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5
5.1

BIODIVERSITY. FLORA AND FAUNA
Introduction
This chapter assesses the ecology of the receiving environment for the proposed
Barrow Blueway development. The project proposal entails the upgrading of the
existing towpath/trackway, which is currently a National Waymarked Trail along the
Grand Canal Barrow Line and Barrow Navigation.
In this chapter, the ecology of the area surrounding the proposed development is first
assessed in terms of habitats and species. The area over which the proposed
development has the potential to result in effects (zone of influence) is then
determined. Following this, the chapter identifies Key Ecological Receptors (KERs)
within the zone of influence and accurately assesses the potential for impacts thereon.
This chapter quantifies any potential impacts relating to flora/fauna and KERs and
identifies the measures required to avoid, reduce and mitigate likely significant
impacts. Identification of impacts and prescribed mitigation has been derived following
a collaborative approach working with a multi-disciplinary team including project
engineers, hydrologists, ecologists and hydrogeologists. The results of ecological
surveys have been utilised to inform the design of the proposed development, thereby
minimising potential impacts on sensitive habitats and species of conservation
interest.
The assessment of the development site began with a desk study of available published
data on sites designated for nature conservation, other ecologically sensitive sites,
habitats and species of interest in the vicinity of the proposed development. A review
of OSI mapping, online environmental web-mappers and ortho-photography was also
undertaken. The baseline information obtained from the desk study was the first stage
in defining a zone of influence of the proposed development. The ecological surveys
undertaken provided vital baseline information regarding the existing ecology of the
study area.
This chapter includes the terms habitat, zone of influence and key ecological receptor
in the impact assessment process. The meaning of these terms in the context of this
chapter are described below:





A habitat is the environment in which an animal or plant lives, generally defined
in terms of vegetation and physical structures.
Habitats and species of ecological significance occurring/likely to occur within
the zone of influence (ZOI) study area were classified as Key Ecological
Receptors (KERs).
A KER is defined as a site, habitat, ecological feature, assemblage, species or
individual that occurs within the vicinity of a proposed development and upon
which impacts are likely.

The ZOI has been determined by careful scientific analysis of the receiving environment
within which the development is located. The ZOI includes the full extent of surface
water catchment to its coastal outfall, this includes River Barrow and River Nore SAC
both upstream and downstream of the site. Habitats and foraging routes remote from
the development, particularly for mammal species, were all considered in the
establishment of the ZOI.
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From 2012-2017 a range of specialist ecological survey work has been undertaken to
provide comprehensive information on all ecological aspects of the ZOI. The studies
and survey work undertaken provide a comprehensive inventory of the flora and fauna
of the study area.
Using the comprehensive assessment of the existing environment (baseline
conditions), it has been possible to accurately predict the likely impacts of the proposed
development on the KERs and correctly assign an ecological significance to them.
Where potential impacts have been identified, detailed and specific mitigations have
been developed in accordance with the hierarchy of options suggested in the research
for the European Commission publication, ‘Managing Natura 2000 Sites - The
provisions of Article 6 of the ‘Habitats’ Directive 92/43/EEC’, 2000. The adopted
approach, for the entire study area, was - avoid at source, reduce at source, abate on
site, and finally abate at receptor. These measures have been incorporated into the
proposed development as part of the avoidance and environmental protection strategy.
The information provided in this EIS chapter, accurately and comprehensively
describes the baseline ecological environment; provides an accurate prediction of the
likely ecological impacts of the proposed development; prescribes mitigation as
necessary; and, describes the residual ecological impacts. The specialist studies,
analysis and reporting have been undertaken in accordance with the appropriate
guidelines as fully described in the methodology section below.

5.2

Proposed Works
The proposed works for the Barrow Blueway scheme includes the following:















Upgrade and re-surfacing of existing Barrow Way towpath and track to a multiuse leisure trail along Grand Canal (Barrow Line) and River Barrow (Barrow
Navigation).
Localised road widening (approximately 1.5km)
Provision of 26 no. road crossings and interfaces for pedestrian and cyclists
Provision of signage and information boards
Provision of passing bays at certain locations along the route
Construction of new pedestrian footbridges at Athy and at Rathangan
Construction of cantilevered path at Bagenalstown
Replacement of railings and gates at selected locations
Construction of fencing
Construction of railings at selected locations
Replacement of timber mooring posts
Bank repairs and edge protection works at 3 no. locations at Milford
Resurfacing of car parks at 11 no. locations and 2 new proposed car parks

The proposal entails the upgrading of the existing towpath and trackway which is also
an existing National Waymarked Trail. This will provide a high quality multi-use
shared leisure route connecting Lowtown in County Kildare to St. Mullins in County
Carlow. The trail will follow through the settlements of Rathangan, Monasterevin,
Vicarstown,
Athy,
Carlow,
Leighlinbridge,
Bagenalstown,
Goresbridge,
Graiguenamanagh and St. Mullin’s.
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The proposed development has been specifically designed to be centred on the existing
trackway and to minimise or avoid impacts on ecologically sensitive features. It has
been designed to retain the biodiversity value of the area through retention of the linear
habitats such as treelines, hedgerows, bankside vegetation and the adjacent
waterways as an integral feature of the project. The design is such that the area will
continue to be an important corridor for biodiversity and its value in this capacity will
not be diminished.
There is no requirement for any detailed site investigations, ground testing or other
intrusive investigations.
The Full development description is provided in Chapter 3 of the EIS.

5.2.1 Trackway
The proposed Blueway is located on an existing track which comprises various surface
finishes including grassed areas with soil exposed tracks, gravelled areas and bound
surfaces.
Tailored surface finishes shall be employed to ensure a durable and fit for purpose
trail. The first type (Type A) which will be the most commonly employed surface (83.3%
of track) is an unbound surface of compacted stone and dust and will be constructed
primarily in rural areas. The second type (Type B) (8.5% of track) will be a bound
surface of either asphalt or bitmac and will be constructed primarily in urban areas,
areas of road widening incorporating shared use surfaces and approximately 15m
either side of approaches to road crossings. The third type (Type C) (5.5% of track) is
surface dressing and will be applied to any existing deteriorated bound surfaces. The
fourth type (Type D) (2.7% of track) is reinforced concrete which will be constructed
over the existing tow path in areas prone to erosion from tidal and fluvial flooding
effects.
Waterways Ireland has developed similar Blueway trails (North Shannon and Royal
Canal) which have Type A unbound surfaces as proposed for this development. No
issues have been encountered and for users due to ponding, weathering or damage
during inclement weather. The path shall be constructed and compacted in accordance
with the TII Specification and shallow cross-falls provided in order to prevent ponding.
The first 46Km of the proposed trail is located adjacent to the Grand Canal – Barrow
Line which is an artificial water body with controls on water level and on which flooding
does not occur (i.e. 40% of the entire route).
Waterways Ireland conducted a review of previous flooding incidents along the river
sections of the proposed route of the Blueway and identified areas prone to flooding.
The review also looked at the nature of the flooding in order to determine if there was
a velocity of flow which may have contributed to scouring/erosion of the existing path.
Where it was identified that this was the case, these sections of trail are now to be
provided with a Type D Concrete Surface. (See Chapter 3 and Appendix 3-2 for further
details). Concrete surfacing will be used to replace the existing surfacing below St
Mullins lock, as well as a section in Tomard Upper/Rathornan/Rathvinden. This length
of concrete surfacing is approximately 3.1kilometres.
There will be ongoing maintenance of the Blueway after the initial development.
Ongoing activities will include; periodic surface maintenance to ensure the design
specification is upheld along with management of the grassy verge. After storm
conditions, there will be a need to make storm repairs to both the surface and the
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clearing of any debris left on the track from broken tree branches or fallen trees. Track
surface damage, etc. will require repair or redressing to provide a suitable surface
again.

5.2.2 Bridges
It is proposed to construct two new pedestrian footbridges along the Barrow Line.
Bridges will be located at Athy and Rathangan. The footbridges shall have an
approximate span (length) of 16m, and the access ramps shall be approximately 35m
in length to meet 'accessibility for all' requirements in conjunction with providing
adequate air draft for boats using the canal.
The bridges have been designed to minimise shading through sympathetic design (i.e.
narrow structure and high arches designed to maximize light under the structure.)

5.2.3 Car Parks & Associated Works
All existing car parking facilities located along the existing Waymarked Trail will be
utilised as indicated on the drawings in Appendix 3-1. A number of car parking
locations (11) exist within the site boundary. These areas shall be resurfaced with a
bound surface or the existing bound surface retained, as specified in the drawings. Two
new car parking locations are proposed at Rathangan and near the M7 underpass south
of Monasterevin. These locations will provide safe access / egress to the Blueway and
provide facilities such as parking for cars and bicycles, seats / picnic tables and trail
information signage.

5.2.4 Bank Stabilisation – Milford
Between Milford Canal Bridge and Milford Lift Bridge, the following bank works are
proposed (see Drawings T01/EBN/AA309/P/C17 in Appendix 3-1 which shows details
of the proposed works as follows:




EA1 - 5 metres of erosion protection measures along the canal bank
EA2 - 25 metres of erosion protection measures along the canal bank
EA 3 - 25 metres of erosion protection along the back drain

Soft engineering techniques will be applied to bank stabilisation works at all three
locations. This will consist of the installation of woven hazel walls which will be
secured to a series of chestnut posts driven into the bank face. These works are small
scale in nature and occur along a canalized section of waterway upstream of an existing
lock.

5.2.5 Temporary Construction Compounds
It is proposed to locate approximately 23 no. Construction compounds along the route
to facilitate the construction of the Blueway and associated works. Full details on the
compounds and proposed locations are provided in Chapter 3.

5.2.6 Cantilever Walkway – Bagenalstown
A short section (approximately 38 metres) of cantilevered walkway is proposed at
Bagenalstown. The existing stone quay wall is to be retained and the proposed
cantilevered structure will be structurally independent from the quay wall. The only
instream element relates to the installation of structure support piles.
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5.2.7 Additional works
Timber fencing and railings is proposed in area where edge protection is needed due
to proximity to the river or to prevent access to farmland. The locations are indicated
on the drawings in Appendix 3-1. Most sections of fencing are relatively short and
localized. The methodology for the construction is specifically designed to avoid the
potential for habitat loss, disturbance or pollution and is included in the CEMP in
Appendix 3-2.
Timber mooring posts are to be replaced in one location at Rathvinden Lock. The
mooring posts to be used as replacements will be similar to the existing. The
methodology for the construction is specifically designed to avoid the potential for
habitat loss, disturbance or pollution and is included in the CEMP in Appendix 3-2.
Approximately 27 gates are to be replaced at a number of locations along the route.
The existing gates vary from farm gates to narrow kissing gates to steel barrier-type
gates.
None of these additional works will be undertaken in any of the identified Annex I
habitats that are adjacent to the proposed Blueway and all will be carried out following
methodologies to avoid loss of or damage to ecologically significant habitats or
pollution of adjacent waterways. The methodologies for the undertaking of these works
are provided in the CEMP in Appendix 3.2.

5.2.8 Statement of Authority
McCarthy Keville O’Sullivan, Blackthorn Ecology, Roughan & O’Donovan and EirEco
Environmental Consultants have undertaken ecological surveys of the development
site.
The above organisations have significant experience in undertaking habitat and
ecological assessments to this level. The studies undertaken by the above have
informed this Environmental Impact Statement (EIS).
This EIS chapter has been prepared by a competent expert, John Hynes, and reviewed
by Pat Roberts MCIEEM (B.Sc. Environmental Science (Hons) who has over 12 years’
experience in management and ecological assessment. John Hynes is a qualified
Ecologist, with a B.Sc. in Environmental Science from NUI Galway (2010) and a Master’s
Degree in Applied Ecology, from University College Cork (2011) with five years’ postgraduate experience and CIEEM membership.

5.2.9 Legislation, Guidance and Policy Context
This EIS is compliant with the requirements of the 2011 EIA Directive and the amended
EIA Directive 2014/52/EU.
The following legislation applies with respect to habitats and fauna in Ireland:





Irish Wildlife Act 1976 to 2017
The European Communities (Birds and Natural Habitats) Regulations 2011
(transposes EU Birds Directive2009/147/EC and EU Habitats Directive
2009/147/EC, 92/43/EC)
The EU Water Framework Directive (2000/60/EC)

The following legislation applies with respect to Invasive alien species:
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Regulation 49 and 50 of European Communities (Birds and Natural Habitats)
Regulations 2011 (SI 477 of 2011).

The guidelines listed below were consulted in the preparation of this document to
provide the scope, structure and content of the assessment. They are among the
recognised guidance in Environmental Impact Assessment and National Road Scheme
assessments.










Guidelines for Ecological Impact Assessment in the UK and Ireland.
Terrestrial, Freshwater and Coastal (CIEEM, 2016).
Guidelines for assessment of Ecological Impacts of National Road Schemes,
(NRA, 2009a).
Advice Notes on Current Practice (in preparation of Environmental Impact
Statements) (Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), 2003).
Guidelines on the information to be contained in Environmental Impact
Statements (EPA, 2002).
Draft Revised guidelines on the information to be contained in Environmental
Impact Statements (EPA, 2017).
Environmental Impact Assessment of National Road Schemes –A Practical
Guide (NRA, 2009b).
Guidelines for assessment of Ecological Impacts of National Road Schemes,
(NRA, 2009c). (referred to hereafter as the NRA Ecological Impact Assessment
Guidelines)
Environmental Assessment and Construction Guidelines (NRA, 2006).

This assessment has been prepared with respect to the various planning policies and
strategy guidance documents listed below:











5.3

Planning and Development Acts 2000 - 2015
Donegal County Council (2014). Donegal County Development Plan 2012 –
2018. Natura Impact Report, Donegal County Council, (2012).
DoEHLG (2013). Guidelines for Planning Authorities and An Bord Pleanála on
Carrying out Environmental Impact Assessment. Department of the
Environment, Community and Local Government.
European Commission (2011). Wind energy development and Natura 2000.
Guidance document.
EPA (2003). Advice notes on current practice (in the preparation of
Environmental Impact Statements. Environmental Protection Agency
EPA (2002). Guidelines on the information to be contained in Environmental
Impact Statements. Environmental Protection Agency.
NRA (2009a). Guidelines for Assessment of Ecological Impacts of National
Road Schemes (Revision 2). National Roads Authority.
EPA (2015). Draft revised guidelines on the information to be contained in
Environmental Impact Statements. Environmental Protection Agency.
European Commission (2002). Assessment of plans and projects significantly
affecting Natura 2000 sites.

Methodology
This section describes the methodologies followed in the compilation of this EIS
chapter. Recognised guidelines were followed in relation to every aspect of the
scoping, survey and assessment. Plate 1 below provides a graphic illustration which
details the layout structure of this EIS Chapter.
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Plate 1. Structure Flow path for the Flora and Fauna Chapter

5.3.1 Desk Study
The desk study undertaken for this assessment included a thorough review of the
available ecological data including the following:









Review of online web-mappers: National Parks and Wildlife Service (NPWS),
Teagasc, EPA, Water Framework Directive (WFD), Geological Survey of Ireland
(GSI), Inland Fisheries Ireland (IFI) & Irish Wetland Bird Survey I-WeBS.
Review of the Bat Conservation Ireland (BCI) Private Database
Review of the publically available National Biodiversity Data Centre (NBDC)
web-mapper
Inland Fisheries Ireland (IFI) Reports
Records from the NPWS web-mapper and review of specially requested
records from the NPWS Rare and Protected Species Database for the hectads
which overlap with the study area.
A review literature and online resources was undertaken to identify records of
protected bird species listed on Annex I of the Birds Directive (EU 79/409/EEC)/
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Birds of Conservation Concern Red List which are likely to occur within the
zone of influence of the proposed development.

5.3.2 Fieldwork
This EIS chapter has been informed by desk studies and ecological survey work
undertaken between 2012 and 2017. The ecological surveys were designed to detect
the presence, or likely presence, of a range of protected habitats and species.
Ecological Surveys were undertaken by McCarthy Keville O’Sullivan Ltd, Roughan &
O’Donovan Ltd, Blackthorn Ecology Ltd and EirEco Environmental Consultants. The
survey reports are provided in Appendix 5-1.
Appendices A and B of the Blackthorn Ecology report included habitat mapping and
invasive species locations. The data from the appendices has been incorporated into
the Habitat Mapping and Invasive Species Figures provided in this EIS. Consequently,
and to avoid unnecessary repetition, Appendix A and B of the Blackthorn report are not
included in Appendix 5-1 of this EIS.
The ecology of the study area was first assessed in a desk study of ecological
information that was pertinent to the study area. This was followed by multidisciplinary ecological walkover surveys of the study area which incorporated habitat
mapping and evaluation. Multidisciplinary surveys were also undertaken in August
2017 to supplement the pre2016 survey data. All surveys were undertaken in
accordance with NRA 2009 guidance.
Survey timing fell within the recognised optimum period for vegetation surveys/habitat
mapping, i.e. April to September (Smith et al., 2011).
Habitat mapping was undertaken with regard to guidance set out in ‘Best Practice

Guidance for Habitat Survey and Mapping’ (Smith et al., 2011).
Plant nomenclature for vascular plants follows ‘New Flora of the British Isles’ (Stace,
2010), while mosses and liverworts nomenclature follows ‘Mosses and Liverworts of
Britain and Ireland - a field guide’ (British Bryological Society, 2010).
Habitats considered to be of ecological significance and in particular having the
potential to correspond to those listed in Annex I of the EU Habitats Directive 92/43/EEC
were identified and classified as KERs.
The NPWS were consulted regarding records of rare and protected species from the
hectads which overlap with the current study area.
An Otter survey was conducted along the entire length of the study area. This involved
a search for all Otter signs e.g. spraints, scat, prints, slides, trails, couches and holts.
In addition to the width of the rivers/watercourses, a 10m riparian buffer (both banks)
was considered to comprise part of the Otter habitat (NPWS 2009. Threat Response
Plan: Otter (2009-2011).
A Badger survey was conducted in order to determine the presence or absence of
Badger signs within and outside (areas of identified suitable habitat) the development
footprint and study area. This involved a search for all potential Badger signs as per
NRA (2009) (latrines, badger paths and setts). Setts were classified as per the
convention set out in NRA (2009) (i.e. Main, Annex, Subsidiary, Outlier).
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During the multi-disciplinary ecological walkover surveys the potential for the study
area to support additional protected mammals such as Irish Hare, Pine Marten, Red
Squirrel, Pygmy Shrew, Irish Stoat, Hedgehog, amphibians, birds of conservation
concern (Annex I and Red listed) bats and additional fauna was assessed.
The nine Leylandii trees to be removed to the south of Clogheen were visually assessed
for potential as bat roosting habitat using a protocol set out in BCT Bat Surveys for
Professional Ecologists: good practice Guidelines (3rd edn) (Collins , J (ed.), 2016). Table
4.1 of the 2016 Guidelines identifies a grading protocol for assessing structures, trees
and commuting/foraging habitat for bats. The protocol is divided into four Suitability
Categories: High, Moderate, Low and Negligible.
During field surveys, a search for Invasive Alien Species (IAS) was undertaken.
The multi-disciplinary walkover surveys comprehensively covered the entire study
area. The survey methodologies followed the guidance outlined in NRA Guidelines on
Ecological Surveying Techniques for Protected Flora and Fauna on National Road
Schemes (NRA, 2009).
In 2015, EirEco Environmental Consultants conducted targeted ecological surveys
where potential bankside/instream works could be required along the Barrow
Blueway. The aim of the survey was to identify if any habitats, flora or fauna of
ecological significance occurred at the proposed instream works locations. The survey
incorporated a fisheries and crayfish potential habitat assessment survey. Only the
relevant extracts for the EirEco report (i.e. Millford and Bagenalstown) are included in
Appendix 5-1.

5.3.3 Impact Assessment Methodology
5.3.3.1

Ecological Evaluation
Ecological evaluation and Impact assessment within this chapter follows a
methodology that is set out in Chapter 3 of the ‘Guidelines for Assessment of Ecological
Impacts of National Roads Schemes’ (NRA, 2009). These guidelines set out the context
for the determination of value on a geographic basis with a hierarchy assigned in
relation to the importance of any particular receptor. The guidelines provide a basis
for determination of whether any particular site is of importance on the following
scales:






International
National
County
Local Importance (Higher Value)
Local Importance (Lower Value)

The NRA Ecological Impact Guidelines (2009) clearly set out the criteria by which each
geographic level of importance can be assigned. Locally Important (lower value)
receptors contain habitats and species that are widespread and of low ecological
significant and of any importance only in the local area. Internationally Important sites
are either designated for conservation as part of the Natura 2000 Network (SAC or SPA)
or provide the best examples of habitats or internationally important populations of
protected flora and fauna.
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All habitats and species within the development site were assigned a level of
significance on the above basis and the ZOI and KERs were established and classified
on this basis.
5.3.3.2

Impact Assessment
Reference is made to the following parameters wherever appropriate when
characterising impacts:






Magnitude relates to the quantum of impact, for example the number of
individuals affected by an activity;
Extent should also be predicted in a quantified manner and relates to the area
over which the impact occurs;
Duration is intended to refer to the time during which the impact is predicted
to continue, until recovery or re-instatement;
Reversibility should be addressed by identifying whether an impact is
ecologically reversible either spontaneously or through specific action; and,
Timing/frequency of impacts in relation to important seasonal and/or life-cycle
constraints should be evaluated. Similarly, the frequency with which activities
(and associated impacts) would take place can be an important determinant of
the impact on receptors.

It is necessary to ensure that any assessment of impact takes account of construction
and operational phases; direct, indirect and synergistic impacts; and, those that are
temporary, reversible and irreversible. The criteria for assessment of impact
magnitude, type and significance are given in Table 5.1 and 5.2. The following terms
are defined when quantifying duration: (EPA, 2002):






Temporary – up to 1 year
Short-term – 1 to 7 years
Medium term – 7 to 15 years
Long term – 15 to 60 years
Permanent – over 60 years

Table 5.1 Criteria for assessing impact significance based on (EPA, 2002)

Impact Magnitude
No change
Imperceptible
Impact
Slight Impact

Moderate Impact
Significant Impact
Profound Impact

Definition
No discernible change in the ecology of the affected
feature
An impact capable of measurement but without noticeable
consequences
An impact which causes noticeable changes in the
character of the environment without affecting its
sensitivities
An impact that alters the character of the environment
that is consistent with existing and emerging trends
An impact which, by its character, its magnitude, duration
or intensity alters a sensitive aspect of the environment
An impact which obliterates sensitive characteristics
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Table 5.2 Criteria for assessing impact quality based on (EPA, 2002)

Impact Type

Criteria

Positive

A change which improves the quality of the environment
e.g. increasing species diversity, improving reproductive
capacity of an ecosystem or removing nuisances

Neutral

A change which does not affect the quality of the
environment

Negative

A change which reduces the quality of the environment e.g.
lessening species diversity or reducing the reproductive
capacity of an ecosystem

Once the potential impacts are characterised, the significance of any such impacts on
the identified KERs will be determined following the NRA Guidelines (2009) and the

‘Guidelines on the information to be contained in Environmental Impact Statements’
(EPA, 2002, as revised 2017 and currently in Draft form as at 05/12/2017).
The significance of any identified impacts is determined following guidance set out in
Section 3.4.4.3 of the guidelines (NRA, 2009) whereby impacts are assigned
significance empirically on the basis of an analysis of the factors which characterise
them, irrespective of the value of the receptor. Significance is determined by effects on
conservation status or integrity, regardless of geographical level at which these would
be relevant.
If impacts are not found to be significant at the highest geographical level at which the
resource has been valued, they may be significant at a lower level and this is
determined sequentially. Similarly, impacts that do not affect the integrity of a site,
may nevertheless affect the conservation status of a valuable constituent habitat or
species, at a lower geographic scale. An equivalent approach has been applied to
mitigation measures prescribed, which may have a significant beneficial impact, but at
a higher or lower geographic scale than the receptor to which they have been applied.
5.3.3.3

GIS Habitat Loss Calculations
Analysis of the previously completed GIS databases was conducted using Mapinfo V10.
A series of SQL (Standard query language) queries were run to identify the habitats
present within the 2.5m permanent footprint and 3.5m works envelope.
Habitat loss calculation were undertaken for the 2.5m permanent footprint and 3.5m
construction envelope. The 3.5m works envelope represents the worst case scenario.
Figures 5.1a-5.1f show typical examples of the zonation used for habitat loss
calculations.
Habitat mapping databases for the study area were created following the Heritage
Council Guidelines (Smith et al 2011) which sets out minimum habitat area thresholds
for mapping. In this regard, the existing trackway and towpath in certain areas has
been mapped as part of a larger habitat polygon. Where this has occurred the habitat
has been marked with an asterisk * in the relevant sections below. Such habitats will
not be directly impacted by the proposed development.

5.3.3.4

Mitigation
The development has been designed to specifically avoid, reduce and minimise impacts
on all KERs. Where potential significant impacts on KERs are predicted, the design has
been amended (where possible) or mitigation has been prescribed to address such

McCarthy Keville O’Sullivan Ltd. – Planning & Environmental Consultants

5-11

+DELWDW0DSSLQJ/HJHQG
$UDEOH&URSV %&
+RUWLFXOWXUDO/DQG %&
%XLOGLQJVDQG$UWLILFLDO6XUIDFHV %/
0RVDLF %/*$
([SRVHG6DQG*UDYHORU7LOO ('
6SRLODQG%DUH*URXQG ('
5HFRORQLVLQJ%DUH*URXQG ('
7RZSDWK0RVDLF (')6*6*6
$FWLYH4XDUULHVDQG0LQHV ('
2WKHU$UWLILFLDO/DNHVDQG3RQGV )/
5HHGDQG/DUJH6HGJH6ZDPS )6
7DOO+HUE6ZDPS )6
'HSRVLWLQJ/RZODQG5LYHU ):
&DQDOV ):
(DUWK%DQNV %/
5HHGDQG/DUJH6HGJH6ZDPSV )6
7DOOKHUE6ZDPSV )6

'UDLQDJH'LWFK ):
,PSURYHG$JULFXOWXUDO*UDVVODQG *$
0RVDLF *$*6
$PHQLW\*UDVVODQG *$
0DUVK *0
0RVDLF *0*6
'U\&DOFDUHRXVDQG1HXWUDO*UDVVODQG *6
'U\0HDGRZV *UDVV\9HUJHV *6
0RVDLF *6:6
:HW*UDVVODQG *6
0RVDLF *6:6
'HQVH%UDFNHQ +'
&XWRYHU%RJ 3%
5LFK)HQDQG)OXVK 3)
'UDLQDJH'LWFKHV ):
+HGJHURZV :/
7UHHOLQHV :/

0L[HG%URDGOHDYHG:RRGODQG :'
0RVDLF :':6
0L[HG%URDGOHDYHG&RQLIHU:RRGODQG :'
0L[HG&RQLIHU:RRGODQG :'
&RQLIHU3ODQWDWLRQ :'
6FDWWHUHG7UHHVDQG3DUNODQG :'
+HGJHURZ :/
7UHHOLQH :/
2DNDVKKD]HO:RRGODQG :1
:HW3HGXQFXODWH2DNDVK:RRGODQG :1
5LSDULDQ:RRGODQG :1
:HW:LOORZDOGHUDVK:RRGODQG :1
%RJ:RRGODQG :1
6FUXE :6
'HYHORSPHQW)RRWSULQWP
'HYHORSPHQW%RXQGDU\
P&RQVWUXFWLRQ(QYHORSH

0$37,7/(

+DELWDW0DSSLQJ
%DUURZ%OXHZD\

352-(&77,7/(

'5$:,1*%< -RVHSK2%ULHQ

&+(&.('%< -RKQ+\QHV

0$312 )LJXUHD
266+((712 

'$7(

6&$/( 



,668(12'

0F&DUWK\.HYLOOH2 6XOOLYDQ/WG%ORFN*)6&0RQHHQDJHLVKD5RDG*DOZD\,UHODQG(PDLOLQIR#PFFDUWK\NRVLH7HO  )D[  

2UGQDQFH 6XUYH\ ,UHODQG /LFHQFH 1R $5  2UGQDQFH 6XUYH\ ,UHODQG*RYHUQPHQW RI ,UHODQ

+DELWDW0DSSLQJ/HJHQG
$UDEOH&URSV %&
+RUWLFXOWXUDO/DQG %&
%XLOGLQJVDQG$UWLILFLDO6XUIDFHV %/
0RVDLF %/*$
([SRVHG6DQG*UDYHORU7LOO ('
6SRLODQG%DUH*URXQG ('
5HFRORQLVLQJ%DUH*URXQG ('
7RZSDWK0RVDLF (')6*6*6
$FWLYH4XDUULHVDQG0LQHV ('
2WKHU$UWLILFLDO/DNHVDQG3RQGV )/
5HHGDQG/DUJH6HGJH6ZDPS )6
7DOO+HUE6ZDPS )6
'HSRVLWLQJ/RZODQG5LYHU ):
&DQDOV ):
(DUWK%DQNV %/
5HHGDQG/DUJH6HGJH6ZDPSV )6
7DOOKHUE6ZDPSV )6

'UDLQDJH'LWFK ):
,PSURYHG$JULFXOWXUDO*UDVVODQG *$
0RVDLF *$*6
$PHQLW\*UDVVODQG *$
0DUVK *0
0RVDLF *0*6
'U\&DOFDUHRXVDQG1HXWUDO*UDVVODQG *6
'U\0HDGRZV *UDVV\9HUJHV *6
0RVDLF *6:6
:HW*UDVVODQG *6
0RVDLF *6:6
'HQVH%UDFNHQ +'
&XWRYHU%RJ 3%
5LFK)HQDQG)OXVK 3)
'UDLQDJH'LWFKHV ):
+HGJHURZV :/
7UHHOLQHV :/

0L[HG%URDGOHDYHG:RRGODQG :'
0RVDLF :':6
0L[HG%URDGOHDYHG&RQLIHU:RRGODQG :'
0L[HG&RQLIHU:RRGODQG :'
&RQLIHU3ODQWDWLRQ :'
6FDWWHUHG7UHHVDQG3DUNODQG :'
+HGJHURZ :/
7UHHOLQH :/
2DNDVKKD]HO:RRGODQG :1
:HW3HGXQFXODWH2DNDVK:RRGODQG :1
5LSDULDQ:RRGODQG :1
:HW:LOORZDOGHUDVK:RRGODQG :1
%RJ:RRGODQG :1
6FUXE :6
'HYHORSPHQW)RRWSULQWP
'HYHORSPHQW%RXQGDU\
P&RQVWUXFWLRQ(QYHORSH

0$37,7/(

+DELWDW0DSSLQJ
%DUURZ%OXHZD\

352-(&77,7/(

'5$:,1*%< -RVHSK2%ULHQ

&+(&.('%< -RKQ+\QHV

0$312 )LJXUHE
266+((712 

'$7(

6&$/( 



,668(12'

0F&DUWK\.HYLOOH2 6XOOLYDQ/WG%ORFN*)6&0RQHHQDJHLVKD5RDG*DOZD\,UHODQG(PDLOLQIR#PFFDUWK\NRVLH7HO  )D[  

2UGQDQFH 6XUYH\ ,UHODQG /LFHQFH 1R $5  2UGQDQFH 6XUYH\ ,UHODQG*RYHUQPHQW RI ,UHODQ

+DELWDW0DSSLQJ/HJHQG
Arable Crops (BC1)
Horticultural Land (BC2)
Buildings and Artificial Surfaces (BL3)
Mosaic (BL3 / GA2)
Exposed Sand, Gravel or Till (ED1)
Spoil and Bare Ground (ED2)
Recolonising Bare Ground (ED3)
Towpath Mosaic (ED3 / FS1 / GS1 / GS2)
Active Quarries and Mines (ED4)
Other Artificial Lakes and Ponds (FL8)
Reed and Large Sedge Swamp (FS1)
Tall Herb Swamp (FS2)
Depositing/Lowland River (FW2)
Canals (FW3)
Earth Banks (BL2)
Reed and Large Sedge Swamps (FS1)
Tall-herb Swamps (FS2)

Drainage Ditch (FW4)
Improved Agricultural Grassland (GA1)
Mosaic (GA1 / GS4)
Amenity Grassland (GA2)
Marsh (GM1)
Mosaic (GM1 / GS4)
Dry Calcareous and Neutral Grassland (GS1)
Dry Meadows & Grassy Verges (GS2)
Mosaic (GS2 / WS1)
Wet Grassland (GS4)
Mosaic (GS4 / WS1)
Dense Bracken (HD1)
Cutover Bog (PB4)
Rich Fen and Flush (PF1)
Drainage Ditches (FW4)
Hedgerows (WL1)
Treelines (WL2)

DATE:

)LJXUHF

Mixed Broadleaved Woodland (WD1)
Mosaic (WD1 / WS1)
Mixed Broadleaved/Conifer Woodland (WD2)
Mixed Conifer Woodland (WD3)
Conifer Plantation (WD4)
Scattered Trees and Parkland (WD5)
Hedgerow (WL1)
Treeline (WL2)
Oak-ash-hazel Woodland (WN2)
Wet Pedunculate Oak-ash-Woodland (WN4)
Riparian Woodland (WN5)
Wet Willow-alder-ash Woodland (WN6)
Bog Woodland (WN7)
Scrub (WS1)
Development Footprint 2.5m
Development Boundary



SCALE:



ISSUE NO.:'

OS SHEET NO.:

MAP NO.:

3.5m Construction Envelope

CHECKED BY: -RKQ+\QHV

MAP TITLE: +DELWDW0DSSLQJ
%DUURZ%OXHZD\
PROJECT TITLE:

McCarthy Keville O'Sullivan Ltd., Block 1, G.F.S.C, Moneenageisha Road, Galway, Ireland. Email: info@mccarthykos.ie Tel: +353 (0)91 735611 Fax: +353 (0)91 771279

DRAWING BY: -RVHSK2%ULHQ

Ordnance Survey Ireland Licence No. AR 0021816© Ordnance Survey Ireland/Government of Ireland

+DELWDW0DSSLQJ/HJHQG
$UDEOH&URSV %&
+RUWLFXOWXUDO/DQG %&
%XLOGLQJVDQG$UWLILFLDO6XUIDFHV %/
0RVDLF %/*$
([SRVHG6DQG*UDYHORU7LOO ('
6SRLODQG%DUH*URXQG ('
5HFRORQLVLQJ%DUH*URXQG ('
7RZSDWK0RVDLF (')6*6*6
$FWLYH4XDUULHVDQG0LQHV ('
2WKHU$UWLILFLDO/DNHVDQG3RQGV )/
5HHGDQG/DUJH6HGJH6ZDPS )6
7DOO+HUE6ZDPS )6
'HSRVLWLQJ/RZODQG5LYHU ):
&DQDOV ):
'UDLQDJH'LWFK ):
,PSURYHG$JULFXOWXUDO*UDVVODQG *$
0RVDLF *$*6
$PHQLW\*UDVVODQG *$
0DUVK *0
0RVDLF *0*6
'U\&DOFDUHRXVDQG1HXWUDO*UDVVODQG *6

(DUWK%DQNV %/
5HHGDQG/DUJH6HGJH6ZDPSV )6
7DOOKHUE6ZDPSV )6
'HYHORSPHQW)RRWSULQWP
'HYHORSPHQW%RXQGDU\
P&RQVWUXFWLRQ(QYHORSH



6&$/( 

'U\0HDGRZV *UDVV\9HUJHV *6
0RVDLF *6:6
:HW*UDVVODQG *6
0RVDLF *6:6
'HQVH%UDFNHQ +'
&XWRYHU%RJ 3%
5LFK)HQDQG)OXVK 3)
0L[HG%URDGOHDYHG:RRGODQG :'
0RVDLF :':6
0L[HG%URDGOHDYHG&RQLIHU:RRGODQG :'
0L[HG&RQLIHU:RRGODQG :'
&RQLIHU3ODQWDWLRQ :'
6FDWWHUHG7UHHVDQG3DUNODQG :'
+HGJHURZ :/
7UHHOLQH :/
2DNDVKKD]HO:RRGODQG :1
:HW3HGXQFXODWH2DNDVK:RRGODQG :1
5LSDULDQ:RRGODQG :1
:HW:LOORZDOGHUDVK:RRGODQG :1
%RJ:RRGODQG :1
6FUXE :6

'UDLQDJH'LWFKHV ):
+HGJHURZV :/
7UHHOLQHV :/

'$7(

0$312 )LJXUHG

,668(12'

266+((712 

0F&DUWK\.HYLOOH2 6XOOLYDQ/WG%ORFN*)6&0RQHHQDJHLVKD5RDG*DOZD\,UHODQG(PDLOLQIR#PFFDUWK\NRVLH7HO  )D[  

&+(&.('%< -RKQ+\QHV

0$37,7/(+DELWDW0DSSLQJ
%DUURZ%OXHZD\
352-(&77,7/(

'5$:,1*%< -RVHSK2%ULHQ

2UGQDQFH6XUYH\,UHODQG/LFHQFH1R$52UGQDQFH6XUYH\,UHODQG*RYHUQPHQWRI,UHODQ

Habitat Mapping Legend
$UDEOH&URSV %&
+RUWLFXOWXUDO/DQG %&
%XLOGLQJVDQG$UWLILFLDO6XUIDFHV %/
0RVDLF %/*$
([SRVHG6DQG*UDYHORU7LOO ('
6SRLODQG%DUH*URXQG ('
5HFRORQLVLQJ%DUH*URXQG ('
7RZSDWK0RVDLF (')6*6*6
$FWLYH4XDUULHVDQG0LQHV ('
2WKHU$UWLILFLDO/DNHVDQG3RQGV )/
5HHGDQG/DUJH6HGJH6ZDPS )6
7DOO+HUE6ZDPS )6
'HSRVLWLQJ/RZODQG5LYHU ):
&DQDOV ):
'UDLQDJH'LWFK ):
,PSURYHG$JULFXOWXUDO*UDVVODQG *$
0RVDLF *$*6
$PHQLW\*UDVVODQG *$
0DUVK *0
0RVDLF *0*6
'U\&DOFDUHRXVDQG1HXWUDO*UDVVODQG *6

(DUWK%DQNV %/
5HHGDQG/DUJH6HGJH6ZDPSV )6
7DOOKHUE6ZDPSV )6
'HYHORSPHQW)RRWSULQWP
'HYHORSPHQW%RXQGDU\
P&RQVWUXFWLRQ(QYHORSH

Hynes

'UDLQDJH'LWFKHV ):
+HGJHURZV :/
7UHHOLQHV :/

0$312 Figure

'$7(

6&$/( 1:250

24-11-2017
,668(12170526-2017.11.24-D

266+((712 -

5.1e

'U\0HDGRZV *UDVV\9HUJHV *6
0RVDLF *6:6
:HW*UDVVODQG *6
0RVDLF *6:6
'HQVH%UDFNHQ +'
&XWRYHU%RJ 3%
5LFK)HQDQG)OXVK 3)
0L[HG%URDGOHDYHG:RRGODQG :'
0RVDLF :':6
0L[HG%URDGOHDYHG&RQLIHU:RRGODQG :'
0L[HG&RQLIHU:RRGODQG :'
&RQLIHU3ODQWDWLRQ :'
6FDWWHUHG7UHHVDQG3DUNODQG :'
+HGJHURZ :/
7UHHOLQH :/
2DNDVKKD]HO:RRGODQG :1
:HW3HGXQFXODWH2DNDVK:RRGODQG :1
5LSDULDQ:RRGODQG :1
:HW:LOORZDOGHUDVK:RRGODQG :1
%RJ:RRGODQG :1
6FUXE :6

&+(&.('%< John

0F&DUWK\.HYLOOH2 6XOOLYDQ/WG%ORFN*)6&0RQHHQDJHLVKD5RDG*DOZD\,UHODQG(PDLOLQIR#PFFDUWK\NRVLH7HO  )D[  

O Brien

0$37,7/(Habitat Mapping
Barrow Blueway
352-(&77,7/(

'5$:,1*%< Joseph

2UGQDQFH6XUYH\,UHODQG/LFHQFH1R$52UGQDQFH6XUYH\,UHODQG*RYHUQPHQWRI,UHODQ

+DELWDW0DSSLQJ/HJHQG
$UDEOH&URSV %&
+RUWLFXOWXUDO/DQG %&
%XLOGLQJVDQG$UWLILFLDO6XUIDFHV %/
0RVDLF %/*$
([SRVHG6DQG*UDYHORU7LOO ('
6SRLODQG%DUH*URXQG ('
5HFRORQLVLQJ%DUH*URXQG ('
7RZSDWK0RVDLF (')6*6*6
$FWLYH4XDUULHVDQG0LQHV ('
2WKHU$UWLILFLDO/DNHVDQG3RQGV )/
5HHGDQG/DUJH6HGJH6ZDPS )6
7DOO+HUE6ZDPS )6
'HSRVLWLQJ/RZODQG5LYHU ):
&DQDOV ):
(DUWK%DQNV %/
5HHGDQG/DUJH6HGJH6ZDPSV )6
7DOOKHUE6ZDPSV )6

'UDLQDJH'LWFK ):
,PSURYHG$JULFXOWXUDO*UDVVODQG *$
0RVDLF *$*6
$PHQLW\*UDVVODQG *$
0DUVK *0
0RVDLF *0*6
'U\&DOFDUHRXVDQG1HXWUDO*UDVVODQG *6
'U\0HDGRZV *UDVV\9HUJHV *6
0RVDLF *6:6
:HW*UDVVODQG *6
0RVDLF *6:6
'HQVH%UDFNHQ +'
&XWRYHU%RJ 3%
5LFK)HQDQG)OXVK 3)
'UDLQDJH'LWFKHV ):
+HGJHURZV :/
7UHHOLQHV :/

0L[HG%URDGOHDYHG:RRGODQG :'
0RVDLF :':6
0L[HG%URDGOHDYHG&RQLIHU:RRGODQG :'
0L[HG&RQLIHU:RRGODQG :'
&RQLIHU3ODQWDWLRQ :'
6FDWWHUHG7UHHVDQG3DUNODQG :'
+HGJHURZ :/
7UHHOLQH :/
2DNDVKKD]HO:RRGODQG :1
:HW3HGXQFXODWH2DNDVK:RRGODQG :1
5LSDULDQ:RRGODQG :1
:HW:LOORZDOGHUDVK:RRGODQG :1
%RJ:RRGODQG :1
6FUXE :6
'HYHORSPHQW)RRWSULQWP
'HYHORSPHQW%RXQGDU\
P&RQVWUXFWLRQ(QYHORSH

0$37,7/(

+DELWDW0DSSLQJ
%DUURZ%OXHZD\

352-(&77,7/(

'5$:,1*%< -RVHSK2%ULHQ

&+(&.('%< -RKQ+\QHV

0$312 )LJXUHI
266+((712 

'$7(

6&$/( 



,668(12'

0F&DUWK\.HYLOOH2 6XOOLYDQ/WG%ORFN*)6&0RQHHQDJHLVKD5RDG*DOZD\,UHODQG(PDLOLQIR#PFFDUWK\NRVLH7HO  )D[  

2UGQDQFH 6XUYH\ ,UHODQG /LFHQFH 1R $5  2UGQDQFH 6XUYH\ ,UHODQG*RYHUQPHQW RI ,UHODQ

Barrow Blueway – Environmental Impact Statement
170526a – EIS – 2017.12.08 – F

impacts. In addition, mitigation has been employed to offset potential impacts and in
some cases to result in an enhancement of the biodiversity value of an area.
Proposed best practice design and mitigation measures are specifically set out and are
realistic in terms of cost and practicality. They have been subject to detailed design
and have a high probability of success in terms of addressing the impacts on the
identified KERs.
The potential impacts of the proposed development were considered and assessed to
ensure that all impacts on KERs are adequately addressed and no significant residual
impacts remain following mitigation.
5.3.3.5

Limitations
The information provided in this EIS chapter, accurately and comprehensively
describes the baseline ecological environment; provides an accurate prediction of the
likely ecological impacts of the proposed development; prescribes mitigation as
necessary; and, describes the residual ecological impacts. The specialist studies,
analysis and reporting have been undertaken in accordance with the appropriate
guidelines.
No significant limitations in the scope scale or context of the assessment have been
identified.

McCarthy Keville O’Sullivan Ltd. – Planning & Environmental Consultants
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5.4

Description of the Baseline Environment

5.4.1 Scoping and Consultation
MKO undertook a scoping and consultation exercise during preparation of this EIS, as
described in Section 2.5 of Chapter 2. Table 5.3 below provides a list of the
organisations consulted, with regard to Flora and Fauna, during the scoping process.
Copies of all scoping responses are included in Appendix 2-2 of this EIS. The
recommendations of the consultees have informed the EIS preparation process and
the contents of this Chapter of the EIS.
Table 5.3 Scoping Response Summary

Consultee
1

Carlow County
Council – Planning
Department

Key Scoping Response Comments




2

Department of
Culture, Heritage
and the Gaeltacht










4

Kilkenny County
Council (Planning
Department)





5

Kildare County
Council




Strategic Policy: Response notes policy
which supports the development of the
‘Barrow Corridor’ and recognises the
potential of the River Barrow for linear open
space and also refers to its recreational and
tourism potential.
The Scoping response includes a number of
other considerations for proposals for
outdoor recreational use, as well as a list of
factors to be taken into account when
considering proposals along the riverside
(Section 8.11.8 of the Plan).
Response refers to concerns and
recommendations relating to Archaeology
and archaeological monitoring, underwater
archaeology, and nature conservation.
Concerns include
Refers to the river Barrow and Barrow Line
as an ecological corridor and refers to
potential impacts on flora and fauna (in
particular bats, otter and kingfisher),
habitats, and notes cSAC and pNHA
designations,
Response includes details on baseline data,
impact assessment, invasive species, water
quality, green infrastructure, and CMPs,
References to items to be included in the
AA/AA screening and licenses are also
included.
Issues in particular include: River Barrow is
significant element of Green Infrastructure in
Kilkenny and notes the importance of an
ecological corridor.
Also noted that the project has potential to
increase invasive species and must be
addressed at all stages in the EIS.
Suggests additional sources of information
The Council's Environment Section advise
that consideration shall be given to any waste

McCarthy Keville O’Sullivan Ltd. – Planning & Environmental Consultants
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Consultee

Key Scoping Response Comments

(Environment
Section)


6

Irish Water – Water
Services




7

8

Transport
Infrastructure
Ireland



Office of Public
Works







Inland Fisheries
Ireland
Irish Wildlife Trust




management issues during construction
phase.
When towpath is upgraded, where litter/
waste receptacles are proposed, the
servicing of same shall be agreed in advance
by the relevant agency.
Includes a general list of issues to be
considered in an EIS
These aspects include the potential impacts
of the development on the capacity of water
services, changes to infrastructure or
discharges, and physical impacts on Irish
Water assets or catchments.
Response notes road crossings with M7, M9,
N78 and N80.
TII notes no objection in principle but
recommends that the principle objectives are
followed: Avoid the creation of traffic hazards
and maintain safety of National Roads, and
maintain the function, efficiency and carrying
capacity of national roads. A list of issues to
be considered is included.
Response notes 10m maintenance strip
along edge of channel should not be planted
or paved in any way which would prevent
access; to assist in prevention of flooding
Response notes that Section 50 consent
must be sought for construction,
replacement or alteration of bridges or
culverts over a water channel.
IFI have not provided a formal scoping
response as of the 08/12/2016.
No response received as of the 08/12/2016

Table 2.6 of Chapter 2 lists all consultees. Table 2.7 of Chapter 2 presents the key
points in relation the scoping responses received from all additional consultees, and
notes where they have been addressed in this EIS. In addition, this assessment has
been updated and revised following requests for further information received from the
relevant local authorities in March 2017. This revised assessment takes into account
all the points raised in these requests and provides details of additional survey work
and further consideration of the likely impacts of the proposed development. It
provides a response to the ecological aspects of the further information requests. In
addition, it takes into account the additional information that is now available regarding
the project design including the topographical survey information.

5.4.2 Desk Study
5.4.2.1

Designated Sites in Relation to the Study Area
Using the GIS software, MapInfo (Version 10.0), designated sites within the potential
zone of influence (15km buffer) of the proposed development were identified (as per
DoEHLG (2010) Appropriate Assessment of Plans and Projects in Ireland Guidance for
McCarthy Keville O’Sullivan Ltd. – Planning & Environmental Consultants
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Planning Authorities. Department of the Environment, Heritage and Local
Government). All European sites located greater than 15km from the proposed
development, with no identifiable connectivity (e.g. Wicklow Mountains SAC) or located
in a separate hydrological catchment were deemed to be outside the Zone of impact of
the proposed development as no pathways for significant effects were identified.
The designated sites in the zone of influence are listed below in Tables 5.4 and 5.5 and
are displayed on Figure 5.2a -5.2d.

5.4.2.1.1 Nationally Designated Sites
The locations of the Nationally designated sites within the identified ZOI of the proposed
development are displayed on Figure 5.2a and 5.2b. The potential for the proposed
development to impact on these NHAs and pNHAs was considered and is presented in
Table 5.4 below.
Table 5.4 Designated sites in the Zone of Influence
Designated site and code
Distance from proposed
works (Km)
Natural Heritage Area (NHA)
Hodgestown Bog NHA(001393)
4.1km
Coan Bogs NHA (002382)
8km
Carbury Bog NHA (001388)
12.1km

Proposed Natural Heritage Area (pNHA)
Barrow Valley at Tankardstown
0km
Bridge (000858)

Grand Canal (002104)

0km

Impact Pathway

No pathways by which the
proposed
development
could
affect
these
terrestrially based NHAs
were identified during the
assessment.
The proposed development
is located along the eastern
boundary of the pNHA. The
boundary of the designated
site runs concurrently with
that of the River Barrow and
River Nore SAC.
The pNHA overlaps with the
development footprint along
the length of the Barrow
Line.

Proposed Natural Heritage Area (pNHA)
Cloghristick Wood (000806)
0.03km
Clohastia (000830)
0.2km
Oakpark (000810)
1.1km
Ballymoon Esker (000797)
1.2km
Derries Wood (000416)
1.7km
Stradbally Hill (001800)
1.7km
Barrow River Estuary (000698)
2.6km

No pathways by which the
proposed
development
could affect the pNHAs were
identified
during
the
assessment.

Pollmounty River Valley
(000812)
Ballylynan (000857)
Blackstairs Mountains (000770)
Ballynafagh Bog (000391)
Ballynafagh Lake (001387)

No pathways by which the
proposed
development
could affect the pNHAs were
identified
during
the
assessment.

This designation is located
downstream of the proposed
development
and
its
boundary runs concurrently
with that of the River Barrow
and River Nore SAC.

2.7km
2.9km
3.1km
3.2km
3.4km
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Whitehall Quarries (000855)
Derryvullagh Island (001390)
Mouds Bog (000395)
Emo Court (000865)
Pollardstown Fen (000396)
Curragh (Kildare) (000392)
Kilteale Hill (000867)
Rathsnagadan Wood (000409)
Murphy's of The River (000844)
Red Bog, Dungarvan (000846)
Ice House, Near Inistioge, Co.
Kilkenny (002094)
The Great Heath of Portlaoise
(000881)
Clopook Wood (000860)
Inistioge (000837)
Donadea Wood (001391)
Rock Of Dunamase (000878)
Kylecorragh Wood (000842)
The Long Derries, Edenderry
Dunamase Woods (001494)
Timahoe Esker (000421)
Mothel Church, Coolcullen
(000408)
Liffey At Osberstown (001395)
Brownstown Wood (000827)
Corballis Hill (001389)
Oaklands Wood (000774)
Ardristan Fen (000788)
Ballycore Rath (001751)
Thomastown (000410)
Ridge of Portlaoise (000876)
Lowtown Fen (001764)
Liffey Bank Above Athgarvan
(001396)

4.2km
4.4km
4.7km
6.2km
6.3km
6.8km
6.8km
7.0km
7.1km
7.2km
7.8km
7.8km
7.9km
8.1km
8.2km
8.3km
8.5km
8.5km
8.8km
9.6km
9.8km
10.1km
10.4km
10.5km
11.6km
11.8km
11.9km
12.3km
13.1km
14.2km
14.5km

The proposed development is located within the boundary of the Grand Canal pNHA
along the length of the Barrow Line. Potential impacts are considered further in this
assessment.
The development is located within the boundary of Barrow Valley at Tankardstown
Bridge pNHA (000858) and is located upstream of Barrow River Estuary pNHA (000698).
Both of these pNHAs run concurrently with the boundary of the River Barrow and River
Nore SAC. Potential impacts on these nationally designated sites will be as per the
impact assessment of the River Barrow and River Nore SAC and mitigation described
in this chapter to avoid reduce and remedy potential impacts on designated sites and
the environment will also serve to protect the pNHA sites. Consequently, Barrow Valley
at Tankardstown Bridge (000858) and Barrow River Estuary (000698) are not
considered further in this assessment.

5.4.2.1.2 European Sites
The locations of the European designated sites within the identified ZOI of the
development are displayed on Figure 5.2c and 5.2d. The potential for the proposed
development to impact on these European sites was considered and is presented in
Table 5.5 below.
McCarthy Keville O’Sullivan Ltd. – Planning & Environmental Consultants
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Table 5.5 Designated sites in the Zone of Influence
Designated site and
Distance from proposed
code
works (Km)
Special Area of Conservation (SAC)
River Barrow And River
Nore SAC (002162)
Ballynafagh Lake SAC
(001387)
Mountmellick SAC
(002141)
Thomastown Quarry SAC
(002252)
Ballynafagh Bog SAC
(000391)
Blackstairs Mountains
SAC (000770)
Mouds Bog SAC (002331)
Ballyprior Grassland
SAC (002256)
Pollardstown Fen SAC
(000396)
The Long Derries,
Edenderry SAC (000925)
Slaney River Valley SAC
(000781)

0km
1.6km
11.1km
12.4km

Impact Pathway

The proposed development is
partially located within the SAC
boundary.
No pathways by which the
proposed development could affect
the SAC were identified during the
assessment. No complete
source~pathway~receptor chain
for impact exists.

3.2km
3.2km
4.7km
5.4km
6.3km
8.5km
9.9km

Special Protection

Special Protection Area (SPA)
River Nore SPA (004233)

7.1km

No pathways by which the
proposed development could effect
this SPA were identified during the
assessment. No complete
source~pathway~receptor chain
for impact exists.

With regard to European Sites, a Screening assessment was carried out to provide the
competent authority, with the information necessary to complete a Screening for
Appropriate Assessment for the proposed development in compliance with Article 6(3)
of the Habitats Directive. As part of this assessment, the potential for the proposed
development to have an effect on any European sites in the ZOI was considered. The
Screening for Appropriate Assessment concluded as follows:

”It cannot be excluded, in view of best scientific knowledge, on the basis of
objective information that the proposed development, individually or in
combination with other plans and projects, would have a significant effect on
the following European Site. As a result an appropriate assessment of the
proposed development is required and a Natura Impact Statement shall be
prepared in respect of the proposed development.


River Barrow and River Nore SAC (002162)”

No pathway for impact on any additional European Site was identified in the
assessment process.
Potential effects on designated sites are discussed further in Section 5.5.2.

McCarthy Keville O’Sullivan Ltd. – Planning & Environmental Consultants
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5.4.2.2

Habitats Flora and Fauna
The following sections give an overview of the data sources consulted and results
obtained during the desk study assessment.

5.4.2.2.1 NPWS Article 17 Datasets and Additional Habitat Databases
A review of the NPWS Habitat Directive - Article 17 datasets, Irish Semi-Natural
Grassland Survey datasets, National Survey of Native Woodland datasets along with
Long Established Woodland dataset was conducted on the 17th of November 2016. The
datasets were downloaded and overlain on the proposed development study area.
The Article 17 GIS point datasets for the Annex I habitats Alluvial forests with Alnus
glutinosa and Fraxinus excelsior (Alno-Padion, Alnion incanae, Salicion albae) [91E0],
Old sessile oak woods with Ilex and Blechnum in the British Isles [91A0], and
Hydrophilous tall herb fringe communities of plains and of the montane to alpine levels
[6430] contain polygon habitat records which lie adjacent to the proposed development
footprint (See Table 5.6). There were no additional data from the GIS records pertinent
to the current study area.
Table 5.6. Annex I Habitats

Annex I habitats Alluvial forests with Alnus glutinosa and Fraxinus excelsior
(Alno-Padion, Alnion incanae, Salicion albae) [91E0]
Townland/County
Grid Reference
Area
Notes
Milltown, Co. Laois.
265948, 196830
1.735ha
1 woodland block
Knockbeg, Co. Laois
271694, 180316
5.786ha
2 woodland blocks
Milford, Co. Carlow
270088, 169775
1.79ha
1 woodland block
Borris, Co. Carlow
272420, 149110
2.8ha
1 woodland block
Old sessile oak woods with Ilex and Blechnum in the British Isles [91A0]
Townland/County
Grid Reference
Area
Notes
Tinnaninch, Co.
271590, 143726
2.8ha
1 woodland block
Carlow

McCarthy Keville O’Sullivan Ltd. – Planning & Environmental Consultants
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Annex I habitats Alluvial forests with Alnus glutinosa and Fraxinus excelsior (AlnoPadion, Alnion incanae, Salicion albae) [91E0]
[91E0] / [91A0) as per Conservation Objectives of River Barrow and River Nore SAC.
Townland/County
Grid Reference
Area
Notes

Borris, Co. Carlow

272350, 149310

2.8ha

1 woodland block as per
the Conservation
objective document of
the Barrow and Nore
SAC but not recorded on
Article 17 datasets.

Hydrophilous tall herb fringe communities of plains and of the montane to alpine levels
[6430]
Townland/County

Grid Reference

Co. Laois

Northern
extent:
271860, 178210

Area/Linear
length

Notes

3.1km

Located along the
western riverbank

0.8km

Located along the
western riverbank

Polygon to the east of
River
Habitat located 230m
downstream of
proposed development

Southern
Extent:
271930, 177440
Northern
extent:
271650, 175830
Southern
Extent:
269800, 173620
Co. Laois
Bahana, Co. Carlow

272358, 140489

1.9ha

Bauk, Co. Carlow

273150, 137630

0.2ha

5.4.2.2.2 National Parks and Wildlife Service Protected Species Records
NPWS online records were searched to see if any rare or protected species of flora or
fauna have been recorded from the relevant hectads (namely N60, N61, N62, N72, S65,
S66, S67, S68, S69, S72, S73, S74, S75, S76, S77, S78). An information request was also
sent to the NPWS requesting records from the NPWS Rare and Protected Species
Database. Tables 5.7 - 5.09 list rare and protected species records obtained from
NPWS.
Table 5.7 Records of European protected species NPWS for relevant hectads

Common
Name
Kingfisher

Scientific Name

Hectad

Status

Alcedo atthis

Annex I

Black-Headed
Gull
Golden Plover

Larus ridibundus

N60, S67, S68,
S69, S73, S74,
S76, S78
N60, S69, S77,
S78
N72

Pluvialis apricaria

McCarthy Keville O’Sullivan Ltd. – Planning & Environmental Consultants
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Little Egret

Egretta garzetta

Freshwater
Crayfish

Austropotamobius
pallipes

Marsh
Fritillary
River Lamprey
Common
Name
Brook
Lamprey
Freshwater
Pearl Mussel
Atlantic
Salmon
Narrowmouther Whorl
Snail
Desmoulin's
Whorl Snail
Sea Lamprey
Otter

Eurodryas aurinia

Twaite Shad

Alosa fallax

Irish Hare

Lepus timidus
hibernicus

Smooth Newt

Lissotriton vulgaris

Pine Marten

Martes martes

Common Frog

Rana temporaria

S65, S66, S67,
S73, S78
N60, N61, N62,
S65, S66, S67,
S68, S69, N72,
N73, N74, S76,
S77, S78,
N62,

Annex I

Scientific Name

S73, S74
Hectad

Annex II
Status

Lampetra planeri

S73

Annex II

Margaritifera
margaritifera
Salmo salar

S74, S75,

Annex II

N78

Annex II

Vertigo angustior

S74, S75

Annex II

Vertigo moulinsiana

N69, N72, S74,
S75
S73, S74, S75
N62, S65, S66,
S67, S68, S69,
S73, S74, S75,
S76, S77, S78,
S73

Annex II

N60, N61, N62,
N72, S65, S66,
S67, S68, S69,
S73, S74, S75,
S77
S65, S69, S77,
S78
N61, N62, N72,

Annex V, WA 19762012

Lampetra fluviatilis

Petromyzon marinus
Lutra lutra

N60, N61, N62,
N72, N72, S65,
S66, S67, S68,
S69, S73, S74,
S75, S76, S77,
S78

Annex II

Annex II

Annex II
Annex II, IV, WA
1976-2012

Annex II, V

Annex V, WA 19762012
Annex V, WA 19762012
Annex V, WA 19762012

Table 5.8 NPWS Records of species protected under the Flora Protection Order 2015 and
IUCN Red-listed Species

Common Name

Scientific Name

Asplenium billotii

Asplenium
obovatum subsp.
lanceolatum

Hectad
S74

McCarthy Keville O’Sullivan Ltd. – Planning & Environmental Consultants
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Basil Thyme

Clinopodium acinos

Small Cudweed

Filago minima

N61, N62, S65,
S69, S76, S77,
S78,
S73, S74

Annual Knawel

Scleranthus annuus

S74, S76

Meadow Saffron

Colchicum
autumnale
Galeopsis
angustifolia
Groenlandia densa

S77

Hammarbya
paludosa
Misopates orontium

S66

Trichomanes
speciosum
Viola hirta

S74

Red Hemp-Nettle
Opposite-Leaved
Pondweed
Bog Orchid
Lesser
Snapdragon/
Weasel's-snout
Killarney Fern
Hairy Violet

N62, S66, S67,
S76, S77
N61, N72, S69

S74, S76

S68

McCarthy Keville O’Sullivan Ltd. – Planning & Environmental Consultants
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Flora Protection
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Common Name
Pale Bristlemoss
Straw Bristlemoss
Nettle-leaved
Bellflower
Corncockle
Cornish Heath
Blue Fleabane

Alder Buckthorn
Round-leaved
Crane's-bill
Henbane
Yellow Bird’snest
Green-winged
Orchid
Greater
Broomrape
Wintergreen
Shepherd'sneedle
Saw-wort

Scientific Name

Orthotrichum
pallens
Orthotrichum
stramineum
Campanula
trachelium
Agrostemma
githago
Erica vagans
Erigeron acer

Frangula alnus
Geranium
rotundifolium
Hyoscyamus niger
Monotropa hypopitys
Orchis morio
Orobanche rapumgenistae
Pyrola rotundifolia
subsp. Rotundifolia
Scandix pectenveneris
Serratula tinctoria

Hectad
S74

S73, S74

Status
Flora Protection
Order
Flora Protection
Order
Red List

N61, S78

Red List

N72
N62, N65, S66,
S67, S74, S77,
S78
N62
S75

Red List
Red List

S77
N60

Red List
Red List

N62, S65, S66,
S69, S75, S76,
S73,

Red List

N62

Red List

S66, S69, S76

Red List

S76

Red List

S74

Red List
Red List

Red List

Table 5.9 Species protected under the Wildlife Acts 1976-2017), NPWS.

Common Name
Hedgehog

Scientific Name

Common Lizard

Zootoca vivipara

Badger

Meles meles

Red Squirrel

Sciurus vulgaris

Erinaceus
europaeus

Hectad
N60, N61, N62,
S66, S67, S73,
S76, S77
N72, S67, S69,
S77
N60, N61, N62,
N72, S65, S66,
S67, S69, S73,
S74, S75, S76,
S77
N60, N62, N72,
S65, S66, S67,
S74, S75

Status
WA 1976-2012

WA 1976-2012
WA 1976-2012

WA 1976-2012

5.4.2.2.3 Fisheries
IFI provided fisheries assessment data for the study area on the 01/12/2016. The
following summaries the available information.
A general fish stock survey of the Grand Canal and Barrow Line was undertaken in
2008. Roach were largely absent from the Grand Canal Main Line (West of Lowtown
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and the Barrow Line) until at least the mid 1900’s though they have since colonised the
entire system and are generally the dominant species in fish stocks in these areas.
Bream numbers have fallen while roach x bream hybrid numbers have increased.
Important angling centres along the Barrow Line include Athy, Vicarstown and
Monasterevin.
The canals are not regarded as salmonid habitat with trout only recorded in association
with inflowing streams. Lamprey similarly have not been recorded from any of the
canal sections surveyed.
Electrofishing surveys of selected sites along the River Barrow was conducted by IFI in
2012: Leighlinbridge, Dunleckny, Bagenalstown, Ballykeenan Lock, u/s
Graiguenamanagh Br., d/s Upper Tinnahinch Lock and Pass Bridge. Each survey
encompassed all habitat types: riffle, glide and pool.
A total of 13 fish species and one type of hybrid were recorded amongst the seven river
sites surveyed: 3-spined stickleback, Bream, Brown trout, Dace, Eel, Gudgeon,
Lamprey, Minnow, Perch, Pike, Roach. Roach x Bream hybrid, Salmon and Stone loach.

5.4.2.2.4 Pearl Mussel (Margaritifera margaritifera & Margaritifera durrovensis))
The Freshwater Pearl Mussel and the Nore Freshwater Pearl Mussel are among the
longest-living invertebrates. These species are under increasing pressure from a
number of sources and is continuing to decline. Both species are now classified as
Endangered on the IUCN Red List of Endangered Species and is listed under Annex II
of the EU Habitats Directive. The Study area is located within the Margaritifera
Sensitive Area Barrow which is classified as a Catchment with previous records of
Margaritifera, but current status unknown. An information request was sent to the
NPWS regarding the current distribution of Margaritifera Species within this
catchment. The information provided by NPWS from the Margaritifera records dataset
2015_v13 indicated that there are historic records (1913-1973) from the River Barrow.
The known populations of Margaritifera durrovensis in the River Barrow and River Nore
SAC occur in the Nore. The populations of Margaritifera margaritifera occur outside
the main River Barrow channel on tributaries within Carlow.

5.4.2.2.5 National Biodiversity Data Centre Data
A search of the National Biodiversity Data Centre (NBDC) website was conducted with
a focus on records of protected fauna recorded from the hectads pertaining to the
proposed development site. The results of the database search are provided below in
Table 5.10. This database utilises bird atlas data from the following sources The
Breeding and Wintering Birds of Britain and Ireland 2007-2011(Balmer et al. 2013) and
older atlases including Gibbons et al. (1993), Lack (1986) and Sharrock (1976).
Table 5.11 includes records non-native invasive species listed under the Third
Schedule of the European Communities Regulations 2011 (S.I. 477 of 2015).
Table 5.10 NBDC records for European protected species records for the relevant
hectads

Common Name

Scientific Name

Basil Thyme

Clinopodium acinos

Opposite-leaved
Pondweed

Groenlandia densa

Conservation
Status
Flora Protection
Order
Flora Protection
Order

McCarthy Keville O’Sullivan Ltd. – Planning & Environmental Consultants
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Common Name

Scientific Name

Blue Fleabane
Alder Buckthorn
Kingfisher

Erigeron acer
Frangula alnus
Alcedo atthis

Conservation
Status
Red List
Red List
Annex I

Annex 1, Wildlife
Acts
Hen Harrier

Circus cyaneus

Dunlin
Greenland Whitefronted Goose
Short-eared Owl

Calidris alpina
Anser albifrons
subsp. flavirostris
Asio flammeus

Corn Crake

Crex crex

Annex I
Annex I
Annex I
Annex 1, Wildlife
Acts, BoCCI Red
List

Annex I
Whooper Swan

Cygnus cygnus

European Nightjar

Caprimulgus
europaeus

Little Egret

Egretta garzetta

Peregrine Falcon

Falco peregrinus

Common Tern

Sterna hirundo

Merlin

Falco columbarius

Annex I
Annex I

Meadow Pipit
Northern Shoveler
Common
Goldeneye
Common Quail
Twite

Coturnix coturnix
Carduelis flavirostris

N62,
S67,
S74,
S77,

N61,
S65,
S69,
S75,

N62,
S66,
S73,
S76,

S78
N60, N61, N62,
N72, S65, S66,
S67, S68, S69,
S73, S76, S77,
S78
N60, N61, N62,
S66, S69, S73,
S74, S76, S77,
S78
N72, S69, S73

BoCCI Red List
BoCCI Red List

S65, S68, S69
S66

Pluvialis apricaria

Bucephala clangula

N61,
S65,
S73,
S76,

BoCCI Red List
BoCCI Red List
BoCCI Red List

Annex I
Annex I, BoCCI
Red List
Annex 1, BoCCI
Red List

Anthus pratensis
Anas clypeata

N62
N62
N60,
N72,
S68,
S75,
S78
N60,
N72,
S67,
S74,
S77
N60
S78

N65, N72, S68,
S73, S74, S75,
S76, S77, S78
N65, N72, S67,
S73, S75, S76,
S78
S78
N61, N62, N72,
S67, S69, S77,
S78
N60, N61, N62,
N72, S65, S66,
S68, S69, S73,
S75, S76, S77,
S78
S73, S74, S76
S67, S76
S67

Annex I

European Golden
Plover

Hectad
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5-24

Barrow Blueway – Environmental Impact Statement
170526a – EIS – 2017.12.08 – F

Common Name

Scientific Name

Conservation
Status
BoCCI Red List

Black-headed Gull

Larus ridibundus

Barn Owl

Tyto alba

BoCCI Red List

Northern Lapwing

Vanellus vanellus

BoCCI Red List

Eurasian Curlew

Numenius arquata

BoCCI Red List

Red Grouse

Lagopus lagopus

BoCCI Red List
BoCCI Red List

Eurasian
Woodcock

Scolopax rusticola

Whinchat

Saxicola rubetra

Herring Gull

Larus argentatus

Tufted Duck

Aythya fuligula

Yellowhammer

Emberiza citrinella

BoCCI Red List
BoCCI Red List

BoCCI Red List
BoCCI Red List

BoCCI Red List
Meadow Pipit

Anthus pratensis

Common Pochard

Aythya ferina

Grey Wagtail

Motacilla cinerea

BoCCI Red List
BoCCI Red List

BoCCI Red List
Grey Partridge

Perdix perdix

McCarthy Keville O’Sullivan Ltd. – Planning & Environmental Consultants

Hectad
N60, N61, N72,
S65, S67, S68,
S73, S74, S75,
S76
N60, N62, S65,
S66, S67, S68,
S69, S73, S75,
S76, S77, S78
N60, N62, N72,
S65, S66, S67,
S68, S69, S73,
S74, S75, S76,
S77, S78
N60, N61, N62,
N72, S66, S67,
S69, S73, S74,
S75, S76, S77,
S78
N72, S73, S74
N60, N61, N62,
N72, S65, S66,
S67, S68, S69,
S73, S75, S76,
S77, S78
N60, N61, S62,
N72, S69, S78
N61, N72, S66,
S68, S69, S73,
S74, S76, S78
N60, S78
N61, S65, N72,
S66, S67, S68,
S69, S73, S74,
S75, S76, S77,
S78
N60, N61, N62,
N72, S65, S66,
S67, S68, S69,
S73, S74, S75,
S76, S77, S78
S76, S78
N60, N61, N62,
N72, S65, S66,
S67, S68, S69,
S73, S74, S75,
S76, S77, S78
N62, N72, S65,
S67, S68, S69,
S74, S75, S76,
S77, S78

5-25

Barrow Blueway – Environmental Impact Statement
170526a – EIS – 2017.12.08 – F

Common Name

Scientific Name

Eurasian Wigeon

Anas penelope

Marsh Fritillary

Euphydryas aurinia

Conservation
Status
BoCCI Red List
Annex II
Annex II, Annex V

Freshwater Whiteclawed Crayfish

Austropotamobius
pallipes

Twaite Shad
River Lamprey
Sea Lamprey
Desmoulin's Whorl
Snail
Narrow-mouthed
Whorl Snail

Alosa fallax
Lampetra fluviatilis
Petromyzon marinus
Vertigo moulinsiana
Vertigo (angustior

Annex II, Annex V
Annex II, Annex V
Annex II, Annex V
Annex II
Annex II
Annex II, Wildlife
Acts

Otter

Large White-moss
Fir Clubmoss
Killarney Fern

Lutra lutra

Leucobryum
glaucum
Huperzia selago
Trichomanes
speciosum

Annex IV
Annex V
Annex IV
Annex IV

Lesser Noctule

Nyctalus leisleri

Daubenton’s Bat

Myotis daubentonii

Natterer’s Bat

Myotis nattereri

Nathusius's
Pipistrelle

Pipistrellus nathusii

Whiskered Bat

Myotis mystacinus

Pipistrelle

Brown Long-eared
Bat

Pipistrellus
pipistrellus
lato

Annex IV, Wildlife
Act 1979-2000

Annex IV, Wildlife
Act 1979-2000
Annex IV, Wildlife
Act 1979-2000
Annex IV, Wildlife
Act 1979-2000
Annex IV, Wildlife
Act 1979-2000

sensu

Plecotus auritus

Annex IV, Wildlife
Act 1979-2000
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Hectad
N60, S65, S66,
S67, S77, S780
N60, N61, N62,
N72, S75
N60, N61, N62,
N72, S65, S66,
S67, S68, S69,
S73, S74, S76,
S77, S78
S73
S73
S73
N61, N72, S69,
S74, S75
S74
N60, N61,
N72, S65,
S67, S68,
S73, S74,
S77, S78
N60, N61,
N72, S73
S74
S74

N62,
S66,
S69,
S76,
N62,

N60, N61, N72,
S65, S68, S69,
S73, S74, S76,
S77, S78
N61, N72, S65,
S66, S67, S68,
S69, S73, S74,
S76, S77, S78
N61, S74, S76,
S77, S78
S76
S76
N61, N62,
S65, S66,
S68, S69,
S75, S76,
S78
N61, N62,
S65, S67,
S73, S74,
S77, S78

N72,
S67,
S73,
S77,
N72,
S69,
S76,
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Common Name

Scientific Name

Soprano Pipistrelle

Pipistrellus
pygmaeus

Conservation
Status
Annex IV, Wildlife
Act 1979-2000

Annex V, Wildlife
Acts
Common Frog

Pine Marten

Rana temporaria

Martes martes

Annex V, Wildlife
Acts

Wildlife Acts
Red Squirrel

Sciuris vulgaris

Irish Hare

Lepus timidus subsp.
hibernicus

Wildlife Acts

Wildlife Acts
Hedgehog

Erinaceus europaeus

Pygmy Shrew

Sorex minutus

Wildlife Acts

Wildlife Acts
Badger

Meles meles

Irish Stoat

Mustela
gibernica

Smooth Newt

Lissotriton vulgaris

Common Lizard

Zootoca vivipara

Pale Bristle-moss

Orthotrichum pallens

ermine

Wildlife Acts
Wildlife Acts

Straw Bristle-moss
Red Deer

Orthotrichum
stramineum
Cervus elaphus

Wildlife Acts
Flora Protection
Order
Flora Protection
Order
Wildlife Acts

Hectad
N60, N62, N72,
S65, S66, S67,
S68, S69, S73,
S75, S77, S78
N60, N61, N62,
N72, S65, S66,
S67, S68, S69,
S73, S74, S75,
S76, S77, S78
N60, N61, N62,
N72, S65, S67,
S68, S69, S73,
S74, S77, S78
N60, N61, N62,
N72, S65, S67,
S68, S69, S73,
S74, S78
N61, N62, S68,
S73, S76, S77,
S78
N61, N62, S66,
S68, S69, S73,
S74, S75, S76,
S77, S78
N61, N72, S65,
S67, S74, S76,
S77, S78
N62, N72, S65,
S68, S73, S74,
S75, S76, S77,
S78
N62, S73, S74,
S75, S77
N60, N72, S67,
S69, S76, S77,
S78
N72, S67, S77
S74
S74
S77

Annex I – Of EU Birds Directive, Annex II, Annex IV, Annex V – Of EU Habitats Directive,
Wildlife Acts – Irish Wildlife Acts (1976, 2000). BoCCI (2014 -2018) Birds of
Conservation Concern in Ireland
Table 5.11 Third Schedule non-native invasive species records
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Common Name
Flora

Latin Name

Giant Hogweed

Heracleum mantegazzianum

Cherry Laurel

Prunus laurocerasua

Rhododendron

Rhododendron ponticum

Nuttall’s Waterweed

Elodea nuttallii

Canadian Waterweed

Elodea canadensis

Japanese Knotweed

Fallopia japonica

Himalayan Knotweed
Giant Rhubarb

Persicaria wallichii
Gunnera tinctoria

Indian Balsam

Impatiens glandulifera

Water Fern

Azolla filiculoides

Three-cornered Garlic

Allium triquetrum

Hectad

N60, S67, S74, S76,
S77
N60, S66, S67, S69,
S73, S74, S76, S78
N60, N72, S73, S74,
S76
N62, S65, S67, S73,
S76, S77
N60, N61, N72, S66,
S67, S68, S69, S73,
S74, S75, S76, S77
N62, N72, S65, S67,
S68, S69, S73, S74,
S76, S77, S78
S73
S65, S73
S65, S66, S67, S68,
S73, S74, S75, S76,
S77, S78
S65, S66, S67, S73,
S74, S75, S76, S77, S78
S65, S73, S75, S76

Fauna
American Mink

Mustela vison

Brown Rat

Rattus norvegicus

Grey Squirrel

Sciurus carolinensis

Flatworm
Fallow Deer
Zebra Mussel
Asian Clam
Sika Deer
Dace
Canada Goose

Arthurdendyus triangulatus
Dama dama
Dreissena polymorpha
Corbicula fluminea
Crevus nippon
Leuciscus leuciscus
Branta canadensis

N60, N61, N62, N72,
S65, S66, S67, S68,
S69, S73, S74, S75,
S76, S77, S78
N60, N61, N72, S65,
S66, S68, S69, N72,
S73, S74, S75, S76,
S77, S78
N60, N61, N62, N72,
S65, S66, S67, S68,
S69, S73, S74, S75,
S76, S77, S78
N72
N72, S68, S76
S69
S73
S73, S74, S75, S76, S77
S74
S76, S77

5.4.2.2.6 Crayfish Plague
Ireland holds the largest population of White-clawed Crayfish that remains in Europe.
White-clawed Crayfish is the only crayfish species native to Ireland and is designated
under Annex II and Annex V of the European Habitats Directive. In Autumn 2017, an
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outbreak of crayfish plague was reported from the River Barrow. The outbreak adds to
those already recorded in the Lorrha River in North Tipperary, River Suir in Co.
Tipperary, River Deel in Co. Limerick and the Erne/Bruskey Waterway in Co. Cavan.
NPWS commissioned three surveys in September 2017 to cover the three outbreaks
on the Bruskey, Deel and Lorrha rivers. And existing survey contract to Galway/Mayo
Institute of Technology covering all the SACs has been in place since late 2016. This
has covered the Suir and the Barrow/Nore with fieldwork delayed until late summer in
response to the outbreaks. 12 sites were covered on the Barrow and live crayfish were
found on the Lower Barrow at Graiguenamanagh, the Fushoge and Lerr tributaries,
and at all sample points upstream of Tankardstown.
Using DNA analysis, the NPWS confirmed that crayfish plague (Genotype D) is present
in the River Barrow between Carlow and Graiguenamanagh.

5.4.2.2.7 New Flora Atlas
A search was made in the New Atlas of the British & Irish Flora (Preston et al. 2002) to
identify if any rare or protected plant species have been previously recorded from the
hectads in which the proposed development is located. The search targeted vascular
plants that are listed in Annex II of the EU Habitats Directive, the Flora (Protection)
Order (FPO) of 2015, and those listed in The Irish Red Data Book (Curtis and McGough
1988). The results of the Atlas search are provided in Table 5.12.
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Table 5.12 Plant species of conservation concern recorded in desk study

Common Name

Scientific Name

Opposite-leaved
Pondweed

Groenlandia densa

Basil Thyme
Small Cudweed
Annual Knawel
Autumn Crocus
Killarney Fern

Clinopodium
acinos
Asplenium
obovatum
Filago minima
Scleranthus
annuus
Colchicum
autumnale
Trichomanes
speciosum
(sporophyte)

Nettle-leaved
Bellflower
Greater
Broomrape

Misopates
orontium
Galeopsis
angustifolia
Viola hirta
Hammarbya
paludosa
Campanula
trachelium
Orobanche
rapum-genistae

Blue Fleabane

Erigeron acer

Round-leaved
Crane`s-bill
Green-winged
Orchid
Shepherd’s
needle
Henbane

Geranium
rotundifolium

Weasel’s-snout
Red Hemp-nettle
Hairy Violet
Bog Orchid

Autumn crocus
Cornflower
Corn Cockle
Yellow bird’s
nest
Alder Buckthorn
Green Figwort

Orchis morio
Scandix pectenveneris
Hyoscyamus niger
Colchicum
autumnale
Centaurea cyanus
Agrostemma
githago
Monotropa
hypopitys
Frangula alnus
Scrophularia
umbrosa

Hectad

N72,N60,S69
N62,N60,
N61,
S69,S78,S77,S76,S65

Conservation
Status
FPO
FPO
FPO

S74
S74,S74

FPO
FPO

S74
FPO
S77
FPO, HD Annex
II
S74
FPO, RL
S74,S73,S76
FPO,RL
N62,S67,S77,S66,S76
S68

FPO,RL
FPO,RL

S66
RL
S73,S74,S67
RL
S73,S74
S74,S65,S76,S66,S77,S67,
N62

RL
RL

S75
S75,S65,S76,S66,S69,
N62

RL
RL

S76,S66
S77
S77
S77, S78,S69

RL
RL
RL
RL

S78, N61, N62
RL
N61
N62

RL
RL

N72

RL – Red List, FPO – Flora Protection Order, Annex II – Of EU Habitats Directive

5.4.2.2.8 EPA Water Quality Data
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The EPA Envision map viewer was consulted on the 04Th of December 2017 regarding
the water quality status of the Barrow River between Athy and its estuary, Waterford
Harbour. The Biotic Index of Water Quality (BIWQ) was developed in Ireland by the
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA). Q-values are assigned using a combination of
habitat characteristics and structure of the macro-invertebrate community within the
waterbody. Individual macro-invertebrate families are according to their sensitivity to
organic pollution and the Q-value is assessed based primarily on their relative
abundance within a sample. There are eleven sample stations along the River Barrow.
These sample stations and results for water quality at each of these stations are listed
below (sampling conducted from 2004 – 2015):











Tankardstown Bridge (Q3- Q4 Moderates Status)
New Bridge 1km upstream Carlow Bridge (Q3- Q4 Moderates Status)
Footbridge, Dolmen Hotel (Q3-Q4 Moderate Status)
Milford Bridge (Q3-Q4 Moderate Status)
Cardinal Moran Bridge (Q3-Q4 Moderate Status)
Royal Oak Bridge ((Q4 - Good Status)
Fenniscourt Lock (Q3-Q4 Moderate Status)
Goresbridge (Q3-Q4 Moderate Status)
Ballyteigelea Bridge (Q3-Q4 Moderate Status)
Graiguenamanagh Bridge (Q4 - Good Status)

River Basin Management Plans (RBMPs) have been published for all River Basin
Districts in Ireland in accordance with the requirements of the Water Framework
Directive. The online EPA Envision map viewer provides access to water quality
information at individual waterbody level and at Water Management Unit level for all
the River Basin Districts in Ireland. Waterbodies can relate to surface waters (these
include rivers, lakes, estuaries [transitional waters] and coastal waters) or to
groundwater. The WFD River Waterbody Status for the Barrow relating to the proposed
development site is divided into sections the status of which follows the sampling
locations as detailed above. The upper section of the study area which comprises the
Grand Canal/Barrow Line (an Artificial Waterbody) is classified as good ecological
potential. The Barrow Line (Grand Canal) monitoring data including the physico
chemistry data used to contribute to the classification is included as Appendix 7-1 of
the EIS.

5.4.2.2.9 Kingfisher Survey on the Barrow System (NPWS 2010)
The National Parks and Wildlife Service commissioned report ‘Assessment of the
distribution and abundance of Kingfisher Alcedo atthis and other riparian birds on six
SAC river systems in Ireland’ was prepared by BirdWatch Ireland and published in June
2010.
The principal objective of this survey was to quantify the distribution and densities of
Kingfisher and other waterways birds throughout six SAC river systems. Six river
systems, which were known to support Kingfisher, were selected for survey: River
Boyne and River Blackwater, Munster Blackwater, River Moy, River Clare, River
Barrow, River Nore. An additional two smaller river systems were surveyed by NPWS
conservation rangers: the Gill and the Ilen.
The total number of active nests per kilometre across the rivers varied considerably,
and was in line with the abundance of territories. Suitable nesting banks were more
prevalent on the Nore than any of the remaining five systems, and the Nore also
supported the highest totals of active nests per kilometre. These factors probably
explain why it had the highest territory abundance. By contrast, the vast majority of the
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River Barrow had banks under one metre in height, which may explain why it had much
fewer Kingfisher territories than the neighbouring Nore. The apparent proximity of
Kingfisher territories on the Barrow may be related to the shortage of suitable nesting
banks elsewhere on the system. The Barrow system had one of the lowest densities of
all the systems surveyed (0.04-0.08 territories per kilometre).
5.4.2.3

Ecological Survey of the Grand Canal (OPW 1992)
An ecological survey of the Grand Canal was carried out on behalf of the Wildlife
Services and Waterways Section of the Office of Public Works in 1991. The objective of
this report was to assess the canal corridor for its nature conservation and to make
recommendations for its management. The corridor was divided into the navigable and
non-navigable sections. The navigable sections consisted of the Circular Line, the
Mainline, the Barrow Line, the Edenderry Branch and the navigable section of the Naas
Branch as far as Nass itself. This ecological survey report was reviewed as part of the
current assessment.

5.4.2.4

Conclusions of the Desk Study
The desk study revealed that the proposed development is located within the boundary
of a number of designated sites including the River Barrow and River Nore SAC
(002162), Barrow Valley at Tankardstown Bridge pNHA (000858) and The Grand Canal
pNHA (002104).
A number of rare and protected habitats, flora and fauna have been recorded from the
hectads in which the proposed development is located. The field surveys will identify if
any of the identified habitats flora or fauna or additional ecological receptors occur
within the study area.
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5.4.3 Field Assessment
5.4.3.1

Habitats and Flora in the Existing Environment
Habitats present within the development site red line boundary are listed below in
Table 5.13.
Habitat mapping followed the Heritage Council Guidelines (Smith et al 2011) which sets
out minimum habitat area thresholds for mapping. In this regard, the existing Barrow
way track in certain areas has been mapped as part of a larger habitat polygon. Where
this has occurred the habitat has been marked with an asterisk * in Table 5.13 below.
Such habitats will not be directly impacted by the proposed development. Habitat
mapping of the entire route, which includes the locations of potential Annex I habitats,
is provided in Appendix 5-2.
Table 5.13 Habitats within the Barrow Blueway Red Line Boundary

Habitat Name
Amenity grassland (improved)
Buildings / Gardens
Buildings and artificial surfaces
Canals
Depositing/lowland rivers
Dry calcareous and neutral grassland
Dry meadows and grassy verges
Dry meadows and grassy verges / Scrub
Horticultural land
Reed and large sedge swamps
Scattered trees and parkland
Spoil and bare ground
Stonewalls and other stonework
Towpath mosaic
Wet grassland
*Arable crops
*Dense Bracken
*(Mixed) broadleaved woodland
*Mixed broadleaved/conifer woodland
*(Mixed) conifer woodland
*Conifer plantation
*Drainage ditch
*Hedgerows
*Improved agricultural grassland
*Oak-ash-hazel woodland
*Other Artificial Lakes and Ponds
*Rich fen and flush
*Scrub
*Tall-herb swamps
*Treelines
*Wet pedunculate oak-ash woodland
*Riparian Woodland
*Wet willow-alder-ash woodland

McCarthy Keville O’Sullivan Ltd. – Planning & Environmental Consultants

Habitat Code
GA2
BL3 / GA2
BL3
FW3
FW2
GS1
GS2
GS2 / WS1
BC2
FS1
WD5
ED2
BL1
ED3 / FS1 / GS1 / GS2
GS4
BC1
HD1
WD1
WD2
WD3
WD4
FW4
WL1
GA1
WN2
FL8
PF1
WS1
FS2
WL2
WN4
WN5
WN6
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5.4.3.1.1 Amenity grassland (improved) (GA1)
Amenity Grassland was most commonly associated with built structures and canal
infrastructure such as at locks, bridges and roads, in the vicinity of houses and in the
towns and villages. These habitats were actively managed and mown to retain a short
sward and had a low species diversity. The habitat was also found along the trackway
where it had been recently mown. In most areas (away from locks/towns etc.) it would
soon succeed to other habitats such as Dry Meadows & Grassy Verges (GS2).

Plate 5.1. Amenity Grassland near Ballingrane Lock

5.4.3.1.2 Arable crops (BC1) and Improved Agricultural Grassland (GA1)
Arable Crops relates to agricultural land that is cultivated for the production of arable
crops. It was commonly found adjacent to the redline boundary.
Improved agricultural grassland was most commonly recorded adjacent to the redline
boundary, however some areas within the development footprint conformed to this
classification.

5.4.3.1.3 Buildings and artificial surfaces (BL3), Stone Walls and Other Stonework
(BL1) & Spoil and Bare Ground (ED2)
These classifications include built up areas such as Paved Roads, Unbound tracks,
buildings, locks, bridges and railway tracks. Whilst the roads and many of the buildings
were not of particular ecological significance, the locks, bridges and other stone
infrastructure associated with the navigation supported distinct floral communities
with plants such as Red Valarian (Centranthus rubra), Pellitory of the Wall (Parietaria
officinalis), Wall Rue (Asplenium ruta muraria), Rustyback Fern (Asplenium ceterach),
Figwort (Scrophularia nodosa), Ivy Leaved Toadflax (Cymbalaria muralis), Maidenhair
Spleenwort (Asplenium trichomanes) and Black Spleenwort (Asplenium adiantumnigrum). All proposed/exiting carparks are located within these habitat types.
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Plate 5.2. Graiguenamanagh Bridge with Pellitory of the Wall and Ragwort on the
bridge.

Plate 5.3. Vegetation growing on the walls of Clogrennan Lock

5.4.3.1.4 Canals
The Barrow Line canal was moderately deep and steep sided and supported abundant
aquatic and emergent vegetation. Spiked water-milfoil was typically the dominant
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submerged aquatic and is kept under control by Waterways Ireland with weed-cutting
boats. Pondweeds were usually present, as were stoneworts, which were sometimes
abundant where competition with vascular plants was not too high. Unbranched burreed was the most abundant floating aquatic. Other frequently occurring species were
yellow water-lily, water-plantain, arrowhead and the aquatic form of amphibious
bistort. The invasive Nuttall’s waterweed was widespread, but was abundant only in a
few sections towards the south end of the Barrow Line.

Plate 5.4 Canal (FW3) at Glenaree Bridge on the Barrow Line

Along the River Barrow canal sections are generally man-made and run from where
they leave the main channel of the river at the lower end of a weir to where the rejoin
the main channel downstream of a lock. There is little flow on these canal sections and
many have encroachment of Willow scrub and woodland from the islands and also
dense growth of emergent, reedswamp vegetation at the margins There was a far
greater diversity of macrophyte growth within the canal sections than in the open river
channel. Emergent species typically found in this habitat included Reed Sweet Grass
(Glyceria maxima), Reed Canary Grass (Phalaris arundinacea), Common Club Rush
(Schoenoplectus lacustris), Arrowhead (Sagittaria sagittaria), Branched Bur Reed
(Sparganium erectum), Unbranched Bur Reed (Sparganium emersum) Broad Leaved
Pondweed (Potamogeton natans), Water Plantain (Alisma plantago-aquaticum), Water
Cress (Rorippa nasturtium-aquaticum) and Amphibious Bistort (Persicaria amphibia).
The substrate of these canal sections is generally thick silt and submerged plants are
abundant in many areas. Typical submerged species include Spiked Water Milfoil
(Myriophyllum spicatum), Water Starwort (Callitriche sp.), Canadian Pondweed (Elodea
canadensis), Clasping Leaved Pondweed (Potamogeton perfoliatus), Small Pondweed
(Potamogeton berchitoldii). Floating species found included Yellow Water Lily (Nuphar
lutea) and Duckweeds (Lemna minor and Lemna trisulca). The invasive Water Fern
(Azolla filiculoides) was found in large floating mats in some of the canal areas and in
and around the locks. This species is known to accumulate in large amounts on still or
slow flowing waters and can look like a flat, green lawn.

McCarthy Keville O’Sullivan Ltd. – Planning & Environmental Consultants

5-36

Barrow Blueway – Environmental Impact Statement
170526a – EIS – 2017.12.08 – F

5.4.3.1.5 Depositing/lowland rivers
The river Barrow, throughout the study area is best classified as a Lowland Depositing
River. In most areas it is relatively slow flowing and with a tendency towards deposition
of sediments rather than erosion. This is evidenced by the presence of plants such as
Common Club Rush (Schoenoplectus lacustris), Branched Bur Reed (Sparganium
erectum), Reed Canary Grass (Phalaris arundinacea) and Reed Sweet Grass (Glyceria
maxima) growing within and at the edges of the channel. In some areas, floating mats
of aquatic plants such as Fool’s Watercress (Apium nodiflorum) were present at the
sides of the river. In addition, where left un-managed there is a tendency for alluvial
islands to develop. Some of these islands have developed woodland vegetation
communities and are expanding as the trees and emergent vegetation around the
fringes, trap more silt thus expanding the islands. Whilst the river is overall classified
as a Depositing Lowland River (FW2), there are areas along the route that are better
classified as an Eroding River (FW1). Generally, these were small sections located
around the manmade weirs and in sections of the river downstream of the weirs where
the lateral cuts had been made to divert water away from the main channel. This is
logical from a navigation point of view as the lateral cuts were constructed to allow
navigation past the shallower, faster flowing sections of the river. The river was very
similar in form throughout the navigation between Athy and St. Mullins with variations
recurring similarly throughout the study area. These variations were generally
associated with areas where the navigation canals split from the main channel to avoid
shallower, faster flowing sections of river.

Plate 5.5. River Barrow facing upstream from Tankardstown Bridge near Maganey, Co.
Kildare
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Plate 5.6. River Barrow upstream of Carlow

5.4.3.1.6 Drainage ditches
Over the majority of the navigation, the trackway was accompanied by a drainage ditch
inland of the path. This drain was often on the property boundary and was in many
areas associated with a tree line. In some areas the drain was a defined channel with
drier lands behind and in others it graded into wetlands including Reedswamp, Tall
Herb Swamp, Wet Grassland or Wet Willow Alder Ash Woodland. Over the majority of
the route, the drain was choked with vegetation with typical species including Reed
Sweet Grass (Glyceria maxima), Fool’s Watercress (Apium nodiflorum), Reed Canary
Grass (Phalaris arundinacea), Great Willowherb (Epilobium hirsuitum) and Branched
Bur Reed (Sparganium erectum). In areas of more open water, species such as Water
Starwort (Callitriche sp.) and Water Millfoil (Myriophylum spicatum). The invasive
species Himalayan Balsam (Impatiens glandulifera) was often found in and around the
drainage ditchs along the Barrow. In some areas along the Barrow where open water
was present the invasive Water Fern (Azolla fuliculoides) was recorded.
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Plate 5.7 Section of drainage ditch with Water Fern covering surface

5.4.3.1.7 Dry calcareous and neutral grassland
Examples of the dry calcareous and neutral grassland (GS1) were associated with dry
parts of the bank verge where infertile soil, mowing or disturbance has kept more
competitive species from dominating. This was the most species- rich and attractive
habitat found in the study area. Characteristic grasses and sedges included red fescue,
quaking-grass, crested dog’s-tail, sweet vernal grass and glaucous sedge. Many
different broadleaved herbs were found in this habitat, the most frequently occurring
of which included lady’s bedstraw, red clover, common knapweed, bird’s-foot trefoil,
black medick, selfheal, wild carrot, eyebright, ribwort plantain, cat’s-ear, red barista,
field scabious, oxeye daisy, wild marjoram and common spotted-orchid. Other orchid
species recorded in this habitat included pyramidal orchid, fragrant orchid and lesser
Twayblade. Well-developed, species-rich examples of this habitat were referable to
the Annex I habitat orchid-rich calcareous grassland (6210).
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Plate 5.8. Dry calcareous grassland (GS1) on canal bank verge on the Barrow Line

5.4.3.1.8 Dry meadows and grassy verges
This habitat was encountered throughout the study area where the grasses had not
recently been cut and had grown tall and become rank. Typical species included Cock’s
Foot (Dactylis glomerata), Yorkshire Fog (Holcus lanatus), Creeping Buttercup
(Ranunculus repens), Meadow Vetchling (Lathyrus pratensis), Bush Vetch (Vicia
sepium), Ribwort Plantain (Plantago lanceolota), Greater Plantain (Plantago major) and
Nettle (Urtica dioica). The habitat forms a mosaic with Scrub where it has been uncut
for longer than one growing season with species including Bramble (Rubus fruiticosus)
and regrowth of trees including Ash (Fraxinus excelsior) and Sycamore (Acer
pseudoplatanus). The habitat was also recorded in a few areas of abandoned or
undermanaged agricultural land or waste grounds. This habitat often formed an
intimate mosaic with Scrub (WS1)
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Plate 5.9. Dry Meadows & Grassy Verges alongside Tinnahinch Lock

5.4.3.1.9 Hedgerows and Treelines
Much of the trackway and backdrain along the route is accompanied by a Tree Line.
This varied in size, density and species composition throughout the route but was often
dominated by Ash (Fraxinus excelsior), Sycamore (Acer pseudoplatanus), Hawthorn
(Crataegus monogyna) Willow (Salix spp.) and Alder (Alnus glutinosa). Other typical
species associated with the tree lines included Bramble (Rubus fruiticosus), Guelder
Rose (Viburnum opulus), Elder (Sambucus nigra) and Spindle (Euonymus europeaus).
Hedgerows (WL1) were less common along the route but where they occurred
Hawthorn (Crataegus monogyna) was the dominant component.
Tree lines were also recorded on the bank of the river at various locations along the
route. These were generally dominated by White Willow (Salix alba), Alder (Alnus
glutinosa) and Ash (Fraxinus excelsior). Hedges were far less common within the study
area.
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Plate 5.10. Typical Ash dominated treeline to the south of Bagenalstown

Plate 5.11. Ash/Willow tree line along western bank of the river.

5.4.3.1.10 Woodlands
Woodland were only recorded adjacent to the development footprint. There will be no
woodland loss associated within this development. Where the development passes in
proximity to woodland areas it follows the existing trackways. The following sections
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give an overview of the woodland habitats recorded adjacent to the development
footprint during the ecological surveys
Wet Willow-Alder-Ash Woodland (WN6)
This habitat was found in many locations within the study area. It was generally
dominated by Alder (Alnus glutinosa), Ash (Fraxinus excelsior) and various Willows
including White Willow (Salix alba), Crack Willow (Salix fragilis) and Sally (Salix
cinerea). It was most often found in permanently waterlogged sites that were inland of
the trackway and were as extensions of the associated back drain. In some places, they
could have been classified as Willow Scrub but in general, were over four metres in
height and were thus considered woodland. In general, the ground flora consisted of
Reedswamp or Tall Herb Swamp vegetation and in places tree cover was patchy. In
some areas, there appeared to be die back in the Alder and Willow trees within the wet
woodlands, possibly indicating some change in conditions that may not suit the tree
species present. These areas of die back appeared to be in the wettest sections of this
woodland type. The Willow/Ash dominated woodlands within and adjacent to
watercourses were classified as Riparian Woodland (WN5) and are discussed below.
Particular examples of this habitat have been identified to the, north of Monasterevin
south of Ballyteiglea Bridge in the Borris Demesne, to the south of Tinnahinch Lock, to
the south of Lower Ballyellin Lock and to the north of Ardreigh Lock.
This habitat has the potential to support the EU Habitats Directive Annex I Habitat

Alluvial forests with Alnus glutinosa and Fraxinus excelsior (Alno-padion, Alnion
incanae, Salicion albae) (91EO.). Habitat mapping of the entire route, which includes
the locations of potential Annex I habitats, is provided in Appendix 5-2. Potential Annex
I habitats are outlined in hatching on the Habitat Mapping Figures.

Plate 5.12. Willow dominated patchy woodland to the south of Ballyteiglea Bridge
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Plate 5.13. Wet/Willow/Alder/Ash Woodland behind the trackway North of
Monasterevin

Riparian Woodland (WN5)
The most frequently encountered woodland habitat type along the study area was
Riparian Woodland (WN5). This woodland was typically dominated by Willows including
White Willow (Salix alba), Crack Willow (Salix fragilis) and Sally (Salix cinerea). There
was a high Ash (Fraxinus excelsior) component on the areas on higher ground, and very
little Alder (Alnus glutinosa) in the habitat. The ground flora was in general, grassy in
this habitat with dominant Reed Canary Grass (Phalaris arundinacea), Nettle (Urtica
dioica), Hedge Bindweed (Calystegia sepium), Meadowsweet (Filipendula ulmaria),
Angelica (Angelica sylvestris) and the invasive species Himalayan Balsam (Impatiens
glandulifera). This habitat was found on the margins of the river, particularly on the
bank opposite the trackway where it is left unmanaged (not cut to facilitate access). It
is also found on the low alluvial islands that form in the middle of the river channel and
on the man-made islands alongside the canals. The habitat includes trees that
overhang the river and encroach into the channel. These trees and branches trap silt
and lead to the formation of reedswamp and in turn expansion of the islands/woodland.
This type of habitat ultimately develops where silt accumulates and would be found on
the weirs and other structures without management to keep it in check. In some
places, it grades into Willow Scrub but in most the habitat is greater than four metres
in height and is thus better classified as woodland. The riparian woodlands that are
found on the man-made islands along the canals are generally higher above the river
than the fringing woodlands and natural islands and have a drier substrate. These
islands tend to support Riparian Woodland at their upstream ends but often grade into
Wet Grassland or Mixed Broadleaved Woodlands close to the locks at the downstream
ends.
Section of the woodlands have the potential to correspond with the EU Habitats
Directive, Annex I priority habitat ‘Alluvial forests with Alnus glutinosa and Fraxinus
excelsior (Alno-padion, Alnion incanae, Salicion albae) (91EO). Particularly good
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examples of Riparian Woodland were identified at Maganey Bridge, downstream of
Leighlinbridge and within the Borris Demesne. Habitat mapping of the entire route,
which includes the locations of potential Annex I habitats, is provided in Appendix 5-2.
Potential Annex I habitats are outlined in hatching on the Habitat Mapping Figures.

Plate 5.14. Alluvial Woodlands and Islands at Maganey Bridge.

Plate 5.15. Alluvial woodlands near Borris

McCarthy Keville O’Sullivan Ltd. – Planning & Environmental Consultants

5-45

Barrow Blueway – Environmental Impact Statement
170526a – EIS – 2017.12.08 – F

Wet Oak-Ash Woodlands (WN4)
Old Oak woodlands flanked the eastern bank of the river between Ballyteiglea Bridge
and Borris Lock. These were located outside the site boundary and extended up the
hillside away from the river. In the area visible from the trackway, these woodlands
were on relatively level and wet ground behind the backdrain and were in general best
classified as Wet Oak-Ash Woodland. Further away from the river, on higher ground,
the woodland habitat changes and in places resembles Oak-Birch-Holly Woodland
(WN1) and Oak Ash Hazel Woodland (WN2) but also includes non-native species such
as Beech and grades into Mixed Broadleaved Woodland (WD1). This habitat type came
close to the back drain in a few places between Ballyteiglea Bridge and Borris Lock
and at Cournellan Wood but overall was closer to WN4 close to the backdrain.
Another area where Oak woods would have dominated in the past was Bahana Wood
near St.Mullins. This woodland however, supported a population of non-native species
such as Beech (Fagus sylvatica) and was better classified as Mixed Broadleaved
Woodland (WD1).
These woodlands are designated for conservation as part of the River Barrow & River
Nore SAC and are described in the site synopsis as being among the best examples of
Oak Woodlands in the site. The EU Habitats Directive Annex I Habitat ‘Old Sessile Oak
Woods with Ilex and Blechnum in the British Isles’ is among the qualifying interests of
the SAC and this habitat is represented in the Borris Demesne, though is not well
represented within the study area. Similar woods continue, rising steeply from the river
on the east bank downstream of the Ballynagrane Lock near Cournellan Lock.
Habitat mapping of the entire route, which includes the locations of potential Annex I
habitats, is provided in Appendix 5-2. Potential Annex I habitats are outlined in hatching
on the Habitat Mapping Figures.

Plate 5.16 Wooded river Valley in Borris demesne
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Oak-Ash-Hazel Woodland (WN2)
This habitat occurred in woodlands where Ash (Fraxinus excelsior)/Hazel (Corylus
avellana) were dominant in the woodland canopy. This was often associated with
scrubby areas of woodland on higher and drier ground that was separated from the
river and not waterlogged or regularly flooded. It was found at various locations along
the route. Good examples include south of Monasterevin, Ballyteiglea Bridge and
Goresbridge and within the Borris Demesne.

Plate 5.17. Oak-Ash-Hazel Woodland on higher ground behind reedswamp to the north of
Ballyteiglea Bridge.

Mixed Broadleaved Woodland (WD1) Mixed Broadleaved/Conifer Woodland
(WD2) Mixed Conifer Woodland (WD3)
Mixed broadleaved woodland and Mixed Broadleaved Conifer Woodlands were found at
various locations along the Barrow navigation. Large blocks of these woodland types
were found around country estates and Manor houses with associated planting such
as near Borris, Milford and St.Mullins. Particularly mature and intact woodlands are
present around the Borris estate and these grade into Oak-Birch-Holly Woodlands
(WN1) in this area. In addition, smaller areas were found around smaller houses and
gardens and in particular on some of the man made islands adjacent to the locks. There
was some variation within the habitat type but typical non-native species include
Sycamore (Acer pseudoplatanus) and Beech (Fagus sylvatica) and various conifers
including Larch (Larix sp.), Spruce (Picea sp.) and Douglas Fir (Pseudotsuga menziesii).
Mixed woodlands are also often found in small areas on the islands opposite lock
keepers cottages. These are presumably the result of overgrown gardens and often
contain Plum trees.
Whilst these woodlands are not natural in character, and have been planted or highly
modified from their natural state, they do provide habitat and structural diversity to the
river corridor.
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These woodlands occur throughout the study area. Good examples of these mixed
woodlands occur at Milford, Graiguenamanagh, Clogrenan Lock and St. Mullins. The
Milford area supports a good combination of mixed broadleaved/conifer woodlands and
varied aquatic habitats along with old buildings and consequently has high potential for
bat species. The mixed woodlands recorded at Graiguenamanagh are recorded within
the NPWS Conservation Objectives for the River Barrow & River Nore SAC as an
example of the Annex I Habitat ‘Old Sessile Oak Woods with Ilex and Blechnum in the
British Isles’. This habitat was not recorded from the trackway during the survey as the
woodlands contained a high percentage of non-native species such as Beech.

Plate 5.18. Mixed Broadleaved Woodland on the eastern bank of the river near Borris
Demesne.
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Plate 5.19. Mixed Broadleaved Conifer Woodland on the eastern bank close to
St.Mullins.

Plate 5.20. Mixed Broadleaved Woodland at Slyguff Lock. To right of picture.

Conifer Plantation (WD4)
This habitat type was recorded at various locations along the route and included stands
of planted conifer trees. There was a stand of Douglas Fir on very steep rocky ground
on the east bank of the river to the north of Graiguenamanagh. Another area of this
habitat was a very wet failed plantation between Ballyteiglea Bridge and Goresbridge.
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Plate 5.21. Conifer Plantation north of Graiguenamanagh.

Plate 5.22. Failed Conifer plantation on wet ground between Ballyteiglea and Goresbridge.

5.4.3.1.11 Towpath Mosaic
The trackway consisted of a number of habitats that were closely linked and graded in
to one another and were broadly similar throughout the study area. The path itself was,
in many areas, covered with a sward of grass. In other areas, there was a narrow strip
of stone that was worn down by either vehicular or pedestrian usage that prevented
full recolonisation. In fewer places, in general, close to settlements along the route,
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the path was more formal and open to vehicular traffic. These areas were generally
surfaced with loose stone and were rarely surfaced with tarmac. The grassy areas
were cut every 2-3 weeks during the summer and were best classified as either
Amenity Grassland (GA2) or Dry Meadows & Grassy Verges (GS2) depending on the
length of the grass and duration since the previous maintenance had taken place. The
areas where a small path had been worn down were generally best classified as
Recolonising Bare Ground (ED3) and where the path took the form of a more formal
road, it was best classified as Spoil & Bare Ground (ED2) or Buildings and Artificial
Surfaces (BL3).
The sides of the path were cut with a flail trimmer on a less frequent basis and in
general formed a habitat that ranged between Wet Grassland (GS4) and Dry Meadows
& Grassy Verges (GS2) where it had been recently maintained and Scrub (WS1) where
Bramble (Rubus fruiticosus) and trees such as Ash (Fraxinus excelsior) had begun to
recolonise. In some areas, where maintenance had not been carried out for several
years, trees had grown up alongside the trackway, between it and the river, and were
best classified as Tree Lines (WL2) or Hedges (WL1).
Because the afore-mentioned habitats are broadly similar throughout, and because
they change and merge so rapidly, they were mapped as one broad habitat mosaic type
with the exception of where they were classified as a Buildings & Artificial Surfaces
(BL3) or Spoil & Bare Ground (ED2). Whilst this is a broad brush approach, it avoids
confusion in the mapping and allows for the fact that the habitats change rapidly with
continued maintenance.

Plate 5.23. Example of towpath mosaic along the Barrow Line

5.4.3.1.12 Reed and large sedge swamps
A fringe of reed and large sedge swamp (FS1) was frequently present at the edge of the
canal/River. This habitat was usually dominated by a dense stand of a single species
emerging from shallow water. Common club-rush, common reed and reed sweetgrass were the most common reed swamp constituents. Lesser pond sedge was a
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frequent reed swamp component on section of the Barrow line. In other areas species,
such as bulrush or greater spearwort were present. Along the river Barrow, this
habitat was present in various forms and was dominated by a variety of species
composition types. In some areas it was dominated by Common Club Rush
(Schoenoplectus lacustris) either fringing the banks or growing in patches within the
river channel. In other areas it was dominated by Reed Canary Grass and/or Reed
Sweet Grass along and generally fringed the banks. In a few isolated areas it was
dominated by Common Reed (Phragmites australis).

Plate 5.24. Example of Phragmites australis dominated Reed and Large Sedge Swamp located
along the Barrow Line

5.4.3.1.13 Rich fen and flush
This habitat was found in various locations throughout the study area but does not
occur within the development footprint.
Black bog-rush and common reed were the most abundant species found where this
habitat occurred. Additional species included lesser spearwort, devil’s-bit scabious
meadow thistle, water mint, marsh horsetail. And the moss Campylium stellatum.
Approximately midway between Glenaree and Rathangan Bridges on the barrow line,
there was an area of rich fen (PF1) on the east side of the canal (outside the
development footprint), which corresponds to the Annex I habitat alkaline fens (7230).
The fen was quite wet with abundant black bog-rush amongst common reed; the
occasional presence of fen pondweed and bristly stonewort highlighted how wet and
calcareous the habitat was. Habitat mapping of the entire route, which includes the
locations of potential Annex I habitats, is provided in Appendix 5-2. Potential Annex I
habitats are outlined in hatching on the Habitat Mapping Figures.

5.4.3.1.14 Scattered trees and parkland
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This habitat was classified on a manmade island at Graiguenamanagh Lock and
included a small number of trees that were growing in a rank grassland habitat and
best fitted this habitat classification.

5.4.3.1.15 Tall-herb swamps
This habitat was found in various locations throughout the study area but does not
occur within the development footprint.
In some areas along the route, a habitat existed in the areas inland of the trackway
and drainage ditch that was difficult to classify. It was dominated by tall vegetation with
species including Great Willowherb (Epilobium hirsuitum), Yellow Flag (Iris
pseudacorus), Meadowsweet (Filipendula ulmaria) and Hedge Bindweed (Calystegia
sepium) without dominance of grassy or reedy species. In places, the invasive alien
species Himalayan Balsam (Impatiens glandulifera) was abundant or dominant in the
vegetation. In other areas, this habitat graded into Reedswamp as described above and
also into Wet Grassland. In general, at the time of the visit this habitat, was wet
underfoot, and supported standing water close to the drainage ditch and was like an
extension of the ditch.
This habitat has the potential to support the EU Habitats Directive Annex I Habitat
‘Hydrophilous Tall Herb Fringe Communities’ (Code 6430) that is among the qualifying
interests of the River Barrow and River Nore SAC. This annexed habitat was not
recorded during the survey but may occur in small patches within the Reed and Tall
Herb Swamps. Habitat mapping of the entire route, which includes the locations of
potential Annex I habitats, is provided in Appendix 5-2. Potential Annex I habitats are
outlined in hatching on the Habitat Mapping Figures.
Good examples of Tall Herb Swamp occur near Tinnahinch Lock, Slyguff Lock, south of
Ardreigh Lock and South of Goresbridge.

Plate 5.25. Great Willowherb dominated habitat classified as tall herb swamp close to
Ballyteiglea Lock
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5.4.3.1.16 Wet grassland
Wet grassland (GS4) occurred throughout the study area and was a typical component
of the towpath mosaic. Typical wetland grasses included Yorkshire fog, creeping bent,
reed canary-grass, rough meadow- grass and sometimes common reed. Hard rush
was also common. Drier variants transitional to dry grassy verges (GS2) were often
characterised by tussock-forming grasses frequent in drier habitats, such as false oatgrass and cock’s-foot, accompanied by wetland forbs. Wet grassland forbs included
many of the marsh species in addition to hedge bindweed, tufted vetch, common nettle,
silverweed, marsh woundwort and square-stalked St John’s wort. This habitat often
formed intimate mosaics with Scrub (WS1).

5.4.3.1.17 Bridges
It is proposed to construct two new pedestrian footbridges over the canal on the Barrow
Line. Bridges will be located at Athy and Rathangan.
There is an existing paved towpath classified as Buildings and Artificial Surfaces (BL3)
on both sides of the canal at Athy. The proposed bridge will provide a link between the
paved tracks. The bank verges are maintained and dominated by Amenity grassland
(GA2).
At Rathangen, the bridge connects two sections of towpath on either side of the canal.
The towpath is dominated by a mosaic of Spoil and bare ground (ED2), Recolonising
bare ground (ED3), Amenity grassland (GA2) and Dry meadow and grassy verges (GS2)
The bridges have been designed to minimise shading through sympathetic design (i.e.
narrow structure and high arches designed to maximize light under the structure.
Bat boxes and bird boxes shall be fixed to the bridges once constructed.

5.4.3.1.18 Instream works Locations
No instream works are proposed in the river section of the navigation. All instream
works are small scale in nature and occur along canalised sections of waterway
utilised for navigation purposes. Banks repairs are proposed at three short sections
(total 55m) at Millford and a short cantilever walkway (38m) is proposed at
Bagenalstown.
Millford
The bank repair works at Milford occur on a canalized section of waterway upstream
of an existing lock. The canal has abundant macrophyte growth dominated by the
floating form of bur-reed with frequent water starwort (Callitriche sp.), yellow water
lily and Canadian pondweed, and occasional arrowhead and small pondweed. The
eastern canal bank is fringed by a well-developed treeline (WL2) comprised of ash,
sycamore, field maple and occasional oak (Quercus robur). The lands to the west of the
canal are under parkland (WD5) while some wet willow-alder-ash woodland (WN6)
occurs along islands at the upstream and downstream of the weir on the river.
No evidence of freshwater Crayfish (Austropotamobius pallipes) or lamprey
ammocoetes were recorded from the canal. No otter activity was recorded from the
zone of influence either and there was no suitable cavities or sites for a holt recorded
from the area. The banks of the canal and the back ditch are also unsuited for nesting
habitat by kingfisher.
Bagenalstown
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The proposed cantilever section of the Blueway at Bagenalstown occurs along a
canalised section of navigation channel with no riparian vegetation. The river bank at
the location of works is retained by an artificial wall (BL1) which is elevated in the
vicinity of the junction but downstream along Bachelors walk is a low structure topped
by a gently sloping mown grassy bank (GA2). The water depth adjacent to the wall at
the zone of influence is approximately 0.5m with a gentle glide flow and a cobble
substrate with abundant green algae (Cladophora sp.). Aquatic vegetation is dominated
by yellow water lily, perfoliate pondweed, hybrid pondweed (Potamogeton x zizii) and
water celery (Apium nodiflorum). There is no potential otter holt or couch sites in the
vicinity of the quay though the island and associated mill may provide suitable
conditions. The fringing habitats along the river bank in the zone of influence are not
suitable for lamprey ammocoetes.

5.4.3.1.19 Annex I habitats
Potential Annex I habitats were recorded in numerous locations throughout the study
area. Only one small section of potential Annex I type Semi-natural dry grasslands and
scrubland facies on calcareous substrates (Festuco-Brometalia) [6210] will be directly
impacted by the proposed development on the Barrow Line.
The development has been specifically designed to completely avoid all other Annex I
habitats. Habitat mapping of the entire route, which includes the locations of potential
Annex I habitats, is provided in Appendix 5-2. The maps are presented at a scale of
1:2,500. Potential Annex I habitats are outlined in hatching and the Key Plan includes
reference to Figures which contain potential Annex I habitat areas. Figures 5.3a and
5.3b show typical examples of locations where potential Annex I habitats occur
adjacent to the existing track.
A precautionary approach has been adopted with regard to the classification of Annex
I habitats. The following Fossitt habitat classifications were identified as having
potential to correspond to Annex I habitats on a precautionary basis:







Tall-herb swamps (FS2) - (Hydrophilous tall herb fringe communities of plains
and of the montane to alpine levels [6430])
Dry calcareous and neutral grassland (GS1) - (Semi-natural dry grasslands
and scrubland facies on calcareous substrates (Festuco-Brometalia) [6210])
Wet grassland (GS4) (Confirmed locations) - (Molinia Meadows [6410])
Rich fen and flush (PF1) - (Alkaline Fen [7230])
Wet pedunculate oak-ash woodland (WN4) - (Old sessile oak woods with Ilex
and Blechnum in the British Isles [91A0])
Riparian woodland (WN5) and Wet willow-alder-ash woodland (WN6) - (Alnus
glutinosa and Fraxinus excelsior (Alno-Padion, Alnion incanae, Salicion albae)
[91E0])

The project has been designed to avoid all areas of potential Annex I habitats within the
SAC.
Potential Annex I type Semi-natural dry grasslands and scrubland facies on calcareous
substrates (Festuco-Brometalia) [6210] were recorded within the redline boundary on
the Barrow line. The grassland was recorded along the towpath at Balintogher. The
proposed development follows the existing towpath in this area.
An Annex I habitat mosaic consisting of Molinia Meadows [6410] and Alkaline Fen
[7230] was recorded at Kilmoney North on the Barrow Line. These habitats are present
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within the redline boundary but are completely avoided by the development footprint
which follows the existing towpath in the area.
The Annex I habitats Alluvial forests with Alnus glutinosa and Fraxinus excelsior (AlnoPadion, Alnion incanae, Salicion albae) [91E0] and Old sessile oak woods with Ilex and
Blechnum in the British Isles [91A0] have been recorded adjacent to the route of the
proposed Blueway. Wet woodlands (WN6) with the potential to correspond to the Annex
I 91E0 habitat were recorded in 2012 at the following locations: south of Ballyteiglea
Bridge in the Borris Demesne, to the south of Tinnahinch Lock, to the south of Lower
Ballyellin Lock and to the north of Ardreigh Lock. Oak-ash dominated woodland with
the potential to correspond to the Annex I habitat 91A0 were recorded at Borris
Demesne, Cournellan Wood and also Bahana Wood near St.Mullins.
The proposed development will not directly impact on woodland in any regard. The
proposed Blueway follows the existing Barrow Way and will not encroach upon or
result in the loss of any woodland area. In addition there will be no loss of native trees
or shrubs.
Potential Annex I habitat Hydrophilous tall herb fringe communities of plains and of the
montane to alpine levels [6430] was recorded during the ecological surveys undertaken
in 2012 and 2015. These areas are located outside the development footprint and will
be retained.
This habitat was recorded in areas setback from the River Barrow and outside the
development footprint.
In 2012 the 6430 habitat was recorded near Tinnahinch, Slyguff Lock, near Ballyteiglea
Lock and south of Ardreigh. The proposed development avoids all areas of Annex I 6430
habitat. In 2015 it was recorded as a narrow strip of riparian vegetation next to the River
Barrow at Carlow Town and to the north of Graiguenamanagh. The Article 17 GIS point
datasets for the Annex I habitat contain polygon habitat records which occur adjacent
to the proposed Blueway in County Laois and in Bahana and Bauk Co Carlow. All the
identified areas are outside the proposed development footprint and will not be directly
impacted by the proposed development.

5.4.3.1.20 Botanical Species Present
A full list of the vascular plant, bryophyte and lichen species recorded at each survey
section along the navigation is provided in the survey reports in Appendix 5-1
Species listed in Annex II of the EU Habitats Directive or additional flora listed in the
Flora (Protection) Order (2015) or are listed as rare or threatened in the red list of
vascular plants (Curtis & McGough, 1988) were not recorded.

5.4.3.1.21 Significance of Flora
Species listed in Annex II of the EU Habitats Directive or additional flora listed in the
Flora (Protection) Order (2015) or are listed as rare or threatened in the red list of
vascular plants (Curtis & McGough, 1988) were not recorded. Consequently, no floral
species has been selected as a Key Ecological Receptor.

5.4.3.1.22 Significance of Habitats
Ecological evaluation within this section follows a methodology that is set out in
Chapter three of the ‘Guidelines for Assessment of Ecological Impacts of National
Roads Schemes’ (NRA, 2009).
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Annex I habitats listed as Qualifying Interests of the River Barrow and River Nore SAC
including Alnus glutinosa and Fraxinus excelsior (Alno-Padion, Alnion incanae,
Salicion albae) [91E0] and Old sessile oak woods with Ilex and Blechnum in the British
Isles [91A0] and Hydrophilous tall herb fringe communities of plains and of the
montane to alpine levels [6430] have been assigned International Importance.
Woodland will not be directly impacted by the proposed development. The Annex I
[91E0] and [6430] habitat are susceptible to surface water pollution and are classified
as KERs for further assessment.
Oak woodlands will not be impacted in any regard by the proposed development and
consequently they are not classified as KERs or considered further in this assessment.
Potential Annex I type Semi-natural dry grasslands and scrubland facies on calcareous
substrates (Festuco-Brometalia) [6210], were recorded within the redline boundary
along the Barrow Line (See Figure 5.4). The habitat has been assigned National
Importance on a precautionary basis and is classified as a Key Ecological Receptor.
The development follows the existing towpath in this area and therefore this habitat
will not be impacted upon.
Areas of Annex I habitat Molinia Meadows [6410] and Alkaline Fen [7230] recorded on
the Barrow Line are assigned County importance on a precautionary basis. These
habitats occur outside the development footprint and given the nature and scale of the
works indirect impacts are not anticipated. Consequently, these habitats are not
classified as Key Ecological Receptors and are not considered further in this
assessment.
The canal along the Barrow Line is assigned National Importance given that it forms
part of a site which is proposed as a Natural Heritage Area. The waterway is classified
as a Key Ecological Receptor.
The River Barrow, its canals and associated back drains are assigned International
Importance as they form part of the River Barrow and River Nore SAC and are essential
in maintaining the coherence of the European Site. The River Barrow is classified as a
Key Ecological Receptor
The Woodlands, Hedgerows and Treelines in the study area which do not correspond
to Annex I habitat types are assigned Local Importance (higher value) on the basis of
supporting semi-natural habitat types with high biodiversity and high degree of
naturalness. The only proposed tree removal relates to the felling of a small stand of
nine Leylandii trees to the South of Clogheen Bridge. There will be no additional
impacts on Woodlands, Hedgerows and Treelines, consequently they are not classified
as Key Ecological Receptors.
The remaining habitat within the study area are common at all geographic scales and
are assigned Local Importance (lower value). These habitats are not classified as Key
Ecological Receptors.
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Table 5.14 Summary of Habitat classified as Key Ecological Receptors

Species

Conservation
Status

Receptor
Importance/Ecologic
al Valuation (NRA
2009)

Rationale

KER Y/N

Potential Annex I habitat:Seminatural dry grasslands and
scrubland facies on calcareous
substrates (Festuco-Brometalia)
[6210]
Potential Alnus glutinosa and
Fraxinus excelsior (Alno-Padion,
Alnion incanae, Salicion albae)
[91E0]
Potential Hydrophilous tall herb
fringe communities of plains and of
the montane to alpine levels [6430]

Habitats
Directive
Annex I habitat

National Importance

Yes

Habitats
Directive
Annex I habitat

International
Importance

Annex I habitat recorded within redline
boundary along the Barrow Line. The
development follows the existing towpath in
this area. The habitat area is considered
viable.
Annex I habitat of Qualifying Interest of River
Barrow and River Nore SAC.

Habitats
Directive
Annex I habitat

International
Importance

Annex I habitat of Qualifying Interest of River
Barrow and River Nore SAC.

Yes

The Barrow Line is a pNHA and has high
biodiversity in a local context. The
watercourse has the potential to act as a
conduit for surface water pollution to
sensitive habitats potentially located
downstream. The River Barrow is essential
in maintaining the coherence of the River
Barrow and Nore SAC. The watercourses
have the potential to support Annex listed
species under the EU Habitats and Birds
Directive

Yes

The River Barrow
(including back
drains) is assigned
River Barrow (including canals and
back drains) and Barrow Line

-

International
Importance.
The Barrow line has
been assigned

National Importance
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5.4.3.2

Fauna in the Existing Environment

5.4.3.2.1 Non-volant Mammals
Eleven species of mammal were recorded along the route of the proposed
development: Hedgehog, Pygmy Shrew, Rabbit, Irish Hare, Brown Rat, Red Fox, Pine
Marten, Irish Stoat, American Mink, Badger and Otter. Evidence of Pine marten was
recorded outside the development footprint where the proposed Blueway passes
adjacent to areas or forestry.
Badger
Badger occur throughout the island of Ireland and are afforded protection under the
Wildlife Acts, 1976-2017. Evidence recorded during the surveys are provided in Table
5.15. No badger setts were recorded within the development footprint. Evidence of
badger is mapped in Appendix 5.2.
Table 5.15. Pre 2016 survey results for Badger

Common
Name
Badger

Easting

Northing

661548.2
661461.2
661350.2
662674.6
663097.7

703373.3
703202.3
702777.4
697475.3
697429

661349.1
664838.78
670235.41
669633.51
671837.95
671583.57

702777.2
715548.92
689261.03
690138.65
678798.54
676130.88

669410.48
672389.37

663992.01
640962.73

Badger sett
Badger sett
Badger sett
Footprint
Footprint: on towpath
Sett: in wood; one entrance with
fresh spoil; path 5 m away leading
from hedge up to towpath
Badger print
Trail and snuffle holes
Trail and snuffle holes
Trail and snuffle holes
Hair and sett entry holes
Main sett located on top of
elevated embankment outside the
redline boundary.
Hair and latrine

Otter
Otter is listed under Annex II and Annex IV of the EU Habitats Directive and is also
protected under the Irish Wildlife Acts 1976-2017 and is evaluated as being Near
Threatened in the most recent Red Data list for mammals (Kingston, 2012).
Otter signs were recorded abundantly throughout the study area with spraints, prints,
trampled vegetation and feeding signs regularly noted in all sections. An Otter was
seen just downstream of the Fushoge River during the survey. Many of the spraints
contained the remains of White Clawed Crayfish, indicating the presence of this Annex
II species within the river.
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Plate 5.26. Otter Spraint with Crayfish remains south of Bagenalstown

Plate 5.27. Otter feeding sign. Half Eel with prints and spraint seen nearby (not in photograph)

The existing towpath, for the most part, consists of an elevated embankment
constructed of a substrate of aggregate material. The towpath does not offer valuable
foraging, resting or potential breeding habitat for Otter.
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The wooded and scrubby islands provide suitable habitat for Otter. The watercourses
provide an excellent source of prey species. Anecdotal evidence from locals and
Waterways Ireland staff indicates that Otter are plentiful on the river.
No Otter breeding sites or holts were observed.
The watercourses in the study area offer potential foraging and commuting habitat for
the species. While no Otter holts were identified in the study area it is likely that there
are breeding holts located in the wider area. Whilst not providing optimum habitat for
Otter it is considered likely that the smaller land drains located within the study area
may be utilised, on occasion, as commuting corridors between larger watercourses.
During the 2015 survey of instream works locations, no evidence of Otter or potential
holts were recorded. Results from the multidisciplinary walkover surveys are
presented in Table 5.16 below. Evidence of Otter is mapped in Appendix 5-2.
Table 5.16. Survey Results for Otter

Common
Name
Otter

Easting

Northing

Record

664990.66
661659.56
668791.84
669399.87
669761.45
670843.19
670886.3
671493.07
671621.75
671665.9
671622.21
671134.03
671129.92
671138.15
671369.32
671414.88
671416.74
671401.33
671381.2
671427.96
671433.97
671667.75
669929.35
669957.22
669382.8
668623.01
668960.31
669769.96
672785.83
672335.81
670604.91

715914.94
698252.98
691927.3
690391.97
689969.56
687200.13
686834.94
685880.15
685557.3
685355.66
684620.55
682821.9
682774.39
682672.27
682021.35
681623.24
681611.64
681501.7
681310.12
681112.23
681089.19
680622.91
672636.85
667408.05
660484.6
654945.12
652862.82
650837.44
648998.63
644932.7
643262.66

Spraint
Spraint
Spraint and print
Spraint and slide
Spraint and slide
Spraint and slide
Spraint and slide
Slide and spraint
Slide, spraint and trail
Slide, spraint and couch
Spraint and fish remains
Spraint and slide
Spraint and slide
Spraint and slide
Spraint and couch
Spraint and slide
Spraint and slide
Spraint and slide
Spraint and slide
Spraint and slide
Spraint and slide
Spraint
Spraint: Multiple spraints on rock
Spraint and slide
Spraint
Spraint
Spraint and remains of crayfish
Spraint
Spraint
Spraint
Spraint
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671742.1

642452.23

Spraint

Bats
During the multi-disciplinary walkover surveys the potential for the study area to
support bats was assessed.
The study area offers very good quality bat habitat with tall vegetation for shelter and
invertebrate production, the river and canals as further foraging areas and many
woodlands and old buildings along the route with good potential for bat species. The
study area is known to support a variety of species of bats including Common
Pipistrelle (Pipistrellus pipistrellus), Soprano Pipistrelle (Pipistrellus pygmaeus),
Leislers Bat (Nyctalus leisleri), Brown Long Eared Bat (Plecotus auritus) and several
species of Myotis Bats, including Daubenton’s Bat.
It is proposed to remove a small stand of nine Leylandii trees to the south of Clogheen
Bridge to facilitate construction. The trees didn’t offer potential bat roosting features
and were assigned Neglibible Suitability to support bat roosts as per table 4.1 of Collins
2016.
There will no removal of any additional trees or shrubs required to facilitate the
development. No buildings will be demolished or altered in any way to facilitate this
development and thus, there is no potential for effects on roosts in buildings. There is
no lighting proposed as part of this development.
There will be no loss of bat foraging/roosting habitat associated with the proposed
development and there will be no impacts to any potential bat roosting features.
Fisheries including Freshwater White-clawed Crayfish
During the aquatic survey undertaken in 2015 at the proposed instream works
locations no evidence of White-clawed Crayfish was recorded. In 2012 the remains of
White-clawed Crayfish were recorded from Otter spraint along the River Barrow. Otter
spraint recorded in 2017 also contained crayfish remains. As per the conservation
objective document of the River Barrow and River Nore SAC this species occurs
throughout the River Barrow system and it is therefore assumed based on the
precautionary principle that this species may occur at proposed instream works
locations.
No evidence of Lamprey was recorded at any of the proposed instream works locations.
No suitable spawning habitat for lamprey species was recorded at any of the proposed
instream works locations.
No suitable spawning habitat for Atlantic Salmon occurs at any of the proposed
instream works locations. This species is known to occur throughout the Barrow
system.
The known range of the Twaite Shad in the Barrow extends to the weir at St Mullin’s
which is an impassable barrier to the species (NPWS 2013). There is no potential for
this species to occur at any of the proposed instream works locations.
Marsh Fritillary (Euphydryas aurinia)
Marsh Fritillary habitat was recorded along the Barrow Line, from Kiltaghan South to
the south of Wilson’s Bridge. This habitat occurs adjacent to the existing track but is
not present within the footprint of the proposed development. On the eastern canal
bank, south of Wilson’s Bridge, the towpath mosaic included a narrow strip of good
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quality dry calcareous grassland (GS1), with large amounts of devil’s-bit scabious, the
food plant of Marsh Fritillary. The boundary verge was a coarse, tussocky dry grassy
verge (GS2) strip that also held patches of devil’s-bit scabious. An assessment of the
habitat condition, using a standard Marsh Fritillary habitat appraisal methodology,
indicated that the dry calcareous grassland (GS1) habitat provided the best potential
habitat for Marsh Fritillary breeding at this site. Waterways Ireland have recently
commissioned a survey and recommendation report for Marsh Fritillary. The report
includes management recommendations which will be adhered to by Waterways
Ireland for the management of the in the future.
A map showing the area where suitable Marsh Fritillary habitat was recorded is
provided as Figure 5.5.
Desmoulin’s Whorl Snail (Vertigo moulinsiana)
There are two known sites for Desmoulin's Whorl Snail within the study area: Borris
Bridge, Co. Carlow (S711503); and Boston Bridge, Kilnaseer (S338774), Co. Laois (See
map 7 of Detailed Conservation Objectives Document). The site at Borris Bridge is
located within the Barrow catchment while the site in Boston Bridge is located in a
separate surface water catchment with no identifiable connectivity with the proposed
project.
The proposed Blueway does not traverse suitable habitat for the species as defined in
Irish Wildlife Manual No. 55 (Monitoring and Condition Assessment of Populations of
Vertigo geyeri, Vertigo angustior and Vertigo moulinsiana in Ireland. Moorkens 2011).
The proposed Blueway in the Borris area follows the existing trackway which is
dominated by a mosaic of Dry meadows and grassy verges (GS2) /Scrub (WS1). These
habitat types do not support Vertigo moulinsiana. “This species mainly inhabits

calcareous lowland wetlands, particularly swamps, fens and marshes with tall
vegetation. (E. Moorkens & I. Killeen, pers. comm.).”.
There will be no loss of potential supporting habitat for this species associated with
any element of the proposed development. No suitable supporting habitat occurs at the
instream works locations.
Pearl Mussel Species

Margaritifera durrovensis occurs in a single river, the Nore main channel, and occupies
three 10 km squares (NPWS 2013). As per the detailed Conservation Objectives
Document for the River Barrow and River Nore SAC, the population of the Nore
Freshwater Pearl Mussel for which the River Barrow and River Nore SAC is designated
is located on the River Nore (Map 7 of Conservation Objective Document).
The River Nore and the proposed development occur in two separate surface water
catchments (i.e. Barrow and Nore) consequently there is no potential pathway for
impact on Margaritifera durrovensis in the Nore Catchment.

Margaritifera margaritifera is known to occur in the Barrow Catchment. At the time of
writing this assessment (01/12/2017) there is no conservation objective for

Margaritifera margaritifera within the River Barrow and River Nore SAC. The status of
the species as a qualifying Annex II species for the River Barrow and River Nore SAC is
currently under review. The outcome of this review will determine whether a sitespecific conservation objective is set for this species. An information request was sent
to the NPWS regarding the current distribution of Margaritifera species within the
Barrow catchment. The information provided by NPWS from the Margaritifera records
dataset 2015_v13 indicated that there are historic records (1913-1973) from the River
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Barrow. The known populations of Margaritifera durrovensis in the River Barrow and
River Nore SAC occur in the Nore. The populations of Margaritifera margaritifera occur
on tributaries of the Barrow in Carlow, not the main river channel. Suitable habitat for
this species does not occur at any of the proposed instream works locations.

5.4.3.2.2 Reptiles and Amphibians
Common Frog (Rana temporaria) was recorded in wet areas adjacent to the
development footprint (including in drains and pools). Common Lizard (Zootoca
vivipara) and Smooth Newt (Lissotriton vulgaris), while not recorded during the
ecological surveys are likely to occur within the wider area. There is a recorded for
smooth newt from Coolnafearagh Bog in 2006 (Feehan and Hamond, 2006)1 which
occurs outside the proposed development footprint.
The proposed development will not result in a significant loss of suitable habitat for
reptiles and amphibians. Wetland areas will be retained. It is considered that suitable
habitat is extremely widespread in the study area and beyond. No likely significant
effects on these species are anticipated and therefore further survey/ assessment was
not deemed necessary. These species are not classified as Key Ecological Receptors
and are not considered further in this assessment.

5.4.3.2.3 Birds
Table 5.17 shows the bird species recorded during the site visits. Records were taken
of bird species seen or heard. The bird species recorded were typical of the habitat
types found within the study area. Two of the bird species recorded are listed on Annex
I of the EU Birds Directive: Kingfisher and Little Egret. Four Birds of Conservation
Concern in Ireland (Red listed species) were recorded: Meadow Pipit, Woodcock
Yellowhammer and Grey Wagtail.
Table 5.17 Birds species recorded during the site visits and their conservation status

Common Name

Scientific Name

Conservation
Status

Common
Sandpiper

Actitus hypoleucos

Amber-listed

Cormorant
Goldcrest
Greenfinch
House Martin
House Sparrow
Kestrel
Lesser Blackbacked Gull
Linnet
Mistle Thrush

Phalacrocorax
carbo
Regulus regulus
Carduelis chloris
Delichon urbicum
Passer domesticus

Amber-listed
Amber-listed
Amber-listed
Amber-listed
Amber-listed

Falco tinnunculus
Larus fuscus

Amber-listed

Carduelis cannabina
Turdus viscivorus

Amber-listed
Amber-listed

Amber-listed

Survey Area
Barrow Line
River Barrow
Barrow Line
Barrow Line
Barrow Line &
River Barrow
Barrow Line
Barrow Line
Barrow Line &
River Barrow
Barrow Line
Barrow Line

1 Feehan, J. & Hamond, F. (2006) An Ecological and Industrial Heritage Survey of the Mountmellick Canal. Report prepared for

Laois County Council.
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Common Name
Mute Swan
Sand Martin
Skylark
Snipe
Spotted
Flycatcher
Starling
Stock Dove
Swallow
Swift
Tree Sparrow
Kingfisher
Little Egret
Blackcap
Blue Tit
Bullfinch
Coal Tit
Collared Dove
Buzzard
Dipper
Water Rail
Whitethroat
Blackbird
Chaffinch
Chiffchaff
Dunnock
Feral Pigeon
Goldfinch
Grasshopper
Warbler
Great Tit

Scientific Name

Cygnus olor
Riparia riparia

Conservation
Status
Amber-listed
Amber-listed

Alauda arvensis
Gallinago gallinago

Amber-listed
Amber-listed

Musciapa striata

Amber-listed

Sturnus vulgaris
Columba oenas
Hirundo rustica
Apus apus
Passer montanus
Alcedo atthis
Egretta garzetta
Sylvia atricapilla
Parus caeruleus
Pyrrhula pyrrhula
Parus ater
Streptopelia
decaocto
Buteo buteo
Cinclus cinclus
Rallus aquaticus
Sylvia communis
Turdus merula
Fringilla coelebs
Phylloscopus
collybita
Prunella modularis
Columba livia f.
domestica
Carduelis carduelis
Locustella naevia
Parus major

Amber-listed
Amber-listed
Amber-listed
Amber-listed
Amber-listed

Survey Area
Barrow Line &
River Barrow
Barrow Line
Barrow Line
Barrow Line
Barrow Line
Barrow Line &
River Barrow
Barrow Line
Barrow Line &
River Barrow
Barrow Line &
River Barrow
Barrow Line

Annex 1 EU Birds
Directive
Annex 1 EU Birds
Directive
Green Listed
Green Listed
Green Listed
Green Listed
Green Listed

Barrow Line &
River Barrow
River Barrow

Green Listed
Green Listed

River Barrow
River Barrow
Barrow Line &
River Barrow
Barrow Line
Barrow Line &
River Barrow
Barrow Line &
River Barrow
Barrow Line &
River Barrow
Barrow Line
Barrow Line

Green Listed
Green Listed
Green-listed
Green-listed
Green-listed
Green-listed
Green-listed
Green-listed
Green-listed
Green-listed
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Common Name
Grey Heron
Hooded Crow
Jackdaw
Jay
Lesser Redpoll
Long-tailed Tit
Magpie
Mallard
Moorhen
Pheasant
Pied Wagtail
Raven
Reed Bunting
Robin
Rook
Sedge Warbler
Song Thrush
Sparrowhawk
Willow Warbler
Wood Pigeon
Woodpigeon

Scientific Name

Ardea cinera
Corvus corone
cornix
Corvus monedula
Garrulus glandarius
Carduelis flammea
cabaret
Aegithalus caudatus
Pica pica
Anas platyrhynchos
Gallinula chloropus
Phasianus colchicus
Motacilla alba
Corvus corax
Emberiza
schoeniclus
Erithacus rubecula
Corvus frugilegus
Acrocephalus
schoenobaenus
Turdus philomelos
Accipiter nisus
Phylloscopus
trochilus
Columba palumbus
Columba palumbus

Wren

Troglodytes
troglodytes

Meadow Pipit

Anthus pratensis

Woodcock

Scolopax rusticola.

Conservation
Status
Green-listed
Green-listed
Green-listed
Green-listed
Green-listed
Green-listed
Green-listed
Green-listed
Green-listed
Green-listed
Green-listed
Green-listed
Green-listed
Green-listed
Green-listed
Green-listed
Green-listed
Green-listed
Green-listed
Green-listed
Green-listed
Green-listed
Red –Listed
(Breeding)
Red –Listed
(Breeding)
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Survey Area
Barrow Line &
River Barrow
Barrow Line &
River Barrow
Barrow Line &
River Barrow
Barrow Line
Barrow Line
Barrow Line &
River Barrow
Barrow Line &
River Barrow
Barrow Line &
River Barrow
Barrow Line &
River Barrow
Barrow Line &
River Barrow
Barrow Line &
River Barrow
Barrow Line &
River Barrow
Barrow Line &
River Barrow
Barrow Line &
River Barrow
Barrow Line &
River Barrow
Barrow Line &
River Barrow
Barrow Line &
River Barrow
Barrow Line
Barrow Line &
River Barrow
River Barrow
Barrow Line &
River Barrow
Barrow Line &
River Barrow
Barrow Line
Barrow Line
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Common Name
Yellowhammer
Grey Wagtail

Scientific Name

Emberiza citronella
Motacilla cinereal

Conservation
Status
Red –Listed
(Breeding)
Red-listed
(Breeding)

Survey Area
Barrow Line &
River Barrow
Barrow Line &
River Barrow

Kingfisher was recorded at various locations throughout the study area and is
represented well throughout The Barrow Line and River Barrow. It prefers slow flowing
fish rich water for feeding and hunts by sitting on overhanging branches and diving for
fish.
Little Egret was recorded twice during the surveys but is likely to be widespread in the
area. One individual was recorded near St. Mullins and the other just to the north of
Levitstown Lock. It is a resident species in the south and east of Ireland and is found in
wetlands and estuaries. It feeds on small fish, frogs and snails along with a variety of
insects. It first started breeding in Ireland in the late 90’s but has now spread to the
majority of the coastal counties and has also been recorded inland. The river Barrow
and its fringing wetlands provide good habitat for this species, particularly at the
southern end of the study area close to the tidal reaches of the river.
Grey Wagtail is a riparian species generally associated with fast-flowing streams and
rivers. It was recorded in seven of the survey units. On the Barrow Line and along the
Barrow the records were at locks. Breeding was confirmed at the 23rd Lock and the
27th Lock on the Barrow Line.
The non-wetland red-listed species recorded were Meadow Pipit and Yellowhammer,
which occurred in seven and 29 survey units, respectively. However, while both these
species are red- listed due to large declines in their breeding populations, they are
both still widespread and common in Ireland, although the Yellowhammer is now
largely restricted to the south and east of Ireland. As these are open country species,
the populations of both species along the Barrow Line will be dependent upon the
habitats in the wider landscape. However, both species did utilise habitats within the
canal corridor.
During the Barrow Line surveys, Woodcock was recorded roding over adjacent forestry
and fields included within the WI property in the vicinity of the 21st Lock, Ballyteige –
22nd Lock, Glenaree Bridge section; the wet grassland/birch woodland included within
the canal property in the Wilson’s Bridge – Ummeras Bridge section; and the bog/birch
woodland habitat included within the mapped canal property in the Monasterevin
Railroad Bridge – End of Mountmellick Branch section (although this area is not owned
by Waterways Ireland). As individuals, Woodcock have a territory of around 20 ha, each
of these populations will be dependent upon a wider area of habitat rather than the
habitat included within the canal property. Supporting habitat for the species will not
be directly impacted by the development.
The non-wetland red-listed species recorded were Meadow Pipit and Yellowhammer.
However, while both these species are red- listed due to large declines in their
breeding populations, they are both still widespread and common in Ireland, although
the Yellowhammer is now largely restricted to the south and east of Ireland. As these
are open country species, the populations of both species along the study area will be
dependent upon the habitats in the wider landscape. However, both species did utilise
habitats within the canal corridor.
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The Barrow Line Canal and River Barrow provides good breeding habitat for a range of
wildfowl with the reed swamps and islands offering the required cover, shelter and
protection from predators. Moorhen were frequently encountered during the survey
and clearly breed extensively within the reed swamps and margins of the river. Mute
Swan also utilise similar habitats and were abundant throughout the study area. Other
species such as Mallard were regularly seen during the survey. Water Rail was also
seen on one occasion. The reed swamps and tall vegetation on the islands and
alongside the river provided ideal habitat for birds such as Sedge Warbler and Reed
Bunting which were also frequently recorded during the survey.
The bankside and island habitats, outside the redline boundary, provide good habitat
for a wide range of songbirds. The woodlands, treelines and hedges that surround the
navigation provide the necessary cover and food resource for many species of songbird.
The woodland, treelines and hedgerow surrounding the development will be retained.
During the targeted survey at the locations where instream works are proposed, no
suitable nesting habitat or evidence of birds of conservation concern was recorded.

5.4.3.2.4 Significance of Fauna
The Ecological evaluation within this section follows a methodology that is set out in
Chapter 3 of the ‘Guidelines for Assessment of Ecological Impacts of National Roads
Schemes’ (NRA, 2009).
Badger
Badger as an Ecological Receptor has been assigned Local Importance (Higher value)
on the basis that the habitats along the study area boundary are likely to be utilised by
a regularly occurring badger population of Local Importance. The species has been
classified as a Key Ecological Receptor.
Otter
Otter is listed under Annex II and Annex IV of the EU Habitats Directive and is also
protected under the Irish Wildlife Acts 1976-2017 and is evaluated as being Near
Threatened in the most recent Red Data list for mammals (Kingston, 2012).
The Otter population of the study forms part of the population for which the River
Barrow and River Nore SAC has been designated. Otter as an ecological receptor has
been assigned International Importance as the species is a Qualifying Interest of the
overlapping River Barrow and River Nore SAC. The species has been classified as a
Key Ecological Receptor.
Bats
The study area is likely to be utilised by regularly occurring bat populations of Local

Importance (Higher value)
The only removal of trees associated with the development included the removal of a
small stand of nine Leylandii trees to the south of Clogheen Bridge . These trees were
subject to a roost potential survey and were assigned negligible suitability with regard
to supporting bat roosts.
There will be no significant effects on bat species for the following reasons



There will no removal/ alteration to any potential roosting features (i.e. trees
or buildings)
There will be no loss of Linear landscape features that may be of significance
to commuting and foraging bats
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There is no lighting proposed as part of this development which could
potentially cause a disturbance related effect.

Bat species have not been included as a KER due to the lack of any identifiable potential
for effect.
Fisheries including Freshwater White-clawed Crayfish
Atlantic Salmon, Lamprey species, Twaite Shad and Crayfish as ecological receptors
have been assigned International Importance as they are Qualifying Interests of the
overlapping River Barrow and River Norse SAC. The species have been classified as
Key Ecological Receptors.
Marsh Fritillary
Taking a precautionary approach, Marsh Fritillary has been assigned National
Importance. The species has been classified as a Key Ecological Receptor.
Desmoulin’s Whorl Snail (Vertigo moulinsiana)
As an ecological receptors Desmoulin’s Whorl Snail has been assigned International
Importance as the species is a Qualifying Interest of the overlapping River Barrow and
River Norse SAC. The species has been classified as a Key Ecological Receptor.
Pearl Mussel Species
The Study area is located within the Margaritifera Sensitive Area Barrow which is
classified as a Catchment with previous records of Margaritifera, but current status
unknown. Information provided by NPWS from the Margaritifera records dataset
2015_v13 indicated that there are historic records (1913-1973) from the River Barrow.
The known populations of Margaritifera durrovensis in the River Barrow and River Nore
SAC occur in the Nore. The populations of Margaritifera margaritifera within the
Barrow catchment occur outside the main River Barrow channel on tributaries within
Carlow. The River Barrows consists of a Lowland depositing river (FW2) which does not
provide suitable habitat for pearl mussel and potential supporting habitat was not
recorded at any of the proposed instream works location.
Therefore, given that no known populations of pearl mussel occur with the zone of
influence; no geographical significance has been assigned for this species.
In acknowledgement of the historic Pearl Mussel records (1913-1973), Pearl Mussel
species have been included as KERs on a precautionary basis.
Birds
Kingfisher was recorded at various locations throughout the study area and is
represented well throughout the Barrow Line and River Barrow. The species has been
assigned Local Importance Higher Value on the basis of a regularly occurring
population of significance at the location scale.
Little Egret is listed on Annex I of the EU Birds Directive. The species was recorded
only twice during the study. This species was not regarded as regularly occurring and
was not classified as a Key Ecological Receptor. This species is not considered further
in this assessment.
The BOCCI Red listed species Yellowhammer, Woodcock, Meadow Pipit and Grey
Wagtail were recorded throughout the study area. These species have been assigned
Local Importance Higher Value on the basis of regularly occurring populations of
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significance at the local scale. Yellowhammer, Woodcock and Meadow Pipit are not
dependent on the habitats within the study area and were generally recorded outside
the redline boundary. No breeding habitat for the species will be lost as part of the
proposed development. Consequently, Yellowhammer, Woodcock and Meadow Pipit
are not classified as Key Ecological Receptors and are not considered further in this
assessment.
Grey Wagtail is Red listed with regard to its breeding population in Ireland. The riparian
species is generally associated with fast-flowing streams and rivers. There will be no
loss of breeding habitat for this species associated with the development. This species
is not classified as Key Ecological Receptors and is not considered further in this
assessment.

McCarthy Keville O’Sullivan Ltd. – Planning & Environmental Consultants

5-70

Barrow Blueway – Environmental Impact Statement
170526a – EIS – 2017.12.08 – F

Table 5.18, below, provides a summary of the faunal importance valuation and identifies the fauna classified as Key Ecological Receptors.
Table 5.18 Summary of Fauna Significance

Species

Conservation Status

Otter

Habitats Directive Annex II
&IV species, Wildlife Acts
1976-2017

Badger

Wildlife Acts 1976-2017

Local
Importance
(higher value)

Fisheries, Crayfish & Pearl Mussel
Species
 Austropotamobius pallipes
(White-clawed Crayfish)
[1092]
 Petromyzon marinus (Sea
Lamprey) [1095]
 Lampetra planeri (Brook
Lamprey) [1096]
 Lampetra fluviatilis (River
Lamprey) [1099]
 Salmo salar (Salmon)
[1106]
 Alosa fallax fallax (Twaite
Shad) [1103]

Habitats Directive Annex II
species, Wildlife Acts 19762017

International
Importance
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Receptor
Importance/Eco
logical
Valuation (NRA
2009)
International
Importance
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Rationale

KER Y/N

Resident and/or locally
occurring population of
Annex IV species (recorded in
borders of study area only)
Resident and/or locally
occurring populations of
species protected under the
Wildlife Acts
Species listed as Qualifying
Interest of the River Barrow
and River Nore SAC.

Yes

Yes

Yes
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Conservation Status

Receptor
Importance/Eco
logical
Valuation (NRA
2009)

Rationale

KER Y/N

Habitats Directive Annex II
species, Wildlife Acts 19762017
Habitats Directive Annex II
species, Wildlife Acts 19762017

International
Importance

Yes

Kingfisher

Birds Directive Annex I
species, Wildlife Acts 19762017

Local
Importance
(higher value)

Bat species

Habitats Directive Annex IV
species, Wildlife Acts 19762017

Local
Importance
(higher value)

SAC designated populations
located outside the redline
boundary.
Resident and/or locally
occurring populations of
Annex II species recorded
assessed to be importance at
the National Level
Resident and/or locally
occurring populations of
Annex I Species, assessed to
be importance at the local
level.
Resident and/or locally
occurring populations of
Annex IV species (Activity
concentrated around fringes
of study area). There will be
no loss of bat roosting
commuting or foraging

Species



Margaritifera durrovensis
(Nore Pearl Mussel) [1990)



Margaritifera margaritifera
(Freshwater Pearl Mussel)
[1029]

Vertigo moulinsiana (Desmoulin's
Whorl Snail) [1016]
Marsh Fritillary
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Species

Conservation Status

Receptor
Importance/Eco
logical
Valuation (NRA
2009)

Little Egret

Birds Directive Annex I
species, Wildlife Acts 19762017

Not assigned

Yellowhammer, Woodcock, Meadow
Pipit, Grey Wagtail

BOCCI Red listed Species,
Wildlife Acts 1976-2017

Local
Importance
Higher Value

Additional Fauna

Wildlife Acts 1976-2017

Local
Importance
(Lower value)
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Rationale

habitat associated with the
proposed development.
Species not recorded as
regularly occurring.
Supporting habitat for the
species ill not be lost.
No impact on supporting
habitat for the species
anticipated. Species
associated with habitat
located outside the redline
boundary.
Populations of greater than
local significance were not
recorded

KER Y/N

No

No

No
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5.4.3.2.5 Invasive Alien Species (Plants)
Four Third Schedule invasive plants were recorded during the surveys undertaken.
These were:
 Japanese Knotweed (Fallopia japonica)
 Himalayan Balsam (Impatiens glandulifera)
 Giant Hogweed (Heracleum mantegazzianum)
 Water Fern (Azolla filiculoides)
Japanese Knotweed
This species was found in very small patches along the trackway in many of the
sections. Nowhere was it recorded frequently or in large amounts. Evidence of this
species having been controlled was recorded at Levitstown Lock.
Overview maps showing the locations of infestations along the Barrow navigation are
provided in Figures 5.6a to 5.6c
Detailed maps showing the extent of infestations are provided in Appendix 5-3.

Plate 5.28. Largest stand of Japanese Knotweed (Fallopia japonica) encountered during
the study (Levitstown)

Details of Japanese Knotweed Stands recorded on the during the surveys
presented in Table 5 .19

are

Table 5.19 Survey Results

Common
Name
Japanese
Knotweed

Easting

Northing

Target Note

660805.4
661467.2
665488.3

707941.3
701055.8
697169.6

8x2m patch
40x5 m patch
10x4m patch by road
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Common
Name

Easting

Northing

666561.1
667472.9
663102.8
665124.4
662108.1

695699.9
694242.2
697451.5
697506.5
710090.4

670535.05
670619.77

688678.65
688018.75

670576.32
668522.4

662781.62
656243.87

Target Note
10x2m patch in hedge entering
adjacent field
4x4m patch
20x3m patch in road verge
20m stretch along hedge
5m strip by canal
100m stretch along road with
scattered stands
20mx0.75m strimmed patch
Small scattered patch on
embankment
1mx1mx1m Stand

Himalayan Balsam
Mapping of infestations for this species is not provided given its ubiquitous distribution.
This species was recorded widely in every section of the navigation. It became
increasingly prevalent towards the bottom of the catchment. It was most abundant on
the low-lying islands, wet river banks and in the back drain. This species is abundant
and widespread within the catchment.

Plate 5.29. Overgrown section of Drainage Ditch alongside Barrow trackway with abundant
invasive Himalayan Balsam.
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Giant Hogweed
This species was not recorded within the site boundary during the 2017 surveys.
This species was recorded in isolated patches within several sections in the upstream
reaches of the navigation. It was not recorded downstream of Bagenalstown during the
habitat survey. A large number of plants were recorded on a wooded island at Milford
and it is likely that this species was under recorded due to its habit of growing singly in
thick woodland. This species was not recorded on the Barrow Line.

Plate 5.30. Giant Hogweed (Heracleum mantegazzianum) at Milford.
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Water Fern
This species was found in the slow flowing canal along the River Barrow. It was first
recorded at Bestfield Lock (upstream of Carlow) and was found at every lock
downstream as far as St. Mullins. It was recorded in dense carpets at some of the locks
during the survey.
This species appears to be regulated to some extent by a weevil. It appears to reach a
certain population density and then crashes. A frond-feeding weevil (Stenopelmus
rufinasus) was first reported in Ireland in 2007 and naturally feeds on Water Fern in
South, Central and North America. The weevil, which can only feed and reproduce on
Azolla spp., is being tested as a biological control agent for water fern in the UK and
South Africa and has been proven to be successful biological control agent in the
laboratory. The species was not recorded on the Barrow Line.
This species was not recorded at the proposed instream works locations.

Plate 5.31. The Water Fern (Azolla filiculoides) at Bagenalstown Lock

5.4.3.2.6 Invasive Alien Species (Fauna)
Dace
Dace, an invasive non-native fish species is present in the lowest level of the Barrow
Line where it presumably enters from the River Barrow where large populations are
present (Caffrey et al., 2007). Dace is mainly a fish of fast flowing river systems, but
also occurs in slower flowing water bodies. The species competes with salmonids for
spawning gravels and predates on juvenile salmonids and cyprinids and has the
potential to colonise other natural watercourses via the Barrow Line and Grand Canal
system (Caffrey et al., 2007, King et al., 2011). It is a “Most Unwanted” species
according to Invasive Species Ireland.
Zebra Mussel
Zebra mussels (Dreissena polymorpha) are present in the Barrow Line but not yet
abundant (IFI, pers. comm.). One was recorded during Water Framework Directive
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invertebrate surveys during 2009 in the Grattan Aqueduct – Vicarstown Bridge section
(Table 6). It is a “Most Unwanted” species according to Invasive Species Ireland.
This species was not recorded at the proposed instream works locations.

5.5

Likely and Significant Impacts on Flora and Fauna
Ecological evaluation and Impact assessment within this chapter follows a
methodology that is set out in Chapter 3 of the ‘Guidelines for Assessment of Ecological
Impacts of National Roads Schemes’ (NRA, 2009). These guidelines set out the context
for the determination of value on a geographic basis with a hierarchy assigned in
relation to the importance of any particular receptor. The impact assessment also
followings the guidance outlined in EPA 2002. (See section 5.1.3 for further details).
This impact assessment is structured as follows:






Assessment of ‘Do nothing’ Impact
Impact assessment in relation to sites designated for nature conservation
Impact assessment in relation to receptors of Local Importance Lower Value
Impact assessment in relation to Key Ecological Receptors
Summary if potential impacts associated with proposed infrastructure

All elements of the proposed development have been considered in assessing impacts
on ecological receptors.
The proposed Blueway is located on an existing track which comprises various surface
finishes including grassed areas with soil exposed tracks, gravelled areas and bound
surfaces. The proposed upgrade to the existing track will comprise tarmac (in urban
areas and at approaches to roadways), concrete (at 2 no flood prone areas) and
unbound limestone which will replace the existing grassed and exposed soil tracks.
The design of the unbound surface includes a clause 804 base and limestone finishing
layer held in place with wooden strips on either side of the pathway with the soil
removed to create the pathway seeded and used as verges to further ensure the
integrity of the pathway.

5.5.1 Do-Nothing Impact
The proposed Blueway follows the route of the existing Barrow Way. If the project were
not to go ahead it is expected that the existing Barrow Way track and wider area would
continue to be managed and utilised as a recreational and amenity area.

5.5.2 Impacts on Designated Areas
Nationally Designated Sites
The proposed development is located within the boundary of the Grand Canal pNHA
along the length of the Barrow Line. The proposed Blueway follows the route of the
existing towpath along the Barrow Line. This route of the proposed development
consists mainly of grassy towpaths and tracks. Based on a maximum.3.5m works
envelope, greater than 98% of the development footprint in the pNHA is dominated by
habitats of Local Importance (lower value). These included Dry meadows and grassy
verges / Scrub, Towpath mosaic, Buildings and artificial surfaces, Dry meadows and
grassy verges and Amenity grassland (improved). The latter habitats are common in a
local, national and international context and none offer particularly good floral or
faunal habitat. The habitats within the development footprint are currently used for
recreational purposes and subject to regular management.
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The development footprint accounts for 1.58% of the overall area of the Grand Canal
pNHA.
Mitigation measures including avoidance of more sensitive areas of habitat (identified
as KERs) through detailed design and construction best practice and maintenance of a
1m buffer from the watercourse will ensure that the risk of significant effects is
minimized to insignificance.
Effects on additional Nationally designated sites are not anticipated for the following
reasons:




Distance from the proposed development
Nature of the conservation sites (e.g. terrestrial nature of habitats)
Lack of any identifiable impact source~pathway~receptor chain.

European Sites
In relation to European Sites, where it could not be excluded, on the basis of objective
information, that the proposed development would have significant effects of a
European site, a Natura Impact Statement has been prepared which presents the data
and information on the project and provides an analysis of the potential effects on the
screened-in European Site, The River Barrow and River Nore SAC. This European sites
has been identified as a KER and the predicted and residual impacts on this European
site are fully described in the NIS which has been submitted to the Planning Authority
as part of the planning application.
Based on a maximum 3.5m works envelope, greater than 97% of the development
footprint within the SAC is dominated by habitats of Local Importance (lower value).
These included Dry meadows and grassy verges / Scrub, Towpath mosaic, Buildings
and artificial surfaces, Dry meadows and grassy verges and Amenity grassland
(improved). The latter habitats are common in a local, national and international
context and none offer particularly good floral or faunal habitat. The habitats within the
development footprint are currently used for recreational purposes and subject to
regular management.
The development footprint accounts for 0.2% of the overall area of the River Barrow
and River Nore SAC. No habitats of qualifying Interest of the SAC will be lost/altered
as a result of the proposed development.
The findings presented in the NIS are that the proposed development, by itself or in
combination with other plans and projects, in light of best scientific knowledge in the
field, will not adversely affect the integrity of any European sites and no reasonable
scientific doubt remains as to the absence of such effects.

5.5.3

Impacts on Receptors of Local Importance (Lower Value)
General impacts on flora and fauna are described in this section where they occur in
areas that have not been identified as KERs. The majority of the EIS study area has
been identified as being of Local Importance (Lower Value) from an ecological
perspective.
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5.5.3.1

Habitat Loss

5.5.3.1.1 Construction Phase
The proposed Blueway follows the route of the existing Barrow Waymarked Trail which consists mainly of grassy towpaths, tracks and quiet roads. The
majority of the proposed development footprint is dominated by habitats of Local Importance (lower value). These include Dry meadows and grassy
verges / Scrub, Towpath mosaic, Buildings and artificial surfaces, and Amenity grassland (improved). The latter habitats are common in a local, national
and international context and none offer particularly good floral or faunal habitat. Where habitats of greater significance occur within/adjacent the
development footprint and potential pathway for impact exists, they have been identified as KERs and are discussed in the relevant sections below.
There will be no impacts on linear landscape features such as Hedgerow, Treelines, woodland edge, or drainage ditches as part of the development. In
areas where the proposed development passes through/adjacent to area of woodland the development footprint is restricted to the existing trackway
(local importance lower value) thus there is no potential for direct impact on woodlands. A small stand of nine Leylandii trees will be removed as part
of the proposed development. There is no requirement to remove native trees or shrubs.
Habitat marked with asterisk * in Table 5.20 below will not be directly impacted by the proposed development.
Habitat loss calculation were undertaken for a 2.5m wide permanent development as well as a 3.5m construction envelope. The 3.5m works envelope
represents the worst case scenario. The results of the GIS database analysis in terms of loss of habitat, including loss of habitat within the construction
area working corridor are provided below in Table 5.20. Habitat mapping followed the Heritage Council Guidelines (Smith et al 2011) which sets out
minimum habitat area thresholds for mapping. In this regard, the existing trackway and towpath in certain areas has been mapped as part of a larger
habitat polygon. Where this has occurred the habitat has been marked with an asterisk * in Table 5.20 below. Such habitats will not be directly impacted
by the proposed development.
The habitats within which the development footprint is proposed comprise mainly: the existing paved towpath, classified as:
 Mosaic of Dry meadows and grassy verges/Scrub (GS2/WS1) (47.42%),
 Towpath Mosaic (ED3/ FS1/GS1/GS2) (30.07%),
 Buildings and Artificial Surfaces (9.94%),
 Dry Meadows and Grassy Verges (GS2) (5.75%)
 Amenity Grassland. (GA2) (2.5%).
These habitats account for approximately 95.7% (conservative estimate) of the proposed Blueway route.
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The latter habitats are common in a local, national and international context and none offer particularly good floral or faunal habitat.
The degree of impact in relation to habitat loss, in the absence of best practice, is assessed as Permanent Slight Negative Impact.

McCarthy Keville O’Sullivan Ltd. – Planning & Environmental Consultants

5-81

Barrow Blueway – Environmental Impact Statement
170526a – EIS – 2017.12.08 – F

Table 5.20 Habitat Loss calculations

Habitat
Code

Habitat Name

BC1
BL3

*Arable crops
Buildings and artificial
surfaces
Mosaic:
Spoil and bare ground
Towpath Mosaic

BL3 \ GA2
ED2
ED3 / FS1
/ GS1 /
GS2
FS1
FS2
FW2
FW3
FW4
GA1
GA2
GS1
GS2

Loss of Area
m2 within
redline
boundary
(2.5m route
along Entire
Blueway
202.3

% Impact within
redline boundary
(2.5m route along
Entire Blueway

0.069

Loss of Area m2
within redline
boundary (2.5m
route along
Barrow Line
Section of Grand
Canal pNHA)
202.36

29029.43
922.17
2.3

9.94
0.31
0.00

87844.15
190.60
68.87
293.30
4055.59
-

Reed and large sedge swamp
*Tall herb swamp
Depositing/lowland river
*Canal
*Drainage ditch
*Improved agricultural
grassland
Amenity grassland
Dry calcareous and neutral
grassland
Dry meadows and grassy
verges

McCarthy Keville O’Sullivan Ltd. – Planning & Environmental Consultants

Loss of Area m2
within redline
boundary (3.5m
route along Entire
Blueway

% Impact within
redline boundary
(3.5m route along
Entire Blueway

372.44

0.08

16628.19
922.17
2.31

39185.24
1317.95
184.96

9.40
0.31
0.04

30.07
0.065
0.023
0.10
1.38
-

87844.15
72.38
3919.14
-

121041.0
313.0
275.89
956.99
2721.82
0.671692

29.0489
0.07
0.06
0.22
0.65
0.0001

434.01
7505.40

0.1
2.56

5.15
3680.26

1002.91
11686.71

0.24
2.8

448.80

0.15

448.80

629.67

0.15

16798.9

5.75

2098.09

25453.54

6.10

5-82

Barrow Blueway – Environmental Impact Statement
170526a – EIS – 2017.12.08 – F

Habitat
Code

Habitat Name

GS2 /WS1
GS4
PF1
WD1
WD2

Mosaic
Wet grassland
*Rich fen and flush
*Mixed broadleaved woodland
*Mixed broadleaved/conifer
woodland
*Conifer woodland
*Scattered trees and parkland
*Oak-ash-hazel woodland
*Wet pedunculate oak-ash
woodland
*Riparian Woodland
*Wet willow-alder ash
woodland
*Scrub

WD4
WD5
WN2
WN4
WN5
WN6
WS1

Loss of Area m2
(3.5m route along
Entire Blueway

% Impact (3.5m
route along Entire
Blueway

47.42
0.66
0.52
0.23

Loss of Area m2
(2.5m route along
Barrow Line
Section of Grand
Canal pNHA)
223.00
1409.76
1541.17
-

201305.5
3850.51
2071.56
1135.55

48.31
0.92
0.49
0.27

0.50
83.08
4.83

0.00
0.02
0.00

127.34
4.83

14.63
0.71
529.77
61.12

0.00
0.00
0.12
0.01

1.66
597.76

0.00
0.20

-

141.71
1015.29

0.03
0.24

434.56
126.68

0.14
0.04

390.96
14.00

876.92
305.10

0.21
0.07

Loss of Area
m (2.5m route
along Entire
Blueway

% Impact (2.5m
route along
Entire Blueway

138508.2
1956.58
1541.17
696.05

2
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5.5.3.1.2 Operational Phase
There will be no habitat loss associated with the operational phase of the proposed
development
5.5.3.2

Habitat Fragmentation

5.5.3.2.1 Construction and Operational Phases
It is widely acknowledged that habitat fragmentation is an existing and growing cause
of habitat degradation and biodiversity loss in the EU and elsewhere. The
fragmentation of habitats by infrastructure developments, urbanisation and land-use
changes etc. leads to habitat loss and degradation (e.g. by creating smaller habitat
patches that are dominated by edge-habitats, and greatly affected by disturbance and
other external influences). Small habitat patches may also be insufficient for species
that require large areas of habitat (such as many higher predators) or may only be able
to support small populations that are susceptible to extinction as a result of chance
events. Fragmentation also restricts the natural movement of species, e.g. for
foraging, breeding, migration and dispersal.
Article 10 of Habitats Directive:

‘Member States shall endeavour, where they consider it necessary, in their
land-use planning and development policies and, in particular, with a view to
improving the ecological coherence of the Natura 2000 network, to
encourage the management of features of the landscape which are of major
importance for wild fauna and flora.
Such features are those which, by virtue of their linear and continuous
structure (such as rivers with their banks or the traditional systems for
marking field boundaries) or their function as stepping stones (such as ponds
or small woods), are essential for the migration, dispersal and genetic
exchange of wild species.’
In relation to the study area, the dominant features providing habitat connectivity
include the canal, River Barrow, fringing reed swamps, hedgerows, treelines, linear
woodland and strips of scrub. The proposed works will have no adverse effects on any
of the linear features providing connectivity within the study area. Features such as
treelines, hedgerow and watercourse will not be distrusted and habitat connectivity for
species will be retained. The development will not results in any barrier to faunal
movement.
The proposed development has been specifically designed to avoid and minimise any
potential negative impacts on biodiversity. Therefore, the proposed development has
no potential to contravene any of the objectives set out in the EU Green Infrastructure
Strategy with regard to effects on the existing biodiversity corridor.
Taking a precautionary approach, the degree of effect in relation to habitat
fragmentation is assessed as Permanent Imperceptible Negative Effect. The effect is
classified as imperceptible given that linear landscape features will be retained and
given that the development follows the route of an existing way marked trail.
No significant residual effects are anticipated.
5.5.3.3

Displacement/Disturbance of Fauna

5.5.3.3.1 Pre-Construction
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Bats
It is proposed to remove a small stand of nine Leylandii trees to the South of Clogheen
Bridge to facilitate construction. Although the trees were found to have no suitability
to support roosting bats there may be potential for limited development of potential
roosting features over time. Therefore taking a precautionary approach a pre felling
bat survey will be undertaken as described below.
Immediately prior to felling, trees will be examined for the presence of bats by a
suitably qualified bat specialist. This will include a visual inspection of the tree during
daylight hours, followed by a night-time detector survey, covering the period from dusk
till dawn. Where a tree inspection has shown bats have not emerged or returned to a
tree, felling may proceed under supervision the following day (NRA, 2006b).
Where a bat roost is identified in a tree, a derogation licence will be obtained from
NPWS and felling will be postponed until bats have naturally left. Where bats persist,
exclusion procedures will be undertaken, under licence by a suitably qualified bat
specialist, prior to any tree felling (NRA, 2006b).
Tree felling will follow the procedures outlined by the National Roads Authority in

Guidelines for the Treatment of Bats during the Construction of National Road
Schemes (NRA, 2006b). Felled trees will be left in place for a period of at least 24 hours
(preferably 48 hours) to allow any remaining bats to escape.

5.5.3.3.2 Construction Phase
The development has the potential to result in habitat loss, disturbance and
displacement to faunal populations of local importance lower value within the study
area.
Where fauna of particular ecological significance or potential habitat for such species
was recorded, these were included as KERs and are described in the following
sections. Mammal species such as Pine Marten, Red Squirrel and Irish Hare were
recorded along the proposed development route, primarily outside the redline
boundary. Impacts on these species are not considered likely to be of significance given
the lack of evidence to suggest that the study area provides important habitat for
populations of local, county or national significance for these species. Consequently,
these species are considered to be receptors of Local Importance (Lower Value) and
are not considered to be KERs.
The degree of impact, in the absence of best practice, on faunal species of Local
importance (Lower Value) is assessed as Permanent Slight Negative Impact.
Best Practice and Mitigation incorporated into the project design
Control measures for minimising disturbance and displacement of fauna are outlined
in Section 5.6. The measures outlined will be employed during the construction process
to prevent potential negative impacts arising.
Residual Impact
With best practice incorporated into the design, the potential for significant impacts in
relation to disturbance/displacement of fauna is not anticipated.

5.5.3.3.3 Operational Phase
The proposed development is likely to increase visitor numbers to the site and is
designed primarily to promote the area as a tourist destination. This is considered to
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be Permanent Slight Negative Impact with regard to receptors of local importance
(Lower value) given that the site is already used extensively for recreational activity.
5.5.3.4

Spread of Invasive Species
Due to the legislative requirements to control the spread of noxious weeds and nonnative invasive plant species, it is important that any activities associated with the
planning, construction and operation of the project comply with the requirements of
the Wildlife Acts, 1976-2012. Regulations 49 and 50 of the European Communities
(Birds and Natural Habitats) Regulations 2011 (S.I. 477 of 2015) include legislative
measures to deal with the dispersal and introduction of Invasive Alien Species (IAS),
which are listed in the Third Schedule of the regulations.
In the absence of appropriate best practice measures the effect associated with the
spread of invasive species is assessed as a Long Term Slight Negative Effect.
Best Practice and Mitigation incorporated into the project design
Third schedule species have been recorded within the development footprint.
Measures to deal with invasive species are described in detail in Section 5.5 below.
Residual Effects
With the best practice measures outlined in Section 5.6.4 in place, the potential for the
introduction and establishment of invasive alien plant species is not anticipated.
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5.5.4 Impacts on Key Ecological Receptors
5.5.4.1

Impacts Identified in the Absence of Mitigation Measures
Impacts on the ecological receptors as defined in the preceding sections are described below in Table 5.21, below.
Table 5.21 Impact Characterisation for Ecological Receptors based on EPA (2002) and NRA (2009).

Key Ecological
Receptor
Semi-natural dry
grasslands and
scrubland facies on
calcareous substrates
(Festuco-Brometalia)
[6210]

Construction Phase impacts

Operational Phase Impacts

Grassland habitat with the potential to
correspond to the Annex I [6210] habitat was
recorded within the redline boundary at two
locations along the Barrow Line.

No direct or indirect operational
effects are anticipated on this
KER.

Taking a precautionary approach, the
grassland has been assigned National
Importance.
Potential direct impacts in the absence of
mitigation may include the loss of calcareous
grassland habitat.

Alnus glutinosa and
Fraxinus excelsior
(Alno-Padion, Alnion
incanae, Salicion
albae) [91E0]

Indirect impacts during the construction phase
are not anticipated.
There will be no direct impacts on this habitat.
The development has been designed to avoid all
areas that could potentially correspond to this
habitat type.
The impact assessment of the proposed
development has identified potential indirect
pathways for water pollution. This includes
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Ecological Significance if
Unmitigated
The proposed development is
restricted to the existing towpath in
this area. In the absence of best
practice and mitigation the
development has the potential to
result in a Permanent Slight
Negative Effect on calcareous
grassland that is classified as being
of National Importance. This is a
small fraction of the overall
grassland in the area.

No direct operational effects are
anticipated on this KER.

There will be no direct effects on this
KER.

Emissions to surface water, with
the potential to result in reduced
water quality, was identified as a
potential
indirect
impact
associated
with
ongoing

Potential for pollution is considered
to constitute a potential indirect
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Key Ecological
Receptor

Hydrophilous tall herb
fringe communities of
plains and of the
montane to alpine
levels [6430]

Construction Phase impacts

Operational Phase Impacts

potential surface water runoff and pollution of
surface waters.

maintenance, storm water runoff
from bound surface car parks and
storm water runoff from unbound
track surfaces.

There will be no direct impacts on this habitat.
The development has been designed to avoid all
areas that could potentially correspond to this
this habitat type.
The impact assessment of the proposed
development has identified potential indirect
pathways for surface water pollution. This
includes potential surface water runoff and
pollution of surface waters.

River Barrow
(including back drain)
and Barrow Line

No instream works are proposed in the river
section of the navigation. All instream work
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No direct operational effects are
anticipated on this KER.
Emissions to surface water, with
the potential to result in reduced
water quality, was identified as a
potential
indirect
impact
associated
with
ongoing
maintenance, storm water runoff
from bound surface car parks and
storm water runoff from unbound
track surfaces.

No direct operational effects are
anticipated on this KER.
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Ecological Significance if
Unmitigated
indirect Long-term ImperceptibleSlight Negative Impact during the
operational phase.
It is considered that impacts can be
effectively avoided, remedied or
reduced through appropriate design
and mitigation as described in the
following sections of this report.
There will be no direct effects on this
KER.
Potential for pollution is considered
to constitute a potential indirect

Short-term Slight-Moderate
Negative Impact during the
construction phase and a potential
indirect Long-term ImperceptibleSlight Negative Impact during the
operational phase.
It is considered that impacts can be
effectively avoided, remedied or
reduced through appropriate design
and mitigation as described in the
following sections of this report.
There is potential for direct effects
on the canalised sections of the
barrow navigation where instream
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Key Ecological
Receptor

Construction Phase impacts

Operational Phase Impacts

are associated with canalised sections of
waterway utilised for navigation purposes.

Emissions to surface water, with
the potential to result in reduced
water quality, was identified as a
potential indirect impact
associated with ongoing
maintenance, storm water runoff
from bound surface car parks and
storm water runoff from unbound
track surfaces.

There will no alterations/maintenance of back
drains along the Barrow navigation as part of
the proposed development.
Direct Effects
The bank repair works at Milford occur on a
canalized section of waterway upstream of an
existing lock. Works will be completed utilising
soft engineering techniques and natural
materials. The works have the potential to
results in a positive impact as they will
stabilize the existing banks which are
susceptible to erosion in their current state.
There will be no habitat loss at these locations.

Potential shading effect of the
canal as a result of the two
proposed pedestrian bridges on
the Barrow Line was identified as
a potential effect on the aquatic
habitat

The potential for habitat loss
associated with the cantilever
section at Bagenalstown is
considered to constitute a Long-

term Imperceptible-Slight Negative
effect.
Potential for pollution is considered
to constitute a potential indirect

Short-term Slight-Moderate
Negative Impact during the

There is potential for minimal habitat loss
associated with the installation of support piles
for the cantilever section of the Blueway at
Bagenalstown. This element of works occurs
along a canalised section of navigation channel
with no riparian vegetation.

construction phase and a potential
indirect Long-term ImperceptibleSlight Negative Impact during the
operational phase.
It is considered that impacts can be
effectively avoided, remedied or
reduced through appropriate design
and mitigation as described in the
following sections of this report.

Indirect Effects
The impact assessment of the proposed
development has identified potential indirect
pathways for water pollution. This includes
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Ecological Significance if
Unmitigated
works are proposed. The banks
repair works have the potential to
results in a Long-term Short-term
Slight Positive effect as they will
stabilise the banks, results in habitat
creation and prevent erosion.
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Key Ecological
Receptor

Construction Phase impacts

Operational Phase Impacts

Ecological Significance if
Unmitigated
Potential for shading of the Barrow
line at the proposed Bridge crossing
locations was considered to
constitute a Permanent
Imperceptible Negative Impact. The
bridges have been designed to
minimise shading through
sympathetic design (i.e. narrow
structure and high arches designed
to maximize light under the
structure.)

No direct effects are likely to be
associated with the operational of
the proposed development.

There will be no direct effects on this
KER.

potential surface water runoff and pollution of
surface waters.

Otter (Lutra lutra)

Potential for effects on Otter has been
considered with regard to NPWS Threat
Response Plan2 (TRP) which identifies four
significant threats facing Otter in an Irish
context:
 Habitat destruction
 Water pollution
 Disturbance
(Recreational
sources)
 Accidental death/persecution
Habitat Destruction
The existing towpath, for the most part, consists
of an elevated embankment constructed of a
substrate of aggregate material. The towpath

2

Indirect effects are considered
below with regard to the threats
identified in the Otter TRP.
Habitat Destruction
There will be no destruction of
habitat during the operational
phase.
The
proposed
development
involves the resurfacing of an

Habitat Destruction
The habitats within the development
footprint does not offer valuable
foraging, resting or potential
breeding habitat for Otter. Habitats
of significance to Otter will be
retained. The potential for habitat
destruction is considered to
constitute a Long-term

Imperceptible-Slight Negative
Impact

NPWS (2009)Threat Response Plan: Otter (2009-2011). National Parks & Wildlife Service, Department of the Environment, Heritage & Local Government, Dublin.
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Key Ecological
Receptor

Construction Phase impacts

Operational Phase Impacts

does not offer valuable foraging, resting or
potential breeding habitat for Otter. The
existing riparian strip of vegetation between the
towpath and river will be retained and will
continue to be managed as it is at present. The
back drains along the towpath will also be
retained.

existing narrow and maintained
towpath
along
the
barrow
navigation and will not result in
any fragmentation of habitat.

No potential for significant habitat loss exists.
Water Pollution
Emissions to surface water, with the potential
to result in reduced water quality, was
identified as a potential indirect impact.
Disturbance
Otter are predominantly crepuscular in nature
construction work will be confined to daytime
hours, thus minimizing disturbance related
impacts to the species. The construction work
will be undertaken in short sections thus
further reducing the potential for significant
effects. In addition the existing towpath is
subject
to
regular
maintenance
and
recreational usage and it is anticipated that
Otter are habituated to human activity in the
area.
3

Ecological Significance if
Unmitigated
Water Pollution
Potential for pollution is considered
to constitute a potential indirect

Short-term Slight-Moderate
Negative Impact during the

Water Pollution
Emissions to surface water, with
the potential to result in reduced
water quality, was identified as a
potential
indirect
impact
associated
with
ongoing
maintenance, storm water runoff
from bound surface car parks and
storm water runoff from unbound
track surfaces.

construction phase and a potential
indirect Long-term ImperceptibleSlight Negative Impact during the
operational phase.

Disturbance
Otter
are
predominantly
crepuscular in nature and it is
anticipated that recreational use
will be mostly confined to daytime
hours, thus minimizing potential
disturbance related impacts to the
species.

term Imperceptible Negative Impact

Disturbance
The potential for disturbance is
considered to constitute a potential
indirect Short-term Slight Negative
Impact during the construction
phase and a potential indirect Longduring the operational phase.

The NPWS Threat Response Plan3
for Otter acknowledges that “Little

NPWS (2009)Threat Response Plan: Otter (2009-2011). National Parks & Wildlife Service, Department of the Environment, Heritage & Local Government, Dublin.
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Key Ecological
Receptor

Construction Phase impacts

Accidental death/persecution
No Otter breeding sites were recorded during
the de walkover surveys. Direct effects on the
species are not anticipated.

Operational Phase Impacts
evidence has come to light in
recent studies to suggest that
disturbance by recreation is a
significant pressure.” It also
identifies that Otter are known to
travel significant distances from
streams and lakes in search of
new territory and feeding areas.
Channin P (2003) 4 provides a
literary review with regard to
anthropogenic disturbance and
refers to several reports which
have found that disturbance is not
detrimental to Otters (Jefferies
(1987), (Durbin 1993). (Green &
Green 1997). The report also
describes successful breeding in
towns, under ferry terminals and
under the jetties of one of Europe’s
largest oil and gas terminals at
Sullom Voe in North Scotland.
Irish Wildlife Manual No 23
(National Otter Survey of Ireland
2004/2005) found no significant
relationship between disturbance
and otter occurrence. In addition,

4

Chanin P (2003). Ecology of the European Otter. Conserving Natura 2000 Rivers Ecology Series No. 10. English Nature, Peterborough.
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Key Ecological
Receptor

Construction Phase impacts

Operational Phase Impacts

Ecological Significance if
Unmitigated

no significant difference in otter
presence was found between sites
with and without recreational
activity. It also states “the lowest
percentage occurrence was found
at the sites with the lowest
recorded disturbance!”
Irish Wildlife Manual No 76
(National Otter Survey of Ireland
2010/2012)
notes
that
the
occurrence
of
Otter
was
unaffected by perceived levels of
disturbance at the survey sites. It
also notes that there is little
published evidence demonstrating
any
consistent
relationship
between Otter occurrence and
human disturbance (Mason &
Macdonald 1986, Delibes et al.
1991; Bailey &Rochford, 2006).
Based on the above it can be
concluded that no significant
disturbance effects to Otter are
likely.
Badger (Meles meles)

There are no badger setts located within the
development site boundary. Direct effects on
the species are not anticipated.
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No direct effects are likely to be
associated with the operational
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There will be no direct effects on this
KER.
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Key Ecological
Receptor

Construction Phase impacts

Dissection or habitat fragmentation is not
anticipated as the development is located
adjacent to existing watercourses which
provide a natural barrier to the species.
Indirect effects may include disturbance,
however the development site is subject to
high levels of recreational activity and only low
levels of Badger activity were recorded.
Existing badger populations in the area are
likely to be habituated to human activity.

Fisheries including
Crayfish and Pearl
Mussel species


Austropotamobius
pallipes (Whiteclawed Crayfish)
[1092]



Petromyzon
marinus (Sea
Lamprey) [1095]

There is potential for small scale loss of
foraging habitat associated with the provision
of a service dressed trackways.
Direct Impacts are not anticipated as these
species were not recorded at any of the
proposed instream works locations and in
addition, the proposed instream works will not
result in any loss or damage to suitable habitat
for the species. All of these species are
Qualifying Interests or the River Barrow and
River Nore SAC and are assigned International
Importance.
Emissions to surface water, with the potential
to result in reduced water quality, was
identified as a potential indirect impact.
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Operational Phase Impacts
phase of the proposed
development.
Indirect effects may include
disturbance but this is not
considered to constitute a
significant effect given that the
species is not dependent on the
habitats within the study area and
that only low levels of badger
activity were recorded. In addition
the species is crepuscular and is
nature.

Ecological Significance if
Unmitigated
Potential for disturbance is
considered no greater than a

Permanent Imperceptible Negative
Impact at the local level only, as
badger are not dependent on the
habitats within the development
footprint.

No direct operational effects are
anticipated on these KERs.

There will be no direct effects on
these species.

Emissions to surface water, with
the potential to result in reduced
water quality, was identified as a
potential
indirect
impact
associated
with
ongoing
maintenance, storm water runoff
from bound surface car parks and
storm water runoff from unbound
track surfaces.

Potential for pollution is considered
to constitute a potential indirect
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Negative Impact during the
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Key Ecological
Receptor
 Lampetra planeri
(Brook Lamprey)
[1096]
 Lampetra
fluviatilis (River
Lamprey) [1099]
 Salmo salar
(Salmon) [1106]
 Alosa fallax fallax
(Twaite Shad)
[1103]
 Margaritifera

Construction Phase impacts

Operational Phase Impacts

Ecological Significance if
Unmitigated
It is considered that impacts can be
effectively avoided, remedied or
reduced through appropriate design
and mitigation as described in the
following sections of this report.

Direct Impacts are not anticipated as suitable
habitat for this species does not occur within
the development footprint. This species is a
Qualifying Interest of the River Barrow and
River Nore SAC and is assigned International
Importance.

No direct operational effects are
anticipated on this KER.

There will be no direct effects on this
KER.

Emissions to surface water, with
the potential to result in reduced
water quality, was identified as a
potential
indirect
impact
associated
with
ongoing
maintenance, storm water runoff
from bound surface car parks and

Potential for pollution is considered
to constitute a potential indirect

margaritifera
(Freshwater Pearl
Mussel) [1029]


Margaritifera
durrovensis (Nore
Pearl Mussel)
[1990)

Vertigo moulinsiana
(Desmoulin's Whorl
Snail) [1016]

Emissions to surface water was identified as a
potential indirect impact on the supporting
habitat of the species.
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Key Ecological
Receptor

Construction Phase impacts

Operational Phase Impacts
storm water runoff from unbound
track surfaces.

Ecological Significance if
Unmitigated
Slight Negative Impact during the
operational phase.
It is considered that impacts can be
effectively avoided, remedied or
reduced through appropriate design
and mitigation as described in the
following sections of this report.

Euphydryas aurinia
(Marsh Fritillary)
[1065]

Suitable habitat for this species was recorded
immediately adjacent to the development
footprint along the Barrow Line. The
population occurring within the study area has
been assigned a significance of National
Importance. In the absence of best practice
and mitigation habitat loss has been identified
as a potential direct impact.

No direct or indirect operational
effects are anticipated on this
KER.

Indirect impacts are not anticipated.

Kingfisher (Alcedo
atthis)

This species was assigned Local Importance

(higher value)
Direct Impacts are not anticipated as no
breeding sites were recorded at any of the
proposed instream works locations or along
the existing towpath banks.
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There is potential for impact on this
KER at the local level.
The proposed development is
restricted to the existing towpath in
this area. In the absence of best
practice and mitigation the
development has the potential to
result in a Permanent Slight
Negative Effect on supporting habitat
for this Annex II species at the local
level.
There will be no direct effects on this
KER.
Potential for pollution is considered
to constitute a potential indirect

Short-term Slight-Moderate
Negative Impact during the
construction phase and a potential
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Key Ecological
Receptor

Construction Phase impacts

Operational Phase Impacts

Emissions to surface water, with the potential
to result in reduced water quality, was
identified as a potential indirect impact.

maintenance, storm water runoff
from bound surface car parks and
storm water runoff from unbound
track surfaces.

Ecological Significance if
Unmitigated
indirect Long-term ImperceptibleSlight Negative Impact during the
operational phase.
It is considered that impacts can be
effectively avoided, remedied or
reduced through appropriate design
and mitigation as described in the
following sections of this report.
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5.5.5 Cumulative Impacts
5.5.5.1

Projects Considered in Cumulative Assessment
The comprehensive review of the Kildare, Laois and Carlow County Council’s planning
register documented relevant general development planning applications within the
redline boundary of the proposed development. The nature of the project, which
proposes a narrow development corridor, means that only a small number of live
planning applications are considered in the cumulative effects study. This list was
verified on the 07/12/2017.
County Kildare


Pl. Ref. No. 13/1002: Extension of Duration to Pl. Ref. No. 07/148, in which
Mary Herbert applied to Kildare County Council for permission to;
‘build a bungalow, garage for domestic use and Septech 2000 effluent

treatment plant at Lowtown, Robertstown, Co. Kildare.’
Planning permission was granted by the planning authority on the 19th January
2009 after an appeal to An Bord Pleanála was withdrawn. An extension of
duration application was lodged by the applicant on the 16th December 2013.
Kildare County Council granted permission for the extension of duration for 5
no. years on the 17th February 2014.
County Laois


Pl. Ref. No. 15/132: Peter Luttrell applied to Laois County Council on the 27th
April 2015 for the following development;

‘construct a Lean-To Shed (Agricultural Building), construct an open silage pit,
concrete yard and associated site work.’
The planning authority granted planning permission on the 14th July 2015,
subject to 14 no. conditions, no commencement notice is available o the inline
planning register.


Pl. Ref. No. 16/119: Coillte Teoranta applied to Laois County Council on the
22nd March 2016 for permission to;

develop a 40.6km bike trail within Co. Laois which is part of a 72.8km mountain
bike trail project, the remainder being the subject of a planning application to
Offaly County Council and the two sets of trails are proposed to be linked by an
on-road section along the R440 in the townland of Baunreagh, Co. Laois and
Glenregan, Co. Offaly. The bike trail, approximately 0.6m wide (within a
corridor width of 100m) including boundary treatments, signage, and
structures for river and road crossings and all associated works, will be
constructed in the townlands of Baunreagh, Monicknew and Bockagh, with a
road crossing of the R440 in the twland of Baunreagh, and second road
crossing of a public road in the townlands of Baunreagh and Monicknew. The
proposed development will also include the demolition of an existing building;
the renovation and extension of existing building into a facilities building to
include a cafe, bicycle hire facilities; the construction of parking areas; a bike
wash; the installation of a waste water treatment plant and percolation area
and all associated works, boundary treatment; signage; water
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connection/supply from a bored well and associated services at Baunreagh,
Co. Laois. A Natura Impact Statement will be submitted to the planning
authority with the application. The Natura Impact Statement will be available
for inspection or purchase at a fee not exceeding the reasonable cost of making
a copy during office hours at the office of Laois County Council
The application was deemed by the planning authority to be incomplete.


Pl. Ref. No. 16/125: Coillte Teoranta applied to Laois County Council on the
30th March 2016 for permission to;

develop a 40.6km bike trail within Co. Laois which is part of a 72.8km mountain
bike trail project, the remainder being the subject of a planning application to
Offaly County Council and the two sets of trails are proposed to be linked by an
on-road section along the R440 in the townland of Baunreagh, Co. Laois and
Glenregan, Co. Offaly. The bike trail, approximately 0.6m wide (within a
corridor width of 100m) including boundary treatments, signage, and
structures for river and road crossings and all associated works, will be
constructed in the townlands of Baunreagh, Monicknew and Bockagh, with a
road crossing of the R440 in the twland of Baunreagh, and second road
crossing of a public road in the townlands of Baunreagh and Monicknew. The
proposed development will also include the demolition of an existing building;
the renovation and extension of existing building into a facilities building to
include a cafe, bicycle hire facilities; the construction of parking areas; a bike
wash; the installation of a waste water treatment plant and percolation area
and all associated works, boundary treatment; signage; water
connection/supply from a bored well and associated services at Baunreagh,
Co. Laois. A Natura Impact Statement will be submitted to the planning
authority with the application. The Natura Impact Statement will be available
for inspection or purchase at a fee not exceeding the reasonable cost of making
a copy during office hours at the office of Laois County Council
Further Information was requested by the planning authority on the 23rd May
2016 and received on the 14th November 2016.
County Carlow
Pl. Ref. No. 14/364: Waterways Ireland applied to Carlow County Council for
permission to;
‘erect signage, construct floating jetties and modify existing jetties at ten
separate locations from the lock at Clashganny, Co. Carlow to the lock at St.
Mullins on the boarder of Co. Carlow and Co. Kilkenny. The proposed works
include the introduction of mapboard and/or directional signage at
Clashganny, Ballykeenan, Graiguenamanagh slipway, Carriglead, Bahana and
St. Mullins, also floating jetty's are proposed for upper Tinnahinch and at St.
mullins, also jetty extensions are proposed at Lower Tinnahinch with a fixed
platform proposed at St. Mullins. The proposed works area lies within the River
Barrow and River Nore cSAC (Code 002162), thus an Natura Impact Statement
(NIS) has been included with this submission’.
The application was deemed to be withdrawn on the 19th August 2015.
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Pl. Ref. No. 13/6565: Robert & Peter Archbold applied to Carlow County
Council on the 26th June 2013 for permission to;
EOD of PD Ref: 07/5959 - (i) The restoration and refurbishment of the existing
house, which is a Protected Structure (Ref. 71, Reg No. 10000866, Map Ref.
4356-20), return and stable structures on the site, and a change of use of the
existing buildings from a hostel to commercial use. (ii) The demolition of the
existing extensions and addendums to the existing house and return and the
construction of a 3 storey link extension between the existing retained
structures, providing a gross floor area of 477 m2. (iii) The Construction of a 2
storey block to the northern boundary of the site to provide for, together with
the restored and refurbished stables, 2 No. two-bedroom live work units, 1 No.
one-bedroom live work units with commercial space of a total gross floor area
of 337 sqm. (iv) The construction of 59 residential units with a gross floor area
of 5322.5 sq.m including balconies and terraces, arranged in 5 blocks, ranging
in height from 3 storeys to a maximum of five storeys to the Barrow River.
Block 1 comprises of 12 No. two-bedroom, and 2 No. three-bedroom
apartments. Block 2 comprises of 11 No. two-bedroom and 1 No. threebedroom apartments; Block 3 comprises 4 No. one-bedroom apartments, 14
No. two-bedroom apartments and 1 No. three bedroom apartments; Block 4
comprises of 2 No. two-bedroom apartments and 1 No. three-bedroom duplex
apartment; Block 5 comprises 4 No. own-door two-bedroom apartments and
4 No. three-bedroom duplex apartments. (iv)The provision of a basement car
park with ramped vehicular access providing for 104 No. car-parking spaces,
84 bicycle spaces, bin stores & biomass boiler and fuel store and associated
services. (v) The provision of a basement car park with ramped vehicular
access providing for 104 No. car-parking spaces, 84 bicycle spaces, bin stores
& biomass boiler and fuel store and associated services. (vi) The provision of 7
No. surface car-parking spaces and all associated site works including
landscaping and a pedestrian access to the river bank. (vii) The modification of
the existing boundary to the Kilkenny road including the removal of the existing
boundary wall, the relocation & modification of the bus stop and the existing
vehicular entrance from Kilkenny Road. (viii) The construction of a new ESB
sub-station and switch room.
An extension of duration was granted by the planning authority until 23rd
August 2018.

Other Projects:
Loop Walks
There are several loop walks located in the vicinity of the proposed Blueway including;
Laois








The Barrow Way;
Abbeyleix Loops - Collins Bog loop;
Abbeyleix Loops - Killamuck Bog loop;
Ballyroan Slí;
Clonaslee - Brittas Forest Loop;
Cullahill - Binnianea Loop;
Durrow Leafy Loops - Dunmore Woods loop.
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Kildare
















Royal Canal Way;
Grand Canal Way;
Athy Slí;
Celbridge/Hewlett Packard/Leixlip Slí;
Clane Slí;
Donadea Forest Park - Alymer Walk;
Donadea Forest Park – Lake Walk;
Donadea Forest Park - Nature Walk;
Donadea Forest Park Slí;
Kilcock Slí;
Leixlip Slí - Saint Catherines Park;
Leixlip West Slí;
Mullaghreelan Wood - O'Tuathaill walk;
Mullaghreelan Wood - Rath walk;
Barrow Way.

Carlow














Carlow Slí - Rathnapish/Askea;
Carlow Town Slí;
Clogrennane Wood Loop;
Clonegal Slí;
Kilbrannish Loop;
Oak Park loop;
Rathanna Slí;
St. Mullins Slí;
Walshestown Slí;
Windfarm Loop;
South Leinster Way;
Barrow Way;
Wicklow Way.

Waterways Ireland Projects
Waterways Ireland are undertaking studies regarding the essential repair of the Lower
Tinnahinch weir. The works will include the provision of a fisheries rock ramp. This has
the potential to results in a potential positive impact given that it will improve upstream
passage for aquatic Qualifying Interests of the SAC.
Banks repair works are underway at Cloydagh. The works have temporarily ceased.
The remaining 70-80m will be completed in early 2018.
Waterways Ireland are undertaking studies with regard to bank repair at five locations
along the Barrow navigation. Four of these locations occur within the main River
Barrow system with the fifth (27th Lock Lower), located in the Barrow Line of the Grand
Canal. The locations and works proposed are described in Table 5.22 below:
Table 5.22 Proposed Bank Repair Works Locations
Location
Proposed Works – Canal/River
Bank

27th Lock Lower

Repair eroded bank over full
length (23m) of jetty
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Below Ardreigh Lock
Maganey Bridge
Below Rathellin Lock
Above Lr. Tinnahinch
Lock

Repair 18m length of eroded
bank behind jetty
Repair eroded bank over full
length (36m) of jetty
Repair eroded bank over full
length (18m) of jetty
Repair eroded bank over full
length (24m) of jetty

E268588 N192235
E271710 N184,626
E270280 N163032
E271710 N142479

All of the above Waterway Ireland projects have been subject to Ecological Impact
Assessment and Appropriate Assessment.
Waterways Ireland General Maintenance
In order to maintain the Barrow Way and associated navigation in their current
navigable state a number maintenance works are carried out on a regular basis. The
typical works required include:
 Grass trimming
 Hedge/bush trimming
 Tree surgery
 Aquatic plant control
 Structural repair: including repair and maintenance of locks, bridges and walls
 Routine bank/channel/drain maintenance and repairs, as required.
5.5.5.2

Cumulative Review of Plans
The relevant plans considered comprised of national, regional and local spatial plans,
whose hierarchical nature provide a more focussed and localised set of policy
provisions adhering to national and regional planning policies and objectives.
Accordingly, in the context of the development, the most pertinent planning policy
documents to consider are:


















South East Regional Planning Guidelines 2010 – 2022;
Midland Regional Planning Guidelines 2010 – 2022;
Greater Dublin Regional Planning Guidelines 2010 – 2022;
The Kildare County Development Plan 2017-2023;
The Laois County Development Plan 2017-2023;
The Carlow County Development Plan 2015-2021;
Rathangan Local Area Plan 2002;
Monasterevin Local Area Plan 2015-2021;
Athy Local Area Plan 2012-2018;
Joint Spatial Plan for the Greater Carlow Graiguecullen Urban Area 2012-2018;
Muinebheag/Royal Oak Local Area Plan 2016-2022;
Tinnahinch Local Area Plan 2010-2016;
Inland Fisheries Ireland Corporate Plan 2016-2020
South Eastern River Basin Management Plan,
NPWS Conservation Management Plans
NTA Greater Dublin Cycle Network Plan
National Cycle Network (Dublin to Galway)

Assessment material for the CIA was compiled on the relevant planning and sectoral
plans within the vicinity of the proposed development. The material gathered
comprised National, Regional Plans and Guidance as well as the relevant Development
and Local Area Plans as set out above and served to identify their relationship with, as
well as influences and impacts on the proposed development.
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In reviewing the plans listed above, it was noted that none had objectives that could
lead to adverse effects on the natural environment and many contained policies that
actively promoted the protection of it. Many also had specific objectives to protect the
environment including the River Barrow and River Nore SAC. No potential for
significant cumulative impacts were identified when the proposed Blueway
development was considered in combination with any of the plans listed above.
5.5.5.3

Discussion and Conclusions of In-Combination Impact Assessment
The potential for the proposed development to contribute to a cumulative impact on
the catchment as a whole was assessed. Other projects such as the ongoing use of the
Barrow navigation, kayak trails and the use of the river for angling were considered. It
is concluded that the proposed development will not result in any effects on the
hydrological functioning of the river or result in adverse effects on water quality. The
development therefore cannot contribute to any cumulative impact on the functioning
of the river. Similarly, it will not result in significant disturbance to faunal species and
no adverse effects on otter. It therefore cannot contribute to any cumulative impacts
with regard to disturbance either.
Based on the preceding section, it can be objectively concluded that the proposed
development, individually or in combination with other plans and projects, will have no
adverse effect on environment and that adverse effects can therefore be ruled out
beyond reasonable scientific doubt.
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5.6

Mitigation
The potential pathways for impacts on the Environment are listed below and the
measures employed in the design of the project to prevent any such impacts are also
discussed.

5.6.1 Potential for effects on Flora and Fauna
Effects likely to arise from either the construction or operation of the Barrow Blueway
are discussed, including best practice and mitigation in the sections below

5.6.2 Construction Phase
A Construction and Environmental Management Plan (CEMP) has been prepared, and
is included as Appendix 3-2 of this EIS. The CEMP will be in place prior to the start of
the construction phase and includes all the mitigation and best practice described in
this Chapter. A strict monitoring requirement has been identified and will be
implemented via the CEMP which requires and an on-site environmental clerk of works
during the construction phase.
5.6.2.1

Site Set Up




5.6.2.2

Prior to the outset of any excavation, the works area will be assessed and
clearly delineated. The minimum area necessary will be identified and there
will be no access to works vehicles outside the fenced off areas.
All works will be located within the confines of these fences. No works will take
place outside the fences to prevent damage to areas outside the necessary
development footprint.

Earth Works
Construction of the Blueway will involve excavation of soil. This creates the potential
for sediment and/or nutrient run-off, especially if soil is stored in an unconsolidated
state for a period of time. Suspended solids or nutrients resulting from the
decomposition of organic material could potentially enter the adjacent Barrow Line/
Barrow and other drainage features. It is considered unlikely that this would happen to
a significant degree given the small scale nature of the works and short sections that
will be excavated at any one time.
The nature of the development to be undertaken entails the removal and temporary
storage of soils and subsoils in some locations. Any excavations required will be
minimal so as to reduce the volumes of displaced soil. Once the upgrade to the track
is completed these soils and subsoils will be used to reinstate shoulders and verges
along the route.
Mitigation
 No direct discharges to water will be made.
 Natural vegetation on verges of the proposed route (circa. 1m) and the riparian
zone will be preserved, acting as a filter to any sediment laden run-off. Where
necessary, a silt fence will be constructed by attaching a sheet of geotextile
membrane to a stock fence and burying the bottom of it into the ground. Thus
allowing water to pass through but not the heavier fraction of the sediment.
 Excavation and infilling will be carried out in small progressive stages.
 Any construction materials, prior to use, will be stored at designated locations
suitably far away from the watercourse.
 Excavations will be carried out using a suitably sized excavator and in all
circumstances, excavation depths and volumes will be minimised.
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5.6.2.3

The nature of the development to be undertaken entails the removal and
temporary storage of soils and subsoils in some locations. Any excavations
required will be minimal so as to reduce the volumes of displaced soil. Once
the upgrade to the track is completed these soils and subsoils will be used to
reinstate shoulders and verges along the route.
Temporary stockpiles will be secured with silt fencing and covered during
heavy rainfall events.
In all circumstances, excavation depths and volumes will be minimised and
excavated material will be re-used as grass verges on the edge of the
trackway. Upon completion of each small section, excavated soil will be sown
with grass seed.
Any excavated soil that is not re-used will be removed to a licenced waste
facility
The weather forecast will be regularly checked by the construction staff and
earthworks will not be carried out in locations where there is the potential to
be run off into the River Barrow if heavy rain or flooding is likely.

Instream Works
Only small scale instream works are proposed. A total of 55m of bank repair works are
proposed at Millford and approximately 38m of cantilever path is proposed at
Bagenalstown. None of these works will be undertaken in Annex I Habitats or in areas
that are of particular sensitivity for faunal species (following the extensive survey work
that has been undertaken). Full detail on the proposed construction and best practice
measures are provided in Appendix 3-2 of the EIS.






5.6.2.4

The instream works will be undertaken in line with Guidelines on protection of
fisheries during construction works in and adjacent to waters (IFI 2016). This
document sets out issues of concern in terms of construction impacts and their
prevention. It also provides guidance on timing of works.
No earthworks/disturbance to the banks of the canalised section of
watercourse shall occur other than the minimum works necessary to be
undertaken to facilitate the proposed works
Fuels, oils, greases and hydraulic fluids must be stored in bunded compounds
away from water.

Vegetation Clearance and Protection of Tree Roots
It is proposed to remove a small stand of nine Leylandii trees to the south of Clogheen
Bridge to facilitate construction. The removal of vegetation will be completed in
compliance with the Wildlife Acts 1976-2017. Where tree roots are present along the
proposed route, the permeable track will be laid over the exposed tree roots. The works
will be undertaken in a manner which will not damage the structure and function of the
roots in accordance with British Standard (BS:5837 2015).

5.6.2.5

Hydrocarbon usage
The use of hydrocarbons during the works leads to the potential for pollution to enter
environment, including drainage ditches and, potentially, the Barrow Line/ River
Barrow. Leaks in poorly maintained plant and machinery could lead to hydrocarbon
dispersal over the site. Leaks in fuel storage tanks and spillages during refueling
operations could lead to larger releases of hydrocarbons into the environment.
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Mitigation
The use of machinery at the site carries the potential for accidental hydrocarbon
contamination of the area, by fuel spillages or oil leaks for example. The works will be
carried out in accordance with the following measures to avoid such impacts:













5.6.2.6

Mobile storage such as fuel bowsers will be used.
When not in use, all valves and fuel trigger guns from fuel storage containers
will be locked.
All plant refueling will take place on site using mobile fuel bowsers. Only
dedicated trained & competent personnel will carry out refueling operations.
Plant refueling will take place as far as practicable from watercourses. A spill
kit and drip tray shall be on site at all times and available for all refueling
operations. Equipment shall not be left unattended during refueling. All
pipework from containers to pump nozzles will have anti siphon valves fitted.
Oil booms and oil soakage pads will be kept on site to deal with any accidental
spillage
Strict procedures for plant inspection, maintenance and repairs shall be
detailed in the contractor’s method statements and machinery shall be
checked for leaks before arrival on site.
All site plant will be inspected at the beginning of each day prior to use.
Defective plant shall not be used until the defect is satisfactorily fixed.
All major repair and maintenance operations will take place off site.
Care will be taken at all times to avoid contamination of the environment with
contaminants other than hydrocarbons, such as uncured concrete or other
chemicals.
The plant refuelling procedures described above shall be detailed in the
contractor’s method statements.

Annex I Habitats and Marsh Fritillary Habitat Area on Barrow Line
Suitable habitat Marsh Fritillary was recorded from one location within the redline
boundary adjacent to the development footprint at Kiltaghan South to the south of
Wilson’s Bridge. The proposed development will be located on the existing towpath
with no proposals to complete any works outside the redline boundary.
The proposed development traverses an area identified as having potential to
correspond to Annex I calcareous grassland at Balintogher. The identified area is
shown in Figure 5.4. The works will be restricted to the existing towpath at this location.
All other area of potential Annex I habitats are displayed on the Habitat Mapping figures
in Appendix 5-2.
Mitigation
 Prior to the outset of any works, the sections of the proposed development that
are adjacent to any Annex I habitat will be identified in a pre-construction
ecological survey.
 Prior to construction, the minimum works area will be assessed and clearly
delineated with temporary fencing. The fencing will be constructed with
wooden pencil posts and cordon tape. There will be no access to works
vehicles or personnel outside the fenced off areas.
 All construction and other persons entering the site will be made aware of the
presence of the sensitive habitat during site induction.
 Signage shall be posted in order to alert all persons to the presence of the
sensitive area.
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5.6.2.7

Pre-construction Faunal surveys
Otter
Prior to any sections of instream work being carried out, a pre-construction Otter
survey will be undertaken to ensure that the species has not taken up residence within
or close to the development footprint.

Exclusion of Otters
It is not anticipated that any Otter holts will require to be excluded as part of project
based on the findings of the Otter surveys undertaken. However, should any holt be
encountered during the pre-construction surveys, it will be subject to exclusion
procedures as outlined in the TII/NRA guidelines (2006).
Otter breeding may take place at any season of the year. Therefore breeding activity at
any holts identified during the pre-construction surveys will need to be determined on
a case by case basis. The period over which pregnant females and cubs are present in
a holt can be up to 21 or more weeks. The gestation period is nine weeks and the cubs
remain inside the holt for about seven weeks before venturing into the open. The cubs
are weaned when aged three to four months.
Confirming that a holt is inactive will usually require a period of monitoring (e.g. five or
more days of checking activity at the holt either with sticks or with sand pads to identify
footprints). Where holts have been verified as inactive, and to prevent their
reoccupation, the entrances may be lightly blocked with vegetation and a light
application of soil (soft blocking). If the entrances remain undisturbed for five days, the
holt may then be destroyed immediately, under licence, using a mechanical digger,
under the supervision of the holder of the NPWS derogation.
Badger
A preconstruction Badger survey shall be conducted at the locations where badgers
setts were identified along the Barrow Navigation.

Exclusion of Badgers
Should any active setts with the potential to be affected be recorded during the preconstruction survey, the procedure outlined below will be followed. Should exclusion
be required it shall be conducted under Licence from the NPWS.
Exclusion of Badgers from active setts is best avoided during the breeding season as
cubs may remain underground after all adults have been excluded. Exclusion of
Badgers from disused or currently inactive setts may be completed throughout the
year. Inactive sett entrances should be soft-blocked then hard-blocked and the sett
destroyed as soon as possible, under the supervision of a licensee (TII/NRA, 2006).
One-way gates should be installed on active entrances to allow badgers to exit but not
re-enter. These gates should be tied open for three days prior to being set. Once gates
have been installed, they should be left in place whilst works are conducted within the
zone of influence. If the gates are left in place for long periods of time Badgers may
attempt to dig around them or to create new entrances. Therefore, the gates should be
in place for the minimum time necessary and should be inspected regularly for signs
of disturbance.
Freshwater White-clawed Crayfish
Freshwater crayfish were not recorded at any of the instream works locations during
the aquatic habitat surveys that were undertaken. The nature and scale of the instream
works is such that there will be no loss or damage to potential Crayfish habitat. Taking
a precautionary approach, pre-commencement Crayfish surveys will be undertaken to
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ensure that no Crayfish is harmed during the instream works. These will be completed
at all in-stream works locations and will require a licence from the NPWS. Should
Crayfish be recorded, they will be relocated under licence to adjacent habitat where
they can be released.
5.6.2.8

General Disturbance of Fauna
The development is likely to result in increased levels of noise and activity around the
trackway during the works period, in particular when stripping topsoil and applying
surface dressings. Species present along the canal/river corridor are likely to
habituate to human activity and are unlikely to be significantly affected by the proposed
works. The KER species crepuscular in nature and are unlikely to be significantly
impacted by the proposed works.
Mitigation
 During the construction phase, noise control measures, hours of operation (i.e.
dusk and dawn is high faunal activity time) and selection of plant items will be
considered in relation to disturbance of animals.
 No construction activity will take place within the hours of darkness.
 All plant and equipment for use will comply with the Construction Plant and
Equipment Permissible Noise Levels Regulations (SI 359/1996).
 Operating machinery will be restricted to the proposed development site
boundary.
 No works will be undertaken outside the construction footprint.

5.6.3 Operational Phase
5.6.3.1

Disturbance
It is expected that the proposed Blueway will cater for additional users as described in
Chapter 2 of the EIS. As part of the River Barrow Cycling Trail – Feasibility and
Technical Specifications Report, a calculation on the existing and proposed users of the
River Barrow walking trail was carried out. Based on information extrapolated from
other similar public trail projects, and count data from surveys undertaken in summer
2017, it is assumed that existing walkers would represent 50% of the final number of
walkers and that existing cyclists are at 10% of the projected number of cyclists.
Visitors that both walk and cycle during their trip are estimated at being 20% of their
final estimated number.
The predicted increase in visitor numbers is unlikely to represent a significant impact
as the entire track is already a navigation route and existing waymarked trail. It is
already used by high numbers of walkers and anglers with some cyclists. The design
measures that have been put in place to ensure that disturbance to species of concern
such as otter (in the context of the EIS) are listed below:







The proposed development has been specifically designed to remain on the
existing path, thus minimizing the impact of path construction.
The development has been designed to retain all habitats and areas that
provide vegetative cover and connectivity along and surrounding the route. The
only trees or shrubs that will be lost will be nine coniferous trees (leylandii) in
a small stand.
There will be no loss of emergent or wetland vegetation associated with the
proposed development.
Access to the water will not be encouraged or promoted.
Access to areas such as islands or backdrains will not be encouraged or
promoted
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5.6.3.2

No lighting is proposed as part of the development and there will be no
encouragement to use the area at night.

Pollution of the Environment
In considering this potential impact, run off of sediment from the proposed track
resulting from two types of event was assessed:



Inundation from floodwaters arising from the river
Erosion associated with run off from heavy rainfall events.

The design of the proposed works ensures that no mitigation is required with regard to
sediment runoff during operation. The proposed trail will be primarily an unbounded
surface which will allow surface water to percolate. Please see Chapter 7 for further
details)
Emissions to surface water, with the potential to result in reduced water quality, was
identified as a potential indirect impact associated with storm water runoff from bound
surface car parks.
Mitigation


5.6.3.3

Storm runoff from all car parks (existing bound or new bound) shall be
collected in gullies and discharged via retention tanks and petrol/oil
interceptors which shall include non-return valves. These shall be designed to
the highest specification and will discharge to the catchment of the River
Barrow either directly or indirectly via back drains and/ or tributaries.

On-going Maintenance
There will be ongoing maintenance of the Blueway after the initial development.
Ongoing activities will include; periodic surface maintenance to ensure the design
specification is upheld along with management of the grassy verge. After storm
conditions, there will be a need to make storm repairs to both the surface and the
clearing of any debris left on the track from broken tree branches or fallen trees. Track
surface damage, etc. will require repair or redressing to provide a suitable surface
again.
Mitigation Measures:
Proposed mitigation measures are included in section 5.6.2 above and in Chapter 7.

5.6.3.4

General Preventive Measures
Due to the sensitive nature and environmental designations of the area in which the
work is to be undertaken, the appointed construction contractor will be required to
implement the Construction and Environmental Management Plan (CEMP). The CEMP
includes the site specific mitigation measures described in this EIS which have been
derived from scientific analysis of the development site. The CEMP will be prepared
prior to the commencement of the works, and in addition to the bespoke mitigation, the
CEMP will incorporate any alterations to the EIS and application documents that may
emerge during the course of the planning process. Prior to construction the CEMP will
be submitted to the planning authority for written approval.
As per Chapter 7 (Hydrology) of the EIS, no significant hydrological impacts on the
Environment are anticipated. The chapter proposes control measures to avoid, reduce
and remedy any potential hydrological impacts on the environment. The prescribed
measures are detailed in Section 7.4 of Chapter 7 and shall be adhered to during the
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construction phase of the development. Hydrological impacts during the operational
phase are not anticipated.

5.6.4 Invasive Species
The introduction and/or spread of invasive species such as Himalayan Balsam, Giant
Hogweed or Japanese Knotweed for example, could result in the establishment of
invasive alien species and this may have negative effects on the surrounding environs.
Third schedule species have been recorded at the along the proposed Barrow Blueway.
Consequently, a preconstruction Invasive species survey shall be conducted and an
Invasive Species Management Plan shall be prepared for the proposed works.
An Outline Invasive Species Management Plan has prepared for the proposed
development and is provided as Appendix 5-3. The Plan outlines the proposed
measures with regard to:






Japanese Knotweed
Himalayan Balsam
Giant Hogweed (none proposed as not recorded in the development site
boundary in 2017)
Instream works
General best practice

Careful implementation of the prescribed management measures will ensure that
the works are conducted within the confines of legislation as outlined in Section
5.5.3.4.

5.6.5 Discussion of Proposed Preventive Measures to Avoid Impacts
Emissions to surface water was identified as a potential indirect effect on the
Environment. The pollution prevention measures outlined in the sections above are site
specific and have been derived from scientific analysis of the development site. The
proposed pollution preventive measures, in view of best practice guidance and
scientific knowledge are appropriate to effectively avoid, reduce and remedy any
pollution related impacts during construction and operation of the development.
Disturbance was identified as a potential indirect effect on the faunal KERs. A range of
measures as outlined above will limit the potential for disturbance of fauna during the
construction phase of the development. Significant disturbance related impacts are not
anticipated during the operational phase.
Taking cognisance of the bespoke pollution prevention and disturbance limitation
measures it can be objectively concluded that the development will not adversely affect
the environment.

McCarthy Keville O’Sullivan Ltd. – Planning & Environmental Consultants

5-110

Barrow Blueway – Environmental Impact Statement
170526a – EIS – 2017.12.08 – F

5.7

Residual Impacts on Key Ecological Receptors
The significance of any residual impacts has been assessed by evaluating the likely effectiveness of the proposed mitigation in addressing the impacts
on integrity and conservation status of each of the key ecological receptors. (See Table 5.24 below)
Table 5.24 Assessment of Scale and Significance of Residual Impacts; based on the EPA (2002) and NRA (2009)

KER
Semi-natural dry
grasslands and
scrubland facies on
calcareous
substrates (FestucoBrometalia) [6210]

Significance of Pre-mitigated Impacts
It is considered that the proposed development does not have the
potential to result in significant effects on this KER at the International,
National or County level. There is potential for unmitigated indirect
Permanent Slight Negative Effect at the local level

Alnus glutinosa and
Fraxinus excelsior
(Alno-Padion, Alnion
incanae, Salicion
albae) [91E0]

It is considered that the proposed development does not have the
potential to result in significant effects on this KER at the International,
National, County level. There is potential for indirect Short-term
Slight-Moderate Negative Impact during the construction phase and a
potential indirect Long-term Imperceptible-Slight Negative Impact
during the operational phase

Hydrophilous tall
herb fringe
communities of
plains and of the

It is considered that the proposed development does not have the
potential to result in significant effects on this KER at the International,
National, County level. There is potential for indirect Short-term
Slight-Moderate Negative Impact during the construction phase and a
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Ecological Significance following Mitigation
The proposed development follows the existing
towpath in this area.
Given the range of mitigation measures and best
practice incorporated into the project design;
significant adverse residual impacts on the KER are
not anticipated.
No significant effects are anticipated on this habitat
given that there will be no loss of woodland as part
of the proposed development.
Mitigation measures to protect local surface water
quality are detailed in Chapters 3 (Description of
the Proposed Development), the CEMP provided as
Appendix 3-2 and Chapter 7 (Hydrology &
Hydrogeology) of this EIS
In light of the above factors it is considered that the
proposed development does not have the potential
to result in significant residual effects on this KER.
Mitigation measures to protect local surface water
quality are detailed in Chapters 3 (Description of
the Proposed Development), the CEMP provided as
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KER
montane to alpine
levels [6430]

Significance of Pre-mitigated Impacts
potential indirect Long-term Imperceptible-Slight Negative Impact
during the operational phase.

It is considered that the proposed development does not have the
potential to result in significant effects on this KER at the International,
National or County level.
The banks repair works have the potential to results in a Long-term
Short-term Slight Positive effect as they will stabilise the banks,
results in habitat creation and prevent erosion.
River Barrow and
Barrow Line

There is potential for indirect Short-term Slight-Moderate Negative
Impact during the construction phase and a potential indirect Longterm Imperceptible-Slight Negative Impact during the operational
phase.

Ecological Significance following Mitigation
Appendix 3-2 and Chapter 7 (Hydrology &
Hydrogeology) of this EIS
In light of the above factors it is considered that the
proposed development does not have the potential
to result in significant residual effects on this KER.
Mitigation measures to protect local surface water
quality are detailed in Chapters 3 (Description of the
Proposed Development), the CEMP provided as
Appendix 3-2 and Chapter 7 (Hydrology &
Hydrogeology) of this EIS.
In light of the above factors it is considered that the
proposed development does not have the potential
to result in significant residual effects on this KER.

Potential for shading of the Barrow line at the proposed Bridge
crossing locations was considered to constitute a Permanent
Imperceptible Negative Impact.
Otter (Lutra lutra)

It is considered that the proposed development does not have the
potential to result in significant effects on this KER at the International,
National or County level.
Habitat Destruction
The habitats within the development footprint does not offer valuable
foraging, resting or potential breeding habitat for Otter. Habitats of
significance to Otter will be retained. The potential for habitat
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No significant effects are anticipated on this
species given the nature of the habitats within the
development footprint and given that no breeding
or resting places were recorded within the EIS
study area. There will be no significant alteration of
canals, rivers or streams. Given the small scale
nature of the works and the proposed best practice
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KER

Badger (Meles
meles)

Fisheries including
Crayfish and Pearl
Mussel species


Austropotamobiu
s pallipes (White-

Significance of Pre-mitigated Impacts
destruction is considered to constitute a Long-term Imperceptible-

Slight Negative Impact

Ecological Significance following Mitigation
measures; significant disturbance/displacement
effects are not anticipated.

Water Pollution
Potential for pollution is considered to constitute a potential indirect
Short-term Slight-Moderate Negative Impact during the construction
phase and a potential indirect Long-term Imperceptible-Slight
Negative Impact during the operational phase.

Mitigation measures to protect local surface water
quality are detailed in Chapters 3 (Description of the
Proposed Development), the CEMP provided as
Appendix 3-2 and 7 (Hydrology & Hydrogeology) of
this EIS.

Disturbance
The potential for disturbance is considered to constitute a potential
indirect Short-term Slight Negative Impact during the construction
phase and a potential indirect Long-term Imperceptible Negative
Impact during the operational phase.

In light of the above factors it is considered that the
proposed development does not have the potential
to result in significant residual effects on this KER.

It is considered that the proposed development does not have the
potential to result in significant effects on this KER at the International,
National or County level.

Given the range of mitigation measures and best
practice incorporated into the project design;
significant residual impacts on the KER are not
anticipated.

Potential for disturbance is considered no greater than a Permanent
Imperceptible Negative Impact at the local level only, as badger are
not dependent on the habitats within the development footprint
It is considered that the proposed development does not have the
potential to result in significant effects on this KER at the International,
National or County level. There is potential for indirect Short-term
Slight-Moderate Negative Impact during the construction phase and a
potential indirect Long-term Imperceptible-Slight Negative Impact
during the operational phase

clawed Crayfish)
[1092]
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Mitigation measures to protect local surface water
quality are detailed in Chapters 3 (Description of
the Proposed Development), the CEMP provided as
Appendix 3-2 and Chapter 7 (Hydrology &
Hydrogeology) of this EIS
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KER


Significance of Pre-mitigated Impacts

Ecological Significance following Mitigation
In light of the above factors it is considered that the
proposed development does not have the potential
to result in significant residual effects on the KERs.

It is considered that the proposed development does not have the
potential to result in significant effects on this KER at the International,
National, County level. There is potential for indirect Short-term
Slight-Moderate Negative Impact during the construction phase and a
potential indirect Long-term Imperceptible-Slight Negative Impact
during the operational phase

Mitigation measures to protect local surface water
quality are detailed in Chapters 3 (Description of
the Proposed Development), the CEMP provided as
Appendix 3-2 and Chapter 7 (Hydrology &
Hydrogeology) of this EIS.

Petromyzon
marinus (Sea
Lamprey) [1095]



Lampetra planeri
(Brook Lamprey)
[1096]



Lampetra
fluviatilis (River
Lamprey) [1099]



Salmo salar
(Salmon) [1106]



Alosa fallax
fallax (Twaite



Margaritifera
margaritifera

Shad) [1103]

(Freshwater
Pearl Mussel)
[1029]


Margaritifera
durrovensis
(Nore Pearl
Mussel) [1990)

Vertigo moulinsiana
(Desmoulin's Whorl
Snail) [1016]
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KER

Euphydryas aurinia
(Marsh Fritillary) [1065]

Kingfisher (Alcedo
atthis)

Significance of Pre-mitigated Impacts

It is considered that the proposed development does not have the potential to
result in significant effects on this KER at the National, or County Level.
The proposed development is restricted to the existing towpath in this area. In
the absence of best practice and mitigation the development has the potential
to result in a Permanent Imperceptible Negative Effect on supporting habitat
for this Annex II species at the local level.
It is considered that the proposed development does not have the potential to
result in significant effects on this KER at the International, National, County
level. There is potential for indirect Short-term Slight-Moderate Negative
Impact during the construction phase and a potential indirect Long-term
Imperceptible-Slight Negative Impact during the operational phase

Ecological Significance following Mitigation
In light of the above factors it is considered that the
proposed development does not have the potential
to result in significant residual effects on the KERs.
Given the range of mitigation measures and best
practice incorporated into the project design;
significant adverse residual impacts on the KER are
not anticipated.

No significant effects are anticipated on this
species given that no breeding sites were recorded
within the EIS study area.
There will be no significant alteration of rivers or
streams. Given the small scale nature of the works
and the proposed best practice measures;
significant disturbance/displacement effects are
not anticipated.
Mitigation measures to protect local surface water
quality are detailed in Chapters 3 (Description of
the Proposed Development), the CEMP provided as
Appendix 3-2 and Chapter 7 (Hydrology &
Hydrogeology) of this EIS.
In light of the above factors it is considered that the
proposed development does not have the potential
to result in significant residual effects on this KER.
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5.8

Conclusion
Following consideration of the residual impacts (post mitigation) it is noted that the
proposed development will not result in any significant impacts on any of the identified
KERs. No residual impacts on receptors of International, National or County
Importance were identified.
The potential for effects on the European designated sites are fully described in the
Natura Impact Statement that accompanies this application. The NIS concludes that in
view of best scientific knowledge and on the basis of objective information, the
proposed development either individually or in combination with other plans or
projects, is not likely to have significant effects on the European Sites that were
assessed as part of the Appropriate Assessment process.
Other than the identified KERs, the ecological impacts on floral and faunal receptors
of Local Importance (Lower Value) are not considered to be significant in the Medium
to Long term.
Provided that the proposed development is constructed and operated in accordance
with the design, best practice and mitigation that is described within this application,
significant impacts on ecology are not anticipated at the international, national or
county scales or on any of the identified KERs.

McCarthy Keville O’Sullivan Ltd. – Planning & Environmental Consultants

5-116

