumn 
hawkbit were recorded between the eastern boundary hedgerow and polygon 25 in the 
area proposed for “existing verge/long grass retained and protected where possible” within 
the landscape plan (McNutt, pers. comm). Of local importance.  

GA1 – Improved 
agricultural grassland 
(polygons 26, 27, 28, 29) 

Local importance (lower 

value)  

No Polygons 26, 27, 28 and 29 are GA1 with high ruderal species. 

WS1 - Scrub Local importance (higher 

value) 

Yes Dense scrub habitat at the site likely providing shelter and foraging resources for various 
fauna.  

WN6 - Wet Willow-Alder-
Ash Woodland 

Local importance (higher 

value) 

Yes Woodland providing habitat for various fauna.  

GS4 – Wet Grassland Local importance (higher 

value) 

Yes Diverse wet grassland habitat which also provides habitat for common frog. 

GS2 – Dry meadows and 
grassy verges 

Local importance (lower 

value) 

No Rank sward that is semi-natural in character but low in species diversity. 

BL3 – Buildings and 
Artificial Surfaces, ED2 – 
Spoil and Bare Ground, 
ED3 – Recolonising bare 
ground, ED5 – Refuse and 
Other Waste, ED1 
Exposed sand, gravel or till 

Negligible Value No Man-made habitat comprised of hard standing and built structures, spoil heaps and garden 
waste.  

FW4 - Drainage Ditch Local importance (higher 

value) 

Yes Provides some habitat for common frog at the Site.   

WL1 – Hedgerows 
(including treelines 
assessed as hedgerows) 

County Importance Yes Important ecological corridors within the Site. All three hedgerows/treelines received an 
overall score of “High Significance”, meaning that they should all be considered as 
“Heritage Hedgerows”. 
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Designated 

Sites/Species/Habitats 

Evaluation Key Ecological 

Receptor (KER) 

Rationale 

WL2 - Treelines Local importance (higher 

value) 

No Lawson cypress treelines to be partially retained. Of limited biodiversity value.   

Glenamuck North Stream, 
Carrickmines Stream and 
Shanganagh River 

Local importance (higher 

value)- County 

Importance 

Yes Hydrologically and hydrogeologically linked to the Site 

Fauna  

Eurasian Badger Meles 
meles 

Local importance (lower 

value) 

No Records from area according to the NBDC but no evidence of Badger recorded during 
field survey. Any badgers associated with the Proposed Development are evaluated as 
being of local importance (lower value). 

Red Squirrel Sciurus 
vulgaris 

Local importance (lower 

value) 

No Records from area according to the NBDC, but no suitable habitat at the Site for red 
squirrel. 

European Otter Lutra lutra 
 

Local importance (higher 

value) 

Yes No habitat for Otter at the Site. Hydrological connectivity to the Glenamuck North Stream, 
Carrickmines Stream and Shanganagh River.  

Hedgehog Erinaceus 
europaeus 
 

Local importance (higher 

value) 

Yes No evidence of Hedgehog recorded during field survey. However, this species may utilize 
the habitats at the Site (e.g., hedgerows) 

Red Deer Cervus elaphus Local importance (lower 

value) 

No Records from area according to the NBDC. Although the Proposed Development will result 
in a reduction of grassland forage/habitat at the Site, this is not considered to be a 
significant loss due to the abundance of grassland habitats surrounding the Site. 

Red Fox Vulpes vulpes  Local importance (lower 

value) 

No This species is not considered to be of conservation concern and is not afforded legal 
protection in Ireland.  

Bat Assemblage Local importance (higher 

value) 

Yes The Site supports commuting and foraging bats. Some trees within the Site have bat 
roosting potential. 

Bird Assemblage  Local importance (higher 

value) 

Yes Amber and Green-listed species recorded within the Site  

Common Frog  Local importance (higher 

value) 

Yes There is a breeding population of common frog at the Site.  

Fish species within the 
Glenamuck North Stream, 
Carrickmines Stream and 
Shanganagh River 

Local importance (higher 

value) 

Yes Hydrological connectivity to the Glenamuck North Stream, Carrickmines Stream and 
Shanganagh River. 
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6 POTENTIAL IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT 

The following sections provide an assessment of the impact of the Proposed Development on 

local ecology. As per CIEEM (2018), where mitigation is fully integrated into the scheme and 

there is high confidence that it will be implemented the significance of effects of the mitigated 

project are assessed. Where mitigation has not been integrated into the scheme, for example 

where it is necessary to include specific measures within a Construction Environmental 

Management Plan, the potential impacts are assessed in the absence of mitigation. The 

following is extracted from CIEEM (2018): 

“Presenting the results of the assessment ‘with’ and ‘without’ mitigation allows the need for 

mitigation and/or compensation to be clearly identified. Where mitigation is fully integrated into 

the scheme and there is high confidence that it will be implemented, it may be appropriate 

simply to assess the significance of effects of the mitigated project, with this assessment 

reflecting the likelihood of the incorporated measures being successful. Where there is any 

uncertainty, then the with/without mitigation approach to assessment described above should 

be used to ensure transparency”. 

In this instance, mitigation has been integrated into the surface water drainage of the Site (via 

SUDS), landscape plan and public lighting plan. As such, the impact of these plans is 

assessed in combination with other relevant impacts (e.g. habitat loss).  

 Construction Phase 

 Impacts on Designated Sites 

Proposed Natural Heritage Areas & Dublin Bay Biosphere 

Pathways between the Site and Dingle Glen pNHA, Loughlinstown Woods pNHA and Dalkey 

Coastal Zone and Killiney Hill pNHA were identified in section 5.1.3.  

Dingle Glen pNHA is located approximately 160m to the south of the Site. The importance of 

Dingle Glen pNHA lies in the variety of habitats within a relatively small area. The site is 

secluded and not subject to much disturbance. The Site is linked to this pNHA via an air and 

land pathway only. Given the distance between the Proposed Development Site and Dingle 

Glen pNHA, the potential impact to this pNHAs as a result of the Construction Phase of the 

Proposed Development is considered to be negligible in the absence of mitigation. Whereas 

construction dust tends to be deposited within 200m of a construction site, the majority of the 

deposition occurs within the first 50m. Given the absence of the requirement for demolition (a 

significant dust source) and that the pNHA is 160m from the Proposed Development, it is 

considered that the potential for significant effects to arise as a result of dust deposition is 

negligible. 

Loughlinstown Woods pNHA and Dalkey Coastal Zone and Killiney Hill pNHA are linked to 

the Site via hydrological pathways. According to the Hydrological and Hydrogeological 

Assessment carried out for the Site (Enviroguide Consulting, 2022), there is a potential risk to 

water quality during the Construction Phase of the Proposed Development, in particular work 

required for the construction of the headwall and culverting of the drainage ditch, and work 

where groundwater may be encountered including the bulk excavation works and construction 

of the basement and drainage infrastructure. Any potential impact to water quality will be in 
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the Glenamuck North Stream and locally where it discharges to the Carrickmines Stream. 

There is no potential significant impact to the downstream Shanganagh River and receiving 

Irish Sea. As such, the potential impact on the above listed pNHAs as a result of the 

Construction Phase of the Proposed Development is considered to be potentially negative, 

short-term, slight in the absence of suitable mitigation.  

The Site occurs within the terrestrial transition zone of Dublin Bay Biosphere and is 

hydrologically linked to the buffer zone. The transition zone is where the greatest level of 

economic and development activity takes place within Dublin Bay Biosphere. The transition 

zone of Dublin Bay Biosphere includes residential neighbourhoods, harbours, ports and 

industrial and commercial areas (Dublin Bay Biosphere Partnership, 2017). The Proposed 

Development will have no impact on this part of Dublin Bay Biosphere. However, there is 

potential for surface water run-off containing silt and/or pollutants from the Site to negatively 

impact the buffer zone via surface water discharges from the Site. Scientific research, 

monitoring, training, education and other environmentally sustainable activities are 

encouraged here (Dublin Bay Biosphere Partnership, 2017). The potential impact to this part 

of Dublin Bay Biosphere as a result of the Construction Phase of the Proposed Development 

is therefore considered to be negative, short-term, slight in the absence of suitable mitigation.  

 Habitat Loss/Modification  

The wet willow-alder-ash woodland (WN6) will be removed as a result of the Proposed 

Development. This woodland was not assessed as the Annex I 91E0 habitat by McNutt (2022). 

In addition, there was an absence of both mature trees and of dead wood within the woodland, 

and problematic native (brambles) and non-native species (butterfly bush and winter 

heliotrope) were recorded within it, rubbish and piles of rubble were recorded within it also. 

Nevertheless, this woodland is likely to provide nesting, commuting and foraging habitat for a 

range of fauna. The loss of this wet-woodland habitat constitutes a negative, permanent, 

moderate impact at a local scale.  

There are two grassland habitats listed as KERs within the Proposed Development Site, 

namely wet grassland (GS4) and the improved agricultural grassland (GA1) within polygon 25 

(Figure 11) and adjacent to the eastern boundary hedgerow proposed for “existing verge/long 

grass retained and protected where possible” within the landscape plan.  

The majority of the wet grassland at the Site will be removed to facilitate the Proposed 

Development. Whereas the landscape plan allows for the recreation and management of this 

habitat within the Site for biodiversity enhancement - indicated as “existing verge/long grass 

retained and protected where possible” and “proposed areas for reusing existing wetland top 

soil” within the plan towards the west of the Site (Figure 5), there will be a short-term loss of 

this habitat within the Site during the Construction Phase, leading to a negative, short-term, 

moderate impact. In addition, if localised dewatering activities are required during the 

Construction Phase, this could lead to unintentional dewatering of the wet area proposed for 

retention (indicated as “existing verge/long grass retained and protected where possible” in 

the landscape plan) towards the west of the Site, which could result in a negative, short-term, 

moderate impact on the habitat to be preserved in situ.  

Whereas the vast majority of the improved agricultural grassland at the Site was not deemed 

a KER, the GA1 habitat within polygon 25 (Figure 11) and adjacent to the eastern boundary 

hedgerow proposed for “existing verge/long grass retained and protected where possible” 
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within the landscape plan had some species typical of semi-natural dry grassland and are 

considered to be of local importance (higher) value. The habitat within polygon 25 will be 

removed/modified to facilitate the Proposed Development, whereas the grassland adjacent to 

the hedgerow will be protected in situ where possible. Notwithstanding that the landscape plan 

allows for the recreation and management of this habitat within the Site for biodiversity 

enhancement - indicated as “existing verge/long grass retained and protected where possible” 

and “proposed areas for reusing existing dry grassland top soil” within the plan towards the 

east of the Site (Figure 5), there will be a short-term loss of this habitat within the Site, leading 

to a negative, short-term, slight-moderate impact.  

The majority of scrub habitat within the Site will be removed. This constitutes a negative, 

permanent, slight impact at a local scale. It will be necessary to remove the bramble and willow 

scrub (Figure 35) from the base of trees for retention to facilitate the creation of wet grassland 

habitat towards the west of the Site. The loss of this scrub constitutes a negative, permanent, 

imperceptible impact at a local scale. Mitigation measures will be required to ensure scrub 

clearance in this area does not affect the root protection zone of trees designated for retention 

and the local soil structure. As noted below, accidental damage to trees for retention could 

result in negative, long-term, moderate impacts.  

 

FIGURE 35. BRAMBLE/WILLOW SCRUB AT BASE OF TREELINE FOR RETENTION TOWARDS WEST OF 
THE SITE. THE WET-GRASSLAND IS VISIBLE IN THE FOREGROUND. IMAGE TAKEN 13TH JUNE 2022. 

The drainage ditch at the Site will be partially culverted. As drainage ditches are common in 

the wider study area, and the site is relatively small, this is unlikely to be a significant loss. As 

such, the loss of this habitat constitutes a negative, permanent, imperceptible impact at a local 

scale. Accidental pollution of the retained ditch could lead to negative, short-term, slight 

impacts. 
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As noted in Arborist Associates (2022), 11 of the 39 no. individually surveyed trees included 

within the assessment area along with one short tree line, two full hedges and c.25m of another 

hedge and a number of scrub areas will need to be removed to facilitate the Proposed 

Development works or as part of management. The trees for removal are located within the 

wet woodland and scrub habitat towards the west of the Site. The treeline proposed for 

removal was not deemed a KER. The hedges identified in the arborist report for full removal 

are hedges 2 and 3, which are identified as occurring at the base of the lawson cypress treeline 

proposed for retention adjacent to the drainage ditch, and along the western boundary of the 

Site where it abuts the Cairnbrook residential estate. Hedges 2 and 3 were not assessed as 

discrete hedgerows as part of the hedgerow survey carried out by McNutt (2022), and instead 

were mapped as forming part of the wet willow-alder-ash woodland. As such, the impact of 

the loss of these habitats is assessed in the preceding sections. 

It is proposed to retain the majority of the existing hedgerows identified by McNutt (2022) at 

the Site. One section of hedgerow will be lost, namely a c.25m section of the southern portion 

of the hedgerow along the eastern Site boundary (hedgerow 5A in the tree removal plan 

(Arborist Associates, 2022)). It is understood by Enviroguide Consulting that this gap will be 

filled by native hedgerow shrubs. Given that the gap will be filled once the planted vegetation 

matures, this habitat loss is assessed as a negative, long-term, slight impact. Infill planting of 

the remnant hedgerow along the western boundary with native hawthorn is proposed. This will 

ultimately have long-term, positive, slight impacts on this hedgerow. However, mitigation 

measures are required to ensure that no negative impacts on the hedgerows and trees 

proposed for retention at the Site due accidental damage as a result of works potentially being 

carried out within the Root Protection Zone occur.  Accidental damage to trees and hedgerows 

for retention could result in negative, long-term, moderate impacts.  

 Reduction in Water Quality of the Glenamuck North Stream, Carrickmines 

Stream and Shanganagh River 

The Glenamuck North Stream, Carrickmines Stream and Shanganagh River are linked to the 

Site via hydrological and hydrogeological pathways. According to the Hydrological and 

Hydrogeological Assessment carried out for the Site (Enviroguide Consulting, 2022), there is 

a potential risk to water quality (in the absence of mitigation) during the Construction Phase of 

the Proposed Development, in particular work required for the construction of the headwall 

and culverting of the drainage ditch, and work where groundwater may be encountered 

including the bulk excavation works and construction of the basement and drainage 

infrastructure. Any potential impact to water quality will be in the Glenamuck North Stream and 

locally where it discharges to the Carrickmines Stream. There is no potential significant impact 

to the downstream Shanganagh River and receiving Irish Sea. As such, the potential impact 

on the above listed waterbodies as a result of the Construction Phase of the Proposed 

Development is considered to be potentially negative, short-term, slight-moderate in the 

absence of suitable mitigation.  

 Spread of Invasive Alien Plant Species 

Several non-native invasive alien plant species were recorded within the Site. The accidental 

spread of these species as a result of construction works has the potential to impact upon 

terrestrial habitats potentially affecting plant species composition, diversity and abundance. 

This constitutes a negative, long-term, slight impact.  
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 Impacts on Fauna 

6.1.5.1 Mammals 

Hedgehog 

The Site is potentially of local importance for Hedgehog in the area, for nesting, foraging and 

commuting purposes. There are other areas particularly south of the site which would also be 

used by Hedgehog. It is considered that habitat loss at the Site would not be significant for 

hedgehog, and other small mammals (e.g. Pygmy Shrew) which may occur in the local area. 

Impacts regarding habitat loss are evaluated as being negative, slight, permanent and in the 

local context, through the removal of vegetation and woodland within the Site of the Proposed 

Development.  

Increased human presence in addition to noise, light and dust generated during the 

Construction Phase has the potential to cause negative, short-term, slight impacts in the form 

of disturbance to mammals at a local level.  

Small mammal species in particular Hedgehog, have the potential to become entangled in 

construction materials such as netting and plastic sheeting, as well as other waste materials, 

causing entrapment and injury or death. There is also a risk of mortality during vegetation 

clearance of the Site.  This constitutes a negative, short-term, moderate impact at a local level 

associated with the Construction Phase of the Proposed Development.  

Otter 

There is potential for the Proposed Development to result in indirect effects on Otter as a result 

of water pollution. The pollution of water and consequent impact on fish species has the 

potential to affect Otter by reducing prey availability within the Carrickmines Stream and 

Shanganagh River. This constitutes a negative, short-term, moderate impact in the absence 

of suitable mitigation. 

Bats 

According to Bat Eco Services (2022) there are no recorded bat roosts within the Proposed 

Development Site, but three trees recorded as Potential Bat Roosts (PBRs) are proposed to 

be felled. In addition, a small section of the eastern boundary hedgerow (approximately 25m 

in length) is proposed to be removed to facilitate the Proposed Development but this will be 

replanted post-works. Other trees in the Arboricultural Report (Arborist Associates Ltd, 2022) 

have various recommendations for pruning, ivy removal etc. There is potential for direct 

disturbance to bats should they be roosting within any trees designated for removal or 

significant pruning during the Construction Phase. The Proposed Development could have a 

potential negative, long-term, slight-moderate impact at a local level on bats in the absence of 

mitigation measures.  

In addition to the above, there is a potential short-term, negative slight-moderate impact on 

bats from Construction Phase lighting at the Site. Some limited lighting in the vicinity of Site 

compounds may be required. 

6.1.5.2 Birds 

Several common passerine bird species were recorded utilising the woodland, hedgerow and 

scrub habitats at the Site. Should vegetation be cleared as part of the Construction Phase 
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during the breeding bird season (March 1st to August 31st); there is the potential for nesting 

birds to be harmed and nests to be destroyed. This would be in contravention of the Wildlife 

Act 1976 (as amended) which provides protection to breeding bird species and their nests and 

young. Therefore, in the absence of any mitigation or precaution, this risk represents a 

potential negative, short-term, moderate impact on breeding birds.  

The increased noise and dust levels associated with the Construction Phase of the Proposed 

Development may have the potential to cause negative, short-term, slight impacts to local bird 

populations.  

The loss of foraging and nesting habitat associated with the Construction Phase of the 

Proposed Development has the potential to cause negative, permanent, slight impacts to local 

bird populations.  

Given the absence of wintering birds recorded using the Site, impacts on wintering birds as a 

result of the Proposed Development are deemed negligible.  

6.1.5.3 Fish 

There is potential for negative impacts on fish in the Glenamuck North stream, Carrickmines 

Stream and Shanganagh River due to the works which will be undertaken as part of the 

Proposed Development. Negative impacts could result from water quality deterioration due to 

run off from the construction of the terrestrial elements of the Development which are adjacent 

to the river. Potential pollutants could include silt, hydrocarbons, cementitious material and 

other chemicals used in construction. This constitutes a negative, short-term, moderate impact 

at the local level in the absence of suitable mitigation.  

6.1.5.4 Amphibians 

The following description of potential impacts on common frog is extracted from Gandola 

(2022). Considering the below, there is potential for negative, long-term, significant effects on 

the local frog population during the Construction Phase in the absence of mitigation.  

Destruction and disturbance of breeding & foraging habitats 

The Proposed Development will involve the clearance of most of the Site and the construction 

of residential properties, internal roads and open green spaces. Direct impacts upon the 

resident frog population is most likely to occur during the clearance of the wet- woodland, 

grassland, and scrub habitats. This will result in the destruction of all known breeding areas 

within the development footprint. The scrub area to the extreme northeast of the site has been 

identified as an important foraging and refuge area by adjacent property owners. As Rana 

temporaria is a protected species, the removal and or disturbance to theses breeding and 

foraging habitats may constitute an offense under the Wildlife Act 1976 (and amendments). 

Best practice would encourage developers to ensure that there is no net loss of breeding sites 

and, ideally, a net gain.  

Accidental mortality & population decline 

The clearance works will undoubtedly pose a risk of accidental killing or injury of frogs 

occupying the site which is in contravention of both the Wildlife Act 1976 (and amendments) 

and the EU Habitats Directive. Depending on the numbers and life-stages killed, there may 

also be an indirect significant impact on the wider local metapopulation. The common frog 

population at Carrickmines Great is currently the only known population for which an estimate 
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of breeding effort (some 77 individuals) is available and is therefore likely to be of local 

importance. 

Inadvertently creating breeding habitats 

The use of heavy machinery in permanently, frequently water-logged or other areas where the 

water table is close to the surface presents a risk that works could in fact increase the suitability 

of the site for breeding frogs via flooded excavations or machine track depressions. Caution 

is therefore needed during the construction phase as any hollows or depressions created 

along the western and northern boundaries, are likely to form suitable breeding habitats for 

the resident frog population due to the nature of the underlying topography, soil, and 

hydrology. 

 Operational Phase 

 Impacts on Designated Sites 

Negative impacts as a result of the Operational Phase of the Proposed Development on 

pNHAs, Ramsar Sites or Dublin Bay Biosphere are not anticipated due to the surface water 

management measures incorporated into the project design. Mandatory Sustainable Urban 

Drainage Systems measures have been incorporated into the design to treat and minimise 

surface water runoff from the site. Details of SUDS measures are outlined in section 3.5 above. 

As noted in the Hydrological and Hydrogeological Assessment (Enviroguide Consulting, 

2022), there is a “low risk” of Operational Phase impacts on water quality in the drainage ditch 

and associated downstream water courses, as surface water runoff from roofs and paved 

areas will be managed and passed through the petrol interceptor and attenuation tank prior to 

discharge from the Site. In addition, there is a “low risk” of Operational Phase impacts on water 

quality arising from foul discharges from the Site as discharge to foul sewer will be diluted in 

the sewer network and treated at Shanganagh WWTP which operates under relevant statutory 

approvals. 

 Impacts on Habitats 

Negative impacts as a result of the Operational Phase of the Proposed Development on 

Glenamuck North Stream, Carrickmines Stream and Shanganagh River are not anticipated 

due to the surface water management measures incorporated into the project design. 

Mandatory Sustainable Urban Drainage Systems measures have been incorporated into the 

design to treat and minimise surface water runoff from the site. Details of SUDS measures are 

outlined in section 3.5 above. As noted in the Hydrological and Hydrogeological Assessment 

(Enviroguide Consulting, 2022), there is a “low risk” of Operational Phase impacts on water 

quality in the drainage ditch and associated downstream water courses, as surface water 

runoff from roofs and paved areas will be managed and passed through the petrol interceptor 

and attenuation tank prior to discharge from the Site.  

The Proposed Development will see a change in the habitat composition of the Proposed 

Development Site.  

The majority of the wet grassland at the Site will be removed to facilitate the Proposed 

Development. However, the landscape plan allows for the recreation and management of wet 

grassland/woodland habitat within the Site for biodiversity enhancement - indicated as 
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“existing verge/long grass retained and protected where possible” and “proposed areas for 

reusing existing wetland top soil” within the plan towards the west of the Site (Figure 5).  

Planting of willow and alder trees in this area is proposed. It is also proposed to reuse topsoil 

from the wet grassland area within the landscape plan, namely around the proposed pond 

towards the western boundary of the Site (area of c. 150m2). Reuse of topsoil from the wet 

grassland habitat will allow for the retention of the diverse floral community via the seed bank 

and the re-creation of the wet grassland. In addition, the area adjacent to the retained ditch 

will be protected in-situ by extending the boundary of protective arborist fencing throughout 

the Construction Phase. In-situ protection will serve to protect the drainage ditch within this 

area from direct damage, the trees to be retained within this area, and will also serve to protect 

soil structure and the soil seed bank. This area (referred to as “proposed wet grassland/wet 

woodland” hereafter) is presently comprised of a mosaic of wet willow-alder-ash woodland, 

spoil and bare ground, scrub and a small amount of wet grassland. Management of this area 

will be required to enhance its amenity and biodiversity value.  

The proposed wet grassland/wet woodland area to be retained/created will be managed in 

accordance with an Operations Environmental Management Plan (OEMP) (Appendix VII). 

Appropriate management of the proposed wet grassland/wet woodland habitat will be 

beneficial for biodiversity. Taking into consideration the intention to:  

• reuse topsoil from the wet grassland within the Site,  

• protect the proposed wet grassland/wet woodland habitat in-situ where possible,  

• plant native alder and willow trees, and 

• manage the proposed wet grassland/wet woodland habitat for biodiversity in 

accordance with the OEMP, 

the Operational Phase impact of the Proposed Development on wet grassland habitat is 

deemed a positive, medium-term, slight impact at a local scale. It is acknowledged that tree 

planting within the proposed wet grassland/wet woodland habitat will, over time, result in a 

reduction of the wet grassland due to shading. However, the grassland is likely to persist in 

the areas adjacent to the pond and in less shaded sections of the proposed wet grassland/wet 

woodland area. In addition, as the planted alder and willow trees mature, new habitat and 

foraging resources for fauna will be created. As such, this transition will not be detrimental to 

biodiversity. Overall, with appropriate management in place, the proposed wet grassland/wet 

woodland habitat will have long-term, positive, slight impacts on biodiversity. However, careful 

soil management and placement of the protective arborist fencing throughout the construction 

phase, and monitoring and long-term management of the habitat during operation will be 

required to ensure that the habitat develops as intended.  

The potential Operational Phase impact on the proposed wet grassland/wet woodland area 

arising from changes to the hydrogeological regime has been considered in the Hydrological 

and Hydrogeological Assessment (Enviroguide Consulting, 2022). According to Enviroguide 

Consulting (2022), land drains will be installed across the centre of the Site to intercept and 

convey shallow groundwater from across the Site and minimise groundwater flood risk at 

surface associated with emergence of shallow groundwater.  It is proposed that the land drains 

will discharge to the retained ditch towards the west of the Site to ensure the shallow 

groundwater and surface water flow regime in this localised part of the Site is maintained. 

According to Enviroguide Consulting (2022) “any localised impact on groundwater levels and 

groundwater and surface water flow associated with the Proposed Development will be 
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temporary during construction only”. As such, it can be concluded that there is no significant 

risk regarding the long-term sustainability of the biodiverse proposed wet grassland/wet 

woodland at the Site.  

Whereas the vast majority of the improved agricultural grassland at the Site was not deemed 

a KER, the GA1 habitat within polygon 25 (Figure 11) and adjacent to the eastern boundary 

hedgerow proposed for “existing verge/long grass retained and protected where possible” 

within the landscape plan had some species typical of semi-natural dry grassland and is 

considered to be of local importance (higher) value. The habitat within polygon 25 will be 

removed/modified to facilitate the Proposed Development, whereas the grassland adjacent to 

the hedgerow will be protected in situ where possible. However, the biodiversity value of this 

more diverse GA1 grassland, and the grassland adjacent to the boundary hedgerow is 

acknowledged in the landscape plan and has been incorporated into it where possible. It is 

proposed to reuse topsoil from polygon 25 within the areas indicated in the landscape plan 

(yellow dashed area towards the east of the Site) (Figure 5). In addition, the grassy verges 

adjacent to the eastern boundary hedgerow will be protected in-situ where possible by 

extending the boundary of protective arborist fencing throughout the Construction Phase. 

These areas are indicated as “existing verge/long grass retained and protected where 

possible” and “proposed areas for reusing existing dry grassland top soil” within the plan 

towards the east of the Site (Figure 5) and will be managed in accordance with an Operations 

Environmental Management Plan (OEMP) (Appendix VI). At present, the grassland habitats 

within the Site are grazed by horses and the soil is poached in places. Appropriate 

management of the retained/newly created grassland habitat will be beneficial for the 

grassland and wildlife that utilises it. Taking into consideration the intention to:  

• reuse topsoil from grassland within polygon 25 of the Site,  

• protect grassland habitat along the hedgerow verges in-situ where possible, and 

• manage the dry grassland for biodiversity in accordance with the OEMP  

the Operational Phase impact of the Proposed Development on dry grassland habitat is 

deemed a positive, long-term, slight impact at a local scale. However, careful soil management 

and placement of the protective arborist fencing throughout the construction phase, and 

monitoring and long-term management of the habitat during operation will be required to 

ensure that the habitat develops as intended.  

Notwithstanding the fact that the hedgerows at the Site identified by McNutt (2022) will be 

retained, some encroachment into the hedgerow margins by proposed structures/pathways 

will occur. Efforts have been made to avoid this encroachment along the eastern boundary 

hedgerow, namely in the area adjacent to the open lawn to the east of blocks 01 and 02. It is 

proposed to retain and protect the existing grassland verge where possible. In addition, as 

specified in the OEMP, the hedgerow margins will be mowed as per a restricted mowing 

regime, where possible. Nevertheless, encroachment into the eastern boundary hedgerow 

does occur in places and restricting the mowing regime along the boundary hedgerows may 

not be possible along their entire length.  Furthermore, Operational Phase management of the 

western boundary hedgerow towards the south of the Site will not be possible by virtue of it 

occurring within private gardens. Taking the above into account, there is potential for negative, 

permanent, slight impacts on the hedgerows at the Site. 
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The creation of a pond within the landscape plan will see a long-term, positive, moderate 

impact on local biodiversity. As specified in the landscape plan (DFLA, 2022), topsoil 

harvested from the wet grassland within the Site is to be reused around the pond margins.  

 Impacts on Fauna 

6.2.3.1 Bats 

Housing requires lighting for access and safety and this Proposed Development would see 

the introduction of street lighting, house lighting, garden lighting and a reduction in the dark 

areas wherein most bat activity occurs. 

A lighting plan has been prepared for the Site in consultation with bat expert Dr Tina Aughney, 

as described in section 3.4 above. 

Taking into consideration the measures to be implemented as part of the lighting design, the 

impact of operational night-time lighting will be negative, permanent, slight.  

6.2.3.2 Fish, Otter & Amphibians 

No negative effects on aquatic fauna as a result of water quality deterioration are anticipated 

during the Operational Phase. Mandatory Sustainable Urban Drainage Systems measures 

have been incorporated into the design to treat and minimise surface water runoff from the 

site.  

The long-term impact of the Proposed Development on resident frogs will be mitigated through 

the creation of suitable wetland features in the form of a permanent open water pond. A pond 

has been included in the landscape plan towards the west of the Site. In addition, it is proposed 

to retain an area of wet grassland/woodland within the vicinity of the pond, as well as an open 

drain in this location. The incorporation of these wetland habitats into the landscape plan will 

have a long-term, positive, slight effect on local biodiversity in the area and will serve to 

enhance the Site for frog populations.  

 Birds and small mammals 

During the operational phase there is a risk of mortality of small mammals and birds as a result 

of management activities at the Site (e.g. the cutting of long grass and hedges). This 

constitutes a potential negative, long-term, slight impact.  

With regards to the risk of birds colliding with new buildings at the Site, the Site itself is not 

deemed to be located in a sensitive area in terms of bird flight paths i.e., it is not located near 

any Special Protected Areas (SPAs) designated for wetland bird populations, and wintering 

bird surveys carried out at the Site between November 2021 and March 2022  concluded that 

the Site is not used as roosting or foraging habitat for any such species. The wintering bird 

surveys carried out at the Site concluded that the only species recorded flying overhead were 

Herring Gulls. Gull species are not considered to be at significant risk of colliding with 

structures. At-risk groups (classified as ‘medium’ and ‘high’ collision risk species) include 

wader species waterfowl such as geese, swan and duck species; and some raptor species. 

Gulls such Herring Gull are classed as ‘low’ collision risk species due to their superior 

manoeuvrability when flying. In addition, the Proposed Development entails the construction 

of buildings to a maximum of c. 15.3m in height, and as such, the risk of migrating birds 

colliding with the structure due to its height is deemed to be negligible. Migrating species tend 
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to commute far above this, with Swans and Geese flying up to 2500ft (ca.750m) during 

migration along Irish Coasts (Irish Aviation Authority, 2020).  

A range of common bird species were observed at the Site during surveys conducted over the 

summer in 2022. Whereas the proposed buildings are not fully glazed/reflective structures; 

there is a risk of collision with the proposed glazed windows and balconies on the apartment 

blocks. In particular block 01 which is located closest to the eastern boundary hedgerow. 

Nevertheless, the overall façades of the proposed structures are broken up, with a varied 

material composition which breaks up the reflective areas of the proposed structures. There 

is further subdivision occurring in the fenestration. These architectural design features provide 

some visible cues as to the presence and extent of the proposed structures to any 

commuting/foraging bird species. Impacts on bird species as a result of collisions with 

reflective surfaces constitutes a potential negative, long-term, not significant impact. 

 Do nothing impact 

If the Proposed Development were not to go ahead, the Site is likely to be used as agricultural 

land into the future. In the absence of management, the scrub habitat would likely encroach 

into the agricultural grassland.  

7 MITIGATION MEASURES 

 Construction Phase 

 Ecological Clerk of Works 

An Ecological Clerk of Works will be appointed to oversee the implementation of the ecological 

mitigation measures and conduct monitoring where required during the Construction Phase of 

the Proposed Development.  

 Proposed Natural Heritage Areas & Dublin Bay Biosphere 

The mitigation measures outlined below for surface water (section 7.1.4) will protect the 

designated sites downstream of the Site of the Proposed Development. 

 Terrestrial Habitats 

7.1.3.1 Protection of trees and hedgerow habitat 

Tree and hedge vegetation is to be protected as per the Arboricultural Method Statement/Tree 

Protection Strategy (Arborist Associates, 2022). 

Ground protected by the fencing will be known as the ‘Work Exclusion Zone’ and sturdy 

protective fencing will be erected along the points identified in the Tree Protection Plan prior 

to any soil disturbance and excavation work starting on site. This is essential to prevent any 

root or branch damage to the retained trees. The British Standard BS5837: Trees in relation 

to design, demolition and construction (2012) specifies appropriate fencing. Refer to the 

arborist report (Arborist Associates, 2022) for full details.  
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7.1.3.2 Protection/creation of wet grassland/woodland and dry grassland habitat 

The wet grassland and parts of the dry agricultural grassland within the Site contain diverse 

and differing floral communities. A combination of in-situ preservation of these areas and by 

re-using topsoil in selected areas within the landscape plan is proposed. In-situ protection of 

these areas will be achieved by extending the boundary of protective arborist fencing, as 

indicated in the tree protection plan (Arborist Associates, 2022). The areas where arborist 

fencing will be extended are along the eastern boundary hedgerow and adjacent to trees 

nos. 358 to 365 inclusive (refer to arborist report and drawings but see Figure 36 for 

reference). It will be necessary to remove the bramble/willow scrub located within the 

protective arborist fencing in the vicinity of the proposed wet grassland/wet woodland area. 

This will be achieved by carefully removing the scrub by hand to prevent sedimentation of the 

drainage ditch, and damage to the soil structure. No herbicide will be used to remove this 

scrub. 

If necessary, during construction temporary rewatering of wetland areas will be incorporated 

in the dewatering management plan. 

 

FIGURE 36. EXTRACT FROM THE TREE PROTECTION PLAN INDICATING THE LOCATION OF ADDITIONAL 
AREAS INCLUDED WITH TREE PROTECTION FENCING TO PROTECT HABTIATS IN-SITU. 

The following outlines how topsoil will be reused within the landscape plan: 

Topsoil from the wet grassland will be used in the area proposed for the pond (location 

indicated in the landscape plan). Topsoil from the improved grassland (polygon 25 (Figure 11) 

- which has some species more typical of semi-natural dry grassland on the areas where the 

land is sloping slightly) will be reused in “dry” areas in the landscape plan (location indicated 

in the landscape plan), which will be managed for biodiversity. The use of wildflower seed 

mixes in areas designated for biodiversity will be avoided in the landscape plan, unless 

germination of the native seed bank following a period of monitoring is poor. In this instance, 
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seed will be sourced from Irish stock, with native seed stock to be used so that it is suitable 

for supporting native pollinators.  

It is important that topsoil from the above areas is appropriately segregated and managed 

throughout the duration of the construction phase to ensure the integrity of the soil and 

seedbank is preserved. To this end, the following, informed by DEFRA (2009) Construction 

Code of Practice for the Sustainable Use of Soils on Construction Sites, will be undertaken: 

a) Designated Storage Areas 
Prior to construction commencing, the areas for storage of topsoil from the wet and dry 

grassland habitats will be identified. Topsoil from these habitats will be stored on 

separate stockpiles.  

b) Topsoil stripping 
Prior to construction commencing, the project ecologist will identify the areas of the Site 

where topsoil will be stripped. These areas will be fenced off to prevent any damaged to 

the topsoil by vehicle tracking through the Site prior to topsoil harvesting.  

Once designated storage areas have been prepared, topsoil will be stripped. The 

existing sward within the areas identified by the project ecologist will be cut to the 

ground. Under no circumstances will surface vegetation be removed by herbicide 

application. The top 5-10 centimetres of topsoil will be carefully stripped from the 

designated areas and loaded onto site vehicles. Tracked equipment will be used to 

reduce compaction where possible. A designated temporary haul route for transport of 

topsoil to storage areas will be agreed with the project ecologist in advance. Topsoil will 

be stripped during the driest conditions possible, ideally during the summer period. Soil 

generally gains strength and becomes more resistant to damage as it dries. If sustained 

heavy rainfall (e.g. >10mm in 24 hours) occurs during soil stripping operations, work will 

be suspended and not restarted until the ground has had at least a full dry day or agreed 

moisture criteria (such as a specified soil moisture content) can be met[1]. 

c) Topsoil Storage 
Soil will be stored in an area of the site where it can be left undisturbed and will not 

interfere with site operations. Ground to be used for storing the topsoil will be cleared of 

vegetation. According to the Site Investigation report, laboratory tests of the shallow 

cohesive soils confirm that clay soils dominate the site with low to intermediate plasticity 

indexes of 14% to 16% recorded. According to DEFRA (2009) Construction Code of 

Practice for the Sustainable Use of Soils on Construction Sites, there are two principal 

methods for forming soil stockpiles, based on their soil moisture and consistency. The 

following method, as recommended by DEFRA when soil having to be stockpiled is wet 

and/or plastic in consistency, will be implemented:   

The soil is tipped in a line of heaps to form a ‘windrow’, starting at the furthest point in 

the storage area and working back toward the access point (a) (Figure 37). Any 

additional windrows are spaced sufficiently apart to allow tracked plant to gain access 

between them so that the soil can be heaped up to a maximum height of 2m (b) (Figure 

37). To avoid compaction, no machinery, even tracked plant, traverses the windrow. 

 
[1] DEFRA (2009) Construction Code of Practice for the Sustainable Use of Soils on Construction Sites. Available 

at http://defraweb/environment/land/soil/index.htm  

http://defraweb/environment/land/soil/index.htm
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FIGURE 37. APPROACH TO STOCKPILING WET PLASTIC SOILS (DERFA, 2009). 

Once the soil has dried out and is non-plastic in consistency (this usually requires 

several weeks of dry and windy or warm weather), the windrows are combined to form 

larger stockpiles, using a tracked excavator (d) (Figure 37). The surface of the stockpile 

is then regraded and compacted (e) by a tracked machine (dozer or excavator) to reduce 

rainwater infiltration (Figure 37). 

Stockpiles will not be positioned within the root or crown spread of trees, or adjacent to 

ditches, watercourses or existing or future excavations. Soil will have a natural angle of 

repose of up to 40° depending on texture and moisture content but, if stable stockpiles 

are to be formed, slope angles will normally need to be less than that.  

Once the stockpile has been completed the area should be cordoned off with secure 

fencing to prevent any disturbance or contamination by other construction activities. 

Stockpiles will NOT be seeded. Under no circumstances will surface vegetation on 

stockpiles be treated by herbicide application. Stockpiles will be protected from erosion 

by covering with geotextile matting. Stockpiles from will be clearly labelled with their 

origin from the Site. 

d) Topsoil Spread 
The receiving ground will be prepared by loosening of the subsoil using a ripper tine or 

similar piece of equipment. Topsoil will be loaded from the relevant stockpile and 

backtipped onto the loosened subsoil in the appropriate area. The topsoil will be spread 

by an excavator to the required thickness. After respreading topsoil, any large, 

compacted lumps will be broken down by appropriate cultivation to produce a fine tilth. 

Topsoil will be cultivated to its full depth using appropriate tillage equipment to 

decompact and fully re-aerate the soil. 

Tracked equipment will be used wherever possible to reduce soil compaction. 
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 Aquatic Habitats & Fauna 

The following mitigation measures will serve to protect the drainage ditch on site and 

downstream freshwater habitats and fauna throughout the Construction Phase: 

7.1.4.1 Drainage ditch and watercourses linked to the Site 

The section of drainage ditch to be retained will be protected from physical damage by virtue 

of it occurring within the confines of the protective arborist fencing.  

A trenched double silt fence will be installed adjacent to the retained wet grassland/wet 

woodland area to the west of the Site, under the supervision of an ECoW. The silt fence is to 

be located on the construction site-side of the protective arborist fencing. 

It is recommended that at least some of the yellow flag iris stand (currently located within the 

footprint of the proposed works) is transplanted from the construction footprint to the ditch or 

area adjacent to it (inside arborist fencing) prior to construction phase commencing. 

7.1.4.2 Measures specific to culvert installation 

• All in-stream works will be carried out in line with Inland Fisheries Ireland (2016) 

Guidelines on the Protection of Fisheries During Construction Works in and Adjacent 

to Waters. 

• Precast concrete pipe shall be used to significantly minimise the need for the use of 

in-situ concrete for this element of the works. 

• The Contractor shall plan the works to ensure works are carried out during dry spells 

and monitor daily weather forecasts accordingly. 

• Material excavation shall be disposed of to an appropriate licenced facility or reused 

on site where the material is deemed suitable.  

• Where water ingress in excavations is evident during the construction of the culverts, 

all dewatering flow will be passed through filtering dewatering bags to remove 

sediments.  

• The Contractor will adopt a water over pumping arrangement to manage the incoming 

water from upstream. The overpumped water shall pass through silt bags or other 

suitable measures before discharging to the previously constructed culvert 

downstream.  

7.1.4.3 Fuel and Chemical Storage 

Appropriate storage facilities will be provided on Site. Areas of high risk include: 

• Fuel and chemical storage; 

• Refuelling Areas; 

• Site Compound; and 

• Waste storage areas. 

There will be no washdown facilities for plant and equipment on the Proposed Development 

Site.  
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If required, fuel, oils and chemicals will be stored on an impervious base within a bund remote 

from any surface water ditches or locations.  

All tank, container and drum storage areas shall be rendered impervious to the materials 

stored therein. Bunds shall be designed having regard to Environmental Protection Agency 

guidelines ‘Storage and Transfer of Materials for Scheduled Activities’ (2904). All tank and 

drum storage areas shall, as a minimum, be bunded to a volume not less than the greater of 

the following: 

• 110% of the capacity of the largest tank or drum within the bunded area; or 

• 25% of the total volume of substance that could be stored within the bunded area. 

Concrete mixer trucks will not be permitted to wash out on Site with the exception of cleaning 

the chute into a container which will be removed off Site to an authorised facility.   

Water will not be discharged to open water courses. 

7.1.4.4 General Protection of Water Quality 

The following standard measures will protect surface waters during the Construction Phase of 

the Proposed Development:  

• No direct, untreated discharges will be made to waters  

• Designated impermeable cement washout areas must be provided. 

• The pH of any and all discharges made from and during the Construction Phase of the 

Proposed Development shall be in the range of 6-9 units and not alter the pH of any 

receiving waters by more than +/- 0.5 pH units. 

• Run-off from the working site or any areas of exposed soil will be channelled and 

intercepted at regular intervals for discharge to silt-traps or lagoons with over-flows 

directed to land rather than to a watercourse.  

• Silty water generated on site will be treated using silt traps/settlement ponds and 

temporary interceptors and traps will be installed until such time as permanent facilities 

are constructed.  

• A regular review of weather forecasts of heavy rainfall will be conducted, and a 

contingency plan will be prepared for before and after such events to minimise any 

potential nuisances. As the risk of the break-out of silt laden run-off is higher during 

these weather conditions, no work will be carried out during such periods where 

possible. 

• The developer will ensure that erosion control i.e. silt-traps, silt-fencing and swales 

are regularly maintained during the Construction Phase. 

• Any imported materials will, as much as possible, be placed on Site in their proposed 

location and double handling will be avoided. Where this is not possible designated 

temporary material storage areas will be used. 

• These temporary storage areas will be located at least 10m away from any surface 

water features/drainage ditches etc.; and will be surrounded with silt fencing to filter 

out any suspended solids from surface water arising from these materials 
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• Temporary oil interceptor facilities will be installed and maintained where Site Works 

involve the discharge of drainage waters to the ditch on site.  

• All containment and treatment facilities will be regularly inspected and maintained.  

• If cast-in-place concrete is required, all work must be carried out in the dry and 

effectively isolated from the ditch on site. 

• Refuelling of plant during the Construction Phase will only be carried out at designated 

refuelling station locations on site. Each station will be fully equipped for spill response 

and a specially trained and dedicated Environmental and Emergency Spill Response 

team will be appointed before the commencement of works on site.  

• Only emergency breakdown maintenance will be carried out on site. Drip trays and 

spill kits will be available on site to ensure that any spills from vehicles are contained 

and removed off site; 

• All personnel working on site will be trained in pollution incident control response.  

• Any other diesel, fuel or hydraulic oils stored on site will be stored in bunded storage 

tanks- the bunded area will have a volume of at least 110% of the volume of the stored 

materials as per best practice guidelines (Enterprise Ireland, BPGCS005); 

• If portaloos and/or containerised toilets and welfare units will be used to provide 

facilities for site personnel, all associated waste will be removed from site by a licenced 

waste disposal contractor. 

• Under no circumstances will any untreated wastewater generated onsite (from 

equipment washing, road sweeping etc.) be released into nearby drains or the ditch 

within the Site. 

7.1.4.5 Groundwater 

Measures set out in Section 7.1.4.1 Surface Water- Fuel and Chemical Storage will serve to 

protect soil and groundwater.  

Groundwater may be encountered during the construction works. Where water must be 

pumped from the excavations, water will be managed in accordance with best practice 

standards (i.e., CIRIA – C750) and regulatory consents. 

Excavations and potentially contaminated stockpiled soils will be constructed/located/sheeted 

in a manner that ensures water is contained within the site boundary.  

7.1.4.6 Pond Construction 

It is proposed to include a lined pond within the Proposed Development Site. As the pond will 

be lined, there will be no contact between the pond and the natural seed bank. As topsoil is 

naturally rich in nutrients, addition of topsoil to the pond could cause an algal bloom. As such 

this should be avoided. If feasible, it may be possible to allow the charophyte recorded within 

the wet grassland to persist by collecting the charophyte, storing it appropriately and 

translocating it into the pond upon completion of the pond.  

It is strongly recommended that the pond is constructed as per the Amphibian Habitat 

Management Handbook (Baker et al., 2011). It is recommended that in addition to the stone 
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boulders and stepping-stones proposed around the pond margins, that logs from the proposed 

tree felling are also placed around the margins of the pond to provide shelter for adult frogs 

and newts, under guidance from the ECoW.  

 Terrestrial Fauna 

7.1.5.1 Birds 

Any clearance of vegetation will be carried out outside the main breeding season, i.e. 1st March 

to 31st August, in compliance with the Wildlife Act 2000. Should any vegetation removal be 

required during this period, the NPWS will be consulted, and instruction taken from them. If 

the buildings on Site are to be demolished during the breeding bird season, the buildings will 

be inspected for breeding birds (prior to demolition. Should nesting birds be discovered, the 

nest will be protected until any nesting birds have fledged and departed the Site.  

7.1.5.2 Small Mammals e.g. Hedgehog & Pygmy Shrew 

Vegetation clearance will be undertaken working from the middle of the site outwards with 

controlled removal of the vegetated areas i.e., sequentially rather than all at once. Site 

clearance works of large areas of scrub or woodland will be undertaken slowly, leaving 

adequate time for any hedgehog (or other mammals) that may be present in these habitats 

sufficient time to escape. An ecological clerk of works will be present for vegetation clearance 

activities. 

As best-practice, all construction-related rubbish on site e.g., plastic sheeting, netting etc. 

should be kept in a designated area on site and kept off ground level so as to protect 

Hedgehogs from entrapment and death. The above measures will also act to mitigate potential 

negative impacts on other small mammal species potentially found on site e.g., Pygmy Shrew. 

Work likely to cause disturbance during hibernation – for example removal of hibernation 

habitats such as log piles and dense scrub ideally will not take place during November to 

March unless confirmed to be devoid of hibernating mammals by an ecologist. 

 Bats 

7.1.6.1 Potential Bat Roost Tree Felling 

The following mitigation regarding tree felling is extracted from the bat report (Bat Eco 

Services, 2022). In relation to trees proposed to be felled and identified as Potential Bat Roosts 

(PBRs), these should be resurveyed in consultation with the tree contractors. The following is 

recommended:  

• A Phase Two PBR survey is recommended for the three trees identified as a PBR and 

proposed to be felled (tree No. 10 (Ash); Tree Tag No. 0354 (Ash) and Tree Tag No. 

0355 (Ash)). This should be undertaken at least one month prior to tree felling in order 

to propose a tree felling plan in conjunction with tree contractors.  

• Alternative roosting sites (i.e. summer bat boxes) will be erected prior to the removal 

of trees. These are recommended to be erected 6 months prior to tree felling to allow 

local bat populations to become aware of them prior to removal of the trees.  

• Trees proposed to be removed should be felled on mild days during the autumn 

months of September, October or November or Spring months of February and March 
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(felling during the spring or autumn months avoids the periods when the bats are most 

active).  

• An assessment of trees according to their PBR value determines the methodology of 

felling. Trees with PBR Category 1 are highly suitable for roosting bats and require 

more intensive procedures prior to felling. The trees identified within the survey area 

are PBR Category 2. The procedure to fell these is as follows:  

o Category 2: Any ivy-covered trees which require felling will be left to lie for 24 

hours after cutting to allow any bats beneath the cover to escape.  

It is understood by Enviroguide Consulting that there will be no requirement for significant 

lighting during the Construction Phase, with only a small amount of lighting around the 

compound required. To mitigate the impact of Construction Phase night-time lighting on bats, 

the night-time lighting will be on motion sensors.  

The cutting of ivy on trees and pruning of trees to be retained is recommended where ivy is 

very heavy and causing suppression of the crown and increasing the wind sail area. This in 

turn could leave the tree more vulnerable to wind damage. Where necessary, ivy on trees will 

be cut at ground level and allowed to die off and fall off the tree over a period of time/years. 

The same is true for the remedial tree works (e.g. pruning) being recommended – these are 

to address structural issues and safety to the surrounding area. The works being 

recommended – pruning and ivy cutting, are preliminary recommendations at present and will 

need to be reviewed once the site is laid out. Where works are not necessary, these measures 

will be left undone. All tree works and works within the RPA (Root Protection Area) should this 

become necessary, will be reviewed on site prior to being carried out in consultation with the 

EcOW/bat specialist taking on board their recommendations on the management of these 

trees and wildlife. 

 Amphibians  

The following is based on Gandola (2022). 

To mitigate the short-term impact from clearance works on the resident common frog 

population, Site clearance works will begin before the on-set of the breeding season 

(September to February). An appropriate exclusion barrier will be placed around the perimeter 

of the Site to prevent entry and divert the frogs away from the works will be installed with an 

accompanying precautionary survey to ensure that no breeding frogs are present within the 

Site prior to the initiation of clearance works. In the event that common frogs (of any life stage) 

are detected, they will be captured and / or translocated from the site. Immature or adult frogs 

will be moved beyond the exclusion fence whereas tadpoles and spawn will be translocated 

to the nearest suitable waterbody within 1-2km distance. If any habitats, waterbody or flooded 

depressions need to be drained or pumped to facilitate works, this shall be carried out under 

the supervision of a suitably experienced ecologist to ensure that no frogs or their larvae 

remain before the habitat is infilled or destroyed. Mechanical pumps should be fitted with a 

fine mesh screen in order to negate the chances of frogs or their larvae being sucked into the 

impeller mechanism. All capture and translocation works will be undertaken immediately in 

advance of site clearance works. 

Vegetation clearance will be undertaken working from the middle of the site outwards with 

controlled removal of the vegetated areas i.e., sequentially rather than all at once. An 

ecological clerk of works will be present for vegetation clearance activities. 
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According to Gandola (2022), “Regarding the requirement of licensing for deliberate 

disturbance, destruction or modification of a known breeding and foraging habitat of a species 

protected under the Wildlife Act 1976 (2000 & amendments), but not an Annex IV (EU Habitats 

Directive) listed species, a derogation license is not necessary and a possible exemption also 

exists: 

“S23.7 (c)-  Notwithstanding subsection (5) of this section, it shall not be an offence for a 

person— while constructing a road or while carrying on any archaeological operation, building 

operation or work of engineering construction, or while constructing or carrying on such other 

operation or work as may be prescribed, [to] unintentionally to kill or injure such an animal or 

unintentionally to destroy or injure the breeding place or resting place] of such an animal”. 

While this contradicts S23.5 (d) of the Wildlife Act – it remains a grey area that is yet to be 

tested in court (pers. com NPWS, July 2022).  

Nevertheless, best practice dictates that where a known breeding habitat is to be disturbed, 

or lost entirely for a protected amphibian species (as in the case for R. temporaria and L. 

vulgaris), then mitigation measures in the form of provision of - substitute wetland habitat(s), 

habitat enhancement(s), or other features that would be considered “net gain” for the species 

should be incorporated into the final landscape design”.  

 Reduction of noise and dust related impacts 

Reduction of noise impacts 

Short-term increases in disturbance levels as a direct result of human activity and through 

increased generation of noise during the Construction Phase can have a range of impacts 

depending upon the sensitivity of the ecological receptor, the nature and duration of the 

disturbance and its timing. 

Noise generated during the Construction Phase of the Proposed Development could cause 

temporary disturbance to a number of faunal species in the vicinity of the Site of the Proposed 

Development. To mitigate this disturbance, the following measures will be implemented: 

• Selection of plant with low inherent potential for generating noise. 

• Siting of plant as far away from sensitive receptors as permitted by site constraints. 

• Avoidance of unnecessary revving of engines and switch off plant items when not 

required. 

• Keep plant machinery and vehicles adequately maintained and serviced. 

• Proper balancing of plant items with rotating parts. 

• Keep internal routes well maintained and avoid steep gradients. 

• Minimise drop heights for materials or ensure a resilient material underlies. 

• Use of alternative reversing alarm systems on plant machinery. 

• Where noise originates from resonating body panels and cover plates, additional 

stiffening ribs or materials should be safely applied where appropriate.  

• Limiting the hours during which site activities likely to create high levels of noise are 

permitted. 
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• Appointing a site representative responsible for matters relating to noise. 

• Monitoring typical levels of noise during critical periods and at sensitive locations.  

Reduction of dust related impacts 

The following general dust control measures will be followed for the duration of the 

Construction Phase of the Proposed Development and will ensure no significant dust related 

impacts occur to nearby sensitive receptors including local faunal species.  

• In situations where the source of dust is within 25m of sensitive receptors screens 

(permeable or semi-permeable) will be erected.  

• Haulage vehicles transporting gravel and other similar materials to site will be covered 

by a tarpaulin or similar.  

• Access and exit of vehicles will be restricted to certain access/exit points. 

• Vehicle speed restrictions of 20km/hr will be in place. 

• Bowsers will be available during periods of dry weather throughout the construction 

period. 

• During dry and windy periods, and when there is a likelihood of dust nuisance, a 

bowser will operate to ensure moisture content is high enough to increase the stability 

of the soil thereby reducing the amount of dust. 

• Stockpiles will be stored in sheltered areas of the site, covered, and watered regularly 

or as needed if exposed during dry weather. 

• Gravel should be used at site exit points to remove caked-on dirt from tyre tracks. 

• Equipment should be washed at the end of each work day. 

• Hard surfaced roads will be wet swept to remove any deposited materials. 

• Unsurfaced roads will be restricted to essential traffic only. 

• If practical, wheel-washing facilities should be located at all exits from the construction 

site.  

• Dust production as a result of site activity will be minimised by regular cleaning of the 

site access roads using vacuum road sweepers and washers. Access roads should be 

cleaned at least 0.5km on either side of the approach roads to the access points. 

• Public roads outside the site shall be regularly inspected for cleanliness, as a minimum 

daily, and cleaned as necessary. A road sweeper will be made available to ensure that 

public roads are kept free of debris. 

• The frequency of cleaning will be determined by the site agent and is weather and 

activity dependent  

• The height of stockpiles will be kept to a minimum and slopes should be gentle to avoid 

windblown soil dust. 

• The following will be dampened during dry weather:  

o Unpaved areas subject to traffic and wind 

o Stockpiles 
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o Areas where there will be loading and unloading of dust-generating materials 

• Under no circumstances should wastewater from equipment, wheel or surface 

cleaning enter the surface water drainage network. 

 Invasive Species 

Several invasive flora were recorded within the Site boundary. An Invasive Alien Species 

Management Plan has been prepared for the Site which outlines management approaches for 

controlling the invasive flora at the Site (Appendix VIII).  Contractors are expected to have 

cognisance of invasive species during the works. 

 Timing of vegetation clearance  

The following table provides guidance for the preferring periods for vegetation clearance. 

Information sources include the British Hedgehog Preservation Society’s Hedgehogs and 

Development, The Wildlife (Amendment) Act, 2000, the bat report (Bat Eco Services, 2022) 

and the amphibian report (Gandola, 2022).  

TABLE 20. SEASONAL RESTRICTIONS ON VEGETATION REMOVAL. RED BOXES INDICATE PERIODS 

WHEN CLEARANCE/WORKS ARE NOT PERMISSIBLE. 
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The ideal period for vegetation clearance is between September and October (Table 20). If 

vegetation clearance is required outside this period, pre-clearance surveys will have to be 

undertaken at the Site depending on the time of year in which clearance is proposed. Should 

any vegetation removal be required during the breeding bird season, the NPWS will be 

consulted, and instruction taken from them. An ecological clerk of works will be present for 

vegetation clearance activities.  

 Operational Phase 

 Hedgerows, Pond and Areas indicated as “existing verge/long grass retained 

and protected where possible” within the landscape plan 

Habitats suitable for the preservation of biodiversity at the Site of the Proposed Development 

(e.g., hedgerows, proposed wet grassland/woodland area, existing verges/long grass (as 

indicated in the landscape plan), pond) will be managed as part of the Operations 

Environmental Management Plan (Appendix VII). 

The condition of existing hedgerows at the Site will be improved where possible through active 

management and maintenance. It is acknowledged that as the existing hedgerow at the south-

western boundary will be within private gardens, there is limited mitigation that can be 

implemented here. 

 Bird Box Scheme 

Bird boxes will be installed within the lawson cypress treeline along the drain proposed for 

retention. The boxes will be durable. The boxes will be firm and secure to their support, and 

only paced on trees that are robust and large enough to support bird boxes. A minimum of 5 

bird boxes will be installed.  

Hole type bird boxes (ideal for Blue Tits, Coal Tits, Great Tits) will be installed, and positioned 

2-4m off the ground, with good-visibility, a clear flight line, and away from the prevailing wind 

direction. Boxes will not be drilled or nailed to trees, but instead will be attached via a wire 

strap wrapped around the tree.  

Bird boxes will be cleaned out at the end of the bird breeding season by the Management 

Company (see OEMP Appendix VII), from September onwards, to encourage birds to return 

to the nest boxes. 

 Bat Box Scheme 

A bat box scheme will be erected within the landscaping plan for the Proposed Development. 

Two rocket bat boxes will be erected along the eastern boundary hedgerow, whereas four bat 

boxes (e.g., Woodcrete 1FF design) will be erected in two locations along the western 

boundary. These locations have been marked-up on the Landscape Plan. 

Bat boxes will be sited carefully, and this will be undertaken by a bat specialist. The rocket bat 

boxes are to be erected on a 5m pole fixed in 1m3 of 40 newton strength concrete. The design 

of bats boxes chosen are self-cleaning (i.e. open at the bottom to allow bat droppings to fall 

out) and therefore no maintenance is required in relation to potential bat dropping build-up 

inside the boxes. These are recommended to be erected 6 months prior to tree felling to allow 

local bat populations to become aware of them prior to removal of the trees. 
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 Pond 

Signage will be erected at the pond to inform the general public about the pond, it’s purpose 

and ecological value. In addition, the signage will clearly state that dogs are prohibited from 

entering the pond.  According to Baker et al. (2011), “Experience has shown that ponds 

constantly disturbed by dogs have a significantly lower wildlife value than those which are 

undisturbed, largely due to high turbidity of the water. This problem is greater on clay soils”. 

There is also potential for detrimental impacts on freshwater invertebrate life within the pond 

arising from flea collars and spot-on anti-parasitic treatments (Robert Gandola, pers. comm). 

The signage adjacent to the pond will also state that the introduction of fish to the pond would 

be detrimental for local wildlife. The pond will be managed in accordance with the measures 

specified in the OEMP (Appendix VII). 

 Amphibians 

The long-term impact of this development on the resident frog population is to be mitigated 

through the creation of a suitable wetland feature in the form of a lined, open water pond. This 

pond will not be connected to the SuDs network and therefore its hydroperiod shall be directly 

dictated by local pluvial event inputs. The landscape design also includes a wet grassland 

area.  

Gandola (2022) also recommends providing a cross-road linkage between the pond and the 

proposed swales to the north of the main access road (see Figure 2 of the Amphibian Report). 

This could be achieved via an “amphibian tunnel”, as common frogs will undoubtedly use the 

swales as foraging and breeding habitats (when filled with water) (Gandola, 2022). A tunnel 

would provide an alternative way for frogs to cross the road between these habitats while 

reducing the chances of road caused mortality and without interfering with the proper 

functioning of the swale/ SuDS.  

Where gully pot drains are to be installed, it is also recommended that recessed kerbs and 

“amphibian ladders” are installed. These additional features will provide wildlife an opportunity 

to avoid or escape falling into the gully system. Amphibian ladders are custom made for each 

gully pot and therefore are one of the final additions to the drainage system. 

The pond will be managed in accordance with the measures specified in the OEMP (Appendix 

VII). 

 

FIGURE 38. IMAGE OF AN AMPHIBIAN LADDER 
(HTTPS://WWW.THEBHS.ORG/IMAGES/STORIES/BHS_GULLEYPOTLADDER-MKII_FLIER.JPG) 

https://www.thebhs.org/images/stories/BHS_gulleyPotLadder-MKII_flier.jpg
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It is strongly recommended that the above additional recommendations (amphibian tunnel and 

amphibian ladders) are integrated into the project design.  

 Small Mammals and Birds 

The areas indicated as “existing verge/long grass retained and protected where possible” 

within the landscape plan will be mown/strimmed from the centre out as this will allow any 

wildlife within the grassland a chance to escape. 

All hedge cutting will be carried out outside the main breeding bird season, i.e. 1st March to 

31st August, in compliance with the Wildlife Act 1976 (as amended). 

8 MONITORING 

 Construction Phase 

 Areas indicated as “existing verge/long grass retained and protected where 

possible” within the landscape plan 

Ensure arborist hoarding/fencing is intact and working throughout entire construction phase. 

 Trees and hedgerows for retention 

Ensure arborist hoarding/fencing is intact and working throughout entire construction phase. 

Any additional monitoring as specified in the Arboricultural Method Statement/Tree Protection 

Strategy (Arborist Associates, 2022) to be implemented. 

 Drainage ditch at the Site & Aquatic Fauna (fish, otter)4 

Ensure silt fences are intact and working throughout entire construction phase. 

All containment and treatment facilities will be maintained and inspected regularly based on 

Site and weather conditions for any signs of contamination or excessive silt deposits and 

records of these checks will be maintained. 

The pH of any and all discharges made from and during the Construction Phase of the 

Proposed Development shall be monitored throughout the duration of the Construction Phase 

and must be within the range of 6-9 units and not alter the pH of any receiving waters by more 

than +/- 0.5 pH units. 

Regular inspections of the ditch within the works area will be carried out and a record of these 

inspections will be kept on file. The inspections will comprise a search for visible signs of 

pollution including suspended solids, silt, hydrocarbon sheen and/or other products. 

 Amphibians 

If any habitats, waterbody or flooded depressions need to be drained or pumped to facilitate 

works, this shall be carried out under the supervision of a suitably experienced ecologist to 

ensure that no frogs or their larvae remain before the habitat is infilled or destroyed. 

 
4 Surface water mitigation measures will serve to protect designated sites (pNHAs) downstream of the Proposed 

Development.  
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 Vegetation Clearance 

An ecological clerk of works will be present for vegetation clearance activities.  

 Operational Phase 

 Areas indicated as “existing verge/long grass retained and protected where 

possible”, “proposed areas for reusing existing wetland topsoil” and “proposed 

areas for reusing existing dry grassland topsoil” within the landscape plan 

Areas indicated as “existing verge/long grass retained and protected where possible”, 

“proposed areas for reusing existing wetland topsoil” and “proposed areas for reusing existing 

dry grassland topsoil” within the landscape plan will be monitored by a suitably qualified 

ecologist post construction annually for 5 years to: 

• Monitor the establishment of the habitats 

• Ensure the implementation of appropriate management regimes 

• Advise on the management regime and/or any changes to the management needed 

based on the condition of the habitats. 

• Monitor and record the success of the mitigation measure. 

 Hedgerows 

It is noted by McNutt (2022) that grazing rabbits, hares, or deer are unlikely to pose pest issues 

for any newly planted hedging or trees. However, this will be monitored annually for 5 years, 

and tree protection put in place if deemed necessary to protect young plants from pests.  

Hedgerows within the scheme will be monitored by a suitably qualified ecologist post 

construction annually for 5 years to: 

• Monitor the establishment of newly planted gaps in the eastern boundary hedge. 

• Monitor for signs of deer/rabbit/hare grazing 

• Ensure the implementation of appropriate management regimes 

• Advise on the management regime and/or any changes to the management needed 

based on the condition of the hedgerows. 

 Amphibians and Pond 

As recommended by Gandola (2022), a monitoring programme for a minimum of two breeding 

seasons post construction works will be implemented at the Site by a suitably qualified 

ecologist. This will include a survey of the pond, and any recommendations required to 

improve the pond for wildlife.  

 Bat Box Scheme 

Monitoring will be carried out post-construction works. This monitoring will involve the following 

as recommended by Bat Eco Services (2022):  
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• Inspection of bat boxes within one year of erection of bat box scheme/rocket box. 

Register bat box scheme with Bat Conservation Ireland. This should be undertaken for 

a minimum of 2 years.  

• Monitoring of any other bat mitigation measures. All mitigation measures will be 

checked to determine that they were successful. A full summer bat survey will be 

carried out post-works.  

• Specific monitoring in relation to the proposed lighting scheme will be undertaken to 

determine that a level of <1 Lux is achieved along the boundaries of the Proposed 

Development Site.  
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TABLE 21. SCHEDULE OF PRE-CONSTRUCTION MITIGATION/SURVEYS, CONSTRUCTION PHASE MITIGATION AND CONSTRUCTION PHASE MONITORING TO BE 
CARRIED OUT 

Sensitive Habitats 

& Species/Invasive 

Alien Plant 

Species 

Pre-Construction Mitigation/Surveys Construction Phase Mitigation Construction Phase Monitoring 

Proposed wet 

grassland/wet 

woodland & dry 

grassland 

A combination of in-situ preservation and 

reuse of topsoil in selected areas within 

the landscape plan is proposed to 

retain/recreate biodiverse 

grassland/woodland areas. 

 

In-situ protection of these areas will be 

achieved by extending the boundary of 

protective arborist fencing, as indicated 

in the tree protection plan (Arborist 

Associates, 2022). The areas where 

arborist fencing will be extended are 

along the eastern boundary hedgerow 

and adjacent to trees nos. 358 to 365 

inclusive (refer to arborist report and 

drawings).  

 

An Ecological Clerk of Works will 

demarcate the areas of wet and dry 

grassland where topsoil will be removed 

for later use. These areas will be clearly 

marked off with tape and signage to 

ensure no construction traffic traverses 

these areas prior to topsoil removal.  

Scrub Clearance 

It will be necessary to remove the bramble/willow scrub located within the protective arborist 

fencing in the vicinity of the proposed new wetland area to allow for the enlargement of this 

habitat. This will be achieved by carefully removing the scrub by hand to prevent 

sedimentation of the drainage ditch, and damage to the soil structure. No herbicide will be 

used to remove this scrub. 

 

Rewatering 

If necessary, during construction temporary rewatering of wetland areas will be 

incorporated in the dewatering management plan. 

 

Soil Management 

The following outlines how topsoil will be reused within the landscape plan: 

Topsoil from the wet grassland will be used in the area proposed for the pond. Topsoil from 

the improved grassland (polygon 25) - which has some species more typical of semi-natural 

dry grassland on the areas where the land is sloping slightly) will be reused in “dry” areas 

in the landscape plan, which will be managed for biodiversity. The use of wildflower seed 

mixes in areas designated for biodiversity will be avoided in the landscape plan, unless 

germination of the native seed bank following a period of monitoring is poor. In this instance, 

seed will be sourced from Irish stock, with native seed stock to be used so that it is suitable 

for supporting native pollinators. The areas where topsoil will be reused within the Site is 

indicated in the landscape plan (DFLA, 2022).  

It is important that topsoil from the above areas is appropriately segregated and managed 

throughout the duration of the construction phase to ensure the integrity of the soil and 

seedbank is preserved. To this end, the following, informed by DEFRA (2009) Construction 

Code of Practice for the Sustainable Use of Soils on Construction Sites, will be undertaken: 

e) Designated Storage Areas 
Prior to construction commencing, the areas for storage of topsoil from the wet and 

dry grassland habitats will be identified. Topsoil from these habitats will be stored 

on separate stockpiles.  

f) Topsoil stripping 
Prior to construction commencing, the project ecologist will identify the areas of the 

Site where topsoil will be stripped. These areas will be fenced off to prevent any 

damaged to the topsoil by vehicle tracking through the Site prior to topsoil 

harvesting.  

Ensure hoarding/fencing is intact 

and working throughout entire 

construction phase. 
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Sensitive Habitats 

& Species/Invasive 

Alien Plant 

Species 

Pre-Construction Mitigation/Surveys Construction Phase Mitigation Construction Phase Monitoring 

Once designated storage areas have been prepared, topsoil will be stripped. The 

existing sward within the areas identified by the project ecologist will be cut to the 

ground. Under no circumstances will surface vegetation be removed by herbicide 

application. The top 5-10 centimetres of topsoil will be carefully stripped from the 

designated areas and loaded onto site vehicles. Tracked equipment will be used to 

reduce compaction where possible. A designated temporary haul route for 

transport of topsoil to storage areas will be agreed with the project ecologist in 

advance. Topsoil will be stripped during the driest conditions possible, ideally 

during the summer period. Soil generally gains strength and becomes more 

resistant to damage as it dries. If sustained heavy rainfall (e.g. >10mm in 24 hours) 

occurs during soil stripping operations, work will be suspended and not restarted 

until the ground has had at least a full dry day or agreed moisture criteria (such as 

a specified soil moisture content) can be met[1]. 

g) Topsoil Storage 
Soil will be stored in an area of the Site where it can be left undisturbed and will not 

interfere with site operations. Ground to be used for storing the topsoil will be 

cleared of vegetation. According to the Site Investigation report, laboratory tests of 

the shallow cohesive soils confirm that clay soils dominate the Site with low to 

intermediate plasticity indexes of 14% to 16% recorded. According to DEFRA 

(2009) Construction Code of Practice for the Sustainable Use of Soils on 

Construction Sites, there are two principal methods for forming soil stockpiles, 

based on their soil moisture and consistency. The following method, as 

recommended by DEFRA when soil having to be stockpiled is wet and/or plastic in 

consistency, will be implemented:   

 
[1] DEFRA (2009) Construction Code of Practice for the Sustainable Use of Soils on Construction Sites. Available at http://defraweb/environment/land/soil/index.htm  

http://defraweb/environment/land/soil/index.htm


Enviroguide Consulting              Grafton Issuer DAC 

Ecological Impact Assessment Report                                                          Carrickmines Great, Glenamuck Road South, Dublin 18 

 

 
       Page 104 

Sensitive Habitats 

& Species/Invasive 

Alien Plant 

Species 

Pre-Construction Mitigation/Surveys Construction Phase Mitigation Construction Phase Monitoring 

The soil is tipped in a line of heaps to form a ‘windrow’, starting at the furthest point 

in the storage area and working back toward the access point (a). Any additional 

windrows are spaced sufficiently apart to allow tracked plant to gain access 

between them so that the soil can be heaped up to a maximum height of 2m (b). 

To avoid compaction, no machinery, even tracked plant, traverses the windrow. 

Once the soil has dried out and is non-plastic in consistency (this usually requires 

several weeks of dry and windy or warm weather), the windrows are combined to 

form larger stockpiles, using a 

tracked excavator (d). The 

surface of the stockpile is then 

regraded and compacted (e) by 

a tracked machine (dozer or 

excavator) to reduce rainwater 

infiltration. 

Stockpiles will not be positioned 

within the root or crown spread 

of trees, or adjacent to ditches, 

watercourses or existing or 

future excavations. Soil will 

have a natural angle of repose 

of up to 40° depending on 

texture and moisture content 

but, if stable stockpiles are to 

be formed, slope angles will 

normally need to be less than 

that.  

Once the stockpile has been 

completed the area should be 

cordoned off with secure fencing to prevent any disturbance or contamination by 

other construction activities. Stockpiles will NOT be seeded. Under no 

circumstances will surface vegetation on stockpiles be treated by herbicide 

application. Stockpiles will be protected from erosion by covering with geotextile 

matting. Stockpiles will be clearly labelled with their origin from the Site. 

h) Topsoil Spread 
The receiving ground will be prepared by loosening of the subsoil using a ripper 

tine or similar piece of equipment. Topsoil will be loaded from the relevant stockpile 

and backtipped onto the loosened subsoil in the appropriate area. The topsoil will 

be spread by an excavator to the required thickness. After respreading topsoil, any 
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Sensitive Habitats 

& Species/Invasive 

Alien Plant 

Species 

Pre-Construction Mitigation/Surveys Construction Phase Mitigation Construction Phase Monitoring 

large, compacted lumps will be broken down by appropriate cultivation to produce 

a fine tilth. Topsoil will be cultivated to its full depth using appropriate tillage 

equipment to de-compact and fully re-aerate the soil. 

Tracked equipment will be used wherever possible to reduce soil compaction. 

Trees and 

hedgerows for 

retention 

Ground protected by the fencing will be 

known as the ‘Work Exclusion Zone’ and 

sturdy protective fencing will need to be 

erected along the points identified in the 

Tree Protection Plan prior to any soil 

disturbance and excavation work starting 

on site. This is essential to prevent any 

root or branch damage to the retained 

trees. The British Standard BS5837: 

Trees in relation to design, demolition 

and construction (2012) specifies 

appropriate fencing. Refer to the arborist 

report (Arborist Associates, 2022) for full 

details.  

Tree and hedge vegetation to be protected as per the Arboricultural Method Statement/Tree 

Protection Strategy (Arborist Associates, 2022). 

 

 

Ensure hoarding/fencing is intact 

and working throughout entire 

construction phase. 

 

Any additional monitoring as 

specified in the Arboricultural 

Method Statement/Tree 

Protection Strategy (Arborist 

Associates, 2022) to be 

implemented. 

Drainage ditch at 

the Site, 

Glenamuck North 

Stream, 

Carrickmines 

Stream and 

Shanganagh River 

& Aquatic Fauna 

(fish, otter)5 

Retained Open Ditch 

A trenched double silt fence will be 

installed adjacent to the retained wet 

grassland/scrub area in the vicinity of the 

drainage ditch under the supervision of 

an ECoW. The silt fence is to be located 

on the construction site-side of the 

protective arborist fencing. 

 

Culvert and Headwall Installation 

• All in-stream works will be carried out in line with Inland Fisheries Ireland (2016) 

Guidelines on the Protection of Fisheries During Construction Works in and 

Adjacent to Waters. 

• Precast concrete pipes and headwalls shall be used to significantly minimise the 

need for the use of in-situ concrete for this element of the works. 

• The Contractor shall plan the works to ensure works are carried out during dry 

spells and monitor daily weather forecasts accordingly. 

• The culvert and headwall will be installed avoiding the need for in channel works 

in so far as possible. 

• Excavated material shall be disposed of to an appropriate licenced facility or 

reused on site where the material is deemed suitable.  

• Where water ingress in excavations is evident during the construction of the 

culverts, all dewatering flow will be passed through filtering dewatering bags to 

remove sediments.  

• The Contractor will adopt a water over pumping arrangement to manage the 

incoming water from upstream. The overpumped water shall pass through silt 

Ensure silt fences are intact and 

working throughout entire 

construction phase. 

All containment and treatment 

facilities will be maintained and 

inspected regularly based on 

Site and weather conditions for 

any signs of contamination or 

excessive silt deposits and 

records of these checks will be 

maintained. 

The pH of any and all discharges 

made from and during the 

Construction Phase of the 

Proposed Development shall be 

monitored throughout the 

duration of the Construction 

 
5 Surface water mitigation measures will serve to protect designated sites (pNHAs) downstream of the Proposed Development.  



Enviroguide Consulting              Grafton Issuer DAC 

Ecological Impact Assessment Report                                                          Carrickmines Great, Glenamuck Road South, Dublin 18 

 

 
       Page 106 

Sensitive Habitats 

& Species/Invasive 

Alien Plant 

Species 

Pre-Construction Mitigation/Surveys Construction Phase Mitigation Construction Phase Monitoring 

bags or other suitable measures before discharging to the previously constructed 

culvert downstream.  

General Protection of Water Quality 

The following standard measures will protect surface waters during the Construction Phase 

of the Proposed Development:  

• No direct, untreated discharges will be made to waters  

• Designated impermeable cement washout areas will be provided. 

• Run-off from the working site or any areas of exposed soil will be channelled and 

intercepted at regular intervals for discharge to silt-traps or lagoons with over-

flows directed to land rather than to a watercourse.  

• Silty water generated on site will be treated using silt fences/settlement ponds 

for the duration of the Construction Phase and will be appropriately located near 

the ditch (as described under pre-construction mitigation/surveys column) to 

prevent untreated surface water run-off entering it.  

• A regular review of weather forecasts of heavy rainfall will be conducted, and a 

contingency plan will be prepared for before and after such events to minimise 

any potential nuisances. As the risk of the break-out of silt laden run-off is higher 

during these weather conditions, no work will be carried out during such periods 

where possible. 

• Any imported materials will, as much as possible, be placed on Site in their 

proposed location and double handling will be avoided. Where this is not possible 

designated temporary material storage areas will be used. 

• These temporary storage areas will be located at least 10m away from the 

drainage ditch and will be surrounded with silt fencing to filter out any suspended 

solids from surface water arising from these materials 

• Temporary oil interceptor facilities will be installed and maintained where Site 

works involve the discharge of drainage waters to nearby watercourses.  

• Refuelling of plant during the Construction Phase will only be carried out at 

designated refuelling station locations on site. Each station will be fully equipped 

for spill response and a specially trained and dedicated Environmental and 

Emergency Spill Response team will be appointed before the commencement of 

works on site.  

Phase and must be within the 

range of 6-9 units and not alter the 

pH of any receiving waters by 

more than +/- 0.5 pH units. 

Regular inspections of the ditch 

within the works area will be 

carried out and a record of these 

inspections will be kept on file. 

The inspections will comprise a 

search for visible signs of pollution 

including suspended solids, silt, 

hydrocarbon sheen and/or other 

products. 
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Sensitive Habitats 

& Species/Invasive 

Alien Plant 

Species 

Pre-Construction Mitigation/Surveys Construction Phase Mitigation Construction Phase Monitoring 

• If cast-in-place concrete is required, all work must be carried out in the dry and 

effectively isolated from the ditch on site. 

• Only emergency breakdown maintenance will be carried out on site. Drip trays 

and spill kits will be available on site to ensure that any spills from vehicles are 

contained and removed off site. 

• All personnel working on site will be trained in pollution incident control response.  

• If portaloos and/or containerised toilets and welfare units will be used to provide 

facilities for site personnel, all associated waste will be removed from site by a 

licenced waste disposal contractor. 

• Under no circumstances will any untreated wastewater generated onsite (from 

equipment washing, road sweeping etc.) be released into the ditch onsite. 

 

Fuel and Chemical Storage 

Appropriate storage facilities will be provided on Site. Areas of high risk include: 

• Fuel and chemical storage; 

• Refuelling Areas; 

• Site Compound; and 

• Waste storage areas. 

There will be no washdown facilities for plant and equipment on the Proposed Development 

Site.  

If required, fuel, oils and chemicals will be stored on an impervious base within a bund 

remote from any surface water ditches or locations.  

All tank, container and drum storage areas shall be rendered impervious to the materials 

stored therein. Bunds shall be designed having regard to Environmental Protection Agency 

guidelines ‘Storage and Transfer of Materials for Scheduled Activities’ (2904). All tank and 

drum storage areas shall, as a minimum, be bunded to a volume not less than the greater 

of the following: 

• 110% of the capacity of the largest tank or drum within the bunded area; or 

• 25% of the total volume of substance that could be stored within the bunded area. 

Concrete mixer trucks will not be permitted to wash out on Site with the exception of 

cleaning the chute into a container which will be removed off Site to an authorised facility.   

Groundwater Measures set out above regarding fuel 

and chemical storage will serve to protect 

soil and groundwater.  

Groundwater may be encountered during the construction works. Where water must be 

pumped from the excavations, water will be managed in accordance with best practice 

standards (i.e., CIRIA – C750) and regulatory consents. 

n/a 
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Sensitive Habitats 

& Species/Invasive 

Alien Plant 

Species 

Pre-Construction Mitigation/Surveys Construction Phase Mitigation Construction Phase Monitoring 

 Excavations and potentially contaminated stockpiled soils will be 

constructed/located/sheeted in a manner that ensures water is contained within the site 

boundary.  

Invasive Alien 

Plant Species 

A pre-construction Invasive Alien Plant 

Species (IAPS) survey will be carried out 

at the Site.  

IAPS will be managed in accordance with 

the Invasive Alien Species Management 

Plan prepared for the Site. 

All machinery will be thoroughly cleaned 

and disinfected prior to arrival on site to 

prevent the spread of invasive species. 

IAPS will be managed in accordance with the Invasive Alien Species Management Plan 

prepared for the Site. Contractors are expected to have cognisance of invasive species 

during the works. 

n/a 

Bats In relation to trees proposed to be felled 

and identified as Potential Bat Roosts 

(PBRs), these should be resurveyed in 

consultation with the tree contractors. 

The following is recommended:  

• A Phase Two PBR survey is 

recommended for the three trees 

identified as a PBR and proposed to 

be felled (tree No. 10 (Ash); Tree 

Tag No. 0354 (Ash) and Tree Tag 

No. 0355 (Ash)). This should be 

undertaken at least one month prior 

to tree felling in order to propose a 

tree felling plan in conjunction with 

tree contractors.  

• Alternative roosting sites (i.e. 

summer bat boxes) will be erected 

prior to the removal of trees. These 

are recommended to be erected 6 

months prior to tree felling to allow 

local bat populations to become 

aware of them prior to removal of 

the trees.  

 

 

Trees proposed to be removed should be felled on mild days during the autumn months of 

September, October or November or Spring months of February and March (felling during 

the spring or autumn months avoids the periods when the bats are most active).  

 

An assessment of trees according to their PBR value determines the methodology of felling. 

Trees with PBR Category 1 are highly suitable for roosting bats and require more intensive 

procedures prior to felling. The trees identified within the survey area are PBR Category 2. 

The procedure to fell these is as follows:  

• Category 2: Any ivy covered trees which require felling will be left to lie for 24 

hours after cutting to allow any bats beneath the cover to escape. 

 

The cutting of ivy on trees and pruning of trees to be retained is recommended where ivy 

is very heavy and causing suppression of the crown and increasing the wind sail area. This 

in turn could leave the tree more vulnerable to wind damage. Where necessary, ivy on trees 

will be cut at ground level and allowed to die off and fall off the tree over a period of 

time/years. The same is true for the remedial tree works (e.g. pruning) being recommended 

– these are to address structural issues and safety to the surrounding area. The works 

being recommended – pruning and ivy cutting, are preliminary recommendations at present 

and will need to be reviewed once the site is laid out. Where works are not necessary, these 

measures will be left undone. All tree works, and works within the RPA (Root 

Protection Area) should this become necessary, will be reviewed on site prior to 

being carried out in consultation with the project ecologist/bat specialist taking on 

board their recommendations on the management of these trees and wildlife. 

Night-time lighting during the Construction Phase will be on motion sensors to protect bats.  

An ecological clerk of works will be 

present for vegetation clearance 

activities. 
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Sensitive Habitats 

& Species/Invasive 

Alien Plant 

Species 

Pre-Construction Mitigation/Surveys Construction Phase Mitigation Construction Phase Monitoring 

Birds n/a Any clearance of vegetation will be carried out outside the main breeding season, i.e. 1st 

March to 31st August, in compliance with the Wildlife Act 2000. Should any vegetation 

removal be required during this period, the NPWS will be consulted, and instruction taken 

from them. 

To mitigate daytime noise disturbance, the following measures will be implemented: 

Selection of plant with low inherent potential for generating noise. 

Siting of plant as far away from sensitive receptors as permitted by site constraints. 

Avoidance of unnecessary revving of engines and switch off plant items when not required. 

Keep plant machinery and vehicles adequately maintained and serviced. 

Proper balancing of plant items with rotating parts. 

Keep internal routes well maintained and avoid steep gradients. 

Minimise drop heights for materials or ensure a resilient material underlies. 

Use of alternative reversing alarm systems on plant machinery. 

Where noise originates from resonating body panels and cover plates, additional stiffening 

ribs or materials should be safely applied where appropriate.  

Limiting the hours during which site activities likely to create high levels of noise are 

permitted. 

Appointing a site representative responsible for matters relating to noise. 

Monitoring typical levels of noise during critical periods and at sensitive locations. 

The following general dust control measures will be followed for the duration of the 

Construction Phase of the Proposed Development and will ensure no significant dust 

related impacts occur to nearby sensitive receptors including local faunal species.  

In situations where the source of dust is within 25m of sensitive receptors screens 

(permeable or semi-permeable) will be erected.  

Haulage vehicles transporting gravel and other similar materials to site will be covered by 

a tarpaulin or similar.  

Access and exit of vehicles will be restricted to certain access/exit points. 

Vehicle speed restrictions of 20km/hr will be in place. 

Bowsers will be available during periods of dry weather throughout the construction period. 

During dry and windy periods, and when there is a likelihood of dust nuisance, a bowser 

will operate to ensure moisture content is high enough to increase the stability of the soil 

thereby reducing the amount of dust. 

Stockpiles will be stored in sheltered areas of the site, covered, and watered regularly or 

as needed if exposed during dry weather. 

Gravel should be used at site exit points to remove caked-on dirt from tyre tracks. 

Equipment will be washed at the end of each work day. 

Hard surfaced roads will be wet swept to remove any deposited materials. 

Unsurfaced roads will be restricted to essential traffic only. 

An ecological clerk of works will be 

present for vegetation clearance 

activities. 
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Sensitive Habitats 

& Species/Invasive 

Alien Plant 

Species 

Pre-Construction Mitigation/Surveys Construction Phase Mitigation Construction Phase Monitoring 

If practical, wheel-washing facilities should be located at all exits from the construction site.  

Dust production as a result of site activity will be minimised by regular cleaning of the site 

access roads using vacuum road sweepers and washers. Access roads should be cleaned 

at least 0.5km on either side of the approach roads to the access points. 

Public roads outside the site will be regularly inspected for cleanliness, as a minimum daily, 

and cleaned as necessary. A road sweeper will be made available to ensure that public 

roads are kept free of debris. 

The frequency of cleaning will be determined by the site agent and is weather and activity 

dependent  

The height of stockpiles will be kept to a minimum and slopes should be gentle to avoid 

windblown soil dust. 

The following will be dampened during dry weather:  

o Unpaved areas subject to traffic and wind 

o Stockpiles 

o Areas where there will be loading and unloading of dust-generating 

materials 

Under no circumstances will wastewater from equipment, wheel or surface cleaning be 

allowed enter the surface water drainage network. 

Small mammals 

e.g., Hedgehog 

and Pygmy Shrew 

n/a Vegetation clearance will be undertaken working from the middle of the site outwards with 

controlled removal of the vegetated areas i.e., sequentially rather than all at once. Site 

clearance works of large areas of scrub or dense bracken will be undertaken slowly, leaving 

adequate time for any hedgehog (or other mammals) that may be present in these habitats 

sufficient time to escape. 

As best-practice, all construction-related rubbish on site e.g., plastic sheeting, netting etc. 

should be kept in a designated area on site and kept off ground level so as to protect 

Hedgehogs from entrapment and death. The above measures will also act to mitigate 

potential negative impacts on other small mammal species potentially found on site e.g., 

Pygmy Shrew. 

Work likely to cause disturbance during hibernation – for example removal of hibernation 

habitats such as log piles and dense scrub ideally will not take place during November to 

March, unless these areas are deemed to be devoid of hibernating mammals in advance 

by a suitably qualified ecologist. 

See daytime noise disturbance mitigation outlined for birds above. 

An ecological clerk of works will be 

present for vegetation clearance 

activities. 

Amphibians An appropriate exclusion barrier to 

prevent entry and divert the frogs away 

from the works will be installed around 

the perimeter of the Site by a suitably 

qualified ecologist. 

Site clearance works will begin before the on-set of the breeding season (ideally between 

September to February).  

In the event that common frogs (of any life stage) are detected during the Construction 

Phase, they will be captured and / or translocated from the Site. Immature or adult frogs 

will be moved beyond the exclusion fence whereas tadpoles and spawn will be translocated 

An ecological clerk of works will be 

present for vegetation clearance 

activities. 
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A precautionary pre-construction 

amphibian survey will be undertaken at 

the Site to ensure that no breeding frogs 

are present within the Site prior to the 

initiation of clearance works. 

to the nearest suitable waterbody within 1-2km distance. Mechanical pumps should be fitted 

with a fine mesh screen in order to negate the chances of frogs or their larvae being sucked 

into the impeller mechanism. All capture and translocation works will be undertaken 

immediately in advance of site clearance works. 

Vegetation clearance will be undertaken working from the middle of the site outwards with 

controlled removal of the vegetated areas i.e., sequentially rather than all at once.  

A suitably qualified and licenced Ecological Clerk of Works will be retained during the 

construction phase 

Pond Construction 

It is proposed to include a lined pond within the Proposed Development Site. As the pond 

will be lined, there will be no contact between the pond and the natural seed bank. As 

topsoil is naturally rich in nutrients, addition of topsoil to the pond could cause an algal 

bloom. As such this should be avoided. If feasible, it may be possible to allow the 

charophyte recorded within the wet grassland to persist by collecting the charophyte, 

storing it appropriately and translocating it into the pond upon completion of the pond.  

It is strongly recommended that the pond is constructed as per the Amphibian Habitat 

Management Handbook (Baker et al., 2011). It is recommended that in addition to the stone 

boulders and stepping-stones proposed around the pond margins, that logs from the 

proposed tree felling are also placed around the margins of the pond to provide shelter for 

adult frogs and newts, under guidance from the ECoW. 

 

Additional Recommendations 

Gandola (2022) also recommends providing a cross-road linkage between the pond and 

the proposed swales to the north of the main access road (see Figure 2 of the Amphibian 

Report). This could be achieved via an “amphibian tunnel”, as common frogs will 

undoubtedly use the swales as foraging and breeding habitats (when filled with water) 

(Gandola, 2022). A tunnel would provide an alternative way for frogs to cross the road 

between these habitats while reducing the chances of road caused mortality and without 

interfering with the proper functioning of the swale/ SuDS.  

Where gully pot drains are to be installed, it is also recommended that recessed kerbs and 

“amphibian ladders” are installed. These additional features will provide wildlife an 

opportunity to avoid or escape falling into the gully system. Amphibian ladders are custom 

made for each gully pot and therefore are one of the final additions to the drainage system. 

 

If any habitats, waterbody or 

flooded depressions need to be 

drained or pumped to facilitate 

works, this shall be carried out 

under the supervision of a suitably 

experienced ecologist to ensure 

that no frogs or their larvae remain 

before the habitat is infilled or 

destroyed. 
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9 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 

If the Proposed Development and existing or proposed projects or plans impact on the same 

KERs, there is potential to lead to cumulative impacts which could be of a higher level of 

significance.     

 Existing granted planning permissions 

There are several existing planning permissions on record in the area ranging from small-

scale extensions and alterations to existing residential properties to some larger-scale 

developments. Larger-scale developments identified within the vicinity of the Proposed 

Development are as follows: 

Planning Application Reference: D21A/1002 

Permission for residential development of 4 no. units, to comprise (a) demolition of part 

existing house and shed, (b) alterations to the remaining existing detached single storey house 

including new fenestration, (c) construction of 1 no. further detached single storey house and 

2 no. semi-detached two storey houses, and (d) associated site works including on-site 

surface water attenuation, utility service connections on Glenamuck Road, closing on existing 

gateway and provision of new cul-de-sac roadway from Glenamuck Road, car parking, 

boundary walls and fences, and landscaping. (Decision: Grant Permission. Decision Date: 

15/06/2022). 

Planning Application Reference: D21A/0100 

Permission for development. The development will consist of: Demolition of the existing 

dwelling and ancillary outbuildings (544sq.metres); and the construction of a residential 

development comprising of 61 no. dwellings in total, consisting of 7 no. three-bedroom mid 

terrace two storey houses, 2 no. three-bedroom end of terrace two storey houses and 2 no. 

four-bedroom end of terrace three storey houses (11 no. houses in total); 11 no. one bedroom 

apartments, 29 no. two bedroom apartments and 10 no. three-bedroom duplex apartments 

(50 no. apartments in total) in 3 no. blocks ranging in height from 3 to 5 storeys, to include 

associated balconies and terraces. The development will also include a new vehicular and 

pedestrian access from Glenamuck Road South at the southeast boundary of the site; the 

provision of future potential access connection points (vehicular, cycle and pedestrian) to 

adjacent lands to the northeast and southwest; the provision of a future potential access 

connection point (cycle and pedestrian) to the proposed Glenamuck District Distributor Road 

to the northwest; provision of internal roads, footpaths, landscaped public open space, a play 

area and bicycle store areas; parking at surface and basement (87 no. total spaces for car 

parking and 72 no. bicycles spaces and 4 no. motorcycle spaces); drainage attenuation; and 

all ancillary site development works, boundary treatments, lighting and services provision 

above and below ground. (Appeal Decision: Grant Permission. Decision Date: 

12/11/2021). 

Planning Application Reference: D21A/0639 

Permission for the (i) construction of a group sewage scheme for the connection of 5 no. 

properties to public sewers (ii) Connection of said properties to public watermains supply (iii) 

all associated and ancillary works site works. (Decision: Grant Permission. Decision Date: 

13/01/2022). 
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Planning Application Reference: D17A/1062 

Permission for development consisting of modifications to planning permission reg. ref. 

D15A/0406 (specifically a portion of the site comprising 44 no. permitted houses) as follows: 

Revised finished floor levels and ridge levels for permitted House Nos. 12-19, 40-75. Finished 

floor levels increased by c. + 0.3m to c. + 2.23m. Reduction in the size of permitted House 

Nos. 13-19 from c. 118.4 sqm to c. 117.4 sqm each. Relocation of permitted House Nos. 36-

42 and alterations to rear gardens of permitted House Nos. 43-45. Modifications to permitted 

House No. 44 from a 4-bed mid-terrace house (c. 150.8 sqm) to a 3-bed mid-terrace house 

(c. 150.8 sqm); and to permitted House Nos. 55 and 56 from 4 bed detached house (c. 119.6 

sqm each) to 3-bed semi-detached house (c. 117.4 sqm each). Revised house types to House 

Nos. 40-54 and 57-75 to include omission of permitted attic conversion and dormer 

window/skylights. Alterations to dimensions of House Nos. 12-13, 16-19, 44 and 57-62. 

Alterations to permitted site/road levels c. +0.1m to c. +2.3m. Relocation of the permitted 

pedestrian access to Springfield Lane. All associated site development and landscaping works 

to include tree removal. The remainder of development as permitted under reg. ref. 

D15A/0406. (Decision: Grant Permission. Decision Date: 26/04/2018). 

Planning Application Reference: PC/H/01/19 

13 no. 2 storey dwellings consisting of 7 x 2 bed houses and 6 x 3 bed houses at Rockville 

Drive, Glenamuck Road, Carrickmines, Co. Dublin (Decision: The DLR Housing 

Department received Part 8 Planning Approval at the Council meeting on the 7th of 

June 2019).  

There are a number of thinning and clear-felling licences within the mountains to the west of 

the Proposed Development Site as indicated in the DAFM Forestry Licence Viewer6. A small 

number of these are located within the Shanganagh River catchment.  

A flood relief scheme is currently being progressed for Loughlinstown. The Loughlinstown 

Flood Relief Scheme is currently at “Stage I: Scheme Development and Preliminary Design”. 

As this scheme is still in the design phase it is considered that there are no means for the 

Proposed Development to act in-combination with it. 

Given the urban context of the above-mentioned permitted developments, and with the 

mitigation measures in place as outlined above, there will be no in-combination effects on local 

biodiversity as a result of the Proposed Development and above listed permitted 

developments. 

Relevant Policies and Plans 

The following policies and plans were reviewed and considered for possible in-combination 

effects with the Proposed Development.  

• Dún Laoghaire-Rathdown County Development Plan 2022-2028 

• Kilternan-Glenamuck LAP 2013-2019, as extended 

• Dún Laoghaire-Rathdown Biodiversity Plan 2009-2013. 

The Dún Laoghaire-Rathdown Biodiversity Plan is set out to protect and improve biodiversity, 

and as such will not result in negative in-combination effects with the Proposed Development. 

 
6 https://forestry-maps.apps.rhos.agriculture.gov.ie/ 
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The Dún Laoghaire-Rathdown County Development Plan 2022-2028 and Kilternan-

Glenamuck LAP 2013-2019 as extended, have directly addressed the protection of 

biodiversity through specific objectives and as such will not result in negative in-combination 

effects with the Proposed Development.
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10 RESIDUAL IMPACTS 

Residual impacts are impacts that remain once mitigation has been implemented or impacts 

that cannot be mitigated. Table 22 provides a summary of the impact assessment for the 

identified Key Ecological Resources (KERs) and details the nature of the impacts identified, 

mitigation proposed and the classification of any residual impacts. 

 



Enviroguide Consulting              Grafton Issuer DAC 

Ecological Impact Assessment Report                                                          Carrickmines Great, Glenamuck Road South, Dublin 18 

 

 
        Page 116 

TABLE 22. SUMMARY OF POTENTIAL IMPACTS ON KER(S), MITIGATION PROPOSED AND RESIDUAL IMPACTS.  

Key  

Ecological 

Receptor 

Level  

of Significance 

Potential Impact Impact Without Mitigation Proposed Mitigation Residual Impact 

Quality Scale Duration Significance 

pNHAs & Dublin 

Bay Biosphere 

National/Internat

ional Importance 

Construction Phase 

Deterioration in water quality  

 

Operational Phase 

None 

 

Negative 

 

Local 

 

Short-term 

 

Slight 

Mitigation measures to protect 

surface waters as outlined in 

section 7.1.4 

Negligible 

Glenamuck North 

Stream, 

Carrickmines 

Stream and 

Shanganagh River 

Local 

Importance 

(higher value) – 

County 

Importance 

Construction Phase 

Deterioration in water quality  

 

Operational Phase 

None 

 

Negative 

 

Local 

 

Short-term 

 

Slight-Moderate 

Mitigation measures to protect 

surface waters as outlined in 

section 7.1.4 

Negligible 

WN6 Wet Willow-

Alder-Ash 

Woodland 

Local 

Importance 

(higher value) 

Construction Phase 

Loss of habitat and trees at the 

Site  

 

Operational Phase 

Recreation and management 

of wet grassland/woodland 

habitat within the Site for 

biodiversity enhancement as 

per OEMP 

 

Negative 

 

 

 

Positive 

 

Local 

 

 

 

Local 

 

Permanent 

 

 

 

Long-term 

 

Moderate 

 

 

 

Slight 

In-situ protection of habitat 

towards west of the Site by 

extending the boundary of 

protective arborist fencing, as 

indicated in the tree protection 

plan (Arborist Associates, 

2022). 

Negative, permanent 

Slight-Moderate, 

impact at local scale 

due to loss of majority 

of wet woodland  

GS4 Wet 

Grassland 

Local 

Importance 

(higher value) 

Construction Phase 

Habitat loss 

 

Habitat deterioration due to 

potential dewatering activities 

 

Spread of invasive alien 

species into this habitat 

 

Operational Phase 

 

Negative 

 

Negative 

 

 

Negative 

 

 

 

 

Local 

 

Local 

 

 

Local 

 

 

 

 

Short-term 

 

Short-term 

 

 

Long-term 

 

 

 

 

Moderate 

 

Moderate 

 

 

Slight 

 

 

 

In-situ protection of habitat 

towards west of the Site by 

extending the boundary of 

protective arborist fencing, as 

indicated in the tree protection 

plan (Arborist Associates, 

2022). 

 

Temporary rewatering of 

wetland areas, if required, to 

Positive, long-term, 

slight at local scale 

due to proposed 

management 
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Key  

Ecological 

Receptor 

Level  

of Significance 

Potential Impact Impact Without Mitigation Proposed Mitigation Residual Impact 

Quality Scale Duration Significance 

Recreation and management 

of wet grassland/woodland 

habitat within the Site for 

biodiversity enhancement as 

per OEMP 

Positive Local Medium-

term 

Slight be incorporated into the 

dewatering management. 

 

IAS Management plan to be 

implemented 

 

Careful management of topsoil 

as specified above.  

GA1 – Improved 

agricultural 

grassland (polygon 

25 and grassland 

adjacent to 

hedgerow at 

proposed public 

open space) 

Local 

importance 

(higher value)  

Construction Phase 

Habitat loss 

 

Spread of invasive alien 

species into this habitat 

 

Operational Phase 

Recreation and management 

of dry grassland habitat within 

the Site for biodiversity 

enhancement as per OEMP 

 

Negative 

 

Negative 

 

 

 

Positive 

 

Local 

 

Local 

 

 

 

Local 

 

Short-term 

 

Long-term 

 

 

 

Long-term 

 

Slight-Moderate 

 

Slight 

 

 

 

Slight 

In-situ protection of habitat 

towards east of the Site by 

extending the boundary of 

protective arborist fencing, as 

indicated in the tree protection 

plan (Arborist Associates, 

2022). 

 

IAS Management plan to be 

implemented 

 

Careful management of topsoil 

as specified above.  

Positive, long-term, 

slight at local scale 

due to proposed 

management 

 

WS1 Scrub 

 

Local 

Importance 

(higher value) 

Construction Phase 

Habitat Loss  

 

Operational Phase 

n/a 

 

Negative 

 

Local 

 

Permanent 

 

Slight 

 

None required 

Negative, permanent, 

slight impact at local 

scale due to loss of 

scrub habitat  

FW4 – Drainage 

Ditch 

Local 

Importance 

(higher value) 

Construction Phase 

Habitat loss  

 

Accidental pollution of retained 

ditch 

 

 

Negative 

 

Negative 

 

Local 

 

Local 

 

Permanent 

 

Short-term 

 

Imperceptible 

 

Slight 

Protection of ditch to be 

retained during Construction 

Phase. 

 

Neutral 
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Key  

Ecological 

Receptor 

Level  

of Significance 

Potential Impact Impact Without Mitigation Proposed Mitigation Residual Impact 

Quality Scale Duration Significance 

Operational Phase 

None 

Mitigation measures to protect 

surface waters as outlined in 

section 7.1.4 

 

Trenched double silt fence to 

be installed adjacent to the 

retained wet grassland/wet 

woodland area in the vicinity of 

the drainage ditch under the 

supervision of an ECoW. The 

silt fence is to be located on 

the construction site-side of 

the protective arborist fencing. 

WL1 – Hedgerows 

(including treelines 

assessed as 

hedgerows) and 

trees for retention 

County 

Importance 

Construction Phase 

Removal and subsequent infill 

planting of 25m of eastern 

boundary hedgerow 

(hedgerow no. 5A in arborist 

report) 

 

Infill planting of remanent 

hedgerow along western 

boundary of the Site (hedge 

no. 4 in arborist report) 

 

Accidental damage to root 

protection zone 

 

Construction/Operational 

Phase 

Potential loss of adjacent 

grassy margin in places 

 

Operational Phase 

 

Negative 

 

 

 

 

 

Positive 

 

 

 

 

Negative 

 

 

 

 

Negative 

 

 

 

 

Local 

 

 

 

 

 

Local 

 

 

 

 

Local 

 

 

 

 

Local 

 

 

 

 

Long-term 

 

 

 

 

 

Long-term 

 

 

 

 

Long-term 

 

 

 

 

Permanent 

 

 

 

 

Slight 

 

 

 

 

 

Slight 

 

 

 

 

Moderate 

 

 

 

 

Slight 

 

Tree and hedge vegetation is 

to be protected as per the 

Arboricultural Method 

Statement/Tree Protection 

Strategy (Arborist Associates, 

2022). 

 

 

 

 

Negative, permanent, 

slight at local scale 

due to encroachment 

into hedgerow habitat 
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Key  

Ecological 

Receptor 

Level  

of Significance 

Potential Impact Impact Without Mitigation Proposed Mitigation Residual Impact 

Quality Scale Duration Significance 

Hedgerow and adjacent 

margins to be managed as per 

OEMP (where possible) 

Positive Local Long-term 

Small mammals 

(e.g. Hedgehog) 

Local 

Importance 

(higher value) 

Construction Phase 

Loss of potential foraging and 

nesting habitat. 

 

Disturbance due to noise, light 

and dust generated during 

Construction Phase. 

 

Mortality or injury during 

Construction Phase 

 

Operational Phase 

Mortality or injury during grass 

cutting 

 

 

Negative 

 

 

Negative 

 

 

 

 

Negative 

 

 

Negative 

 

Local 

 

 

Local 

 

 

 

 

Local 

 

 

Local 

 

 

 

 

Permanent 

 

 

Short-term 

 

 

 

 

Short-term 

 

 

Long-term 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Slight 

 

 

Slight 

 

 

 

 

Moderate 

 

 

Slight 

 

 

 

Planting of shrub and tree 

species to take place as part 

of project design.  

 

Vegetation clearance will be 

undertaken working from the 

middle of the site outwards 

with controlled removal of the 

vegetated areas i.e., 

sequentially rather than all at 

once. Site clearance works of 

large areas of scrub or 

woodland will be undertaken 

slowly, leaving adequate time 

for any hedgehog (or other 

mammals) that may be 

present in these habitats 

sufficient time to escape. 

 

An ecological clerk of works 

will be present for vegetation 

clearance activities. 

 

Construction related noise 

control/minimisation measures 

to be implemented. 

 

Construction Phase night-time 

lighting will be on motion 

sensors 

 

Negative, long-term 

slight impact at local 

scale due to loss of 

semi-natural habitat 

and change in land-

use. 
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Key  

Ecological 

Receptor 

Level  

of Significance 

Potential Impact Impact Without Mitigation Proposed Mitigation Residual Impact 

Quality Scale Duration Significance 

Best practise construction 

waste storage/handling 

measures to be implemented.  

 

Work likely to cause 

disturbance during hibernation 

– for example removal of 

hibernation habitats such as 

log piles and dense scrub 

ideally will not take place 

during November to March 

unless confirmed to be devoid 

of hibernating mammals by an 

ecologist. 

 

The areas indicated as 

“existing verge/long grass 

retained and protected where 

possible” and where topsoil is 

to be reused within the 

landscape plan will be 

mown/strimmed from the 

centre out as this will allow 

any wildlife within the 

grassland a chance to escape. 

 

Otter Local 

Importance 

(higher value) 

Construction Phase 

Deterioration in water quality 

 

Operational Phase 

None 

 

Negative 

 

Local 

 

Short-term 

 

Moderate 

Mitigation measures to protect 

surface waters as outlined in 

section 7.1.4  

Negligible 
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Key  

Ecological 

Receptor 

Level  

of Significance 

Potential Impact Impact Without Mitigation Proposed Mitigation Residual Impact 

Quality Scale Duration Significance 

Bat assemblage Local 

Importance 

(higher value) 

Construction Phase 

Disturbance/removal of PBRs. 

 

Construction Phase lighting 

 

Operational Phase 

Increased lighting at the Site, 

as per lighting plan 

 

Negative 

 

Negative 

 

 

Negative 

 

Local 

 

Local 

 

 

Local 

 

Long-term 

 

Short-term 

 

 

Permanent 

 

Slight-Moderate 

 

Slight-Moderate 

 

 

Slight 

Planting of shrub and tree 

species to take place as part 

of project design.   

 

Mitigation regarding tree felling 

as specified above 

 

An ecological clerk of works 

will be present for vegetation 

clearance activities. 

 

Construction Phase night-time 

lighting will be on motion 

sensors 

 

Placement of bat boxes at the 

Site. 

 

All tree works and works within 

the RPA (Root Protection 

Area) should this become 

necessary, will be reviewed on 

site prior to being carried out 

in consultation with the project 

ecologist/bat specialist taking 

on board their 

recommendations on the 

management of these trees 

and wildlife. 

Negative, permanent 

slight impact at local 

scale due to increased 

lighting at the Site.  

Breeding-Bird 

assemblage 

Local 

Importance 

(higher value) 

Construction Phase  

Loss of potential foraging and 

nesting habitat. 

 

 

Negative 

 

 

 

 

Local 

 

 

 

 

Permanent 

 

 

 

 

Slight 

 

 

 

Planting of shrub and tree 

species to take place as part 

of project design.  

 

Negative, long-term 

slight impact at local 

scale due to loss of 
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Key  

Ecological 

Receptor 

Level  

of Significance 

Potential Impact Impact Without Mitigation Proposed Mitigation Residual Impact 

Quality Scale Duration Significance 

Disturbance due to noise 

generated during Construction 

Phase. 

 

Mortality during construction 

Phase 

 

Operational Phase 

Mortality or injury during hedge 

cutting 

 

Collision with new structures 

 

 

 

Negative 

 

 

 

Negative 

 

 

 

Negative 

 

 

Negative 

Local 

 

 

 

Local 

 

 

 

Local 

 

 

Local 

Short-term 

 

 

 

Short-term 

 

 

 

Long-term 

 

 

Long-term 

 

Slight 

 

 

 

Moderate 

 

 

 

Slight 

 

 

Not Significant 

Construction related noise 

control/minimisation measures 

to be implemented. 

 

Any clearance of vegetation 

will be carried out outside the 

main breeding season, i.e. 1st 

March to 31st August, in 

compliance with the Wildlife 

Act 2000. Should any 

vegetation removal be 

required during this period, the 

NPWS will be consulted, and 

instruction taken from them. If 

the buildings on Site are to be 

demolished during the 

breeding bird season, the 

buildings will be inspected for 

breeding birds prior to 

demolition. Should nesting 

birds be discovered, the nest 

will be protected until any 

nesting birds have fledged and 

departed the Site. 

 

An ecological clerk of works 

will be present for vegetation 

clearance activities. 

 

Bird boxes to be erected on 

Site and maintained as per 

OEMP.  

 

All operational phase hedge 

cutting will be carried out 

outside the main breeding bird 

wet willow-alder-ash 

woodland 
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Key  

Ecological 

Receptor 

Level  

of Significance 

Potential Impact Impact Without Mitigation Proposed Mitigation Residual Impact 

Quality Scale Duration Significance 

season, i.e. 1st March to 31st 

August, in compliance with the 

Wildlife Act 1976 (as 

amended). 

Common Frog Local 

Importance 

(higher value) 

Construction Phase 

Destruction and disturbance of 

breeding & foraging habitats 

 

Accidental mortality & 

population decline 

 

Inadvertently creating breeding 

habitats 

 

Operational Phase 

Incorporation of wet terrestrial 

habitats and a pond into 

landscape plan 

 

Negative 

 

 

Negative 

 

 

Negative 

 

 

 

Positive 

 

Local 

 

 

Local 

 

 

Local 

 

 

 

Local 

 

Long-term 

 

 

Long-term 

 

 

Long-term 

 

 

 

Long-term 

 

Significant 

 

 

Significant  

 

 

Significant 

 

 

 

Slight 

Mitigation measures to protect 

surface waters as outlined in 

section 7.1.4 

 

Mitigation measures to protect 

amphibians as outlined in 

section 7.2.5  

 

An ecological clerk of works 

will be present for vegetation 

clearance activities. 

 

Signage will be erected at the 

pond to inform the general 

public about the pond, it’s 

purpose and ecological value.  

 

Where gully pot drains are to 

be installed, it is 

recommended that recessed 

kerbs and “amphibian ladders” 

are installed. These additional 

features will provide wildlife an 

opportunity to avoid or escape 

falling into the gully system. 

 

It is also recommended that, if 

possible, an amphibian tunnel 

is installed under the road 

north of the new pond. 

Positive, long-term, 

slight impact at local 

scale due to creation 

of permanent water 

feature. 
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Key  

Ecological 

Receptor 

Level  

of Significance 

Potential Impact Impact Without Mitigation Proposed Mitigation Residual Impact 

Quality Scale Duration Significance 

Fish Species 

(Atlantic salmon, 

Lamprey sp., Brown 

trout, eel) 

Local 

Importance 

(higher value) 

Construction Phase 

Deterioration in water quality 

due to surface water 

discharges associated with the 

Construction Phase. 

 

Operational Phase 

None  

 

 

Negative 

 

 

 

 

 

Local 

 

 

 

 

 

Short-term 

 

 

 

 

Moderate 

 

 

 

 

Mitigation measures to protect 

surface waters as outlined in 

section 7.1.4 

Negligible 
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11 CONCLUSION 

Extensive coordination with project consultants (including the engineers, 

hydrologist/hydrogeologist, landscape architect and arborist) have been undertaken in 

preparing this EcIA, in order to ensure a robust assessment is carried out. The EcIA has been 

informed by a range of specialist surveys, including botanical, bird, amphibian, and bat 

surveys.  

The Proposed Development will result in a change in land use at the Site from agriculture to 

a proposed residential development. In the absence of mitigation, there is potential for a range 

of negative effects on local ecology. These impacts have been mitigated against.  

The landscape plan has designated various areas within the Site for biodiversity, which will be 

managed as per the Operations Environmental Management Plan which has been prepared 

for the Site (Appendix VII). An invasive species management plan has been prepared. These 

documents outline, respectively, how IAS will be managed at the Site, and the various 

measures which will be undertaken to ensure ecologically valuable habitats are appropriately 

preserved and managed in the long-term for biodiversity conservation. A detailed schedule of 

pre-construction mitigation/surveys, construction phase mitigation and construction phase 

monitoring has been prepared (Table 21), as well as operational phase monitoring and 

management (refer to the OEMP – Appendix VII).  

Following the implementation of the landscape plan, public lighting plan, surface water 

drainage infrastructure and the mitigation measures outlined in this EcIA and the arborist 

report, the residual impacts have been assessed as ranging between negative, permanent 

slight-moderate to positive, long-term. There will be no significant negative impacts on local 

ecology as a result of the Proposed Development.  
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APPENDIX I – VALUE OF ECOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

The criteria outlined in the table below, taken from the Guidelines for Assessment of Ecological 

Impacts of National Road Schemes published by the NRA, were used for assigning value to 

designated sites, habitats and species within the Site of the Proposed Development and 

surrounding area.  

Importance Criteria 

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 fulfills 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.  

- 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) 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. 

- 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. 293 of 1988). 

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) of the following: 

- Species protected under the Wildlife Acts; and/or 

- Species listed on the relevant Red Data list. 

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

Directive. 

County 

Importance 

- Area of Special Amenity. 

- Area subject to a Tree Preservation Order. 
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- 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) 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. 

- County important populations of species, or viable areas of semi-natural habitats 

or natural heritage features identified in the National or Local BAP (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) 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. 
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APPENDIX II – EPA IMPACT ASSESSMENT CRITERIA 

Criteria used to define quality of effects.  

In line with the EPA Guidelines (EPA, 2022), the following terms are defined when quantifying the quality 

of effects: 

Quality Definition 

Positive Effects 

A change which improves the quality of the environment (for example by 

increasing species diversity; or improving the reproductive capacity of an 

ecosystem, or by removing nuisances or improving amenities).  

Neutral Effects 
No effects or effects that are imperceptible, within normal bounds of variation 

or within the margin of forecasting error. 

Negative/adverse 

Effects 

A change which reduces the quality of the environment (for example, 

lessening species diversity or diminishing the reproductive capacity of an 

ecosystem; or damaging health or property by causing nuisance).  

 

Criteria used to define significance of effects. 

In line with the EPA Guidelines (EPA, 2022), the following terms are defined when quantifying 

significance of impacts: 

Significance of Effects Definition 

Imperceptible 
An effect capable of measurement but without significant 

consequences. 

Not significant 
An effect which causes noticeable changes in the character of the 

environment but without significant consequences. 

Slight  
An effect which causes noticeable changes in the character of the 

environment without affecting its sensitivities. 

Moderate 
An effect which alters the character of the environment in a manner 

that is consistent with existing and emerging baseline trends. 

Significant 
An effect which, by its character, magnitude, duration or intensity 

significantly alters most of a sensitive aspect of the environment.  

Very significant 
An effect which, by its character, magnitude, duration or intensity 

significantly alters most of a sensitive aspect of the environment. 

Profound An effect which obliterates sensitive characteristics.  

 

Criteria used to define duration of effects. 

In line with the EPA Guidelines (EPA, 2022), the following terms are defined when quantifying 

duration and frequency of effects:  

Quality of Effects Definition 

Momentary Effects lasting from seconds to minutes 

Brief Effects lasting less than a day 

Temporary Effects lasting less than a year 

Short-term Effects lasting one to seven years 

Medium term Effects lasting seven to fifteen years 
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Long-term Effects lasting fifteen to sixty years 

Permanent Effects lasting over sixty years 

Reversible 
Effects that can be undone, for example through remediation or 

restoration.  
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APPENDIX III – NBDC RECORDS OF INVASIVE PLANTS & RARE OR PROTECTED SPECIES 

Species Group Name 
Grid 

square 

Date of last 

record 
Database Legal Status Risk 

Cons 

status 

BoCCI 

Status 

Invasive Flora 

Butterfly-bush Buddleja davidii 
O22B 

 

11/05/2013 

 

Online Atlas of Vascular Plants 

2012-2020 
- Medium  - 

Giant Hogweed Heracleum 

mantegazzianum 

O22B 

 

30/04/2009 

 

National Invasive Species 

Database 
Regulation S.I. 477 (Ireland) High  - 

Japanese Knotweed Fallopia japonica 
O22B 

 

30/04/2009 

 

National Invasive Species 

Database 
Regulation S.I. 477 (Ireland) High  - 

Least Duckweed Lemna minuta O22B 11/05/2013 
Online Atlas of Vascular Plants 

2012-2020 

- 

 
Medium  - 

Birds 

Barn Swallow Hirundo rustica O22B 31/12/2011 Bird Atlas 2007 - 2011 WA -  Amber 

Black-billed Magpie Pica pica O22B 31/12/2011 Bird Atlas 2007 - 2011 WA -  Green 

Blackcap Sylvia atricapilla O22B 31/12/2011 Bird Atlas 2007 - 2011 WA -  Green 

Blue Tit Cyanistes caeruleus O22B 31/12/2011 Bird Atlas 2007 - 2011 WA -  Green 

Chaffinch Fringilla coelebs O22B 31/12/2011 Bird Atlas 2007 - 2011 WA -  Green 

Coal Tit Periparus ater O22B 

 
31/12/2011 Bird Atlas 2007 - 2011 WA - 

 
 Green 

Common Blackbird Turdus merula O22B 31/12/2011 Bird Atlas 2007 - 2011 WA -  Green 

Common Bullfinch Pyrrhula pyrrhula O22B 31/12/2011 Bird Atlas 2007 - 2011 WA -  Green 

Common Buzzard Buteo buteo O22B 05/07/2020 Birds of Ireland WA -  Green 

Common Pheasant Phasianus colchicus O22B 31/12/2011 Bird Atlas 2007 - 2011 WA; BD -  n/a 

Common Starling Sturnus vulgaris O22B 31/12/2011 Bird Atlas 2007 - 2011 WA -  Amber 

Common Wood Pigeon Columba 

palumbus 
O22B 31/12/2011 Bird Atlas 2007 - 2011 WA; BD -  Green 
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Species Group Name 
Grid 

square 

Date of last 

record 
Database Legal Status Risk 

Cons 

status 

BoCCI 

Status 

Eurasian Collared Dove Streptopelia 

decaocto 
O22B 31/12/2011 Bird Atlas 2007 - 2011 WA  -  Green 

Eurasian Jackdaw Corvus monedula O22B 31/12/2011 Bird Atlas 2007 - 2011 WA -  Green 

Eurasian Jay Garrulus glandarius O22B 30/05/2019 Birds of Ireland WA   Green 

European Goldfinch Carduelis carduelis O22B 31/12/2011 Bird Atlas 2007 - 2011 WA -  Green 

European Greenfinch Carduelis chloris O22B 31/12/2011 Bird Atlas 2007 - 2011 WA -  Amber 

European Robin Erithacus rubecula O22B 31/12/2011 Bird Atlas 2007 - 2011 WA -  Green 

Fieldfare Turdus pilaris O22B 31/12/2011 Bird Atlas 2007 - 2011 WA -  Green 

Great Tit Parus major O22B 31/12/2011 Bird Atlas 2007 - 2011 WA -  Green 

Hedge Accentor Prunella modularis O22B 31/12/2011 Bird Atlas 2007 - 2011 WA -  Green 

Hooded Crow Corvus cornix O22B 31/12/2011 Bird Atlas 2007 - 2011 WA -  Green 

House Martin Delichon urbicum O22B 31/12/2011 Bird Atlas 2007 - 2011 WA -  Amber 

House Sparrow Passer domesticus O22B 31/12/2011 Bird Atlas 2007 - 2011 WA -  Amber 

Long-tailed Tit Aegithalos caudatus O22B 31/12/2011 Bird Atlas 2007 - 2011 WA -  Green 

Mistle Thrush Turdus viscivorus O22B 31/12/2011 Bird Atlas 2007 - 2011 WA -  Green 

Pied Wagtail Motacilla alba yarrellii O22B 16/01/2016 Birds of Ireland WA -  Green 

Redwing Turdus iliacus O22B 31/12/2011 Bird Atlas 2007 - 2011 WA -  Red 

Rock Pigeon Columba livia O22B 31/12/2011 Bird Atlas 2007 - 2011 WA; BD -  Green 

Rook Corvus frugilegus O22B 31/12/2011 Bird Atlas 2007 - 2011 WA -  Green 
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Species Group Name 
Grid 

square 

Date of last 

record 
Database Legal Status Risk 

Cons 

status 

BoCCI 

Status 

Song Thrush Turdus philomelos O22B 31/12/2011 Bird Atlas 2007 - 2011 WA -  Green 

White Wagtail Motacilla alba O22B 31/12/2011 Bird Atlas 2007 - 2011 WA  -  n/a 

Wren Troglodytes troglodytes O22B 31/12/2011 Bird Atlas 2007 - 2011 WA   Green 

Terrestrial Mammals 

(Native) 

Eurasian Badger Meles meles O22B 31/12/2007 Badger Setts of Ireland WA, BC  lc  

Eurasian Red Squirrel Sciurus vulgaris O22B 17/01/2016 Mammals of Ireland 2016-2025 WA, BC  lc  

Red Deer Cervus elaphus O22B 16/07/2015 
Atlas of Mammals in Ireland 2010-

2015 
WA  lc  

Red Fox Vulpes vulpes O22B 10/11/2017 Mammals of Ireland 2016-2025 -  lc  

West European Hedgehog Erinaceus 

europaeus 
O22B 05/07/2014 Mammals of Ireland 2016-2025 WA, BC  lc  

Amphibian Common Frog Rana temporaria O22B 08/07/2020 Amphibians and reptiles of Ireland WA, HA  lc  

 

*Codes used in the ‘legal status’ column are as follows: HD – species that are protected under Annexes II, IV or V of the EC Habitats Directive 1992; BD – species that are listed 

on the EC Birds Directive; WA - species that are protected under the Wildlife Act 1976 (as amended); OSPAR – species listed by OSPAR as threatened and/or declining; FPO 

– species listed on the Flora Protection Order 2015, which receive protection under the Wildlife Act 1976 (as amended); FA – species protected by the Fisheries Acts 1959 to 

2006 

** Codes in the ‘conservation status’ column refer to national red lists, using the following supplementary categories: RE (regionally extinct), CR (critically endangered), EN 

(endangered), VU (vulnerable), NT (near-threatened), lc (least concern), dd (data deficient) or N.A. (not assessed).  

*** With the exception of terrestrial mammals, species with “near-threatened”, “least concern”, “data deficient” and “not assessed” conservation status are not listed. The 

conservation status of non-native flora and fauna is not listed.  

**** BoCCI status is based on Gilbert et al. (2021). Birds of Conservation Concern in Ireland 4: 2020–2026. Only amber and red-listed species are shown.
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1. INTRODUCTION 

1.1 Background 
Kate McNutt was commissioned to undertake an in-depth botanical survey of an area of proposed 

development in Carrickmines Great by EnviroGuide Consulting. This is an area of just over 3ha, lying 

to the immediate west of the local road ‘Springfield Lane’ and the Carrickmines Equestrian centre and 

Springfield Stud farm, and to the east of the Glenamuck Road South and Cairnbrook and Glenamuck 

Cottages housing estates. 

 

The proposed development area comprises a single large, improved field, subsuming a small area of 

wet grassland and wet woodland and scrub in its western part, a sprawling unstructured and scrubby 

hedgerow along the south-western boundary where it borders a row of back gardens belonging to 

Glenamuck Cottages, a long intact and mostly native hedgerow that also spreads out with blackthorn 

scrub in parts, follows its eastern boundary where it borders Springfield Lane, and two perpendicular 

small treelines in the northwest where the site borders a private garden. A deep straight drain follows 

the eastern boundary, and a drain/modified stream meanders through the small area of wet woodland 

and scrub in the western section. The proposed development includes several rows of houses that will 

occupy most of the space (including the area of wet woodland), as well as several landscaped green 

areas, roadways, and pathways. A habitat survey and ecological assessment has already been 

conducted by EnviroGuide in 2021, providing both a desk study identifying records of flora, fauna, or 

habitats of conservation interest from the locality of the survey area, as well as a base map of habitats, 

treelines, and hedgerows.  However, a further in-depth botanical survey and assessment, especially 

of the hedgerows was deemed appropriate to better inform the site plan design and management 

recommendations. The hedgerow appraisal will follow a modified version of the Hedgerow Appraisal 

methodology outlined in Foulkes et al. (2013) which has been used across Ireland as part of national 

efforts to systematically survey hedgerows. 

 

1.2 Aims 
The aims of the survey were to:  

1. Habitat map to level 3 of Fossitt (2000), supported with species lists and relevés.  

2. Identify any Annex I habitat. 

3. Assess hedgerow significance according to an adapted form of the method outlined in The 

Heritage Council’s ‘Hedgerow Appraisal System’ (Foulkes et al. 2013). 

4. Present management recommendations for the hedgerows. 

 

1.3 Statement of Authority 
Kate McNutt is an experienced ecologist with over ten years of experience in ecological survey and 

research, with an expertise in botanical surveying. She holds a first-class honours degree in Ecology 

from the University of East Anglia. She has a post graduate diploma in Geographic Information Systems 

from the University of Ulster, and a Masters in Conservation and Rural Development from the 

University of Kent, both passed with distinctions. She also has a post graduate certificate in Higher 

Education from the University of Kent. She worked for six and a half years as a full-time ecologist with 

BEC Consultants Ltd, during which time she spent about 15 months of fieldwork on the National Survey 
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of Native Woodlands and over 20 months on the Irish Semi-Natural Grasslands Survey. Other 

significant project involvements during that time included the National Survey of Upland Habitats, and 

the Monitoring of Annex I woodland habitats. Kate has since regularly worked for BEC Consultants Ltd. 

as a freelance ecologist, notably being involved in both 2021 and 2020 in surveying and assessing the 

threats and impacts on Annex I woodland habitats in Northern Ireland on two different projects on 

behalf of the Department of Agriculture, Environment and Rural Affairs (DAERA). Kate has also 

recently worked for BEC Consultants Ltd. as part of both the preliminary pilot in 2019, and main project 

commenced in 2021, of the National Fen Survey, as well as the monitoring of Annex I grasslands. A 

further project involvement with relevance to the current project, this time as an employee of FERS 

Ltd. in 2014, includes the digitisation of Coillte woodland types from aerial photograph interpretation, 

with associated ground-truthing fieldwork, as part of the hen harrier project. 

 

2. METHODOLOGY 

2.1 Desk Study 
Initially, a review of the existing EcIA (Enviroguide Consulting 2021) and a further desk study of 

pertinent information was conducted.  

 

Soils data and river flow data, were reviewed from the Environmental Protection Agencies website 

(https://gis.epa.ie/EPAMaps/), and various environmental data were reviewed on the GeoHive map 

viewer (http://map.geohive.ie/mapviewer.html), such as contours and historic flood plains and flood 

points. 

 

Aerial photography and satellite imagery relating to the site was examined, including a time series of 

aerial photographs dating back to 2005 as available on Google Earth Pro (available for download here: 

https://www.google.com/earth/download/gep/agree.html?hl=en-GB), and a time series of aerial 

photographs that extend back to 2000 and 1995 on the GeoHive map viewer (see link above).  

 

The hedgerows and treelines as identified by the original ecological survey were re-digitised and 

assigned numbers. Two thirty metre stratified random transects were allocated per hedgerow. Whilst 

it is one single hedgerow, the hedgerow along the western border was divided into three sections, 

reflecting structural variation, so as to allow a more in-depth coverage by botanical transects. When 

it is pertinent to refer to this hedgerow as a single unit, it is referred to as H2/3/4. Stratified random 

transect starting points were calculated and assigned using the method described in Foulkes et al. 

(2013) (see Figure 1 for location of transects). To determine these 30m random strips (transects) to 

be floristically surveyed in the field; 3 random numbers between 0 (m) and the total length (m) of 

hedgerow, minus 60m, was generated using the RANDBETWEEN random number function of MS 

Excel, this allowed two strips to be surveyed with no overlap (see Foulkes et al. 2013).  

 

Following the field survey, first edition OS (mid 1800s) and second edition OS (early 1900s) maps, were 

consulted to determine the historical significance of the hedgerows surveyed. Historical maps are 

available at the National Townland and Historical Map Viewer 

https://gis.epa.ie/EPAMaps/
http://map.geohive.ie/mapviewer.html
https://www.google.com/earth/download/gep/agree.html?hl=en-GB
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(https://geohive.maps.arcgis.com/apps/webappviewer/index.html?id=9def898f708b47f19a8d8b708

8a100c4). 

 

The Historic Environment Viewer was also referred to for determining the historical significance of the 

hedgerows surveyed (https://maps.archaeology.ie/HistoricEnvironment/). 

 

2.2 Field Methodology 

2.2.1 Habitat survey method 

A survey of the proposed development site was carried out on the 5th, 6th and 7th of April 2022. An 

additional brief visit was conducted on the 3rd of June. An android mobile device enabled with built-in 

GPS and mobile data connectivity, and loaded with Microsoft Excel and QField GIS software, was used 

to record data and to navigate the site. The habitat mapping exercise had regard to the ‘Best Practice 

Guidance for Habitat Survey and Mapping’ (Smith et al., 2010) published by the Heritage Council.  

 

The entire area was thoroughly walked and for every [vegetated] polygon that had been pre-digitised, 

a list of vascular species was made with each species frequency assessed according to the DAFOR scale 

(dominant, abundant, frequent, occasional, rare), particularly frequent bryophytes were also recorded 

(see Appendix I).  Any necessary adjustments to the mapping to reflect habitat on the ground were 

made whilst in the field using the QField app. Waypoints and photos were used to record observations 

on hydrological features (e.g., streams and ditches), evidence of management, problematic species, 

or species of conservation importance. Habitats were categorised according to the Heritage Council’s 

‘A Guide to Habitats in Ireland’ (Fossitt, 2000), hereafter referred to as GHI, to level 3.  

 

A total of ten relevés were recorded to represent the variation of habitats within the site. Recording 

relevés allows robust support for classification decisions. This involves recording the percentage cover 

of all vascular plant species and bryophytes within a specific area, the exact area being dependent on 

habitat type but ranging from 4m2 to 400m2. Vegetation structure, soil type, topographical, 

hydrological, and historical features (such as banks and ditches) were also recorded for each relevé, 

as well as any indications of management or of the current grazing regime, including by wild deer (see 

Appendices II through to XII for overview of relevé data). Additional data relating to stem sizes and 

regeneration, as well as the presence of dead wood larger than 20cm, was also collected in the wet 

woodland relevé, to allow tentative condition assessment of that habitat as outlined by O’Neill & 

Barron (2013) and Perrin et al. (2008a), although four relevés are required for a robust condition 

assessment, in this case the woodland parcel was too small to contain so many relevés (see Appendix 

XII for condition assessment data). For relevé locations see Figure 1., for relevé descriptions see Table 

1. 

 

https://geohive.maps.arcgis.com/apps/webappviewer/index.html?id=9def898f708b47f19a8d8b7088a100c4
https://geohive.maps.arcgis.com/apps/webappviewer/index.html?id=9def898f708b47f19a8d8b7088a100c4
https://maps.archaeology.ie/HistoricEnvironment/
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Figure 1. Habitat map showing GHI categories for the non-linear habitats on site. The locations of the ten relevés recorded on site are indicated. White labels indicate the 
polygon numbers. Polygon 25 is GA1 with some species of calcareous grassland, whilst polygons 26, 27, 28 and 29 are GA1 with high ruderal species. 

13 
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Table 1. Location and summary descriptions of the ten relevés recorded within the development area. 

Relevé 
# 

Relevé 
size 

GHI 
Habitat 

Code 

GHI Habitat 
Name 

Annex I 
habitat 

Grid reference 
(IRENET) 

Relevé location and description summary 

1 4m2 GS4 Wet grassland None 
721423.40369 
723137.61657 

Located in the main area of wet grassland that appears to be seasonally flooded, it contains a diverse 
suite of wetland herbs, grasses, sedges and rushes. 

2 4m2 GA1 
Improved 

agricultural 
grassland 

None 
721461.92997 
723097.59172 

Located on a gentle slope in the south of the main field. Has some species typical of semi-natural dry 
grassland, including several positive indicators for the Annex I habitat 6210 (Semi-natural dry 
grasslands & scrub facies on calcareous substrates). 

3 400m2 WN6 
Wet willow-

alder-ash 
woodland 

None 
(Affinity 
to 91E0) 

721390.98649 
723174.43766 

Located in the west of the site. Grey willow dominates the canopy and brambles dominate the ground 
flora. There are several positive indicators for the Annex I habitat 91E0 (alluvial forests with Alnus 
glutinosa and Fraxinus excelsior) by a drain. 

4 4m2 GA1 
Improved 

agricultural 
grassland 

None 
721436.69779 
723195.08983 

Located in a patch of grassland amidst bramble scrub in the northwest of the site, this species poor 
plot is dominated by creeping buttercup, reflecting high nutrient-levels associated with the horses that 
must tend to shelter among the brambles. 

5 4m2 GS2 
Dry meadows 

and grassy 
verges 

None 
721358.17625 
723142.26558 

Located in an ungrazed area in the far west of the site adjacent to a dumping ground. This is a rank 
sward that is semi-natural in character but fairly low in species diversity. 

6 25m2 ED2 
Spoil and bare 

ground 
None 

721372.10548 
723115.34479 

Located in an area that has been levelled by heavy machinery in the west of the site, this is mostly bare 
ground. Typical early colonising species are present at low levels, notably an orchid (not identified to 
species level) was found in the relevé. 

7 25m2 ED2 
Spoil and bare 

ground 
None 

721542.91479 
723190.94224 

Representative of several small patches of bare ground and/or sand and gravel located around the 
main field, early colonisers are evident, including sea-milkwort. 

8 25m2 WS1 Scrub None 
721500.9637 

723107.02874 
Located in the blackthorn scrub spreading out from the hedgerow along the western boundary. Typical 
hedgerow herbs flourish beneath the blackthorn scrub.  

9 25m2 WS1 Scrub None 
721432.80264 
723006.99562 

Located in dense brambles in the most southerly point of the site, species diversity is very low. 

10 4m2 GA1 
Improved 

agricultural 
grassland 

None 
721440.36433 
723018.72695 

Located in the southernmost area of the field, this is a low diversity plot, reflective of the majority of 
the improved grassland on the site. Meadow buttercup and creeping buttercup are the predominant 
herbs, with some broad-leaved dock. 

 



1 
 

2.2.2 HAB survey method 

The survey conducted was an adaptation of the approach given in the Woodlands of Ireland’s 

Hedgerow Appraisal System (Foulkes et al. 2013). It was necessary to modify the approach as the 

objective of Foulkes et al. (2013) was to devise a national database of hedgerows whereby samples 

from 1 km² areas are surveyed, rather than hedgerows associated with a particular site. As such, just 

the attributes recorded by Foulkes et al. (2013) which went towards assessing hedgerow significance 

were considered. The following criteria were included: 

• adjacent land use 

• history 

• links to semi-natural habitat and/or designated sites 

• construction of the hedgerow (ditches, banks, walls) 

• structure/condition 

• species present 

 

Species data were collected from ten non-concurrent 30 m strips of hedgerow selected on a stratified 

random sample basis during the desk survey. Rather than comprehensively recording all species 

present along a transect, a set list of species is provided in a checklist by Foulkes et al. (2013). 

 

The data collected in the field was used, together with the desktop review, to assess the significance 

of each hedgerow present, using the following criteria (after Foulkes et al. 2013): 

• Historical significance  

• Species diversity significance  

• Ground flora significance  

• Structure, condition, and associated features  

• Habitat connectivity  

• Landscape significance  

 

For each of the above criteria the significance of the hedgerow in question is ranked on a scale of 0 to 

4 where 0 is of low significance, 1 is slightly significant, 2 is moderately significant, 3 is significant and 

4 is highly significant. A score of 4 in any of the criteria overall, a cumulative score of ≥6 in the historical, 

species diversity or structure criteria or a cumulative score of ≥16 across all criteria overall would 

indicate a highly significant hedgerow. However, hedgerows with lower scores can still be of value in 

a local context (Foulkes et al. 2013).   
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The field data collected was also used to assess the condition of each hedgerow based on the following 

criteria (after Foulkes et al. 2013):  

• Structural variables  

• Continuity  

• Negative indicators/degradation/issues affecting long term viability etc.  

 

The condition of the hedgerow is ranked on a scale of 0 to 3, where 0 is unfavourable, 1 is adequate, 

2 is favourable and 3 is highly favourable. The higher the score, the more favourable the condition of 

the hedgerow in question.  A score of 0 in any category is indicative of a hedgerow that is in an 

unfavourable condition overall at present (Foulkes et al. 2013). 

 

2.2.3 91E0 condition assessment method to inform classification of 91E0 

The block of wet woodland was assessed for its classification of the Annex I habitat 91E0 alluvial 

forests with Alnus glutinosa and Fraxinus excelsior (Alno-padion, Alnion incanae, Salicion albae). To 

contribute to such an assessment, a modified condition assessment of alluvial woodland was applied 

to the single wet woodland relevé. The condition assessment method requires four relevés, so a 

robust condition assessment was not possible. An assessment of the condition of a block of 91E0 is 

normally based upon a selection of criteria at both individual plot level and across a four-plot level 

(see Table 2 and Table 3 respectively). Field sheets for this method as provided by O’Neill and Barron 

(2013) can be viewed in the appendix XIII.  

 

-For the assessment at the individual plot level, there are ten criteria, eight of which must pass for the 

individual plot to pass. These criteria include counting the number of both target and positive indicator 

species for 91E0. This list is also useful for identifying the 91E0 habitat and can be seen in Table 4. For 

convenience, these species have been highlighted in Table 4 and are further presented in Table 6. 

Other criteria include the cover of negative species, the structure of the woodland, and signs of over-

grazing. 

 

-For the assessment at the four-plot level there are an additional four criteria related to the size of 

target species, presence of dead wood, and regeneration. 

 

-For an overall pass indicating favourable condition across the site, normally all four plots must pass 

at the individual level, as well as all four criteria at the four-plot level also passing. Should one plot fail, 

or, one of the criteria at the four-plot level fail, then an amber, or ‘unfavourable – inadequate’, 

assessment should be awarded, whilst more than that merits a fail, i.e., ‘unfavourable – Bad’. 
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Figure 2. Habitat map showing the linear habitats on site. The transect locations where floral data was captured for the Hedgerow Assessment are shown. Some features 
that influence the significance of hedgerows are also shown.
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Table 2. Assessment criteria at the individual plot level for 91E0 woodlands. 

Assessment criterion   91E0 target for pass  

1. Positive indicator species  At least 1 target species 

   >6 positive species 

2. Negative species cover ≤10% cover of plot  

3. Negative species regeneration   Absent 

4. Median canopy height ≥7 m  

5. Total canopy cover ≥30% of plot  

6. Proportion of target species in canopy  ≥50% of canopy  

7. Native shrub layer cover 10 - 75% of plot  

8. Native dwarf shrub/field layer  ≥20% of plot, height ≥20cm 

9. Bryophyte cover ≥4%  

10. Grazing pressure All 5 indicators absent  

 

Table 3. Assessment criteria at the four-plot level for 91E0 woodlands. 

Criterion  Target for pass  

1. Target species size class distribution  At least 1 of each size class present over all 4 plots  

2. Target species regeneration  At least 1 sapling >2 m tall over all 4 plots  

3. Other native tree regeneration  At least 1 sapling >2 m tall in 2 or more plots  

4. Old trees & dead wood  At least 3 from any category (DBH >20 cm)  

 

Table 4. List of positive indicator species for 91E0 (O’Neill and Barron, 2013) 

Scientific name Common name  Scientific name Common name 

 Target tree species    Herbs and ferns   

Alnus glutinosa Common alder  Agrostis stolonifera* Creeping bent 

Fraxinus excelsior* Ash  Angelica sylvestris* Wild angelica 

Salix cinerea * Grey willow  Carex remota* Remote sedge 

Other Salix sp. Other willows  Filipendula ulmaria** Meadowsweet 

Other woody species    Galium palustre Marsh bedstraw 

Betula pubescens * Downy birch  Iris pseudacorus** Flag iris 

Crataegus monogyna* Hawthorn  Lycopus europaeus Gypsywort 

Solanum dulcamara Woody nightshade  Mentha aquatica Water mint 

Viburnum opulus Guelder rose  Phalaris arundinacea Reed canary grass 

   Ranunculus repens* Creeping buttercup 

   Rumex sanguineus* Wood dock 

   Urtica dioica* Nettles 

   Mosses and liverworts   

   Calliergonella cuspidata** Pointed Spear-moss 

   Climacium dendroides Tree climacium moss 

   Thamnobryum alopecurum Fox-tail Feather-moss 

*= species present in the wet woodland relevé, shaded green. ** =species not present in the relevé, but recorded in the wet 

woodland polygon, shaded yellow. 
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2.3 The Classification of 91E0 
Alluvial woodlands, 91E0, is a priority Annex I habitat. Several variants of this woodland habitat exist, 

of which riparian forests of Fraxinus excelsior and Alnus glutinosa of temperate and Boreal Europe 

lowland and hill watercourses, habitat 44.3 Alno-Padion (European Commission, 2013; see Appendix 

XIV), are the most common type to be found in Ireland. The European Commission (2013) states that 

all types occur on heavy soils (generally rich in alluvial deposits) periodically inundated by the annual 

rise of the river (or brook) level, but otherwise well-drained and aerated during low water.   

 

Alluvial woodlands correspond to the IVC group ‘WL3 Alnus glutinosa - FIlipendula ulmaria’, 

comprising six subgroups (see Table 1). As noted on the IVC website synopses for these habitats, any 

stands of WL3 along rivers and lakes which are subject to periodic inundation qualify as 91E0. There 

are some rare instances of 91E0 occurring in two further groups, the WL2 Fraxinus excelsior – Hedera 

helix group, and the WL4 Betula pubescens – Molinia caerulea group, in instances where these occur 

in areas of inundation (see Table 1). 

 

The list of positive indicator species for this habitat in Ireland has been redacted by Perrin et al. (2008a) 

and refined by O’Neill and Barron (2013) and is presented in Table 4. It is expected to encounter a 

minimum of six positive indicator species within an area of 91E0 in a favourable condition, with at 

least one target species (Salix spp., Fraxinus excelsior and Alnus glutinosa) making up a good 

proportion of the canopy. Betula spp. and Crataegus monogyna are frequently found, with other tree 

species such as Quercus robur and Ulmus glabra occurring in drier examples of the habitat. Non-native 

species should be no more than occasional, with a cover not exceeding 10%, and preferably absent, 

although an exception is made for gallery woodlands in which non-native species of Salix, such as S. 

fragilis or S. alba, may be frequent.  

 

Such interpretation is reiterated by the NPWS (2013) in their 2013 Article 17 report, which clearly 

distinguishes two main types of 91E0 in Ireland. The first being riparian forests of ash (Fraxinus 

excelsior) and alder (Alnus glutinosa) occurring on heavy soils which are periodically inundated by the 

annual rise of river levels, but which are otherwise well drained and aerated during low water. The 

herbaceous layer includes many tall species such as remote sedge (Carex remota), gypsywort (Lycopus 

europaeus), common nettle (Urtica dioica) and water avens (Geum rivale). They distinguish as a 

second type, gallery forests of tall willows alongside river channels and occasionally on river islands, 

where the tree roots are almost continuously submerged. These are dominated by white willow (Salix 

alba), common osier (S. viminalis) and almond willow (S. triandra), sometimes with grey willow (S. 

cinerea), but alder is relatively rare. 

 

Please note, any of the WL3 Alnus glutinosa - FIlipendula ulmaria woodland types that are 

periodically flooded by a lake or river are considered to qualify as 91E0, regardless of whether 

species diversity and composition reflect an area of 91E0 in a favourable condition 

(https://biodiversityireland.ie/projects/ivc-classification-explorer/). 
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It is not entirely clear as regards how to assign WL3 Alnus glutinosa - FIlipendula ulmaria woodland 

types that demonstrate the vegetative characteristics of 91E0 if those areas are not flooded 

periodically or do not lie upon alluvial deposits but may be influenced by the hydrology of a river. 

O’Neill and Barron (2013, p. 6) state that “Alluvial woodlands in Ireland occur within the hydrological 

system of a river or lake and are usually periodically inundated”. This interpretation suggests that an 

Alluvial woodland need not necessarily fall within the flood zone of a river, albeit this being an atypical 

scenario. Perrin et al. (2008a) allocated the 91E0 designation to wet woodlands in the NSNW according 

to whether the woodland fell within a 20m distance of a river (not having had access to data indicating 

precise flood zones), or which occurred on an alluvial soil according to the EPA Soil and Subsoil 

Mapping Project. 

 

Some further notes of relevance on 91E0 include the following. Wet woodlands do not need to be old 

to be 91E0. Whilst a canopy of 7m or greater is preferable, as is a presence of dead or senescent wood 

greater than 20cm (O’Neill and Barron, 2013), these are not preconditions for assignment as 91E0, as 

noted by Denyer (2017) in her own analysis of 91E0 in the NSNW database. Further, wet woodlands 

often occur as small fragments or as narrow strips. The median polygon size for 91E0 in the NSNW 

was 3.1ha, with a minimum polygon size of 0.1ha. Often these occur as narrow strips along rivers. 

 

This habitat has suffered considerable historic losses and is highly fragmented.  Non-native and 

invasive species especially sycamore (Acer pseudoplatanus) and beech (Fagus sylvatica), and 

problematic native species such as bramble (Rubus fruticosus) and common nettle (Urtica dioica) (a 

consequence of under grazing) are regarded as the main pressures impacting this habitat.  In their 

2013 Article 17 report, the NPWS assess the overall status of 91E0 as ‘Bad’ due to these ongoing 

pressures and highly fragmented nature of this habitat. 

 

2.4 Plant species nomenclature  
Vascular plant nomenclature will follow that of the New Flora of the British Isles. 3rd Edition. (Stace, 

2010). The bryophyte nomenclature will follow that laid out in the Mosses and Liverworts of Britain 

and Ireland: a field guide (British Bryological Society, 2010).  

 

2.5 Limitations 
The weather preceding the survey dates was relatively dry, and all areas of the development site were 

accessible at the time of survey. The survey dates in early April are not ideal for capturing all species 

present, however are within the standard acceptable timeframe for general botanical field surveying 

and more than sufficient to complete the objective of habitat classification and hedgerow assessment. 

There were therefore no major limitations in relation to survey work. 
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3.  RESULTS 
 

3.1 Desk Study Results 
The site lies on deep well-drained acid mineral soils. There is no nearby alluvial deposits and the closest 

river shown on the EPA maps lies half a kilometre from the site. There is no data indicating historical 

flooding near the site. 

 

The nearest wet woodland to the site is Loughlinstown wood, located several kilometres downstream 

from the survey site. There does not appear to be any wet woodland upstream of the site. There is 

hedgerow connectivity to both Dingle Glen, a dry valley that is in the process of revegetating with 

scrub and woodland, and a small parcel of woodland that is also evident on the first edition OS maps. 

These can be seen in Figure 2. 

 

Examining the time series of aerial photographs and satellite imagery, the woodland on site appears 

to be very young, appearing as seemingly diminutive scrub as recently as 2000. Unfortunately, there 

is insufficiently clear imagery to determine presence or status of the woodland any earlier than this. 

 

3.2 Field Study Results 

3.2.1 Habitats overview 

The final habitat map can be seen in Figure 1. The species list for the mapping polygons (scored as 

DAFOR) can be seen in Appendix I. Across the site, a total of 146 vascular species was recorded (this 

counts an orchid species and bamboo species that remain unidentified), and 13 bryophyte species, a 

macro lichen and a charophyte (a total of 161 species).  A total of 13 positive indicator species for 91E0 

were recorded across the woodland area (including two primary target species). Butterfly-bush, 

winter heliotrope and Cotoneaster were the most significant negative species across the site. 

 

A total of thirteen habitats were mapped across the site (see Table 5). Ten habitats were mapped as 

polygons, of which GA1 (Improved agricultural grassland), WS1 (Scrub), WN6 (wet woodland) and GS4 

(wet grassland) formed over 90% of the surveyed area. Most linear habitats comprise WL1 

(hedgerows), there being only two short WL2 (Treelines) within the survey area. The water course 

traversing the wet woodland area is rather intermediary between a drain and a lowland river, the 

watercourse apparently being rather heavily modified. 
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Table 5. Habitats on site, their area and percentage of total area surveyed. 

GHI Habitat Code GHI Habitat Name 
Area 

(m2/m)  

Percentage of 
area/length surveyed 

(%) 

Habitats mapped as polygons 

GA1 Improved agricultural grassland 15957.4 52.8 

WS1 Scrub 7535.1 24.9 

WN6 Wet willow-alder-ash woodland 2782.6 9.2 

GS4 Wet grassland 1210.4 4.0 

GS2 Dry meadows and grassy verges 949.2 3.1 

ED2 Spoil and bare ground 946.2 3.1 

BL3 Buildings and artificial surfaces 440.1 1.5 

ED5 Refuse and other waste 199.9 0.7 

ED3 Recolonising bare ground 160.4 0.5 

ED1 Exposed sand, gravel or till 24.7 0.1 

Habitats mapped as linear features 

Hydrological features 

FW4 Drainage ditches 337 77.5 

FW4/FW2 
Drainage ditches/ Depositing lowland 

rivers 
98 22.5 

Hedgerows/treelines 

WL1 Hedgerows 403 88 

WL2 Treelines 56* 12 

             *A further 35m of Lawson’s cypress treeline in the northwest of the site remained unsurveyed. 

 

 

3.2.2 Classification of the wet woodland 

I do not make the assessment that the woodland is the Annex I 91E0, although certain aspects lie in 

the realm of interpretation. An ecologist who was taking an inclusive approach and applying the 

precautionary principle, may decide to designate this small woodland parcel as the Annex I habitat 

91E0 alluvial woodland. 

 

3.2.2.1 Flooding as a criteria 

The woodland is categorised in the Irish Vegetation Classification system as WL3D, Grey Willow – 

Common Nettle woodland. Any of the WL3 Alnus glutinosa - FIlipendula ulmaria woodland types that 

are periodically flooded by a lake or river are considered to qualify as 91E0, regardless of whether 

species diversity and composition reflect an area of 91E0 in a favourable condition, hence assessing 

the status of flooding is important. 

Assessment of periodic flooding by a lake or river: 
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-The woodland is not located on or near a well-established river or brook, the watercourse having 

more the character of a drain. 

-The soils and bedrock data does not indicate the presence of alluvial deposits on or near the site. 

-The closest river that is mapped by the EPA is nearly half a kilometre away. 

-The water course traversing the western portion of the site where the wet woodland is located does 

not show signs of regularly flooding, although occasional seasonal flooding is possible. This is indicated 

by the wet grassland extending out from the woodland parcel which I would expect is maintained by 

occasional seasonal flooding. It is unclear if this watercourse is a drain or a lowland river, it is certainly 

highly modified, being straightened for half of its length within the survey area. 

 

3.2.2.2 Vegetation and species indicative of 91E0 

It is expected to encounter a minimum of six positive indicator species within an area of 91E0 in a 

favourable condition, with at least one target species (Salix spp., Fraxinus excelsior and Alnus 

glutinosa) making up a good proportion of the canopy. 

 

This woodland had ample willow (a target species) and had a total of nine indicator species present in 

the relevé, with twelve being present in the woodland polygon overall (Table 6). However, those 

indicator species were not abundant, or indeed more than rare or occasional in most cases. The overall 

character of the woodland was dry, the topography often elevated from historical rubble piles, and 

species typical of wet substrates were often confined to proximity of the drain. The vegetation does 

not present as typical 91E0, which is more associated with lush vegetation layers. Again, the call on 

this factor is somewhat in the realms of interpretation. Were this parcel attached or located nearby a 

more typical and clear-cut example of 91E0, then it would be reasonable to include this segment as 

91E0. However, isolated as it is, such a call would be more tenuous. 

 

3.2.2.3 Negative indicator species 

Non-native species such as fuchsia (not recorded within the woodland but adjacent to it), butterfly 

bush and winter heliotrope have been introduced from the dumping activity on the parcel (Table 6)., 

and the problematic native species, brambles (and to a lesser extent gorse), are abundant in the 

ground layer (a consequence of under-grazing). This does not preclude a woodland from being 

assessed to be 91E0. Non-native and invasive species and problematic native species such as bramble 

are recognised as significant threats to alluvial woodlands. However, it is another factor to take into 

consideration. It is worth noting that the presence of rubbish and dangerous piles of rubble would 

prevent controlled grazing management unless those are cleared up. 

 

3.2.2.4 Mature trees and dead wood 

There was an absence of both mature trees and of dead wood (see Appendix XII). This is expected in 

a good quality alluvial woodland. The woodland is not old. Looking at aerial photo and satellite imagery 

time series, the 2000 aerial photo especially, the parcel was very scrubby in the recent past (and still 

is really in parts). However, 91E0 does not need to be old, but it is certainly a factor to bring into 

consideration if there is no historical presence of similar habitat. 
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3.2.2.5 Size and connectivity 

The woodland is very small (2782.6 m2) and is not connected with any other wet woodland with the 

exception of being upstream of Loughlinstown Wood. Again, 91E0 has historically been highly 

fragmented and so this is not sufficient grounds to dismiss a parcel of woodland as not being 91E0, 

but again it is another factor to take into consideration. 

 

3.2.2.6 Conclusion regarding 91E0 status 

Although sufficient positive indicator species are present, and whilst none of the above factors on 

their own can be used to eliminate a woodland from being considered as alluvial woodland 

necessarily, as a whole, the recent development of the woodland, its tiny size, its overall rather dry 

character, the dominance of brambles (and gorse), the rather dubious status of the drain as being a 

stream and a source of alluvial deposits and flooding, the marked lack of connectivity to other 

examples of alluvial woodland, the absence of very typical lush alluvial woodland ground vegetation, 

leads me to make the assessment that it should not be considered as 91E0. 

 

Table 6. The positive and negative indicator species for 91E0 recorded in the woodland area. 

Positive indicator species for 91E0 Negative indicator species for 91E0 

Species names Common names Species names Common names 

Trees   Trees   

Betula pubescens* Downy birch Tilia cordata Small-leaved lime 

Crataegus monogyna* Hawthorn   

Fraxinus excelsior* Ash   

Salix cinerea* Grey willow   

Low woody/climbers   Low woody/climbers   

  Buddleia davidii Butterfly-bush 

Herbs   Herbs   

Angelica sylvestris* Wild angelica Petasites fragrans Winter heliotrope 

Filipendula ulmaria Meadowsweet     

Iris pseudacorus Flag iris     

Ranunculus repens* Creeping buttercup     

Rumex sanguineus* Wood dock     

Urtica dioica* Nettles     

Sedges and grasses       

Carex remota* Remote sedge     

Agrostis stolonifera* Creeping bent grass     

Mosses       

Calliergonella cuspidata       

 

3.3 Condition assessment of the wet woodland as “91E0” 
The results of the condition assessment can be seen in Appendix XII. Whilst there is incomplete data 

for conducting a full assessment, the overall condition assessment for the 91E0 woodland would likely 

be Amber (unfavourable – inadequate), due to a lack of dead or senescent wood.  
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3.4 Qualification as hedgerows 
Not all treelines and hedgerows will qualify to be considered a hedgerow under the Foulkes et al. 

(2013) methodology. Foulkes et al. (2013) tend towards an inclusive definition of what should be 

considered a hedgerow under their methodology. They start with the following definition: 

“Linear strips (4m wide or less) of woody plants with a shrubby growth form that cover more than 

25% of the length of a field or property boundary that have been deliberately established or 

managed. They often have associated banks, walls, ditches (drains), or trees” (Murray and Foulkes 

2006, as cited in Foulkes et al. 2013, p. 26). 

 

They further include hedges that have developed into lines of trees which no longer display a shrubby 

growth form (remnant hedgerows). They describe a remnant hedgerow as the remains of what used 

to be a hedge, and which has no consistent profile. A remnant hedge is generally indicated by a 

(broken) line of mature or senescent plants in tree, rather than shrub form.  These almost invariably 

have a high percentage of gaps, although may have bits of shrubby growth (including brambles) along 

its length.  They importantly note that once the remains of a hedge covers <25% of a boundary, it is 

no longer classed as remnant and is not recorded (see Foulkes et al. 2013, page 31). 

 

In order to maintain consistency with other habitat surveys in the Republic of Ireland, they further 

include hedgerows meeting the following definition of Fossitt (2000): 

Hedgerows WL1: Linear strips of shrubs, often with occasional trees, that typically form field or 

property boundaries. Dimensions of hedgerows are taken here as being mainly less than 5m high and 

4m wide. When wider or taller than this, or dominated by trees, the habitat should be considered as 

a narrow strip of scrub or woodland, or as a treeline - WL2. Some hedgerows may be overgrown or 

fragmented if management has been neglected, but they should still be considered in this category 

unless they have changed beyond recognition. Linear strips of low scrub are included in this category 

if they occur as field boundaries. 

 

Within the Foulkes et al. (2013) methodology it should be noted that brambles are not considered as 

forming a hedge as such, an extent of a hedgerow occupied only by brambles is considered as a gap 

in the hedge. 

 

There are 403 m of WL1 hedgerow and 91m of WL2 treeline (56m of which was surveyed) within the 

proposed development area. All hedgerows and treelines that were surveyed were assessed as being 

‘hedgerows’ according to the above definitions. The eastern boundary was divided into three sections 

(H2, H3 and H4) reflecting structural variation along the hedgerow, each being assessed with two 

transects. See Figure 2 to view the locations of hedgerows and survey transects, and see Table 7 for 

the location and a brief description of each ‘hedgerow’ 
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Table 7. Location and description of surveyed hedgerows. 

Hedgerow 
code 

GHI 
code 

Grid 
reference 
(IRENET) 

Length 
(m) 

Location Short description of hedgerow/treeline 

H1 WL1 
721411 
723037 

68 
South westerly boundary bordering a 
row of back gardens of the 
Glenamuck Cottages housing estate 

Blackthorn forms a thick band of scrub along this irregular and loosely formed 
hedgerow. The main shrub component is elder, with some butterfly bush. Most of 
the willow and ash have a DBH >7cm, so not shrub strictly speaking, although the 
grey willow can form dense shoots in places, as does holly. Ivy is frequent in the 
canopy, and brambles are abundant. Cotoneaster is occasional and daffodil is also 
present. Ground flora components include stinging nettles, hogweed, creeping and 
meadow buttercup, wood dock, wood-avens and wood sorrel. Significant piles of 
rubbish are frequent along the wooden fence that borders the Glenamuck cottages. 

H2 WL1 
721481 
723043 

155 
Southern segment of the eastern 
boundary 

Hawthorn and holly are the main components of this hedgerow, with brambles being 
dominant along its length. Butter-fly bush is evident here. Stinging nettles are also 
indicative of nutrification. 

H3 WL1 
721535 
723143 

106 

Central segment of the eastern 
boundary where blackthorn scrub 
spreads into the main field of the 
survey site 

Holly and hawthorn follow the hedgerow here, underlain by dense brambles, whilst 
the most prominent feature of this segment of the hedgerow is the dense blackthorn 
scrub that spreads out into the improved grassland of the survey area. A relevé 
completed in this area indicates that the ground flora beneath the blackthorn scrub is 
relatively diverse. Cleavers indicate nutrification. There is a horse chestnut sapling. 

H4 WL1 
721574 
723217 

74 
Northern segment of the eastern 
boundary 

As elsewhere along this hedgerow, hawthorn and holly are predominant, although 
elder, gorse and horse chestnut also feature. brambles are dense and cleavers and 
nettles indicate nutrification. 

H5 WL2 
721429 
723210 

56 
North-western boundary bordering 
the private garden of a detached 
house 

This treeline has a high proportion of non-native species, and natives such as 
pendulous birch have likely been planted in. Being a boundary with a private garden, 
many of the shrubs are exotic. These include cherry laurel and red robin, as well as a 
significant number of Lawson’s cypress. The native dogwood is also present here, 
whilst being native, this species can spread vigorously in areas of woodland and 
become problematic. 

Unsurveyed WL2 
721397 
723188 

35 
Further north-western boundary 
bordering the private garden of a 
detached house 

A dense treeline comprising Lawson’s cypress. 
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3.5 Scoring the ‘significance’ of hedgerows 
The Foulkes et al. (2014) system is based on ranking the significance of hedges on a scale of 0-4 (0 

being lowest) in five categories: Historical Significance, Species Diversity Significance, Structure, 

Construction and Associated Features, Habitat Connectivity Significance and Landscape Significance. 

A score of 4 in any category indicates a hedge of high significance (Heritage Hedgerow). Hedges can 

also be considered of high significance (Heritage Hedgerows) if they record a cumulative score of 6 or 

greater in the Historical, Species Diversity or Structural Categories, or a cumulative score of 16 or 

greater over the five categories. These hedges should be considered as high priority in terms of 

retention, management action, etc. Hedges recording lower scores may still be of value depending on 

the context. It should be noted that the term Heritage Hedge does not afford the hedge any additional 

protection but highlights the significance attached to it.  

 

Hedgerows 2, 3 and 4 were scored as a single hedgerow (hereafter referred to as hedgerow 2/3/4), 

the boundary having only being split into smaller segments to allow a finer scale recording of floristic 

data. 

Table 8 shows the boundaries that were assessed ranked according to their cumulative score for 

significance. A more in-depth break-down of significance scores for the three hedgerows/treelines can 

be seen in Table 9, whilst Table 10 shows the key variables that led to the scores. All three 

hedgerows/treelines receive an overall score of “High Significance”, meaning that they should all 

be considered as “Heritage Hedgerows”.  

 

Hedgerow 2/3/4 has an especially high significance due to being connected to woodland that was 

present on the 1st Edition OS Map, as well as being connected to a designated feature on the Sites 

and Monuments Record (SMR) and being connected to a designated site featuring woodland (Dingle 

Glen) (see Figure 2). This hedgerow also has high cumulative scores. 

 

The SMR feature in question is a granite boulder, containing a socket for a cross, located in the front 

garden of a modern house, on the lands of Springfield Farm towards the northern extent of the 

hedgerow. It is level with the ground (boulder dims. L 0.76m, Wth 0.35m, D 0.23m). The socket is 

rectangular in plan (L 0.35m, Wth 0.20m, D 0.02m). According to the Schools Survey (1937, referenced 

in the Historic Environment Viewer) in the Irish Folklore Commission, there was a tradition that the 

cross was buried somewhere in the immediate vicinity (Item DU026-018 on the Historic Environment 

Viewer, 2018). Meanwhile, Dingle Glen is a dry valley formed as a glacial lake overflow channel. While 

this Glen was formerly cleared of vegetation, a woodland cover is now regenerating.  

 

Hedgerow 1 has a high significance due to running along the townland boundary and due to having a 

high species diversity. Whilst not recorded as such in this report due to the hedgerow somewhat losing 

integrity before connecting to hedgerow 2/3/4, it could also be argued that it connects to hedgerow 

in the Historical and Species Diversity Categories. 

 

Hedgerow 3 only has high significance due to having the minimum cumulative score of 6 in the 

Historical and Species Diversity Categories.  
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Table 8. Boundaries ranked according to their cumulative score for “significance”, shown with the overall score. 

Boundary 
Code 

Cumulative 
Score for 

Significance 

Overall 
Significance 

H2/3/4 16 High 

H1 11 High 

H5 8 High 

 

Table 9. Results for the assessment of significance for the assessed hedgerows, green highlights criteria 
warranting a high score. 

Significance Scoring Criteria Boundary code    

  H1 H2/H3/H4 H5 

1. Historical Significance High (4) High (4) Significant (3) 

2. Species Diversity Significance High (4) Significant (3) Significant (3) 

3. Ground Flora Significance Slightly (1)  Low (0) Low (0)  

4. Structure, Construction & Associated Features Low (0) Significant (3) Low (0) 

5. Habitat Connectivity Significance Moderate (2) High (4) Moderate (2) 

6. Landscape Significance Low (0) Moderate (2)  Low (0)  

Cumulative scores in criteria 1, 2 & 4 8 10 6 

Cumulative score across all criteria 11 16 8 

Overall score High (4) High (4) High (4) 

 

Table 10. Specific criteria leading to significance scores, green highlights high scoring criteria. Species counts 
average between transects. SMR = Sites and Monuments Record. 

Significance 
Scoring Criteria 

Boundary code     

  H1 H2/H3/H4 H5 

1. Historical 

Boundary present on 
1st Edition OS Map, 
Townland boundary; 

farm boundary 
 
  

Boundary present on 
1st Edition OS Map; 

farm boundary; 
connected 

to woodland on 1st 
Edition O.S. map; 
connects to SMR 
feature, roadside 

Boundary present on 
1st Edition OS Map, 

farm boundary  

2. Species Div. 9 6.5 7.5 

3. Ground Flora 2 1.3 0.5 

3. Ferns 1.5 0.3 0.5 

4. Structure None 
Wall / Bank 0.5 - 1m; 

Wet Ditch / Drain 
None 

5. Habitat Links 

Multiple links with 
semi-natural habitats, 

including other 
hedgerows 

Link with designated 
area, particularly 

woodland 

Multiple links with 
semi-natural habitats, 

including other 
hedgerows 

6. Landscape  Mature Trees  
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3.6 Scoring the ‘condition’ of hedgerows 
The condition of the hedgerow is ranked on a scale of 0 to 3, where 0 is unfavourable, 1 is adequate, 

2 is favourable and 3 is highly favourable. The higher the score, the more favourable the condition of 

the hedgerow in question.  A score of 0 in any category is indicative of a hedgerow that is in an 

unfavourable condition overall at present (Foulkes et al. 2013). Table 11 presents a breakdown of the 

condition assessment scores and Table 12 presents the specific criteria that were used to assess the 

condition. 

 

As can be seen, all the hedgerows have been allocated an Unfavourable condition assessment. Whilst 

all three hedgerows scored well as regards structural variables, such as width, height, and having an 

over-grown profile, they all score poorly in the negative indicators criteria. 

 

Hedgerow 1 has some bank degradation along its length, and it includes the invasive species sycamore, 

butterfly-bush, and Cotoneaster. Whilst not actually scored as a criterion in the Foulkes et al. (2013) 

methodology, it also contains significant amounts of domestic waste dumped over the fence from the 

adjacent housing estate. 

 

Hedgerow 2/3/4 scores unfavourably due to having a high amount of ivy in the canopy, having greater 

than 20% coverage of stinging nettles, cleavers, and broad-leaved dock along its length, indicating 

nutrient enrichment, and it also contains the invasive species winter heliotrope and butterfly-bush, 

although the former is not frequent. 

 

Hedgerow 5 scores unfavourably as greater than 10% of woody growth volume is comprised of 

unfavourable species such as fir, Lawson’s cypress, cherry laurel, green privet, and small-leaved lime. 

Whilst not listed on the unfavourable list in the Foulkes et al. (2013) methodology, the non-natives 

red robin is certainly not listed as a favourable species. Further, the cherry laurel is considered as an 

invasive species. 

 

Raw data used in the hedgerow appraisal may be viewed in Appendices XVI and XVII. 
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Table 11. Results for the assessment of condition of the assessed hedgerows, unfavourable scores are 
highlighted in pink. A score of 0 in any category represents a hedgerow in Unfavourable Condition. 

Condition Assessment 
Criteria 

Hedgerow code     

  H1 H2/H3/H4 H5 

Structural variables  
Highly favourable 

(3) 
Highly favourable 

(3) 
Highly favourable 

(3) 

Continuity Favourable (2) Favourable (2) Favourable (2) 

Negative indicators/ 
Degradation 

Unfavourable (0) Unfavourable (0) Unfavourable (0) 

Overall score Unfavourable (0) Unfavourable (0) Unfavourable (0) 

 

 

Table 12. Specific criteria that led to the assessment of condition scores. Criteria leading to unfavourable scores 
are marked in pink. 

Condition Assessment Criteria Hedgerow code     

  H1 H2/H3/H4 H5 

Structural variables        

Height 5-10m 3 - 5m 5-10m 

Width >3m >3m 1-2m 

Profile 
Remnant; 

Overgrown/ 
irregular 

Overgrown/ 
irregular, top 

heavy / undercut 

Overgrown/ 
irregular 

Basal density Semi-opaque 
Semi-opaque; 

dense / opaque 
Semi-opaque 

Continuity variables        

% Gaps < 5 % gaps < 5 % gaps < 5 % gaps 

Specific gaps 
Individual gap 

<5m  
Individual gap 

<5m  
Individual gap 

<5m 

Negative indicators variables        

Degradation of bank /wall 
>20%  

degraded  
Minor 

degradation  
N/A  

% Canopy dominated by ivy   >25%    

Unfavourable spp. composition    
>10% of woody 

growth  
> 20% Showing herbicide use       

> 20% Nutrient rich species  Yes    

Presence of alien invasives Yes   Yes   Yes 

Degraded Margin  

(grassy) margin 
(2m or 

greater on one 
side of the 

hedge)   

(grassy) margin 
(2m or 

greater on one 
side of the 

hedge)  

(grassy) margins (2 
m or 

greater on both 
sides of the 

hedge) 
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3.7 Boundary descriptions 

3.4.1 H1 Elder, willow, ash, with blackthorn scrub 

This boundary barely qualifies as a hedgerow, 
there is a loose line of trees and shrub formed 
along the actual boundary, whilst blackthorn 
scrub spreads outwards into the improved 
grassland on the northern edge. The shrub 
presents little meshing or horizontal shrubby 
growth, leading to a very open vegetation 
structure. A timber fence runs along the 
southern side where the hedgerow runs up 
against a row of housing estate back gardens. 
This boundary appears on the 1st edition OS 
maps, and runs along the townland boundary, 
gaining it high historical significance.  
 
Somewhat mature ash and grey willow are 
prominent along this hedgerow, and holly and 
elder are also significant. Blackthorn scrub 
sprawls outwards into the improved 
grassland of the survey area. Butterfly-bush, 
Cotoneaster and sycamore are present, 
gaining this hedgerow an unfavourable 
condition assessment. There is significant 
dumping of domestic waste over the fence 
from the housing estate. 
 

Overall significance: High 
Overall condition: Unfavourable 
 

 
Figure 3. Remnant hedgerow lined by a buffer of 

blackthorn scrub (H1). 

 

 

3.7.2 H2/3/4 Hawthorn hedgerow with blackthorn scrub 

Hawthorn and holly are prominent along this 
hedgerow. Ash and elder are also frequent, 
and a broad band of blackthorn scrub spreads 
out along much of its length. The eastern side 
of the hedgerow follows a deep ditch that is 
wet for part of its length, and a local road. Ivy 
is dense within the hedgerow canopy in 
places, and honeysuckle and dog rose also 
scramble through the hedgerow canopy. 
Whilst not boasting a high species diversity, 
there is nonetheless a decent hedgerow 
ground flora present, especially within the 
blackthorn scrub. This boundary appears as a 
boundary on the first edition OS maps, it 
connects to a feature on the Sites and 
Monuments Records, and it connects to a 
wooded proposed National Heritage Area 
(pNHA), and to a woodland that appears on 
the first edition map. As such it has high 
significance. Some winter heliotrope and 
butterfly-bush are found along its length, but 
they are not frequent. 
 

Overall significance: High 
Overall condition: Unfavourable 
 

 

Figure 4. Photo of southern portion of hedgerow 
H2/3/4. 
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3.7.3 H5 Treeline with exotic shrubs along private garden  

There are a mix of trees and shrubs along this 
short treeline that adjoins the site to a private 
garden. Lawson’s cypress are quite dense 
along one part, whilst cherry laurel forms a 
dense thicket elsewhere. Green privet and 
red robin are further non-native shrubs 
present. Whilst a native species, dogwood is 
present in the hedgerow, and it can invade 
and form dense thickets in natural habitats 
such as wet woodlands. Small-leaved lime, 
and an Abies species (fir) are non-native trees 
present. The native pendulous birch and black 
poplar are occasional along the treeline and 
have likely been planted in from garden 
centre stock. Native trees present that are 
likely more naturally occurring include grey 
willow, ash, and downy birch. Brambles, as 
always, are frequent, and dog rose is also 
found to scramble through the hedge. This 
treeline continues around the corner of the 
land boundary as a line of dense Lawson’s 
cypress. 
 
 

Overall significance: High 
Overall condition: Unfavourable 
 

 
Figure 5. Photo of hedgerow H5, much of the trees and 

shrubs are non-natives, and some are invasives. 

 

4.  MANAGEMENT RECOMMENDATIONS 
 

4.1 General Management Recommendations for hedgerows 
-Remove non-native and invasive species where possible. Butterfly-bush, winter heliotrope and 

Cotoneaster are especially problematic species that could be targeted. Some of the locations of non-

native and invasive species are indicated in Figure 6 (the item marked as unknown was likely a very 

young emerging Calystegia sepium, however there is a small possibility it was Japanese knotweed). 

-Any cutting of hedgerows should be conducted between 1st September and 28th February.  

-If hedgerows are to be cut, avoid annual cutting/trimming of hedgerows, instead leave a two-to-

three-year gap between cuts to allow natural thickening of hedgerows. 

-Occasionally replant native species in hedgerows (hawthorn is ideal), especially in any gaps that may 

form. 

-If possible, allow a buffer around hedgerows without development. This allows the biodiversity 

benefits to be maximised through the verge grassland and spread of hedgerow species. It also protects 

the root systems of the hedgerows themselves. A 3-4m buffer would be ideal, otherwise a 1-2m buffer 

can also suffice. 

-Manage the grassy verges of hedgerows in a way that is sympathetic to pollinators. Cutting the grass 

at the start and at the end of the summer period, for example, would allow the flowers to complete 

their reproductive cycles, not only providing forage for pollinators, but also permitting annual plants 

to renew the seedbank. Avoid the use of herbicides, pesticides, and fertilisers in proximity to the 

hedgerows and their margins if possible.
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Figure 6. The locations of various non-native species are shown.  
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4.2 Management Recommendations for Hedgerow H1 
-If possible clear out the rubbish that has been dumped over the fences.  

-Remove non-native and invasive species. Butterfly-bush and Cotoneaster are the main issue along 

this hedgerow (see Figure 6). A kapuka bush is straddling private property and it is likely unviable to 

remove this. A clump of daffodils could be removed. Sycamore also occurs along this hedgerow. Whilst 

this is a naturalised invasive species, it does bring ecological benefits, being one of the best functional 

ecological replacements for ash (in anticipation of ash die-back greatly reducing the ash population), 

hence removal of sycamore is low priority/undesirable. 

-This is a very unstructured hedgerow that would benefit greatly from relaying with native species. 

Hawthorn, elder, holly and grey willow are ideal as these are the already naturally occurring species 

along this hedgerow. Occasional larger trees such as rowan, ash or oak would also add extra 

biodiversity benefits (as well as aesthetic benefits). 

 

4.3 Management Recommendations for Hedgerow H2/3/4 
-Remove non-native and invasive species. Butterfly-bush and winter heliotrope are the main concern. 

There are also a couple of young horse chestnut trees along the hedgerow that could be removed. As 

with the sycamore, this non-native has become naturalised and does provide some benefits, so 

removal of such is low priority. 

-Rejuvenate the hedgerow by relaying any gaps in the hedging. Hedgerows benefit from on-going 

maintenance and occasional relaying of gaps. Planting in species such as hawthorn will help maintain 

the thickness of the hedgerow. Hawthorn, holly, elder and crab apple are ideal for replanting. Also 

including some larger tree species such as ash, rowan or oak would add additional wildlife benefits. 

-Retain the drain. No doubt this would be left untouched anyway. 

-Retain the blackthorn scrub that is spreading out from this hedgerow line. Relevé 8 shows that 

hedgerow species thrive within the blackthorn scrub, and it is doubtless a valuable habitat for breeding 

birds and other wildlife. 

-If possible, allow for a 3-4m buffer around this hedgerow. This hedgerow had the greatest cumulative 

“significance” value out of all three boundaries assessed in this report, retaining a sufficient buffer will 

help assure the integrity and character of the hedgerow is maintained, besides also allowing additional 

biodiversity benefits from the retention of grassy verges. 

 

4.4 Management Recommendations for Hedgerow H5 
I imagine that there is not much freedom to modify this hedgerow/treeline due to it straddling a 

neighbouring private property, with the non-native species on this boundary being rooted in the 

garden, outside of the site. If the woodland were staying in place, I would say to monitor and control 

any spread of dogwood, cherry laurel, or other non-natives into the woodland area, however 

according to current plans it looks as though there will be houses placed there. If it were possible to 

modify this treeline (and its continuation around the corner as a Lawson’s cypress treeline), I would 

say to remove all the non-native species and to freshly relay as native hedgerow, however this is likely 

unfeasible due to its straddling of private property. An alternative option could be to plant a native 

hedgerow in front of the existing row of bushes and trees, hence creating a double hedgerow. The 
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native species would allow greater value for wildlife than the existing predominance of laurel, red 

robin, and Lawson’s cypress. 

 

4.5 Other Management/Mitigation Recommendations 

4.5.1 Pond creation 

A charophyte was recorded in the wet grassland (polygon 17) near the woodland edge. These algae 

are generally restricted to hard-water lakes and pools and are of conservation interest. They 

reproduce and persist within the seedbank in the form of oospores. Creation of a pond (either allowing 

contact with the natural seed bank or transferring soil from the wet grassland are into the created 

pond) may allow this species to persist within the site.  

 

4.5.2 Wet grassland species 

An interesting suite of natural wet grassland species occurs in polygon 17 and 18. Polygon 17 contains 

species such as meadowsweet*, black sedge*, square-stemmed St. John’s wort, lesser spearwort*, 

purple loosestrife, ragged robin, bog stitchwort, brooklime, blue sedge*, hairy sedge, hard rush, 

floating sweet grass, and the moss Calliergonella cuspidata. Some of these (marked with an asterisk) 

are positive indicator species for high quality wet grassland (the Annex I habitat ‘Molinia meadows on 

calcareous, peaty, or clayey-silt-laden soils (Molinion caeruleae) 6410) and it is recommended to retain 

them on site, if possible, either through direct retention of the habitat, or through retention of the 

top layer of sods, or top layer of soil (as shallow as possible, no more than 10cm) where the roots and 

seed bank are stored. Sods/topsoil could be stored (separate from any other topsoil) and used to 

surface and subsequently vegetate swales or other “wet” areas in the landscape plan, such as around 

a pond or any slumping areas or depressions that are likely to flood or to retain a damp substrate. 

Alternatively, if the area of wet grassland can be retained intact to some extent, then this is clearly 

ideal. 

 

4.5.3 Dry grassland species 

Relevé 2 recorded the GA1 semi-improved grassland type that occurs in the site on the gentle slopes 

of the main field. Species more typical of GS1 dry calcareous grassland were found to occur, with some 

species being positive indicators for the Annex I habitat 6210 ‘semi-natural dry grasslands and 

scrubland facies on calcareous substrates (Festuco-Brometea) (*important orchid sites). These include 

black knapweed, smooth hawk's- beard, cat’s ear, autumn hawkbit, bird’s foot trefoil*, ribwort 

plantain, selfheal, bulbous buttercup*, red clover, field woodrush, and spring sedge*. Asterisk 

indicates positive indicators for 6210, spring sedge being a high-quality positive indicator. Polygon 12 

in Figure 1 indicates the extent, more or less, of the semi-improved grassland with these species. It 

has been found that the large majority of viable seeds of a grassland occur in the top 1 or 2cm of soil 

in dry grassland. If it were possible to conduct some precision soil removal of the top couple of 

centimetres (or up to 10cm to allow for technical feasibility) for storage and later replacement when 

creating the green areas in the landscaping, it may be possible to retain some of those valuable 

species. As with the wet grassland, if the area of improved grassland containing species more typical 

of GS1 can be retained intact to some extent, then this is also an alternative effective option. Note 

that polygons 26, 27, 28, and 29 (also improved grassland), are patches containing especially high 

levels of ruderal species, such as broad-leaved dock, silverweed, creeping buttercup and stinging 

nettles, soil from these areas are not desirable for retention. 
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4.5.4 Additional Notes on Hedgerow Laying and Maintenance 

-Bare-root stock can be planted between the end of October and the end of March.  Generally, it’s 

best to plant early in the season, before January, to allow the plants more time to establish a 

network of feeder roots before the onset of spring. 

 

-Never plant during freezing weather or if the ground is waterlogged.  Ideally plant on a still, moist 

day, to minimise root drying and stress to the plants. 

 

-If it is possible, it is better to plant in species of local provenance, although this may not always be 

feasible, although species such as grey willow can be readily reproduced from local cuttings. At the 

very least trees should be purchased from a company growing their stock within Ireland, such as 

Future Forests in West Cork. Imported tree stock has been responsible for the introduction of 

invasive species such as New Zealand flatworm and likely expedited the spread of ash dieback in the 

country. 

 

-A good rule of thumb is to plant species that already occur in hedgerows in the area.  These are more 

likely to thrive in the local climate and soils and to be in keeping with the character of the landscape. 

Frequent species in the existing hedgerows on site include hawthorn, holly, ash, grey willow, and 

downy birch. 

 

- Hedgerows planted in a double staggered row tend to be better for wildlife than single rows as they 

are wider and provide more shelter and habitat.  Indeed, the wider the hedgerow the better.  As a 

guide, it is suggested that at least 40cm is left between each row and that 4-6 plants are planted per 

metre.  

 

-Having visited the site, it is unlikely that grazing stock, rabbits, hares, or deer will pose pest issues for 

any newly planted hedging. However, this can be monitored, and tree protection put in place if 

deemed necessary to protect young plants from pests. Otherwise, tree protection is a waste of money 

and source of plastic pollution. 

 

-It is easier to plant hedgerow trees at the same time as the hedgerow rather than leaving it until later. 

 

-A strip of grassland at least 2m wide on either side of any newly planted hedgerow will greatly 

increase its value for wildlife, particularly if it contains a good range of herbs and other plants.  Grassy 

margins will also help to protect the hedgerow from sprays and fertilisers.  Try and avoid spreading 

fertilisers on the margins, and only use herbicides to spot control weeds (or ideally not at all).  Ideally, 

try and manage each margin in two halves. Cut the half closest to the hedgerow only once every few 

years to encourage tussocky grass, and the other half annually after mid-July. 

 



23 
 

-Encourage flowers and grasses at the base and margins. Hedges with plenty of vegetation at the base 

support lots of wildlife. Flowers like primroses and knapweed provide nectar and pollen for bees and 

other beneficial invertebrates, while tussocky grasses provide safe places for beetles, spiders, and the 

like during the winter. Frogs like dense growth at the base of hedgerows for food, cover, and places 

to hibernate. 

 

-When planting up gaps in an existing hedgerow, great care has to be taken to ensure the new plants 

are not shaded out by existing plants.  Hard pruning or even coppicing adjacent shrubs may be helpful.  

In any case, control of competitive vegetation for the first few years is essential (Natural England, 

2008). 
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APPENDIX I. DAFOR scores for the species lists for each survey polygon. 
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Annex I habitat                     

Latin name Common name                                     

Trees 
 

                                    

Abies sp. Fir                  r 

Acer pseudoplatanus Sycamore                         r     r     

Aesculus hippocastanum Horse chestnut   r                     r   r       

Betula pendula Silver birch                  r 

Betula pubescens Downy birch                     r   o           

Buddleia davidii Butterfly bush                 o   r     r   r     

Chamaecyparis lawsoniana Lawson’s cypress   r           r           r         r  

Crataegus monogyna Hawthorn                             f r     

Fraxinus excelsior Ash                             o o   r 

Ilex aquifolium Holly                 r       r   r o     

Pinus sylvestris Scot’s pine 
               

r 
  

Populus nigra Black poplar                  r 

Prunus domestica European plum                r   

Prunus spinosa Blackthorn             r     o         a o     

Salix cinerea Grey willow           r         r r a f   o f   

Sambucus nigra Elder                 r         o o o   r 

Tilia cordata Small-leaved lime                         r           

Low woody/climber                                       

Calystegia sepium Woodbine                   r     r   r       

Cordyline australis Cabbage palm 
       

r 
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Polygon Number 
  

3/5 4 6 7/8/9 10 11 
12/25- 

29 13 15/14 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 
Cornus sanguinea Dogwood               o                      

Cotoneaster sp. Cotoneaster                               o     

Griselinia littoralis Kapuka                
 

              r      

Hedera helix Ivy                   o     f o a f f r 

Ligustrum ovalifolium Green privet               r                     

Lonicera periclymenum Honeysuckle                   f         o     r 

Photinia sp. Red robin        r           

Prunus laurocerasus Cherry laurel 
                 

o 

Rosa arvensis Field rose                   r                 

Rosa canina Dog rose                         r           

Rubus fruticosus agg. Brambles     o   o o r r o f     f d a a a f 

Ulex europaeus Gorse           o     r o     o   o     o 

Herbs                                       

Angelica sylvestris Wild angelica                         r           

Anthriscus sylvestris Cow parsley                   r                 

Arum maculatum Lords-and-ladies   r             r r     r   r r r   

Bamboo (species unknown) Bamboo                 r                   

Bellis perennis Daisy             r         r             

Capsella bursa-pastoris Shepherd's purse r                                   

Cardamine flexuosa Wavy bittercress   r                 r           r   

Cardamine pratensis Lady's smock   r         r       o f             

Centaurea nigra Knapweed             r                       

Cerastium fontanum Mouse ear r   o o     o       o               

Chamerion angustifolium Rose bay willowherb         o         r r   r   r r o r 

Chrysanthemum vulgare Tansy   o                                 

Cirsium arvense Field thistle     r       r   r     r       r     

Cirsium palustre Marsh thistle                     o o             

Cirsium vulgare Spear thistle r       r   r   r     r             
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Polygon Number 
  

3/5 4 6 7/8/9 10 11 
12/25- 

29 13 15/14 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 
Crepis capillaris Smooth Hawk's-beard             o     r                 

Digitalis purpurea Fox glove             r                 r     

Dipsacus fullonum Teasel                 r                   

Epilobium obscurum Short-fruited Willowherb                               r     

Epilobium parviflorum Hoary willowherb                     o r           r 

Filipendula ulmaria Meadow sweet             r       o   f       r   

Fuchsia magellanica Fuchsia           r                         

Fumaria officinalis Drug fumitory   o                                 

Galium aparine Cleavers   r     r       o f     o o o o   o 

Galium verum                               r       

Geranium dissectum Cut-leaved Crane's-bill   r                                 

Geranium robertianum Herb robert                         o           

Geum urbanum Wood-avens                         o     o     

Heracleum sphondylium Hogweed r       o   r     o     o o o r r o 

Hypericum tetrapterum Square-stalked St John's-
wort 

                    o r             

Hypochaeris radicata Cat's-ear o     r     r               r       

Iris pseudacorus Flag iris                     r   r           

Lathyrus pratensis Meadow vetchling                     r               

Leontodon autumnalis Autumn Hawkbit o     r     o                       

Lotus corniculatus Bird's foot trefoil             o                       

Lysimachia maritima Sea-milkwort r                                   

Lythrum salicaria Purple loosestrife                     o               

Mycelis muralis Wall lettuce r     r r               r           

Narcissus pseudonarcissus Daffodil                               r     

Odontites verna Red bartsia   o             r                   

Orchidacea sp. Orchid   r                                 

Oxalis acetosella Wood sorrel                               r     

Petasites fragrans Winter heliotrope           r             r           
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Polygon Number 
  

3/5 4 6 7/8/9 10 11 
12/25- 

29 13 15/14 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 
Plantago lanceolata Ribwort plantain o     o     f   o   o   r           

Plantago major Broadleaf plantain r     r     r                       

Potentilla anserina Silverweed     r       o       o             o 

Potentilla erecta Tormentil             r                       

Potentilla reptans Creeping Cinquefoil       o   r                       r 

Prunella vulgaris Selfheal             r           r           

Ranunculus acris Meadow buttercup r   o o     o o 0 o o   r   r o f   

Ranunculus bulbosus  Bulbous buttercup             o                       

Ranunculus ficaria Lesser celandine       o           r f o o     r     

Ranunculus flammula Lesser spearwort             r       o o             

Ranunculus repens Creeping buttercup o o f   f   o a o f f f     r o o f 

Rumex acetosa Common sorrel r     o     r       o o     r       

Rumex crispus Curly dock r           r   o   o o             

Rumex obtusifolius Broad-leaved dock o o o   f   o f o r o     o r   r o 

Rumex sanguineus Wood dock                           o r o o   

Sagina procumbens Procumbent pearlwort                     o r             
Senecio aquaticus Water ragwort             r                       

Senecio jacobaea Ragwort o o o o o   r       o o             

Senecio vulgaris Groundsel    o                             r   

Silene flos-cuculi Ragged-robin             r       o r             

Sisymbrium officinale Hedge mustard   r             r                   

Sonchus oleraceus Smooth sow thistle r     r           r                 

Spergula arvensis Corn spurry r                                   

Stellaria alsine Bog stitchwort                     o               

Stellaria graminea Lesser Stitchwort r     r     r                       

Stellaria holostea Greater Stitchwort                   r         r       

Stellaria media  Chickweed o     r o   r               r       

Taraxacum officinale Dandelion r     o o r f r     r         r     

Teucrium scorodonia Wood sage             r                       
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Polygon Number 
  

3/5 4 6 7/8/9 10 11 
12/25- 

29 13 15/14 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 
Trifolium dubium Lesser trefoil r                                   

Trifolium pratense Red clover o     o     o         o r           

Trifolium repens White clover o           f   0   o               

Tripleurospermum 
inodurum 

Scentless Mayweed   r                                 

Tussilago farfara Colt's foot               r         r           

Urtica dioica Stinging nettle   o o   f r r r   f     o o o o o f 

Verbascum thapsus Great mullein   r                                 

Veronica beccabunga Brooklime               r     o               

Veronica chamaedrys Germander speedwell                 o   r               

Veronica montana Wood speedwell   r             r                   

Vicia sativa Common vetch                 r                 r 

Vicia sepium Bush vetch             r   f o     r   r       

Viola 
riviniana/reicbeichiana 

Violet             r                       

Rushes                                       

Juncus acutiflorus  Sharp-flowered rush                     o               

Juncus articulatus Jointed rush             r       o f             

Juncus bulbosus Bulbous rush                     o               

Juncus effusus Soft rush             r       o               

Juncus inflexus Hard rush                     r   r           

Luzula campestris Field wood-rush             o                       

Sedges                                       

Carex caryophyllea Spring sedge             o           r           

Carex flacca Blue sedge                     o   o           

Carex hirta Hairy sedge                     f o             

Carex nigra Common Sedge              o       o o             

Carex pendula Pendulous sedge                         o           

Carex remota Remote sedge                         o           
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Polygon Number 
  

3/5 4 6 7/8/9 10 11 
12/25- 

29 13 15/14 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 
Grasses                                       

Agrostis stolonifera Creeping bent   o   o       o o o f o o o   o o o 

Alopecurus pratensis Meadow foxtail              r                       

Arrhenatherum elatius False oat-grass                 o o       o         

Dactylis glomerata Cock's-foot     r   o r o   f f r   r   r r     

Elytrigia repens  Couch grass   o                                 

Festuca arundinacea Tall fescue           r     o       r           

Festuca rubra agg. Red fescue                 o   o   r         r 

Glyceria fluitans Floating sweet-grass                     r               

Holcus lanatus Yorkshire fog o o   o o   o f o f f f r           

Lolium perenne Perennial rye grass f r o o f r f f o   o             o 

Poa annua Annual meadow grass o r o o     o o                   o 

Poa trivialis Rough bluegrass   r     o           o   o     r o o 

Horsetails                                       

Equisetum telmeteia Great horsetail                                     

Ferns                                       

Dryopteris dilatata Broad Buckler-fern                             r       

Dryopteris filix-mas Male fern                               r     

Phyllitis scolopendrium Hart's tongue                         o           

Polystichum setiferum Soft shield fern                   r     o   r r     

Pteridium aquilinum Bracken             r                       

Mosses                                       

Amblystegium serpens               r           r           

Attrichum undulatum                               r       

Brachythecium rutabulum               f       o f       o o o 

Bryum rubens               r                       

Calliergonella cuspidata               o       f f f           

Dicranella schreberiana               r                       

Fissidens bryoides                           r           
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Polygon Number 
  

3/5 4 6 7/8/9 10 11 
12/25- 

29 13 15/14 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 

Fissidens taxifolius                           r           

Fissidens viridulus                           r           

Kindbergia praelonga               r           o   f r     

Oxyrrhynchium hians               r                       

Liverworts                                       

Lophocolea bidentata               r                       

Pelea epiphylla                           r           

Lichens                                       

Cladonia sp.                                       

Algae                                        

Charophyte sp.                       r               
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APPENDIX II. Percentage cover scores for the relevé species lists (figures indicate percentage of the relevé area). 
 

Polygon Number   R1 R2 R3 R4 R5 R6 R7 R8 R9 R10 
GHI Habitat type (Fossitt 
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Annex I habitat             

Relevé size (m2)   4 4 40 4 4 25 25 25 25 4 

Latin name Common name                     
Trees                       

Betula pubescens Downy birch     1               

Buddleia davidii Butterfly bush     1               

Crataegus monogyna Hawthorn     0.3               

Fraxinus excelsior Ash   0.1 0.7               

Ilex aquifolium Holly     0.1               

Prunus spinosa Blackthorn               95 0.5   

Salix cinerea Grey willow     60               

Sambucus nigra Elder     0.1               

Tilia cordata Small-leaved lime     1               

Low woody/climber                       

Calystegia sepium Woodbine               0.3     

Hedera helix Ivy     40         65     

Rosa arvensis Field rose     0.1               

Rubus fruticosus agg. Brambles     60   0.3     25 100   

Ulex europaeus Gorse     5   0.3           

Herbs                       

Angelica sylvestris Wild angelica     0.5               

Arum maculatum Lords-and-ladies     0.3               

Capsella bursa-pastoris  Shepherd's purse             0.1       

Cardamine flexuosa Wavy bittercress     0.1     0.3         

Cardamine pratensis Lady's smock 1   0.1         0.1     
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Polygon Number   R1 R2 R3 R4 R5 R6 R7 R8 R9 R10 
Centaurea nigra Knapweed   5                 

Cerastium fontanum Mouse ear           0.3 1       

Chamerion angustifolium Rose bay willowherb 1                   

Chrysanthemum vulgare Tansy           1         

Cirsium arvense Field thistle         0.1 0.3         

Cirsium palustre Marsh thistle 0.3   0.3               

Cirsium vulgare Spear thistle         0.5   0.1       

Crepis capillaris Smooth Hawk's-beard   1                 

Epilobium parviflorum Hoary willowherb 0.3                   

Filipendula ulmaria Meadow sweet 5                   

Fumaria officinalis Drug fumitory           0.5         

Galium aparine Cleavers     1   0.3 0.3   0.3 0.1   

Geranium dissectum Cut-leaved Crane's-bill           0.1         

Geranium robertianum Herb robert     0.5         0.1     

Geum urbanum Wood-avens               0.3     

Heracleum sphondylium Hogweed     3       0.1 30   0.3 

Hypericum tetrapterum Square-stalked St John's-wort 0.3   0.3               

Hypochaeris radicata Cat's-ear   5         0.3       

Lathyrus pratensis Meadow vetchling 0.3         0.3         

Leontodon autumnalis Autumn Hawkbit   1         0.3       

Lotus corniculatus Bird's foot trefoil   0.3                 

Lysimachia maritima Sea-milkwort             0.5       

Lythrum salicaria Purple loosestrife 0.7                   

Mycelis muralis Wall lettuce           0.3 0.1       

Orchidacea sp. Orchid           0.1         

Petasites fragrans Winter heliotrope     1               

Plantago lanceolata Ribwort plantain   3 0.1   0.1   3 0.1   1 

Plantago major Broadleaf plantain           0.1 0.1       

Potentilla anserina Silverweed       0.3           0.1 

Potentilla reptans Creeping Cinquefoil               0.1     
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Polygon Number   R1 R2 R3 R4 R5 R6 R7 R8 R9 R10 
Prunella vulgaris Selfheal   0.3                 

Ranunculus acris Meadow buttercup 15 5 0.3   0.3 0.1 0.3 0.1   7 

Ranunculus bulbosus  Bulbous buttercup   3                 

Ranunculus ficaria Lesser celandine     0.1     0.3         

Ranunculus flammula Lesser spearwort 1     0.1             

Ranunculus repens Creeping buttercup 0.5 5 0.3 50 5 0.3 3 0.1   20 

Rumex acetosa Common sorrel             0.3 0.1   3 

Rumex crispus Curly dock 0.5       0.3 0.3 0.3       

Rumex obtusifolius Broad-leaved dock       10 10 0.3 1     1 

Rumex sanguineus Wood dock     0.3         0.7     

Senecio jacobaea Ragwort   0.7         3       

Senecio vulgaris Groundsel            0.3         

Silene flos-cuculi Ragged-robin 0.5   0.3     0.1         

Sisymbrium officinale Hedge mustard           0.7         

Sonchus oleraceus Smooth Sow thistle           0.1 0.1       

Spergula arvensis Corn spurry             0.1       

Stellaria alsine Bog stitchwort 0.3                   

Stellaria graminea Lesser Stitchwort             0.1     0.7 

Stellaria media  Chickweed       0.3   0.3         

Taraxacum officinale Dandelion 0.1 1       0.1 0.3 0.3   0.5 

Trifolium dubium Lesser trefoil             0.1       

Trifolium pratense Red clover   3         0.3       

Trifolium repens White clover   3   0.3 0.3   1     0.5 

Tripleurospermum inodurum Scentless Mayweed           0.3         

Tussilago farfara Colt's foot     0.5               

Urtica dioica Stinging nettle     0.5     0.1   1 5 0.3 

Veronica chamaedrys Germander speedwell           0.5         

Veronica montana Wood speedwell           0.1         

Vicia sativa Common vetch           0.3   0.1     

Vicia sepium Bush vetch     0.3   7     0.1     
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Polygon Number   R1 R2 R3 R4 R5 R6 R7 R8 R9 R10 
Rushes                       

Juncus acutiflorus  Sharp-flowered rush 3                   

Juncus effusus Soft rush 3   0.1               

Juncus inflexus Hard rush 3   0.1               

Luzula campestris Field wood-rush   3                 

Sedges                       

Carex caryophyllea Spring sedge   1                 

Carex flacca Blue sedge 1                   

Carex hirta Hairy sedge 0.1                   

Carex pendula Pendulous sedge     3               

Carex remota Remote sedge     0.3               

Grasses                       

Agrostis stolonifera Creeping bent 20 50 1 7 30 0.3 5 3   30 

Alopecurus pratensis Meadow foxtail                    5 

Arrhenatherum elatius False oat-grass     0.3   5           

Dactylis glomerata Cock's-foot         25           

Elytrigia repens  Couch grass           3         

Festuca arundinacea Tall fescue         10 3         

Festuca rubra agg. Red fescue 5           0.7       

Glyceria fluitans Floating sweet-grass 30                   

Holcus lanatus Yorkshire fog 20 5 0.3 3 10 0.3 3 0.3   40 

Lolium perenne Perennial rye grass   25   10   0.3 20     10 

Poa annua Annual meadow grass   0.3   0.5   0.3 3     0.1 

Poa trivialis Rough bluegrass 5   1 10   0.3         

Ferns                       

Dryopteris dilatata Broad Buckler-fern     0.3               

Dryopteris filix-mas Male fern               0.1     

Polystichum setiferum Soft shield fern     0.1         0.1     

Mosses                       

Amblystegium serpens       1       0.1       
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Polygon Number   R1 R2 R3 R4 R5 R6 R7 R8 R9 R10 
Attrichum undulatum                 0.1     

Brachythecium rutabulum   1 15 1   3   0.3 0.3     

Bryum rubens               0.1       

Calliergonella cuspidata   20 0.5                 

Dicranella schreberiana               0.1       

Fissidens bryoides       0.1               

Fissidens taxifolius       0.1               

Fissidens viridulus       0.1               

Kindbergia praelonga       0.5         55     

Oxyrrhynchium hians               0.1       

Liverworts                       

Pelea epiphylla       0.3               

Lichens                       

Cladonia sp.                 1     
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APPENDIX III. Relevé 1 overview 
 

Attributes Details  Photo 

Fossitt category GS4     

Annex I category None     

X Coord (IRENET) 721423.4036     

Y Coord (IRENET) 723137.6165     

Date  05/04/2022     

Relevé Area 2 m × 2 m     

Surveyor Kate McNutt     

Altitude 41m     

Soil ID Gley     

Soil moisture regime Frequent inundation     

Hydrological features Standing puddles     

Aspect West     

Topography Lower slope     

Slope 3     

Internal features  None     

Rocks and boulders (%)  0     

Stones and Gravel (%)  0     

Bare Soil (%)  10  Attributes Details 

Dead wood (%)  0  Herb (%)  25 

Litter (%)  0  Low woody species (%)  0 

Litter depth (cm) 0  Field cover (%)  90 

Surface water (%)  0  Field height max (cm) 25 

Field layer (%)  10  Total graminoids (%)  90 

Shrub layer (%)  0  Total Shrub (%)  0 

Canopy layer (%)  20  Sward height (cm) 25 

Bryophyte (%)  21  Management  Grazed by horses 

Lichen cover (%)  0   
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APPENDIX IV. Relevé 2 overview 
Attributes Details  Photo 

Fossitt category GA1     

Annex I category None     

X Coord (IRENET) 721461.9     

Y Coord (IRENET) 723097.6     

Date  05/04/2022     

Relevé Area 4     

Surveyor Kate McNutt     

Altitude 48     

Soil ID Brown earth     

Soil moisture regime Dry     

Hydrological features None     

Aspect West     

Topography Lower slope     

Slope 3     

Internal features  None     

Rocks and boulders (%)  0     

Stones and Gravel (%)  0     

Bare Soil (%)  3  Attributes Details 

Dead wood (%)  0  Herb (%)  30 

Litter (%)  1  Low woody species (%)  0.1 

Litter depth (cm) 1  Field cover (%)  95 

Surface water (%)  0  Field height max (cm) 4 

Field layer (%)  0  Total graminoids (%)  80 

Shrub layer (%)  0  Total Shrub (%)  0.1 

Canopy layer (%)  0  Sward height (cm) 4 

Bryophyte (%)  15  Management  Grazed by horses 

Lichen cover (%)  0   
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APPENDIX V. Relevé 3 overview 
Attributes Details  Photo 

Fossitt category WN6     

Annex I category None     

X Coord (IRENET) 721390.986     

Y Coord (IRENET) 723174.438     

Date  05/04/2022     

Relevé Area 40     

Surveyor Kate McNutt     

Altitude 38     

Soil ID Gley     

Soil moisture regime Partially flooded     

Hydrological features Drain traversing plot     

Aspect None     

Topography Flat (with irregular mounds 
of old debris) 

   

Slope 0     

Internal features  Boulders, rubbish, drain     

Rocks and boulders (%)  10     

Stones and Gravel (%)  0.1     

Bare Soil (%)  0.1  Attributes Details 

Dead wood (%)  0.3  Herb (%)  16 

Litter (%)  80  Low woody species (%)  60 

Litter depth (cm) 5  Field cover (%)   

Surface water (%)  5  Field height max (cm)  

Field layer (%)  90  Total graminoids (%)   

Shrub layer (%)  60  Total Shrub (%)   

Canopy layer (%)  70  Sward height (cm)   

Bryophyte (%)  3  Management  Used as a dump for garden waste 

Lichen cover (%)  0   
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APPENDIX VI. Relevé 4 overview 
Attributes Details  Photo 

Fossitt category GA1     

Annex I category None     

X Coord (IRENET) 721436.7     

Y Coord (IRENET) 723195.1     

Date  05/04/2022     

Relevé Area 4     

Surveyor Kate McNutt     

Altitude 42     

Soil ID Gley     

Soil moisture regime Dry     

Hydrological features None     

Aspect West     

Topography Lower slope     

Slope 2     

Internal features  None     

Rocks and boulders (%)  0     

Stones and Gravel (%)  0     

Bare Soil (%)  20  Attributes Details 

Dead wood (%)  0  Herb (%)  60 

Litter (%)  1  Low woody species (%)  0 

Litter depth (cm) 1  Field cover (%)  80 

Surface water (%)  0  Field height max (cm) 30 

Field layer (%)  0  Total graminoids (%)  30 

Shrub layer (%)  0  Total Shrub (%)  0 

Canopy layer (%)  0  Sward height (cm) 15 

Bryophyte (%)  0  Management  Grazed by horses. Area is likely spot for the horse to shelter from bad 
weather, so nutrification is likely higher than elsewhere in the field. Lichen cover (%)  0   
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APPENDIX VII. Relevé 5 overview 
Attributes Details  Photo 

Fossitt category GS2     

Annex I category None     

X Coord (IRENET) 721358.1762     

Y Coord (IRENET) 723142.2655     

Date  05/04/2022     

Relevé Area 4     

Surveyor Kate McNutt     

Altitude 40     

Soil ID Brown earth     

Soil moisture regime Dry     

Hydrological features None     

Aspect North     

Topography Lower Slope     

Slope 3     

Internal features  None     

Rocks and boulders (%)  0     

Stones and Gravel (%)  0     

Bare Soil (%)  1  Attributes Details 

Dead wood (%)  0  Herb (%)  20 

Litter (%)  55  Low woody species (%)  1 

Litter depth (cm) 20  Field cover (%)  90 

Surface water (%)  0  Field height max (cm) 45 

Field layer (%)  0  Total graminoids (%)  80 

Shrub layer (%)  0  Total Shrub (%)  1 

Canopy layer (%)  0  Sward height (cm) 30 

Bryophyte (%)  0  Management  The area has seemingly been used for waste disposal over the years. 

Lichen cover (%)  0   
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APPENDIX VIII. Relevé 6 overview 
Attributes Details  Photo 

Fossitt category ED2     

Annex I category None     

X Coord (IRENET) 721372.1054     

Y Coord (IRENET) 723115.3447     

Date  05/04/2022     

Relevé Area 25     

Surveyor Kate McNutt     

Altitude 39     

Soil ID Brown earth     

Soil moisture regime Dry     

Hydrological features None     

Aspect None     

Topography Flat     

Slope 0     

Internal features  None     

Rocks and boulders (%)  1     

Stones and Gravel (%)  3     

Bare Soil (%)  95  Attributes Details 

Dead wood (%)  1  Herb (%)  5 

Litter (%)  0  Low woody species (%)  0 

Litter depth (cm) 0  Field cover (%)  7 

Surface water (%)  0  Field height max (cm) 20 

Field layer (%)  0  Total graminoids (%)  4 

Shrub layer (%)  0  Total Shrub (%)  0 

Canopy layer (%)  0  Sward height (cm) 10 

Bryophyte (%)  0  Management  Has been disturbed and landscaped by digger for development. 

Lichen cover (%)  0   
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APPENDIX IX. Relevé 7 overview 
Attributes Details  Photo 

Fossitt category ED2     

Annex I category None     

X Coord (IRENET) 721542.91     

Y Coord (IRENET) 723190.94     

Date  06/04/2022     

Relevé Area 25     

Surveyor Kate McNutt     

Altitude 45     

Soil ID Sandy     

Soil moisture regime Dry     

Hydrological features None     

Aspect West     

Topography Mid slope     

Slope 5     

Internal features  None     

Rocks and boulders (%)  1     

Stones and Gravel (%)  25     

Bare Soil (%)  30  Attributes Details 

Dead wood (%)  0  Herb (%)  15 

Litter (%)  0.1  Low woody species (%)  0 

Litter depth (cm) 1  Field cover (%)  45 

Surface water (%)  0  Field height max (cm) 20 

Field layer (%)  0  Total graminoids (%)  30 

Shrub layer (%)  0  Total Shrub (%)  0 

Canopy layer (%)  0  Sward height (cm) 10 

Bryophyte (%)  0.3  Management  Grazed by horses, this area was potentially exposed by a digger 
previously. Lichen cover (%)  0   
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APPENDIX X. Relevé 8 overview 
Attributes Details  Photo 

Fossitt category WS1     

Annex I category None     

X Coord (IRENET) 721500.964     

Y Coord (IRENET) 723107.029     

Date  06/04/2022     

Relevé Area 25     

Surveyor Kate McNutt     

Altitude 44     

Soil ID Brown earth     

Soil moisture regime Dry      

Hydrological features None     

Aspect West     

Topography Mid slope     

Slope 3     

Internal features  None     

Rocks and boulders (%)  0     

Stones and Gravel (%)  0     

Bare Soil (%)  1  Attributes Details 

Dead wood (%)  0  Herb (%)  33 

Litter (%)  30  Low woody species (%)  25 

Litter depth (cm) 1  Field cover (%)   

Surface water (%)  0  Field height max (cm)  

Field layer (%)  75  Total graminoids (%)  3 

Shrub layer (%)  95  Total Shrub (%)  95 

Canopy layer (%)  0  Sward height (cm) 30 

Bryophyte (%)  55  Management  None 

Lichen cover (%)  1   
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APPENDIX XI. Relevé 9 overview 
Attributes Details  Photo 

Fossitt category WS1     

Annex I category None     

X Coord (IRENET) 721432.803     

Y Coord (IRENET) 723006.996     

Date  06/04/2022     

Relevé Area 25     

Surveyor Kate McNutt     

Altitude 45     

Soil ID Brown earth     

Soil moisture regime Dry     

Hydrological features None     

Aspect West     

Topography Mid slope     

Slope 3     

Internal features  None     

Rocks and boulders (%)  0     

Stones and Gravel (%)  0     

Bare Soil (%)  3  Attributes Details 

Dead wood (%)  0  Herb (%)  5 

Litter (%)  80  Low woody species (%)  100 

Litter depth (cm) 3  Field cover (%)   

Surface water (%)  0  Field height max (cm)  

Field layer (%)  100  Total graminoids (%)   

Shrub layer (%)  0.1  Total Shrub (%)   

Canopy layer (%)  0  Sward height (cm)   

Bryophyte (%)  0  Management  None. Horses graze the field, but they are unlikely to enter the scrub. 

Lichen cover (%)  0   
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APPENDIX XII. Relevé 10 overview 
Attributes Details  Photo 

Fossitt category GA1     

Annex I category None     

X Coord (IRENET) 721440.3643     

Y Coord (IRENET) 723018.7269     

Date  06/04/2022     

Relevé Area 4     

Surveyor Kate McNutt     

Altitude 42     

Soil ID Brown earth     

Soil moisture regime Dry     

Hydrological features None     

Aspect Northwest     

Topography Mid slope     

Slope 3     

Internal features  None     

Rocks and boulders (%)  0     

Stones and Gravel (%)  0     

Bare Soil (%)  1  Attributes Details 

Dead wood (%)  0  Herb (%)  34 

Litter (%)  1  Low woody species (%)  0 

Litter depth (cm) 2  Field cover (%)  99 

Surface water (%)  0  Field height max (cm) 20 

Field layer (%)  99  Total graminoids (%)  85 

Shrub layer (%)  0  Total Shrub (%)  0 

Canopy layer (%)  0  Sward height (cm) 15 

Bryophyte (%)  0  Management  Horse grazing. 

Lichen cover (%)  0   
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APPENDIX XIII. Partial result of the structure and functions assessment for the single wet woodland relevé. 

Criterion Target   Result P/F Result P/F Result P/F Result P/F Total P/F 

Individual Plot Level     R1   R2   R3   R4       

1.Positive species 6 species  11 P           

  Target species (Y/N)  Y P           

2. Negative species cover Total cover ≤10%  3 P          

3. Negative species regen Absent  Absent P          

4. Median canopy height ≥7m  8 P          

5. Total canopy cover ≥30% of plot  90 P          

6. Proportion of target species in canopy ≥50% of canopy  70 P          

7. Native shrub layer cover 10-50%  50 P          

8. Native dwarf shrub/field layer cover ≥20%  60 P          

Native dwarf shrub/field layer height ≥20cm  90 P          

9. Bryophyte cover ≥4%  3 F          

10.Grazing pressure No overgrazing   0 P           

Total passes at individual plot level: 8 criterion each to pass    9 P N/A  N/A  N/A    

Four-Plot level                     Total P/F 

1. Target species DBH At least one of each of 
the three size classes 
present 

7-19.5 cm 20          

  20-29.5cm 3          

  30cm 0           

2. Target species free regeneration ≥1 sapling ≥2m tall   5           

3. Other native tree species free 
regeneration 

≥1 sapling ≥2m tall in 
two or more plots   2           

4. Old trees and dead wood ≥3 from any category 
with dbh ≥20cm 

Old/senesc.       0          

  Standing dd.       0          

    Fallen dd.       0          

    Stumps       0           

Total passes at four-plot level: 3 criterion must pass                     

Overall assessment score:                
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APPENDIX XIV. Field sheets for 91E0 condition assessment  

as provided by O’Neill and Barron (2013) 
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APPENDIX XV. Excerpt from the Interpretation Manual of European Union Habitats 

(2013, P. 115). 

91E0 *Alluvial forests with Alnus glutinosa and Fraxinus excelsior (Alno-Padion, Alnion incanae, 

Salicion albae)  

PAL.CLASS.: 44.3, 44.2 and 44.13 

1. Riparian forests of Fraxinus excelsior and Alnus glutinosa, of temperate and Boreal Europe lowland and hill 

watercourses (44.3: Alno-Padion); riparian woods of Alnus incanae of montane and sub-montane rivers of 

the Alps and the northern Apennines (44.2: Alnion incanae); arborescent galleries of tall Salix alba, S. 

fragilis and Populus nigra, along medio-European lowland, hill or sub-montane rivers (44.13: Salicion 

albae). All types occur on heavy soils (generally rich in alluvial deposits) periodically inundated by the 

annual rise of the river (or brook) level, but otherwise well-drained and aerated during low-water. The 

herbaceous layer invariably includes many large species (Filipendula ulmaria, Angelica sylvestris, 

Cardamine spp., Rumex sanguineus, Carex spp., Cirsium oleraceum) and various vernal geophytes can 

occur, such as Ranunculus ficaria, Anemone nemorosa, A. ranunculoides, Corydalis solida. This habitat 

includes several sub-types: ash-alder woods of springs and their rivers (44.31 - Carici remotae-

Fraxinetum); ash-alder woods of fast-flowing rivers (44.32 - Stellario-Alnetum glutinosae); ash-alder 

woods of slow-flowing rivers (44.33 - Pruno-Fraxinetum, Ulmo-Fraxinetum); montane grey alder galleries 

(44.21 - Calamagrosti variae-Alnetum incanae Moor 58); sub-montane grey alder galleries (44.22 - 

Equiseto hyemalis-Alnetum incanae Moor 58); white willow gallery forests (44.13 -Salicion albae). The 

Spanish types belong to the alliance Osmundo-Alnion (Cantabric atlantic and southeast Iberia peninsula).  

2. Plants: Tree layer - Alnus glutinosa, Alnus incanae, Fraxinus excelsior; Populus nigra, Salix alba, S. fragilis; 

Betula pubescens, Ulmus glabra; Herb layer - Angelica sylvestris, Cardamine amara, C. pratensis, Carex 

acutiformis, C. pendula, C. remota, C. strigosa, C. sylvatica, Cirsium oleraceum, Equisetum telmateia, 

Equisetum spp., Filipendula ulmaria, Geranium sylvaticum, Geum rivale, Lycopus europaeus, Lysimachia 

nemorum, Rumex sanguineus, Stellaria nemorum, Urtica dioica. 

3. Corresponding categories  

United Kingdom classification: "W5 Alnus glutinosa-Carex paniculata  

woodland", "W6 Alnus glutinosa-Urtica dioica woodland)" and "W7 Alnus glutinosa-Fraxinus excelsior-

Lysimachia nemorum woodland".  

       German classification: "43040401 Weichholzauenwald mit  

weitgehend ungertörter Überflutungsdynamik", "43040402 Weichholzauenwald ohne Überflutung", 

"430403 Schwarzerlenwald (an Fließgewässern)", "430402 Eschenwald (an Fließgewässern)", "430401 

Grauerlenauenwald (montan, Alpenvorland, Alpen).  

Nordic classification: "2234 Fraxinus excelsior-typ" and "224 Alskog".  

4. Most of these forests are in contact with humid meadows or ravine forests (Tilio-Acerion). A succession 

towards Carpinion (Primulo-Carpinetum) can be observed. 

5. Brunet, J. (1991). Vegetation i Skånes alm- och askskogar. Sven. Bot. Tidskr. 85:377-384. 
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APPENDIX XVI. Hedgerow appraisal data 
Boundary code H1 H2 H3 H4 H5 

Surveyor(s) KMN KMN KMN KMN KMN 

Date of Recording 7/04/22 7/04/22 7/04/22 7/04/22 7/04/22 

Start node to start of 1st 30m 
strip (m) 

0 14 36 8 0 

End of 1st 30m to start of 2nd 
30m (m) 

8 33 4 3 0 

End of 2nd 30m to End Node (m) 0 45 6 3 0 

CONTEXT           

Corine Land Cover Classification 
Discontinuous 
urban fabric 

Discontinuous 
urban fabric 

Discontinuous 
urban fabric 

Discontinuous 
urban fabric 

Discontinuous 
urban fabric 

Soil Type  
Deep well-

drained acid 
mineral 

Deep well-
drained acid 

mineral 

Deep well-
drained acid 

mineral 

Deep well-
drained acid 

mineral 

Deep well-
drained acid 

mineral 

GPS Start Point 
721404.7719 
723069.4137 

721409.0761 
722989.1304 

721512.1906 
723096.9234 

721558.9757 
723189.558 

721443.51 
723235.9689 

GPS End Point 
721409.8247 
723002.2302 

721512.1906 
723096.9234 

721558.9757 
723189.558 

721593.971 
723256.3672 

721417.1232 
723186.1895 

Elevation max. (m)  46 43 37 38 38 

Elevation min. (m)  46 43 37 38 38 

Aspect Side 1  E NW NW NW SE 

Aspect Side 2 W SE SE SE NW 

A. Adjacent Land Use           

a  tillage           

b  dairy           

c  cattle           

d  sheep           

e  mixed stock           

g  equine Side 1 Side 1 & 2 Side 1 Side 1 & 2 Side 1 

h  other           

I fodder            

j curtilage           

k  amenity / golf course / playing 
field 

Side 1      Side 1 

l  parkland / demesne           

B. History           

1  internal farm boundary           

2 townland / parish, etc. 
boundary 

✓         

3 canal side boundary           

4 railway line boundary           

5 farm boundary  ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ 

B1. History Road / Stream           

1 road    ✓ ✓ ✓   

2 stream            

3 recently established            

B1a. Road Class           

NP – National Primary           

NS – National Secondary           

R – Regional           

L  – Local   ✓ ✓ ✓   

U – Unclassified           

F – Farm Road or Track           
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Boundary code H1 H2 H3 H4 H5 

B2. History Ordnance Survey           

1. Boundary present on 1st 
Edition OS 

✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ 

2. Boundary present on 2nd 
Edition OS 

✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ 

B3. Sites and Monuments 
Record 

          

3. Boundary connects to feature 
on SMR  

  ✓ ✓ ✓   

B4. Old Woodland Link           

a Boundary connects to 
woodland on 1st edition OS 

✓ ✓ ✓ ✓   

b  Boundary shown as treeline on 
1st edition OS 

          

C. Adjacent Land Classification           

Side 1 GA1 GA1 GA1 GA1 & WS1 GA1 &WS1 

Side 2 GA2 GA1 & BL3 
GA1 & BL3 & 

WD1 
GA1 & BL3 GA2 

D. Habitat Link Classification           

a   arable (BC)           

b   improved grassland (GA) ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ 

b1  neglected pasture (GA)           

c   semi-natural grassland (GS)           

d   non-native woodland (WD)     ✓     

e   semi-natural woodland /  
scrub (WN) 

        ✓ 

f   scrub/transitional woodland 
(WS) 

✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ 

g   curtilage/built land (BL)           

g3 curtilage/built land (BL3)  
surfaces 

✓   ✓ ✓ ✓ 

h   peatlands (P)           

i   lake/pond (FL)           

j   watercourse (FW) ✓         

k   other (target note)           

m   hedgerow (WL1 or WL2) ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ 

n   earthbank (BL2)           

o   re-colonising bare ground 
(ED3) 

✓         

D3. Designated Site           

1  Annex I habitat           

2 designated site            

3  designated woodland   
Connected to 
Dingle Glen 

Connected to 
Dingle Glen 

Connected to 
Dingle Glen 

  

E. Boundary Function           

1   hedge redundant           

2   active boundary ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ 

Construction           

F. Outline           

a   linear    ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ 

b  non-linear ✓         

G1. Linearity of Shrubs           

1 Single Line Hedge    ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ 

2 Double Line Hedge            

3 Random Line  appear to follow 
any distinct  

✓ ✓ ✓     

G2. Bank, Wall, Shelf           
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Boundary code H1 H2 H3 H4 H5 

1   Bank   ✓ ✓ ✓   

2   Wall           

3   Shelf           

0    none of the above features ✓       ✓ 

G3. Drain           

a External Drain    ✓ ✓ ✓   

b   Internal Drain   ✓       

c Internal Path, Track-way, etc.            

0     none of the above features ✓       ✓ 

G4. Boundary Classification           

1 WL1 Hedgerow ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓   

2 WL2 Treeline         ✓ 

H. Bank, Wall, Shelf size           

a     < 0.5m           

b     0.5 – 1 m           

c    > 1m   ✓ ✓ ✓   

d    not applicable ✓       ✓ 

I Drain Size           

1    not present 1       ✓ 

2    small (<0.5m)           

3    medium  (0.5 – 1m)           

4    large (>1m)   ✓ ✓ ✓   

I1. Drain Wet/Dry           

a    dry ditch / drain   ✓   ✓   

b    wet ditch / drain     ✓     

Structure/Condition            

J Profile           

a remnant ✓         

b relict (derelict)            

c boxed / A shape            

d overgrown/irregular  ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ 

e. top heavy / undercut   ✓   ✓   

f straight sided            

g wind-shaped            

J1. Profile base suffix           

a losing basal structure          ✓ 

b outgrowths at base  ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓   

K Height           

1      <1.5m           

2      1.5 – 2.5m           

3      2.5 – 4m           

4      4 - 5m ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓   

5       5m+         ✓ 

K1. Height overhead cables           

a    overhead wires/cables ✓ ✓     ✓ 

L Width           

a    < 1m           

b    1– 2m         ✓ 

c    2 – 3m       ✓   

d    3 m+ ✓ ✓ ✓     

M. % of Gaps           

1   complete     ✓     

2   < 5 % gaps ✓ ✓     ✓ 

3   5 – 10 % gaps       ✓   

4   10 – 25 %           

5   25 – 50 %           

6   > 50 %           
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Boundary code H1 H2 H3 H4 H5 

M1. Gaps Specific or general           

a general  ✓       ✓ 

b specific    ✓ ✓ ✓   

N Base Structure           

a open / translucent           

b scrawny, semi-translucent            

c semi-opaque  vegetation ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ 

d dense / opaque    ✓       

N1. Base - Vegetation           

a vegetation  ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ 

O. Bank Degradation Degree           

1 not applicable ✓       ✓ 

2   none     ✓ ✓   

3 severe    ✓       

4   minor           

5  drain blocked/waterlogged           

O1. Bank Degradation Extent           

a general >10%            

b isolated    ✓       

P. Trees Quantity           

a    none           

b    few  up to 15%     ✓ ✓   

c    scattered 15 – 30%   ✓       

d    abundant 31-75% ✓       ✓ 

e    line  >75%           

Q. Tree Age Composition           

1   all mature           

2   predominantly mature       ✓   

3   predominantly immature ✓ ✓ ✓   ✓ 

4   mixed age range           

5   none           

Q1. Tree Height (max)           

a   <3m               

b   3-5m           

c   5-10m ✓   ✓ ✓   

d   10-20m   ✓     ✓ 

e   >20m           

Q2. Tree Height (min)           

a   <3m               

b   3-5m   ✓ ✓ ✓   

c   5-10m ✓       ✓ 

d   10-20m           

e   >20m           

R. Verge / Margin Width           

a   < 1m Side 1 & 2       Side 2 

b   1 – 2m   Side 1 & 2 Side 1 & 2 Side 1 & 2 Side 1 

c   2 – 4m           

d   4m +           

e  none           

R2. Verge/Margin Degradation           

0  none Side 1 & 2 Side 1 & 2 Side 1 & 2 Side 1 & 2 Side 1 & 2 

1  poached within 2m           

2  ploughed within 2m           

3 herbicide use >20%            

S. Vigour           

a poor            

b  average ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓   
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Boundary code H1 H2 H3 H4 H5 

c  good           

d  poor in part         ✓ 

e basal decay           

f. evidence of disease            

Management           

U. Management           

a    cut box profile           

b    cut ‘A’ shape           

c    cut on one side   ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ 

d    cut on both sides           

e     topped           

f excavator            

g    fully laid           

h laid in part            

i coppiced            

j short term unmanaged            

k long term unmanaged  ✓         

l infill planting             

m pruned          ✓ 

n   other (target note)           

o cropped            

U1. Management - out of season           

a. out of season (Cut between 1st 
March and 31st August. ) 

          

U2. Management Stage           

1 Heavily over-trimmed with  
gaps and sparse stems 

          

2 Over-trimmed, infrequent 
stems far apart 

          

3 Over-trimmed, frequent stems           

4 Recently layed, coppiced, or 
planted hedgerow 

          

5 Healthy, dense, hedgerow, 
frequent stems, >2m 

          

6  a) >3m high, trimmed on 
rotation, or b) non-intervention 
hedge,  intentionally un-trimmed 

          

7 Hedgerow with frequent 
healthy stems > 4m high 

    ✓     

8 Mature tall hedgerow with 
spreading tops 

  ✓   ✓   

9 Over-mature hedgerow with 
tops dying back 

✓         

10 Hedge developed into line of 
trees. 

        ✓ 

V. Management Method           

1    flail           

2    circular saw           

3    bar cutter           

4    hand tools           

5    excavator           

6    other           

7   unsure   ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ 

8   not applicable ✓         

W. Evidence of Rejuvenation - 
Past  

          

a   no evidence ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ 
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Boundary code H1 H2 H3 H4 H5 

b  past evidence of laying           

d  past evidence of coppicing           

W1. Evidence of Rejuvenation - 
Recent 

          

c recent evidence of laying            

d   recent evidence of coppicing           

X Fencing           

1   none Side 1 Side 1 Side 1 & 2 Side 1 & 2   

3   electric           

4   post & wire           

5   sheep wire (in this case 
chainlink) 

        Side 2 

6   timber fence Side 2 Side 2       

7   concrete post and rail           

X3. Fencing wire to stems           

2 fixed to stems            

Y  Ground  Flora           

d noxious weeds (DAFORX)           

:Senecio jacobea R X R X X 

:Cirsium vulgare X X X X X 

:C. arvense X X X X X 

:Rumex crispus X X X X X 

:Rumex obtusifolius X R R R X 

e nutrient rich >20% (nettles, 
docks, cleavers ) 

<20% >20% >20% >20% <20% 

f use of herbicide (>10% of 
ground layer affected) 

          

h. alien invasive species            

Buddleia davidii ✓ ✓       

Chamaecyparis lawsoniana     ✓ 

Cordyline australis     ✓ 

Cornus sanguineus         ✓ 

Cotoneaster sp. ✓         

Griselinia littoralis ✓         

Ligustrum ovalifolium         ✓ 

Petasites fragrans     ✓     

Photinia sp.     ✓ 

Prunus laurocerasus         ✓ 
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APPENDIX XVII. Hedgerow floristic data from transects 

Species Transect Code 

Hedgerow # H1 H1 H2 H2 H3 H3 H4 H4 H5 H5 

Transect  # 1 2 1 2 1 2 1 2 1 2 

Scientific name Common name                     

Trees (Present =P, most dominant= D)                      

#Abies sp. Fir                 P   

*Betula pubescens Downy birch                   P 

*Betula pendula Pendulous birch                 P(D) P 

#Chamaecyparis lawsoniana Lawson’s cypress         P P(D) 

*Crataegus monogyna Hawthorn   P   P(D)     P(D) P(D)     

*Fraxinus excelsior Ash P(D) P             P   

*Ilex aquifolium Holly P   P(D)     P(D) P       

*Salix cinerea Grey willow P P(D) P           P P 

*Sambucus nigra Elder   P                 

*Pinus sylvestris Scot's pine   P                 

*Populus nigra Black poplar                 P P 

^Prunus domestica European plum   P                 

^Prunus laurocerasus Cherry laurel                 P   

#Tilia cordata Small-leaved lime                   P 

Ivy (Domin, +-10, if in canopy, 'P' if present on ground only)                      

Hedera helix Ivy 4 4 8 10 6 5 7 7 5 4 

Gaps (Domin, +-10; areas of just brambles are considered 
as gaps)  

                    

Gaps in the shrub layer   4 4 5 3 0 0 5 7 3 3 

Shrubs, low woody (Domin scale, 'P' if present in hedgerow 
outside of transect)  

                    

^Acer pseudoplatanus Sycamore   +                 

^Aesculus hippocastanum Horse chestnut           3 3       

#Buddleia davidii Butterfly bush 5 5 5               

#Chamaecyparis lawsoniana Lawson’s cypress                 8   

#Cordyline australis Cabbage palm                   + 

*Cornus sanguinea Dogwood                   5 

*Crataegus monogyna Hawthorn 3 4 6 8   8 7   +   

*Fraxinus excelsior Ash     4 5   5     3 3 

*Ilex aquifolium Holly 3 4 6     3 6 6     

#Ligustrum ovalifolium Green privet                   4 

#Photinia sp. Red robin                   3 

^Prunus laurocerasus Cherry laurel                 7 5 

*Prunus spinosa Blackthorn 9 10   5 10 10   4     

*Salix cinerea Grey willow 7 8 5     3         

*Sambucus nigra Elder 6 8 5 8 7 5 6 5     

*Ulex europaeus Gorse           5 5 5     

Woody climbers (DAFORX)                      

*Lonicera periclymenum Honeysuckle X X X X O R R R F X 

*Rosa canina Dog rose X X R R X R R X R R 

*Rubus fruticosus agg. Brambles D A D D D D A A F F 
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Species Transect Code 

Hedgerow # H1 H1 H2 H2 H3 H3 H4 H4 H5 H5 

Transect  # 1 2 1 2 1 2 1 2 1 2 

Herbaceous Ground Flora (P= present)                       

*Anthriscus sylvestris Cow parsley           P         

*Arum maculatum Lords-and-ladies P P     P P   P P   

*Digitalis purpurea Foxglove             P       

*Geum urbanum Wood-avens P                   

*Ranunculus ficaria Lesser celandine   P   P             

*Stellaria holostea Greater Stitchwort             P       

*Viola riviniana/  
V. reichenbachiana Violet 

            P       

Ferns and allies (P= present)                       

*Dryopteris filix-mas Male fern P                   

*Polystichum setiferum Soft shield fern P P   P     P   P   

*=Native, ^=Naturalised, #=Non-native (naturalised and non-native are coloured in pink, with natives in green, for ease of scan 
reading) 
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Executive Summary 
This amphibian and reptile report has been prepared by R Gandola on behalf of Enviroguide 

Consulting as part of a planning application for a proposed residential development on lands 

at Carrickmines Great, Glenamuck Road South, Dublin 18. This report refers to the full extent 

of development masterplan to ensure that all potential impacts are addressed cumulatively. 

 

The proposed development site at Glenamuck is located in a semi-rural / suburban landscape 

at the edge of a development zone between Carrickmines and Kiltiernan. The site is 

approximately 3ha in area and contains a mosaic of wet grassland, wet woodland, improved 

agricultural grassland, mature hedgerows, drainage ditches, and scrub habitats.  

 

Evidence of a breeding population of common frog, Rana temporaria, was found on-site that 

may be of local importance. While there is currently ample terrestrial habitat within the site to 

sustain the resident frog population, the quality and permanence of the breeding habitat is 

precarious. Most of the spawning occurs in pools of small size that are likely ephemeral in 

nature. Neither the smooth newt, Lissotriton vulgaris, nor common lizard, Zootoca vivipara, 

were encountered. While the site initially appeared to offer marginally suitable habitat for these 

species, surveys revealed that this suitability is likely to be superficial. 

 

The proposed development will involve the clearance of most of the site and the construction 

of residential properties, internal roads and public open space. Potential direct impacts upon 

the resident frog population is most likely to occur during the clearance of the wet- woodland, 

grassland and scrub habitats. The use of heavy machinery in these water-logged areas presents 

a risk that works could increase the suitability of the site for breeding frogs. In response, an 

exclusion fence array is recommended to be installed inside the hedgerow perimeter for the 

duration of the construction phase of the development. This will ensure that frogs cannot access 

any flooded excavations or machine track depressions. The impact of this development on 

resident frogs should be mitigated through the installation of an appropriately designed 

freshwater pond and associated habitats. The surface water drainage plan should account for 

the likelihood of frogs entering the system (including SuDs) and mitigate for such via the 

installation of “amphibian ladders” in all gully pot drains and an “amphibian tunnel”. Subject 

to these measures, the proposed development will not have any significant long-term impacts 

on the resident frog population and may constitute a net gain for amphibians at this site. 
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LICENCE 
 
All surveys and handling of wildlife was conducted under licence from the National Parks 

and Wildlife Service No. C05/2021 

 
COPYRIGHT 
 
The contents of this report are subject to copyright. All data generated and or obtained over 

the duration of this project remains the joint property of Enviroguide Consulting & R. 

Gandola 

 

THIRD PARTY DISCLAIMER 
 
Any disclosure of this report to a third party is subject to this disclaimer. This report was 

prepared by R Gandola at the instruction of, and for use by, Enviroguide Consulting and their 

client. It does not in any way constitute advice to any third party who is able to access it by 

any means. No other warranty, expressed or implied, is made in relation to the advice 

included in this report. 

 
COVER IMAGE 
 
The cover image is a photograph of the first clump of spawn encountered on the Glenamuck 

lands during the initial surveys for this report. Photo by R. Gandola.  
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THINGS TO CONSIDER WHEN READING THIS REPORT 

1. Unless explicitly stated, it would be inappropriate to use the data in this report to infer 

the total population size of a species detected i.e. any figure provided for a given species is 

likely to be an underestimate. Spawn counts are an indication of breeding effort in any given 

year only and can be highly variable from year to year depending on a range of factors. 

 

2. While it is difficult to definitively rule out the presence or absence of any widespread 

and cryptic species, the methodologies employed and experience of the surveyor does enable 

a realistic and confident opinion to be made on the likelihood of the presence or absence of a 

particular species. However, it is advised that developers employ the precautionary principle 

when dealing with widespread species and always assume that there is potential for such 

species to be discovered during development works. 

 

3. Regarding the requirement of licensing for deliberate disturbance, destruction or 

modification of a known breeding and foraging habitat of a species protected under the Wildlife 

Act 1976 (2000 & amendments), but not an Annex IV (EU Habitats Directive) listed species, 

a derogation license is not necessary and a possible exemption also exists: 

“S23.7 (c)-  Notwithstanding subsection (5) of this section, it shall not be an offence for a 

person— while constructing a road or while carrying on any archaeological operation, 

building operation or work of engineering construction, or while constructing or carrying 

on such other operation or work as may be prescribed, [to] unintentionally to kill or injure 

such an animal or unintentionally to destroy or injure the breeding place or resting place] 

of such an animal”. While this contradicts S23.5 (d) of the Wildlife Act – it remains a grey 

area that is yet to be tested in court (pers. com NPWS, July 2022).  

Nevertheless, best practice dictates that where a known breeding habitat is to be 

disturbed, or lost entirely for a protected amphibian species (as in the case for R. temporaria 

and L. vulgaris), then mitigation measures in the form of provision of - substitute wetland 

habitat(s), habitat enhancement(s), or other features that would be considered “net gain” for 

the species should be incorporated into the final landscape design. 
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1. INTRODUCTION 
 

1.1 BACKGROUND 

As part of a planning application for a proposed development, R Gandola was 

commissioned by Enviroguide Consuting Ltd. to carry out an amphibian and reptile survey of 

the masterplan area at Glenamuck. The aim of these surveys was to provide an assessment on 

the occupancy, distribution and habitat use of the local herpetofauna populations present on the 

proposed development site.   

 

Three species; two amphibians – Common frog (Rana temporaria), smooth newt (Lissotriton 

vulgaris) and one reptile – common lizard, Zootoca vivipara, comprise the native herpetofauna 

of County Dublin. Of these species, the common frog is the most widespread and inhabits a 

wide array of habitats, both terrestrial and aquatic, including urban wetlands, greenspaces, and 

gardens (Reid et al. 2013). The smooth newt, while also widely distributed tends to prefer 

habitats in proximity to vegetated pools and ponds, where they must return to breed. In Ireland, 

the common lizard has a broad distribution and occupies a variety of habitats from karst habitats, 

to bogland and rural gardens, with coastal systems deemed to be strongholds for the species 

(Marnell, 2002). In suitable ecosystems, common lizards tend to occupy a mosaic of primarily 

east to south facing subtle microhabitats of high structural complexity e.g. along the ecotone 

of drier scrub areas and wet grassland (Edgar et. al, 2010).  

 

The proposed development site at Glenamuck comprises a small number of wetland habitat 

types and ecotone features suitable for all three native herpetofauna species. However, most of 

these habitats are limited in size and extent.  

 

Based on the results, the potential impacts of the proposed development on resident 

herpetofauna species are assessed in Section 4 of this report. Recommendations are also made 

in relation to mitigation of these impacts to ensure the persistence of native herpetofauna at 

this site. 
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1.2  STATEMENT OF AUTHORITY 

All surveying and report writing was conducted by R Gandola. He has an MSc in Ecology from 

Bangor University, Wales and a BSc (hons) Zoology from UCD. He provides training and 

professional advice to Local and National Authorities, heritage rangers, eNGOs, and 

community groups in Ireland and Northern Ireland, and regularly carries out surveys and 

implements monitoring projects on their behalf. 

 

1.3 CONSERVATION AND LEGAL STATUS OF AMPHIBIANS AND REPTILES 

(HERPETOFAUNA) IN IRELAND  

All three species in this assessment are protected under the Wildlife Act and amendments (1976, 

2000) whereby it is an offence to kill, to deliberately disturb during breeding, rearing, 

hibernation or migration, or to damage a breeding site or resting place. In Northern Ireland, 

native herpetofauna are protected under the Wildlife Order (1985) with the common lizard, 

Zootoca vivipara, also listed as a “Priority species”. The common frog, Rana temporaria, also 

protected under international legislation (EU Habitats Directive 92/43/EEC [Article 17 / Annex 

V]). All three species are listed in the “Least Concern” category of the Irish Red List. 

 

2. METHODOLOGY 
 

2.1  SURVEY AREA 

The proposed development site is seeking planning permission for no. 167 residential units 

(comprising of 69 no. houses and 98 no. apartments), a crèche/childcare facility, and associated 

infrastructure works at lands at Carrickmines Great, Glenamuck Road South, Dublin 18. The 

site is located in a peri-urban landscape, is approximately 3.056ha in area and contains a mosaic 

of wet grassland (GS4), wet woodland (WN6), improved agricultural grassland (GA1), 

drainage ditches (FW4), and mature hedgerows and scrub habitats (WL1). The site is zoned as 

‘Objective A – To provide residential development and improve residential amenity while 

protecting the existing residential amenities’ in the Dún Laoghaire-Rathdown county 

development plan (2022-2028) and identified in the Kiltiernan - Glenamuck Local Area Plan 

2013 (extended to 2023) within parcel 31A. The main vehicular access point will be through 

the Cairnbrook estate with new internal roads, on-street car-parking and parking court locations 
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to be constructed to serve the new properties. It is noted that the masterplan aims to preserve 

the unnamed freshwater spring that rises on site (that lends its name to the adjacent property 

‘Springfield’) and include it within the proposed green space areas to the west of the site. Short 

sections are to be culverted under access roads and buildings before exiting the site to the north 

east. The majority of wet woodland and wet grassland habitat features are to be cleared 

however, some of the wet grassland soil and seed bank and a small number of willow trees are 

to be reused to “seed” the proposed new amenity open green space and wildlife pond features. 

 

2.2  DESKTOP STUDY 

A comprehensive search of all relevant and publicly accessible databases (NBDC, iNaturalist, 

etc.), grey literature, and other sources was conducted prior to the onset of surveys. Search 

criteria was limited to a 2km from the proposed development site. This limitation is based on 

realistic dispersal capabilities of the species being surveyed and the availability of dispersal 

corridors in this area.  

 

2.3  FIELD SURVEYS 

Standard survey methods and minimum survey effort appropriate to herpetofauna surveying to 

detect amphibians and reptiles e.g. diurnal visual encounter searches and dip netting, were 

employed (Sewell et al. 2013). Due to the relative lack of ponds or deep pools, bottle-and BO 

trapping were not utilised. All pools and flooded areas of standing water were inspected 

visually and, where possible, netted. Any natural or artificial refugia present on site were 

inspected. Visual encounter surveys for common lizard were conducted along defined surveys 

routes (Figure 1). Each survey route was surveyed twice on any given occasion (once upon 

arrival, and again before departure). This was to ensure that all parts of the site had an equal 

opportunity to be appraised under optimal survey conditions (i.e all potentially important 

landscape features were surveyed in sunshine). All visual encounter surveys were conducted 

during periods of suitable weather, with both the accessible external and all internal perimeters 

of the site included in the survey routes. All sightings of a focal species were recorded on a 

Garmin 60CSx GPS unit or suitably equipped smart phone. 
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3. RESULTS 
 

3.1  SURVEY AREA 

The proposed development site is currently used as a grazing ground for horses. Most of the 

north east of the site is subject to waterlogging with drainage ditches along the boundary only 

partially functional. The wet grassland habitat is heavily poached. Numerous shallow pools of 

a variety of sizes and depths, and likely semi-permanent in nature, are available for breeding 

frogs as a result of this poaching. The subsoil appears to consist of poorly draining clay which 

has resulted in the formation of the wet grassland habitat and wet woodland on the west of the 

site (Appendix 2). A small number of small pools, one with a Charophyte growing in it, are 

present near to the wet woodland-wet grassland ecotone where a bund of clay spoil has stopped 

the water draining into the ditch. Surface water also accumulates along the northern boundary 

with two private properties. The pooling of water at this location is a recent occurrence 

according to the property owners. The remaining internal margins of the site are heavily 

overgrown with bramble and blackthorn dominated scrub with only some small isolated 

patches of short drier grassland and gorse elements present.  

 

3.2  DESKTOP STUDY 

A total of eleven (11) historical records were discovered within a 2km radius of the proposed 

development. A small number of these (n = 7; 5 common frog, 1 smooth newt, & 1 common 

lizard) were identified as being of relevance to this assessment as individuals of any 

herpetofaunal species are unlikely to be able to migrate across the M50 motorway (Appendix 

2). A number of ponds exist in the vicinity of the proposed development site of unknown 

amphibian species status (e.g Shaldon Grange approx. 1000m south west; Kiltiernan 

reservoir/water works 1600m south west; three other ponds on private property on Bishop’s 

Lane approx. 2000m south west; and three ephemeral ponds approx. 1000m to the east in scrub 

habitat). The nearest population of common lizard was identified as being present to the south 

east of the Carrickmines Golf course in scrub land, approximately 1000m distance (Scott-

Cawley 2019 - DZ19A/0765). 
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3.3  FIELD SURVEYS 

Surveying took place on four occasions during periods of warm, calm weather between March 

and April 2022:1/03/2022; 23/03/2022; 19/04/2022; 25/04/2022 

 

Common frog spawn was detected at two distinct locations within the site- the wet grassland - 

wet woodland ecotone to the west of the site and in a flooded hollow near the boundary fencing 

with the two adjacent properties to the north of the site (see Figure 1). As expected, these are 

the two lowest and most waterlogged parts of the site and appear to be mainly fed by pluvial 

inputs and groundwater due to the topography of the site.  The breeding season effort for 2022 

comprised of approximately 77 individuals and 38 spawn clumps based on spawn count 

estimates (Table 1). These counts correspond to classification status of a “good population” 

status under JNCC criteria. 

 

The smooth newt, Lissotriton vulgaris, was not detected during surveying. There are only a 

small number of small puddles/pools to the west of the site capable of offering suitable breeding 

habitat for L. vulgaris. None of these were occupied. 

 

The common lizard, Zootoca vivipara, was not detected within the proposed development 

footprint nor along the external boundaries. Six surveys (2 surveys/visit x 3 visits (not including 

initial visit and assessment)) were conducted in total. While the available habitat initially 

appeared suitable for common lizard, closer inspection revealed that the site is marginal habitat 

at best, with a high likelihood of being superficially suitable i.e. it appears to have some suitable 

elements but these are too small in size and lack the overall structural complexity and 

connectivity required by common lizard. The same holds true for the habitats available along 

the external perimeters (see Appendix 3).  
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Figure 1. A map detailing lizard survey routes and common frog encounters at Glenamuck 
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TABLE 1. HABITAT TYPE, ESTIMATE AND REPRODUCTIVE EFFORT OF COMMON FROG 
IN GLENAMUCK 
 
Habitat Type Spawn clumps 

(estimated)* 
Presence 
of free 
swimming 
in addition 
to spawn** 

Estimated no. of frogs involved 
in 2022 breeding season 

Wet grassland 22 (1 +18; +3) +1 Yes** 45(including lone male) 
Wet woodland 0 No 0 
Ditch pond 
(internal)  

1 No 2 

Ditch (external) 0 No 0 
Flooded hollow at 
north boundary 

15 (4 +11) No 30 

Total   77 
 
* To generate an estimate of common frog breeding effort we assumed an effective sex ratio 

of 1:1 females to males (Savage, 1961). Breeding effort was calculated based on the surface 

area of spawn mats encountered using the formula y= 2 (2.27 + 0.007x) where y is the frog 

density, and x is the surface area of the spawn mat measured in cm2 (Griffiths, Raper, and 

Brady 1996). 

**The survey on 23/03/2022 revealed an additional 4 clumps of spawn and a lone calling Adult 
male common frog. No new spawn was detected on subsequent surveys. 
 

4. IMPACT ASSESSMENT 
 

4.1 POTENTIAL DETRIMENTAL IMPACTS  

Destruction and Disturbance of breeding & foraging habitats 

The proposed development will involve the clearance of most of the site and the construction 

of residential properties, internal roads and open green spaces. Direct impacts upon the resident 

frog population is most likely to occur during the clearance of the wet- woodland, grassland, 

and scrub habitats. This will result in the destruction of all known breeding areas within the 

development footprint. The scrub area to the extreme northeast of the site has been identified 

as an important foraging and refuge area by adjacent property owners. As Rana temporaria is 

a protected species, the removal and or disturbance to theses breeding and foraging habitats 
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may constitute an offense under the Wildlife Act 1976 (and amendments) however, see “Things 

to consider” pg.1. Best practice would encourage developers to ensure that there is no net loss 

of breeding sites and, ideally, a net gain.  

 

Accidental mortality & population decline 

The clearance works will undoubtedly pose a risk of accidental killing or injury of frogs 

occupying the site which is in contravention of both the Wildlife Act 1976 (and amendments) 

and the EU Habitats Directive. Depending on the numbers and life-stages killed, there may 

also be an indirect significant impact on the wider local metapopulation. The common frog 

population at Carrickmines Great is currently the only known population for which an estimate 

of breeding effort (some 77 individuals) is available and is therefore likely to be of local 

importance. 

 

Inadvertently creating breeding habitats 

The use of heavy machinery in permanently, frequently water-logged or other areas where the 

water table is close to the surface presents a risk that works could in fact increase the suitability 

of the site for breeding frogs via flooded excavations or machine track depressions (see images 

in Appendix 3, Fig. A3.3). Caution is therefore needed during the construction phase as any 

hollows or depressions created along the western and northern boundaries, are likely to form 

suitable breeding habitats for the resident frog population due to the nature of the underlying 

topography, soil, and hydrology. 

 

4.2 MITIGATION MEASURES FOR AMPHIBIANS 

To mitigate the short-term impact from clearance works on the resident common frog 

population, works should begin before the on-set of the breeding season (September to 

February). An appropriate exclusion barrier to prevent entry and divert the frogs away from 

the works should be installed with an accompanying precautionary survey to ensure that no 

breeding frogs are present prior to the initiation of clearance works. In the event that common 

frogs (of any life stage) are detected, they should be captured and / or translocated from the 

site. Immature or adult frogs should be moved beyond the exclusion fence whereas tadpoles 

and spawn should be translocated to the nearest suitable waterbody within 1-2km distance. If 

any habitats, waterbody or flooded depressions need to be drained or pumped to facilitate 
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works, it should be done under the supervision of a suitably experienced ecologist to ensure 

that no frogs or their larvae remain before the habitat is infilled or otherwise destroyed. 

Mechanical pumps should be fitted with a fine mesh screen in order to negate the chances of 

frogs or their larvae being sucked into the impeller mechanism. All capture and translocation 

works should be undertaken immediately in advance of site clearance works. 

 

The long-term impact of this development on the resident frog population is to be mitigated 

through the creation of a suitable wetland feature in the form of a lined, open water pond (Fig. 

2). This pond will not be connected to the SuDs network and therefore its hydroperiod shall be 

directly dictated by local pluvial event inputs. There is also opportunity to provide cross-road 

linkage between the pond and the proposed swales to the north of the main access road. This 

could be achieved via an “amphibian tunnel”, as common frogs will undoubtedly use the swales 

as foraging and breeding habitats (when filled with water). A tunnel would provide an 

alternative way for frogs to cross the road between these habitats while reducing the chances 

of road caused mortality and without interfering with the proper functioning of the swale/ SuDs 

(Fig. 2). Wildlife friendly recessed kerbs and “amphibian ladders” should be installed in all 

gully pot drains linked to the surface water drainage/sewer. These additional features will 

provide wildlife an opportunity to avoid or escape mortality within the surface water sewer 

system. Ample opportunity also exists for additional ponds to be added to the public open space 

over time to create a pond complex, if desired by the residents of the development. The pond 

is also intended to serve as an amenity feature for future residents of Carrickmines Great SHD, 

with complementary associated landscaping and a wildlife observation platform included as 

part of the landscape masterplan for the wetland area. None of the above mitigation strategies 

will detract from the amenity value of the open space. 

 

It is advisable that all options be considered prior to the initiation of works to reduce the 

chances of negative interactions with frogs. A suitably qualified and licenced Ecological Clerk 

of Works (EcOW) should be retained for the duration of the construction phase of the 

development. 
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Figure 2. The proposed mitigation pond and associated terrestrial habitats and features in the context of the 
whole development. The red dashed double arrow line indicates a possible location for an amphibian tunnel to 
link the pond habitat to the swale SuDs feature under the main access road to the development. [This map is a 
section taken from development masterplan drawing no.14-DR-2111] 
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5. RECOMMENDATIONS 

 
- Institute and adhere to a code of best practice when operating in the areas identified as 

common frog breeding habitat 

- Retain a suitably qualified and licenced Ecological Clerk of Works during the construction 

phase 

- Employ the precautionary principle when dealing with widespread and cryptic species 

- Install exclusion barriers and/or temporary landscaping to divert the frogs away from the 

works 

- Work from the middle of the site outwards with controlled removal of the scrub areas and 

hedgerows i.e sequentially rather than all at once. 

- Create an appropriately designed, clean water pond(s) off-line from the existing stream and 

SuDs but with a futureproofing option to connect to the overall SuDS network if required. 

- Silt/petrol traps should be installed upstream of any attenuation feature/amenity pond 

-A monitoring programme for a minimum of two breeding seasons post construction works 

should be established to ensure net benefits 

- Any feature ponds/attenuation areas should have an appropriate manage plan detailing - 

frequent minor works (1-3yrs e.g vegetation cutting using the 30% rule); infrequent medium 

scale works (3-5yr e.g coppicing/removal of encroaching trees/shade); rare long-term works 

(5-10yr, de-silting, profiling etc.) with appropriate timetabling (works conducted outside of 

breeding season etc.) 

-Installation of “amphibian ladders” in any gully pot or lined surface water drains that are 

connected to the surface water sewers with serious consideration also given to the installation 

of an amphibian tunnel. 

- Installation of associated amenity platform (pond dipping, yoga etc.) to increase amenity 

value and encourage appreciation of resident biodiversity through direct observation 
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6. CONCLUSION 

 
If the development of Carrickmines Great SHD proceeds as proposed within the development 

masterplan, with a cognisance of the documented mitigation measures and importance of the 

provision of a clean freshwater pond habitat, then the implementation of the actions described 

to reduce and mitigate the impact of the development offers real potential to enhance the 

suitability and quality of the site for the resident common frog population and other wildlife.  
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APPENDIX 1 
 
Table A1.1 Results of Desk study to within 2km of the proposed development 
 

Species Common 
name 

Lat Lon Year Distance from 
development 

(m) 

Source 

Rana 
temporaria 

Common 
frog 

53.249044 -6.1772555 2020 350 NBDC 

Rana 
temporaria 

Common 
frog 

53.251853 -6.1846290 2020 750 NBDC 

Rana 
temporaria 

Common 
frog 

53.235754 -6.1898044 2019 1030 NBDC 

Rana 
temporaria 

Common 
frog 

53.232670 -6.1644700 2018 1600 NBDC 

Rana 
temporaria 

Common 
frog 

53.239118 -6.1746811 2003 630 NBDC 

Lissotriton 
vulgaris 

Smooth 
newt 

53.235136 -6.202866 2019 1740 iNaturalist 

Zootoca 
vivipara 

Common 
lizard 

53.244730 -6.180850 2019 1000 Planning 
application  

 
 
APPENDIX 2 
 
Table A2.2 Spatial data for common frog encounters at the proposed development site 
 

Species Common name Lat Lon 

Rana temporaria Common frog 53.24494 -6.18061 

Rana temporaria Common frog 53.24484 -6.18054 

Rana temporaria Common frog 53.24556 -6.17914 

Rana temporaria Common frog 53.24556 -6.17914 

Rana temporaria Common frog 53.24484 -6.18066 

Rana temporaria Common frog 53.24473 -6.18085 
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Fig. A2.1 A map of other records of herpetofauna species within the wider landscape and withint 2km of 
the proposed development site. 
 
 

 
Fig. A2.2 Major frog spawning and occupancy areas within Glenamuck development footprint. A= East 
facing, heavily poached wet grassland where the majority of common frog spawn was found; B = Facing 
west, the wet grassland-wet woodland ecotone with Iris pseudacorus  
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Fig A2.3 Common frog spawn detected on-site. A = facing east, frog spawn matt in poached wet grassland 
habitat; B = common frog spawn in wet hollow at intersection of north boundary fence with two 
adjoining properties; C = single clump of common frog spawn next to ESB pylon in wet grassland. 
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APPENDIX 3 
 

 
Fig. A3.1 External boundary examples of marginal and superficial habitats for common lizard. A =east aspect, 
low structural complexity from ditch to tall scrub; B = East aspect, low structural complexity between road and 

ditch; C= east aspect, overgrown, low structural complexity, tall dominant bramble, and rank grass. 
 

 

 
Fig A3.2 Internal boundary examples of marginal habitat for common lizard. A= southeast aspect deadwood 
pile at scrub-grassland transition; B= south aspect, overgrown scrub and dead wood mix along boundary fence; 
C= east aspect tall scrub transition to heavily poached open area; D= south aspect gorse/bramble tall scrub mix. 
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Fig. A3.3 Machine tracks at Glenamuck holding water post ground work investigations 23/3/22 
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Executive Summary 

Project Title: Carrickmines Great SHD 

 

Application Address: Carrickmines Great, Glenamuck Road South, Dublin 18 

 

Proposed work: Residential Development. 

 

Bat Survey Results - Summary 

Bat Species Roosts Foraging Commuting 

Common pipistrelle Pipistrellus pipistrellus  √ √ 

Soprano pipistrelle Pipistrellus pygmaeus  √ √ 

Nathusius’ pipistrelle Pipistrellus nathusii   √ 

Leisler’s bat Nyctalus leisleri  √ √ 

Brown long-eared bat Plecotus auritus  √ √ 

Daubenton’s bat Myotis daubentonii    

Natterer’s bat Myotis nattereri  √ √ 

Whiskered bat Myotis mystacinus    

Lesser horseshoe bat Rhinolophus hipposideros    

 

Bat Survey Duties Completed (Indicated by red shading) 

Tree PBR Survey   ⃝  Daytime Building Inspection  ⃝ 

Static Detector Survey  ⃝  Daytime Bridge Inspection  ⃝ 

Dusk Bat Survey  ⃝  Dawn Bat Survey   ⃝ 

Walking Transect  ⃝  Driving Transect   ⃝ 

Trapping / Mist Netting  ⃝  IR Camcorder filming   ⃝ 

Endoscope Inspection  ⃝  Other     ⃝ 

      Thermal Imagery filming 

 

Citation: Bat Eco Services (2022) Bat Assessment: Carrickmines Great SHD, Glenamuck 

Road South, Dublin 18. Unpublished report prepared for Enviroguide Consulting. 
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1. Introduction 

Bat Eco Services was commissioned by Enviroguide Consulting to undertake a bat survey of a 

proposed development site located at Carrickmines SHD, Glenamuck Road South, Dublin 18 and 

this entailed daytime inspection, dusk surveys, static surveillance and walking transects. 

1.1 Relevant Legislation & Bat Species Status in Ireland 

1.1.1 Irish Statutory Provisions 

A small number of animals and plants are protected under Irish legislation (Nelson, et al., 2019). The 

principal statutory provisions for the protection of animal and plant species are under the Wildlife Act 

1976 (as amended) and the European Communities (Birds and Natural Habitats) Regulations 2011, 

as amended. The Flora (Protection) Order 2015 (S.I. no. 356 of 2015) lists the plant species 

protected by Section 21 of the Wildlife Acts. See www.npws.ie/ legislation for further information.  

The codes used for national legislation are as follows: 

- WA = Wildlife Act, 1976, Wildlife (Amendment) Act, 2000 and other relevant amendments  

- FPO = Flora (Protection) Order, 2015 (S.I. No. 356 of 2015)  

1.1.2 EU Legislation 

The Birds Directive (Directive 2009/147/EC) and Habitats Directive (Council Directive 92/43/EEC) 

are the legislative instruments which are transposed into Irish law, inter alia, by the European 

Communities (Birds and Natural Habitats) Regulations 2011 (S.I. No. 477 of 2011) (‘the 2011’ 

Regulations), as amended.  

The codes used for the Habitats Directive (Council Directive 92/43/EEC) are: 

- Annex II Animal and plant species listed in Annex II  

- Annex IV Animal and plant species listed in Annex IV  

- Annex V Animal and plant species listed in Annex V  

The main aim of the Habitats Directive is the conservation of biodiversity by requiring Member States 

to take measures to maintain or restore natural habitats and wild species listed on the Annexes to 

the Directive at a favourable conservation status. These annexes list habitats (Annex I) and species 

(Annexes II, IV and V) which are considered threatened in the EU territory. The listed habitats and 

species represent a considerable proportion of biodiversity in Ireland and the Directive itself is one 

of the most important pieces of legislation governing the conservation of biodiversity in Europe. 

 

Under Article 11 of the Directive, each member state is obliged to undertake surveillance of the 

conservation status of the natural habitats and species in the Annexes and under Article 17, to report 

to the European Commission every six years on their status and on the implementation of the 

measures taken under the Directive. In April 2019, Ireland submitted the third assessment of 

conservation status for 59 habitats and 60 species. There are three volumes with the third listing 

details of the species assessed.  

 

Article 12 of the Habitats Directive requires Member States to take measures for the establishment 

of a strict protection regime for animal species listed in Annex IV(a) of the Habitats Directive within 

the whole territory of Member States. Article 16 provides for derogation from these provisions under 

defined conditions. These provisions are implemented under Regulations 51 and 54 of the 2011 

Regulations. 
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1.1.3 IUCN Red Lists 

The International Union for the Conservation of Nature (IUCN) coordinates the Red Listing process 

at the global level, defining the categories so that they are standardised across all taxa. Red Lists 

are also produced at regional, national and subnational levels using the same IUCN categories 

(IUCN 2012, 2019). Since 2009, Red Lists have been produced for the island of Ireland by the 

National Parks and Wildlife Service (NPWS) and the Northern Ireland Environment Agency (NIEA) 

using these IUCN categories. To date, 13 Red Lists have been completed. The Red Lists are an 

assessment of the risk of extinction of each species and not just an assessment of their rarity. 

Threatened species are those species categorised as Critically Endangered, Endangered or 

Vulnerable (IUCN, 2019) – also commonly referred to as ‘Red Listed’.  

1.1.4 Irish Red List - Mammals 

Red Lists in Ireland refer to the whole island, i.e. including Northern Ireland, and so follow the 

guidelines for regional assessments (IUCN, 2012, 2019). The abbreviations used are as follows:.  

- RE Regionally Extinct  

- CR Critically Endangered  

- EN Endangered  

- VU Vulnerable  

- NT Near Threatened  

- DD Data Deficient  

- LC Least Concern  

- NA Not Assessed  

- NE Not Evaluated  

There are 27 terrestrial mammals species in Ireland, which includes the nine resident bat species 

listed. The terrestrial mammal, according to Marnell et al., 2019, list for Ireland consists of all 

terrestrial species native to Ireland or naturalised in Ireland before 1500. The IUCN Red List 

categories and criteria are used to assess that status of wildlife. This was recently completed for the 

terrestrial mammals of Ireland. Apart from the two following two mammal species (grey wolf Canis 

lupus (regionally extinct) and black rat Rattus rattus (Vulnerable)), the remaining 25 species were 

assessed as least concern in the most recent IUCN Red List publication by NPWS (Marnell et al., 

2019). 

1.1.5 Irish Bat Species 

All Irish bat species are protected under the Wildlife Act (1976) and Wildlife Amendment Acts (2000 

and 2010). Also, the EC Directive on The Conservation of Natural habitats and of Wild Fauna and 

Flora (Habitats Directive 1992), seeks to protect rare species, including bats, and their habitats and 

requires that appropriate monitoring of populations be undertaken. All Irish bats are listed in Annex 

IV of the Habitats Directive and the lesser horseshoe bat Rhinolophus hipposideros is further listed 

under Annex II. Across Europe, they are further protected under the Convention on the Conservation 

of European Wildlife and Natural Habitats (Bern Convention 1982), which, in relation to bats, exists 

to conserve all species and their habitats. The Convention on the Conservation of Migratory Species 

of Wild Animals (Bonn Convention 1979, enacted 1983) was instigated to protect migrant species 

across all European boundaries. The Irish government has ratified both these conventions. 

Also, under existing legislation, the destruction, alteration or evacuation of a known bat roost is an 

offence. The most recent guidance document is “Guidance document on the strict protection of 

animal species of Community interest un the Habitats Directive (Brussels, 12.10.2021 C(2021) 7391 

final”. 
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Regulation 51(2) of the 2011 Regulations provides – 

(“(2) Notwithstanding any consent, statutory or otherwise, given to a person by a public authority or 
held by a person, except in accordance with a licence granted by the Minister under Regulation 54, 
a person who in respect of the species referred to in Part 1 of the First Schedule—  

(a) deliberately captures or kills any specimen of these species in the wild, (b) deliberately disturbs 

these species particularly during the period of breeding, rearing, hibernation and migration,  

(c) deliberately takes or destroys eggs of those species from the wild,  

(d) damages or destroys a breeding site or resting place of such an animal, or  

(e) keeps, transports, sells, exchanges, offers for sale or offers for exchange any specimen of these 
species taken in the wild, other than those taken legally as referred to in Article 12(2) of the Habitats 
Directive,  

shall be guilty of an offence.”  

The grant of planning permission does not permit the commission of any of the above acts or render 

the requirement for a derogation licence unnecessary in respect of any of those acts. 

Any works interfering with bats and especially their roosts, may only be carried out under a 

derogation licence granted by National Parks and Wildlife Service (NPWS) pursuant to Regulation 

54 of the European Communities (Birds and Natural Habitats) Regulations 2011 (which transposed 

the EU Habitats Directive into Irish law).  

There are eleven recorded bat species in Ireland, nine of which are considered resident on the island. 

Eight resident bat species and one of the vagrant bat species are vesper bats and all vespertilionid 

bats have a tragus (cartilaginous structure inside the pinna of the ear). Vesper bats are distributed 

throughout the island. Nathusius’ pipistrelle Pipistrellus nathusii is a recent addition while the 

Brandt’s bat has only been recorded once to-date (Only record confirmed by DNA testing, all other 

records has not been genetically confirmed). The ninth resident species is the lesser horseshoe bat 

Rhinolophus hipposideros, which belongs to the Rhinolophidea and has a complex nose leaf 

structure on the face, distinguishing it from the vesper bats. This species’ current distribution is 

confined to the western seaboard counties of Mayo, Galway, Clare, Limerick, Kerry and Cork. The 

eleventh bat species, the greater horseshoe bat, was only recorded for the first time in February 

2013 in County Wexford and is therefore considered to be a vagrant species. A total of 41 SACs 

have been designated for the Annex II species lesser horseshoe bat (1303), of which nine have also 

been selected for the Annex I habitat ‘Caves not open to the public’ (8310). 

Irish bat species list is presented in Table 1 along with their current status. 
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Table 1: Status of the Irish bat fauna (Marnell et al., 2019). 

Species: Common Name Irish Status European Status Global Status 

Resident Bat Species ^ 

Daubenton’s bat Myotis daubentonii Least Concern Least Concern Least Concern 

Whiskered bat Myotis mystacinus Least Concern Least Concern Least Concern 

Natterer’s bat Myotis nattereri Least Concern Least Concern Least Concern 

Leisler’s bat Nyctalus leisleri Least Concern Least Concern Least Concern 

Nathusius’ pipistrelle Pipistrellus 

nathusii 

Least Concern Least Concern Least Concern 

Common pipistrelle Pipistrellus 

pipistrellus 

Least Concern Least Concern Least Concern 

Soprano pipistrelle Pipistrellus 

pygmaeus 

Least Concern Least Concern Least Concern 

Brown long-eared bat Plecotus auritus Least Concern Least Concern Least Concern 

Lesser horseshoe bat Rhinolophus 

hipposideros 

Least Concern Least Concern Least Concern 

Possible Vagrants ^ 

Brandt’s bat Myotis brandtii Data deficient Least Concern Least Concern 

Greater horseshoe bat Rhinolophus 

ferrumequinum 

Data deficient Near threatened Near threatened 

^ Roche et al., 2014 

 

1.2 Relevant Guidance Documents 

This report will draw on guidelines already available in Europe and will use the following documents: 

 

● National Roads Authority (2006) Best Practice Guidelines for the Conservation of Bats in the 

Planning of National Road Schemes 

● Collins, J. (Editor) (2016) Bat Surveys for Professional Ecologists: Good Practice Guidelines 

(3rd edition). Bat Conservation Trust, London 

● McAney, K. (2006) A conservation plan for Irish vesper bats, Irish Wildlife Manual No. 20 

National Parks and Wildlife Service, Department of Environment, Heritage and Local 

Government, Dublin, Ireland.  

● Marnell, F., Kelleher, C. & Mullen, E. (2022) Bat mitigation guidelines for Ireland v2. Irish 

Wildlife Manuals, No. 134. National Parks and Wildlife Service, Department of Housing, Local 

Government and Heritage, Ireland (Version 1: Kelleher & Marnell, 2006).  

● The status of EU protected habitats and species in Ireland: Conservation status in Ireland of 

habitats and species listed in the European Council Directive on the Conservation of Habitats, 

Flora and Fauna 92/43/EEC. National Parks and Wildlife Service, Department of 

Environment, Heritage and Local Government.  

● Bat Conservation Trust (2018) Bats and artificial lighting in the UK: bats and the built 

environment series. Guidance Note 08/2019. BCT, London. 

● Guidance document on the strict protection of animal species of Community interest un the 

Habitats Directive (Brussels, 12.10.2021 C(2021) 7391 final. 

● EPA (2022) Guidelines on the information to be contained in Environmental Impact 

Assessment Reports.  
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Collins (2016) is the principal document used to provide guidance in relation to bat survey effort 

required but the level of surveying is assessed on a case-by-case basis taking into consideration the 

historical bat records for the survey area, presence of built, structures and trees potentially suitable 

for roosting bats and the presence of suitable bat habitats for foraging and commuting. Additional 

reference is made to this document in relation to determining the value of buildings, trees etc. as bat 

roosts. The tables referred to from this document are described in the following section and in the 

section on methodology. 

Marnell et al. (2022) is referred to for guidance in relation to survey guidance (timing and survey 

design), derogation licences and mitigation measures.  

1.2.1 Bat Survey Requirements & Timing 

With reference to Collins (2016) and Marnell et al. (2022), the information presented in this section 

is used to determine the bat survey requirements for the proposed development site. Collins (2016) 

provides a trigger list in relation to determining if a bat survey is required and this is presented 

Appendix 3 (Figure B) for reference. In addition, Chapter 2 of Collins (2016) discusses that a bat 

survey is required when proposed activities are likely to impact on bats and their habitats. The level 

of surveying is to be determined by the ecologist and these are influenced by the following criteria: 

- Likelihood of bats being present; 

- Type of proposed activities; 

- Scale of proposed activities; 

- Size, nature and complexity of the site; 

- Species concerned; 

- No. of individuals. 

Collins (2016) also provides the following table detailing when different survey components should 

be undertaken. 
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Figure 1a: Table 2.2 reproduced from Collins (2016). 

1.2.1.1 Buildings & Structures 

In Marnell et al. (2022), Table 3 (The applicability of survey methods) provides information on the 

type of surveys that can be undertaken according to the different seasons. 

Marnell et al. (2022) states that it is more suitable to survey buildings in the summer months. The 

following is a summary of the principal points: 

1. The presence of a significant bat roost (invariably a maternity roost) can normally be 

determined on a single visit at any time of year, provided that the entire structure is accessible 

and that any signs of bats have not been removed by others. However, a visit during the 

summer or autumn has the advantage that bats may be seen or heard. 

2. Roosts used by a small number of bats, as opposed to maternity sites, can be particularly 

difficult to detect and may require extensive searching backed up (in summer) by bat detector 

surveys or emergence counts. 

3. If the entire building is not accessible or signs of bats may have been removed by others, or 

by the weather, bat detector or exit count methodologies may be required to back up a limited 

search. 
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Figure 1b: Table 3 reproduced from Marnell et al. (2022). 

The following table is used to determine the level and timing of surveys for buildings/structures with 

reference to the surrounding habitat. Buildings are assessed to determine their suitability as a bat 

roost and are described using the parameters Negligible, Low, Medium or High suitability in view of 

Table 2 from Marnell et al. (2022). The level of suitability informs the level of surveying and timing of 

surveys required based on Table 7.3 of Collins, 2016 (Note: These two tables are presented in 

Appendix 1 but a summary is provided in the table below). 

Table 2a: Building Bat Roost Classification System & Survey Effort (Adapted from Collins, 2016 and 
Marnell et al., 2022). 

Suitability 

Category 

Description (examples of criteria) Survey Effort (Timings) 

 

Negligible Building have no potential as a roost site 

Urban setting, heavily disturbed, building material 

unsuitable, building in poor condition etc. 

No surveys required. 

Low Building has a low potential as a roost site. 

No evidence of bat usage (e.g. droppings) 

One dusk or dawn survey. 

Medium Building with some suitable voids / crevices for roosting 

bats.  

Some evidence of bat usage 

Suitable foraging and commuting habitat present. 

At least one survey in May to 

August, minimum of two surveys 

(one dusk and one dawn). 

High Building with many features deemed suitable for 

roosting bats. 

Evidence of bat usage. 

Largely undisturbed setting, rural, suitable foraging and 

commuting habitat, suitable roof void and building 

material. 

At least two surveys in May to 

August, with a minimum of three 

surveys (at least one dusk survey 

and one dawn survey). 
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1.2.1.2 Trees 

Marnell et al. (2022) recommends the following in relation to detecting roosts in trees: 

- “The best time to carry out surveys for suitable cavities is between November and April, when 

the trunk and branches are not obscured by leaves. If inspection suggests that the tree has 

suitable cavities or roost sites, a bat detector survey at dusk or dawn during the summer may 

help to produce evidence of bats, though the nomadic nature of most tree-dwelling species 

means that the success rate is very low. 

- It can also be difficult to pinpoint exactly which tree a bat emerged from. A dawn survey is 

more likely to be productive than a dusk one as swarming bats returning to the roost are 

much more visible than those leaving the roost. Because tree-dwelling bats move roosts 

frequently, a single bat-detector survey is unlikely to provide adequate evidence of the 

absence of bats in trees that contain a variety of suitable roosting places.  

- Several dawn or dusk surveys spread over a period of several weeks from June to August 

will greatly increase the probability of detecting significant maternity roosts and is 

recommended where development proposals will involve the loss of multiple trees”. 

As a consequence, the BTHK (2018) Potential Roost Features (PRFs) list and the classification 

system adapted from Collins (2016) is recommended as part of the daytime inspection of trees to 

determine their PBR or Potential Bat Roost value. Details of the methodology followed is presented 

in Section 3.2.2.  

1.2.1.3 Underground Structures 

Marnell et al. (2022) recommends the following in relation to underground structures: 

1. Underground structures are used mainly for hibernation, so surveys should generally be 

carried out during the winter. 

1.2.2 Evaluation & Assessment Criteria 

Based on the information collected during the desktop studies and bat surveys, an ecological value 

is assigned to each bat species recorded based on its conservation status at different geographical 

scales (Table 2b). For example, a site may be of national ecological value for a given species if it 

supports a significant proportion (e.g. 5%) of the total national population of that species. 

Table 2b: The six-level ecological valuation scheme used in the CIEEM Guidelines (2016) Ecological 
Value 

Ecological Value Geographical Scale of Importance 

International International or European scale 

National The Republic of Ireland or the island of Ireland scale (depending on the bat 

species) 

Regional Province scale: Leinster 

County County scale: County Dublin 

Local Proposed development and immediate surroundings 

Negligible None, the feature is common and widespread 
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If bat roosts are recorded, their roost status is determined using Figure 20 from Marnell et al. (2022). 

This figure is presented below (Figure 1c). This figure is also used to determine the conservation 

significance of the roost in order to prepare appropriate bat mitigation measures. 

Impacts on bats can arise from activities that may result in: 

- Physical disturbance of bat roosts e.g. destruction or renovation of buildings 

- Noise disturbance e.g. increase human presence, use of machinery etc. 

- Lighting disturbance 

- Loss of roosts e.g. destruction or renovation of buildings 

- Modifications of commuting or foraging habitats 

- Severance or fragmentation of commuting routes 

- Loss of foraging habitats. 

It is recognised that any development will have an impact on the receiving environment, but the 

significance of the impact will depend on the value of the ecological features that would be affected. 

Such ecological features will be those that are considered to be important and potentially affected 

by the proposed development.  

The guidelines consulted recommend that the potential impacts of a proposed development on bats 

are assessed as early as possible in the design stage to determine any areas of conflicts. In particular 

the Table 4 (presented as Figure 1d below) and Figure 20 (presented as Figure 1c) from Marnell et 

al. (2022) are referenced during this process. 
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Figure 1c: Figure 20 (p 46) Reproduced from Marnell et al. (2022). 
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Figure 1d: Table 4 (p 44) Reproduced from Marnell et al. (2022). 
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Different parameters are considered for the overall assessment of the potential impact(s) of a 

proposed development on local bat populations. 

The overall impacts of the proposed project on local bat populations is assessed using the following 

criteria: 

- Impact Quality using the parameters Positive, Neutral or Negative Impact (based on EPA, 
2022, Table 3.4) 

 
Table 2c: Criteria for assessing impact quality based on EPA, 2022, 

Quality of 

Effect 

Criteria 

Positive A change which improves the quality of the environment (for example, by increasing 

species diversity; or the improving reproductive capacity of an ecosystem, or by 

removing nuisances or improving amenities).  

Neutral No effects or effects that are imperceptible, within normal bounds of variation or within 

the margin of forecasting error. 

Negative A change which reduces the quality of the environment (for example, lessening species 

diversity or diminishing the reproductive capacity of an ecosystem; or damaging health 

or property or by causing nuisance). 

 
- Impact Significance of potential impact parameters on specific bat species in relation to 

particular elements (e.g. roosting sites, foraging area and commuting routes) are assessed 

with reference to the following: 

o Table 4 of Marnell et al. (2022) (Figure 1a); 

o the known ecology and distribution of the bat species in Ireland; 

o bat survey results including type of roosts (if any recorded), pattern of bat usage of 

the survey area, level of bat activity recorded etc. 

o and bat specialist experience. 

- Impact Significance of the proposed development on local bat populations maybe determine, 

where applicable, using the parameters listed in Table 2d (based on EPA, 2022, Table 3.4). 

 

Table 2d: Criteria for assessing significance of effects based on EPA, 2022. 

Significance of 

Effects 

Definition 

Imperceptible An effect capable of measurement but without significant consequences. 

Not significant An effect which causes noticeable changes in the character of the environment but 

without significant consequences. 

Slight An effect which causes noticeable changes in the character of the environment 

without affecting its sensitivities. 

Moderate An effect that alters the character of the environment in a manner that is consistent 

with existing and emerging baseline trends. 

Significant An effect which, by its character, magnitude, duration or intensity alters a sensitive 

aspect of the environment. 

Very Significant  An effect which, by its character, magnitude, duration or intensity significantly alters 

most of a sensitive aspect of the environment. 

Profound An effect which obliterates sensitive characteristics 
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The following terms will be used, where possible and applicable, when quantifying the probability 

and duration of the potential effects (selected from EPA, 2022, Table 3.4): 

 

 
Figure 1e: Criteria for assessing significance of effects based on EPA, 2022 (Taken from Table 3.4), 

 

This table continues to provide terminology in relation to “Describing the Types of Effects” as 

presented below. 
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Figure 1f: Criteria for assessing significance of effects based on EPA, 2022 (Taken from Table 3.4), 

1.2.3 Bat Mitigation Measures  

1.2.3.1 Bats & Lighting 

All European bat species, including Irish bat species, are nocturnal. Light levels as low as typical full 

moon levels, i.e. around 0.1 LUX, can alter the flight activity of bats (Voigt et al. 2018). Any level of 

artificial light above that of moonlight can mask the natural rhythms of lunar sky brightness and, thus, 

can disrupt patterns of foraging and mating and might, for instance, interfere with entrainment of the 

circadian system. 

Artificial light pollution is an increasing global problem (Rich and Longcore, 2006) and Artificial light 

at night (ALAN) is considered a major threat to biodiversity, especially to nocturnal species.  

As urbanisation expands into the landscape, the degree of street lighting also expands. Its ecological 

impacts can have a profound affect the behaviour of nocturnal animals including impacts on 

reproductive behaviours, orientation, predator-prey interaction and competition among others, 

depending on the taxon and ecosystem in question (Longcore and Rich 2004). It is considered by 

Hölker et al. (2010) to be a key biodiversity threat to biodiversity conservation. In relation to bats, the 

potential impacts of artificial night lighting can result in habitat fragmentation (Hanski, 1998), delay 

in roost emergence (Downs et al., 2003) and a reduction in prey items. 
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In the context of behavioural ecology, lights can work to attract or repel certain animals. Many groups 

of insects, including moths, lacewings, beetles, bugs, caddisflies, crane flies, midges, hoverflies and 

wasps, can be attracted to artificial light (Eisenbeis and Hassel 2000; Frank 1988; Kolligs 2000). 

Attraction depends on the spectrum of light. In the context of street lights, white (mercury vapour) 

lamps emit a white light that includes ultraviolet. High pressure sodium lights (yellow) emit some 

ultraviolet, while low pressure sodium lamps (orange) emit no ultraviolet light (e.g. Rydell 2006). As 

a result of the attractiveness of lights to aerial invertebrates, swarms of insects often occur in and 

around street lights and, particular bat species such as aerial insect predators, can exploit the 

swarming insects to their advantage. Such attraction can also take prey items away from dark zones 

where light sensitive species are foraging, thus reducing their likelihood of feeding effectively. 

Rydell (2006) divides bats into four categories in terms of their characteristic behaviours at street 

lamps. The four categories are based on bat size, wing morphology and echolocation call 

characteristics which were highlighted by Norberg and Rayner (1987) to determine flight speed, 

manoeuvrability, and prey detection capabilities of bats. Rydell (2006) stated that the large, fast flying 

bats, which are confined to open airspace, fly high over lit areas and are rarely observed near ground 

level. None of these, typically large free-tailed bats (e.g. large species of the family Molossidae), are 

found in Ireland. The second category are the medium-sized fast flying species, including the 

Nyctalus species, which patrol the street well above the lights and can be seen occasionally as they 

dive for prey into the light cone. This group includes the Leisler’s bat, which is found in Ireland. 

Rydell’s third category describes the small but fast flying bats that are manoeuvrable enough to 

forage around light posts or under the lights, and includes the small Pipistrellus species of the old 

world, three of which are found in Ireland. The fourth category includes broad-winged slow flyers, 

most of which are seldom or never observed at lights. Slow flying bat species may be more 

vulnerable to predation by diurnal birds of prey and this may restrict their exploitation of insects 

around artificially illuminated areas (e.g. Speakman 1991). There are also the concerns that some 

bat species are more light sensitive and therefore actively avoid lit up areas.  This is particularly 

relevant for lesser horseshoe bats. Therefore from this, we can categorise the suite of Irish bats 

species as follows (please note that the sensitivity category is the author’s description): 

Table 3: Potential light sensitivity of the Irish bat fauna using categories described by Rydell, 2006. 

Species: Common Name Rydell Category Sensitivity 

Daubenton’s bat Myotis daubentonii Category 4 Light sensitive 

Whiskered bat Myotis mystacinus Category 4 Light sensitive 

Natterer’s bat Myotis nattereri Category 4 Light sensitive 

Leisler’s bat Nyctalus leisleri Category 2 Light tolerant 

Nathusius’ pipistrelle Pipistrellus nathusii Category 3 Semi-tolerant 

Common pipistrelle Pipistrellus pipistrellus Category 3 Semi-tolerant 

Soprano pipistrelle Pipistrellus pygmaeus Category 3 Semi-tolerant 

Brown long-eared bat Plecotus auritus Category 4 Light sensitive 

Lesser horseshoe bat Rhinolophus hipposideros Category 4 Light sensitive 
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The ability of different bat species to exploit insects gathered around street lights varies greatly. 

Gleaning species such as Myotis bats rarely forage around street lights (Rydell and Racey, 1995). 

The ecological effects of illuminating aquatic habitats are also poorly known. Moore et al. (2006) 

found that light levels in an urban lake, subject simply to sky glow and not direct illumination from 

lights, reached the same order of magnitude as full moonlight.  

All European bat species, including Irish bat species, are nocturnal. As a consequence, the scientific 

literature provides evidence that artificial lighting does impacts on bats. The degree of impact 

depends on the light sensitivity of the bat species and the type of luminaire. Lesser horseshoe bats 

are light sensitive and therefore adversely effected by the presence of lighting in all aspects of their 

life strategies (e.g. foraging, commuting, drinking and roosting). 

The potential impacts of street lighting can be summarised as follows: 

- Attracting Prey Items 

Lights can work to attract or repel certain animals. Many groups of insects can be attracted to artificial 

light and this attraction depends on the spectrum of light. As a result of the attractiveness of lights to 

aerial invertebrates, swarms of insects often occur in and around street lights. Such attraction can 

also take prey items away from dark zones where light sensitive species, such as lesser horseshoe 

bats, are foraging, thus reducing their likelihood of feeding effectively. 

- Reducing Foraging Habitat 

The research documents that there is less bat species diversity foraging in habitats lit up by artificial 

lighting. Only bat species considered to be light tolerant are generally able to exploit habitats with 

lighting present, but overall, all bat species activity tends to be less in lit up habitats compared to 

non-lit up habitats. 

- Fragmenting The Landscape 

Scientific evidence shows that lighting is a barrier to the movement of light sensitive bat species, 

such as lesser horseshoe bats. Light sensitive bat species will actively seek dark corridors to 

commute along and therefore the presence of lighting in commuting habitats will restrict their 

movement of such species in the landscape. 

- Reducing Drinking Sites 

There is increasing evidence that drinking sites for bats is an essential component for local bat 

population survival and that the presence of artificial lighting at waterbodies prevents bats from 

availing of this resource.  

Lighting, including street lights come in an array of different types but for street lights they typically 

include High Pressure Sodium, Low Pressure Sodium, Mercury Vapour and the more modern Light 

Emitting Diodes (LED). An array of field-based research has been undertaken to document the 

potential impact of lighting on bat flight activity. LED lighting is predicted to constitute 70% of the 

outdoor and residential lighting markets by 2020. While the use of LEDs promotes energy and cost 

savings relative to traditional lighting technologies, little is known about the effects these broad-

spectrum “white” lights will have on wildlife, human health, animal welfare, and disease transmission. 

As a consequence, a large array of research has been undertaken recently on the potential impact 

of LED on bats.  
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Stone et al. (2012) undertook research in relation to “Cool” LED street lights on an array of local bat 

species in England. Overall the presence of LED street lights had a significant negative impact on 

lesser horseshoe bats and Myotis spp. for all light treatments investigated while there was no sign 

impact of light treatment type on Pipistrellus pygmaeus  (soprano pipistrelle – a common Irish bat 

species) or Nyctalus (Leisler’s bats is part of this bat family and is a common Irish bat 

species)/Eptesicus species. This research paper also documented behavioural changes for the 

different bat species. Lesser horseshoe bats and Myotis spp. did not avoid lights by flying along the 

other side of the hedge but altered their commuting behaviour altogether. It was concluded that LEDs 

can fragment commuting routes causing bats to alter their behaviour with potentially negative 

conservation consequences. Lesser horseshoe bat activity was significantly lower during high 

intensity treatment than medium, but at all treatment levels (even as low as 3.6 LUX), activity was 

significantly lower than unlit control (LUX level measurements were taken at 1.7m at the hedge below 

the light). 

Russo et al. (2017) investigated the impact of LED lighting on drinking areas for bats in Italy. Drinking 

sites are considered to be important components for the survival of local bat populations. Drinking 

sites were illuminated with a portable LED outdoor light emitting (48 high-power LEDs generated a 

light intensity of 6480 lm (4000–4500 K) at 25°C, two peaks of relative luminous flux at 450 and 590 

nm). Plecotus auritus (brown long-eared bat – resident in Ireland), Pipistrellus pygmaeus (soprano 

pipistrelle – resident in Ireland) and Rhinolophus hipposideros (lesser horseshoe bat – resident in 

Ireland) did not drink when troughs were illuminated. 

Rowse et al. (2018) researched the impacts of LED lights (portable lights, 97W 4250K LED on 10m 

high poles) in England on local bat populations. Treatments were either 100% light intensity; dimmed 

(using pulse width modulation) at 50% or 25% light intensity; and unlit. Sites were in suburban areas 

along busy roads but with vegetation and tree lines adjacent. High light levels (50% & 100% light 

treatments) increased activity of opportunistic Pipistrellus pipistrellus (common pipistrelle – resident 

in Ireland) but reduced activity of Myotis species group. Conversely 25% and unlit sites had no 

difference from each other. The research paper conclude that dimming could be an effective strategy 

to mitigate ecological impacts of street lights. 

Wakefield et al. (2017) stated that an important factor to be aware of in relation to LED is the direction 

of the light projected. Therefore it is recommended that highly focused/shielded LEDS designed to 

filter out short wavelengths of light may should be used as they attract relatively fewer insects. Less 

insects attracted to street lights means less insects leaving dark zones where light sensitive bat 

species primarily feed.  

Martin et al. (2021) showed that LED street lights lead to a reduction in the total number of insects 

captured with light traps in a wide range of families. Coleoptera and Lepidoptera orders were the 

most sensitive groups to ecological light pollution in the study area. The paper suggested that LED 

was the least attractive light system for most of the affected groups both because of its very little 

emitted short‐wavelength light and because of its lower light intensity. They also concluded that 

reduction in insect attraction to LED could be even larger with current LED technologies emitting 

warmer lights, since other research showed that LED emitting “warmer white” colour light (3000 K) 

involves significantly lower attraction for insects than “colder white” LED (6000 K).  

Wilson et al. (2021) investigate the impact of LED on biting insects and concluded because LED is 

highly malleable with regard to spectral composition, they can be tailored to decrease or increase 

insect catches, depending on situation. Therefore this design control of LED could greatly assist in 

reducing impact of street lighting on local bat populations. 
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Stone et al. (2015) reviewed the impacts of ALAN on bat roosts and flight paths in order to provide 

recommendations in relation to street lighting. The principal recommendations were to avoid lighting 

places where bats are present and to ensure that there are interconnected light exclusion zones and 

variable light regimes with reduced intensity of light in specific areas (e.g. important foraging and 

commuting habitats) as responses to street lighting may vary between species. It recommends that 

there should be a 'light threshold'. 

1.2.3.1.1 Lighting Guidelines – Effective Mitigation Measures 

As a consequence of this extensive amount of research there are two principal guideline documents 

available for best practice for effective mitigation relating to outdoor lighting.  

EUROBATS (Voigt et al., 2018) guidelines recommends the following: 

- ALAN should be strictly avoided, and artificial lighting should be installed only where and 

when necessary coupled with the following: 

o Dynamic lighting schemes, where possible. 

o Use a minimal number of lighting points and luminaires on low positions in relation to 

the ground for minimising light trespass to adjacent bat habitats or into the sky. 

o Use focused light, e.g. by using LED or shielded luminaires which limit the light flux 

only to the required areas and prevent light trespass into adjacent bat habitats. 

o Create screens, either by erecting walls or by planting hedgerows or trees, to prevent 

light trespass, e.g. from illuminated roads, to surrounding bat habitats. 

o Exits of bat roosts and a buffer zone around them should be protected from direct or 

indirect lighting to preserve the natural circadian rhythm of bats. 

This BCT (2018) guidelines provides a list of recommendations in relation to luminaire design, which 

is based on the extensive research completed to-date on the potential impact of lighting on bats, and 

therefore provides best practice mitigation measures. These recommendations are the basis of 

mitigation measures pertaining to bats listed in this report and are summarised as follows: 

- All luminaires used should lack UV/IR elements to reduce impact.   

- A warm white spectrum (<2700 Kelvins should be used to reduce the blue light component of the 

LED spectrum).  

- Luminaires should have a peak wavelengths higher than 550nm to avoid the component of light 

most disturbing to bats.  

- Only luminaires with an upward light ratio of 0% and with good optical control should be used.  

- Luminaires should be mounted on the horizontal, i.e. no upward tilt.  

- Column heights should be carefully considered to minimise light spill. The shortest column height 

allowed should be used where possible.  

- Bollard lighting should be considered for pedestrian, parks and greenway areas, if deemed 

necessary.   

1.2.3.2 Bat Box Schemes 

Bat Boxes are frequently used as part of bat mitigation to retain local bat populations within an area 

proposed to be development. The NPWS Bat Mitigation Guidelines (Marnell et al. 2022) considers 

that where roosts of low conservation significance (Figure 20, Marnell et al. (2022)) are to be lost 

due to a development, bat boxes may provide an appropriate form of mitigation and the effectiveness 

depends on the type of bat box provided, which should be appropriate to the bat species. 



24 Bat Eco Services  

 

 

Figure 1g: Table 7 (p 58) Reproduced from Marnell et al. (2022). 

1.2.3.2.1 Effectiveness of Bat Boxes as a Mitigation Measure 

Two publications that provide good scientific advise in relation to the effectiveness of bat boxes are 

presented below. McAney & Hanniffy (2015) reviewed the use of bat boxes in Ireland in relation to 

the bat usage of the following bat box schemes: 62 Schwegler boxes of three models erected in 

Portumna Forest Park (Bat box scheme consisted of 30x 1FF design, 30x 2FN design and 2x 1FW 

design); 50 2FN boxes erected in Coole-Garryland Nature Reserve and 50 2FN boxes erected in 

Knockma Nature Reserve of which 40 were later transferred to Glengarriff Nature Reserve County 

Cork. The bat box schemes were set up in March 1999 and data was collected up to 2015. Eight of 

the nine resident bat species were recorded roosting in bat boxes (lesser horseshoe bats cannot 

use bat boxes due to their need to fly, rather than crawl, into roosts). The main summary points are 

as follows: 

- Leisler’s, brown long-eared and Pipistrellus spp. were recorded in boxes at all three Galway 

woods, Daubenton’s bat was only recorded in Garryland, Natterer’s bat was only recorded in 

Glengarriff and whiskered/Brandt’s was recorded just twice. 

- There was a 31% chance of encountering a bat at Portumna Forest Park compared to 11.5% 

and 10% at Coole-Garryland Nature Reserve and Knockma Nature Reserve respectively. 

- Pipistrellus spp. preferred 1FF boxes as this bat box design offer crevice-like roosting 

conditions. This species group also showed a seasonal preference with more bats present 

later in the season (visual observations confirmed the bats were using the boxes as mating 

roosts) and their numbers increased from the time that the bat box scheme was originally 

established.  

- Brown long-eared bats preferred 2FN boxes that mimic holes in trees, the natural roosting 

sites for this species. This species also showed no seasonal pattern to their occurrence in 

the boxes. However one aspect of 2FN boxes that this report mentions is the high occupancy 
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by birds which can be an issue in relation to nesting material reducing the availability of bat 

boxes for roosting bats. 

- Leisler’s bat showed no preference for box model but showed a seasonal preference with 

more bats present later in the season. 

- Aspect was not a significant factor for occupancy but most boxes received dappled sunshine 

for part of the day. 

- The other factor that proved significant was the length of time the boxes were in place, with 

occupancy rates increasing for all three species, although in the case of pipistrelles this 

increase appears to have stabilised. So, although the boxes were occupied very quickly, it 

took several years before they were regularly occupied and before clusters of bats were 

formed and breeding was confirmed. 

Collins et al. (2020) investigated the implementation and effectiveness of bat roost mitigation, which 

included bat boxes, in building developments completed between 2006 and 2014 in England and 

Wales. The bat species studied were: common and soprano pipistrelle, brown long-eared bat and 

Myotis species, all of which are present in Ireland. A summary of the main points relating to bat 

boxes are as follows: 

- Bat boxes were the most frequently deployed roosting provision (i.e. alternative roosts), being 

installed at 64% (n = 71) of sites surveyed as a compensation or enhancement measure. 

- Box frequencies ranged from 1 to 41 at sites where they were installed, with an average of 

6.6 boxes per site.  

- Bats, or evidence of bats, were recorded in 20% of these bat boxes. 

- Bat boxes mounted externally on buildings showed the highest occupation rate regardless of 

species while Common pipistrelle showed a preference for these over tree mounted boxes; 

the opposite was true for soprano pipistrelle. 

- The four most popular bat box models used by consultants in the study were all 

Schwegler woodcrete bat boxes. Bat presence was highest in the 1FF bat box design (32%, 

n = 53) and lowest for birds (8%). The tree-mounted 2F and wall-integrated 1FR/2FR models 

both demonstrated similar bat presence rates of 23% (n = 43) and 25% (n = 32) respectively. 

The 2FN tree-mounted model showed the lowest presence rate for bats (11%, n = 19) and 

the highest for birds (58%). There were also 26 timber bat boxes, none of which were used 

by bats. 

The author has also erected a number of bat box schemes and, where possible, has completed 

occasional monitoring visits. One such example is a bat box scheme erected in Kileshandra, Co. 

Cavan which consists of 8 Schwegler woodcrete bat boxes of various designs. The bat boxes were 

erected on mature trees located in a linear woodland adjacent to a river. This bat box scheme was 

erected in 2012 as part of mitigation for the demolishment of a large derelict building where small 

satellite roosts were recorded for Pipistrellus spp. and Daubenton’s bat. Two site visits have been 

completed since 2012 and during these visits the bat boxes were checked for evidence of bat usage. 

The first site visit was on 25/8/2015 and one bat box was occupied by a single Leisler’s bat while the 

additional seven bat doxes had evidence of bat droppings (Pipistrellus spp. and Myotis spp.). During 

the second site visit (27/7/2019) four bat boxes were occupied by bats (Soprano pipistrelle x1 

individual (adult male), Leisler’s bat x1 individual (adult male) and two bat boxes with x16 

Daubenton’s bats and x10 Daubenton’s bats respectively). Biometrics was recorded for the 12 of the 

bats (which included 10 of the Daubenton’s bats recorded in the bat box with 16 individuals) and five 

of these Daubenton’s bats were lactating females with the remaining five Daubenton’s bats recorded 

as juveniles, thereby indicating that this bat box was used as a maternity roost. The remaining four 

bat boxes all had droppings within for Pipistrellus spp and Leisler’s bats. This bat box scheme, while 
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just one example, demonstrates that when bat boxes are erected in an area with good bat habitat 

(bat survey documented a high level of bat activity for the named bat species), a high level of 

occupancy of bat boxes will occur.  

In relation to bat boxes, Marnell et al. (2022), a document that provides guidelines that are 

considered to be practical and effective based on past experience,  recommends that the design life 

of potential bat boxes, including essential maintenance, should be about 10 years, as this would be 

comparable with the lifespan of the tree roosts that bat boxes are designed to mimic. The guidelines 

continues by stating that the “This lifespan can be achieved with good quality wooden boxes and 

exceeded by woodcrete bat boxes or other types of construction that ensure any softwoods are 

protected from the weather and attack by squirrels” (note – this includes woodstone bat boxes).  

In relation to the number of bat boxes recommended to be erected, Lintott & Mathews (2018) found 

that the greater the number of bat boxes deployed, the greater the probability of  

at least one of the boxes becoming occupied and that the odds of bats occupying at least  

one box increased by approximately 7% with each additional bat box that was deployed. Bat boxes 

are erected, as part of this proposed development, to mitigate for the loss of potential roosts in trees. 

Therefore the number of bat boxes are calculated according to the number of trees with additional 

boxes added for greater bat conservation value.  

Therefore Schwegeler woodcrete bat boxes are recommended as a bat mitigation measure and the 

authors preference to use 1FF designs as this box is open at the bottom which reduces build-up of 

droppings (i.e. it is a self-cleaning bat box). Both McAney & Hannify (2015) and Collins et al. (2020) 

demonstrated that usage of this bat box design by bat species recorded in this survey report. This 

bat box is also less likely to be used by birds and therefore retaining it for bat usage between 

monitoring visits. To increase occupancy of bat boxes by bats it is important to erect bat boxes 4m 

or higher (to ensure that bat boxes are out of reach from disturbance by humans and predation by 

other mammals) and that they should be located where bats have been documented foraging and 

commuting. The aspect of the bat box  is not an influencing factor in relation to occupancy. These 

recommendations have all been included in this report.  

1.2.3.3 Landscaping For Bats 

Bats depend on the landscape for foraging, roosting and commuting. Different bat species will travel 

different distances, to and from their principal roosting sites, depending on their morphology, life 

stage and preferred foraging areas. Bats in Ireland are insect eating mammals and feed on an array 

of insects, whose populations are ultimately supported by vegetation. Areas of rich vegetation habitat 

tend to support higher abundances of insect populations and therefore a higher abundance of bats. 

In addition, many bat species rely on continuous linear habitats (e.g. treelines and hedgerows) to 

commute along. As a consequence landscaping as part of a proposed development project is an 

important element to the goal of retaining local bat populations.  

The Bat Conservation Trust publication “Landscape and Urban Design for bats and biodiversity” 

(Gunnell et al., 2012) is a resource for planning landscape design in our urban areas. This resource 

encourages measures to enhance existing bat foraging habitat, create water features such as ponds 

(drinking sites for bats and as a source of emerging insects), manage species rich grassland and 

planting of tall vegetation to ensure that exiting treelines and hedgerows are linked. It also 

recommends that use of landscaping as a means to creating dark zones or dark corridors for this 

mammal group to fly along in our lit urban areas. This is also support by the BCT Lighting Guidelines 

(BCT, 2018) where landscape design can be utilised to buffer potential light spillage from 

developments.  
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1.2.3.4 Seasonality of Bat Mitigation Measures 

The NPWS Bat Mitigation Guidelines (Marnell et al. 2022) provides best practice guidance in relation 

to the timing of bat mitigation measures. It states that  the most common and effective method of 

avoiding potential harm to a bat is to carry out the work at an appropriate time of the year. The 

following table provides a summary of timings. 

 

Figure 1h: Table 5 (p 50) Reproduced from Marnell et al. (2022). 

Timing of bat mitigation measures is relevant to the proposed tree felling of Potential Bat Roosts 

(PBRs). Felling is recommended outside the principal maternity season and during mild weather 

conditions (to avoid cold weather that would encourage bats to hibernate). This coupled with 

dusk/dawn surveys and additional daytime inspections is best practice to ensure that tree felling is 

completed without causing harm to potentially roosting bats. The preferred tree felling months also 

avoids the bird nesting season. 
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1.3 Project Description 

1.3.1 Site Location 

The application site is located to the immediate east of Cairnbrook residential estate, south and west 

of Springfield Lane, and north of Rockville Drive / Glenamuck Cottages.  

 

 

Figure 2a: Red line boundary of proposed development (Supplied by Enviroguide Consulting). 
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1.3.2 Proposed Project 

Grafton Issuer DAC intend to apply to An Bord Pleanála for a seven year planning permission for a 

Strategic Housing Development at Carrickmines Great, Glenamuck Road South, Dublin 18. The 

application site is located to the immediate east of Cairnbrook residential estate, south and west of 

Springfield Lane, and north of Rockville Drive / Glenamuck Cottages.  

 

The proposal consists of the demolition of existing buildings on site and the provision of 167 no. 

residential units (comprising of 69 no. houses and 98 no. apartments), a childcare facility, open 

space, roads infrastructure and all associated development.  

 

Public Notice / Detailed Description: 

 

A seven year planning permission is sought for the following development: 

 

The residential component of the development consists of 98 no. apartments and 69 no. houses, to 

be provided as follows:   

 

• 30 no. 1-bed apartments;  

• 47 no. 2-bed apartments;  

• 21 no. 3-bed apartments; 

• 43 no. 4-bed (Type A, A1 and D) houses; 

• 26 no. 3-bed (Type B, C and E) houses; 

             

The 98 no. apartments are to be provided within 3 no. apartment buildings of 5 no. storeys in height, 

each over basement level, with adjacent surface car parking. The houses consist of 2 and 3 storey 

terraced, semi-detached and detached dwellings.  

 

The proposal contains a total of 237 no. car parking spaces, including 173 no. at surface level and 

64 no. at basement level, 253 no. bicycle parking spaces, including 34 no. at surface level and 219 

no. secure spaces at ground floor level of the apartment buildings, and 6 no. motorcycle parking 

spaces at basement level. The vehicular access to the development is to be provided from 

Cairnbrook residential estate to the west, including associated works to facilitate same. A vehicular 

entrance is also proposed from Springfield Lane to access the house proposed on the northern part 

of the site. Pedestrian and cycle links are proposed to Springfield Lane to the north and to link to the 

permitted development (Reg. Ref.: PC/H/01/19) at Rockville Drive / Glenamuck Cottages to the 

south. 

 

Bin stores, plant rooms and block cores are located at basement and ground floor level of the 

apartment buildings. The proposed development includes private amenity space, consisting of 

balconies / terraces for all apartments and private gardens for the houses, public and communal 

open space, including children’s play areas and an ancillary play area for the childcare facility, PV 

panels and green roofs at roof level of the apartment buildings, public lighting, utilities infrastructure 

and an ESB Substation. The proposal includes all associated site and infrastructural works, including 

tie-ins to existing infrastructure in the Cairnbrook residential estate, foul and surface water drainage, 

attenuation tanks, hard and soft landscaping, boundary treatments, internal roads, cyclepaths and 

footpaths.  
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Figure 2a: Layout of proposed development (Supplied by Enviroguide Consulting). 
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2. Bat Survey Methodology 

2.1 Daytime Inspections 

One purpose of daytime inspections is to determine the potential of bat roosts within the survey area. 

Due to the transient nature of bats and their seasonal life cycle, there are a number of different type 

of bat roosts. Where possible, one of the objectives of the surveys is to be able to identify the types 

of roosts present, if any. However, the determination of the type of roost present depends on the 

timing of the survey and the number of bat surveys completed. Consequently, the definition of roost 

types, in this report, will be based on the following: 

Table 5a: Bat Roost Types (adapted from Collins 2016). 

Roost Type Definition Time of Survey 

Day Roost A place where individual bats or small groups of males, rest 

or shelter in the daytime but are rarely found by night in the 

summer. 

Anytime of the year 

Night Roost A place where bats rest or shelter in the night but are rarely 

found in the day. May be used by a single bat on occasion 

or it could be used regularly by the whole colony. 

Anytime of the year 

Feeding Roost A place where individual bats or a few bats rest or feed 

during the night but are rarely present by day. 

Anytime of the year 

Transitional 

Roost 

A place used by a few individuals or occasionally small 

groups for generally short periods of time on waking from 

hibernation or in the period prior to hibernation. 

Outside the main 

maternity and hibernation 

periods. 

Swarming Site Where large numbers of males and females gather. Appear 

to be important mating sites. 

Late summer and autumn 

Mating Site Where mating takes place. Late summer and autumn 

Maternity Site Where female bats give birth and raise their young to 

independence. 

Summer months 

Hibernation 

Site 

Where bats are found, either individually or in groups in the 

winter months. They have a constant cool temperature and 

humidity. 

Winter months in cold 

weather conditions 

Satellite Roost An alternative roost found in close proximity to the main 

nursery colony and is used by a few individuals throughout 

the breeding season. 

Summer months 

 

2.1.1 Building & Structure Inspection 

Structures, buildings and other likely places that may provide a roosting space for bats are inspected 

during the daytime for evidence of bat usage. Evidence of bat usage is in the form of actual bats 

(visible or audible), bat droppings, urine staining, grease marks (oily secretions from glands present 

on stonework) and claw marks. In addition, the presence of bat fly pupae (bat parasite) also indicated 

that bat usage of a crevice, for example, has occurred in the past. Inspections are undertaken visually 
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with the aid of a strong torch beam (LED Lenser P14.2) and endoscope (General DC5660A Wet / 

Dry Scope). 

Buildings were assessed to determine their suitability as a bat and described using the parameters 

Negligible, Low, Medium or High suitability in view of Table 2a presented in the previous section. 

Survey Date: 15th May 2022 

2.1.2 Tree Potential Bat Roost (PBRs) Inspection 

Trees that may provide a roosting space for bats were classified using the Bat Tree Habitat Key 

(BTHK, 2018) and the classification system adapted from Collins (2016). The Potential Roost 

Features (PRFs) listed in this guide were used to determine the PBR value of trees.  

Trees identified as PBRs were inspected during the daytime (30th June 2022), where possible, for 

evidence of bat usage. Evidence of bat usage is in the form of actual bats (visible or audible), bat 

droppings, urine staining, grease marks (oily secretions from glands present on stonework) and claw 

marks. In addition, the presence of bat fly pupae (bat parasite) also indicated that bat usage of a 

crevice, for example, has occurred in the past.  

Daytime inspections were undertaken of all of the trees within the proposed development site. These 

inspections followed the Phase 1 guidance (Collins, 2016) in order to make a list of trees within the 

proposed development site that may be suitable as roosting sites for bats. Inspections were 

undertaken visually, from the ground, with the aid of a strong torch beam (LED Lenser P14.2) during 

the daytime searching for PRFs.  

Table 5b: Tree Bat Roost Category Classification System (adapted from Collins, 2016). 

Tree 
Category 

Description 

1 
High 

Trees with multiple, highly suitable features (Potential Roosting Features = PRFs) 

capable of supporting larger roosts 

2 
Moderate 

Trees with definite bat potential but supporting features (PRFs) suitable for use by 

individual bats; 

3 
Low 

Trees have no obvious potential although the tree is of a size and age that elevated 

surveys may result in cracks or crevices being found or the tree supports some features 

(PRFs) which may have limited  potential to support bats; 

4 
Negligible 

Trees have no potential. 

 

Survey Date: 30th June 2022 

2.1.3 Bat Habitat & Commuting Routes Mapping 

The survey site was assessed during daytime walkabout surveys (15th May 2022), in relation to 

potential bat foraging habitat and potential bat commuting routes. Such habitats were classified 

according to Fossit, 2000 (Appendix 1, Table 1.B) while hedgerows were classified according to 

BATLAS 2020 classification (Bat Conservation Ireland, 2015) (Appendix 1, Table 1.A). Bat habitats 

and commuting routes identified were considered in relation to the wider landscape to determine 

landscape connectivity for local bat populations through the examination of aerial photographs. 
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2.2 Night-time Bat Detector Surveys 

2.2.1 Dusk & Walking Transect Bat Surveys 

Dusk and Walking Transect Bat Surveys were completed on the 15th and 19th May 2022 from 10 

minutes before sunset to 110 minutes post sunset and the surveyors position themselves within the 

proposed development site to determine the general bat activity of the proposed development site. 

This was following by a walking transect of the proposed development site and immediate vicinity of 

the proposed development site. 

The following equipment was used: 

Surveyor 1: Bat Logger M2 Full Spectrum Bat Detector and Pettersson D200 Heterodyne Bat 

Detector. 

Surveyor 2: Anabat Scout Spectrum Bat Detector and Pettersson D200 Heterodyne Bat Detector. 

2.2.2 Filming 

A Guide TrackIR Pro25 thermal imagery scope filming was also deployed on 19/5/2022 to capture 

potential emerging bats from potential roosting sites. This was completed from 10 minutes before 

sunset till at least 120 minutes after sunset and 110 minutes before sunrise to 10 minutes after 

sunrise. Captured film was watched post-survey and any emerging bats were noted. 

2.2.3 Passive Static Bat Detector Survey 

A Passive Static Bat Surveys involves leaving a static bat detector unit (with ultrasonic microphone) 

in a specific location and set to record for a specified period of time (i.e. a bat detector is left in the 

field, there is no observer present and bats which pass near enough to the monitoring unit are 

recorded and their calls are stored for analysis post surveying). The bat detector is effectively used 

as a bat activity data logger. This results in a far greater sampling effort over a shorter period of time. 

Bat detectors with ultrasonic microphones are used as the ultrasonic calls produced by bats cannot 

be heard by human hearing.  

The microphone of the unit was positioned horizontally to reduce potential damage from rain. Bat 

Logger A+ units and Wildlife Acoustics Song Meter SM2, SM2 BAT+ SM4 Bat FS and SM3 BAT 

Platform Units use Real Time recording as a technique to record bat echolocation calls and using 

specific software, the recorded calls are identified. It is these sonograms (2-d sound pictures) that 

are digitally stored on the SD card (or micro SD cards depending on the model) and downloaded for 

analysis. These results are depicted on a graph showing the number of bat passes per species per 

hour/night. Each bat pass does not correlate to an individual bat but is representative of bat activity 

levels. Some species such as the pipistrelles will continuously fly around a habitat and therefore it is 

likely that a series of bat passes within a similar time frame is one individual bat. On the other hand, 

Leisler’s bats tend to travel through an area quickly and therefore an individual sequence or bat pass 

is more likely to be indicative of individual bats.  

The recordings are analysed using Wildlife Acoustics Kaleidoscope Pro. Each sequence of bat 

pulses are noted as a bat pass to indicate level of bat activity for each species recorded. This is 

either expressed as the number of bat passes per hour or per survey night. The following static units 

were deployed during this static bat detector survey (15th to 20th May 2022). 
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Table 6: Static Bat Detectors deployed during Static Bat Detector Surveys. 

Static Unit Code Bat Detector Type Recording Function Microphone 

Mini 12 Wildlife Acoustics 

SongMeter Mini Bat 

Passive Full Spectrum SMM-U2 

SM4 Unit 2, 4, 6 Wildlife Acoustics 

SongMeter SM4 Bat 

Passive Full Spectrum SMM-U2 on 4m cable 

 

2.3 Desktop Review 

2.3.1 Bat Conservation Ireland Database 

Bat Conservation Ireland acts as the central depository for bat records for the Republic of Ireland. 

Its’ bat database is comprised of >60,000 bat records. The database primarily contains bat records 

from the following datasets: 

- Irish Bat Monitoring Programme 

The Irish Bat Monitoring Programme is comprised of four surveys (Car-based Bat Monitoring 

Scheme (2003-), All Ireland Daubenton’s Bat Waterways Survey (2006-), Brow Long-eared Bat 

Roost Monitoring Scheme (2007-) and Lesser Horseshoe Bat Monitoring Scheme (1980s-). Apart 

from the latter survey, all monitoring data is stored on the BCIreland database. 

- BATLAS 2020 & 2010 

BCIreland has undertaken two all-Ireland species distribution surveys (2008-2009 for BATLAS 2010 

and 2016-2019 for BATLAS 2020) of four target bat species (Common and soprano pipistrelle, 

Leisler’s bats and Daubenton’s bat).  

- Ad Hoc Bat Records 

Ad hoc bat records from national bat groups, ecological consultants and BCIreland members are 

also stored on the BCIreland database. 

- Roost Records 

These records are only report at a 1km level to protect the location of private dwellings and to protect 

such important bat records. 

A 1km radius search was requested for the Irish Grid Reference O2152823161. 

2.3.2 Bat Conservation Ireland Bat Landscape Favourability Model 

Bat Conservation Ireland produced a landscape conservation guide for Irish bat species using their 

database of species records collated during the 2000 - 2009 survey seasons.  An analysis of the 

habitat and landscape associations of all bat species deemed resident in Ireland was undertaken 

and reported in Lundy et al., 2011.  The geographical area suitable for individual species was used 

to identify the core favourable areas of each species.  This was produced as a GIS layer for local 

authorities and planners in order to provide a guide to the consideration of bat conservation.  The 

island is divided into 5km squares and the landscape favourability of each 5km square for each 

species of bat was modelled.  A caveat is attached to the model and it is that the model is based on 

records held on the BCIreland database, while core areas have been identified, areas outside the 

core area should not be discounted as unimportant as bats are a landscape species and can travel 

many kilometres between roosts and foraging areas nightly and seasonally.  This model was used 

as part of the desktop study for this report.  
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3. Bat Survey Results 

3.1 Daytime Inspections 

3.1.1 Building & Structure Inspection 

Agricultural buildings are located along the north-eastern boundary of the proposed development 

site. These were inspected on 15th May 2022 and deemed to have a low value for roosting bats. The 

structures consist of corrugate iron barn, single storey modern concrete wall stables with corrugated 

roofs. This agricultural compound is surrounded by a tall concrete wall with ivy growth. The buildings 

were deemed to have a Low value for roosting bats. 

3.1.2 Tree Potential Bat Roost (PBRs) Inspection 

The majority of tall vegetation within the proposed development site consisted of scrub and 

hedgerows along the boundaries. There are mature trees along western boundary (e.g. Poplars). An 

examination of the trees was carried out and three trees proposed to be felled were deemed to have 

a PBR potential, all Category 2 value: Tree No. 10 (Ash); Tree Tag No. 0354 (Ash) and Tree Tag 

No. 0355 (Ash). All three trees are mature with heavy ivy growth and some dead wood. 

3.1.3 Bat Habitat & Commuting Routes Mapping 

The habitat types, with reference to Fossit (2000) were recorded both within the survey area and 

adjacent to the survey area. This proposed development site is predominately a green field site with 

scrub and grassland areas surrounded by hedgerows and trees. There are mature trees within the 

boundary particularly along the western boundary.  

Table 7a: Habitat types present within survey area. 

Habitat Yes Habitat Yes Habitat Yes Habitat Yes 

Cultivated land  Salt marshes  Exposed rock √ Fens/flushes  

Built land √ Brackish waters  Caves  Grasslands √ 

Coastal structures  Springs  Freshwater marsh  Scrub √ 

Shingle/gravel  Swamps  Lakes/ponds  Hedges/treelines √ 

Sea cliffs/islets  Disturbed ground √ Heath  Conifer plantation  

Sand dunes  Watercourse  Bog  Woodland √ 

 

The surrounding landscape is primarily rural with individual houses with large gardens. There is a 

new residential development adjacent to the proposed development site while Carrickmines Park 

(commercial area) is located to the north. Carrickmines Golf Course is located to the east of the 

proposed development site while Stepaside Golf Course is further west. Large areas of woodland 

and forest to the south (e.g. Carrickgollogan Forest) and north-west (e.g. Ticknock Forest).  

Table 7b: Habitat types present adjacent to survey area. 

Habitat Yes Habitat Yes Habitat Yes Habitat Yes 

Cultivated land  Salt marshes  Exposed rock √ Fens/flushes  

Built land √ Brackish waters  Caves  Grasslands √ 

Coastal structures  Springs  Freshwater marsh  Scrub √ 

Shingle/gravel  Swamps  Lakes/ponds  Hedges/treelines √ 

Sea cliffs/islets  Disturbed ground √ Heath √ Conifer plantation √ 

Sand dunes  Watercourse  Bog  Woodland √ 
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3.2 Night-time Bat Detector Surveys 

The primary purpose of the night-time surveys were to determine the bat activity usage of the survey 

area. While there was no access to adjacent private buildings, where possible the surveyors located 

themselves at different accessible points within the survey area to determine direction of commuting 

bats from possible roosting sites in local buildings. It should also be noted that there is sections of 

inaccessible scrub/woodland and/or wet areas and therefore the degree of walking around the 

survey site in the hours of darkness was limited to accessible and safe sections. However the 

location of static units mitigated for this.  

3.2.1 Dusk & Walking Transect Bat Surveys  

Bat detector surveys were completed on 15/5/2022 (Dusk Survey - Weather conditions: 17oC, full 

cloud cover, calm and dry), 19/6/2021 (Dusk Survey – Weather  conditions: 13oC, patchy cloud 

cover, calm and dry).  

3.2.1.1 Dusk Survey & Walking Transect 15/5/2022 (Night 1) 

The surveyor was located along the western boundary of the proposed development site to 

determine if bats are commuting from this direction into the survey area (in vicinity of private 

dwellings). The thermal imagery scope was also set up to film along the north and north-west 

boundaries but no bats were recorded emerging from adjacent buildings. 

The following is a synopsis of the bat activity recorded during the Dusk Survey on Night 1: 

The first Leisler’s bat was recorded commuting onto the proposed development site at 20:56 hrs and 

this flew from a westerly direction and towards the eastern boundary. The dusk survey was active 

with Leisler’s bats foraging over trees and hedgerows, particularly along the eastern boundary. A 

total of 769 bat passes was recorded for this species during the survey. This was the most frequently 

encountered bat species. 

The first common pipistrelle bats was recorded at 21:40 hrs and this was the second most frequently 

encountered bat species during this survey. A total of 39 bat passes were recorded and foraging 

was noted along the eastern boundary.  

Only two bat passes for soprano pipistrelle was recorded (22:26 and 22:34 hrs) while a single 

Nathusius’ pipistrelle bat pass was recorded at 22:06 hrs.  

3.2.1.2 Dusk Survey and Walking Transect 19/5/2022 – Night 2 

During this Dusk Survey, one surveyor was located along the local road adjacent to the agricultural 

building compound and a second surveyor was located within the proposed development site south 

of the agricultural compound. The second surveyor aimed to determine if bats were roosting within 

the agricultural buildings. This was aided with thermal imagery filming. During the walking transect 

post dusk survey, one surveyor walked the local roads in vicinity of the proposed development site 

while the second surveyor walked the proposed development site. 

The first Leisler’s bat was recorded commuting onto the proposed development site at 21:24 hrs and 

this flew from a northly direction and towards the eastern boundary. A number of individuals were 

recorded following this pattern and were not foraging over the survey area. A total of 54 bat passes 

were recorded for this species during the survey. This was the most frequently encountered bat 

species. 
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The first common pipistrelle bats was recorded at 21:39 hrs and this was the second most frequently 

encountered bat species during this survey. A total of 55 bat passes were recorded and foraging 

was noted along the eastern boundary.  

Soprano pipistrelle were recorded more frequently on the second night 912 bat passes) while a 

single Myotis species bat pass was recorded at 23:01 hrs.  

3.2.2 Passive Static Bat Detector Survey 

3.2.2.1 Static Surveillance 

The following tables provides details with regards to the static units deployed in 2022 (Please see 

Figure 5 for locations) during the bat survey. Four static units were deployed for five nights and were 

located on trees in treelines/hedgerows or within scrub areas to document foraging and commuting 

bats. A full break down of the static surveillance results are presented in the Appendices but these 

results are also presented as graphs below for each bat species recorded.  

 

Figure 5: Location of static units during static surveillance. 
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Table 8a: Results of Static Bat Detectors deployed during Static Bat Detector Surveys. 

Static Code Location Description Survey Period Results 

Mini 12 721585, 723270 ITM  

Adjacent to agricultural 

buildings 

15/5/2022 to 

20/5/2022 (5 

nights) 

Leisler’s bat, common pipistrelle, 

soprano pipistrelle, brown long-eared 

bat, Nathusius’ pipistrelle and Myotis 

spp. 

SM4 Unit 2 721479, 723062 ITM 

On tree in hedgerow 

15/5/2022 to 

20/5/2022 (5 

nights) 

Leisler’s bat, common pipistrelle, 

soprano pipistrelle and Myotis spp. 

SM4 Unit 4 721421, 723154 ITM 

On tree adjacent to wet 

woodland/scrub 

15/5/2022 to 

20/5/2022 (5 

nights) 

Leisler’s bat, common pipistrelle, 

soprano pipistrelle, brown long-eared 

bat, Natterer’s bat and Myotis spp. 

SM4 Unit 6 721434, 723012 15/5/2022 to 

20/5/2022 (5 

nights) 

Leisler’s bat, common pipistrelle, 

soprano pipistrelle, brown long-eared 

bat, Nathusius’ pipistrelle and Myotis 

spp. 

 

Common pipistrelle was the most frequently recorded bat species during the static surveillance. The 

two static units located along the eastern hedgerow recorded the majority of activity and this 

coincides with the bat encounters recorded during the walking transects.  

 

Figure 6a: Static surveillance results for Common pipistrelle on all static units. 

Soprano pipistrelles were also recorded on all four static units deployed with a higher level recorded 

on the two static units located along the eastern hedgerow boundary.  
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Figure 6b: Static surveillance results for Soprano pipistrelle on all static units. 

Leisler’s bat were also recorded on all four static units deployed with a higher level recorded on the 

two static units located along the eastern hedgerow boundary.  

  

Figure 6c: Static surveillance results for Leisler’s bat on all static units. 

Less common bat species were recorded in lower levels of bat passes on all of the static units 

compared to the three more common bat species. Nathusius’ pipistrelle was recorded on two static 

units, Mini 12 on the 15/5/22 and SM4 U6 on 16/5/22. Brown long-eared bats were recorded on three 

static units on four of the five nights of surveillance. Natterer’s bats and Myotis spp. (Myotis spp. is 

also likely to be Natterer’s bats) were recorded on all four statics and on all five nights of surveillance. 

26

391
429

35

0

50

100

150

200

250

300

350

400

450

500

Mini 12 SM4 U2 SM4 U6 SM4 U4

N
o

. o
f 

b
at

 p
as

se
s

Static No.

Soprano pipistrelle

151

331

372

18

0

50

100

150

200

250

300

350

400

Mini 12 SM4 U2 SM4 U6 SM4 U4

N
o

. o
f 

b
at

 p
as

se
s

Static No.

Leisler's bat



40 Bat Eco Services  

 

 

Figure 6d: Static surveillance results for all other bat species recorded on all static units. 

As a general guide, activity level is determined by the author as follows: Low = <10 bat passes/hr; 

Medium = >10 - <50 bat passes/hr; High = >50 bat passes/hr). At this time of the year, 7 hours per 

night is generally available to foraging bats (21:30 hrs to 04:30 hrs). (Please see tables in Appendices 

for nightly breakdown of activity). 

NOTE: The behaviour of bats during commuting and foraging greatly influences the level of bat passes 

recorded on static units. The number of bat passes do not equate to the number of bats flying past the static 

unit. Pipistrellus species tend to foraging as they commute and therefore are regularly observed flying up and 

down a treeline or hedgerow before moving on in the landscape. Leisler’s bats fly high in the sky and therefore 

can be observed flying fast through the landscape, occasionally foraging over treetops as they commute. As 

a consequence, Pipistrellus species bat activity tends to result in a higher number of bat passes recorded on 

static units compared to Leisler’s bats. In relation to other bat species recorded, as they tend to be less 

common in the landscape compared to common pipistrelles, soprano pipistrelles and Leisler’s bats, their 

recorded presence is notable. Exceptions to this would include Daubenton’s bats on a waterway or a static 

located adjacent to a known bat roost. 

Over the course of the surveillance period, the average level of bat activity per hr recorded on the 

static units was calculated for each bat species based on the total number of bat passes. Common 

pipistrelle was the most frequently recorded bat species and the level of bat activity ranged from Low 

to Medium. The eastern boundary of the proposed development site was recorded as an important 

foraging and commuting route for this bat species. All other bat species were recorded at a low level 

of bat activity but the number of bat species recorded indicates that the proposed development site 

is used by six bat species with some Myotis species calls which is likely to be Natterer’s bats.  
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Table 8b: Level of bat activity recorded on Static Bat Detectors deployed during Static Bat Detector 
Surveys. 

 Leisler’s 

bat 

Common 

pipistrelle 

Soprano 

pipistrelle 

Nathusius’ 

pipistrelle 

Brown 

long-eared 

bat 

Natterer’s bat 

& Myotis spp. 

Mini 12 Low Medium Low Low Low Low 

SM4 Unit 2 Low Low Low Low None Low 

SM4 Unit 4 Low Medium Low None Low Low 

SM4 Unit 6 Low Medium Low None Low Low 

 

3.2.3 Summary of Bat Distribution 

The following maps depict the distribution of the bat encounters for each bat species recorded. This 

is a summary of all of the data collected during dusk surveys, walking transects and static 

surveillance. Common pipistrelle was the most frequently encountered bat species and was recorded 

commuting to the proposed development site and foraging along the boundary habitats.  

 

Figure 7a: Common pipistrelle survey results. 

Leisler’s bats were the second most frequently encountered bat species and was recorded 

commuting to the proposed development site and foraging over trees and the boundary habitats. 

Soprano pipistrelles were infrequently recorded during the surveys compared to common pipistrelles 

and Leisler’s bats. 
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Figure 7b: Leisler’s bat survey results. 

 
Figure 7c: Soprano pipistrelle survey results. 
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The remaining three bats species were recorded in low levels of bat activity.  

In relation to Natterer’s bats, the Myotis species recordings are likely to be this bat species. Therefore 

this species was recorded at five points within the survey area during all of the bat surveys 

completed, all of which were along the boundary habitats.  

Brown long-eared bat was only recorded at three locations and again these were along the boundary 

habitats. 

Nathusius’ pipistrelle was recorded on Night 1 and only at two locations and it is likely that these 

recordings were from the same individual commuting through the survey site.  

Overall, the survey results demonstrate that bats commuting to the proposed development site from 

a northerly direction and foraged, primarily along the boundary habitats. The eastern boundary is 

particularly important for foraging local bat populations and this may be due to the double hedgerow 

as a result of the adjacent laneway. It is also darker area (i.e. less street lights) compared to other 

boundaries. 

 

Figure 7d: Natterer’s bat and Myotis species survey results. 
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Figure 7e: Brown long-eared bat survey results. 

 
Figure 7f: Nathusius’ pipistrelle survey results. 
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3.3 Desktop Review 

3.3.1 Bat Conservation Ireland Database 

A total of two Ad Hoc bat records are listed within a 1km radius of the proposed development on the 
Bat Conservation Ireland database. The number of records for each species is as follows:  

Lesser horseshoe bat 0 records;  

Common pipistrelle 2 records;  

Soprano pipistrelle 1 record;  

Pipistrellus species 0 records;  

Leisler’s bat 2 records;  

Myotis species 0 records;  

Daubenton’s bat 1 records;  

Natterer’s bat 1 records; 

Whiskered bat 1 records;  

Brown long-eared bat  2 records and 

Nathusius’ pipistrelle 0 records.  
 

The bat survey undertaken for this proposed development site provides additional bat species 

records for the 1km zone with new bat records for Nathusius’ pipistrelle. 

3.3.2 Bat Conservation Ireland Bat Landscape Favourability Model 

Figure 8 depicts the BCIreland Bat Landscape Favourability Model (Lundy et al., 2011) for all bat 

species (individual species values are presented in the table below).  The county is divided into 5km 

squares and the darker the shading of the square, the higher favourability of the 5km square for bats.  

This GIS layer is hosted on the NBDC website www.biodiversityireland.ie. The proposed 

development site is approximately located in the Blue Box. The  5km square has a Medium 

favourability for bats. For the bat species recorded during this bat survey, the 5km square has a 

Medium to High favourability value for four recorded bat species recorded during the surveys: 

common pipistrelle, soprano pipistrelle, Natterer’s bat and Leisler’s bat. For the remaining two bat 

species (brown long-eared bat and Nathusius’ pipistrelle) the 5km square has a Medium and Low 

favourability respectively.  

http://www.biodiversityireland.ie/


46 Bat Eco Services  

 

 

Figure 8: Bat Landscape Favourability Model (All Bats) (Source: NBDC) – Blue Box = proposed 

development area. 

Table 9: Bat Conservation Ireland Bat Landscape Favourability Model – 5km Square value. 

Bat species 5km Square 

Common pipistrelle 452% (Medium to High) 

Soprano pipistrelle 40% (Medium to High) 

Nathusius’ pipistrelle 3% (Low) 

Leisler’s bat 40% (Medium to High) 

Brown long-eared bat 31% (Medium) 

Daubenton’s bat 19% (Low to Medium) 

Natterer’s bat 42% (Medium to High) 

Whiskered bat 19% (Low to Medium) 

Lesser horseshoe bat 0% (Not suitable) 

 



47 Bat Eco Services  

 

3.4 Survey Effort, Constraints & Survey Assessment 

The following table details any Survey Constraints encountered and a summary of Scientific 

Assessment completed.  

Table 10: Survey Effort, Constraints & Survey Assessment Results. 

Category Discussion 

Timing of surveys 

Surveying meets Collins, 

2016 guidelines. 

2022 Summer bat survey: 15th to 20th May 2022 – bat surveys 

Daytime inspections: 15th May and 30th June 2022 

Survey Type 

Full suite of surveys 

completed to ensure 

sufficient information was 

collated for bat assessment. 

Surveys completed according 

Collins, 2016 guidelines. 

  

Bat Survey Duties Completed (Indicated by red shading) 

Tree PBR Survey  ⃝ Daytime Building Inspection ⃝ 

Static Detector Survey ⃝ Daytime Bridge Inspection ⃝ 

Dusk Bat Survey               ⃝ Dawn Bat Survey                ⃝ 

Walking Transect ⃝ Driving Transect                ⃝ 

Trapping/Mist Netting ⃝ IR Camcorder filming  ⃝ 

Endoscope Inspection ⃝ Other (Thermal Imagery)      ⃝ 

Weather conditions Suitable weather conditions for bat surveys 

Survey Constraints Limited access through the proposed development site during the hours 

of darkness due to dense scrub and wet areas. However, this is a small 

survey area so it is considered that static surveillance and walking 

transects adequately covered the proposed development site.  

Survey effort 

TOTAL = 136 hrs 

2022 - Summer bat survey: 

Daytime inspection – 2 hrs 

Dusk Surveys, Filming & Walking Transects (x2, 2 surveyors) – 14 hrs 

Static Surveillance (x4 units, 5 nights) – 120 hrs 

 

Extent of survey area Summer bat survey: proposed development area 

Equipment All equipment in good working order. 

 

The extent of the surveys undertaken has achieved to determine: 

- Presence / absence of bat within the survey area; 

- A bat species list for the survey area; 

- Extent and pattern of usage by bats within the survey area. 

It is therefore deemed that the Scientific Assessment completed is Appropriate in order to complete 

the aims of the bat survey.  



48 Bat Eco Services  

 

4. Bat Ecological Evaluation 

4.1 Bat Species Recorded & Sensitivity 

Six species of bat was recorded within the survey area: Leisler’s bat, soprano pipistrelle, common 

pipistrelle, Nathusius’ pipistrelle, Natterer’s bat, brown long-eared bat and Myotis species (this 

species is likely to be Natterer’s bat). The first three species were recorded during bat detector 

surveys and static surveillance bat activity levels were indicative of commuting and foraging 

individuals. The latter three bat species were recorded in a low level of bat passes.  

Common pipistrelle was the most frequently encountered bat species and was recorded commuting 

to the proposed development site and foraging along the boundary habitats. Leisler’s bats were the 

second most frequently encountered bat species and was recorded commuting to the proposed 

development site and foraging over trees and the boundary habitats. Soprano pipistrelles were 

infrequently recorded during the surveys compared to common pipistrelles and Leisler’s bats. The 

remaining three bats species were recorded in low levels of bat activity. In relation to Natterer’s bats, 

the Myotis species recordings are likely to be this bat species. Therefore this species was recorded 

at five points within the survey area during all of the bat surveys completed, all of which were along 

the boundary habitats. Brown long-eared bat was only recorded at three locations and again these 

were along the boundary habitats. Nathusius’ pipistrelle was recorded on Night 1 and only at two 

locations and it is likely that these recordings were from the same individual commuting through the 

survey site.  

Overall, the survey results demonstrate that bats commuted to the proposed development site from 

a northerly direction and foraged, primarily along the boundary habitats. The eastern boundary is 

particularly important for foraging local bat populations and this may be due to the double hedgerow 

as a result of the adjacent laneway. It is also darker area (i.e. less street lights) compared to other 

boundaries. 

Leisler’s bat 

o Leisler’s bat is an Annex IV bat species under the EU Habitats Directive. The status 

of this bat species is listed as Least Concern. The national Leisler’s bat population is 

considered to be significantly increasing trend (Aughney et al., 2021). 

o The modelled Core Area for Leisler’s bats is a relatively large area that covers much 

of the island of Ireland (52,820km2). The Bat Conservation Ireland Irish Landscape 

Model indicated that the Leisler’s bat habitat preference has been difficult to define in 

Ireland. Habitat modelling for Ireland shows an association with riparian habitats and 

woodlands (Roche et al., 2014). The landscape model emphasised that this is a 

species that cannot be defined by habitats preference at a local scale compared to 

other Irish bat species but that it is a landscape species and has a habitat preference 

at a scale of 20.5km.   

Common pipistrelle 

o Common pipistrelle is an Annex IV bat species under the EU Habitats Directive. The 

status of this bat species is listed as Least Concern. The national common pipistrelle 

population is considered to be significantly increasing trend (Aughney et al., 2021). 

o The modelled Core Area for common pipistrelle is a relatively large area that covers 

much of the island of Ireland (56,485km2). The Bat Conservation Ireland Irish 

Landscape Model indicated that the Common pipistrelle selects areas with broadleaf 

woodland, riparian habitats and low density urbanization (<30%) (Roche et al., 2014).  
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Soprano pipistrelle 

o Soprano pipistrelle is an Annex IV bat species under the EU Habitats Directive. The 

status of this bat species is listed as Least Concern. The national soprano pipistrelle 

population is considered to be significantly increasing trend (Aughney et al., 2021). 

o The modelled Core Area for soprano pipistrelle is a relatively large area that covers 

much of the island of Ireland (62,020km2). The Bat Conservation Ireland Irish 

Landscape Model indicated that the soprano pipistrelle selects areas with broadleaf 

woodland, riparian habitats and low density urbanisation (Roche et al., 2014). 

Brown long-eared bat 

o Brown long-eared bat is an Annex IV bat species under the EU Habitats Directive. 

The status of this bat species is listed as Least Concern. The national brown long-

eared bat population is considered to be stable (Aughney et al., 2021). 

o The modelled Core Area for brown long-eared bat is a relatively large area that covers 

much of the island of Ireland (49,929 km2). The Bat Conservation Ireland Irish 

Landscape Model indicated that the brown long-eared bat habitat preference is for 

areas with broadleaf woodland and riparian habitats on a small scale of 0.5km 

emphasising the importance of local landscape features for this species (Roche et 

al., 2014).  

Natterer’s bat 

o Natterer’s bat is an Annex IV bat species under the EU Habitats Directive. The status 

of this bat species is listed as Least Concern. The national Natterer’s bat population 

is currently unknown. 

o The modelled Core Area for Natterer’s bat is a relatively large area that covers much 

of the island of Ireland (52,864km2).The Bat Conservation Ireland Irish Landscape 

Model indicated that the Natterer’s bat selects areas with broadleaf woodland, riparian 

habitats and areas with larger scale provision of mixed forest (Roche et al., 2014).  

Therefore, it is likely that this species is more widespread within the survey area. 

No Annex II bat species are known to occur in County Dublin (i.e. lesser horseshoe bat) and were 

not recorded within the survey.  

There are no recorded bat roosts within the proposed development site and therefore no assessment 

is completed for bat roosts. Three trees recorded as Potential Bat Roosts (PBRs) are proposed to 

be felled.  

The proposed development site is a small area and an overall medium level of bat activity was 

recorded and the results indicate that the boundaries of the proposed development site are 

commuting and foraging habitat for local bat populations.  

4.2 Bat Foraging Habitat & Commuting Routes 

The eastern boundary of the proposed development site is an active bat commuting and foraging 

habitat. This is reflected by the Low to Medium level of bat activity recorded during the bat surveys 

and the static surveillance, particularly relating to common pipistrelle bat activity levels. 
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4.3 Zone of Influence – Bat Landscape Connectivity 

The proposed development site is located in the rural area of Dublin 18. The boundaries of the 

proposed development site (eastern boundary in particular) are an active bat commuting and 

foraging linear feature. This is reflected by the Low to Medium level of bat activity recorded during 

the static surveillance. As a consequence there is landscape connectivity for local bat populations to 

move to and from the proposed development site. 

4.4 Landscape Plan & Tree Protection Plan 

The landscape plan recognises that the proposed development site is providing foraging and 

commuting habitat for local bat populations. As a consequence, minimum tree and tall vegetation 

removal is proposed (Please See Tree Protection Plan for more details). Additional native tree 

planting is also proposed (e.g. Hawthorn tree planting in back gardens). A small section of the 

eastern boundary (approximately 20m in length) is proposed to be removed to facilitate the proposed 

development but this will be replanted post-works. 

4.5 Lighting Plan 

The proposed lighting plan indicates that there will lighting along eastern boundary of the proposed 

development site. The horizontal illuminance map indicated that the LUX range is 1.01 to 45.72 LUX 

with an average of 5.21 LUX. While the lower range of LUX will be tolerated by light tolerant or semi-

tolerant bat species (Please see Table 3: common pipistrelle, soprano pipistrelle, Nathusius’ 

pipistrelle and Leisler’s bats), the entire range of LUX will prevent light-sensitive bat species from 

utilising the area. As this is an important boundary for local bat populations, additional steps are 

required to reduce the potential impact on local bat populations. 

To minimise impact on bat life, the lighting design has incorporated the following:  

- LED luminaires will be used as they have low UV output, sharp cut-off, lower intensity, good colour 

rendition and dimming capability.  

- Luminaire is a fixture that is mounted horizontally, ensuring minimal up-light. 

- As per BCT recommendations luminaires should be mounted on poles of minimum height possible 

(preferably 6m and less).  

- The LEDs used are 2700K, which is deemed acceptable by the BCT guidelines to preserve bat life. 

- Glare shields will be utilized in order to minimise any unnecessary light spill onto bat routes along 

the boundary if this site. 

On examination of the horizontal luminance map (Figure 9), the LUX means that glare shields are 

essential to further reduce light spillage along these linear habitats, particularly the eastern boundary. 
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Figure 9: Proposed lighting plan – horizontal illuminance. 
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5. Impact Assessment & Mitigation 

Six species of bat was recorded within the survey area: Leisler’s bat, soprano pipistrelle, common 

pipistrelle, Nathusius’ pipistrelle, Natterer’s bat, brown long-eared bat and Myotis species (this 

species is likely to be Natterer’s bat). The first three species were recorded during bat detector 

surveys and static surveillance bat activity levels were indicative of commuting and foraging 

individuals. The latter three bat species were recorded in a low level of bat passes.  

Common pipistrelle was the most frequently encountered bat species and was recorded commuting 

to the proposed development site and foraging along the boundary habitats. Leisler’s bats were the 

second most frequently encountered bat species and was recorded commuting to the proposed 

development site and foraging over trees and the boundary habitats. Soprano pipistrelles were 

infrequently recorded during the surveys compared to common pipistrelles and Leisler’s bats. The 

remaining three bats species were recorded in low levels of bat activity. In relation to Natterer’s bats, 

the Myotis species recordings are likely to be this bat species. Therefore this species was recorded 

at five points within the survey area during all of the bat surveys completed, all of which were along 

the boundary habitats. Brown long-eared bat was only recorded at three locations and again these 

were along the boundary habitats. Nathusius’ pipistrelle was recorded on Night 1 and only at two 

locations and it is likely that these recordings were from the same individual commuting through the 

survey site.  

Overall, the survey results demonstrate that bats commuted to the proposed development site from 

a northerly direction and foraged, primarily along the boundary habitats. The eastern boundary is 

particularly important for foraging local bat populations and this may be due to the double hedgerow 

as a result of the adjacent laneway. It is also darker area (i.e. less street lights) compared to other 

boundaries. 

There are no recorded bat roosts within the proposed development site but there are three trees 

recorded as Potential Bat Roosts (PBRs) are proposed to be felled. A small section of the eastern 

boundary (approximately 20m in length) is proposed to be removed to facilitate the proposed 

development but this will be replanted post-works. 

Due to the fact that bats are nocturnal mammals outdoor lighting will impact on local bat populations. 

Therefore, the lighting plan is an important element of the proposed development that needs to 

consider its potential impact on commuting and foraging bats. Consultation was undertaken and 

measures have been agreed to reduce this potential impact of outdoor lighting on commuting and 

foraging bats, especially lighting located adjacent to boundary habitats.  

There will be an increase in human activity (noise and light levels) (Operational Operations) as a 

result of the proposed development and due to the medium level of bat biodiversity and low-medium 

bat activity, it is considered that this will impact on local bat populations.  

Therefore the potential impact of the proposed development is, overall, considered to be Permanent 

Negative and to have a scale of impact of Slight to Moderate impact on named bat species (according 

to criteria set out in Tables 2c and d, Section 1.2.2). This is primarily in relation to the lighting plan 

for the proposed development scheme and the presence of light-sensitive bat species. 

Bat mitigation measures are presented in order to reduce the potential impact of the lighting scheme 

for the proposed development with additional measures relating to tree felling and the erection of a 

bat box scheme. If the mitigation measures presented below are strictly implemented, the scale of 

impact is likely to be reduced to Slight Negative impact on local bat populations.  
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5.1 Bat Mitigation Measures 

5.1.1 Lighting Plan 

This element of the proposed planning application is important aspect in relation to local bat 

populations. All European bat species, including Irish bat species, are nocturnal. They usually hide 

in roosts during the daytime, while fly to feeding areas or drinking sites using commuting routes 

during the night. Annually bats will hibernate in the winter, swarm in the autumn and give birth in the 

summer months. In all aspects of the bat lifestyle, Artificial Light at Night (ALAN) may significantly 

change their natural behaviour in relation to roosting, commuting and feeding. While bats are 

naturally exposed only to very low lighting levels produced by moonlight, starlight and low intensity 

twilight, light levels greater than natural light levels can impact on the lifestyle of bats.  

Bats are light sensitive species, hence their nocturnal activities. The three bat species recorded 

commuting and foraging within the survey area are Light Tolerant or Semi-tolerant bat species. 

However, it is still important that strict lighting guidelines are required to reduce the potential impact 

of the proposed development on local bat populations as standard best practice.  

Luminaire design is extremely important to achieve an appropriate lighting regime. Luminaires come 

in a myriad of different styles, applications and specifications which a lighting professional can help 

to select. The following should be considered when choosing luminaires. This is taken from the most 

recent BCT Lighting Guidelines (BCT, 2018).  

o All luminaires used will lack UV/IR elements to reduce impact.  

o LED luminaires will be used due to the fact that they are highly directional, lower 

intensity, good colour rendition and dimming capability.  

o A warm white spectrum (<2700 Kelvins will be used to reduce the blue light 

component of the LED spectrum). 

o Luminaires will feature peak wavelengths higher than 550nm to avoid the 

component of light most disturbing to bats. 

o Column heights should be carefully considered to minimise light spill. The shortest 

column height allowed should be used where possible.  

o Only luminaires with an upward light ratio of 0% and with good optical control will 

be used. 

o Luminaires will be mounted on the horizontal, i.e. no upward tilt. 

o Any external security lighting will be set on motion-sensors and short (1min) 

timers.  

o As a last resort, accessories such as baffles, hoods or louvres will be used to 

reduce light spill and direct it only to where it is needed. 

 

Any external lighting for the proposed development should strictly follow the above guidelines and 

these should be strictly implemented during construction and operation phase of the proposed 

development. The following table provides details of which of the BCT, 2018 measures will be 

implemented as part of the proposed lighting plan. 
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Table 11: Lighting Recommendations to be implemented to reduce impact on local bat populations. 

BCT, 2018 Guidelines Included in 

Lighting Plan 

Action 

All luminaires used will lack UV/IR elements to reduce 

impact 

YES Yes 

LED luminaires will be used due to the fact that they 

are highly directional, lower intensity, good colour 

rendition and dimming capability 

YES LED will be used 

A warm white spectrum (<2700 Kelvins will be used to 

reduce the blue light component of the LED 

spectrum). 

 

Yes 

2700 Kelvins is 

proposed. 

2,700 Kelvins will be 

used. 

(Subject to local 

authority approval) 

Luminaires will feature peak wavelengths higher than 

550nm to avoid the component of light most disturbing 

to bats 

YES Yes 

Column heights should be carefully considered to 

minimise light spill. The shortest column height 

allowed should be used where possible 

Minimum height 6m poles and 4/5m 

poles to meet local 

authority guidelines. 

Only luminaires with an upward light ratio of 0% and 

with good optical control will be used. 

 

YES Yes 

Luminaires will be mounted on the horizontal, i.e. no 

upward tilt. 

 

YES Yes 

Any external security lighting will be set on motion-

sensors and short (1min) timers 

No external security 

lighting proposed 

No action required 

As a last resort, accessories such as baffles, hoods or 

louvres will be used to reduce light spill and direct it 

only to where it is needed. 

 

Monitoring is recommended to determine that this 

action is reducing lighting spillage. 

For luminaires where 

<1 LUX level is not 

achieved along bat 

commuting routes, this 

is required. 

 

Glare shields will be 

utilized in order to 

minimise any 

unnecessary light spill 

onto bat routes along 

the eastern boundary of 

this site. 

 

 

As a consequence of consultation, the proposed lighting plan meets the recommendations of  the 

guidelines BCT, 2018. 

5.1.2 Landscaping 

It is recommended that native tree, shrub and plant species are included in the landscaping plan. It 

is recommended that night-scented planting is also undertaken to encourage foraging areas for local 

bat populations.  

A small section of the eastern boundary is proposed to be removed to facilitate the proposed 

development. This is to be replanted and it is recommended that a native hedgerow with individual 
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trees (Alder, Birch, Crab apple, Rowan etc.) is planted in this area and is linked in with the current 

landscaping measures. 

5.1.3 PBR Tree Felling 

In relation to trees proposed to be felled and identified as PBRs, these should be resurveyed in 

consultation with the tree contractors. The following is recommended: 

i) A Phase Two PBR survey is recommended for the three trees identified as a PBR and 

proposed to be felled. This should be undertaken at least one month prior to tree felling in 

order to propose a tree felling plan in conjunction with tree contractors. 

ii) Alternative roosting sites (i.e. summer bat boxes) will be erected prior to the removal of trees. 

These are recommended to be erected 6 months prior to tree felling to allow local bat 

populations to become aware of them prior to removal of the trees.  

iii) Trees proposed to be removed, should be felled on mild days during the autumn months of 

September, October or November or Spring months of February and March (felling during 

the spring or autumn months avoids the periods when the bats are most active).  

iv) An assessment of trees according to their PBR value determines the methodology of felling. 

Trees with PBR Category 1 are highly suitable for roosting bats and require more intensive 

procedures prior to felling. The trees identified within the survey area are PBR Category 2. 

The procedure to fell these is as follows: 

 

a. Category 2: Any ivy covered trees which require felling will be left to lie for 24 hours 

after cutting to allow any bats beneath the cover to escape. 

5.1.4 Bat Conservation Measures 

A bat box scheme will be erected as part of the landscaping plan for the proposed development. 

This is in the form of two rocket bat boxes to be erected along the eastern the boundary habitat while 

four summer bat boxes (e.g. Woodcrete 1FF design) are recommended to be erected in two 

locations along the western boundary. These locations have been marked-up on the Landscape 

Plan. Bat boxes scheme will be sited carefully and this will be undertaken by a bat specialist. The 

rocket bat boxes will be erected on a 5m pole fixed in 1m3 of 40 newton strength concrete (Please 

see appendices for details). Monitoring will be required and the details presented below. The design 

of bats boxes chosen are self-cleaning (i.e. open at the bottom to allow bat droppings to fall out) and 

therefore no maintenance is required in relation to potential bat dropping build-up inside the boxes. 

5.1.5 Monitoring 

Monitoring is recommended post-construction works. This monitoring should involve the following 

aspects: 

- Inspection of bat boxes within one year of erection of bat box scheme/rocket box. Register 

bat box scheme with Bat Conservation Ireland. This should be undertaken for a minimum 

of 2 years. 

- Monitoring of any other bat mitigation measures. All mitigation measures should be 

checked to determine that they were successful. A full summer bat survey is 

recommended post-works. 

- Specific monitoring is recommended in relation to the proposed lighting scheme to 

determine that a level of <1 Lux is achieved along the boundaries of the proposed 

development site. 
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6. Survey Conclusions 

Six species of bat was recorded within the survey area: Leisler’s bat, soprano pipistrelle, common 

pipistrelle, Nathusius’ pipistrelle, Natterer’s bat, brown long-eared bat and Myotis species (this 

species is likely to be Natterer’s bat). The first three species were recorded during bat detector 

surveys and static surveillance bat activity levels were indicative of commuting and foraging 

individuals. The latter three bat species were recorded in a low level of bat passes.  

Common pipistrelle was the most frequently encountered bat species and was recorded commuting 

to the proposed development site and foraging along the boundary habitats. Leisler’s bats were the 

second most frequently encountered bat species and was recorded commuting to the proposed 

development site and foraging over trees and the boundary habitats. Soprano pipistrelles were 

infrequently recorded during the surveys compared to common pipistrelles and Leisler’s bats. The 

remaining three bats species were recorded in low levels of bat activity. In relation to Natterer’s bats, 

the Myotis species recordings are likely to be this bat species. Therefore this species was recorded 

at five points within the survey area during all of the bat surveys completed, all of which were along 

the boundary habitats. Brown long-eared bat was only recorded at three locations and again these 

were along the boundary habitats. Nathusius’ pipistrelle was recorded on Night 1 and only at two 

locations and it is likely that these recordings were from the same individual commuting through the 

survey site.  

There are no recorded bat roosts within the proposed development site but there are three trees 

recorded as Potential Bat Roosts (PBRs) are proposed to be felled.  

Overall, the survey results demonstrate that bats commuting to the proposed development site from 

a northerly direction and foraged, primarily along the boundary habitats. The eastern boundary is 

particularly important for foraging local bat populations and this may be due to the double hedgerow 

as a result of the adjacent laneway. It is also darker area (i.e. less street lights) compared to other 

boundaries. 

Therefore the potential impact of the proposed development is, overall, considered to have a scale 

of impact of Permanent Negative Slight to Moderate impact on named bat species (according to 

criteria set out in Section 1.2.2). This is primarily in relation to the lighting plan for the proposed 

development scheme and the presence  of light-sensitive bat species. 

As a consequence, consultation was undertaken with the lighting and landscape teams and 

mitigation measures, particularly in relation to lighting have been agreed. These measures will 

greatly reduce the impact of the lighting plan on local bat populations and the lighting plan meets the 

BCT guidelines (BCT, 2018).  

Bat mitigation measures have been provided to complete further surveys of PBR trees prior to felling 

and tree felling procedures will be undertaken sensitively to ensure that no bats are harmed during 

the process. In addition, a bat box scheme is proposed to provide alternative roosting sites for local 

bat populations to replace the loss of potential roosting sites recorded in trees. 

Bat mitigation measures are presented in order to reduce the potential impact of the lighting scheme 

for the proposed development. If the mitigation measures presented above are strictly implemented, 

the scale of impact is likely to be reduced to Slight Negative impact on local bat populations.  
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8. Appendices 

8.1 Appendix 1 Bat Habitat & Commuting Route Classifications 

Table 1.A: Hedgerow Category (Bat Conservation Ireland, 2015) 

Type of Hedgerow / Treeline Code Description / Bat Potential 

Small Hedgerow SH Hedgerow is less than approximately 1.5 m high, there are no, or 

very few, protruding bushes or trees. This type of hedgerow 

would provide little shelter to bats. 

 

Medium Hedgerow MH Hedgerow is approximately 1.5 to 3 m high. This type of 

hedgerow will provide foraging and commuting potential for bats. 

 

Sparse Treeline Hedgerow ST Hedgerow, low or medium in height, with individuals trees (where 

tree canopies, for the most part, do not touch).  
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Dense Treeline Hedgerow DT Large uncut hedgerows or treelines, dominated by mainly large 

tree or very tall scrub species (e.g. tall hawthorn, blackthorn or 

hazel), where the canopies are mostly touching. 

 
 

  
 

Table 1.B: Habitat Classification (Bat Conservation Ireland, 2015, based on Fossit, 2000) 

Cultivated land  Salt marshes  Exposed rock  Fens/flushes  

Built land  Brackish waters  Caves  Grasslands  

Coastal structures  Springs  Freshwater marsh  Scrub  

Shingle/gravel  Swamps  Lakes/ponds  Hedges/treelines  

Sea cliffs/islets  Disturbed ground  Heath  Conifer plantation  

Sand dunes  Watercourse  Bog  Woodland  
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8.2 Appendix 2 Rocket Bat Boxes & Summer Bat Boxes 

An Irish supplier of this type of bat box is: 

Shop - Eire Ecology – Rocket Bat Box 

 

Woodcrete Bat Boxes (IFF Design) – to be erected on trees 

  

 

https://eireecology.ie/shop/
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8.3 Appendix 3 Bat Assessment Tables  

 

Figure A: Table 4.1 (p 35) Reproduced from Collins (2016). 
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Figure B: Reproduced from Collins (2016) – page 13. 
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Figure C: Table 2 Reproduced from Marnell et al. (2022). 



8.4 Appendix 4 – Static Surveillance 2021 

 

Mini 12 CP SP Leis N Pip BLE Natt Myotis 

15/05/2022 101 12 26 1 1 0 5 

16/05/2022 38 6 32 0 0 0 4 

17/05/2022 49 0 6 0 0 0 0 

18/05/2022 25 0 37 0 0 0 0 

19/05/2022 39 8 50 0 0 0 2 

 252 26 151 1 1 0 11 

        
SM4 U2 CP SP Leis N Pip BLE Natt Myotis 

15/05/2022 481 48 91 0 0 0 1 

16/05/2022 491 320 88 0 0 0 1 

17/05/2022 127 14 23 0 0 0 0 

18/05/2022 15 1 36 0 0 0 0 

19/05/2022 113 8 93 0 0 0 0 

 1227 391 331 0 0 0 2 

        
SM4 U6 CP SP Leis N Pip BLE Natt Myotis 

15/05/2022 421 65 140 0 1 1 3 

16/05/2022 358 254 98 1 2 0 17 

17/05/2022 162 31 25 0 0 2 1 

18/05/2022 129 10 38 0 1 0 1 

19/05/2022 232 69 71 0 0 3 2 

 1302 429 372 1 4 6 24 

        
SM4 U4 CP SP Leis N Pip BLE Natt Myotis 

15/05/2022 34 1 0 0 0 0 2 

16/05/2022 41 7 2 0 0 0 4 

17/05/2022 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

18/05/2022 138 3 0 0 0 0 1 

19/05/2022 196 24 16 0 1 1 2 

 409 35 18 0 1 1 9 



9. Bat Species Profile 

9.1 Leisler’s bat 

Ireland’s population is deemed of international importance and the paucity of knowledge of roosting 

sites, makes this species vulnerable.  However, it is considered to be widespread across the island. 

The modelled Core Area for Leisler’s bats is a relatively large area that covers much of the island of 

Ireland (52,820km2).  The Bat Conservation Ireland Irish Landscape Model indicated that the 

Leisler’s bat habitat preference has been difficult to define in Ireland. Habitat modelling for Ireland 

shows an association with riparian habitats and woodlands (Roche et al., 2014). The landscape 

model emphasised that this is a species that cannot be defined by habitats preference at a local 

scale compared to other Irish bat species but that it is a landscape species and has a habitat 

preference at a scale of 20.5km.  In addition, of all Irish bat species, Leisler’s bats have the most 

specific roosting requirements.  It tends to select roosting habitat with areas of woodland and 

freshwater. 

Irish Status Near Threatened 

European Status Least Concern 

Global Status Least Concern 

Irish Population Trend 2003-2013 ↑ 

Estimated Irish Population Size 73,000 to 130,000 (2007-2013) Ireland is considered the world 

stronghold for this species 

Estimate Core Area  (Lundy et al. 2011) 52,820  km²  

Taken from Roche et al., 2014,  Lysaght & Marnell, 2016 & Marnell et al., 2019 

The principal concerns for Leisler’s bats are poorly known in Ireland but those that are relevant for 
this survey area are as follows: 

• Selection of maternity sites is limited to specific habitats; 

• Relative to the population estimates, the number of roost sites is poorly recorded; 

• Tree felling, especially during autumn and winter months; and 

• Increasing urbanisation.  
 

9.2 Common pipistrelle 

This species is generally considered to be the most common bat species in Ireland.  The species is 

widespread and is found in all provinces.  The modelled Core Area for common pipistrelles is a large 

area that covers much of the island of Ireland (56,485km2) which covers primarily the east and south 

east of the area (Roche et al., 2014).  The Bat Conservation Ireland Irish Landscape Model indicated 

that the Common pipistrelle selects areas with broadleaf woodland, riparian habitats and low density 

urbanization (<30%) (Roche et al., 2014).  

 
Irish Status Least Concern 

European Status Least Concern 

Global Status Least Concern 

Irish Population Trend 2003-2013 ↑ 

Estimated Irish Population Size 1.2 to 2.8 million (2007-2012) 

Estimate Core Area (km2) (Lundy et al. 2011) 56,485 

Taken from Roche et al., 2014,  Lysaght & Marnell, 2016 & Marnell et al., 2019 

Principal concerns for Common pipistrelles in Ireland that are relevant for this survey area are as 
follows: 

• Lack of knowledge of roosting requirements 
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• This species has complex habitat requirements in the immediate vicinity of roosts.  
Therefore, careful site specific planning for this species is required in order to ensure 
all elements are maintained. 

• Renovation or demolition of derelict buildings. 

• Tree felling 

• Increasing urbanisation (e.g. increase in lighting)  

 

9.3 Soprano pipistrelle 

This species was the second most recorded species along the proposed development site and it 

generally considered to be the second most common bat species in Ireland.  The species is 

widespread and is found in all provinces, with particular concentration along the western seaboard.  

The modelled Core Area for soprano pipistrelle is a large area that covers much of the island of 

Ireland (62,020km2).  The Bat Conservation Ireland Irish Landscape Model indicated that the 

soprano pipistrelle selects areas with broadleaf woodland, riparian habitats and low density 

urbanisation (Roche et al., 2014). 

 

Irish Status Least Concern 

European Status Least Concern 

Global Status Least Concern 

Irish Population Trend 2003-2013 ↑ 

Estimated Irish Population Size 0.54 to 1.2 million (2007-2012) 

Estimate Core Area (km2) (Lundy et al. 2011) 62,020 

Taken from Roche et al., 2014,  Lysaght & Marnell, 2016 & Marnell et al., 2019 

Principal concerns for Soprano pipistrelles in Ireland that are relevant for this survey area are as 
follows: 

• Lack of knowledge of roosts; 

• Renovation or demolition of structures; 

• Tree felling; and 

• Increasing urbanisation (e.g. increase in lighting).  

 

9.4 Brown long-eared Bat 

This species is generally considered to be widespread across the island.  The modelled Core Area 

for Brown long-eared bats is a relatively large area that covers much of the island of Ireland 

(52,820km2) with preference suitable areas in the southern half of the island.  The Bat Conservation 

Ireland Irish Landscape Model indicated that the Brown long-eared bat habitat preference is for areas 

with broadleaf woodland and riparian habitats on a small scale of 0.5km emphasising the importance 

of local landscape features for this species (Roche et al., 2014).  

 
Irish Status Least Concern 

European Status Least Concern 

Global Status Least Concern 

Irish Population Trend 2008-2013 Stable 

Estimated Irish Population Size 64,000 -115,000 (2007-2012) 

Estimate Core Area (Lundy et al. 2011) 49,929  km²  

Taken from Roche et al., 2014,  Lysaght & Marnell, 2016 & Marnell et al., 2019 
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Principal concerns for brown long-eared bats are poorly known in Ireland, but those that are relevant 
for this survey area are as follows: 

• Selection of maternity sites is limited to specific habitats; 

• Lack of knowledge of winter roosts; 

• Loss of woodland, scrub and hedgerows; 

• Tree surgery and felling; 

• Increasing urbanisation; and  

• Light pollution. 
 

9.5 Natterer’s bat 

There are three species included in the Myotis species family and their echolocation calls are very 

similar across these three species. The modelled Core Area for Natterer’s bats is a relatively large 

area that covers much of the island of Ireland (52,864km2).  The Bat Conservation Ireland Irish 

Landscape Model indicated that the Natterer’s bat selects areas with broadleaf woodland, riparian 

habitats and areas with larger scale provision of mixed forest (Roche et al., 2014).  Therefore, it is 

likely that this species is more widespread within the survey area. 

 

Irish Status Least Concern 

European Status Least Concern 

Global Status Least Concern 

Irish Population Trend Unknown 

Estimated Irish Population Size Unknown 

Estimate Core Area (Lundy et al. 2011) 52,864 

Taken from Roche et al., 2014,  Lysaght & Marnell, 2016 & Marnell et al., 2019 

Principal concerns for Natterer’s bats in Ireland that are relevant for this survey area are as follows: 

• Lack of knowledge of roosting requirements; 

• This species has complex habitat requirements in the immediate vicinity of roosts. 
Therefore careful site specific planning for this species is required in order to ensure 
all elements are maintained; 

• Tree felling; and 

• Increasing urbanisation (e.g. increase in lighting).  
 

9.6 Bat Conservation Ireland Bat Species Maps  

Bat records for County Dublin (Source: www.batconservationireland.org) 

Common pipistrelle Nathusius’ pipistrelle 

http://www.batconservationireland.org/
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Soprano pipistrelle Leisler’s bat 

Brown long-eared bat Daubenton’s bat 

Natterer’s bat  Whiskered bat 

Lesser horseshoe bat 
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1 Introduction 

1.1 Background 

Enviroguide Consulting was commissioned by Grafton Issuer DAC to prepare an Outline 

Operations Environmental Management Plan for a Proposed Residential Development, 

entitled “Carrickmines Great SHD” at Carrickmines Great, Glenamuck Road South, Dublin 18.  

This report has been prepared in response to a submission made by Dún Laoghaire-Rathdown 

County Council regarding the pre-app documentation for the Proposed Development. 

Specifically, the following was requested: 

7. Operations Environmental Management Plan (OEMP) 

A detailed OEMP is requested that will include, but not exclusively: 

i. A complete table of mitigation and enhancement measures will also be 

included in the Operations Management Plan (OEMP) along with a 

commitment to implement all mitigation measures in respect of habitats and 

species to be implemented. 

ii. A schedule for monitoring and maintenance post construction and during 

operations in respect of measures for the protection of birds, bats, small 

mammals and amphibians; enhancement measures; for all habitat creation 

areas, landscaped areas - including green roofs; and with provision for 

review and improvement of measures in the future, where necessary 

/appropriate will be provided for agreement with DLR's Biodiversity Officer. 

A commitment to this will be included in the CMP and OMP. 

iii. A suitably qualified project ecologist/ Ecological Clerk of Works will be 

retained: to ensure that the necessary measures are implemented; to 

oversee habitat creation and enhancement; and to conduct ecological 

monitoring. 

 

1.2 Quality Assurance and Competence 

Synergy Environmental Ltd., T/A Enviroguide Consulting, is wholly Irish Owned multi-

disciplinary consultancy specialising in the areas of the Environment, Waste Management and 

Planning. All our consultants carry scientific or engineering qualifications and have a wealth 

of experience working within the Environmental Consultancy sectors.  

Professional memberships include the Chartered Institution of Wastes Management (CIWM), 

the Irish Environmental Law Association and Chartered Institute of Ecology and Environmental 

Management (CIEEM). All surveying and reporting is carried out by qualified and experienced 

ecologists and environmental consultants.  

Senior Ecologist Siobhán Atkinson prepared this OEMP. Siobhán has a B.Sc. (Hons) in 

Environmental Biology and a Ph.D. in Freshwater Biology from University College Dublin, and 

extensive experience in desktop research, literature review and reporting, as well as practical 
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field and laboratory experience including environmental DNA analysis, freshwater 

macroinvertebrate sampling and identification, fish sampling and processing and habitat 

surveying. Siobhán has prepared Ecological Impact Assessments (EcIA), Stage I and Stage 

II Appropriate Assessment Reports, Habitat Surveys, Habitat Management Plans and Invasive 

Species Surveys and input and reviewed Ecological and Environmental assessments for 

several EIA Reports. 

1.3 Roles and Responsibilities 

A management company will be assigned, and it will be a condition of their contract to 

implement this Operational Environmental Management Plan. In addition, a suitably qualified 

project ecologist will be retained to ensure that the necessary measures are implemented; to 

oversee habitat creation and enhancement; and to conduct ecological monitoring. A bat 

specialist will be required to undertake monitoring at the Site, and to oversee the erection of 

the bat box scheme. A schedule of all management and monitoring measures, inclusive of 

roles and responsibilities, is outlined in Table 5. This plan will be implemented regardless of 

the occupancy levels in the new development. 

2 Project Description 

A seven-year planning permission is sought for the following development: 

The proposed development seeks to demolish existing outbuildings on site and provide for the 

construction of 167 no. residential units, a childcare facility with a GFA of 188 sq.m., 

associated internal roads, pedestrian and cycle paths, open space, and all associated site and 

infrastructural works.  

The residential component of the development consists of 98 no. apartments and 69 no. 

houses, to be provided as follows:   

• 30 no. 1-bed apartments;  

• 47 no. 2-bed apartments;  

• 21 no. 3-bed apartments; 

• 43 no. 4-bed (Type A, A1 and D) houses; 

• 26 no. 3-bed (Type B, C and E) houses;          

The 98 no. apartments are to be provided within 3 no. apartment buildings of 5 no. storeys in 

height, each over basement level, with adjacent surface car parking. The houses consist of 2 

and 3 storey terraced, semi-detached and detached dwellings.  

The proposal contains a total of 237 no. car parking spaces, including 173 no. at surface level 

and 64 no. at basement level, 253 no. bicycle parking spaces, including 34 no. at surface level 

and 219 no. secure spaces at ground floor level of the apartment buildings, and 6 no. 

motorcycle parking spaces at basement level. The vehicular access to the development is to 

be provided from Cairnbrook residential estate to the west, including associated works to 

facilitate same. A vehicular entrance is also proposed from Springfield Lane to access the 

house proposed on the northern part of the site. Pedestrian and cycle links are proposed to 

Springfield Lane to the north and to link to the permitted development (Reg. Ref.: PC/H/01/19) 

at Rockville Drive / Glenamuck Cottages to the south. 
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Bin stores, plant rooms and block cores are located at basement and ground floor level of the 

apartment buildings. The proposed development includes private amenity space, consisting 

of balconies / terraces for all apartments and private gardens for the houses, public and 

communal open space, including children’s play areas and an ancillary play area for the 

childcare facility, PV panels and green roofs at roof level of the apartment buildings, public 

lighting, utilities infrastructure and an ESB Substation. The proposal includes all associated 

site and infrastructural works, including tie-ins to existing infrastructure in the Cairnbrook 

residential estate, foul and surface water drainage, attenuation tanks, hard and soft 

landscaping, boundary treatments, internal roads, cyclepaths and footpaths. 

 

Figure 1. Proposed Development Site location. 

3 Key Ecological Receptors (KERs) within the Site 

The following Key Ecological Receptors were recorded within the Site (Enviroguide, 2022a): 

Species/Habitats Evaluation Key 

Ecological 

Receptor 

(KER) 

Rationale Operational Phase 

Mitigation/Management 

Addressed here? 

Habitats   

GA1 – Improved 
agricultural 
grassland 
(polygon 25 and 
grassland 
adjacent to 
hedgerow at 
proposed public 
open space) 

Local 

importance 

(higher 

value)  

Yes Polygon 25 is GA1 with some 
species of calcareous 
grassland. In addition, spring 
sedge, field woodrush, 
bulbous buttercup, black 
knapweed, smooth hawk's-
beard and autumn hawkbit 
were recorded between the 
eastern boundary hedgerow 

Y 
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Species/Habitats Evaluation Key 

Ecological 

Receptor 

(KER) 

Rationale Operational Phase 

Mitigation/Management 

Addressed here? 

and polygon 25 in the area 
proposed for “existing 
verge/long grass retained 
and protected where 
possible” within the 
landscape plan (McNutt, 
pers. comm). Of local 
importance. 

WS1 - Scrub Local 

importance 

(higher 

value) 

Yes Dense scrub habitat at the 
site likely providing shelter 
and foraging resources for 
various fauna.  

N – this habitat will be largely 
removed to facilitate the 
Proposed Development 

WN6 - Wet 
Willow-Alder-Ash 
Woodland 

Local 

importance 

(higher 

value) 

Yes Woodland providing habitat 
for various fauna.  

N – this habitat will be 
removed to facilitate the 
Proposed Development 

GS4 – Wet 
Grassland 

Local 

importance 

(higher 

value) 

Yes Diverse wet grassland habitat 
which also provides habitat 
for common frog. 

Y 

FW4 - Drainage 
Ditch 

Local 

importance 

(higher 

value) 

Yes Provides some habitat for 
common frog at the Site.   

Y 

WL1 – 
Hedgerows 

County 

Importance 

Yes Important ecological corridors 
within the Site. All three 
hedgerows/treelines received 
an overall score of “High 
Significance”, meaning that 
they should all be considered 
as “Heritage Hedgerows”. 

Y 

Fauna   

European Otter 
Lutra lutra 
 

Local 

importance 

(higher 

value) 

Yes No habitat for Otter at the 
Site. Potential hydrological 
connectivity to the 
Glenamuck North Stream, 
Carrickmines Stream and 
Shanganagh River.  

N- the Site does not provide 
suitable habitat for Otter. 
SUDS measures within the 
development design will treat 
all operational phase surface 
water discharges from the 
Site. 

Hedgehog 
Erinaceus 
europaeus 
 

Local 

importance 

(higher 

value) 

Yes No evidence of Hedgehog 
recorded during field survey. 
However, this species may 
utilize the habitats at the Site 
which will be affected by the 
Proposed Development (e.g., 
hedgerows) 

Y 

Bat Assemblage Local 

importance 

(higher 

value) 

Yes The site supports commuting 
and foraging bats. 

Y 

Bird Assemblage  Local 

importance 

(higher 

value) 

Yes Amber and Green-listed 
species recorded within the 
Site. 

Y 

Common Frog  Local 

importance 

Yes There is a breeding 
population of common frog at 
the Site.  

Y 
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Species/Habitats Evaluation Key 

Ecological 

Receptor 

(KER) 

Rationale Operational Phase 

Mitigation/Management 

Addressed here? 

(higher 

value) 

Fish species 
within the 
Glenamuck North 
Stream, 
Carrickmines 
Stream and 
Shanganagh 
River 

Local 

importance 

(higher 

value) 

Yes Potential hydrological 
connectivity to the 
Glenamuck North Stream, 
Carrickmines Stream and 
Shanganagh River. 

N- the Site does not provide 
suitable habitat for fish 
species. SUDS measures 
within the development 
design will treat all 
operational phase surface 
water discharges from the 
Site. 

4 KER Habitat Management/Maintenance 

4.1 Wet grassland/woodland area, and dry grassland area 

A combination of recreation and in-situ preservation of wet grassland/woodland area, and a 

dry grassland area within the Site is proposed as part of the landscape plan - indicated as 

“existing verge/long grass retained and protected where possible”, “proposed areas for 

reusing existing wetland top soil” and “proposed areas for reusing existing dry grassland top 

soil” (Figure 2). These habitats will be recreated/preserved in-situ via a combination of careful 

topsoil reuse (as specified in Enviroguide (2022a)) and by extending the boundary of 

protective arborist fencing throughout the Construction Phase. Operational Phase 

management is essential for the long-term preservation of these habitats.  

The following management of these habitats will be undertaken during the Operational Phase 

of the Proposed Development: 

• Periodic inspection for and if necessary, clean-up of litter 

• Physical removal of non-native or invasive shrub or herb species should these be 

recorded within the areas during the Operational Phase. Chemical control should be 

used as a last resort. Refer to the Invasive Alien Species Management Plan for further 

details.  

• Hand removal of scrub, bramble, bracken or rushes1. Whereas these native species 

are valuable, if unchecked they will reduce the plant species diversity of the grassland.  

• A restricted pollinator friendly mowing regime will be implemented as follows: 

o An annual mowing regime for meadow grassland areas with the hay/cuttings 

removed to maintain a nutrient poor soil that favours the growth of wildflowers. 

The meadow will be allowed to mature and seed heads to form before cutting 

– this may be in mid- to late- July or into August1. 

o In the absence of aftermath grazing (as usually occurs in traditional hay 

meadows) a second cut may be required in autumn to reduce the growth of the 

grassland sward.  

 
1 https://www.farmingfornature.ie/wp-content/uploads/2020/11/Managing-species-rich-grasslands.pdf 
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• Signage will be erected to ensure management adhere to the pollinator and wildlife 

friendly management regime. 

• Mowing should ideally be undertaken during dry conditions to avoid compacting and 

potentially damaging the soil structure. 

• No herbicides2 or fertilisers are to be used within grassland habitat designated for 

biodiversity enhancement.  

 

 

 
2 Ideally, herbicide use within the Site should be avoided entirely, and alternative weed control options (e.g. 

thermal control with hot water or foam) should be explored as per Pesticide Action Network UK: 

https://pollinators.ie/wp-content/uploads/2021/05/Alternatives-to-herbicides-a-guide-for-the-amenity-

sector.pdf  

https://pollinators.ie/wp-content/uploads/2021/05/Alternatives-to-herbicides-a-guide-for-the-amenity-sector.pdf
https://pollinators.ie/wp-content/uploads/2021/05/Alternatives-to-herbicides-a-guide-for-the-amenity-sector.pdf
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Figure 2. Extract from the landscape plan indicating areas for the reuse of topsoil within the Site and areas to be managed for biodiversity. 
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4.2 Hedgerows 

4.2.1 Newly planted hedgerows 

It is necessary to remove a 25m section of the eastern boundary hedgerow to facilitate the 

Proposed Development. This gap will be filled with native hedgerow species (e.g., Hawthorn). 

For the first year, weeding will be carried out around the base of the newly planted hedgerow 

in summer. This will prevent competition from grasses and other plants. However, a mulch of 

chopped bark placed along the length of the hedgerow will prevent weeds from growing up in 

the first place and help to reduce moisture loss. Trees and shrubs that have died will be 

replaced in the autumn or winter. As recommended by McNutt (2022), when planting up gaps 

in an existing hedgerow, great care must be taken to ensure the new plants are not shaded 

out by existing plants. Hard pruning or even coppicing adjacent shrubs may be required. To 

this end, control of competitive vegetation for the first few years will be undertaken. In the first 

spring, the shrubs will be cut down to 45—60cm above the ground. This hard pruning 

encourages the shrubs to bush out and will help to create a thick hedge.  

The hedgerow at the western boundary of the Site towards the south (hedge 4 in the arborist 

report), in which infill planting is proposed, will occur within private property during operation, 

so operational management of same will not be possible. 

4.2.2 General Hedgerow Management 

The condition of existing hedgerows at the Site should be improved through active 

management and maintenance. The hedgerows which will be subject to management during 

the Operational Phase will be the hedgerow along the eastern boundary of the Site (hedge 5A 

and hedge 5B in the arborist report) and the Site-side of the hedgerow at the western boundary 

to the north of the Site (hedge 1 in the arborist report). The hedgerow at the western boundary 

of the Site towards the south (hedge 4 in the arborist report) will occur within private property 

during operation, so operational management of same will not be possible. 

4.2.2.1 Hedgerow Cutting 

All hedge cutting will be carried out outside the main breeding bird season, i.e. 1st March to 

31st August, in compliance with the Wildlife Act 1976 (as amended). 

The following, extracted from “Farmland Actions to Help Pollinators”3 will be implemented on 

hedges 5A, 5B and 1: 

• If present within the hedgerow, at least one Whitethorn/Hawthorn in each hedgerow 

will be allowed to grow into a mature flowering tree. 

• Hedgerows will be cut on a minimum 3-year cycle. Cutting annually stops the hedgerow 

flowering and fruiting. 

• Hedges managed for pollinators should ideally be cut between Nov-Jan. If they must 

be cut outside this, cutting will be carried out in rotation so some areas remain 

undisturbed.  

 
3 Farmland: actions to help pollinators. All-Ireland Pollinator Plan, Guidelines 5. National Biodiversity Data Centre Series No.14, Waterford. 

September 2017 
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• Some Bramble and Ivy will be retained in hedgerows, as they are key nectar and pollen 

sources in summer and autumn. 

• The hedgerow should be retained as high as possible, but at least 2.5m above ground 

level or above the bank. 

• The hedgerows will be trimmed in an A-shape, but where feasible they will be side 

trimmed only. 

4.2.2.2 Hedgerow Margins 

The following, extracted from “Farmland Actions to Help Pollinators”4 will be implemented on 

hedges 5A, 5B and 1: 

• A margin (minimum 1.5 m) will be retained adjacent to existing hedgerows where 

possible as an ameliorating buffer between the hedgerow flora and the adjacent land 

use. McNutt (2022) recommends a margin of at least 2m (3m in the case of hedge 

5A/5B) is retained adjacent to hedgerows, that the hedgerow margin is managed in 

two halves, with the half closest to the hedgerow cut only once every few years, and 

the other half cut annually after mid-July. The recommendations of McNutt will be 

implemented where possible. Given the constraints within the scheme (there is 

encroachment of pathways etc. into the hedgerow margins in places), it may only be 

possible to apply the above management along limited sections of the hedgerow, 

namely where it is indicated that “existing grassland verge retained and protected 

where possible” in the landscape plan. 

 

• Herbicides will not be used on hedgerow margins, except in exceptional circumstances 

where spot control of weeds or invasive flora is required.  

In addition, the following recommendations in McNutt (2022) will be implemented: 

• Fertilisers will not be spread on the margins of hedgerows 

• Physical removal of weeds from hedgerow margins will be undertaken. Herbicides will 

only be used as a last resort. If herbicide use is required, herbicides will only be used 

to spot control weeds (e.g. invasive or non-native plants).  

4.2.2.3 Invasive Flora Removal 

As recommended by McNutt (2022), non-native and invasive flora will be removed from the 

hedgerows within the Site boundary, as per the IAS Management Plan (Enviroguide, 2022b). 

It should be noted, however, that removal of non-native and invasive flora from hedge 4 may 

be limited as the bulk of the vegetation is growing within the adjacent property. Invasive flora 

at the Site will be initially treated during the construction phase, however, ongoing monitoring 

and removal (if required) will also be carried out as per the IAS Management Plan 

(Enviroguide, 2022b). 

4.3 Pond  

 
4 Farmland: actions to help pollinators. All-Ireland Pollinator Plan, Guidelines 5. National Biodiversity Data Centre Series No.14, Waterford. 

September 2017 
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It is proposed to include a lined pond within the Proposed Development Site. As noted in the 

EcIA, it is strongly recommended that the pond is constructed as per the Amphibian Habitat 

Management Handbook (Baker et al., 2011).  

As the pond will be lined, there will be no contact between the pond and the natural seed bank. 

As topsoil is naturally rich in nutrients, addition of topsoil to the pond could cause an algal 

bloom. As such this should be avoided.  

As noted in Baker et al (2011), many pond plants and animals, including amphibians, have 

evolved strategies for moving between water bodies and colonising new sites. As such, the 

pond will not be stocked with amphibians, other pond animals or plants. If, following a period 

of monitoring, colonisation of the pond with flora is not satisfactory, translocation of native 

plants from nearby ponds, provided landowner’s permission to do this has been granted and 

provided that absence of pest plant species can be confirmed, will be undertaken. As noted in 

Baker et al. (2011), best practice is to avoid using plants from private gardens or garden 

centres. If feasible, it may be possible to allow the charophyte recorded within the wet 

grassland to persist by collecting the charophyte, storing it appropriately and translocating it 

into the pond upon completion of the pond. 

As per Gandola (2022), frequent minor works (e.g., vegetation cutting) will be undertaken 

every 1-3 years, using the 30% rule, if required. According to SEPA (2000) in general, best 

practice is to avoid the removal of marginal or aquatic vegetation from ponds unless it is clear 

what benefits will occur (e.g., maintaining areas of submerged and floating-leaved plants for 

dragonflies). Clearance of ponds is often undertaken for amenity purposes, such as creating 

a better view over open water. However, it is essential that such management in not extensive 

– i.e., does not cover more than one third of the pond, to avoid damage to the pond’s 

existing wildlife interest (SEPA, 2000). Plant management is most effective where it 

encourages the development of complex plant mosaics. This may include locally thinning 

extensive stands of emergent plants to allow room for other plants to colonise and provide a 

greater variety of habitats for invertebrates and amphibians. During vegetation management, 

care will be taken to not destroy large stands of wetland plants completely. Management 

should never aim to eliminate a native plant species from a pond completely (SEPA, 2000). 

Infrequent medium scale works (e.g., coppicing/removal of encroaching trees/shade) will be 

undertaken every 3-5 years. Shading will be kept to a minimum around the pond and ideally 

no more than 10% of the pond will be shaded by trees. Rare long-term works (e.g., de-silting, 

profiling etc.) will be undertaken every 5-10 years as appropriate. Any works on the pond will 

be undertaken outside the amphibian breeding season (ideally from December to February). 

A survey of the pond will be undertaken by a suitably qualified ecologist prior to any rare long-

term works such as desilting and/or re-profiling being undertaken. Management of the pond 

should be undertaken under the instruction of a suitably qualified ecologist. 

Topsoil harvested from the wet grassland within the Site is to be reused around the pond 

margins.  

Herbicides will not be used within at least 3 metres of the pond margin. Ideally, herbicide use 

within the Site should be avoided entirely, and alternative weed control options (e.g. thermal 

control with hot water or foam) should be explored as per Pesticide Action Network UK: 

https://pollinators.ie/wp-content/uploads/2021/05/Alternatives-to-herbicides-a-guide-for-the-

amenity-sector.pdf  

https://pollinators.ie/wp-content/uploads/2021/05/Alternatives-to-herbicides-a-guide-for-the-amenity-sector.pdf
https://pollinators.ie/wp-content/uploads/2021/05/Alternatives-to-herbicides-a-guide-for-the-amenity-sector.pdf
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Signage will be erected at the pond to inform the general public about the pond, it’s purpose 

and ecological value. In addition, the signage will clearly state that dogs are prohibited from 

entering the pond.  According to Baker et al. (2011), “Experience has shown that ponds 

constantly disturbed by dogs have a significantly lower wildlife value than those which are 

undisturbed, largely due to high turbidity of the water. This problem is greater on clay soils”. 

There is also potential for detrimental impacts on freshwater invertebrate life within the pond 

arising from flea collars and spot-on anti-parasitic treatments (Robert Gandola, pers. comm). 

The signage adjacent to the pond will also state that the introduction of fish to the pond would 

be detrimental for local wildlife. 

4.4 Drainage Ditch 

The retained open drainage ditch will be allowed to colonise naturally with native species.  

Herbicides will not be used within at least 3 metres of the drainage ditch or within the wet 

grassland in which it occurs. 

5 Sustainable Urban Drainage Systems (SUDS) 

A recommended maintenance schedule for all SUDS measures is outlined in the Engineering 

Assessment Report prepared by Waterman Moylan (2022). For the SUDS strategy to work as 

designed it is important that the entire drainage system is well maintained. Maintenance 

schedules, extracted from Waterman Moylan (2022) are provided here for reference. A 

Maintenance and Operation Manual will be provided by the green roof manufacturer to the 

Management Company to ensure proper and safe operation of the Green Roofs (Waterman 

Moylan, 2022).  

Table 1. Concrete Attenuation Tank Maintenance Schedule (Waterman Moylan, 2022). 

SUDS 

Element 

Maintenance 

 

A
tt

e
n

u
a
ti

o
n

 T
a

n
k

 

Maintenance 

Issues 

Failure of components, blockage from debris 

Maintenance 

Period 

Maintenance Task Frequency 

 

 

 

 

Regular 

Inspect and identify any elements that are 

not operating correctly. If required, take 

remedial action. 

Monthly for three months,  

then annually 

Remove sediment/debris from catchment 

surface that may lead to blockage of 

structures. 

Monthly or as required 

Remove sediment/debris from catch pits/ 

gullies and control structures. 

Annually, after severe  

storms or as required 

Remedial 

Work 

Repair inlets, outlets, vents, overflows and 

control structures. 

As required 

 

 

Monitoring 

Inspect all inlets, outlets, vents, overflows 

and control structures to ensure they are in 

good condition and operating as designed. 

Annually or after severe  

storms 

Survey inside of tank for sediment build-up 

and remove if necessary 

Every five years or as required 
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Table 2. Permeable Paving Maintenance Schedule(Waterman Moylan, 2022). 

 

Table 3. Green Roof Maintenance Schedule(Waterman Moylan, 2022). 

SUDS 

Element 

Maintenance 

  

G
re

e
n

 R
o

o
f 

Maintenance 

Issues 

Vegetation becoming either overgrown or dying 

Maintenance 

Period 

Maintenance Task Frequency 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Regular 

Inspect all components including soil 

substrate, vegetation, drains, 

membranes and roof structure for 

proper operation, integrity of 

waterproofing and structural stability 

Annually and after severe storms 

Inspect soil substrate for evidence of 

erosion channels and identify any 

sediment source  

Annually and after severe storms 

Inspect drain inlets to ensure 

unrestricted run-off from the drainage 

layer to conveyance or roof drain 

system. 

Annually and after severe storms 

Inspect underside of roof for evidence 

of leakage. 

Annually and after severe storms 

Remove debris and litter to prevent 

clogging of inlet drains and 

interference with plant growth. 

Six monthly and annually or as 

required 

During establishment (i.e. year one), 

replace dead plants as required. 

Monthly  

Post-establishment, replace dead 

plants as required (where >5% of 

coverage) 

Annually (in autumn) 

Remove fallen leaves and debris from 

deciduous plant foliage 

Six monthly or as required 

SUDS 

Element 

Maintenance 

P
e
rm

e
a
b

le
 P

a
v
in

g
 

Maintenance 

period 
Maintenance Task  Frequency 

Regular 
Brushing and vacuuming (standard cosmetic 

sweep over whole surface) 

Once a year, after autumn leaf 

fall, or as required, based on 

site specific observations of 

clogging or manufacturer’s 

recommendations.  

Occasional Removal of weeds  As required 

Remedial work 

Remediation work to any depressions, rutting 

and cracked or broken blocks considered 

detrimental to the structural performance or a 

hazard to users 

As required 

Monitoring 

Inspect silt accumulation rates and establish 

appropriate brushing frequencies  
Annually  

Monitor inspection chambers Annually 
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Remove nuisance and invasive 

vegetation, including weeds 

Six monthly or as required 

Mow grasses, prune shrubs and 

manage other planting (if appropriate) 

as required – clippings should be 

removed and not allowed to 

accumulate. 

Six monthly or as required 

 

 

Remedial 

Work 

If erosion channels are evident, these 

should be established with extra soil 

substrate similar to the original 

material, and sources of erosion 

damage should be identified and 

controlled 

As required 

If drain inlet has settled, cracked or 

moved, investigate and repair as 

appropriate 

As required 

 

Table 4. Swale Maintenance Schedule(Waterman Moylan, 2022). 

S
w

a
le

 

Maintenance 

period 
Maintenance Task Frequency 

Regular 

Remove the litter and debris Monthly, or as required 

Cut grass – to retain height within specified 

design range. 

Monthly (during growing 

season), or as required 

Manage other vegetation and remove 

nuisance plants. 
Monthly at start, then as required 

Inspect inlets, outlets and overflows for 

blockages, and clear if required.  
Monthly 

Inspect infiltration coverage 
Monthly for 6 months, quarterly 

for 2 years, then half yearly 

Inspect inlets and facility surface for silt 

accumulation, establish appropriate silt 

removal frequencies 

Half yearly 

Occasional 

Reseed areas of poor vegetation growth, 

alter plant types to better suit conditions, if 

required 

As required or if soil is exposed 

over 10% or more of the swale 

treatment area 

Remedial 

actions 

Repair erosion or other damage by re-

turfing or re-seeding 
As required 

Re-level uneven surfaces and reinstate 

design levels 
As required 

Remove build-up of sediment on upstream 

gravel trench, flow spreader or at top of 

filter strip 

As required 

Remove and dispose of oils or petrol 

residues using safe standards practices 
As required 
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6 Species Management 

6.1 Amphibians, Birds and Small Mammals 

Grassland habitats managed for biodiversity will be mown/strimmed from the centre out as 

this will allow any wildlife within the grassland a chance to escape. 

All hedge cutting will be carried out outside the main breeding bird season, i.e. 1st March to 

31st August, in compliance with the Wildlife Act 1976 (as amended). 

It is recommended that “amphibian ladders” are installed where gully pot drains are to be 

installed. These additional features will provide wildlife such as the common frog an 

opportunity to avoid or escape falling into the gully system. Amphibian ladders are custom 

made for each gully pot and therefore are one of the final additions to the drainage system.  

Gandola (2022) also recommends providing a cross-road linkage between the pond and the 

proposed swales to the north of the main access road (see Figure 2 of the Amphibian Report). 

This could be achieved via an “amphibian tunnel”, as common frogs will undoubtedly use the 

swales as foraging and breeding habitats (when filled with water) (Gandola, 2022). A tunnel 

would provide an alternative way for frogs to cross the road between these habitats while 

reducing the chances of road caused mortality and without interfering with the proper 

functioning of the swale/ SuDS.  

 

Figure 3. Image of an amphibian ladder (https://www.thebhs.org/images/stories/BHS_gulleyPotLadder-

MKII_flier.jpg) 

6.2 Bat Box Scheme  

A bat box scheme will be erected within the landscaping plan for the Proposed Development. 

Two rocket bat boxes will be erected along the eastern boundary hedgerow, whereas four bat 

boxes (e.g., Woodcrete 1FF design) will be erected in two locations along the western 

boundary. These locations have been marked-up on the Landscape Plan. 

Bat boxes will be sited carefully, and this will be undertaken by a bat specialist. The rocket bat 

boxes are to be erected on a 5m pole fixed in 1m3 of 40 newton strength concrete. The design 

of bats boxes chosen are self-cleaning (i.e. open at the bottom to allow bat droppings to fall 

out) and therefore no maintenance is required in relation to potential bat dropping build-up 

inside the boxes. 

6.3 Bird Box Scheme 

https://www.thebhs.org/images/stories/BHS_gulleyPotLadder-MKII_flier.jpg
https://www.thebhs.org/images/stories/BHS_gulleyPotLadder-MKII_flier.jpg
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Bird boxes will be installed within the lawson cypress treeline along the drain proposed for 

retention. The boxes will be durable. The bird box will be firm and secure to its support, and 

only paced on trees that are robust and large enough to support bird boxes. A minimum of 5 

bird boxes will be installed.  

Hole type bird boxes (ideal for blue tits, coal tits, great tits) will be installed, and positioned 2-

4m off the ground, with good-visibility, a clear flight line, and away from the prevailing wind 

direction. Boxes will not be drilled or nailed to trees, but instead will be attached via a wire 

strap wrapped around the tree.  

Bird boxes will be cleaned out at the end of the bird breeding season, from September 

onwards, to encourage birds to return to the nest boxes. 

7 Monitoring 

7.1 Areas indicated as “existing verge/long grass retained and protected where 
possible”, “proposed areas for reusing existing wetland topsoil” and “proposed 
areas for reusing existing dry grassland topsoil” within the landscape plan 

Areas indicated as “existing verge/long grass retained and protected where possible”, 

“proposed areas for reusing existing wetland topsoil” and “proposed areas for reusing existing 

dry grassland topsoil” within the landscape plan will be monitored by a suitably qualified 

ecologist post construction annually for 5 years to: 

• Monitor the establishment of the meadow grasslands 

• Ensure the implementation of appropriate management regimes 

• Advise on the management regime and/or any changes to the management needed 

based on the condition of the grasslands. 

• Monitor and record the success of the mitigation measure. 

7.2 Hedgerows 

It is noted by McNutt (2022) that grazing rabbits, hares, or deer are unlikely to pose pest issues 

for any newly planted hedging or trees. However, this will be monitored annually for 5 years, 

and tree protection put in place if deemed necessary to protect young plants from pests.  

Hedgerows within the scheme will be monitored by a suitably qualified ecologist post 

construction annually for 5 years to: 

• Monitor the establishment of newly planted gaps in the eastern boundary hedge. 

• Monitor for signs of deer/rabbit/hare grazing 

• Ensure the implementation of appropriate management regimes 

• Advise on the management regime and/or any changes to the management needed 

based on the condition of the hedgerows. 

7.3 Amphibians and Pond 

As recommended by Gandola (2022), a monitoring programme for a minimum of two breeding 

seasons post construction works will be implemented at the Site by a suitably qualified 
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ecologist. This will include a survey of the pond, and any recommendations required to 

improve the pond for wildlife.  

7.4 Bat Box Scheme 

Monitoring will be carried out post-construction works. This monitoring will involve the following 

as recommended by Bat Eco Services (2022):  

• Inspection of bat boxes within one year of erection of bat box scheme/rocket box. 

Register bat box scheme with Bat Conservation Ireland. This should be undertaken for 

a minimum of 2 years.  

• Monitoring of any other bat mitigation measures. All mitigation measures will be 

checked to determine that they were successful. A full summer bat survey will be 

carried out post-works.  

• Specific monitoring in relation to the proposed lighting scheme will be undertaken to 

determine that a level of <1 Lux is achieved along the boundaries of the Proposed 

Development Site.  

8 Adaptive Management 

As outlined above, the management and mitigation measures will be subject to monitoring 

where required. The above listed management/maintenance measures are outline in nature, 

and as a result this document will be updated to reflect any improvements/changes, if 

recommended by the ecologist following monitoring. For example, it may be necessary to 

spread wildflower seeds in grassland habitats should germination from the reused topsoil 

seedbank be unsuccessful5. Any improvements/changes of measures in the future, where 

necessary/appropriate, will be provided for agreement with DLR's Biodiversity Officer. 

 
5 Only wildflower seeds of Irish provenance and appropriate to the habitat will be spread 
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9 Schedule of Measures 

Table 5. Schedule of Operational Management/Mitigation and Monitoring Measures to be Implemented at the Site 

Habitat/Species Operational Phase Management/Enhancement/Mitigation Operational Phase Monitoring 

 Task Frequency Responsibility Task Frequency Responsibility 

Grassland/Wet 

woodland6 

Annual cut and collect of wet grassland 

and dry grassland habitat.  

Strim vegetation to between 10-50 cm and 

collect cuttings and compost off site. 

Annually in mid-

July or August. A 

second cut may 

be required in 

autumn to 

reduce the 

growth of the 

grassland sward 

Management 

Company 

Both grassland types created within the 

scheme will be monitored to: 

• Monitor the establishment of the 

meadow grasslands 

• Ensure the implementation of 

appropriate management regimes 

• Advise on the management regime 

and/or any changes to the 

management needed based on the 

condition of the grasslands. 

• Monitor and record the success of 

the mitigation measure. 

Annually for 5 

years  

Ecologist 

Periodic inspection for and if necessary, 

clean-up of litter 

To be 

undertaken as 

part of routine 

litter 

management.  

Management 

Company 

Hand removal of scrub, bramble, bracken 

or rushes 

Annually or as 

required during 

the winter 

months 

Management 

Company 

Removal of non-native or invasive shrub 

or herb species should these be recorded, 

as per the IAS Management Plan 

Annually or as 

required  

Invasive species 

specialist  

Signage to be erected to ensure 

management adhere to the pollinator and 

wildlife friendly management regime 

Once Developer 

Hedgerow Hedge Cutting Once every three 

years between 

November and 

January 

Management 

Company 

Hedgerows within the scheme will be 

monitored to: 

• Monitor the establishment of newly 

planted gaps in eastern boundary 

hedge. 

• Monitor for signs of deer/rabbit/hare 

grazing 

Annually for 5 

years 

Ecologist 

Cut and collect of grassy hedgerow 

margins as described in section 4.3.2.2, 

where possible  

Hedgerow 

margin to be 

managed in two 

halves where 

Management 

Company 

 
6 Indicated as “existing verge/long grass retained and protected where possible”, “proposed areas for reusing existing wetland topsoil” and “proposed areas for reusing 

existing dry grassland topsoil”  in landscape plan 
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Habitat/Species Operational Phase Management/Enhancement/Mitigation Operational Phase Monitoring 

 Task Frequency Responsibility Task Frequency Responsibility 

possible, with the 

half closest to 

the hedgerow cut 

only once every 

few years, and 

the other half cut 

annually after 

mid-July.  

• Ensure the implementation of 

appropriate management regimes 

• Advise on the management regime 

and/or any changes to the 

management needed based on the 

condition of the hedgerows. 

Removal of non-native or invasive shrub 

or herb species should these be recorded, 

as per the IAS Management Plan 

Annually or as 

required  

Invasive species 

specialist  

Physical removal of weeds from hedgerow 

margins will be undertaken. Herbicides 

will not be used on hedgerow margins, 

except in exceptional circumstances 

where spot control of weeds or invasive 

flora is required. 

n/a Management 

Company 

Fertilisers will not be spread on the 

margins of hedgerows 

n/a Management 

Company 

Pond Frequent minor works (e.g., vegetation 

cutting). Vegetation must not be removed 

from more than one third of the pond 

Once every 1-3 

years, if required 

Management 

Company, with 

guidance from 

suitably qualified 

ecologist 

Amphibians to be monitored for two 

breeding seasons post construction works. 

This survey will include an assessment of 

the new pond. 

Annually for a 

minimum of 2 

years 

Ecologist 

Infrequent medium scale works (e.g., 

coppicing/removal of encroaching 

trees/shade). Shading will be kept to a 

minimum around the pond and ideally no 

more than 10% of the pond will be shaded 

by trees. 

Once every 3-5 

years, if required 

Management 

Company, with 

guidance from 

suitably qualified 

ecologist 

Rare long-term works (e.g., de-silting, 

profiling etc.)  

Once every 5-10 

years, if required 

Management 

Company, with 

guidance from 

suitably qualified 

ecologist 

Signage to be erected at the pond to 

inform the general public about the pond, 

it’s purpose and ecological value.  

Once Developer 

No herbicide use will occur within at least 

3 metres of the margin. 

n/a Management 

Company 
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Habitat/Species Operational Phase Management/Enhancement/Mitigation Operational Phase Monitoring 

 Task Frequency Responsibility Task Frequency Responsibility 

Drainage Ditch Allow for natural colonisation n/a Management 

Company 

   

No herbicide use will occur within at least 

3 metres of the drainage ditch or within the 

wet grassland in which it occurs 

n/a Management 

Company 

SUDS Refer to Table 1, Table 2, Table 3 and 

Table 4 

Refer to Table 1, 

Table 2, Table 3 

and Table 4 

Refer to Table 1, 

Table 2, Table 3 

and Table 4 

n/a   

Amphibians, small 

non-volant 

mammals, birds 

Grassland habitats managed for 

biodiversity will be mown/strimmed from 

the centre out to allow any wildlife within 

the grassland a chance to escape 

Annually in mid-

July or August. A 

second cut may 

be required in 

autumn to 

reduce the 

growth of the 

grassland sward 

Management 

Company 

Amphibians to be monitored for two 

breeding seasons post construction works. 

This survey will include an assessment of 

the new pond.  

Annually for a 

minimum of 2 

years 

Ecologist 

All hedge cutting to be carried out outside 

the main breeding bird season, i.e. 1st 

March to 31st August, in compliance with 

the Wildlife Act 1976 (as amended). 

Once every three 

years in rotation, 

between 

November and 

January 

Management 

Company 

“Amphibian ladders” to be installed where 

gully pot drains are to be installed, where 

feasible. “Amphibian tunnel” to be 

installed, if possible.  

Once Developer 

“Amphibian ladders” to be replaced when 

required 

As per 

manufacturer 

guidelines 

Management 

Company 

Bird boxes will be installed within the 

lawson cypress treeline along the drain 

proposed for retention. The boxes will be 

durable. The bird box will be firm and 

secure to its support, and only paced on 

trees that are robust and large enough to 

support bird boxes. A minimum of 5 bird 

boxes will be installed. 

n/a Ecologist 

Removal of old nests from bird boxes Annually from 

September 

(outside 

Management 

Company 
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Habitat/Species Operational Phase Management/Enhancement/Mitigation Operational Phase Monitoring 

 Task Frequency Responsibility Task Frequency Responsibility 

breeding bird 

season) 

Bats Erection of a bat box scheme in the form 

of two rocket bat boxes along the eastern 

boundary hedgerow, and four bat boxes in 

two locations along the western boundary. 

n/a Bat Specialist Inspection of bat boxes.  

 

 

Within one year 

of erection of bat 

box 

scheme/rocket 

box. 

Bat Specialist 

Register bat box scheme with Bat 

Conservation Ireland. This should be 

undertaken for a minimum of 2 years. 

Two years Bat Specialist 

Monitoring of any other bat mitigation 

measures. All mitigation measures will be 

checked to determine that they were 

successful.  

 

A full summer 

bat survey will 

be carried out 

post-works. 

Bat Specialist 

Specific monitoring in relation to the 

proposed lighting scheme will be 

undertaken to determine that a level of <1 

Lux is achieved along the boundaries of 

the Proposed Development Site. 

 

Once following 

the construction 

phase.  

Bat Specialist 
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Report Limitations 

Synergy Environmental Ltd. t/a Enviroguide Consulting (hereafter referred to as “Enviroguide”) has prepared this 

report for the sole use of Grafton Issuer DAC in accordance with the Agreement under which our services were 

performed. No other warranty, expressed or implied, is made as to the professional advice included in this Report 

or any other services provided by Enviroguide.  

The information contained in this Report is based upon information provided by others and upon the assumption 

that all relevant information has been provided by those parties from whom it has been requested and that such 

information is accurate. Information obtained by Enviroguide has not been independently verified by Enviroguide, 

unless otherwise stated in the Report.  

The methodology adopted and the sources of information used by Enviroguide in providing its services are outlined 

in this Report.  

The work described in this Report is based on the conditions encountered and the information available during the 

said period of time. The scope of this Report and the services are accordingly factually limited by these 

circumstances. 

All work carried out in preparing this report has used, and is based upon, Enviroguide’s professional knowledge 

and understanding of the current relevant national legislation.  Future changes in applicable legislation may cause 

the opinion, advice, recommendations or conclusions set-out in this report to become inappropriate or incorrect.  

However, in giving its opinions, advice, recommendations and conclusions, Enviroguide has considered pending 

changes to environmental legislation and regulations of which it is currently aware.  Following delivery of this report, 

Enviroguide will have no obligation to advise the client of any such changes, or of their repercussions.    

Enviroguide disclaim any undertaking or obligation to advise any person of any change in any matter affecting the 

Report, which may come or be brought to Enviroguide’s attention after the date of the Report. 

Certain statements made in the Report that are not historical facts may constitute estimates, projections or other 

forward-looking statements and even though they are based on reasonable assumptions as of the date of the 

Report, such forward-looking statements by their nature involve risks and uncertainties that could cause actual 

results to differ materially from the results predicted. Enviroguide specifically does not guarantee or warrant any 

estimate or projections contained in this Report. 

Unless otherwise stated in this Report, the assessments made assume that the site and facilities will continue to 

be used for their current or stated proposed purpose without significant changes. 

The content of this report represents the professional opinion of experienced environmental consultants.  

Enviroguide does not provide legal advice or an accounting interpretation of liabilities, contingent liabilities or 

provisions.   

If the scope of work includes subsurface investigation such as boreholes, trial pits and laboratory testing of samples 

collected from the subsurface or other areas of the site, and environmental or engineering interpretation of such 

information, attention is drawn to the fact that special risks occur whenever engineering, environmental and related 

disciplines are applied to identify subsurface conditions.  Even a comprehensive sampling and testing programme 

implemented in accordance with best practice and a professional standard of care may fail to detect certain 

conditions.  Laboratory testing results are not independently verified by Enviroguide and have been assumed to be 

accurate.   The environmental, ecological, geological, geotechnical, geochemical and hydrogeological conditions 

that Enviroguide interprets to exist between sampling points may differ from those that actually exist.  Passage of 

time, natural occurrences and activities on and/or near the site may substantially alter encountered conditions.    

Copyright © This Report is the copyright of Enviroguide Consulting Ltd. any unauthorised reproduction or usage 

by any person other than the addressee is strictly prohibited.  
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1 Introduction 

1.1 Background 

Enviroguide Consulting was commissioned by Grafton Issuer DAC to prepare an Invasive 

Alien Species Management Plan for a Proposed Residential Development, entitled 

“Carrickmines Great SHD” at Carrickmines Great, Glenamuck Road South, Dublin 18.  

1.2 Quality Assurance and Competence 

Synergy Environmental Ltd., T/A Enviroguide Consulting, is wholly Irish Owned multi-

disciplinary consultancy specialising in the areas of the Environment, Waste Management and 

Planning. All of our consultants carry scientific or engineering qualifications and have a wealth 

of experience working within the Environmental Consultancy sectors, having undergone 

extensive training and continued professional development.  

Enviroguide Consulting as a company remains fully briefed in European and Irish 

environmental policy and legislation. Enviroguide staff members are highly qualified in their 

field. Professional memberships include the Chartered Institution of Wastes Management 

(CIWM), the Irish Environmental Law Association and Chartered Institute of Ecology and 

Environmental Management (CIEEM). 

All surveying and reporting have been carried out by qualified and experienced ecologists. Dr 

Siobhán Atkinson, Senior Ecologist with Enviroguide undertook the invasive species surveys 

for this report. Kate McNutt undertook an in-depth flora assessment of the Site. 

Dr Siobhán Atkinson has a B.Sc. (Hons) in Environmental Biology and a Ph.D. in Freshwater 

Biology from University College Dublin, and extensive experience in desktop research, 

literature review and reporting, as well as practical field and laboratory experience including 

environmental DNA analysis, freshwater macroinvertebrate sampling and identification, fish 

sampling and processing and habitat surveying. Siobhán has prepared Ecological Impact 

Assessments (EcIA), Stage I and Stage II Appropriate Assessment Reports, Habitat Surveys 

and Invasive Species Surveys and input and reviewed Ecological and Environmental 

assessments for several EIA Reports.  

Kate McNutt is an experienced ecologist with over ten years of experience in ecological survey 

and research, with an expertise in botanical surveying. She holds a first-class honours degree 

in Ecology from the University of East Anglia. She has a post graduate diploma in Geographic 

Information Systems from the University of Ulster, and a Masters in Conservation and Rural 

Development from the University of Kent, both passed with distinctions. She also has a post 

graduate certificate in Higher Education from the University of Kent. She worked for six and a 

half years as a full-time ecologist with BEC Consultants Ltd, during which time she spent about 

15 months of fieldwork on the National Survey of Native Woodlands and over 20 months on 

the Irish Semi-Natural Grasslands Survey. Other significant project involvements during that 

time included the National Survey of Upland Habitats, and the Monitoring of Annex I woodland 

habitats. Kate has since regularly worked for BEC Consultants Ltd. as a freelance ecologist, 

notably being involved in both 2021 and 2020 in surveying and assessing the threats and 

impacts on Annex I woodland habitats in Northern Ireland on two different projects on behalf 

of the Department of Agriculture, Environment and Rural Affairs (DAERA). Kate has also 

recently worked for BEC Consultants Ltd. as part of both the preliminary pilot in 2019, and 

main project commenced in 2021, of the National Fen Survey, as well as the monitoring of 

Annex I grasslands. A further project involvement with relevance to the current project, this 
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time as an employee of FERS Ltd. in 2014, includes the digitisation of Coillte woodland types 

from aerial photograph interpretation, with associated ground-truthing fieldwork, as part of the 

hen harrier project.  

1.3 Objectives of Plan  

The objectives of this invasive species management plan are to:  

• Describe the invasive alien plant species (IAPS) at the site  

• Provide code of practice guidelines and legislative context 

• Provide a plan for managing the IAPS at the Site.  

1.4 Relevant Legislation 

The control of invasive species in Ireland comes under the Wildlife (Amendment) Act 2000, 

where it states that: 

 

“(7) Any person who—  

 

(a) turns loose, wilfully allows or causes to escape any species of wild animal or the spawn 

of such wild animal or wild bird or the eggs of such wild bird,  

 

(b) transfers any species of wild animal or the spawn of such wild animal or wild bird or 

the eggs of such wild bird from any place in the State to any other place in the State 

for the purpose of establishing it in a wild state in such other place,  

 

(c) plants or otherwise causes to grow in a wild state in any place in the State any species 

of flora, or the flowers, roots, seeds or spores of flora,  

 

otherwise than under and in accordance with a licence granted in that behalf by the Minister 

shall be guilty of an offence.  

 

(8) For the purposes of subsection (7), any reference to wild animals, wild birds, plants, 

flowers, roots, seeds or spores refers only to exotic species thereof.’’ 

 

Certain plant species and their hybrids are listed as Invasive Alien Plant Species in Part 1 of 

the Third Schedule of the European Communities (Birds and Natural Habitats) Regulations 

2011 (SI 477 of 2011, as amended). In addition, soils and other material containing such 

invasive plant material, are classified in Part 3 of the Third Schedule as vector materials and 

are subject to the same strict legal controls. 

 

Failure to comply with the legal requirements set down in this legislation can result in either 

civil or criminal prosecution, or both, with very severe penalties accruing. Convicted parties 

under the Act can be fined up to €500,000.00, jailed for up to 3 years, or both. 

 

Extracts from the relevant sections of the regulations are reproduced below. 

 

“49(2) Save in accordance with a licence granted [by the Department of Arts, Heritage and the 

Gaeltacht], any person who plants, disperses, allows or causes to disperse, spreads or 

otherwise causes to grow in anyplace [a restricted non-native plant], shall be guilty of an 

offence. 
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49(3) … it shall be a defence to a charge of committing an offence under paragraph (1) or (2) 

to prove that the accused took all reasonable steps and exercised all due diligence to avoid 

committing the offence. 

50(1) Save in accordance with a licence, a person shall be guilty of an offence if he or she […] 

offers or exposes for sale, transportation, distribution, introduction, or release— 

(a) an animal or plant listed in Part 1 or Part 2 of the Third Schedule, 

(b) anything from which an animal or plant referred to in subparagraph (a) can be reproduced 

or propagated, or 

(c) a vector material listed in the Third Schedule, in any place in the State specified in the third 

column of the Third Schedule in relation to such an animal, plant or vector material.” 

2 Project Description 

The site is located within the townland of Carrickmines Great, Glenamuck Road South, Dublin 

18. The application site is located to the east of Cairnbrook residential estate, south and west 

of Springfield Lane, and north of Rockville Drive / Glenamuck Cottages. The application site 

area is 3.056 Hectares (which includes 3.028 ha of the applicant’s site area and 0.028 ha for 

connections to services in Cairnbrook as per easements / right of way). 

The proposal consists of the demolition of existing buildings on site and the provision of 167 

no. residential units (comprising of 69 no. houses and 98 no. apartments), a childcare facility, 

open space, roads infrastructure and all associated development. 

3 Invasive Alien Species Site Survey  

The Site was assessed for the presence of invasive plant species by Enviroguide Consulting 

during a preliminary habitat survey undertaken on the 10th December 2021. A second invasive 

plant species survey was carried out at the Site on the 13th May 2022. An additional visit was 

conducted on the 13th of June 2022. Invasive/non-native plant species were also recorded by 

Kate McNutt during detailed flora surveys carried out at the Site (McNutt, 2022).  

3.1 Invasive Flora at the Site 

Several invasive plant species were recorded during the habitat surveys carried out. Three 

cornered leek Allium triquetrum which is listed on Schedule III of the European Communities 

(Birds and Natural Habitats) Regulations 2011 (SI 477 of 2011, as amended) was recorded at 

the Site. Spanish bluebell Hyacinthoides hispanica and/or a hybrid of Spanish bluebell and 

native bluebell Hyacinthoides x massartiana was also recorded within the Site. According to 

Streeter et al., (2016), most bluebells commonly cultivated in gardens are the hybrid between 

Spanish bluebell and the native bluebell. The hybrid is intermediate in character between the 

parents, but usually more difficult to separate from Spanish bluebell. The Spanish bluebell is 

listed in Part 1 of the Third Schedule of the European Communities (Birds and Natural 

Habitats) Regulations 2011 (SI 477 of 2011, as amended), and according to the regulations 

“49. (5) (a) In this Regulation, an animal or plant listed in the Third Schedule shall mean such 

an animal or plant or a hybrid of any such animal or plant or any breed, strain, sport, variety, 

cultivar or other infraspecific taxon of such plant or animal in relation to the entire State or, 

where limited for such an animal or plant, the particular areas set forth in the Third Schedule 

for each such animal or plant.” 

The remaining species at the Site are not listed on Schedule III of the European Communities 

(Birds and Natural Habitats) Regulations 2011 (SI 477 of 2011, as amended). Therefore, their 

presence at the Site does not have the potential to lead to an offence under the Birds and 
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Natural Habitats Regulations 2011 (SI 477 of 2011). Nevertheless, as best practice, 

management of these species is recommended as many are known to have negative impacts 

on biodiversity.  

It is noted by McNutt (2022) that the item marked as “unknown” in Figure 5 was likely a very 

young emerging bindweed Calystegia sepium, however there is a small possibility it was 

Japanese knotweed Reynoutria japonica. This “unknown” species was recorded in April 2022. 

Japanese Knotweed was not recorded in this location in the subsequent survey carried out by 

Enviroguide Consulting on the 13th of May 2022. The area was double checked for the 

presence of Japanese Knotweed on the 13th June 2022. Japanese Knotweed was not 

recorded at this location, and the area was colonised by bindweed (Figure 1). 

 

Figure 1. Location at the Proposed Development Site where unknown flora species (possibly 
Japanese Knotweed) was recorded by McNutt (2022). Image taken 13th June 2022. 

 

Figure 2. Winter heliotrope at the west of the Site. Image taken 13th May 2022. 



Enviroguide Consulting  Grafton Issuer DAC 

Invasive Alien Species Management Plan                                                 Carrickmines Great, Glenamuck Road South, Dublin 18 

 

 
  Page 5 

 
Figure 3. Three-cornered leek (a) and Spanish bluebell and/or a hybrid of Spanish bluebell and native 
bluebell (b) recorded at the Proposed Development Site. 

 

Invasive/non-native flora recorded at the Site by both Enviroguide Consulting and McNutt 

(2022) are outlined in Table 1 below. Several of the species listed below are located within 

adjacent gardens and are therefore outside the management control of the site area. These 

include Cherry Laurel Prunus laurocerasus, Fir Abies sp., Kapuka Griselinia littoralis, 

Variegated privet Ligustrum variegatum, Green privet Ligustrum ovalifolium, Red Robin 

Photinia sp. and Small-leaved lime Tilia cordata. Dogwood Cornus sanguinea is a native 

species and is therefore not considered further in this report. 

Table 1. list of Invasive/non-native flora recorded at the Proposed Development Site. 

Species Legal Status Invasiveness1  Location within 

the Site 

Addressed in 

this 

management 

Plan 

Three-cornered Leek 

Allium triquetrum 

Schedule III of the 

European 

Communities 

(Birds and Natural 

Habitats) 

Invasive 

species - risk 

of Medium 

Impact 

Western corner of 

the Site, south of 

the wet woodland. 

Recorded growing 

in area of 

Y 

 
1 Based on National Biodiversity Data Centre species account 
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Species Legal Status Invasiveness1  Location within 

the Site 

Addressed in 

this 

management 

Plan 

Regulations 2011 

(SI 477 of 2011, as 

amended) 

recolonizing bare 

ground.  

Spanish bluebell 

Hyacinthoides 

hispanica and/or a 

hybrid of Spanish 

bluebell and native 

bluebell 

Hyacinthoides x 

massartiana  

Schedule III of the 

European 

Communities 

(Birds and Natural 

Habitats) 

Regulations 2011 

(SI 477 of 2011, as 

amended) 

Spanish 

bluebell is 

listed as a non-

native species 

- Low risk of 

Impact 

Western corner of 

the Site, south of 

the wet woodland. 

Recorded growing 

in area of 

recolonizing bare 

ground. 

Y 

Cherry Laurel 

Prunus laurocerasus 

None Invasive 

species - risk 

of High Impact 

Within a treeline in 

the adjacent 

property along the 

western site 

boundary at the 

northern end of the 

Site. 

N – outside 

management 

area 

Winter heliotrope 

Petasites fragrans 

None Non-native 

species - Low 

risk of Impact 

Western corner of 

the Site, in 

particular amongst 

the refuse and 

other waste 

habitat. Also 

located on the 

eastern margin of 

the hedgerow 

along the eastern 

boundary of the 

Site.  

Y 

Butterfly bush 

Buddleja davidii 

None Invasive 

species - risk 

of Medium 

Impact 

Common 

throughout the Site 

within hedgerow, 

scrub and 

woodland habitat.  

Y 

Sycamore Acer 

pseudoplatanus 

None Invasive 

species - risk 

of Medium 

Impact 

Within the wet 

willow-alder-ash 

woodland and to 

the north of the Site 

adjacent to 

buildings proposed 

for demolition 

Y 
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Species Legal Status Invasiveness1  Location within 

the Site 

Addressed in 

this 

management 

Plan 

Himalayan 

honeysuckle 

Leycesteria formosa 

None Invasive 

species - risk 

of Medium 

Impact 

Within western 

boundary 

hedgerow towards 

the south of the 

Site 

Y 

Monbretia 

Crocosmia x 

crocosmiiflora 

None Not assessed To the north of the 

Site adjacent to 

buildings proposed 

for demolition 

Y 

Fuchsia Fuchsia 

magellanica 

None Not assessed Western corner of 

the Site amongst 

the refuse and 

other waste 

habitat. 

Y 

Cotoneaster sp. None. Cotoneaster 

species are not 

listed on Schedule 

III of the European 

Communities 

(Birds and Natural 

Habitats) 

Regulations 2011 

(SI 477 of 2011, as 

amended) 

n/a – 

potentially 

invasive 

Within western 

boundary 

hedgerow towards 

the south of the 

Site 

Y 

Fir Abies sp. None Not assessed Within a treeline in 

the adjacent 

property along the 

western site 

boundary at the 

northern end of the 

Site. 

N – outside 

management 

area 

Bamboo None n/a Western boundary 

of the Site. 

Y 

Kapuka Griselinia 

littoralis 

None Not assessed Within a treeline in 

the adjacent 

property along the 

western site 

boundary at the 

northern end of the 

Site. Straddling 

private property 

along western 

boundary of the 

N – outside 

management 

area 



Enviroguide Consulting  Grafton Issuer DAC 

Invasive Alien Species Management Plan                                                 Carrickmines Great, Glenamuck Road South, Dublin 18 

 

 
  Page 8 

Species Legal Status Invasiveness1  Location within 

the Site 

Addressed in 

this 

management 

Plan 

Site at the southern 

end of the Site.  

Variegated privet 

Ligustrum 

variegatum 

None n/a Within a treeline in 

the adjacent 

property along the 

western Site 

boundary at the 

northern end of the 

Site. 

N – outside 

management 

area 

Green privet 

Ligustrum 

ovalifolium 

None Not assessed Within a treeline in 

the adjacent 

property along the 

western Site 

boundary at the 

northern end of the 

Site. 

N – outside 

management 

area 

Small-leaved lime 

Tilia cordata 

None Not assessed Within a treeline in 

the adjacent 

property along the 

western Site 

boundary at the 

northern end of the 

Site. 

N – outside 

management 

area 

Cordyline australis None Not assessed Within a treeline in 

the adjacent 

property along the 

western Site 

boundary at the 

northern end of the 

Site, and towards 

west of the Site.  

Y 

Lawson Cypress 

Chamaecyparis 

lawsoniana 

None Not assessed Within treelines 

within the Site  

N - mature 

treelines 

proposed for 

partial 

retention.  

Red Robin Photinia 

sp. 

None n/a Within a treeline in 

the adjacent 

property along the 

western Site 

boundary at the 

northern end of the 

Site. 

N – outside 

management 

area 
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Species Legal Status Invasiveness1  Location within 

the Site 

Addressed in 

this 

management 

Plan 

Daffodil Narcissus 

pseudonarcissus 

None n/a Within western 

boundary 

hedgerow towards 

the south of the 

Site 

Y 

Dogwood Cornus 

sanguinea* 

None n/a Within a treeline in 

the adjacent 

property along the 

western Site 

boundary at the 

northern end of the 

Site. 

N – native 

species 

* Whereas this species is native, according to McNutt (2022) this species can spread vigorously in areas 

of woodland and become problematic. 
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Figure 4. Invasive alien plant species recorded at the Site of the Proposed Development by 

Enviroguide Consulting. 
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Figure 5. Location of various non-native flora at the Site (McNutt, 2022). 
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4 Invasive Species Management Plan 

4.1 Control Options 

Control of non-native invasive species can be broken into either physical methods or 

chemical treatment. Physical methods include cutting, digging or excavating, hoeing and 

pulling by hand. Chemical treatment may involve the application of herbicide either by targeted 

spraying or direct application to the individual plant by wiping or direct injection (NRA, 2010). 

Care should be taken to choose the most appropriate method for the specific circumstances 

of each site. Where chemical treatment is recommended below, it is important that the services 

of registered and appropriately trained advisors and professional users are procured (TII, 

2020). Information relating to professional users and the register is available on the website 

of the Pesticide Registration and Controls Divisions (PRCD) of the Department of Agriculture, 

Food and the Marine (DAFM): 

http://www.pcs.agriculture.gov.ie/sud/professionaluserssprayeroperators/.  

Legislation regulating the use of Plant Protection Products (PPPs) and the sustainable use of 

pesticides significantly impacts the management of IAPS. Those involved in managing IAPS 

with pesticides will need to be aware of, and comply with, this law. This legislation must 

generally be regarded as complex, evolving and difficult to interpret. Therefore, great care is 

required by users to ensure that the relevant legislation is fully researched and understood. 

Where any doubt remains as to the applicability and interpretation of relevant legislation, it is 

recommended that professional legal advice be obtained (TII, 2020a). 

4.2 General Measures to Prevent the Spread of IAPS at the Site 

4.2.1 Pre-Construction Survey 

A pre-construction invasive alien plant species survey will be carried out prior to any 

construction activities (including enabling works) by a suitably qualified specialist to confirm 

the presence and extent of the invasive species within the proposed development site prior to 

the Construction Phase commencing. Details regarding the approximate area of the 

respective colonies (m2) and a detailed description of the infestations will be recorded. This 

information will inform calculations of volumes of infested soils to be excavated.  

4.2.2 Management 

Areas identified as requiring specific IAPS treatment will be demarcated by an Ecological Clerk 

of Works, and designated control measures will be implemented at the earliest possible stage 

to reduce the risk of spread of IAPS via enabling or advance works. The areas of infestation 

and the appropriate buffer zone will be isolated with fencing or warning tape and ‘biosecure 

zone’ signs will be erected at each contaminated area to alert workers to the presence of IAPS 

and to ensure that they avoid entering or unnecessarily interfering with these sites. To reduce 

the risk of material transfer of IAPS material at the Site, appropriate controls on the movement 

of machinery in the infected area will be implemented.  

4.2.3 Disposal of Material 

If any material containing invasive plant species is collected (e.g., by hand-pulling or cutting), 

it is important that its disposal does not lead to a risk of further spread. The movement of plant 

material of any plants listed on the Third Schedule requires a licence from the National Parks 

and Wildlife Service (NPWS) under Section 49 of the European Communities (Birds and 

Natural Habitats) Regulations, 2011 (as amended). Invasive species (particularly roots, flower 

heads or seeds) must be disposed of at licensed waste facilities or composting sites, 

http://www.pcs.agriculture.gov.ie/sud/professionaluserssprayeroperators/
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appropriately buried, or incinerated having regard to relevant legislation. All disposals must be 

carried out in accordance with the relevant Waste Management legislation. 

4.3 Species-Specific Management Options 

The following sections outline species specific management options for IAPS at the Site. 

Background information regarding various control options is included for certain species.   

4.3.1 Three-Cornered Leek Allium triquetrum  

Three-cornered leek, also known as Three-cornered garlic, is a member of the Lily family. 

Three-cornered leek is a bulbous perennial herb with a strong garlic scent. It has narrow, 

green, strongly keeled and hairless leaves. The flowers are bell-shaped and white, and 

flowering occurs from April to June. It is often found on roadsides, waste grounds, forests, and 

riparian and shaded areas in Ireland. Although no impacts of this species have been 

documented to date, it is known to rapidly colonise and dominate waste ground, outcompeting 

native vegetation (TII, 2020a).  

The three-cornered leek plants recorded at the Site were found within an area of recolonising 

bare ground. Two individual plants (Figure 3) were recorded at the following locations: 

53.244575, -6.181395 and 53.244498, -6.181340. As the soil in this location had been recently 

disturbed it is possible that this plant species is more widespread in the area but had been 

buried, or that it was recently introduced into the site.   

This species can be removed via chemical or mechanical means. Careful mechanical removal 

of bulbs followed by appropriate off-site disposal will reduce the infestation but is unlikely to 

destroy the seed bank. Mechanical removal may need to be repeated over a number of years 

to exhaust the seed bank. Herbicide application may be successful at reducing the spread of 

the plant. Applications of herbicide should be made in spring before flowering. However, 

similar to mechanical removal, multiple applications may be required due to the persistence 

of bulbs and of the soil seed bank.  

Recommended Management 

Given the small size of the infestation of the three-cornered leek and as it is located within an 

area proposed for development, mechanical removal and off-site disposal of the plant is the 

recommended management option. As this species was recorded within an area of disturbed 

ground, a second survey of the Site for this plant should be undertaken at the appropriate time 

of year, prior to the construction phase commencing. This will allow for an up-to-date baseline 

to be established. 

Disposal of material will be undertaken with due caution to prevent accidental spread of the 

plant. Waste materials containing Three cornered leek must be removed to an approved waste 

facility. The movement of plant material of any plants listed on the Third Schedule requires a 

licence from the National Parks and Wildlife Service (NPWS) under Section 49 of the 

European Communities (Birds and Natural Habitats) Regulations, 2011 (as amended). 

Treatment should be followed by a period of monitoring. 

4.3.2 Spanish bluebell Hyacinthoides hispanica and/or a hybrid of Spanish bluebell 

and native bluebell Hyacinthoides x massartiana 

The Spanish bluebell, H. hispanica, is native to the western Iberian peninsula (Portugal and 

western Spain) and North Africa. The hybrid bluebell is perhaps the commonest cultivated 

bluebell in gardens. In the wild this hybrid arises spontaneously where the native and/or 
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introduced ranges of the parents meet (O’Rourke and Lysaght, 2014). Alien bluebells are 

thought to be potentially invasive (i.e. known to have intrinsic attributes that indicate a species 

is, or could be, threatening to other species, habitats or ecosystems), posing possible genetic 

and competitive displacement threats to the native bluebell in Britain and Ireland (O’Rourke 

and Lysaght, 2014).  

The Spanish bluebell and/or a hybrid of Spanish bluebell and native bluebell plant recorded 

at the Site was found within an area of recolonising bare ground. A single plant (Figure 3) was 

recorded at the following location: 53.24495, -6.181446. As the soil in this location had been 

recently disturbed it is possible that this plant species is more widespread in the area but had 

been buried, or that it was recently introduced into the site.   

Recommended Management 

Given the small size of the infestation of the Spanish bluebell and/or a hybrid of Spanish 

bluebell and native bluebell and as it is located within an area proposed for development, 

mechanical removal and off-site disposal of the plant is the recommended management 

option. As this species was recorded within an area of disturbed ground, a second survey of 

the Site for this plant should be undertaken at the appropriate time of year, prior to the 

construction phase commencing. This will allow for an up-to-date baseline to be established. 

Disposal of material will be undertaken with due caution to prevent accidental spread of the 

plant. Waste materials containing Spanish bluebell and/or a hybrid of Spanish bluebell and 

native bluebell must be removed to an approved waste facility. The movement of plant material 

of any plants listed on the Third Schedule requires a licence from the National Parks and 

Wildlife Service (NPWS) under Section 49 of the European Communities (Birds and Natural 

Habitats) Regulations, 2011 (as amended). 

Treatment should be followed by a period of monitoring. 

4.3.3 Winter Heliotrope Petasites Fragrans 

The following is extracted from TII (2020a): 

Winter heliotrope, a member of the Asteraceae family, is a low-growing herbaceous plant 

native to the Mediterranean region. It is established widely in Ireland, particularly in the south 

of the country. A shade-tolerant species, it is frequently found along roadsides, railway banks, 

riverbanks, hedgerows, woodland edges and waste ground. As only the male plant has been 

recorded in Ireland, its spread is confined to vegetative means. Winter heliotrope (often 

confused with Butterbur (Petasites hybridus) and Coltsfoot (Tussilago farfara)) forms large 

dense monocultures, which exclude native vegetation by shading out light. 

Due to its ability to regenerate and spread via rhizome material, great care must be taken 

when managing Winter heliotrope. Eradication of this species may take a number of years as 

it is important to ensure that no viable rhizome material remains in the soil. 

Chemical control  

Infestations of Winter heliotrope can be treated with herbicide during the active growing 

season. Due to the potential for re-infestation from rhizome fragments, follow-up treatments 

will be required to deal with any re-growth.  

Physical control  
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Due to its extensive rhizome network, which extends to circa 30cm deep, total physical 

removal of Winter heliotrope is difficult to achieve. Where mechanical means can be 

employed, it should be possible to deal with larger infestations but due to the potential for 

regeneration from rhizome fragments, it may be best to tackle its control using a combination 

of excavation with follow-up treatment by herbicides. As with other plants with the potential to 

spread from small rhizome fragments, disposal of material should be undertaken with due 

caution to prevent accidental spread of the plant. Other means of disposal include burial of 

material at a depth of at least 0.5m, incineration or disposal to licensed landfill.  

Recommended Management 

Physical removal and off-site disposal of the plant is the recommended management option 

for stands of Winter Heliotrope within the footprint of the Proposed Development.  

4.3.4 Butterfly Bush Buddleja davidii 

The following is extracted from TII (2020a): 

Buddleia (also known as the Butterfly bush) is a member of the Buddlejaceae family. It is a 

very fast growing shrub that can reach 2m in its first year, producing flowers and setting seed 

prolifically. Buddleia is a native of China and is widely planted as an ornamental in gardens, 

demesnes or parks. Because of its profusion of long, purple and nectar-rich flowers it also 

attracts a considerable diversity of butterflies (hence, its other common name – Butterfly bush) 

and other pollinating insects. It has a widespread distribution throughout Ireland and is 

particularly frequent in waste ground in urban environments. It colonises bare ground very 

rapidly and can quickly form monotypic stands. As Buddleia tolerates a broad range of 

environmental conditions and a wide diversity of soil types, including very poor soils, it is 

capable of growing on walls, rock outcrops or sub-soils; conditions that are frequently 

encountered on new road schemes. In particular, it poses a threat where features such as 

rock cuttings or eskers remain abandoned or are left to re-colonize naturally. In many countries 

it has established itself as a problem plant along watercourses where, due to its shallow root 

system, it is frequently washed away, resulting in erosion of the river banks and downstream 

blockages. In Ireland, Buddleia must be considered an invasive species because of the 

damage it can cause to hard standings and structures, and to native biodiversity. Buddleia 

produces very large numbers of viable seeds, which are dispersed via wind and water. The 

seeds are relatively short-lived in the soil, rarely lasting longer than four years. The plant can 

also readily spread by producing roots, and ultimately new plants, where stem nodes come 

into contact with the ground. It can also spread by fragmentation of stems or roots. 

As Buddleia is a plant that favours disturbed sites, physical removal of plants can provide ideal 

conditions for the germination of seeds that are present in the soil. For this reason, care needs 

to be taken to ensure that revegetation of treated areas is undertaken swiftly. The branches 

of Buddleia are capable of rooting as cuttings, so care should also be taken to ensure material 

is disposed of in a manner to avoid this risk.  

Chemical control  

Foliar application of herbicide is capable of providing control with young plants and small 

infestations, but should be followed up at six-monthly intervals as regrowth is common.  

Physical control  
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Removal of the flower heads before seed set (June or even July) is an important control 

method as it reduces the volume of seeds that are available to spread. Hand-picking of young 

plants will provide control but it is very tedious and should be undertaken with care to avoid 

soil disturbance, which can give rise to a flush of new seedling growth. Digging out plants is 

only practical with relatively minor infestations, at the initial stage of invasion, or where a site 

is to be excavated for development or road construction purposes. Mowing of young plants 

does not provide effective control as they re-sprout with vigour. The physical removal of 

mature stands is not recommended for the same reason. After uprooting, it is essential to plant 

the ground in order to prevent a flush of new seedling growth. When Buddleia plants are cut, 

regrowth from the stump can be very vigorous.  

Combined chemical and physical control  

Effective control can be achieved by cutting Buddleia plants to a basal stump during active 

growth (late spring to early summer) and immediately treating the total cut surface with 

herbicide concentrate. Monitoring will be required and retreatment, as necessary. Do not leave 

cut stems and branches on the ground as they will re-root and produce new plants. 

Recommended Management 

Physical removal and off-site disposal of Buddleia is recommended where it occurs within the 

Proposed Development footprint. If risk of damage to hedgerow and tree roots can be avoided, 

the Buddleia within hedgerows and adjacent to trees for retention should be physically 

removed by hand. If physical removal is not feasible, combined chemical and physical control 

is the recommended management option. Given the sensitivity of the habitat within hedgerows 

and adjacent to trees, however, extreme care must be taken when applying herbicide to cut 

stems. Treatment should be followed by a period of monitoring. 

4.3.5 Sycamore Acer pseudoplatanus 

Recommended Management 

Physical removal of Sycamore and off-site disposal is recommended where it occurs within 

the Proposed Development footprint. If risk of damage to hedgerow and tree roots can be 

avoided, the Sycamore within hedgerows and adjacent to trees for retention should be 

physically removed by hand. If physical removal is not feasible, combined chemical and 

physical control is the recommended management option. Given the sensitivity of the habitat 

within hedgerows and adjacent to trees, however, extreme care must be taken when applying 

herbicide to cut stems. Mature sycamore trees proposed for retention in the arborist report 

should not be treated as part of this management plan. Treatment should be followed by a 

period of monitoring. 

4.3.6 Himalayan honeysuckle Leycesteria Formosa 

The following is extracted from TII (2020): 

Himalayan honeysuckle (also known as Pheasant berry or Flowering nutmeg) is a deciduous, 

perennial woodyshrub and member of the Caprifoliaceae family, native to the Himalayas and 

southwestern China. It is likely an escapee from cultivation in Ireland and is mostly found in 

woodlands, roadsides, railway banks and quarries (Reynolds, 2002). Himalayan honeysuckle 

is still widely sold as an ornamental plant and is often used as a hedging plant to provide cover 

for pheasants (Preston, et al., 2002). It is well established in the south-east of the country. 

Himalayan honeysuckle flowers from June to the end of October, producing long, hanging 

clusters of bell-shaped flowers (Figure 26). Its large, red-purple berry-like fruits are widely 
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dispersed by birds (Heleno, et al., 2011). Its bamboo-like stems can grow up to 2m tall and 

commonly form dense thickets, which can dominate hedgerows and displace native species 

(Booy, et al., 2015). 

Recommended Management 

A small stand of Himalayan honeysuckle was recorded at the Site. Physical removal of 

Himalayan honeysuckle and off-site disposal is recommended where it occurs within the 

western boundary hedgerow. Treatment should be followed by a period of monitoring. 

4.3.7 Monbretia Crocosmia x crocosmiiflora 

The following is extracted from TII (2020): 

Montbretia is a member of the Iris family (Iridaceae), native to the grasslands of the Cape 

Region in South Africa. It is an artificially produced horticultural hybrid that has become 

invasive in many parts of Europe and New Zealand. It is widespread in many parts of Ireland, 

particularly in the west and south-west. Montbretia thrives in mild, damp conditions and can 

be found in wet grasslands, hedgerows and along roadsides. It out-competes local flora by 

forming large, dense stands and displaces native vegetation by shading ground cover plants. 

Physical Control 

Physical control of Montbretia is difficult as individual corms easily break from their chains and 

can result in ready re-infestation or further spread. Where infestations are limited in extent, 

the entire stand can be excavated and buried or disposed of to a licensed landfill or incineration 

facility under licence. The most effective time to remove Montbretia is before the 

flowering/seeding season. The corms are very hardy and are not suitable for composting. Due 

to the potential for re-infestation from corms, regular follow-up will be required over a number 

of years to deal with any re-growth.. 

Chemical Control 

Infestations of Montbretia can be effectively treated with herbicide during the active growing 

season. Due to the potential for re-infestation from seeds, corms and/or rhizome fragments, 

regular monitoring and follow-up treatment, as dictated by the monitoring, will be required over 

a number of years. 

Recommended Management 

A small stand of Monbretia was recorded at the Site. Physical removal and off-site disposal of 

Monbretia is recommended as it occurs within the Proposed Development footprint. Treatment 

should be followed by a period of monitoring. 

4.3.8 Other non-native species 

Several garden escapes including Daffodil Narcissus pseudonarcissus, Fuchsia Fuchsia 

magellanica, Cotoneaster sp. Cordyline australis and bamboo were also recorded in the Site, 

and their removal is recommended.  

Given the small extent of the infestations of these garden escapes at the Site, physical removal 

and off-site disposal of these non-native plants is recommended. 



Enviroguide Consulting  Grafton Issuer DAC 

Invasive Alien Species Management Plan                                                 Carrickmines Great, Glenamuck Road South, Dublin 18 

 

 
  Page 18 

4.4 Monitoring 

In many cases, it is not possible to control an established stand of IAPS with a single chemical 

treatment. Therefore, repeated treatments over successive years is typically necessary. 

Where physical methods are used to control IAPS, the treated area will also need to be 

monitored over a number of years for regrowth.  

Monitoring for regrowth of all IAPS treated at the Site will be carried out for 2 years following 

treatment by a suitably qualified ecologist.  Further monitoring may be required if treatment 

has not been successful. A site may be considered remediated after two consecutive growing 

seasons with no sign of regrowth from all of the previously identified stands (TII, 2020b). 

5 Conclusions 

This Invasive Alien Species Management Plan presents a range of options for addressing the 

IAPS at the Site and a strategy that will be adopted during the construction and operation of 

the Proposed Development in order to manage and prevent the spread of IAPS at the Site, 

and recommends the most appropriate option. This management plan should be implemented 

by a suitability qualified professional in agreement with the planning authority. 
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