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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
Five route options have been proposed as part of the N53 Hackballscross to Rassan
Scheme and assessed with respect to their potential noise impact. The noise impact
assessment has been conducted in accordance with the relevant guidance set down in
Section 5.0 of the TII 2004 Guidelines for the assessment of noise and vibration for national
road schemes, the 2014 Good practice guidance for the treatment of noise during the
planning of national road schemes and in accordance with the requirements of the TII
Project Management Guidelines 2010 and 2019 and the TII Project Appraisal Guidelines for
National Roads Unit 7.0 - Multi Criteria Analysis PE-PAG-02031, October 2016.
The five route options have been compared with reference to their Potential Impact Ratings
(PIR) based on property counts between 0 and 300m from the road centreline. The PIR
assessment takes account of all properties within 300m of the road centreline of the
proposed route alignment. Based on a count of properties within 300m of each route, the
assessment has determined that the Purple Route has the lowest PIR value compared to the
other options. The Red, Green and Brown have middle ranked PIR values and the Blue
Route Options having the highest PIR. The routes with the highest PIR values are those with
alignments along the N53 Road.
In accordance with the Guidelines, the potential traffic noise impact from each route has also
been assessed taking account of projected future traffic flows for the Do Minimum and Do
Something scenarios. Taking account of indicative noise levels associated with the traffic
flow along each route, the number of properties that have the potential to require noise
mitigation in accordance with the criteria set out in the TII guidelines for national road
schemes was calculated. The assessment has also determined the likely potential
magnitude of change of road traffic noise at properties in the study area from each route
option when compared to the Do Minimum Scenario.
The results of this assessment have indicated that the Red route option has the highest
potential noise impact and is ranked as the least preferred route option. The remaining four
options are determined to have similar overall noise impacts with the Blue and Brown route
options determined to have marginally lower impacts compared to the Green and Purple
route options. Given, however, the high-level assessment undertaken at this stage and the
potential for alignments and traffic flow to change as the emerging preferred route develops,
the Green, Blue, Purple and Brown route options have all been ranked as minor/ slightly
negative and are ranked as having an intermediate preference.
Taking account of the assessments summarised above, the route preferences from a noise
perspective are summarised in Table A alongside the Multi Criteria Analysis (MCA) Score.
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Route Option

Potential Impact
Rating (PIR)

No. of
Properties
Potentially
Requiring Noise
Mitigation

No of properties
with Moderate –
major change in
noise levels

MCA Score

Preference

Red

127

7

16

2- Moderately
negative

Least Preferred

Green

119

3

8

3- Minor /
slightly negative

Intermediate

Blue

142

2

5

3- Minor /
slightly negative

Intermediate

Purple

108

3

9

3- Minor /
slightly negative

Intermediate

Brown

131

2

5

3- Minor /
slightly negative

Intermediate

Table A

Summary of Ranking Assessments for Each Route Option
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1.0

INTRODUCTION
Five route options have been proposed as part of the N55 Hackballscross to Rassan
Road Scheme. This section presents an assessment of the route options with respect
to their potential noise impact. The noise assessment has been conducted in
accordance with the relevant guidance set down in Section 5.0 of the TII 2004
Guidelines for the assessment of noise and vibration for national road schemes, the
2014 Good practice guidance for the treatment of noise during the planning of
national road schemes and in accordance with the requirements of the TII Project
Management Guidelines 2010 and the TII Project Appraisal Guidelines for National
Roads Unit 7.0 - Multi Criteria Analysis PE-PAG-02031, October 2016.
The five route options have been compared with reference to their Potential Impact
Ratings (PIR) based on property counts between 0 and 300m from the road
centreline. An assessment was also made of the likely range of noise levels at
distances from the routes in addition to the likely requirement for noise mitigation.

2.0

METHODOLOGY
In order to establish a ranking methodology for this assessment, the following
approach was undertaken in line with the guidelines set out in Chapter 5 of the TII
document “Guidelines for the Treatment of Noise and Vibration in National Road
Schemes (2004)” and Chapter 2 of the TII document, “Good Practice Guidance for
the Treatment of Noise during the Planning of National Road Schemes (2014)”.
In terms of operational noise, the Guideline considers it appropriate to set the design
goal for road traffic noise for new national roads in Ireland as follows:
•

Day-evening-night 60dB Lden (free field)

Both documents acknowledge that it may not always be sustainable to achieve this
design goal. In such circumstances, nevertheless, a structured approach should be
taken in order to ameliorate as far as practicable road traffic noise through the
consideration of measures such as alignment changes, barrier type (e.g. earth
mounds) or low noise road surfaces.
In general, the assessment of potential noise impacts is based primarily upon
property counts, likely changes in traffic flow and a review of the likely requirement
for mitigation measures. The following has been conducted to assess the impact
rating of each of the route corridors under consideration.
•

•
•
•

Property counts have been conducted within four bands either side of the
centreline of each route option, i.e. 0 to 50m, 50 to 100m, 100 to 200m and 200
to 300m. Using this information, the Potential Impact Rating (PIR) for each route
was established.
The potential noise levels associated with each route was then established
taking into account the horizontal alignments for each route corridor, traffic flows
for the design year and traffic speeds.
An assessment of the potential number of properties likely to be exposed to
traffic noise levels at or above 60dB Lden,
An assessment of the likely change in traffic noise levels along the existing N53
has been conducted to assess the overall positive and negative impacts
associated with the operation of each route option.
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3.0

EXISTING ENVIRONMENT
The baseline noise environment in the vicinity of existing noise sensitive locations
(NSL’s) adjacent to the existing N53 road will be dominated by road traffic
movements along the existing route. Other NSL’s in the vicinity of the potential new
routes will be influenced by distant traffic, occasional local traffic, agricultural activity
and other anthropogenic noise sources typical to such rural areas as the area under
consideration.
A full and detailed baseline noise survey, in accordance with TII Guidelines, will be
carried out at EIAR stage or Part 8 planning stage in order to characterise the
existing noise environment.

4.0

ASSESSMENT OF ROUTE OPTIONS

4.1

Description of Route Options

4.1.1 Red Route Option
The Red Route commences west of Hackballscross and continues on the existing
N53 for approx. 400m before deviating north-westwards. It continues to follow this
path, bypassing the settlements of Annaghvacky on the north side until it passes
through the L7116 road. At this point it begins to turn southwest towards the existing
N53, also intersecting the L3117 road. After bypassing south of Scoil Bhríde, it ties-in
to the existing N53.
4.1.2

Green Route Option
The Green Route commences west of Hackballscross and continues on the existing
N53 for approx. 200m before deviating south-westwards. It continues to head in this
direction for approx. 500m before traversing approx. westwards in a manner parallel
with the existing N53. It maintains this direction until it passes the settlements of
Annaghvacky, before tying back in to the existing N53 east of the L3117 road.

4.1.3

Blue Route Option
The Blue Route commences west of Hackballscross and stays online for approx.
1.2km before turning offline in a south-westward direction. It bypasses the centre of
Anaghvacky before tying back into the existing N53 east of the L3117 road.

4.1.4

Purple Route Option
The Purple Route commences west of Hackballscross and continues on the existing
N53 for approx. 200m before deviating south-westwards. It continues to head in this
direction for approx. 500m before traversing approx. westwards in a manner parallel
with the existing N53. This orientation is continued for approx. 1.6km as it heads
westwards past the centre of Annaghvacky, before it heads in a northwest direction
to tie back in with the existing N53.

4.1.5

Brown Route Option
The Brown Route commences west of Hackballscross and stays online for approx.
1.2km before turning offline in a south-westward direction. As it bypasses the centre
of Annaghvacky, it continues with an orientation approximately parallel to the existing
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N53 for approx. 500m before it heads in a northwest direction to tie back in with the
existing N53.
4.2

Potential Impact Rating Based on Property Counts
An assessment of potential impact in terms of noise based upon the number of noise
sensitive receptors within specified distance bands from each of the route options
under consideration is set out in the following Section.
The number of properties potentially sensitive to noise and/or vibration within 300m
of each of the proposed routes has been identified. For the purpose of this study,
property counts include existing properties and other noise sensitive buildings
adjacent to each route option. For the PIR assessment, the total number of
properties within 300m from the road centreline has been counted, irrespective of
their location along existing roads (i.e. the N53 etc.).
Property counts have been undertaken for four bands either side of centreline of
each route, i.e. 0 to 50m, 50 to 100m, 100 to 200m and 200 to 300m. A weighting
value for each distance band has been applied with a weighting factor of 4 for the
closest distance band (0 to 50m) down to 1 for the furthest distance band (200 to
300m). For the PIR assessment, the calculated weighted value within 300m from the
road centreline is then determined. The route with the lowest PIR has the lowest
nominal potential impact.
NSL’s may include residential units, schools, hospitals, nursing homes; although at
this stage of the assessment no further distinction is made between these different
types of properties. During the specific impact assessment for the emerging preferred
route, any variation in NSL type will be identified and considered as appropriate. Any
variation in type of NSL, however, would not be expected to materially affect the
noise impact assessment.

4.2.1

Red Route Option
Table 1 presents the potential impact rating for the Red Route Option based on the
property counts within 300m of the proposed road centreline. Figure A1 in
Appendix A illustrates the PIR count for the Red Route Option in the 4 distance
bands.

Distance Bands

No. of Sensitive
Properties in Band (A)

Rating Factor
(B)

PIR
(AxB)

0 - 50 m

14

4

56

50 - 100m

10

3

30

100 - 200m

17

2

34

200 - 300m

7

1

7

TOTAL

127

Table 1 Calculation of Potential Impact Rating for Red Route Option

Based upon the assessment of properties within the various distance bands and the
rating factors associated with each band, the calculated PIR for the Red Route
Option is 127. This is the third highest PIR count compared to the other routes.
A large portion of the residential properties within the 50m band are those located
along the existing N53 Road to the east and west tie in points. The highest number of
properties are located within the 100 to 200m distance band which are for the
_____________________________________________________________________________________________________
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majority, properties set back from the existing N53 Road to the north of Annaghvacky
and Sheelagh. The potential operational noise impact associated with the operation
of this route is considered further in the following Sections.
4.4.2

Green Route Option
Table 2 presents the potential impact rating for the Green Route Option based on the
property counts within 300m of the proposed road centreline. Figure A2 in
Appendix A illustrates the PIR count for the Green Route Option in the 4 distance
bands.
Distance Bands

No. of Sensitive
Properties in Band (A)

Rating Factor
(B)

PIR
(AxB)

0 - 50 m

14

4

56

50 - 100m

3

3

9

100 - 200m

13

2

26

200 - 300m

28

1

28

TOTAL

119

Table 2 Calculation of Potential Impact Rating for Green Route Option

Based upon the assessment of properties within the various distance bands and the
rating factors associated with each band, the calculated PIR for the Green Route
Option is 119. This is the second lowest PIR count compared to the other routes.
All of the residential properties within the 50m band are those located along the
existing N53 Road with the exception of 1 where the alignment veers south of
Annaghvacky. The highest number of properties are located within the 200 to 300m
distance band of the route, a large proportion of which are located along the existing
N53 at Annaghvacky and Sheelagh. The potential noise impact associated with the
operation of this route is considered further in the following Sections.
4.2.3

Blue Route Option
Table 3 presents the potential impact rating for Blue Route Option based on the
property counts within 300m of the proposed road centreline. Figure A3 in
Appendix A illustrates the PIR count for the Blue Route Option in the 4 distance
bands.
Distance Bands

No. of Sensitive
Properties in Band (A)

Rating Factor
(B)

PIR
(AxB)

0 - 50 m

18

4

72

50 - 100m

2

3

6

100 - 200m

20

2

40

200 - 300m

24

1

24

TOTAL

142

Table 3 Calculation of Potential Impact Rating for Blue Route Option

Based upon the assessment of properties within the various distance bands and the
rating factors associated with each band, the calculated PIR for the Blue Route
Option is 142. This is the highest PIR count compared to the other routes.
All of the residential properties within the 50m band are those located along the
existing N53 Road with the exception of 1 where the alignment veers south of
_____________________________________________________________________________________________________
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Annaghvacky. The highest number of properties are located within the 200 to 300m
distance band of the route, a large proportion of which are located along the existing
N53 at Annaghvacky and further north at Sheelagh.
The potential noise impact associated with the operation of this route is considered
further in the following Sections.
4.2.4

Purple Route Option
Table 4 presents the potential impact rating for the Purple Route Option based on the
property counts within 300m of the proposed road centreline. Figure A4 in
Appendix A illustrates the PIR count for the Purple Route Option in the 4 distance
bands.
Distance Bands

No. of Sensitive
Properties in Band (A)

Rating Factor
(B)

PIR
(AxB)

0 - 50 m

11

4

44

50 - 100m

4

3

12

100 - 200m

13

2

26

26

1

200 - 300m

TOTAL

26
108

Table 4 Calculation of Potential Impact Rating for Purple Route Option

Based upon the assessment of properties within the various distance bands and the
rating factors associated with each band, the calculated PIR for the Purple Route
Option is 108. This is the lowest PIR count compared to the other routes.
All of the residential properties within the 50m band are those located along the
existing N53 Road with the exception of 1 where the alignment veers south of
Annaghvacky. The highest number of properties are located within the 200 to 300m
distance band of the route, the majority of which are along the existing N53 at
Annaghvacky. The potential noise impact associated with the operation of this route
is considered further in the following Sections.
4.2.5

Brown Route Option
Table 5 presents the potential impact rating for the Brown Route Option based on the
property counts within 300m of the proposed road centreline. Figure A5 in
Appendix A illustrates the PIR count for the Purple Route Option in the 4 distance
bands.
Distance Bands

No. of Sensitive
Properties in Band (A)

Rating Factor
(B)

PIR
(AxB)

0 - 50 m

15

4

60

50 - 100m

3

3

9

100 - 200m

20

2

40

200 - 300m

22

1

22

TOTAL

131

Table 5 Calculation of Potential Impact Rating for Brown Route Option

Based upon the assessment of properties within the various distance bands and the
rating factors associated with each band, the calculated PIR for the Blue Route
Option is 131. This is the second highest PIR count compared to the other routes.
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All of the residential properties within the 50m band are those located along the
existing N53 Road with the exception of 1 where the alignment veers south of
Annaghvacky. The highest number of properties are located within the 200 to 300m
distance band of the route, the majority of which are located along the existing N53 at
Annaghvacky.
The potential noise impact associated with the operation of this route is considered
further in the following Sections.
4.2.6

Do Nothing Scenario – Existing N53
In order to provide a comparative assessment, the PIR values for the existing section
of the N53 within the extent of the study area has also been counted. Table 6
presents the potential impact rating for the existing N53 Route Option based on the
property counts within 300m of the existing road centreline along the length of the
study area.
Distance Bands

No. of Sensitive
Properties in Band (A)

Rating Factor
(B)

PIR
(AxB)

0 - 50 m

36

4

144

50 - 100m

7

3

21

100 - 200m

15

2

30

200 - 300m

10

1

10

TOTAL

205

Table 6 Calculation of Potential Impact Rating for Existing N53

Based upon the assessment of properties within the various distance bands and the
rating factors associated with each band, the calculated PIR for the existing section
of the N53 is 205. The greatest number of properties within 300m of the existing
alignment are within 50m of the road centreline.
4.2.6

PIR Summary
Table 7 summarises the PIR for each of the routes and ranking in order of number
their total PIR value.

Table 7

Route

PIR

PIR ranking

Red

127

Intermediate

Green

119

Intermediate

Blue

142

Highest

Purple

108

Lowest

Brown

131

Intermediate

Summary of Potential Impact Rating for the Routes Assessed

The PIR assessment above indicates the Purple route has the lowest PIR value
compared to the other options. The Blue option has the highest PIR value due to the
length of this alignment along the existing N53. The Brown, Red and Green Route
Options are mid ranged PIR routes.
The existing N53 has a PIR count of 205 which is higher than the 5 options being
considered. The high value is due to the number of properties within 50m of the
existing road centreline.
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Whilst the PIR assessment provides information on the number of noise properties in
the vicinity of each route, the Guidelines acknowledge that the PIR process used only
provides an initial high-level screening for route ranking. This approach does not take
into account other key factors affecting the potential noise impact from a route, most
notably the potential changes in noise level (positive or negative) and the
requirement for noise mitigation.
4.3

Assessment of Potential Noise Levels

4.3.1

Likely Requirement for Noise Mitigation
Consideration should be given to the new routes that are introducing traffic flows
where none presently exist. Given all route options under consideration here will
introduce traffic along a new road alignment, the potential noise impact from each
route on its surrounding environment should be assessed. It is possible to determine
the number of properties where noise mitigation is likely to be required (i.e. where the
60dB Lden noise design goal is likely to be exceeded) through the assessment of
noise footprints for each route.
The operational noise footprint for a given route alignment is dependent on a range
of factors including traffic volumes, traffic speed, road surface type and the vertical
alignment, where available. For the Stage 2 assessment, traffic flows in Annual
Average Daily Traffic (AADT) flows, percentage HGV’s and horizontal alignments
have been provided by the design team.
In order to analyse the potential noise impacts associated with the route corridors,
the number of properties likely to require noise mitigation was determined using the
following methodology:
•
•
•
•

•

Each route alignment was overlaid on OS and aerial mapping;
Traffic flows for individual sections of each route were obtained from the AADT
link information provided by the traffic consultants for the year 2038 i.e. Design
Year;
A standard hot rolled asphalt road surface was used for all route options;
Using guidance from the TII’s ‘Good Practice Guidance for the Treatment of
Noise during the Planning of National Road Schemes’ (March 2014), noise levels
at properties within 300m of the road alignment were established using predictive
noise modelling, and;
Noise levels were calculated at the same assessment locations for the Do
Minimum scenario for the year 2038 to determine the change in noise levels, and
the requirement, if any, for noise mitigation.

Proprietary noise calculation software was used for the purposes of this study. The
selected software, Brüel & Kjær Type 7810 Predictor, calculates traffic noise levels in
accordance with CRTN and TII guidance. The CRTN method of predicting noise from
a road scheme consists of the following five elements:
•
•
•
•

Divide the road scheme into segments so that the variation of noise within this
segment is small;
Calculate the basic noise level at a reference distance of 10 metres from the
nearside carriageway edge for each segment;
Assess for each segment the noise level at the reception point taking into
account distance attenuation and screening of the source line;
Correct the noise level at the reception point to take account of site layout
features, and the size of source segment, and;
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•

Combine the contributions from all segments to give the predicted noise level at
the receiver location for the whole road scheme.

Table 8 summarises the number of properties counted along each route corridor
which are likely to require noise mitigation. The number of properties likely to require
noise mitigation are those where a traffic noise level above 60dB Lden is calculated
and where the Do Minimum noise level is above 60dB Lden and is increased by at
least 1dB during the Do Something Scenario.
Route Option

No. of Properties Potentially Requiring Noise
Mitigation (i.e. >60dB Lden)

Red

7

Green

3

Blue

2

Purple

3

Brown

2

Table 8 Number of Properties Potentially Requiring Noise Mitigation along Each Route Corridor

The results of this assessment have indicated that the number of properties likely to
require noise mitigation is highest along the Red Route option due to the number of
properties likely to exceed 60dB Lden and are increased above the Do Minimum
scenario along this route.
Along the Blue and Brown Route options there are two properties likely to require
noise mitigation in the vicinity of Shanmullagh and along the Purple and Green Route
options there are three properties likely to require noise mitigation in the vicinity of
Shanmullagh and Roachdale.
4.3.2

Potential Change in Noise Levels
The calculated Do Something noise level at each assessment location within the
study area for each route option has been compared to the Do Minimum calculated
noise level in order to determine the overall relative change in noise levels at each
assessment location. The same assessment locations (105 locations in total) were
modelled for each route option representing noise sensitive properties in the extent of
the study area. For some residential properties, an assessment location was
modelled at different facades to assess the increase of decrease in traffic noise level,
depending on the route alignment under consideration.
In the absence of any Irish guidelines or standards relating to describing the effects
associated with changes in road traffic noise levels, reference is made to the UK’s
Design Manual for Roads and Bridges (DMRB) Volume 11 Section 3 Part 7 (2011).
This document provides suggested magnitude rating tables relating to changes in
noise levels associated with road traffic noise.
The magnitude of impacts is assessed by comparing the Do Minimum noise level
against the Do Something scenario for the design year (typically 15 years after
opening) as reproduced in Table 9.
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Noise Change, dB(A)

Magnitude of Impact

0

No Change

0.1 – 2.9

Negligible

3 – 4.9

Minor

5 – 9.9

Moderate

10+

Major

Table 9: Classification of Magnitude of Noise Impacts in the Long Term (DMRB 2011)

Table 10 presents the calculated magnitude of change in noise level at the
assessment locations for each route option when compared to the Do Minimum
scenario for the year 2038.
The assessment concludes the greatest increase in noise level will be experienced
at properties along the Red Route Option. Similar changes in noise levels are
calculated along the remaining four options with the Blue and Brown Options having
very marginally lower impacts.
Magnitude of Change
Route Option

Reduction /
No Change

Negligible

Minor

Moderate

Major

Red

73

8

8

10

6

Green

86

7

4

7

1

Blue

86

9

5

4

1

Purple

87

4

5

8

1

Brown

86

9

5

4

1

Table 10: Magnitude of Change in Traffic Noise Levels for Each Route Option

Based on the assessment above, the Red Route Option is determined to have the
greatest potential impact with respect to changes in noise levels and hence would be
ranked least favourable.
4.4

Impact Rating Score
Based on the quantitative and qualitative analysis undertaken for each route, all
routes have been assessed against the following scoring system based on the TII
Project Appraisal Guidelines for National Roads Multi Criteria Analysis as follows:
7 – Major or highly positive;
6 – Moderately positive;
5 – Minor or slightly positive;
4 – Not significant or neutral;
3 – Minor or slightly negative;
2 – Moderately negative;
1 – Major or highly negative.
All routes options have the potential to generate a negative noise impact at noise
sensitive properties impacted by the new alignments varying from negligible to major.
A positive impact will be experienced at a number of existing properties along the
N53 where the proposed route option diverts from this road.
Taking account of the impact assessments included in the previous sections, the
following score has been applied to the five route options:
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Route Option

Impact Rating Score

Impact Description

Red

2

Moderate Negative

Green

3

Minor / Slightly Negative

Blue

3

Minor / Slightly Negative

Purple

3

Minor / Slightly Negative

Brown

3

Minor / Slightly Negative

Table 10: MCA Impact Score Rating

The assessment has determined a Score of 2 (Moderate Negative) is applicable to
the Red Route Option and a Scope of 3 (Minor / Slightly Negative) is applicable for
the remaining four options.
4.5

Overall Assessment of Route Options
Taking account of the assessments set out above, the route preferences from a noise
perspective are summarised in Table 8.

Route
Option

Potential
Impact
Rating
(PIR)

No. of
Properties
Potentially
Requiring
Noise
Mitigation

No of properties
with Moderate –
major change in
noise levels

MCA Score

Preference

Red

127

7

16

2- Moderately
negative

Least Preferred

Green

119

3

8

3- Minor /
slightly negative

Intermediate

Blue

142

2

5

3- Minor /
slightly negative

Intermediate

Purple

108

3

9

3- Minor /
slightly negative

Intermediate

Brown

131

2

5

3- Minor /
slightly negative

Intermediate

Table 8 Summary of Ranking Assessments for Each Route Option

Taking account of the assessments noted above, the Red route option is determined
to be the least preferred option with the Green, Blue, Purple and Brown route options
being of intermediate preference.
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5.0

TYPICAL MITIGATION OPTIONS
The assessment has determined the likely number of properties that will potentially
require noise mitigation in order to achieve the relevant operational noise design goal
for national road schemes in Ireland, i.e. 60dB Lden. In this instance, noise mitigation
would be focused on boundary areas of residential dwellings to reduce noise levels at
a single or collection of properties. The exact specification of noise mitigation
measures will be provided at planning stage i.e. for the emerging preferred route.
Prior to this, the following general guidance and discussion of potential noise
mitigation is provided.
Mitigation measures will typically consist of one or a combination of the following
measures:
•

•
•
•

Locating the route away from sensitive locations to avoid the need for further
mitigation measures. It should be noted that the methodology used within this
route selection process aims to ensure the chosen route will impact the least
number of properties;
Using local topography to provide screening along the route alignment, where
possible (e.g. the use of false cuttings to provide acoustic and visual screening;
Noise barriers which can take many forms, e.g. an earth bund, a stone wall or a
proprietary timber noise barrier, and;
The use of low noise pavements should also be considered where practicable.

Earth mounds or bunds are often used to screen infrastructural developments from
noise sensitive locations. Earth mounds do, however, require much more space than
a vertical barrier (e.g. timber).
A number of types of barriers are available on the market. These range from timber
barriers (typically the most frequently used barriers along roadsides in Ireland) to
sheet metal, concrete/brick, plastic (PVC) and bio barriers. The extent and height of
noise barriers will be defined as the final route is selected and detailed alignments of
the proposed scheme are assessed.

_____________________________________________________________________________________________________
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6.0

CONCLUSIONS
The noise impact assessment has been conducted in accordance with the relevant
TII guidance.
The PIR assessment demonstrates the range of values for each of the routes under
assessment. Based on a count of properties within 300m of each route, the
assessment has determined that the Purple Route has the lowest PIR value
compared to the other options. The Red, Green and Brown have middle ranked PIR
values and the Blue route options having the highest PIR. The routes with the highest
PIR values are those with alignments along the N53 Road.
Taking account of indicative noise levels associated with the traffic flow along each
route, the number of properties that have the potential to require noise mitigation in
accordance with the criteria set out in the TII guidelines for national road schemes
was calculated. The assessment has also determined the likely potential magnitude
of change of road traffic noise at properties in the study area from each route option
when compared to the Do Minimum Scenario.
The results of this assessment have indicated that the Red route option has the
highest potential noise impact and is ranked as the least preferred route option. The
remaining four options are determined to have similar overall noise impacts with the
Blue and Brown route options determined to have marginally lower impacts
compared to the Green and Purple route options. Given, however, the high-level
assessment undertaken at this stage and the potential for alignments and traffic flow
to progress as the emerging preferred route develops, the Green, Blue, Purple and
Brown route options have all been ranked as ‘minor/ slightly negative’ and are overall
ranked as having an intermediate preference.
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APPENDIX A1
PIR FIGURES AND NOISE ASSESSMENT LOCATIONS
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Figure A1: PIR Counts for Red Route Option
The Tecpro Building, Clonshaugh Business and Technology Park, Dublin 17
T: +353 1 847 4220 F: +353 1 847 4257

Figure A2: PIR Counts for Green Route Option
The Tecpro Building, Clonshaugh Business and Technology Park, Dublin 17
T: +353 1 847 4220 F: +353 1 847 4257

Figure A3: PIR Counts for Blue Route Option
The Tecpro Building, Clonshaugh Business and Technology Park, Dublin 17
T: +353 1 847 4220 F: +353 1 847 4257

Figure A4: PIR Counts for Purple Route Option
The Tecpro Building, Clonshaugh Business and Technology Park, Dublin 17
T: +353 1 847 4220 F: +353 1 847 4257

Figure A5: PIR Counts for Brown Route Option
The Tecpro Building, Clonshaugh Business and Technology Park, Dublin 17
T: +353 1 847 4220 F: +353 1 847 4257

Figure A6: PIR Counts for Existing N53
The Tecpro Building, Clonshaugh Business and Technology Park, Dublin 17
T: +353 1 847 4220 F: +353 1 847 4257

Figure A7: Modelled Locations for Noise Impact Assessment – All Routes
The Tecpro Building, Clonshaugh Business and Technology Park, Dublin 17
T: +353 1 847 4220 F: +353 1 847 4257
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Executive Summary
The proposed scheme entitled “N53 Hackballscross to Rassan Scheme” will commence at an
appropriate tie-in point adjacent to Hackballscross in the Townland of Carrickastuck in Co. Louth and
traverse west through the town lands of Annaghvacky and Rassan to tie-in to the existing engineered
road cross section point in the Townland of Rassan. The scheme consists of the realignment of circa
3km of the existing N53 National Secondary Route.
The N53 has been identified as one of the country’s important National Secondary Routes, providing
a strategic transport link for the northwest to the northeast. The N53 serves the towns of Dundalk,
Castleblaney, where it joins the N2 for its onward linkage to the northwest.
In 2019, Louth County Council appointed Atkins (Ireland) Ltd to undertake the consultancy services
for the N53 Hackballscross to Rassan scheme in accordance with Phase 2-4 of the TII Project
Management Guidelines. The road is generally rural in nature. There are two number crossroads and
other minor junctions within the scheme. The existing road is undulating in its vertical alignment with
hidden dips, but generally straight in its horizontal alignment. The route caters for a significant number
of heavy goods vehicles and strategic traffic. Safety is compromised due to the poor vertical alignment
and the number of at-grade junctions and private accesses along the existing road.
The purpose of this Option Selection Phase is to identify a Preferred Option for the improvement of
the N53. Feasible route options have been identified and assessed in order to identify a Preferred
Route Corridor, to be progressed to Phase 3-Design and Phase 4-EIA/EAR & other Statutory
Processes in accordance with TII’s Project Management Guidelines.
Within a determined study area, five possible route options have been developed, refined and
subsequently proposed to Louth County Council. These five routes have been subject to a multidisciplinary environmental impact assessment and comparative evaluation process, the objective of
which is to determine which of the proposed routes is the likeliest to cause the least impact on the
natural environment. Environmental impact assessment and subsequently the comparative
evaluation of each route has been carried out for the following disciplines: Air Quality & Climate,
Noise, Waste, Biodiversity, Agriculture, Non-Agricultural Properties, Architectural Heritage,
Archaeological & Cultural Heritage, Landscape & Visual, Soils & Geology, Hydrology and
Hydrogeology. The consideration of environmental impacts and the comparative evaluation of each
route has been used to rank each route in order of preference. The results of the ranking of routes
within the various disciplines is to be used to inform the selection process of a preferred route.
This report outlines the assessment of the potential ecological impacts of the five proposed routes
followed by a comparative evaluation and ranking of routes. The information provided within this
ecological appraisal report will be used to inform the Natural Environment – Biodiversity section of
the Phase 2 - Stage 2 option selection process of the N53 Hackballscross to Rassan Scheme.
The process for assessing which of the routes will have the least impact on the biodiversity (flora and
fauna) found within and around the study area was undertaken through the collation of data to identify
baseline ecological conditions, followed by an assessment of the likely impacts each route will have
on the identified ecological features of conservation value.
The results of the assessment of ecological impacts for each of the routes have been collated in order
to undertake a comparative evaluation and ranking of the five routes. The route which has been
assessed to have the least potential to negatively impact the baseline ecological conditions within
and around the study area has been given the highest ranking.
Of the five proposed routes the Blue and Green Routes have been identified as having the highest
potential to negatively impact the habitats and species of conservation value found within and around
the study area and County Louth. The Red and Brown routes have been identified as having a
medium potential to negatively impact the habitats and species of conservation value found within
and around the study area and County Louth.
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Of the five proposed routes the Purple Route has been identified as having the least potential to
negatively impact the habitats and species of conservation value found within and around the study
area and County Louth. The Purple Route is the preferred route option from the perspective of
biodiversity protection.
.

5187353DG0041 | 0 | 25/07/2019
Atkins | 5187353dg0041 rev 0.docx

Page 6 of 76

Introduction
Louth County Council (LCC) proposes to realign the existing N53 route between Rassan and
Hackballscross in County Louth. The overall aim of the scheme will be to remove a sub-standard
section (approximately 3km in total) of the existing N53 route.
Louth County Council appointed Atkins (Ireland) Ltd. to provide consultancy services for the N53
Hackballscross to Rassan scheme in accordance with Phase 2-4 of the TII Project Management
Guidelines1. The information provided in this ecological appraisal report will be used to inform the
Natural Environment section of the Phase 2 - Stage 2 option selection process of the N53
Hackballscross to Rassan Scheme.
This report details the ecological appraisal and subsequent comparative evaluation of five possible
route options within the study area of the N53 Hackballscross to Rassan Scheme. The aim of the
ecological appraisal is to highlight sites, habitats and species of ecological and conservation value in
context of the five proposed routes and to assess the potential impact of each route on the biodiversity
(flora and fauna) found within and around the study area.
This report will be used, in conjunction with other disciplines, to inform the selection of a preferred
route for the scheme.

1

Transport Infrastructure Ireland (2017). Project Management Guidelines PE-PMG-02041.
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1.

Project Description

1.1.

Scheme Location

The N53 has been identified as an important National Secondary Route, providing a strategic
transport link between Northern Ireland and the Republic of Ireland. The section of the N53 under
consideration connects Castleblaney in County Monaghan to Dundalk in County Louth.
The scheme consists of the realignment of circa 3km of the existing N53 National Secondary Route.
The proposed scheme will commence at an appropriate tie-in point adjacent to Hackballscross in the
townland of Carrickastuck in Co. Louth and traverse west through the town lands of Annaghvacky
and Rassan to tie-in to the existing engineered road cross section point in the townland of Rassan.
The location of the scheme location is shown below in Figure 1.1 Scheme Location.
Figure 1.1 Scheme Location.

Co. Armagh

Study Area

Dundalk
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1.2.

Purpose of the Study

The purpose of this Option Selection Phase is to identify a Preferred Option for the improvement of
the N53. Feasible route options have been identified and assessed in order to identify a Preferred
Route Corridor, to be progressed to Phase 3-Design and Phase 4-EIA/EAR and other Statutory
Processes in accordance with TII’s Project Management Guidelines.
The option selection process commenced with the identification of a defined Study Area appropriate
to the scale of the proposed scheme and the subsequent identification of the nature and extent of
significant constraints within the Study Area. The constraints that have been identified were divided
into three principal categories as follows:
•
•
•

Natural Constraints which include natural landscapes and natural features.
Artificial Constraints which include the built environment.
External Parameters which include design standards, policy, procedural and legal issues.

The above constraints have been documented and mapped so that feasible route options could be
designed to avoid such constraints, where possible. Once the constraints mapping was completed
the identification of feasible route options was commenced. A Preliminary Options Assessment was
carried out on the feasible route options under the three main headings of Engineering, Environment
and Economy, with this assessment stage concluding with the refinement of a number of the feasible
routes that were brought through to the Phase 2-Stage 2 Project Appraisal stage. The Project
Appraisal has been carried out on the route options arising from Phase 2-Stage 1 above under the
five main common appraisal headings of Economy, Safety, Environmental, Accessibility & Social
Inclusion and Integration. The Phase 2-Stage 2 Project Appraisal stage concludes with the
recommendation of an emerging preferred route. The emerging preferred route is carried forward to
Phase 2-Stage 3 where a Project Appraisal Balance Sheet in accordance with TII Project Appraisal
Guidelines (PAG) will be prepared for the Preferred Route Corridor.

5187353DG0041 | 0 | 25/07/2019
Atkins | 5187353dg0041 rev 0.docx
Page 9 of 76

1.3.

Study Area

The scheme is situated in the townlands of Carrickastuck, Annaghvacky and Rassan Co Louth. For
the purposes of this assessment the study area extends from Hackballscross, located on the eastern
extent of the study area to the townlands of Rassan on the western extent of the study area. The
existing N53 is narrow in character and although straight the roadway is considered to be below
standard as it traverses a hilly terrain and has limited overtaking opportunities.
The area is dominated by rural lands and the primary land use in this area is agriculture with areas of
wetland, woodland, forestry and residential properties also present within the extents of study area.
The study area for the scheme is presented below in Figure 1.2.

Figure 1.2 Selected Study Area.
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1.4.

Background to Scheme

The purpose of this Option Selection Phase is to identify a Preferred Option for the improvement of
the N53. Five route options have been identified and assessed in order to identify a Preferred Route
Corridor, to be progressed to Phase 3-Design and Phase 4-EIA/EAR and other Statutory Processes
in accordance with TII’s Project Management Guidelines.
The five route options under consideration within this report are listed as: •

Green Route

•

Red Route

•

Blue Route

•

Brown Route

•

Purple Route

The five route options are illustrated on Figure 1.3 below. A description of each route is as follows:
➢

Green Route option is aligned south of the existing N53. The Green Route is along the same
route as the Purple Route in the western section of the study area. The Green Route is along
the same route as the Blue Route in the eastern section of the study area. The Green Route
commences west of Hackballscross and continues on the existing N53 for approximately
200m before deviating south-westwards. It continues to head in this direction for
approximately 500m before traversing approximately westwards in a manner parallel with the
existing N53. It maintains this direction until it passes the settlements of Annaghvacky, before
tying back in to the existing N53 east of the L3117 road.

➢

Red Route option is a standalone route aligned to the north of the existing N53. The Red
Route commences west of Hackballscross and continues on the existing N53 for
approximately 400m before deviating north-westwards. It continues to follow this path,
bypassing the settlements of Annaghvacky on the north side until it passes through the L7116
road. At this point it begins to turn southwest towards the existing N53, also intersecting the
L3117 road. After bypassing south of Scoil Bhríde, it ties-in to the existing N53.

➢

Blue Route is aligned along the existing N53 in the western section of the study area. The
Brown Route is aligned along the same route as the Blue Route in the western section of the
study area. In the eastern section of the study area the Blue Route and Green Route are
similarly aligned. The Blue Route commences west of Hackballscross and stays online for
approximately 1.2km before turning offline in a south-westward direction. It bypasses the
centre of Annaghvacky before tying back into the existing N53 east of the L3117 road.

➢

Brown Route is aligned along Blue Route in the western section of the study area and along
the same alignment as the Purple Route for the eastern section. The Brown Route
commences west of Hackballscross and stays online for approximately 1.2km before turning
offline in a south-westward direction. As it bypasses the centre of Annaghvacky, it continues
with an orientation approximately parallel to the existing N53 for approximately 500m before
it heads in a northwest direction to tie back in with the existing N53.

➢

Purple Route is aligned along the Green Route for the western section of the study area and
is aligned along the Brown Route in the eastern section. The Purple Route commences west
of Hackballscross and continues on the existing N53 for approximately 200m before deviating
south-westwards. It continues to head in this direction for approximately 500m before
traversing approximately westwards in a manner parallel with the existing N53. This
orientation is continued for approximately 1.6km as it heads westwards past the centre of
Annaghvacky, before it heads in a northwest direction to tie back in with the existing N53.
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Figure 1.3 Route Options.

2.

Methodology

2.1.

Aim of Ecological Appraisal

The ecological appraisal of the five route corridors involved a combination of desk study, field surveys
and collated information to identify ecologically significant areas and features along each of the route
corridors within the study area. Details of baseline ecological conditions and information on the key
ecological features of interest found within and around the study area have been collated and this
information was used to undertake a comparative ecological appraisal of the five route corridor
options.
The ecological information gathered has been used to inform the assessment of both direct and
indirect impacts on key ecological receptors found along the route corridors. Specific consideration
was given to statutorily designated sites, habitats and species of conservation value found within and
around the study area with the intention of avoiding significant effects on European sites, sites of
conservation value and protected habitats and species.
A list of the key ecological features found along each route corridor option was compiled and an
indication as to the likely value of each feature was determined in a geographical context. Collated
ecological information was used to undertake the comparative ecological impact assessment of the
five route options. The comparative evaluation of the likely ecological impacts of each route option
was an iterative procedure, the results of which are to be used to inform the route selection phase of
the scheme.

2.2.

Approach to Appraisal

The ecological appraisal and impact assessment of the five route options within the study area of the
proposed scheme followed methodologies including, but limited to the following: •

National Roads Authority (2010). 2010 Project Management Guidelines.

•

Transport Infrastructure Ireland (2017). Project Management Guidelines PE-PMG-02041.

•

National Roads Authority (2009). Guidelines for Assessment of Ecological Impacts of
National Roads Schemes.

•

Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) (2017). Guidelines on the Information to be
contained in Environmental Impact Assessment Reports. (Draft, August 2017).

•

CIEEM (2018). Guidelines for Ecological Impact Assessment in the UK and Ireland.
Terrestrial, Freshwater, Coastal and Marine.

•

National Roads Authority. Ecological Surveying Techniques for Protected Flora and Fauna
during the Planning of National Road Schemes.
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2.3.

Ecological Study Area

The zone of influence is the area over which ecological features may be subject to significant effects
as a result of the proposed road scheme and associated activities. This is likely to extend beyond the
footprint of the various route corridors. The zone of influence can vary for different ecological features
depending on their sensitivity to environmental change (CIEEM, 2018). Ecological resources or
features of conservation value within the zone of influence of a route may be subject to impacts as a
result of their direct or indirect connectivity to the road project. Direct connectivity refers to ecological
features found within or partly within the study area. These features may be directly impacted by the
proposed road scheme, e.g. though habitat loss. Indirect connectivity refers to sites outside of the
study area but connected through features such as linear habitats (i.e. wildlife corridors) or surface
water pathways. Indirect impacts may include deterioration of water quality, air quality, increase in
noise and severing linear corridors used by wildlife to move between sites.
For the purposes of this study, direct impacts such as loss of habitat and direct mortalities of species
were confined to ecological resources contained within the study area boundary. For the
consideration of indirect impacts, such as impacts to water quality or disturbance of species, the zone
of influence was extended to 15km to incorporate the presence of European and nationally
designated sites, as the zone of influence will vary for different ecological features depending on their
sensitivity to environmental change (CIEEM, 2018). This 15km distance is derived from UK guidance
(Scott Wilson et al, 2006).

2.4.

Desk Study

A desk study was carried out to collate available existing information on habitats and species of
ecological value within and surrounding the study area. Ecology reports, sourced from National Parks
and Wildlife Service and Louth County Council, were also reviewed as part of the desktop exercise.
The ecological information was collated with the aim of providing a comprehensive evaluation of
baseline ecological conditions found within the entire study area and was used to undertake a
comparative evaluation of the likely impacts each route will have on the biodiversity found within the
study area.
Sites designated for nature conservation were examined within 15km of the study area. Sites
reviewed in context with the scheme included both internationally (Natura 2000 sites, Ramsar sites)
and nationally designated conservation areas (National Heritage Areas, proposed National Heritage
Areas, Nature Reserves).
The Natura 2000 network is comprised of both Special Areas of Conservation (SACs) and Special
Protection Areas (SPAs) for birds; these sites are designated for the protection of biodiversity across
the European Union. SACs are designated under the EU Habitats Directive (92/43/EEC), as
transcribed into Irish law by the European Communities (Birds and Natural Habitats) Regulations,
2011, while SPAs are designated under the EU Birds Directive (79/4089/EEC; and as amended
2009/147/EC). SACs are sites of international importance due to the presence of Annex I habitats
and/or Annex II species listed under the EU Habitats Directive (92/43/EEC). SPAs are designated for
the protection of bird species listed on Annex I of the Bird Directive (2009/147/EC), regularly occurring
populations of migratory species and areas of international importance for migratory birds. Ramsar
sites are wetland sites designated to be of international importance under the Ramsar Convention an
intergovernmental environmental treaty established by UNESCO. A Natural Heritage Area (NHA) is
the basic designation for wildlife under the Wildlife Amendment Act (2000). NHA sites are selected
by having special scientific significance for one or more species, communities, habitats, landforms or
geological features, or for a variety of natural attributes. A Nature Reserve is an area of importance
to wildlife, which is protected under Ministerial order and sites are established under section 15 of the
Wildlife Act 1976.
The inland surface waters (e.g. rivers, streams and lakes) that are intersected by the route corridors
were reviewed and, where information was available, were assessed in relation to their fisheries
value, biological status, water quality and designation status. Relevant waterbodies within the study
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area were identified through the EPA online Map Viewer facility2. Available records of protected
aquatic species, designation status and water quality for these water features were reviewed.
The desk-based study also reviewed available information on any known or potentially important sites
for rare or protected flora or fauna known to occur along or within the zone(s) of influence of any of
the five route options. Available information on any other sites of ecological value, that are not
nationally or internationally designated, found along or in close proximity to any of the route corridor
options were also reviewed.
The locations of conservation sites, protected species occurrences and areas of ecological interest
were reviewed using Google maps / Google StreetView3 and Bing maps4. Sources of data used to
collate and compile information of ecological features of interest and importance for the study include:
•
•

•

•

•
•
•

•

•
•

•
•
•
•
•

Northern Ireland Environment Agency (NIEA)
o ASSI Reports
National Parks and Wildlife Service (NPWS)
o Information on sites designated for nature conservation,
including spatial data.
o Habitats and species data
o Wildfowl Sanctuaries
National Biodiversity Data Centre (NBDC)
o Protected species records
o Invasive species records
Environmental Protection Agency
o Watercourses and lake spatial files
o Water quality data
o Corine land cover data
Geological Survey of Ireland
o Underlying geology, soils and hydrogeology
Ordnance Survey Ireland
o Historic mapping
Birdwatch Ireland
o Bird count data from the Irish Wetland Bird Survey
(IWeBS)
Wetland Survey Ireland
o Information on identified wetland habitats within the
study area.
OPW Wildlife Service Report (1990)
o Wildlife Sanctuaries
Louth County Development Plan 2015-2021
o SEA Environmental Report.
o Volume 3 Environmental Report
o Appropriate Assessment Report
o Tree preservation orders
Irish Peatland Conservation Trust
National Heritage Plan
Ramsar sites information service.
Teagasc
o Ireland Peatland Maps.
Louth County Council

2

https://gis.epa.ie/EPAMaps/
https://www.google.ie/maps
4
http://www.bing.com/maps/
3
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o
o
o
o

2.5.

Louth Hedgerow Survey.
Louth Wetland Survey.
Louth heritage Plan
Louth Landscape Character Assessment

Site Visits

Following the desk-based review of available information on the habitats and species of conservation
value found within the study area, a series of site visits were undertaken. The aim of these site visits
was to view the ecological features of interest first hand, determine the likely interaction that each
route may have on these habitats and to undertake a preliminary assessment of the potential impact
each route may have on the identified habitats.
Restricted field surveys were undertaken during June 2019 at key sites, features and route sections
that were deemed to be of particular ecological value with the aim to assess the potential impacts of
the routes upon them. Crossing points and points of interaction were visited for each of the five routes
and, where feasible, ‘vantage point’ surveys were undertaken in the form of visual inspections from
strategic locations.
A catalogue of photographs was compiled of the key ecological features and sites within the study
area. A review of the catalogue was undertaken to supplement and validate the desktop study.

2.6.

Limitations of the Study

Site surveys were undertaken during June 2019 which is within the optimal surveying window for
habitats and floral species. Access to certain locations and habitats within the study area (such as
sections of Annaghvacky stream) was restricted as permission to cross private and farmed lands has
yet to be formalised.

2.7.

Valuing Ecological Importance

Ecological features can be important for a variety of reasons. Importance may relate, for example, to
the quality or extent of the site or habitats found within, or the rarity of the habitat and / or species,
the extent to which such habitats and / or species are threatened throughout their range, or to their
rate of decline5.
The importance of an ecological feature was considered within a defined geographical context. The
frame of reference used to determine ecological value relied on known and published accounts of the
feature’s ecological importance, rarity and distribution combined with professional judgement.
The following geographic frame of reference was used for evaluating the importance of ecological
features within the study area: •
•
•
•

•

International importance
National importance
County importance
Local importance (higher value)
Local importance (lower value)

The geographical context for determining the value of ecological receptors followed recommendations
as outlined in the Guidelines for Assessment of Ecological Impacts of National Roads Scheme,
National Roads Authority (2009).

5

NRA’s Guidelines for Ecological Impact Assessment of National Road Schemes (NRA, 2009), Guidelines for Ecological
Impact Assessment in the United Kingdom and Ireland (CIEEM 2016).
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2.8.

Assessment of Impacts

The various route corridor options within the study area are likely to have some level of impact on the
surrounding environment and biodiversity found within the study area. These can be direct impacts
(e.g. habitat loss) and indirect impacts (e.g. noise, disturbance, or deterioration in water quality).
During this ecological appraisal of the route corridors both direct and indirect impacts have been
considered. The various routes also have the potential to indirectly impact species that are not within
the study area, for example when watercourses and hedgerows are being intercepted, it can impact
on the connectivity of habitat corridors that mammals and birds use for feeding, breeding and
commuting.
Assessment of ecological impacts of the route corridors followed guidelines as published by CIEEM
20186. Assessment of an impact on an ecological feature within the zone of influence of the routes is
undertaken by consideration of the likelihood that a change to the ecological feature will occur and
the impact on the ecological structure that is likely to manifest as professional judgement has
predicted. The following scale, as outlined in TII guidelines7, is applied for assessing likelihood of an
impact: •

Near certain:

>95% chance of occurring as predicted.

•

Probable:

50-95% chance of occurring as predicted.

•

Unlikely:

5-50% chance of occurring as predicted.

•

Extremely unlikely: <5% chance of occurring as predicted.

During assessment of the ecological impacts and effects of the route corridors on the ecological
features within the zone of influence of the routes the characteristics of the impact have been
considered. The impact can initially be characterised as either a positive or negative impact. Other
considerations for assessing the impact of a route include the extent and magnitude of the impact as
well as the duration, frequency and timing of the impact. Whether the impact is reversible or
irreversible has also been considered during the assessment and characterisation of impacts.
Assessment of ecological impacts was considered for both the construction and operational phases
of the route options.
For the various proposed routes of the N53 Hackballscross to Rassan scheme the significance or
level of the impact has also been considered. The significance of an ecological impact has been
determined empirically on the basis of analysing the factors which characterise the impact such as
the magnitude or duration of an impact. The significance of an impact is also assessed by considering
the effect the impact will have on the conservation status or integrity of the ecological feature; this
impact significance is assessed regardless of the geographical level or value of the feature.
For the various route options within the study area the potential impacts on each ecological feature /
ecological receptor has been assessed. Assessment for the study area was undertaken through
consideration of available information, field study findings and professional judgement in regard to
the sensitivity of a potentially affected ecological feature and how the impact is likely to affect the site,
habitat, population structures or continued function of the ecological feature in order to provide an
overall assessment of potential direct and indirect impacts of each route in its entirety on habitats and
species of ecological significance within the zone of influence of that route. The levels of impacts
assigned to a particular route makes the assumption that general best practice construction and
operational mitigation measures will be implemented.
The assessment of potential impacts of the five route corridors and the significance of the effect on
ecological receptors are summarised to help inform the selection of a preferred route option. Data are

6

Guidelines for Ecological Impact Assessment in the UK and Ireland. Terrestrial, Freshwater, Coastal and Marine CIEEM
(2018)
7 NRA’s Guidelines for Ecological Impact Assessment of National Road Schemes (NRA, 2009)
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presented in so far as they meaningfully assist in ranking the potential for negative ecological impacts
associated with each of the route options.

2.9.

Key Ecological Receptors and Ranking of Routes

Features of ecological importance such as designated conservation sites, habitats of conservation
value and protected or rare species that have the potential to be impacted by a route corridor are
detailed within this report as ‘key ecological receptors’.
Within the study area the potential impacts and significance of impact of each route corridor on the
key ecological receptors found within the zone of influence of the route corridor were assessed. The
assessment of route impacts on the key ecological receptors was used to inform a comparative
evaluation of the route corridors. Subsequently the comparative evaluation has been used to rank the
routes in order of preference. The route which has been assessed to have the least potential to
negatively impact the key ecological receptors has been given the highest ranking. The route which
has the greatest likelihood to cause the most significant impacts on the key ecological receptors found
has been given the lowest ranking. The potential impact of a particular route on a designated site of
conservation value (Special Area of Conservation, Special Protection Area, etc.) is given the highest
significance in the comparative evaluation and ranking process. The potential impacts on nationally
or locally important habitats or sites such as National Heritage Areas, wetlands, watercourses and
woodlands are also given a high degree of significance and are assessed for the five route options
and used to inform the comparative evaluation.
Some ecological receptors within the zone of influence of the routes may be of a lower ecological
value. These receptors are also assessed as part of the evaluation process but may not be assessed
as key ecological receptors and may not be considered as having a high degree of significance in the
comparative evaluation of the routes. For example, some hedgerows along each route corridor may
be evaluated not to be key ecological receptors as they may be considered to be of lower ecological
value and importance, but the quantity of hedgerows impacted by a particular route are assessed and
are included within the comparative evaluation process but are given less significance than, for
example, an impacted wetland that is of national importance.
The land take for each particular route is also considered to be significant and has been estimated
and is used in the ranking process of the routes.
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3.

Existing Environment

3.1.

Details of Existing Environment

The following section outlines the baseline ecological conditions found within and around the area of
the five routes. Details of protected sites, habitats, features, flora and fauna that are within the zone
of influence of the various route options are listed. Details of the land use and the environmental
landscape within the study area are also outlined following a review of aerial photography and Corrine
Land Cover datasets8.

3.2.

Existing Environment - General

Louth County Development Plan 2015-2021 describes the natural heritage of County Louth as
follows:
‘County Louth is rich in biodiversity, thanks to an extensive coastline
(stretching from Carlingford Lough to the Boyne Estuary), marine
environments, wetlands, woodlands, rivers and upland habitats. Together,
these habitats support a rich variety of plant and animal species. The county
of Louth is an internationally important destination for migratory wildlife, with
Dundalk Bay being Ireland’s top location for wading birds. An area equivalent
to more than one seventh of the County is designated under Irish and
European legislation for wildlife protection, (including marine and inter-tidal
areas). Some of the upland areas in the Cooley Peninsula are recognised as
being amongst the most unspoilt in the Country.’

A review of aerial photography and Corrine land cover information identifies the study area being
largely made up of ‘lands principally occupied by agriculture’. These lands are primarily made up of
improved agricultural grasslands used for pasture and crop production. Built areas with the study area
include private residences which are mainly adjacent to roads, farm buildings, a school and
occasional small and medium sized enterprises (SMEs).
The agricultural grassland and built lands habitats are considered to be of low ecological value in
accordance with the NRA (2009) Guidelines for Assessment of Ecological Impacts of National Road
Schemes.
The treelines and hedgerows bordering the agricultural grassland field are of more ecological value
and for the study area, where possible, these hedgerows were reviewed at vantage points during site
surveys with the aim to assess their ecological value.
Woodland and wetland areas are also identified within the study area which are discussed in greater
detail below.
Plates 1 - 4 below illustrate typical land cover found within the study area.

8

http://www.epa.ie/soilandbiodiversity/soils/land/corine/
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Plate 1. Improved agricultural grassland, unmanaged grassland, treelines and rolling hills.

Plate 2. Improved agricultural grassland accommodating foraging wildfowl.

Plate 3. Areas of drumlins, undulating lands.

Plate 4. Arable lands with sporadic mature trees on field boundaries.
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3.3.

Sites Designated for Nature Conservation

There are 4 no. sites of international importance which are designated for protection and there are 30
no. sites which are of national importance within 15km of the study area of the proposed routes. Of
note, sites designated for conservation value within both the Republic of Ireland and Northern Ireland
were assessed to ensure transboundary impacts can be adequately considered. These designated
sites are outlined in greater detail in the following sections of this report.

3.3.1.

International Importance – Natura 2000 Sites

Of international importance: there are a total of 4 no. Natura 2000 Sites identified to be within 15km
of the study area; 3 no. Special Areas of Conservation (SACs) and 1 no. Special protection Area for
birds (SPA). Details of the sites including the qualifying interests for which they are designated are
provided below in Table 3.1. The Natura 2000 sites in the environs of the proposed routes are
illustrated below in Figure 3.1.
The ecological features for which these sites have been designated were examined and the distances
between the sites and the study area were measured. Potential connectivity between the Natura 2000
sites listed in Table 3.1 and the proposed routes was assessed through both their direct and indirect
connectivity.
There are no Special Areas of Conservation within the study area. One SAC has been determined to
have surface water connectivity to the study area; Dundalk Bay SAC.
There are no SPAs within the study area. One SPA has been determined to share connectivity to the
study area of the proposed routes; Dundalk Bay SPA. Some of the bird species for which the SPA
has been designated may utilise lands within the study area.
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Table 3.1 Natura 2000 Sites within 15km of the study area.
Natura 2000 Sites - Special Areas of Conservation (SACs)

9

Site Name

Site
Code

Dundalk
Bay SAC

000455

Distance from
Study Area9
ca. 8.5km east

Features of Interest10

Connectivity

➢

Estuaries [1130]

➢

Mudflats and sandflats not covered by seawater at low tide
[1140]

➢

Perennial vegetation of stony banks [1220]

➢

Salicornia and other annuals colonising mud and sand [1310]

➢

Atlantic salt meadows (Glauco-Puccinellietalia maritimae)
[1330]

➢

Mediterranean salt meadows (Juncetalia maritimi) [1410]

Yes.
Indirect connectivity through surface water
pathways. The Annaghvacky and Carrickastuck
watercourses flow into the Castletown River which
outfalls into Dundalk Bay.

Slieve
Gullion
SAC

UK0030
277

ca. 10.2km
northeast

➢ European dry heaths [4030]

No.
Located in Northern Ireland. No surface water or
landscape connectivity to study area.

Carlingford
Mountain
SAC

000453

ca. 12.4km
east

➢

Northern Atlantic wet heaths with Erica tetralix [4010]

➢

European dry heaths [4030]

No.
Located in Northern Ireland. No surface water or
landscape connectivity to study area.

➢

Alpine and Boreal heaths [4060]

➢

Species-rich Nardus grasslands, on siliceous substrates in
mountain areas (and submountain areas, in Continental
Europe) [6230]

➢

Transition mires and quaking bogs [7140]

Distance measured in a straight line from closest point.
Site documentation sourced from ROI: https://www.npws.ie/protected-sites, NI: https://appsd.daera-ni.gov.uk/nedmapviewer/

10
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Table 3.1 Natura 2000 Sites within 15km of the study area.
Natura 2000 Sites - Special Areas of Conservation (SACs)
Site Name

Site
Code

Distance from
Study Area9

Features of Interest10

Connectivity

➢

Alkaline fens [7230]

➢

Siliceous scree of the montane to snow levels (Androsacetalia
alpinae and Galeopsietalia ladani) [8110]

➢

Calcareous rocky slopes with chasmophytic vegetation [8210]

➢

Siliceous rocky slopes with chasmophytic vegetation [8220]

Natura 2000 Sites - Special Protection Areas (SPAs)
Site Name
Dundalk
Bay SPA

11
12

Site
Code
004064

Distance from
Study Area11
7.2km east

Features of Interest12

Connectivity

➢

Great Crested Grebe (Podiceps cristatus) [A005]

➢

Greylag Goose (Anser anser) [A043]

➢

Light-bellied Brent Goose (Branta bernicla hrota) [A046]

➢

Shelduck (Tadorna tadorna) [A048]

➢

Teal (Anas crecca) [A052]

➢

Mallard (Anas platyrhynchos) [A053]

➢

Pintail (Anas acuta) [A054]

➢

Common Scoter (Melanitta nigra) [A065]

Distance measured in a straight line from closest point.
Site documentation sourced from https://www.npws.ie/protected-sites
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Yes.
Indirect connectivity through surface water
pathways. The Annaghvacky and Carrickastuck
watercourses flow into the Castletown River which
outfalls into Dundalk Bay.
Some of the bird species for which the SPA has
been designated can feed in the wider landscape
outside of those habitats associated with the
designated site and may utilise the fields within the
study area.

➢

Red-breasted Merganser (Mergus serrator) [A069]

➢

Oystercatcher (Haematopus ostralegus) [A130]

➢

Ringed Plover (Charadrius hiaticula) [A137]

➢

Golden Plover (Pluvialis apricaria) [A140]

➢

Grey Plover (Pluvialis squatarola) [A141]

➢

Lapwing (Vanellus vanellus) [A142]

➢

Knot (Calidris canutus) [A143]

➢

Dunlin (Calidris alpina) [A149]

➢

Black-tailed Godwit (Limosa limosa) [A156]

➢

Bar-tailed Godwit (Limosa lapponica) [A157]

➢

Curlew (Numenius arquata) [A160]

➢

Redshank (Tringa totanus) [A162]

➢

Black-headed Gull (Chroicocephalus ridibundus) [A179]

➢

Common Gull (Larus canus) [A182]

➢

Herring Gull (Larus argentatus) [A184]

➢

Wetland and Waterbirds [A999]
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Figure 3.1 SAC and SPA sites within 15km.

Slieve Gullion SAC

Carlingford Mountain SAC

Dundalk Bay SAC

Special Areas of Conservation
Special Protection Areas
Study Area

Dundalk Bay SPA

3.3.2.

International Importance – Ramsar Sites

A Ramsar Site is a wetland site designated to be of international importance under the Ramsar
Convention, an intergovernmental environmental treaty established in 1971 by UNESCO. It provides
for national action and international cooperation regarding the conservation of wetlands, and wise
sustainable use of their resources.
Dundalk Bay is the closest Ramsar site to the study located area ca. 7km to the east. The site was
identified as a Ramsar Convention Site in 1996 (Ramsar Site no. 834; 4,768 ha). The Site is a wetland
of international importance as an open sea bay with extensive saltmarshes, intertidal sand and
mudflats encompassing the estuaries of four rivers. The site is internationally important for waterbirds
regularly holding over 20,000 birds and supporting over 1% of the Northwest European/East Atlantic
Flyway populations of Brent Geese (Branta bernicla), Oystercatchers (Haematopus ostralegus), Bartailed Godwits (Haematopus ostralegus) and Knot (Calidris canutus).
Carlingford Lough (Site no. 936) is the only other Ramsar Site close to the study area and is located
ca. 22km to the east. The site includes mudflats, saltmarsh, small rocks, and shingle islands in both
the Republic of Ireland and Northern Ireland. It supports an important assemblage of vulnerable and
endangered Irish Red Data Book bird species. It provides habitats for terns, including Sterna hirundo,
S. dougallii, S. paradisaea. The site is used for recreation, fishing, marine aquaculture, and hunting.
There is indirect connectively from the study area to Dundalk Bay Ramsar site through surface water
pathways in the form of the Carrickastuck and Annaghvacky streams via the Castletown River.

3.3.3.

International Importance – Annex I Habitats

Annex I habitat is habitat protected under EU legislation, namely the Habitats Directive. The overall
objective of the Habitats Directive is to achieve and maintain favourable conservation status for all
habitats and species of community interest and to contribute towards maintaining biodiversity of
natural habitats and of wild flora and fauna in member states.
EU member states, under Article 11 of the Habitats Directive, are obliged to monitor the conservation
status of habitats and species. As all habitats (as listed in Annex I) and species of community are
included, the monitoring requirements obliged to be undertaken by member states is not restricted to
Natura 2000 sites (SACs and SPAs) but encompasses the total national resource of each habitat.
Consequently, data on Annex I habitat must be collected both within and outside the Natura 2000
network.
In addition, member states are obliged, as detailed in Article 17 of the Habitats Directive, to report to
the EU commission every six years on the implementation of measures taken towards meeting the
objectives of the directive.
Details and datasets on Annex I habitat found within the study area was sourced from National Parks
and Wildlife Service13
Annex I Habitat – 7140 Transition mires and quaking bog
Wetland habitat, at a site named Treagh North, which may have correspondence to Annex I habitat
Transition mires and quaking bog [7140] can be found on the south western extents of the study area.
Although this wetland site is detailed within the NPWS Article 17 datasets of annexed habitat the
Treagh North wetland site has been subject to more detailed consideration as part of Louth Wetland
Survey III14 which details this wetland as having an indicative site wetland conservation ranking of: B Rating - Nationally Important. Only a small portion of the Treagh North site lies within the study
area. The location and extent of the Treagh North wetland site is detailed in Figure 3.4 below.
Wetland habitats relevant to the study area are discussed in greater detail within Section 3.4.1 of this
report.
13
14

https://www.npws.ie/maps-and-data/habitat-and-species-data/article-17/habitats/bogs-mires-and-fens
Louth Wetland Survey III. Foss, Crushell, Kirwan, O’Loughlin & Wilson (2014)
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3.3.4.

National Importance – National Heritage Areas

Of national importance; there are no Natural Heritage Areas (NHAs) and 18 no. proposed Natural
Heritage Areas (pNHAs) within 15km of the study area of the routes. Details of the sites including a
synopsis of each site is provided in Table 3.2. Nationally important sites within the study area are
illustrated below in Figure 3.2.
The site synopsis, where available, for each site was reviewed and summarised. The distances
between each site and the study area were also measured and the potential connectivity between
them assessed.
1 no. of the pNHAs within the 15km buffer were determined to share connectivity to the study area.
Dundalk Bay pNHA is located ca. 9.2km from the study area and there is indirect connectivity through
surface water pathways. The Annaghvacky and Carrickastuck watercourses flow into the Castletown
River which outfalls into Dundalk Bay. Dundalk Bay is also designated as a SAC, SPA and Ramsar
site.
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Table 3.2 Nationally important conservation sites within 15km of the study area.
National Heritage Areas (pNHAs)
Site Synopsis16

Connectivity

9.2km

No site synopsis available. This pNHA is also a SAC and SPA, see Table 3.1 for details.

Yes.
Indirect
connectivity
through surface water
pathways.
The
Annaghvacky
and
Carrickastuck
watercourses flow into the
Castletown River which
outfalls into Dundalk Bay.

001462

2.2km

This site comprises three lakes which are situated approximately 6km west of Dundalk. The
area surrounding these three lakes is drumlin country. The hills enclose basins which in
three places form shallow lakes. Semi-aquatic vegetation is now extensive occupying, in
places, half the lake surface.
The three lakes represent the largest areas of open water in Co. Louth. The extent of the
marsh transition from open water to grassland also makes these lakes of great interest.

No surface water or
landscape connectivity to
the study area.

001495

7.4km

Lough Ross is a large, slightly alkaline lake, 90ha in size situated on the border between
Co. Monaghan and Co. Armagh. Most of the lake circumference is colonised by speciespoor reed swamp vegetation in which Common Reed (Phragmites australis), Common Clubrush (Schoenoplectus lacustris), Reed Canary-grass (Phalaris arundinacea) and Common
Spike-rush (Eleocharis palustris) occur.
Although it is very similar to nearby lakes, in terms of species and habitat diversity, Lough
Ross is one of the larger and least disturbed lakes in the area.

No surface water or
landscape connectivity to
the study area.

Site Name

Site Code

Dundalk Bay

000455

Drumcah,
Toprass and
Cortial
Loughs

Lough Ross

15
16

Distance
from
Study
Area15

Distance measured in a straight line from closest point.
Site synopsis summarised from information received from National Parks and Wildlife Service.
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Stephenstown
Pond

001803

8.4km

This is a large, artificially excavated, shallow pond with fringing emergent vegetation of
Bulrush (Typha latifolia) and Reed Canary-grass (Phalaris arundinacea) with associated
species such as Bogbean (Menyanthes trifoliata).
There is no feature of the natural history of this artificial lake which makes it of outstanding
importance. It has been designated an NHA because it is representative of open water
bodies in the area, supports a thriving, typical pond wildlife. Although overall it is rather a
small site, the stands of aquatic vegetation are relatively extensive and this may account for
the rich invertebrate life.

No surface water or
landscape connectivity to
the study area.

Muckno Lake

000563

9.28km

Muckno Lake is situated in the inter-drumlin hollow immediately adjacent to the southeast
of Castleblaney. It is the largest lake in Co. Monaghan.
There are frequent patches of wet woodland on embankments. These are characterised by
Downy Birch (Betula pubescens) and willow (Salix spp.) with an understorey of Common
Reed (Phragmites australis) and wet pools. Fish species present in the lake are Brown Trout,
Pike Rudd, Perch, Bream and Eel.

No surface water or
landscape connectivity to
the study area.

Spring And
Corcrin
Loughs

001671

9.6km

This site consists of two calcareous loughs, situated 2km east of Carrickmacross. Spring
Lough is the larger of the two. Both loughs have similar botanical structures with a ring of
White Water-lily (Nymphaea alba) inside a fringe of Common Reed (Phragmites australis).
There is a narrow shelf of calcareous mud around the lake edge upon which grows a species
of stonewort (Chara spp).
This sites value lies in its botanical interest with a stonewort present in the loughs, as well
as providing a typical example of the many small, calcareous lakes in the region.

No surface water or
landscape connectivity to
the study area.

Monalty
Lough

001608

10.6km

Monalty Lough lies 2.5km to the west of Carrickmacross and is set in typical cattle pasture
in the glacial drift of the drumlin belt, underlain by Upper limestone. There is a lot of cover
for nesting waterfowl in the reed-beds around the lake and a wide variety of species are
regularly recorded here.
Monalty has been selected as a Natural Heritage Area because of the richness of the birdlife.
The water quality is poor due to nutrient runoff from adjacent farmland, and although this is
a cause for grave concern, it does not yet appear to be a serious threat to the wildfowl
population.

No surface water or
landscape connectivity to
the study area.

Lough
Naglack

000561

11.4km

This calcareous lough is situated 2km south-east of Carrickmacross in Co. Monaghan.
Together with adjoining limestone grassland, calcareous marsh and mixed woodland this
area supports a very rich flora.

No surface water or
landscape connectivity to
the study area.
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Several bones of the Irish Giant Deer (Cervus giganteus) have been found in the mud of the
lough.
Creevy Lough

001599

11.4km

The lake is popular with anglers and picnic-makers. The shoreline is very open and is not
fringed with reed as are many of the other lakes in this area. Common Spike-rush
(Eleocharis palustris), Bladder-sedge (Carex vesicaria) and Bottle Sedge (Carex rostrata)
grow in clumps around the perimeter. The floor of the lough is colonised by Shoreweed
(Littorella uniflora) and two rare aquatic plant species were found in shallow water, namely
Six-stamened Waterwort (Elatine hexandra) and Rigid Hornwort (Certophyllum demersum).
This lough is interesting as it exhibits different plant communities to the other lakes in the
region.

No surface water or
landscape connectivity to
the study area.

Darver Castle
Woods

001461

11.75km

Darver Castle Woods is located just south of Readypenny Cross, Co. Louth, in the grounds
of Darver Castle. It is described in a 1972 report as mixed wet deciduous woodland of Beech
(Fagus sylvatica), Alder (Alnus glutinosa), Hawthorn (Crataegus monogyna) and Ash
(Fraxinus excelsior) with a diverse understorey of orchids. Rhododendron (Rhododendron
ponticum) is present in the site.
Wet deciduous woodland is an uncommon habitat in the region and this is a site worthy of
conservation and possible regeneration into Ash woodland.

No surface water or
landscape connectivity to
the study area.

Trumpet Hill

001468

11.9km

The site contains several habitats. The central hill has rocky outcrops, and where it slopes
abruptly to the north, various ferns are growing. This slope is covered in mosses and
liverworts with Wood Sage (Teucrium scorodonia), Bilberry (Vaccinium myrtillus), Crossleaved Heath (Erica tetralix) and Great Wood-rush (Luzula sylvatica) also present.
The aspect, steep slope and varied plant cover of Trumpet Hill form several habitat types
and permit a wide range of microflora to grow there. The association of mixed Beech wood
with the basalt outcrop adds diversity of habitat to a small area.

No surface water or
landscape connectivity to
the study area.

Nafarty Fen

002077

12km

The hollow is totally filled by vegetation consisting of a mixture of sedges, rushes and reeds
with a fringe of willows and some planted trees. A reed-bed of Common Reed (Phragmites
australis) covers much of the centre of the site. The site is used by moderate number of
Snipe in winter as well as by Water Rail. Both probably nest along with Sedge Warbler, Reed
Bunting and Mallard.

No surface water or
landscape connectivity to
the study area.

Ravensdale
Plantation

001805

12.1km

Ravensdale Plantation is situated approximately 4km north of Ravensdale in Co. Louth,
close to the county border with Armagh. The site is a forest in part of which a nature trail has
been established. The trees on site are largely coniferous but Sycamore (Acer

No surface water or
landscape connectivity to
the study area.
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pseudoplatanus), Beech (Fagus sylvatica) and Ash (Fraxinus excelsior) also occur. The
shrub understorey is
composed of Rhododendron (Rhododendron ponticum), Elder (Sambucus nigra), Ash and
Bramble (Rubus fruticosus agg.).
The insect fauna of the wood is typical and Badger, squirrel, Jay and a varied passerine bird
fauna occur.
Carlingford
Mountain

000453

12.7km

No site synopsis available. This pNHA is also an SAC see Table 3.1 for details.

Louth Hall
And Ardee
Woods

001616

12.8km

Louth Hall and Ardee Woods proposed Natural Heritage Area (pNHA) encompasses three
areas of mixed, planted and semi-natural deciduous woodland to the north of Ardee in Co.
Louth.
Although parts of these woodlands are comprised of exotic species, they are some of the
last remaining well established broadleaved woodlands in the area. They are quite close to
the town of Ardee and are of value for educational purposes as well as providing habitats
for local woodland flora and fauna.

No surface water or
landscape connectivity to
the study area.

Lough Fea
Demesne

000560

12.9km

About 1km south of Carrickmacross to the west of a road junction are two small fields of
limestone grassland which are extremely rich in varieties and numbers of orchids. Bordering
the grassland is a large mixed woodland yielding several interesting species. To the west of
the grassland are Lough Fea Woods. This substantial area of mixed woodland consists
mainly of magnificent Beech (Fagus sylvatica), about 35m in height. Also present are Ash
(Fraxinus excelsior), Scots Pine (Pinus sylvestris), European Larch (Larix decidua),
Sycamore (Acer pseudoplatanus) and oak (Quercus spp.). Further into the demesne birch
trees (Betula spp.) and conifers replace the
Beech.

No surface water or
landscape connectivity to
the study area.

Lough Egish

001605

13.7km

The lake is primarily an area of ornithological scientific interest and it is a good overwintering
site for Whooper and Bewick's Swans and Goldeneye. Breeding birds recorded here include
Black-headed Gull, Common Sandpiper, Lapwing, Coot, Great Crested Grebe, Little Grebe,
Tufted Duck and Pochard.

No surface water or
landscape connectivity to
the study area.

StabannanBraganstown

000456

14.9km

No site synopsis available. A smaller area of this site is an SPA (Site Code: 004091).

No surface water or
landscape connectivity to
the study area.
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Figure 3.2 pNHAs within 15km of the study area.
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3.3.5.

National Importance – Areas of Special Scientific Interest

Areas of Special Scientific Interest (ASSIs) are protected wildlife and geological sites in Northern
Ireland. ASSIs provide statutory protection for the best examples of Northern Ireland's flora, fauna,
geological or physiographical features. ASSIs were first designated under the Nature Conservation
and Amenity Lands (Northern Ireland) Order 1985. New ASSIs are designated under the Environment
(Northern Ireland) Order 2002. The Order makes it an offence for anyone to intentionally or recklessly
damage any natural feature of an ASSI.
There are no ASSIs directly within the study area. There are 14 no. of ASSIs within 15km of the study
area. Four of these 14 no. sites are of scientific interest purely for geological reasons. These four
ASSI sites are Glendesha, Mullaghbane, Cloghinny and Lislea ASSIs which are notable for their
geological features associated with the Ring of Gullion. The Slieve Gullion complex is historically
important as it has featured in a number of major geological debates on the nature of igneous rocks
and the processes by which they can be formed.
The remaining 10 no. of ASSIs are of national importance to Northern Ireland for their biodiversity
and are assessed in context of the proposed routes in this ecological appraisal report. The site
synopsis, where available, for each site was reviewed and summarised17. The distances between
each site and the study area were also measured and the potential connectivity between them
assessed
Details of ASSI sites with ecological interest, including a site synopsis of each, are provided below in
Table 3.3. The nationally important sites in context of the study area are illustrated below in Figure
3.3.
No direct connectivity in the form of woodlands or treelines was found between the study area and
any of the 10no. of ASSIs. No indirect connectivity in the form of surface water pathways was found
between the study area and any ASSIs.

17

https://www.daera-ni.gov.uk/protected-areas
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Table 3.3 Nationally important ASSIs within 15km of the study area.
Site Name

Approximate
distance from
Study Area18

Site Synopsis19

Connectivity

Loughaveely

3.2km

The area is of special scientific interest because of its wetland flora and fauna.
Although relatively small, Loughaveely is a diverse site with several wetland plant
communities ranging from poor fen vegetation to swamp and open water. As a
result, the area supports a large number of wetland plants, some of which are
scarce. In addition, the invertebrate community is important for its overall diversity
and includes several rare species.

No surface water or
landscape connectivity to the
study area.

Lurgan Lough

4.35km

Carrickastickan

6.9km

18
19

The area is of special scientific interest for its wetland flora and fauna. Lurgan Lough
ASSI is a diverse area of good quality fen and freshwater vegetation, interspersed
with wet heath and bog. On more elevated ground, dry heath, scrub and acid
grassland occur. This mosaic of semi-natural habitats, combined with the relatively
large extent, makes it a valuable area for wildlife. A wide range of wetland plants
occur, some of which are scarce. In addition, the invertebrate community is
important for its overall diversity and includes several rare species.
This area is of special scientific interest because of its species-rich dry grassland
community. Carrickastickan is an area of semi-natural grassland managed in a
traditional way. As such, it provides valuable feeding and roosting sites for a range
of animals, including birds and invertebrates. A variety of butterflies have been
recorded in the area including Meadow Brown (Maniola jurtina) and Common Blue
(Polyommatus Icarus).

Distance measured in a straight line from closest point.
Site synopsis summarised from information received from Dept. of Environment, Northern Ireland.
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No surface water or
landscape connectivity to the
study area.

No surface water or
landscape connectivity to the
study area.

Tullyard

7.6km

Drumlougher
lough

8.5km

Cashel Loughs

8.6km

Slieve Gullion

10.7km

Tullyard is special because of its species-rich hay meadows. There are two hay
meadows making up the site. Such species-rich grasslands tend to occur where
land management is not intensive, usually where traditional farming practices have
been maintained. Species-rich dry grassland is a rare habitat in Northern Ireland,
with hay meadows being particularly scarce

The area is of special scientific interest because of its wetland flora and fauna.
Drumlougher Lough is a large and diverse area, with particularly rich and varied fen
communities. Additional diversity is provided by other semi-natural habitats, such
as the open waters of the lough, heath, bog, grassland, scrub and woodland. The
area supports a large number of wetland plants, some of which are scarce. In
addition, the invertebrate community is important for its overall diversity and
includes several rare species.

The area is of special scientific interest because of its wetland flora and fauna.
Cashel Loughs is an extensive area of semi-natural vegetation in an ice-sourced
rock basin. It takes in a wide range of habitats, including rocky outcrops of dry heath,
acid grassland, scrub and woodland. The wetlands are of particular importance, with
a wide range of communities including the open waters of the three loughs in
addition to adjoining fen, areas of cut-over bog, wet heath and rush pasture. A large
number of wetland species occur, including several rare and local plant species and
a rich community of aquatic invertebrates.

Whilst Slieve Gullion is most notable for its geological interests the site also has a
range of important habitats associated with the rare ground conditions.
Biological interest within the ASSI relates to the size, quality and diversity of the
habitats within Slieve Gullion, in addition to the presence of particular species of
note. Heathland is a scattered resource and Slieve Gullion represents one of the
largest areas of dry heath in Northern Ireland outside the Moume Mountains.
Blanket bog, grasslands and wetlands are also represented, producing a varied and
diverse mosaic of habitats.
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No surface water or
landscape connectivity to the
study area.

No surface water or
landscape connectivity to the
study area.

No surface water or
landscape connectivity to the
study area.

No surface water or
landscape connectivity to the
study area.

Levalleymore

Clermont and
Anglesey
Mountain

Cam Lough

13km

13.9km

14.9km

This area is of special scientific interest because of its species-rich dry grassland
communities. Levallymore represents a large area of semi-natural grassland and
associated habitat managed in a traditional way. As such, it provides valuable
feeding and roosting sites for a range of animals, including birds and invertebrates.
A variety of butterflies have been recorded in the area including Meadow Brown
(Maniola jurtina) and Common Blue (Polyommatus Icarus).

No surface water or
landscape connectivity to the
study area.

The area is of special scientific interest because of its heathland vegetation, in
addition to its associated plant and animal species. Complex patterns of dry and wet
heath with associated habitats form a mosaic of vegetation within a varied
topography.

No surface water or
landscape connectivity to the
study area.

The area is of special scientific interest for its aquatic flora and fauna. Cam Lough
is a midaltitude lake lying in a steep-sided valley between Slieve Gullion and Sturgan
Mountain to the west and Camlough Mountain to the east. The diverse aquatic plant
community is characteristic of unpolluted water bodies with low levels of plant
nutrients and is among the best examples of its type in Northern Ireland.

No surface water or
landscape connectivity to the
study area.
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Figure 3.3 ASSIs within 15km of the study area.
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3.3.6.

National Importance – National Parks, Nature Reserves & Wildlife
Sanctuaries

There are no National Parks or Nature Reserves within the study area or within 15km of the study
area nor within County Louth. There are 2 no. of wildfowl sanctuaries within 15km of the study area:
– Ballymascanlan Estuary (Code: WFS-35) and Lurgan Green (WFS-36) both of which are located in
Dundalk Bay ca. >10km from the study area.

3.4.

Other Known Sites of Ecological Value

There are sites and habitats outside of those designated above which are protected and / or of
ecological value which may be impacted by the proposed road scheme. Wetland and woodland
habitats within the study area are discussed in greater detail below. Similarly surface water features
within the study area, such as rivers and streams, are also detailed in this section of the report.

3.4.1.

Wetland Habitat

Wetlands habitat information, along with site evaluation in a geographical context, was sourced from
Wetlands Surveys Ireland and wetland studies carried out in County Louth 20.
Wetland Surveys Ireland (WSI) has identified 5no. wetland habitats within the study area 21. Refer to
Figure 3.4.
Treagh North Wetland site (Site Code: WHI_LH5) is the most noteworthy of the wetlands found within
the study area. This wetland habitat has been detailed to be of national ecological importance by
wetland surveys carried out in County Louth and is detailed as transition mire, cutover bog and scrub
habitat. The Treagh North site has also been detailed within NPWS reporting and datasets (Article 17
Reports 2013) as Annex I habitat Transition mire and quaking bogs [1730] which would deem this
wetland area to be of international conservation value. Treagh North wetland site is located on the
south western extremities of the study area and ca.10-15% of this wetland site falls within the study
area. For the purposes of this ecological appraisal the Treagh North wetland site will be considered
to be on international conservation value in line with NPWS Article 17 reporting to the EU commission.
Further wetland habitats found within the study area include Annaghvacky West Wetland site (Site
Code; WHI_LH237) which has been assessed to be made up of transition mire, wet heath, cutover
bog and scrub habitats and is noted by WSI as being of county conservation value. The wetland
habitat associated with Annavacky West lies entirely within the study area.
A wetland area, site name Annaghvacky Wetland (Site Code: WMI_LH235), also lies entirely within
the study area and this habitat has been assessed as part of the Louth Wetland Survey to be wet
woodland (Oak, Ash or Willow, Alder). The WSI has assessed this area of wet woodland to be of local
conservation value (higher level).
Two further wetland habitats fall entirely within the study areas and both of these sites have been
assessed by WSI / Louth Wetland Surveys to be of local conservation value (low value). Annaghvacky
(Hackballscross) Wetland site (Site Code: WMI_LH171) is noted to be an area of wet woodland (Oak,
Ash or Willow, Alder) and scrub habitat and Clonaleenaghan Wetland site (Site Code: WMI_LH200)
is a small area of reed swamp and scrub habitat. Site walkover surveys indicate that Annaghvacky
(Hackballscross) Wetland site could prove to be of higher conservation value if surveyed in greater
detail.
One further site which may be an area of wetland habitat has been identified through a review of
aerial imagery and on site walk over surveys. The potential wetland habitat is located in the townland
of Treagh and is an area of depression in the undulating landscape with ponded water and gorse
scrub on the steeply sloping small hillside. This site will be discussed in greater detail as scrub habitat
in section 3.4.5 below.
Details of the wetland habitats are summarised in Table 3.4 below and are detailed in context with
the route options in Figure 3.4 below.
E.g. Louth wetland Survey III. Foss, Crushell, Kirwan, O’Loughlin & Wilson (2014)
Accessed through http://www.wetlandsurveysireland.com/wetlands/map-of-irish-wetlands--/wetland-data-setsincorpora.html
20
21
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Table 3.4 wetland habitats within and adjacent to the study area.

Name

Code

Within
Study
Area

Main wetland type
•

Treagh North

WMI_LH5

Y
•

Potential as Annex I
habitat 7140 Transition
mire
and
quaking
bog.23
Transition Mire, Scrub,
Cutover Bog24.

Description (WSI)

Evaluation22

Transition mire and willow scrub have developed across this
cutover bog site. The transition mire has a wet and quaking
surface. Some drier intervening ridges with heather occur along
with Willow and Gorse scrub.

International
Conservation
value*

Annavacky West

WMI_LH237

Y

Transition
Mire,
Heath,
Cutover
Scrub

Wet
Bog,

Area of transition mire on former cutover with a shallow layer of
underlying peat. Groundwater influence evident. Cutover haggs
with acid heath vegetation remain at western end of site.

C+ Rating: County
Conservation value

Annaghvacky

WMI_LH235

Y

Wet Woodland (Oak, Ash
or Willow, Alder), Wet
Grassland, Scrub

Wet woodland site with adjacent wet grassland, and open water
areas under trees. Sparse stands of Carex rostrata under trees.
Rich epiphytic moss and lichen growth on willow tree trunks.

C Rating: Local
conservation value
(high value)

Annaghvacky
(Hackballscross)

WMI_LH171

Y

Wet Woodland (Oak, Ash
or Willow, Alder), scrub

Small Alder ash woodland adjacent to N53. Site dry under foot with
Bramble layer. Infilling and silage storage at north west end.

E Rating: Local
conservation value
(low value)

Clonaleenaghan

WMI_LH200

Y

Scrub, Reed Swamp

This wetland is now reduced to a small area of quaking reed
swamp surrounded by willow scrub.

E Rating: Local
conservation value
(low value)

Cutover bog with heather and purple-moor-grass on ridges and
intervening wet hollows. Gorse scrub is common on dry banks.
Treagh
WMI_LH7
N
Western part of site has been severely degraded due to drainage
and infill.
* Treagh North wetland site has been detailed within NPWS Article 17 datasets as Annex I habitat 7140 Transition mires and quaking bog.
Cutover
Bog,
Grassland, Scrub

Wet

22

Wetlands Survey Ireland-Map of Irish Wetlands
NPWS Article 17 datasets
24 Wetlands Survey Ireland-Map of Irish Wetlands
23

5187353DG0041 | 0 | 25/07/2019
Atkins | 5187353dg0041 rev 0.docx
Page 39 of 76

D Rating: Local
conservation value
(moderate value)

Plate 5. Annaghvacky West Wetland dominated by willow scrub.

Plate 6. Annaghvacky West Wetland of county conservation value.
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Plate 7. Clonaleenaghan Wetlands west side, this wetland site is now reduced to small area.

Plate 8. Clonaleenaghan Wetland, largely drained with lands now agricultural grassland.
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Plate 9. Annaghvacky West Wet Woodlands dominated by alder and willow.

Plate 10. Annaghvacky West Wet Woodlands directly adjacent to existing N53.
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3.4.2.

Woodland Habitat

The most notable of the woodland habitats within the study area are the wet woodlands at
Annaghvacky and Annaghvacky West as detailed in section 3.4.1 above. All other woodland habitats
found within the study area are detailed in this section of the report.
Datasets from the National Survey of Native Woodlands (NSNW) 2003-2008 were reviewed to identify
any native woodland habitat (other than wet woodlands) found within the study area. The NSNW does
not identify any native woodlands within the study area. The Ancient and long-established Woodland
Inventory 2010 was also reviewed with no woodland habitat being identified within the study area
from this inventory.
A review of the National Biodiversity Data Centre’s (NBDC) forestry datasets identified 2 no. areas of
woodlands (other than wet woodlands) within the study area both of which are located on the northern
side of the exiting N53.
One of these areas of forestry near the townland of Sheelagh (hereafter referred to as Sheelagh
Woods) is detailed as being mature spruce plantations, site walkover surveys however have identified
this wooded area as being predominantly willow and alder with no spruce noted.
A smaller woodland area, adjacent to Scoil Bhride on the L3117 local road, is identified as being more
species diverse with scots pine and oak predominant in this small forested area (hereafter referred to
as Scoil Bhride Woods).
A review of the Louth County Development Plan (LCDP) 2015-2021 was undertaken to determine if
there were any woodlands of special amenity value within the study area. The LCDP details 23 no.
of amenity value woodlands within the county, none of which are within the extents of the study area.
Forestry and woodland habitats in context of the study area and the five route options are detailed in
Figure 3.4 below.
Plate 11. Sheelagh Woods with alder and willow throughout.
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Plate 12. Scoil Bhride Woods with pines located between school and industrial premises.

3.4.3.

Surface water features

Water features within the study were examined through a review of the Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA) spatial data and water quality records 25, a review of aerial imagery and following site
walkovers.
EPA datasets do not identify any loughs or lakes within the study area.
EPA records outline 2 no. small watercourses noted to be within the eastern side of the study area
and flowing in a general northerly direction. These watercourses are identified by the EPA as:➢

Carrickastuck Stream

➢

Annaghvacky Stream

EPA records indicate both the Carrickastuck and Annaghvacky watercourses have a Moderate water
quality status (2010-2015) and both are assessed to be at Risk of not achieving good water quality.
The EPA detail both of these watercourses as originating from the area of the existing N53 both of
which flow for ca. 1250m before joining with the Castletown River.
Carrickastuck Stream
Site walkovers noted that the Carrickastuck Stream is accepting road drainage from a significant
stretch of the N53 east of Hackballscross. The EPA have mapped this stream as originating from
directly adjacent to the N53 and subsequently running under the local road L3125 to the north of the
existing N53. The L3125 local road forms the cross roads with the N53 at Hackballscross. Site visits
identify this watercourse to have very low flow at the time of the site visit and the stream is considered
to be more akin to a drainage ditch with flow. The watercourse runs for 90m in a northerly direction
and following this the stream may be culverted as site visits found there is no open watercourse
crossing the L3126 or in the fields on either side of this local road as is indicated on EPA watercourse
mapping data.
Annaghvacky Stream
The EPA outline the Annaghvacky Stream as originating from Annaghvacky (Hackballscross) Wet
Woodland site (Code: WMI_LH171) and as flowing in a northerly direction along field boundaries,
before crossing a local road to the north of the existing N53 and outfalling into the Castletown River.
The northern section of this small watercourse was inspected at the crossing point of a local road
during site walkovers and it is considered that EPA location mapping of the Annaghvacky Stream
may be somewhat erroneous, or the stream may be culverted for significant stretches. It is noted that
historical mapping of the Annaghvacky stream is the same as the EPA mapped alignment.

25

https://gis.epa.ie/EPAMaps/
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During site visits a watercourse was noted to be in the same vicinity, ca. 800m west of the EPA
mapped alignment, and it was noted that this stream has been channelled and culverted along the
local road and has a fast steady flow. This watercourse as noted during the site visits is assumed to
be the Annaghvacky Stream originating from the general area of Annaghvacky Wet Woodlands.
The routes of the Carrickastuck Stream and Annaghvacky Stream as detailed by EPA records in
context of the route options are illustrated in Figure 3.4 below. The route of the Annaghvacky Stream
as noted during site walk overs is also detailed on Figure 3.4.
Castletown River
The Castletown River (River Waterbody Code: IE NB 06C010200) flows in a general easterly direction
and outfalls into the Irish Sea at Dundalk Bay. Dundalk Bay is noted to be an internationally important
conservation site most notable for its bird species and habitats as detailed in section 3.3.1 above.
The EPA detail the Castletown River as having a Moderate water quality status (2010-2015) and at
a sampling station north of the N53 at Ballybinaby bridge, ca. 500m from the study area, the
watercourse was assigned a Q Value of 3-4 (2015) indicating moderate water quality within this
regionally important salmonid river. There is a second river sampling station directly north of
Hackballscross where last assessment was undertaken in 1990 with a Q Value of 4-5 determining
high water quality. The difference between the two monitoring events may be an indication of the
water quality having deteriorated over the intervening years.
The Castletown River is known for its populations of Atlantic Salmon (Salmo salar) and Brown Trout
(Salmo trutta). Inland fisheries Ireland (IFI) undertook surveys in seven areas along the river. Seven
fish species were recorded at seven sites on the Castletown River Catchment in 2017. Brown trout
was the most abundant species captured. Salmon were recorded at six out of seven sites fished.
Lamprey Lampetra spp.) a species required to be monitored under the Habitats Directive and Red
Data Book, were captured at one site. European eel (Anguilla anguilla) was noted at four sites. Other
species include Three-spined stickleback (Gasterosteus aculeatus) and Stone loach (Barbatula
barbatula). Two sites on the Castletown catchment achieved good fish ecological status, one site was
classed as moderate and one as poor and two were not assessed. It is considered that species
associated with the Castletown River may also be found within adjoining tributaries such as the
Annaghvacky and Carrickastuck streams.
Plate 13. The Carrickastuck stream with ponded water and virtually no flow.
This is the origin point of the watercourse directly adjacent to and accepting drainage from
existing N53.
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Plate 14. (Presumed) Annaghvacky stream with fast flow.
Culverted and canalized as it crosses local road parallel to and north of N53.

Plate 15. Castletown River at bridge directly north of Hackballscross.
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3.4.4.

Treelines and Hedgerows

The dominant habitat found within the study area is improved agricultural grassland. The hedgerows
and treelines which act as field boundaries around the field systems serve as wildlife habitats and
corridors connecting many of the sites of ecological interest within the wider area.
Hedgerows within the study area are largely managed and cut, particularly in the southern side of the
study area, and are predominantly made up of hawthorn, ash, blackthorn and elder, species with
sycamore also widespread throughout these important linear ecological features. Larger, more
unmanaged hedgerow can be found in the northern half of the study area. Mature and semi mature
sycamores trees are common along the verges of the existing N53 with occasional mature Beech
and Scots Pine also present.
A County Louth Hedgerow Survey identifies hawthorn as the most frequently occurring woody species
in Louth’s hedgerows with a percentage frequency occurrence of 87.5, ash was the next most
frequently occurring (54.2%). Like hawthorn, bramble occurs widely throughout Irish hedgerows and
in County Louth it is recorded in 97% of surveyed hedgerows. Ash is the most commonly occurring
tree in Irish hedgerows and it is recorded in 48% of the surveyed County Louth hedgerows. The
survey further identified that only 16.7% of county Louth’s hedgerows are considered to be species
rich, i.e. four or more shrub or small tree species per hedgerow.
According to Louth County Development Plan there are no Tree Preservation Orders within the study
area.
Plate 16. Mature beech trees along avenue ca. 15m from existing N53.
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Plate 17. Typical managed and cut hedgerow with hawthorn predominant.

3.4.5.

Scrub Habitat

A review of aerial imagery has identified an area of scrub within the southern section of the study
area. The scrub habitat (hereafter referred to as Treagh scrub) is located in the townland of Treagh
between the Treagh North wetland site and the Annaghvacky West wetland site and is predominantly
along a steeply sloping small hillside beside an area of depression in the undulating landscape.
Ponded water is visible in the aerial imagery within the low areas at the bottom of the steep slope
which may indicate that this is an area of wetland habitat. Access to this area was not possible during
site visits. The scrub habitat in context of the route options is illustrated in Figure 3.4 below.
Plate 18. Location of scrub habitat on steep slope, potential wetland habitat at base of slope.
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3.4.6.

Bird Sites

A review of BirdWatch Ireland information indicates that there are no bird reserves in County Louth.
A review of data of waterbirds sightings at Irish wetland sites (i-WeBs count sites26) indicate the
nearest waterbirds recorded as part of the monitoring surveys are in the area of Dundalk Bay Special
Protection Area for birds. Due to the proximity of the study area to Dundalk Bay it is considered
probable that some of the bird species for which the SPA site has been designated can feed within
the wider landscape. This could include the fields within the study area of the scheme.
A review of the Countryside Bird Survey Coverage27 indicates 58 no. different species of our common
and widespread birds are to be found in County Louth. These species include Swift, Kingfisher,
Buzzard, Kestrel, Skylark, Grey Wagtail and Reed Bunting to name but a few. A number of birds
identified within the survey are included on the Red List (high conservation concern) and Amber List
(medium conservation concern) as Birds of Conservation Concern in Ireland 28.

3.4.7.

Aquifers

A detailed assessment of the hydrological impacts, including aquifer resources is presented in Atkins
(2018) report entitled ‘N53 Hackballscross to Rassan Hydrology and Hydrogeology Appraisal Report’
(Report no. 5187353DG0042) detailed in Appendix A of the N53 Hackballscross to Rassan Route
Selection Report.

26

https://bwi.maps.arcgis.com/apps/View/index.html?appid=1043ba01fcb74c78bc75e306eda48d3a
https://birdwatchireland.ie/our-work/surveys-research/research-surveys/countryside-bird-survey/
28 Colhoun and Cummins (2013) Birds of Conservation Concern in Ireland 2014-2019.
27

5187353DG0041 | 0 | 25/07/2019
Atkins | 5187353dg0041 rev 0.docx
Page 49 of 76

.
Figure 3.4. Ecological Receptors within
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3.5.

Documented Species

This section of the report outlines species that have been recorded within the study area.
NBDC datasets of rare and protected species records for every 1km x 1km grid square within the
study area were examined to provide a detailed account of species previously recorded within the
zone of influence of the various routes that may be potentially impacted by a road construction project.
Species datasets for the study area were also requested and procured from NPWS.
The absence of recent records of species from the NBDC and NPPWS databases does not
necessarily mean that species does not occur within the area rather a species presence has not
formally been recorded to date. Only records for the past 12 years are included within this report as
older records are unlikely to still be relevant given their age and the changes in land use and
management that has occurred in the intervening period.
The available rare and protected species records, dated within the last 12 years, are presented in
Table 3.5 below. Certain species recorded within the zone of influence of the route corridors that have
the potential to be impacted by a road construction project are discussed further within this section of
the report, the list of species discussed is not exhaustive.

3.5.1.

Rare and Protected Species

Badger (Meles meles)
Badger is a protected species under the Wildlife Acts and has historically been recorded throughout
the study area with the majority of recordings found in the northern section. Two of the NBDC records,
sourced from the Badger Setts of Ireland Database, are noted to be along hedgerows in the townlands
of Annaghvacky and Sheelagh away from rural roads which may indicate historic badger setts in
these areas as opposed to only sightings of the species. Of all the species detailed within NPWS
datasets and NBDC information, badger is by far the most frequently recorded species within the
study area.
Red Deer (Cervus elaphus)
Red Deer are protected under the Wildlife Acts. A sighting of this species was noted in an agricultural
grassland field in 2011 in the area of Annaghvacky within the study area. Deer warning signage is to
be found along the N53 in this area and deer are historically known to frequent the mountainous
regions to the north in Ulster.
European hedgehog (Erinaceus europaeus)
The European hedgehog is protected under Appendix III of The Berne Convention and under the
Wildlife Act (1976) and Wildlife (Amendment) Act 2000. Within European countries this species is
considered to be in decline with intensification of agriculture considered to be one of the leading
causes. The only hedgehog sighting within the area was along the existing N53 and was a road kill
sighting.
Bats
Although bat sighting records for the study area are not extensive three bat species have been
recorded which include; Soprano Pipistrelle (Pipistrellus pygmaeus), Pipistrelle (Pipistrellus pipistrellus
sensu lato), Lesser Noctule (Nyctalus leisleri), Brown Long-eared Bat (Plecotus 51itrone).
Specific sightings of Soprano pipistrelle and Lesser Noctule have been recorded along the Castletown
River directly north of the study area.
Birds
Yellowhammer (Emberiza 51itronella) has been recorded within the north half of the study area in the
townland of Sheelagh in 2015. Yellowhammer is a Red List Annex I species which indicates a species
requiring the highest conservation priority. Kingfisher (Alcedo atthis) has been recorded at a bridge
north of Hackballscross. Coot (Fulica atra), Spotted Flycatcher (Muscicapa striata) and Long-eared Owl
(Asio otus) have also been sighted in the area.
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3.5.2.

Non-native Invasive Species

The European Communities (Birds and Natural Habitats) Regulations 2011 (SI 477) contains
provisions that outline the governance for the control of invasive alien species in Ireland. The Third
Schedule of the regulations lists species subject to legal restrictions.
Further to this Invasive Species Ireland undertook a risk analysis and prioritisation for invasive and
non-native species in Ireland and Northern Ireland with the report being prepared for the National
Parks and Wildlife Service and the Northern Ireland Environment Agency. The prioritisation risk
assessment was carried out for 377 non-native species recorded in Ireland and 342 non-native
species not known to be present in Ireland. These species were assessed, scored and ranked into
impact categories of high, medium and low.
Records of invasive species listed on the Third Schedule or listed as High Impact invasive species
were reviewed for the study area. No Third Schedule or High Impact invasive plant or animal species
have been recorded within the study area.

Table 3.5 Rare and protected recorded within and around the study area.29
Scientific
name

Grid Square /
Spatial Ref

Record
Count

Date
of last
record

Soprano
Pipistrelle

Pipistrellus
pygmaeus

H9511

1

2008

Pipistrelle

Pipistrellus
pipistrellus
sensu lato

1

2008

Lesser
Noctule

Nyctalus
leisleri

H9511

1

2008

Brown Longeared Bat

Plecotus
auritus

H91V

1

2008

Common
Name

Dataset

Protected species
designation

National Bat
Database of
Ireland

Protected
Species: EU
Habitats Directive
|| Protected
Species: EU
Habitats Directive
>> Annex IV ||
Protected
Species: Wildlife
Acts

2012

Road kill
survey

Protected
Species: Wildlife
Acts, Berne
Convention on the
Conservation of
European Wildlife
and Natural
Habitats
Protected
Species: Wildlife
Acts

Mammals

H9511

West
European
Hedgehog

Erinaceus
europaeus

H91F

Red Deer

Cervus
elaphus

H956106

3

2011

Atlas of
Mammals
in Ireland
2010-2015

H91Q

5

2016

Mammals of
Ireland
2016-2025

H9511

1

2012

J01A

8

2014

H90U

4

2008

H91V

7

2013

Eurasian
Badger

29

Meles
meles

1

Badger
Setts of
Ireland
Database

Protected
Species: Wildlife
Acts

NBDC records from 2006 onwards
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Table 3.5 Rare and protected recorded within and around the study area.29
Common
Name

Scientific
name

Grid Square /
Spatial Ref

Record
Count

Date
of last
record

H9611

1

2012

Dataset

Protected species
designation

Birds

Yellowhammer

Emberiza
citrinella

H9411

1

2015

Birds of
Ireland

Protected
Species: Wildlife
Acts || Threatened
Species: Birds of
Conservation
Concern ||
Threatened
Species: Birds of
Conservation
Concern >> Birds
of Conservation
Concern – Red
List

Long-eared
Owl

Asio otus

J01A

1

2011

Bird Atlas
2007 –
2011

-

Spotted
Flycatcher

Muscicapa
striata

J01A

1

2011

Bird Atlas
2007 –
2011

2011

Otter –
National
Otter
Survey
2010-2011

2011

Otter –
National
Otter
Survey
2010-2011

2011

Discrete
vascular
plant
surveys

kingfisher

Common Coot

Alcedo
atthis

Fulica atra

H91 /
H9756110761

H91 /
H9756110761

1

1

Protected
Species: Wildlife
Acts || Threatened
Species: Birds of
Conservation
Concern ||
Threatened
Species: Birds of
Conservation
Concern >> Birds
of Conservation
Concern – Amber
List

Plants
Swamp
Meadow-grass

Poa
palustris

H90U

1

Threatened
Species:
Vulnerable
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4.

Ecological Receptors

4.1.

Assessment of Ecological Receptors

Ecological features found within the zone of influence of the routes, which have the potential to be
directly or indirectly impacted by the construction and operational phases of a road project, are
outlined within this section of the report. These features are described as ‘ecological receptors’.
Following the Guidelines for Ecological Impacts on National Road Schemes30 the habitats and
species determined to be ecological receptors in context of the various routes have been identified
and where possible the ecological value or conservation importance of the receptor has been
determined.
Where a habitat has been determined to be an ecological receptor the value of the habitat/ecological
receptor has been assessed and ranked using a geographical scale. Methodology for ecological
evaluation for habitats is outlined in Section 2.6. Ecological receptors in the form of habitats which
are within the zone of influence of the routes and are determined to be of significant ecological value
and which are considered likely to be impacted by a route, are detailed as ‘key’ ecological receptors.
Where a species has been determined to be an ecological receptor the ecological value of that
species has not been assessed. The presence or likely presence of a species within the study area
is based on a review of online databases, published and unpublished reports and expert ecological
knowledge and judgement. The route selection phase of the proposed project did not include detailed
species-specific surveys and therefore, their abundance and distribution within the study area has not
been determined due to their transient nature. All species which have legal protection and are
potentially within the zone of influence of the routes and have the potential to be impacted are detailed
as ‘key’ ecological receptors.
Ecological receptors within the zone of influence of the routes are listed in Table 4.1. A general
description of the receptor’s features is given along with, where possible, the ecological value
associated with each receptor. Assessment and selection of ‘key’ ecological receptors is also
detailed. The potential for a key ecological receptor to be either directly or indirectly impacted by a
route has also been considered.
Those features selected as key ecological receptors, due to their value and likelihood to be
significantly impacted upon, are outlined within Table 4.2.

30

National Roads Authority (2009). Guidelines for Assessment of Ecological Impacts of National Roads Scheme.
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Table 4.1. Ecological receptors within the zone of influence of the route options.
Ecological
receptor subject
to impacts from
the routes

Summary description of
ecological receptor

Potential for impact

Value of ecological receptor31

Selection as key
ecological receptor in
context with the route
corridors

Special Area of
Conservation, Special
Protection Area for birds,
proposed National
Heritage Area. Refer to
Sn.3.3.1 for site details.

Potential for impact through indirect connectivity via the
Carrickastuck stream and Annaghvacky stream which
conjoin with the Castletown River which outfalls into
Dundalk Bay. E.g. Contamination and/or pollution of
watercourses from construction and operational phases
of the road project could negatively impact the
conservation area as there is direct surface water
connectivity. There is also potential for disturbance to
birds associated with the SPA, if they feed within the
study area, during the construction phase of the road
project and a loss of supporting feeding lands through
the landtake associated with the project.

Internationally important

Key ecological receptor.
Assessed as a key
receptor due to the
indirect connectivity
from the routes
corridors through
several surface water
pathways.

•

Potential as Annex I
habitat
7140
Transition mire and
quaking bog.32

Potential for indirect impact through disruption of
groundwater connectivity. E.g. impact on groundwater
migration into this wetland habitat if road construction is
in an area of ‘cut’ in the western side of the study area.

Internationally important

•

Transition
mire,
Scrub, Cutover Bog33.

Key ecological receptor.
Assessed as a key
receptor due to potential
groundwater
connectivity from the
alignment of the
proposed routes

Natura 2000 Sites
Dundalk Bay
SAC, SPA,
RAMSAR,
pNHA

Wetland habitats

Treagh North

Annavacky
West

Transition Mire, Wet
Heath, Cutover Bog,
Scrub

Potential for direct and indirect impact through direct
connectivity as one of route corridors passes directly
through the wetlands. Potential impact E.g. Direct loss
of wetland, potential for construction and operational

31

For wetland habitats: - conservation value as detailed by Wetland Survey Ireland
NPWS Article 17 datasets
33 Wetlands Survey Ireland-Map of Irish Wetlands
32
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County Conservation value

Key ecological receptor.
Assessed as a key
receptor due to one of

Ecological
receptor subject
to impacts from
the routes

Summary description of
ecological receptor

Value of ecological receptor31

Potential for impact

phase drainage to be affect the conservation status of
the mire and bog habitat.

Annaghvacky

Annaghvacky
(Hackballscross)

Clonaleenaghan

Treagh

Wet Woodland (Oak, Ash
or Willow, Alder), Wet
Grassland, Scrub

Potential for indirect impact through disruption of
groundwater connectivity. E.g. impact on groundwater
migration into this wetland habitat if road construction is
in an area of ‘cut’ in the eastern side of the study area.
Potential disturbance to species using this woodland
during the operational phase of the road scheme.

Wet Woodland (Oak, Ash
or Willow, Alder), scrub

Potential for direct and indirect impact through direct
connectivity as a number of route corridors passes
directly through the wetlands. Potential impact E.g.
Direct loss of wetland habitat, potential for construction
and operational phase drainage to be affect the
conservation status of the wet woodland habitat.

Scrub, Reed Swamp

Potential for direct and indirect impact through direct
connectivity as one of route corridors passes directly
through the wetlands. Potential impact E.g. Direct loss
of wetland, potential for construction and operational
phase drainage to be affect the conservation status of
the swamp habitat.

Cutover Bog, Wet
Grassland, Scrub

Treagh wetland area is considered to be of sufficient
distance from the study area so as not to be impacted
from the construction or operation of the road scheme.

Salmonid watercourse
accommodating a range
of protected species.

Potential for indirect impact. E.g. Contamination and/or
pollution of the adjoining watercourses from
construction and operational phases could impact this

Selection as key
ecological receptor in
context with the route
corridors
routes intersecting with
this wetland habitat.

Local conservation value
(high value)

Key ecological receptor.
Assessed as a key
receptor due to potential
groundwater
connectivity from the
alignment of the
proposed routes

Local conservation value
(low value)
????

Key ecological receptor.
Assessed as a key
receptor due to one or
more of routes
intersecting with this
wetland habitat.

Local conservation value
(low value)
???

Key ecological receptor.
Assessed as a key
receptor due to one of
routes intersecting with
this wetland habitat.

Local conservation value
(moderate value)
????

Not assessed as a key
ecological receptor due
to lack of direct or
indirect connectivity

County conservation value.
Categorised as such as this
salmonid watercourse hosts

Key ecological receptor.
Assigned as such as
there is indirect

Watercourses
Castletown
River
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Summary description of
ecological receptor

Potential for impact

Value of ecological receptor31

Moderate water quality.
Outfalls into Dundalk Bay
SAC/SPA

important watercourse which outfalls into a designated
conservation area.

a range of protected species
including salmon, trout,
lamprey and eel.

Carrickastuck
Stream

Moderate water quality.
Outfalls 1250m from the
study area into Castletown
River.

Potential for both direct and indirect impact. E.g.
Contamination and/or pollution of watercourses from
construction and operational phases.

Local importance (lower
value). Categorised as such
as this watercourse seems to
originate from surface water
runoff from the N53.

Not assessed as a key
ecological receptor as
the routes are of
sufficient distance from
the stream so as to
negate potential
impacts

Annaghvacky
Stream

Moderate water quality.
Outfalls 1250m from the
study area into
Castletown River.

Potential for both direct and indirect impact. E.g.
Disruption of source, contamination and/or pollution of
watercourses from construction and operational
phases.

Local importance (higher
value). Categorised as such
as the site contains seminatural habitat types with
high biodiversity in a local
context with a high degree of
naturalness.

Key ecological receptor.
Assigned as such as a
route may intersect the
watercourse.

This woodland area is considered to be of sufficient
distance from the routes so as not to be impacted from
the construction or operation of the road scheme.

Local conservation value
(higher value). Categorised
as such as the site contains
semi-natural habitat types
with high biodiversity in a
local context with a high
degree of naturalness.

Not assessed as a key
ecological receptor due
to lack of direct or
indirect connectivity

Ecological
receptor subject
to impacts from
the routes

Selection as key
ecological receptor in
context with the route
corridors
connectivity to this river
from routes through a
watercourse within the
study area.

Woodlands (other than wet woodlands)
Sheelagh
Woods

EPA detail: Mature
Spruce forest.
Site Visit detail:
Predominantly ash and
willow
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Ecological
receptor subject
to impacts from
the routes

Summary description of
ecological receptor

Potential for impact

Value of ecological receptor31

Selection as key
ecological receptor in
context with the route
corridors

Scoil Bhride
Woods

Scots Pine and Oak
woods

Potential for direct and indirect impact through direct
connectivity as one of route corridors passes directly
through the woodlands. Potential impact E.g. Direct
loss of woodland habitat, potential for construction and
operational phase to impact the species associated with
the woodlands through disturbance and fragmentation
of connecting corridors.

Local conservation value
(higher value). Categorised
as such as the site contains
semi-natural habitat types
with high biodiversity in a
local context with a high
degree of naturalness.

Key ecological receptor.
Assessed as a key
receptor due to one of
routes coming in close
proximity to this
woodland habitat (ca.
10-20m).

Unassessed Scrub habitat
on steep slope with
potential wetland area at
base of slope.

This scrub habitat is considered to be of sufficient
distance from the routes so as not to be impacted from
the construction or operation of the road scheme.

Local conservation value
(lower value). Categorised as
such as the site is
considered to contain seminatural habitat types with
high biodiversity in a local
context with a high degree of
naturalness. This area of
scrub could be determined to
be of higher ecological value
following on site surveys and
assessment.

Not assessed as a key
ecological receptor due
to lack of direct or
indirect connectivity

Species protected under
the EU Birds Directive
(Council Directive
92/43/EEC) or the Wildlife
Act 1976 & Wildlife
(Amendment) Act 2000 or
the Floral (Protection)
Order, 1999 (SI 94/1999).

Potential for direct impact through direct loss of species
during construction and/or operation of the road. E.g.
during the construction phase through a watercourse
pollution incident leading to a loss of fish species or
during the operational phase as a result of mammalian
road kill. Potential for indirect impact through loss of
refuge, nesting, feeding and foraging habitat as part of
the route landtake.

Undetermined as there is the
likelihood of species
presence within the ZoI of
the routes, but actual
presence has not been
categorically determined.

Key ecological receptor.
Assessed as key
ecological receptor due
to protection status

Other Habitats
Treagh Scrub

Species
Faunal and
Floral Species
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4.2.

Key Ecological Receptors

Following assessment of the ecological receptors, and consideration of their value and likelihood for
impact, the key ecological receptors within the zone of influence of the five route corridors have been
identified and are detailed in Table 4.2 below.

Table 4.2. Key ecological receptors within the zone of influence of the route corridors.
Key Ecological Receptor

Ecological Value

Dundalk Bay SAC, SPA, pNHA

Internationally important

Treagh North Wetland

Internationally important

Castletown River

County conservation value

Annavacky West Wetland

County conservation value

Annaghvacky Wet Woodland

Local conservation value (high value)

Annaghvacky Stream

Local conservation value (high value)

Scoil Bhride Woods

Local conservation value (high value)

Annaghvacky (Hackballscross) Wet Woodland

Local conservation value (low value)

Clonaleenaghan Wetland

Local conservation value (low value)

Faunal and Floral Species

Legally protected
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5.

Assessment of Impacts

All of the five route options have the potential to cause direct and indirect impacts on the biodiversity
found within or around the study area. Direct impacts can include loss, destruction or severing of
habitat and indirect impacts can include deterioration of water quality within watercourses and
interruption of habitat connectivity. For a road project the activities associated with construction phase
that may result in ecological impacts can include for example; clearance of vegetation, construction
of hard surfaces, construction of barriers impeding species movement and environmental accidents
and incidents such as a pollution event. The operational phase of a road project also has the potential
to cause impacts on the ecological receptors within the zone of influence of the road and can include;
impacts from traffic use, traffic noise, operational drainage and the deposition of airborne pollutants.
For certain ecological receptors it is considered that the potential direct and indirect impacts will be
equal for all the route options. All routes, for example, are considered to have equal potential to impact
mammal species found within the study area such as badger. Although potential impact on
ecologically sensitive receptors / species have not been considered further as having a significant
influence in the comparative ecological evaluation of the route corridor options they will be required
to be examined in closer detail once a preferred route emerges. This will include species specific
surveys and further habitat surveys to ensure that impact will be mitigated during the construction
and/or operation of the proposed route.
For many key ecological receptors within the zone of influence of the route corridors the potential
direct and indirect impact of each route will differ. For example, one particular route may intersect
more areas of wetland habitat or cross a watercourse as opposed to another route option. For each
route option the ecological value of the affected receptor is determined on a geographical scale and
the significance of impact of a particular route on the ecological receptor is assessed. This
determination of a receptor’s ecological value along with assessment of the potential impact is
undertaken for each individual route option and is detailed within this section of the report. The
assessment of the potential impacts of an individual route on the key ecological receptors within the
zone of influence of that route will culminate in an iterative procedure and the resulting outcomes for
each route will be used in a comparative evaluation process for the ranking of routes. The length of
each route, and subsequently the land take required for each route, is also used in the evaluation of
the five route options.
For the purposes of assessing the potential impacts of the routes on the ecological receptors within
the zone of influence of the routes, the levels and significance of impacts assigned to a particular
route makes the assumption that general mitigation measures will be implemented during the
construction and operational phases of the road project.
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5.1.

Impact Assessment of Green Route

The Green route option is aligned south of the existing N53. The Green Route is along the same route
as the Purple Route in the western section of the study area. The Green Route is along the same
route as the Blue Route in the eastern section of the study area. The Green Route commences west
of Hackballscross and continues on the existing N53 for approximately 200m before deviating southwestwards. It continues to head in this direction for approximately 500m before traversing
approximately westwards in a manner parallel with the existing N53. It maintains this direction until it
passes the settlements of Annaghvacky, before tying back in to the existing N53 east of the L3117
road. The route is 2.99km in length.
Designated Sites
The Green Route does not directly intersect with any internationally or nationally designated
conservation sites such as SACs, SPAs, Ramsar, ASSIs sites or NHAs. The route does not intersect
with any of the watercourses within the study area and as such there are no indirect pathways to the
Dundalk Bay SAC/ SPA.
The fields within the study area have the potential to be used by bird species associated with Dundalk
Bay SPA and there is the potential for disturbance and displacement of bird species utilising the lands
along and beside the route corridor during the construction and operation of the road project. The
potential for significant impact, however, is considered unlikely due to the distance from the SPA and
the abundance of similar fields within the environs of the SPA.
Wetland Habitat
Treagh North Wetland site, which has been assessed to be of international conservation value, is not
intersected by the Green Route. The wetland site is located south and uphill of the Green Route. The
potential for the Green Route to impact the groundwater flow into this wetland is considered unlikely
as groundwater within the study area is assumed to follow local topography and flow in a general
northerly direction towards the Castletown River and not south towards Treagh North and as such
groundwater flow into the wetland area is unlikely to be interrupted by the construction of the Green
Route.
Annaghvacky West Wetland site is directly intersected by the Green Route with ca. 5,200m2 of this
wetland of county conservation value to be lost by the footprint of this route option. There is also the
potential for the route to result in a total loss of the remaining habitat. The Green Route will divide this
wetlands area into two separate sites and there is the potential for the linear obstacle of the road itself
to impede groundwater flow to the northern side of the wetland habitat. During the operational phase
of the Green Route there is also the potential for road surface drainage to negatively impact the
remaining wetland habitat for example through hydrocarbon contamination. Similarly during the
operation of the road there is the potential for traffic generated air borne pollutants to have a long
term impact on this wetland habitat. The severing of the wetland habitat itself will also restrict
migration and movement of species utilising these wetlands and it is considered that it is likely that
traffic noise will deter species from utilising this habitat.
The Green Route will also intersect with a small area of wetlands to the east of the study area at
Clonaleenaghan Wetland site. This wetland habitat is of local conservation value (low value) as the
field has largely been transformed into agricultural grassland. The Green Route will intersect with the
last remaining area of Clonaleenaghan Wetland habitat, which is predominately scrub, the result
being direct loss of a small area of locally important wetlands of ca. 1,500m2 in size.
The Green Route will not impact any other area of wetland habitat within or surrounding the study
area.
Woodland Habitat
The Green Route avoids all woodland habitat noted within the study area.
Surface Water Features
The Green Route does not intersect with any watercourses found within the study area.
Other Habitats
It is estimated that there will be 1800m of hedgerow habitat lost by the footprint of the Green Route.
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In summary, the Green Route will negatively impact the transition mire wetland habitat at
Annaghvacky West Wetland site through the direct loss of ca. 5,200m2 of transition mire, wet heath,
cutover bog and scrub habitat and will also impact on the species associated with the wetlands. The
Green Route will also result in the direct loss of a small area, ca. 1,500m2, of wetland of local
importance at the Clonaleenaghan Wetland site. Significant sections of hedgerow will also be lost as
a result of the construction of the Green Route.
The assessment of likely impacts of the Green Route on the ecological receptors in the form of
habitats found within the zone of influence of the route is detailed in Table 5.1 below. The table also
outlines the likelihood and significance of these potential impacts.
Table 5.1. Green Route, assessment of likely impacts on key habitats.
Key Ecological
Receptor

Ecological Value

Likelihood of Impact
???

Impact Significance

Dundalk Bay
SAC, SPA,
pNHA

Internationally
important

Extremely Unlikely

-

Treagh North
Wetland

Internationally
important

Unlikely

-

Castletown
River

County conservation
value

Unlikely

Annavacky
West Wetland

County conservation
value

Certain

Annaghvacky
Wet Woodland

Local conservation
value (high value)

Extremely Unlikely

Annaghvacky
Stream

Local conservation
value (high value)

Unlikely

Scoil Bhride
Woods

Local conservation
value (high value)

Extremely Unlikely

Annaghvacky
(Hackballscross)
Wet Woodland

Local conservation
value (low value)

Clonaleenaghan
Wetland

Local conservation
value (low value)

Certain

Significant Negative
Impact

Hedgerows

Local conservation
value (high value)

Certain

Significant Negative
Impact

Significant Negative
Impact

Unlikely

5187353DG0041 | 0 | 25/07/2019
Atkins | 5187353dg0041 rev 0.docx
Page 62 of 76

5.2.

Impact Assessment of Red Route

Red Route option is a standalone route aligned to the north of the existing N53. The Red Route
commences west of Hackballscross and continues on the existing N53 for approximately 400m before
deviating north-westwards. It continues to follow this path, bypassing the settlements of Annaghvacky
on the north side until it passes through the L7116 road. At this point it begins to turn southwest
towards the existing N53, also intersecting the L3117 road. After bypassing south of Scoil Bhríde, it
ties-in to the existing N53.The route is 2.99km in length.
Designated Sites
The Red Route does not directly intersect with any internationally or nationally designated
conservation sites such as SACs, SPAs, Ramsar, ASSIs sites or NHAs.
The route potentially intersects with Annaghvacky Stream within the study area which outfalls into the
Castletown River ca. 1250m to the north of the route and as such there is potential indirect
connectivity to Dundalk Bay SAC/ SPA. It is noted that the Annaghvacky Stream may not be located
as per the EPA mapping and data as detailed in Section 3.4.3 above. If this watercourse is to be
crossed by the Red Route, significant impacts on water quality of this stream are considered unlikely
assuming that standard mitigation measures will be undertaken during the construction and operation
phases of the road. As significant impact on the Annaghvacky watercourse is not considered likely,
significant impacts on Dundalk Bay SAC/SPA are considered extremely unlikely.
The fields within the study area have the potential to be used by bird species associated with Dundalk
Bay SPA and there is the potential for disturbance and displacement of bird species utilising the lands
along and beside the route corridor during the construction and operation of the road project. The
potential for significant impact, however is considered extremely unlikely.
Wetland Habitat
The Red Route does not intersect with the Treagh North Wetland site and this area of transition mire
is of sufficient distance from the Red Route so as to negate any potential for significant impact on this
habitat on international importance.
The Red Route will directly intersect with Annaghvacky (Hackballscross) Wet Woodland with an
estimated 10,000m2 of this habitat to be lost by the footprint of the proposed route. The bulk of the
wet woodlands will be lost as a result of the construction of the proposed route and the habitat will be
split into two sections. The Red Route will most likely have a significant impact on the remaining
habitat by affecting groundwater conditions in this relatively small wooded area through the removal
of significant areas of bog to be replaced with large amounts of stone material. The wetland area may
also be affected through the installation of roadway drainage There will also be a fragmentation of
the habitat and likely disturbance to species utilising the woods as refuge. Annaghvacky West
(Hackballscross) is considered to be of local conservation value (lower value).
Although the Red Route does not intersect with any other wetland habitat there is the potential for the
proposed route to indirectly impact Annaghvacky Wet Woodlands which is noted to be of local
conservation (higher) value. Groundwater is considered to follow local topography and flow in a
general northerly direction towards the Castletown River and the Red Route may have the potential
to impede groundwater flow in this direction into Annaghvacky wet Woodland. However, the existing
N53 roadway, which has been in place for many years, is noted to be only 150m from the Red Route
and Annaghvacky Wet Woodlands retains open water areas 34 indicting that the existing N53 roadway
has not impeded groundwater flow to the wetlands and as such impedance to groundwater flow from
the Red Route is not considered likely.
Woodland habitat
The Red Route passes within very close proximity to Scoil Bhride Woods. There will be no direct loss
of habitat in this small wooded area of local conservation value (lower value) from the footprint of the
proposed route. There is the potential for this wooded area to be indirectly impacted during the
operational phase of the route through alterations to local drainage, contamination from traffic
generated hydrocarbons and displacement of species using the wooded area. Significant impacts to
Scoil Bhride Woods, however, are not considered likely from the Red Route.

34

Louth Wetland Survey II (2012). Foss P., Crushell P., O’Loughlin B., & Wilson F.
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Surface Water Features
The EPA informs that the Annaghvacky stream originates in the area of Annaghvacky
(Hackballscross) Wet Woodland and the Red Route may intersect with the origin of this stream if the
location is as mapped by the EPA. Site visits indicate a stream is located in a more westerly location.
Without more detailed knowledge of the actual alignment and source of this small watercourse it is
assumed to originate as per EPA and historical mapping and therefore an impact on the Annaghvacky
Stream will be probable in the form of disruption of flow as a result of the removal of a very large area
of the Annaghvacky (Hackballscross) Wet Woodlands. There is also the potential for a contamination
event during the construction phase to impact the Annaghvacky stream (if it originates from the wet
woodlands) but it is assumed that standard mitigation will be applied during the construction and
operational phases of the proposed route and as such significant impacts on the water quality of the
stream are not considered likely. Significant Impacts on the water quality of the downstream
Castletown River are similarly not considered likely.
Other Habitats
It is estimated that there will be 2000m of hedgerow habitat lost by the footprint of the Red Route.
In summary, the Red Route will negatively impact Annaghvacky (Hackballscross) Wet Woodlands
through the direct loss of 10,000m2 of this locally important habitat. It is probable that water flow from
Annaghvacky Stream will be significantly impacted if the Annaghvacky (Hackballscross) Wet
Woodlands is affected to such an extent. The Red Route will result in the loss of a significant amount
of locally important hedgerow.
The assessment of likely impacts of the Red Route on the ecological receptors in the form of habitats
found within the zone of influence of the route is detailed in Table 5.2 below. The table also outlines
the likelihood and significance of these potential impacts.
Table 5.2. Red Route, assessment of likely impacts on key habitats.
Key Ecological
Receptor

Ecological Value

Likelihood of Impact

Impact Significance

Dundalk Bay SAC,
SPA, pNHA

Internationally
important

Extremely Unlikely
with mitigation

-

Treagh North
Wetland

Internationally
important

Extremely Unlikely

-

Castletown River

County conservation
value

Unlikely with
mitigation

Annavacky West
Wetland

County conservation
value

Extremely Unlikely

Annaghvacky Wet
Woodland

Local conservation
value (high value)

Unlikely

Annaghvacky
Stream

Local conservation
value (high value)

Probable

Scoil Bhride Woods

Local conservation
value (high value)

Unlikely

Annaghvacky
(Hackballscross)
Wet Woodland

Local conservation
value (low value)

Near Certain

Clonaleenaghan
Wetland

Local conservation
value (low value)

Unlikely

Hedgerows

Local conservation
value (high value)

Near Certain

Significant Negative
Impact

Significant Negative
Impact

Significant Negative
Impact
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5.3.

Impact Assessment of Blue Route

Blue Route is aligned along the existing N53 in the western section of the study area. The Brown
Route is aligned along the same route as the Blue Route in the western section of the study area. In
the eastern section of the study area the Blue Route and Green Route are similarly aligned. The Blue
Route commences west of Hackballscross and stays online for approximately 1.2km before turning
offline in a south-westward direction. It bypasses the centre of Annaghvacky before tying back into
the existing N53 east of the L3117 road. The route is 3.34km in length.
Designated Sites
The Blue Route does not directly intersect with any internationally or nationally designated
conservation sites such as SACs, SPAs, Ramsar, ASSIs sites or NHAs.
The route may intersect with the origin of Annaghvacky Stream within the study area which outfalls
into the Castletown River ca. 1250m to the north of the route and as such there is potential indirect
connectivity to Dundalk Bay SAC/ SPA. It is noted that the Annaghvacky Stream may not be located
as per the EPA mapping and data. If this watercourse is to be crossed by the Blue Route, significant
impacts on water quality of this stream are considered unlikely assuming that standard mitigation
measures will be undertaken. As significant impact on the Annaghvacky watercourse is not
considered likely, significant impacts on Dundalk Bay SAC/SPA are considered extremely unlikely.
The fields within the study area have the potential to be used by bird species associated with Dundalk
Bay SPA and there is the potential for disturbance and displacement of bird species utilising the lands
along and beside the route corridor during the construction and operation of the road project. The
potential for significant impact, however is considered extremely unlikely.
Wetland Habitat
The Blue Route does not intersect with the Treagh North Wetland site and this area of transition mire
is of sufficient distance from the Blue Route so as to negate any potential for significant impact on
this habitat on international importance.
Annaghvacky West Wetland site is directly intersected by the Blue Route with ca. 5,200m2 of this
wetland of county conservation value to be lost by the footprint of this route option. There is also the
potential for the route to impact on the remaining dissected wetland habitat. The Blue Route will divide
this area into two separate wetland sites and there is the potential for the linear obstacle of the road
itself to impede groundwater flow to the northern side of the wetland habitat. During the operational
phase of the Blue Route there is also the potential for road surface drainage to negatively impact the
remaining wetland habitat for example through hydrocarbon contamination. Similarly during the
operation of the road there is the potential for traffic generated air borne pollutants to have a long
term impact on this wetland habitat. The severing of the wetland habitat itself will also restrict
migration and movement of species utilising these wetlands and it is considered that it is likely that
traffic noise will deter species from utilising this habitat.
The Blue Route will directly intersect with the south side of Annaghvacky (Hackballscross) Wet
Woodland adjacent to the existing N53 with an estimated 5,700m2 of this locally important (lower
value) habitat to be lost by the footprint of the proposed route. The Blue Route also has the potential
to impact on groundwater conditions in this wetland area. During the operational phase of the Blue
Route there is also the potential for road surface drainage to negatively impact the remaining wetland
habitat for example through hydrocarbon contamination. Similarly during the operation of the road
there is the potential for traffic generated air borne pollutants to have a long term impact on this
wetland habitat. It is likely that traffic noise will deter species from utilising this habitat although this
impact is not considered significant as the wet woodlands is directly adjacent to the existing N53.
Surface Water Features
There is the potential for the Blue Route to impact the flow of the Annaghvacky Stream as an area of
the Annaghvacky Annaghvacky (Hackballscross) Wet Woodland is to be lost by the footprint of the
proposed route and the EPA details the Annaghvacky Stream as originating from this wet woodland.
Only the south side of the wet woodlands is to be lost with the bulk (ca. 80%) remaining intact and as
such significant impact on the flow of the stream (if it originates in the woodland) is not anticipated.
There is also the potential for a watercourse contamination event during the construction phase to
impact the Annaghvacky stream, assuming it originated in the wet woodlands, but it is assumed that
standard mitigation will be applied during the construction and operational phases of the proposed
route and as such significant impacts on the water quality of the stream are not considered likely.
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Significant Impacts on the water quality of the downstream Castletown River are similarly not
considered likely.
Other Habitats
It is estimated that there will be 3500m of hedgerow habitat lost by the footprint of the Blue Route
predominantly along the existing N53 verges.
In summary, The Blue Route will negatively impact the transition mire wetland habitat at Annaghvacky
West Wetland site through the direct loss of ca.5,200m2 of transition mire, wet heath, cutover bog and
scrub habitat and will also impact on the species associated with the wetlands. The Blue Route will
also negatively impact Annaghvacky (Hackballscross) Wet Woodlands through the direct loss of
5,700m2 of this locally important habitat. The Blue Route will result in the loss of a significant amount
of locally important hedgerow.
The assessment of likely impacts of the Blue Route on the ecological receptors in the form of habitats
found within the zone of influence of the route is detailed in Table 5.3 below. The table also outlines
the likelihood and significance of these potential impacts.
Table 5.3. Blue Route, assessment of likely impacts on key habitats.
Key Ecological
Receptor

Ecological Value

Likelihood of Impact

Impact Significance

Dundalk Bay
SAC, SPA,
pNHA

Internationally
important

Extremely Unlikely with
mitigation

-

Treagh North
Wetland

Internationally
important

Extremely Unlikely

-

Castletown
River

County conservation
value

Unlikely with mitigation

Annavacky
West Wetland

County conservation
value

Near Certain

Annaghvacky
Wet Woodland

Local conservation
value (high value)

Unlikely

Annaghvacky
stream

Local conservation
value (high value)

Unlikely

Scoil Bhride
woods

Local conservation
value (high value)

Unlikely

Annaghvacky
(Hackballscross)
Wet Woodland

Local conservation
value (low value)

Clonaleenaghan
Wetland

Local conservation
value (low value)

Unlikely

Hedgerows

Local conservation
value (high value)

Near Certain

Near Certain

Significant Negative
Impact

Significant Negative
Impact

Significant Negative
Impact
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5.4.

Impact Assessment of Brown Route

Brown Route is aligned along Blue Route in the western section of the study area and along the same
alignment as the Purple Route for the eastern section. The Brown Route commences west of
Hackballscross and stays online for approximately 1.2km before turning offline in a south-westward
direction. As it bypasses the centre of Annaghvacky, it continues with an orientation approximately
parallel to the existing N53 for approximately 500m before it heads in a northwest direction to tie back
in with the existing N53.The route is 2.99km in length
Designated Sites
The Brown Route does not directly intersect with any internationally or nationally designated
conservation sites such as SACs, SPAs, Ramsar, ASSIs sites or NHAs.
The route potentially intersects with the origin of Annaghvacky Stream within the study area which
outfalls into the Castletown River ca. 1250m to the north of the route and as such there is potential
indirect connectivity to Dundalk Bay SAC/ SPA. It is noted that the Annaghvacky Stream may not be
located as per the EPA mapping and data. If this watercourse is to be crossed by the Brown Route,
significant impacts on water quality of this stream are considered unlikely assuming that standard
mitigation measures will be undertaken. As significant impact on the Annaghvacky Stream is not
considered likely, significant impacts on Dundalk Bay SAC/SPA are considered extremely unlikely.
The fields within the study have the potential to be used as supporting lands for bird species
associated with Dundalk Bay SPA and there is the potential for disturbance and displacement of bird
species utilising the lands along and beside the route corridor during the construction and operation
of the road project. The potential for significant impact, however is considered extremely unlikely.
Wetland Habitat
The Brown Route does not intersect with the Treagh North Wetland site and this area of transition
mire is of sufficient distance from the Blue Route so as to negate any potential for significant impact
on this habitat of international importance.
The Brown Route will directly intersect with the south side of Annaghvacky (Hackballscross) Wet
Woodland adjacent to the existing N53 with an estimated 5,700m2 of this locally important (lower
value) habitat to be lost by the footprint of the proposed route. The Brown Route also has the potential
to impact on groundwater conditions in this wetland area. During the operational phase of the Brown
Route there is also the potential for road surface drainage to negatively impact the remaining wetland
habitat for example through hydrocarbon contamination. Similarly during the operation of the road
there is the potential for traffic generated air borne pollutants to have a long term impact on this
wetland habitat and it is likely that traffic noise will deter species from utilising this habitat although
these impacts are not considered significant as the wet woodlands is already directly adjacent to the
existing N53.
The Brown Route intersects with the south side Annaghvacky West Wetland site which is of county
conservation value. A small section on the south side of the wetland area, which is intersected by the
proposed route, has been largely altered to agricultural grassland and as such loss of transition mire
habitat is not anticipated from the proposed route. Groundwater infiltration into this wetland area is
assumed to flow in a northerly direction following local topography with relatively steep drumlins found
to the south of the Brown Route and these small hills are notably sloping towards Annaghvacky West
Wetland site. There is the potential for the physical barrier of a roadway to impede groundwater flow
into this important wetland habitat. During the operational phase of the Brown Route there is also the
potential for road surface drainage to negatively impact the wetland habitat for example through
hydrocarbon contamination. Similarly during the operation of the road there is the potential for traffic
generated air borne pollutants to have a long term impact on this wetland habitat. The roadway itself
may also restrict migration and movement of species utilising these wetlands and it is considered that
it is likely that traffic noise will deter species from utilising this habitat.
Woodland Habitat
The Brown Route avoids all other woodland habitat noted within the study area.
Surface Water Features
There is the potential for the Brown Route to impact the flow of the Annaghvacky Stream as an area
of the Annaghvacky (Hackballscross) Wet Woodland is to be lost by the footprint of the proposed
route and the EPA details the Annaghvacky Stream as originating from this wet woodland. Only the
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south side of the wet woodlands is to be lost with the bulk (ca. 80%) remaining intact and as such
significant impact on the flow of the stream (if it originates in the woodland) is not anticipated. There
is also the potential for a watercourse contamination event during the construction phase to impact
the Annaghvacky stream, assuming it originated in the wet woodlands, but it is assumed that standard
mitigation will be applied during the construction and operational phases of the proposed route and
as such significant impacts on the water quality of the stream are not considered likely. Significant
Impacts on the water quality of the downstream Castletown River are similarly not considered likely.
Other Habitats
It is estimated that there will be 3500m of hedgerow habitat lost by the footprint of the Brown Route
predominantly along the existing N53 verges.
In summary the Brown Route will negatively impact Annaghvacky (Hackballscross) Wet Woodlands
through the direct loss of 5,700m2 of this locally important habitat. It is also considered probable that
the Brown Route will indirectly impact Annaghvacky West Wetland over the long term through
impedance of groundwater flow as a result of the physical barrier of the roadway. Significant impacts
on the Annaghvacky Stream ae not anticipated. Significant sections of hedgerow will also be lost as
a result of the construction of the Brown Route.
The assessment of likely impacts of the Brown Route on the ecological receptors in the form of
habitats found within the zone of influence of the route is detailed in Table 5.4 below. The table also
outlines the likelihood and significance of these potential impacts.

Table 5.4. Brown Route, assessment of likely impacts on key habitats.
Key Ecological
Receptor

Ecological Value

Likelihood of Impact

Impact Significance

Dundalk Bay
SAC, SPA,
pNHA

Internationally
important

Extremely Unlikely

-

Treagh North
Wetland

Internationally
important

Extremely Unlikely

-

Castletown
River

County conservation
value

Unlikely

-

Annavacky
West Wetland

County conservation
value

Probable

Significant Negative
Impact

Annaghvacky
Wet Woodland

Local conservation
value (high value)

Unlikely

-

Annaghvacky
Stream

Local conservation
value (high value)

Unlikely

-

Scoil Bhride
Woods

Local conservation
value (high value)

Unlikely

-

Annaghvacky
(Hackballscross)
Wet Woodland

Local conservation
value (low value)

Near Certain

Significant Negative
Impact

Clonaleenaghan
Wetland

Local conservation
value (low value)

Unlikely

-

Hedgerows

Local conservation
value (high value)

Near Certain

Significant Negative
Impact
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5.5.

Impact Assessment of Purple Route

Purple Route is aligned along the Green Route for the western section of the study area and is aligned
along the Brown Route in the eastern section. The Purple Route commences west of Hackballscross
and continues on the existing N53 for approximately 200m before deviating south-westwards. It
continues to head in this direction for approximately 500m before traversing approximately westwards
in a manner parallel with the existing N53. This orientation is continued for approximately 1.6km as it
heads westwards past the centre of Annaghvacky, before it heads in a northwest direction to tie back
in with the existing N53. The route is 3.33km in length.
Designated Sites
The Purple Route does not directly intersect with any internationally or nationally designated
conservation sites such as SACs, SPAs, Ramsar, ASSIs sites or NHAs. The route does not intersect
with any of the watercourses within the study area and as such there are no indirect pathways to the
Dundalk Bay SAC/ SPA.
The fields within the study area have the potential to be used by bird species associated with Dundalk
Bay SPA and there is the potential for disturbance and displacement of bird species utilising the lands
along and beside the route corridor during the construction and operation of the road project. The
potential for significant impact, however, is considered unlikely.
Wetland Habitat
Treagh North Wetland site, which has been assessed to be of international conservation value, is not
intersected by the Purple Route. The wetland site is located south and uphill of the Purple Route. The
potential for the Purple Route to impact the groundwater flow into this wetland is considered unlikely
as groundwater within the study area is assumed to follow local topography and flow in a general
northerly direction towards the Castletown River and not south towards Treagh North and as such
groundwater flow into the wetland area is unlikely to be interrupted by the construction of the Purple
Route.
The Purple Route will intersect with a small area of wetlands to the east of the study area at
Clonaleenaghan Wetland site. This wetland habitat is of local conservation value (low value) as the
field has largely been transformed into agricultural grassland. The Purple Route will intersect with the
last remaining area of Clonaleenaghan Wetland habitat, which is predominately scrub, the result
being direct loss of ca 1,500m2 of locally important wetlands.
The Purple Route intersects with the south side of the Annaghvacky West Wetland site which is of
county conservation value. A small section on the south side of the wetland area, which is intersected
by the proposed route, has been largely altered to agricultural grassland and as such loss of transition
mire habitat is not anticipated from the proposed route. Groundwater infiltration into this wetland area
is assumed to flow in a northerly direction following local topography with relatively steep drumlins
found to the south of the Purple Route and these small hills are notably sloping towards Annaghvacky
West Wetland site. There is the potential for the physical barrier of a roadway to impede groundwater
flow into this important wetland habitat. During the operational phase of the Purple Route there is also
the potential for road surface drainage to negatively impact the wetland habitat for example through
hydrocarbon contamination. Similarly during the operation of the road there is the potential for traffic
generated air borne pollutants to have a long term impact on this wetland habitat. The roadway itself
may also restrict migration and movement of species utilising these wetlands and it is considered that
it is likely that traffic noise will deter species from utilising this habitat.
Woodland Habitat
The Purple Route avoids all woodland habitat noted within the study area.
Surface Water Features
The Purple Route does not intersect with any watercourses found within the study area.
Other Habitats
It is estimated that there will be 1300m of hedgerow habitat lost by the footprint of the Purple Route.
In summary the Purple Route will result in the direct loss of ca. 1,500m2 of wetland of local importance
at the Clonaleenaghan Wetland site. It is also considered probable that the Purple Route will indirectly
impact Annaghvacky West Wetland over the long term through impedance of groundwater flow as a
result of the physical barrier the roadway presents. Significant impacts on the Annaghvacky Stream
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are not anticipated. Significant sections of hedgerow will also be lost as a result of the construction of
the Purple Route.
The assessment of likely impacts of the Purple Route on the ecological receptors in the form of
habitats found within the zone of influence of the route is detailed in Table 5.5 below. The table also
outlines the likelihood and significance of these potential impacts.

Table 5.5. Purple Route, assessment of likely impacts on key habitats.
Key Ecological
Receptor

Ecological Value

Likelihood of Impact

Impact Significance

Dundalk Bay
SAC, SPA,
pNHA

Internationally
important

Extremely Unlikely with
mitigation

-

Treagh North
Wetland

Internationally
important

Extremely Unlikely

-

Castletown
River

County conservation
value

Unlikely with mitigation

-

Annavacky
West Wetland

County conservation
value

Probable

Significant Negative
Impact

Annaghvacky
Wet Woodland

Local conservation
value (high value)

Unlikely

-

Annaghvacky
stream

Local conservation
value (high value)

Unlikely

-

Scoil Bhride
woods

Local conservation
value (high value)

Unlikely

-

Annaghvacky
(Hackballscross)
Wet Woodland

Local conservation
value (low value)

Unlikely

-

Clonaleenaghan
Wetland

Local conservation
value (low value)

Near Certain

Significant Negative
Impact

Hedgerows

Local conservation
value (high value)

Near Certain

Significant Negative
Impact

.
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6.

Comparative Evaluation

Identification of ecological features within the zone of influence of the routes has been undertaken
and from this the key ecological receptors with potential to be impacted by the routes have been
determined. The receptors within and around the study area have been assessed where possible in
regard to their ecological value and importance on a geographical scale. Following this, the potential
impacts from each route on the ecological receptors have been considered, including estimating the
likelihood of the impact actually occurring whilst gauging the likely significance or extent of that impact.
The assessment of impacts assumes that standard mitigation measures and best practice ecological
guidelines will be implemented during the construction and operational phases of the road project.
The assessment of potential impacts, the likelihood of occurrence and the significance of the potential
impact has been estimated for each of the five route corridors to give a better understanding of how
each route will likely impact the various ecological features within the zone of influence of said route.
The results of the assessment of ecological impacts for each of the routes have been collated in order
to undertake a comparative evaluation of the five routes with the aim to determine which of the routes
will have the least potential to negatively impact the biodiversity found within the study area.
Results of the ecological assessment of the five routes is detailed in Table 6.1 below and these results
have been compared to rank the routes in order of preference. The route which has been assessed
to have the least potential to negatively impact the baseline ecological conditions within the study
area has been given the highest ranking. The route which has the greatest likelihood to cause the
most significant impacts on the baseline ecological conditions found within the study area has been
given the lowest ranking.
It is important to note that due to the presence of Natura 2000 sites within 15km of the proposed
project, the selected preferred route option will have to undergo, at a minimum, Screening for
Appropriate Assessment in order to determine if significant effects are likely as a result of the
proposed project.
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Table 6.1: Comparative evaluation of the route corridors
Significant Negative Impact

Green Route

Red Route

Blue Route

Brown Route

Purple Route

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

Near certain

1

0

1

0

0

Probable

0

0

0

1

1

Impact on feature of Local Importance
(higher value)

Near certain

0

0

0

0

0

Probable

0

1

0

0

0

Impact on feature of Local Importance
(lower value)

Near certain

1

1

1

1

1

Probable

0

0

0

0

0

1800

2000

3500

3500

1300

2.99km

3.06km

2.99km

3.33km

3.34km

4th

3rd

5th

2nd

1st

Impact on feature of International
Importance
Impact on feature of National Importance

Impact on feature of County Importance

Impact on hedgerows*
Route length
Order of Preference

−
−
−
−
−

Near certain
Probable
Near certain
Probable

1st Purple Route: - Estimated 1,500m2 of wetland habitat of local conservation value (lower) would be lost. Also probable indirect impact on county value wetland
habitat; no direct loss of habitat, impacts limited to traffic generated noise, airborne pollutants, impedance to species migration and potential groundwater impact.
2nd Brown Route: - Estimated 5,700m2 of wet woodland habitat of local conservation value (lower) would be lost. Also probable indirect impact on county value
wetland habitat; no direct loss of habitat, impacts limited to traffic generated noise, airborne pollutants, impedance to species migration and potential groundwater
impact.
3rd Red Route: - Estimated 10,000m2 of wet woodland habitat of local conservation value (lower) to be lost. Also probable impact on watercourse of local
conservation value (higher).
4th Green Route: - Estimated 5,200m2 of wetland habitat of county conservation value to be lost and estimated 1,500m2 of wetland habitat of local conservation
value (lower) to be lost.
5th Blue Route: - Estimated 5,200m2 of wetland habitat of county conservation value to be lost and estimated of 5,700m2 wetland habitat of local conservation
value (lower) to be lost.
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7.

Conclusions

When the overall ecological impacts are considered there is preference for the Purple Route. Of the
five routes, the Purple Route is considered to have the least likelihood of causing significant negative
impacts on the biodiversity of County Louth. The route is likely to have no significant negative impact
on any of the woodland habitats identified within the study area. Notably the Purple Route avoids
direct interaction with the Annaghvacky West wetland habitat which is of county conservation value.
There is the potential for this route to indirectly impact the Annaghvacky West wetland site through
restricting groundwater flow into this transition mire and bog habitat. The only direct loss of wetland
habitat as a result of the construction of the Purple Route will be a small area of locally important (low
value) wetlands at Clonaleenaghan Wetland site.
The Brown Route is the next most favourable route option from a perspective of protecting biodiversity
within and around the study area. The Purple route and the Brown Route are along the same
alignment when passing the southern end of Annaghvacky West wetland site and potential impacts
are considered to be the same which include potential impedance to groundwater flow into the
wetland and disturbance of species. The Brown Route will, however, result in the direct loss of ca.
20% of Annaghvacky (Hackballscross) Wet Woodland.
The Red Route is the next preferred route option as it will avoid Annaghvacky West Wetland site
which is of county conservation value. However, the Red Route will result in the loss of the bulk of
Annaghvacky (Hackballscross) Wet Woodland and may also impact the flow of the Annaghvacky
Stream if (as per EPA data) this stream originates in the wet woodland to be lost.
Both the Green and Blue Routes are the least favoured route options as both of these routes are
similarly aligned directly through Annaghvacky West Wetlands and if constructed there would be a
direct loss of significant wetland habitat noted to be the highest conservation value habitat intersected
by any route. The construction of either of these routes will result in the direct loss of ca. 5,700m2 of
this important wetland habitat. The Green Route will also result in the direct loss of an area of wetlands
of local conservation value (low value) at Clonaleenaghan Wetland site. The Blue Route will also
result in the loss of ca. 20% of wet woodlands at Annaghvacky (Hackballscross) Wetlands.
Table 7 below summarises the evaluation of all five route options.
Table 7. Ecological Preference Ranking.

Route Option
Green Route
Red Route
Blue Route
Brown Route
Purple Route

Preference Ranking

Least Preferred
Intermediate
Least Preferred
Intermediate
Preferred
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8.

Recommendations

Once an emerging preferred route for the N53 Hackballscross to Rassan road project has been
established it is recommended that detailed ecological surveys are carried along and around the
footprint of the emerging preferred route corridor in order to gain a more detailed understanding of
the habitats and species that have the potential to be impacted.
Key ecological site surveys which are needed once an emerging preferred route has been established
include:
•

Habitat Survey

•

Terrestrial Mammal Survey

•

Bat Survey

•

Invasive Species Survey

•

Freshwater Aquatic Survey

•

Nesting Bird Survey & Wintering Bird Survey

•

Tree Survey

This more detailed understanding of the various habitats and protected species potentially affected
by the route, gained though carrying out these ecological site surveys, can be used to further inform
the assessment of likely ecological impacts associated with the construction and operation of the
emerging preferred route.
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N53 Hackballscross to Rassan
Soils, Geology, Hydrology and Hydrogeology Assessment: Option Selection

1.

Introduction

This Soils and Geology Assessment has been undertaken by Atkins, on behalf of Louth County
Council (LCC), as part of the overall Route Selection assessment process for the proposed N53
Hackballscross to Rassan Scheme. The location of site is shown in Figure 1.1.
The objective of this report is specifically to assess and evaluate the potential impacts of each route
option on soil and geological aspects of the receiving environment, and to identify the preferred route
in terms of these considerations, in accordance with relevant best practice guidance, ‘Guidelines on
Procedures for Assessment and Treatment of Geology, Hydrology and Hydrogeology for National
Road Schemes’ (National Roads Authority (NRA), 2009). This report has also been prepared with
due regard to the following relevant guidance (albeit, it is noted that this assessment does not
constitute an environmental impact assessment report), ‘Guidelines for the Preparation of Soils,
Geology and Hydrogeology Chapters of Environmental Impact Statements’ (Institute of Geologists of
Ireland (IGI) 2013).
Detailed descriptions of the N53 Hackballscross to Rassan Scheme and each route option are
provided in the Route Selection Report, prepared by Atkins (2019). Five route options have been
brought forward for the Phase 2-Stage 2 Route Options assessment, namely the following;






Green Route;
Red Route;
Blue Route;
Brown Route;
Purple Route.
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N53 Hackballscross to Rassan
Soils, Geology, Hydrology and Hydrogeology Assessment: Option Selection

Figure 1-1 – General Site Location Map
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N53 Hackballscross to Rassan
Soils, Geology, Hydrology and Hydrogeology Assessment: Option Selection

2.

Methodology

This assessment has been prepared following a detailed review of all available data sources including;





GSI Datasets Public Viewer and Groundwater web-mapping (GSI, 2019);
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) Envision mapping (EPA, 2019);
Ordnance Survey Ireland (OSI) web-mapping (OSI, 2019);
All available information for the site (including topographic surveys, and preliminary engineering
information)

The findings of the initial desk-based review were further supplemented by additional information gathered as
follows:


A geological field survey carried out by Atkins geologist and hydrogeologist on the 29th May 2019

All of the above information was evaluated to inform the findings of this appraisal report. The findings of the
geological field survey are presented in Appendix A. This survey, which was carried out in accordance with
relevant guidance (NRA, 2009), comprised a cursory inspection and field survey at key sites and features
identified in the vicinity of each route corridor to verify (or ‘ground truth’) information compiled from the deskbased review. Relevant feedback obtained during the public consultation process has also been reviewed as
part of this appraisal.

2.1.

Assessment Criteria

Relevant assessment criteria for the rating of potential environmental impacts on the soils and geology
environment are presented in Table 2.1 and Table 2.2, while the criteria for the rating of potential environmental
impacts on the hydrological and hydrogeological environment are presented in Table 2.3 and Table 2.4 as per
relevant NRA (2008) guidelines, which take account of the importance of the attributes, the significance and
the predicted scale and duration of any likely impacts. The evaluation for each of the geological attributes
identified along each route option and the level of impact of the route option on each attribute has thus been
determined.
For the purposes of this assessment each route option has generally been assessed using a buffer distance
of 250m from the centre line of each route (i.e. overall width of 500m) (hereafter referred to as ‘study area’) as
per relevant guidelines (NRA, 2008). However professional judgement has also been applied to this
assessment during the evaluation of potential risks posed to the receiving soils and geology environment.
Accordingly, where relevant, search criteria have been applied beyond the stated buffer distance.
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N53 Hackballscross to Rassan
Soils, Geology, Hydrology and Hydrogeology Assessment: Option Selection

Table 2.1: Criteria for Rating Site Attributes – Soils & Geology (Source NRA Guidelines 2008)
Box 4.1: CRITERIA FOR RATING SITE ATTRIBUTES - Estimation of Importance of Soil and Geology Attributes
Importance

Criteria

Typical Examples

Very High

Attribute has a high quality, significance or value
on a regional or national scale.
Degree or extent of soil contamination is
significant on a national or regional scale.
Volume of peat and/or soft organic soil underlying
route is significant on a national or regional scale*

Geological feature rare on a regional or national
scale (NHA)
Large existing quarry or pit
Proven economically extractable mineral resource.

High

Attribute has a high quality, significance or value
on a local scale
Degree or extent of soil contamination is
significant on a local scale
Volume of peat and/or soft organic soil underlying
route is significant on a local scale*

Contaminated soil on site with previous heavy
industrial usage
Large recent landfill site for mixed wastes
Geological feature of high value on a local scale
(County Geological Site)
Well drained and/or highly fertile soils
Moderately sized existing quarry or pit
Marginally economic extractable mineral resource

Medium

Attribute has a medium quality, significance or
value on a local scale
Degree or extent of soil contamination is
moderate on a local scale
Volume of peat and/or soft organic soil underlying
route is moderate on a local scale*

Contaminated soil on site with previous light
industrial usage
Small recent landfill site for mixed wastes
Moderately drained and/or moderate fertility soils
Small existing quarry or pit
Sub-economic extractable mineral resource

Low

Attribute has a low quality, significance or value
on a local scale
Degree or extent of soil contamination is minor on
a local scale
Volume of peat and/or soft organic soil underlying
route is small on a local scale*

Large historical and/or recent site for construction
and demolition wastes
Small historical and/or recent landfill site for
construction and demolition wastes
Poorly drained and/or low fertility soils
Uneconomically extractable mineral resource

* Relative to the total volume inert soils disposed of and/or recovered.
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N53 Hackballscross to Rassan
Soils, Geology, Hydrology and Hydrogeology Assessment: Option Selection

Table 2-2: Criteria for Rating Site Attributes – Hydrology (Source: NRA Guidelines, 2008)
Box 4.1: CRITERIA FOR RATING SITE ATTRIBUTES - Estimation of Importance of Hydrology Attributes

Importance

Criteria

Typical Examples

Extremely
High

Attribute has a high quality or
value on an international
scale

River, wetland or surface water body ecosystem protected
by EU legislation e.g. ’European sites’ designated under the
Habitats Regulations or ‘Salmonid waters’ designated
pursuant to the European Communities (Quality of
Salmonid Waters) Regulations, 1988.

Very High

Attribute has a high quality or
value on a regional or
national scale.

River, wetland or surface water body ecosystem protected
by national legislation – NHA status
Regionally important potable water source supplying >2500
homes
Quality Class A (Biotic Index Q4, Q5)
Flood plain protecting more than 50 residential or
commercial properties from flooding
Nationally important amenity site for wide range of leisure
activities

High

Attribute has a high quality or
value on a local scale

Salmon fishery
Locally important potable water source supplying >1000
homes
Quality Class B (Biotic Index Q3-4)
Flood plain protecting between 5 and 50 residential or
commercial properties from flooding
Locally important amenity site for wide range of leisure
activities

Medium

Attribute has a medium
quality or value on a local
scale

Coarse fishery
Local potable water source supplying >50 homes
Quality Class C (Biotic Index Q3, Q2- 3)
Flood plain protecting between 1 and 5 residential or
commercial properties from flooding

Low

Attribute has a low quality or
value on a local scale

Locally important amenity site for small range of leisure
activities
Local potable water source supplying <50 homes
Quality Class D (Biotic Index Q2, Q1)
Flood plain protecting 1 residential or commercial property
from flooding
Amenity site used by small numbers of local people
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N53 Hackballscross to Rassan
Soils, Geology, Hydrology and Hydrogeology Assessment: Option Selection

Table 2-3: Criteria for Rating Site Attributes – Hydrogeology (Source: NRA Guidelines, 2008)
Box 4.1: CRITERIA FOR RATING SITE ATTRIBUTES - Estimation of Importance of Hydrogeology Attributes

Importance

Criteria

Typical Examples

Extremely High

Attribute has a high quality or value
on an international scale

Groundwater supports river, wetland or
surface water body ecosystem protected by
EU legislation e.g. SAC or SPA status

Very High

Attribute has a high quality or value
on a regional or national scale.

Regionally Important Aquifer with multiple
wellfields
Groundwater supports river, wetland or
surface water body ecosystem protected by
national legislation – NHA status
Regionally important potable water source
supplying >2500 homes
Inner source protection area for regionally
important water source

High

Attribute has a high quality or value
on a local scale

Regionally Important Aquifer
Groundwater provides large proportion of
baseflow to local rivers
Locally important potable water source
supplying >1000 homes
Outer source protection area for regionally
important water source
Inner source protection area for locally
important water source

Medium

Attribute has a medium quality or
value on a local scale

Locally Important Aquifer
Potable water source supplying >50 homes
Outer source protection area for locally
important water source

Low

Attribute has a low quality or value
on a local scale

Poor Bedrock Aquifer
Potable water source supplying <50 homes
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N53 Hackballscross to Rassan
Soils, Geology, Hydrology and Hydrogeology Assessment: Option Selection

Table 2.4: Criteria for Rating Impact Significance at Option Selection Stage
Box 4.4: CRITERIA FOR RATING IMPACT SIGNIFICANCE AT ROUTE SELECTION STAGE - Rating of
Significant Environmental Impacts at Route Selection Stage
Impact Level

Attribute Importance
Extremely High

Very High

Profound

Any permanent
impact on
attribute

Permanent impact
on significant
proportion of
attribute

Significant

Temporary
impact on
significant
proportion of
attribute

Permanent impact
on small proportion
of attribute

Permanent
impact on
significant
proportion of
attribute

Moderate

Temporary
impact on small
proportion of
attribute

Temporary impact
on significant
proportion of
attribute

Permanent
impact on small
proportion of
attribute

Permanent
impact on
significant
proportion of
attribute

Temporary impact
on small proportion
of attribute

Temporary
impact on
significant
proportion of
attribute

Permanent
impact on small
proportion of
attribute

Permanent
impact on
significant
proportion of
attribute

Temporary
impact on small
proportion of
attribute

Temporary
impact on
significant
proportion of
attribute

Permanent
impact on small
proportion of
attribute

Slight

Imperceptible

High

Medium

Low

(Source: NRA Guidelines, 2008)

In describing the significance of potential impacts, the following terminology has been used, in accordance
with TII Publication ‘PE-PAG-02031 Project Appraisal Guidelines for National Roads Unit 7.0 - Multi Criteria
Analysis’ (TII, 2016), and relevant NRA (2008) guidelines:









Major or highly positive;
Moderately positive;
Minor or slightly positive;
Not significant or neutral;
Minor or slightly negative;
Moderately negative;
Major or highly negative; and,
Severe negative.
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N53 Hackballscross to Rassan
Soils, Geology, Hydrology and Hydrogeology Assessment: Option Selection

3.

Geology

3.1.

Geology Overview

3.1.1.

General Overview of Solid Geology, Subsoils and Soils

All relevant desk-based figures (Figure 3-1 to Figure 3-8) are presented at the end of this section of the report.
Ground conditions beneath each of the five route options are considered to be generally comparable. The
majority of each route is underlain by glacial till (derived from Lower Palaeozoic sandstones and shales).
Subsoil deposits also include minor lacustrine sediments and cut over raised peat occur in low-lying areas.
Alluvium is noted in a localised area in the townland of Shanmullagh. While no Made Ground is noted from the
GSI datasets, it may be present in areas where development has occurred and under the existing N53/local
roads. The study area transverses an area of till deposited drumlins, which are typically comprised of clayey
or silty till and often present with historical laminations or fissures. Refer to Figures 3-1 and 3-2 (GSI, 2019).
Bedrock underlying all route option comprises calcareous red-mica greywacke of the Clontail Formation as
shown in Figure 3-3. Rock outcrops are noted in localised areas across the study area. Based on the findings
of the desk study and typically for this type of bedrock, there is no evidence of any karst features within the
study area of any of the 5 no. route options. The closest karst feature is located approximately 8.4km south
west of the closest route options as presented in Figure 3-4 (GSI, 2019).
A geological field / walkover survey was carried out on 29th May 2019 to further assess ground conditions at
specific locations within the vicinity of each route option. Details recorded at each location are presented in
Appendix A. The following 9 no. locations were identified as warranting a site visit in order to verify existing
ground conditions at each location and to inform the findings of this appraisal (Figure 1 Appendix A);


Location 1 – Forestry (north of existing N53 near Rassan);



Location 2 – Peat area (junction of L3117 and existing N53 near Rassan);



Location 3 – Infilled Historical Quarry (north of existing N53, junction of L7116);



Location 4 – Cut over raised peat area / Wetland (south of existing N53 near Rassan);



Location 5 – Inert Clay Import Facility (south of existing N53 between junctions for L7116 & L7120);



Location 6 – Infilled Historical Quarry (L7120);



Location 7 – Cut over raised peat area / Wetland (south of existing N53 near Hackballscross)



Location 8 – Wetland Woodland (north of existing N53 near Hackballscross)



Location 9 – Wetland Woodland (north of Red Route)

Of the 9no. locations no visible evidence of significant contamination was identified and none of the historical
quarries were observed to be operational. The historical quarry at Location 3 appears to be infilled and
incorporated into pasture and Location 6 partly infilled and overgrown by vegetation. Only Location 5 (Inert
Clay Import Facility) is considered to potentially pose a risk of unverified ground conditions based on the
proximity to the 4no. route options south of the existing N53 (all located within approximately 70m, with a link
road to the purple route within 35m).
From a geotechnical perspective, localised areas of poor ground are present beneath each of the route options
and for the purposes of this assessment are broadly comparable. The results from available regional geological
mapping has been used to determine the length and percentage of poor soils (from a geotechnical /
engineering perspective) and outcropping bedrock along each route option (GSI, 2019). Refer to Table 3-2.
During the site walkover, 11 no. hand probes were carried out between the two cut over raised peat areas
(wetland habitats); Location 4 and Location 7 as detailed above. The depth reached by these probes before
refusal ranged between approximately 0.30m to 2.00m in Location 4 and 0.45m to 3.45m in Location 7 and is
discussed further under each of the route options where appropriate.
The general risk of landslide is considered low, with very localised areas of ‘moderately low landslide
susceptibility’ as presented in Figure 3-5.
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Table 3-1: Length and Percentage of Total poor soils and outcrop at Individual Route Options

Note:
1.
2.

Route Name

Total Road
length (m)

Total
Poor Soil
(m)

Total
Poor Soil
(%)

Outcrop/
Subcrop
(m)

Outcrop/
Subcrop
(%)

Red Route

3062

600

20

400

13

Blue Route

2990

670

22

320

11

Green Route

2992

670

22

380

13

Brown Route

3335

710

21

230

7

Purple Route

3340

680

20

140

4

The length and percentage of roads, soils and outcrops are an approximation based on regional GSI mapping (GSI, 2019).
For the purposes of this report poor soils constitutes peat and / or alluvium.

No Geological Heritage Areas are identified within the study area of each of the route options (GSI 2019), as
presented in Figure 3-6. The two closest Geological Heritage Sites are Dundalk Bay (Site Code: LH018), which
comprises wide coastal embayment and is located approximately 9.5km to the east of the N53 Scheme and
Moylan Lough (Site Code: MN014), an undisturbed turlough, approximately 8.5km to the south west in County
Monaghan.
A detailed review of historical land use along each route option is present within the Cultural Heritage
Assessment. Historical land-use beneath each of the five route options is primarily agricultural, with no historic
mines identified within the vicinity of the N53 scheme.
A detailed description of the receiving geology beneath each route option is presented below, including a
review of pertinent considerations (specifically soil and bedrock types, economic geology, potential current /
historic sources of contamination) and any observations from the geological field survey.
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3.1.2.

Red Route

The Red Route is underlain primarily by till derived from Lower Palaeozoic sandstones and shales, with cut
over raised peat at the eastern and western ends of the route and a very minor deposit of lacustrine sediments
at the start of the eastern end. Deposits are shallow in areas with rock noted close to the surface along the
route. The route option transverses an area of till deposited drumlins, which are typically comprised of clayey
or silty till and often present with historical laminations or fissures. Bedrock comprises calcareous red-mica
greywacke of the Clontail Formation.
No hand probes were carried out at the cut over raised peat areas along this route due to unsafe access and
ground conditions. 2no. ponds/bodies of water are noted in this area. First pond is located at Annaghvachy to
the eastern end of the route and south of existing N53, identified on the Historical Map 6-inch Colour (18371842) as shown in Figure 3-7. Second pond is located at Hackballscross north of existing N53 25-inch
Historical Map (1888-1913) (OSI 2019) as shown in Figure 3-8. Anecdotal evidence from public consultation
indicates there may be significant volumes of peat/poor ground in this area. Conditional permission was
granted by Louth County Council (Planning Ref No. 04407) in 2004 for agricultural land to the south of the
existing N53 within the area noted as cut over raised peat to be raised by approximately 1m. The nature of this
infill material and if the peat is still present beneath is unknown.
There are no reported local authority, IPPC or IE licenced facilities, or EPA Waste licenced facilities within the
study area (EPA, 2019). The closest Industrial Emissions Licensed Facility is located Approximately 3.4km
south of the closest route option (EPA, 2019) as shown in Figure 3-9.
No Urban Waste Water Treatment Plants (UWWTP) or other potential sources of significant contamination
associated with current land-use, are present within the study area of this route option. The closest Urban
Waste Water Treatment Plant is located approximately 3.7km south of the closest route option (EPA, 2019)
as shown in Figure 3-10.

3.1.3.

Blue Route

The Blue Route is underlain primarily by till derived from Lower Palaeozoic sandstones and shales, with cut
over raised peat at the eastern and western ends of the route, a minor part of the alluvium deposit where the
route crosses over the existing L7120 and a very minor deposit of lacustrine sediments at the start of the
eastern end. Deposits are shallow in areas with rock noted close to the surface along the route. The route
option transverses an area of till deposited drumlins, which are typically comprised of clayey or silty till and
often present with historical laminations or fissures. Bedrock comprises calcareous red-mica greywacke of the
Clontail Formation.
8no. hand probes were carried out where possible due to ground conditions in the cut over raised peat area
(wetland habitat) located at the western end of the route, south of the N53. The approximate depth of soft
material was found to range between 0.40m to 2.00m, increasing in depth northwards towards the existing
N53 (Appendix A).
No hand probes were carried out at the cut over raised peat area at the eastern end of this route due to unsafe
access and ground conditions. 2no. ponds/bodies of water are noted in this area. First pond is located at
Annaghvachy to the eastern end of the route and south of existing N53, identified on the Historical Map 6-inch
Colour (1837-1842) as shown in Figure 3-7. Second pond is located between Annaghvacky and
Hackballscross north of existing N53, identified on 25-inch Historical Map (1888-1913) (OSI 2019) as shown
in Figure 3-8. Anecdotal evidence from public consultation indicates there may be significant volumes of
peat/poor ground in this area.
Conditional permission was granted by Louth County Council (Planning Ref No. 04407) in 2004 for agricultural
land to the south of the existing N53 within the area noted as cut over raised peat to be raised by approximately
1m. The nature of this infill material and if the peat is still present beneath is unknown.
An area cleared of vegetation with possible stockpile/infill of material is noted in the townland of Stanmullagh
approximately 150m south of this route. It is unknown if any infill material exists or the nature of this material.
There are no reported IPPC or IE licenced facilities, or EPA Waste licenced facilities within the study area
(EPA, 2019). The closest Industrial Emissions Licensed Facility is located Approximately 3.4km south of the
closest route option (EPA, 2019) as shown in Figure 3-9.
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There is 1 no. Waste Facility Permit (WFP-LH-17-0001-01) for an Inert Clay Import Facility located in the
townland of Annaghvacky, immediately south of the existing N53, between the L7120 and L7116 junction.
This permit is granted by Louth County Council. This facility is located approximately 50m north of the Blue
Route option.
A review of Louth County Planning maps indicates that previous permission was granted for the disposal of
inert clay waste arisings to be used as infill to improve agricultural lands at Annaghvacky west of the L7120
(Planning Ref No.1340) in 2013. It would appear from observations during the site walkover, this site is
incorporated with the existing Inert Clay Import Facility noted above.
No Urban Waste Water Treatment Plants (UWWTP) or other potential sources of significant contamination
associated with current land-use, are present within the study area of this route option. The closest Urban
Waste Water Treatment Plant is located approximately 3.7km south of the closest route option (EPA, 2019)
as shown in Figure 3-10.

3.1.4.

Green Route

The Green Route is underlain primarily by till derived from Lower Palaeozoic sandstones and shales, with cut
over raised peat at the eastern and western ends of the route, deposits of alluvium where the route crosses
over the existing L7120 and a very minor deposit of lacustrine sediments at the start of the eastern end.
Deposits are shallow in areas with rock noted close to the surface along the route. The route option transverses
an area of till deposited drumlins, which are typically comprised of clayey or silty till and often present with
historical laminations or fissures. Bedrock comprises calcareous red-mica greywacke of the Clontail Formation.
8no. hand probes were carried out where ground conditions allowed in the cut over raised peat area (wetland
habitat) located at the western end of the route, south of the N53. From the hand probes, the approximate
depth of soft material was found to range between 0.40m to 2.00m, increasing in depth northwards towards
the existing N53 (Appendix A)
3no. hand probes were carried out where ground conditions allowed in the cut over raised peat area (wetland
habitat) to the southeast of the route. The approximate depth of soft material was found to range between
0.45m to 3.45m, increasing with depth to the east.
Conditional permission was granted by Louth County Council (Planning Ref No. 04407) in 2004 for agricultural
land to the south of the existing N53 at Annaghvachy within the area noted as cut over raised peat to be raised
by approximately 1m. The nature of this infill material and if the peat is still present beneath is unknown.
An area cleared of vegetation with possible stockpile/infill of material is noted in the townland of Stanmullagh
approximately 150m south of this route. It is unknown if any infill material exists or the nature of this material.
There are no reported IPPC or IE licenced facilities, or EPA Waste licenced facilities within the study area. The
closest Industrial Emissions Licensed Facility is located Approximately 3.4km south of the closest route option
(EPA, 2019) as shown in Figure 3-9.
There is 1 no. Waste Facility Permit (WFP-LH-17-0001-01) for an Inert Clay Import Facility located in the
townland of Annaghvacky, immediately south of the existing N53, between the L7120 and L7116 junctions.
This permit is granted by Louth County Council. This facility is located approximately 50m north of the Green
Route option.
A review of Louth County Planning maps indicates that previous permission was granted for the disposal of
inert clay waste arisings to be used as infill to improve agricultural lands at Annaghvacky west of the L7120
(Planning Ref No.1340) in 2013. It would now appear from observations during the site walkover, this site is
incorporated with the existing Inert Clay Import Facility.
No Urban Waste Water Treatment Plants (UWWTP) or other potential sources of significant contamination
associated with current land-use, are present within the study area of this route option. The closest Urban
Waste Water Treatment Plant is located approximately 3.7km south of the closest route option (EPA, 2019)
as shown in Figure 3-10.
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3.1.5.

Brown Route

The Brown Route is underlain primarily by till derived from Lower Palaeozoic sandstones and shales, with cut
over raised peat at the eastern and western ends of the route, a minor part of the alluvium deposit where the
route crosses over the existing L7120 and a very minor deposit of lacustrine sediments at the start of the
eastern end. Deposits are shallow in areas with rock noted close to the surface along the route. The route
option transverses an area of till deposited drumlins, which are typically comprised of clayey or silty till and
often present with historical laminations or fissures. Bedrock comprises calcareous red-mica greywacke of the
Clontail Formation.
8no. hand probes were carried out where ground conditions allowed in the cut over raised peat area (wetland
habitat) located immediately north of this route at the western end, near Rassan. The approximate depth of
soft material was found to range between 0.40m to 2.00m, increasing in depth northwards towards the existing
N53 (Appendix A).
No hand probes were carried out at the cut over raised peat area at the eastern end of this route due to unsafe
access and ground conditions. 2no. ponds/bodies of water are noted in this area. First pond is located at
Annaghvachy to the eastern end of the route and south of existing N53, identified on the Historical Map 6-inch
Colour (1837-1842) as shown in Figure 3-7. Second pond is located between Annaghvacky and
Hackballscross north of existing N53, identified on 25-inch Historical Map (1888-1913) (OSI 2019) as shown
in Figure 3-8. Anecdotal evidence from public consultation indicates there may be significant volumes of
peat/poor ground in this area.
Conditional permission was granted by Louth County Council (Planning Ref No. 04407) in 2004 for agricultural
land to the south of the existing N53 within the area noted as cut over raised peat to be raised by approximately
1m. The nature of this infill material and if the peat is still present beneath is unknown.
An area cleared of vegetation with possible stockpile/infill of material is noted in the townland of Stanmullagh
which this route passes through. It is unknown if any infill material exists or the nature of this material.
There are no reported EPA, IPPC or IE licenced facilities, or EPA Waste licenced facilities within the study
area (EPA, 2019). The closest Industrial Emissions Licensed Facility is located Approximately 3.4km south of
the closest route option (EPA, 2019) as shown in Figure 3-9.
There is 1 no. Waste Facility Permit (WFP-LH-17-0001-01) for an Inert Clay Import Facility located in the
townland of Annaghvacky, immediately south of the existing N53, between the L7120 and L7116 junctions.
This permit is granted by Louth County Council. This facility is located approximately 50m north of the Brown
Route option.
A review of Louth County Planning maps indicates that previous permission was granted for the disposal of
inert clay waste arisings to be used as infill to improve agricultural lands at Annaghvacky west of the L7120
(Planning Ref No.1340) in 2013. It would now appear from observations during the site walkover, this site is
incorporated with the existing Inert Clay Import Facility.
No Urban Waste Water Treatment Plants (UWWTP) or other potential sources of significant contamination
associated with current land-use, are present within the study area of this route option. The closest Urban
Waste Water Treatment Plant is located approximately 3.7km south of the closest route option (EPA, 2019)
as shown in Figure 3-10.

3.1.6.

Purple Route

The Purple Route is underlain primarily by till derived from Lower Palaeozoic sandstones and shales, with cut
over raised peat at the eastern and western ends of the route, deposits of alluvium where the route crosses
over the existing L7120 and a very minor deposit of lacustrine sediments at the start of the eastern end.
Deposits are shallow in areas with rock noted close to the surface along the route. The route option transverses
an area of till deposited drumlins, which are typically comprised of clayey or silty till and often present with
historical laminations or fissures. Bedrock comprises calcareous red-mica greywacke of the Clontail Formation.
8no. hand probes were carried out where ground conditions allowed in the cut over raised peat area (wetland
habitat) located immediately north of this route at the western end, near Rassan. The approximate depth of
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soft material was found to range between 0.40m to 2.00m, increasing in depth northwards towards the N53
(Appendix A).
3no. hand probes were carried out where ground conditions allowed in the cut over raised peat area (wetland
habitat) to the southeast of the route. The approximate depth of soft material was found to range between
0.45m to 3.45m, increasing with depth to the east.
Conditional permission was granted by Louth County Council (Planning Ref No. 04407) in 2004 for agricultural
land to the south of the existing N53 at Annaghvachy within the area noted as cut over raised peat to be raised
by approximately 1m. The nature of this infill material and if the peat is still present beneath is unknown.
An area cleared of vegetation with possible stockpile/infill of material is noted in the townland of Stanmullagh
which this route passes through. It is unknown if any infill material exists or the nature of this material.
There are no reported IPPC or IE licenced facilities, or EPA Waste licenced facilities within the study area
(EPA, 2019). The closest Industrial Emissions Licensed Facility is located Approximately 3.4km south of the
closest route option (EPA, 2019) as shown in Figure 3-9.
There is 1 no. Waste Facility Permit (WFP-LH-17-0001-01) for an Inert Clay Import Facility located in the
townland of Annaghvacky, immediately south of the existing N53, between the L7120 and L7116 junctions.
This permit is granted by Louth County Council. This facility is located approximately 50m north of the Purple
Route option.
A review of Louth County Planning maps indicates that previous permission was granted for the disposal of
inert clay waste arisings to be used as infill to improve agricultural lands at Annaghvacky west of the L7120
(Planning Ref No.1340) in 2013. It would now appear from observations during the site walkover, this site is
incorporated with the existing Inert Clay Import Facility.
No Urban Waste Water Treatment Plants (UWWTP) or other potential sources of significant contamination
associated with current land-use, are present within the study area of this route option. The closest Urban
Waste Water Treatment Plant is located approximately 3.7km south of the closest route option (EPA, 2019)
as shown in Figure 3-10.
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Figure 3-1 - Soils Mapping beneath in the Vicinity of Each Route Option

(Source: GSI, 2019)
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Figure 3-2 - Quaternary Geology Mapping in the Vicinity of Each Route Option

(Source: GSI, 2019)
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Figure 3-3 - Bedrock Mapping in the Vicinity of Each Route Option

(Source: GSI, 2019)
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Figure 3-4 - Karst Features in the in the Vicinity of The Study Area

(Source: GSI, 2019)
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Figure 3-5 - Landslide Susceptibility Mapping in the Vicinity of Each Route Option

(Source: GSI, 2019)
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Figure 3-6 - Geological Heritage Mapping in in the Vicinity of The Study Area

(Source: GSI, 2019)
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Figure 3-7 – Historic Pond Located South of N53 near Annaghvacky

(Source: OSI, 2019)
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Figure 3-8 - Historic Pond Located North of N53 near Hackballscross
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Figure 3-9 - Location of Industrial Emissions Licence Application Sites in the Vicinity of Each Route Option

(Source: EPA, 2019)
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Figure 3-10 - Location of Urban Waste Water Treatment Plants in the vicinity of each Route Option

(Source: EPA, 2019)
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3.2.

Impact Assessment

Each route option has been assessed in terms of the potential impact to soils and geology, for key attributes.
The results are summarised in Table 3-2 to Table 3-6.
Table 3.2: Soils & Geology Impact Assessment – Red Route
Attribute

Attribute
Importance

Impact

Level of Impact

Well drained
Soils

High

Loss of well drained and highly fertile
soils over small proportion of the
route

Minor Negative

Peat

Medium

Peat requiring excavation

Minor Negative

Table 3.3: Soils & Geology Impact Assessment – Blue Option
Attribute

Attribute
Importance

Impact

Level of Impact

Infill of inert
clay waste
arisings

Medium

Potential source of contamination /
soft ground

Minor negative

Well drained
Soils

High

Loss of well drained and highly fertile
soils over small proportion of the
route

Minor Negative

Peat/Alluvium

Medium

Peat/alluvium requiring excavation

Minor Negative

Table 3.4: Soils & Geology Impact Assessment – Green Option
Attribute

Attribute
Importance

Impact

Level of Impact

Infill of inert
clay waste
arisings

Medium

Potential source of contamination /
soft ground

Minor negative

Well drained
Soils

High

Loss of well drained and highly fertile
soils over small proportion of the
route

Minor Negative

Peat/Alluvium

Medium

Peat/alluvium requiring excavation

Minor Negative

Table 3.5: Soils & Geology Impact Assessment – Brown Option
Attribute

Attribute
Importance

Impact

Level of Impact

Infill of inert
clay waste
arisings

Medium

Potential source of contamination /
soft ground

Minor negative

Well drained
Soils

High

Loss of well drained and highly fertile
soils over small proportion of the
route

Minor Negative

Peat/Alluvium

Medium

Peat/alluvium requiring excavation

Minor Negative
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Table 3.6: Soils & Geology Impact Assessment – Purple Option
Attribute

Attribute
Importance

Impact

Level of Impact

Infill of inert
clay waste
arisings

Medium

Potential source of contamination /
soft ground

Minor negative

Well drained
Soils

High

Loss of well drained and highly fertile
soils over small proportion of the
route

Minor Negative

Peat/Alluvium

Medium

Peat/alluvium requiring excavation

Minor Negative

3.2.1.

Comparison of Route Options

All 5 no. route options have been reviewed as part of this appraisal, and the results are summarised in Table
3.7. Although the impact level for multiple routes are similar, the preference of individual routes is based on
specific attributes of the receiving soils and geology environment which may affect or be affected by the route
corridor.
Table 3.7: Summary of Soil and Geology Impacts for Route Corridor Options
Topic: Soil & Geology
Impact
Level

Red
Route

Blue Route

Green
Route

Brown
Route

Purple
Route

Severe
Negative

0

0

0

0

0

Major
Negative

0

0

0

0

0

Moderate
Negative

0

0

0

0

0

Minor
Negative

2

3

3

3

3

Neutral

0

0

0

0

0

Minor
Positive

0

0

0

0

0

Moderate
Positive

0

0

0

0

0

Major
Positive

0

0

0

0

0

Ranking

Preferred

Intermediate

Intermediate

Intermediate

Intermediate

The Red Route is identified as ‘preferred’ route with respect to soils and geology. The Red Route which has
been ranked as the preferred route as it has two minor negative impacts (loss of well drained, highly fertile
soils over small proportion of the route and excavation of peat) compared to three minor negative impacts for
the alternative routes as it does not impact on the infill of inert clay waste arisings. It should be noted however
due to unsafe ground conditions, access to carry out hand probes in the wet woodlands at the eastern end of
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the route was not possible during the site walkover and therefore there is no indication of depth of soft material
present. A pond/body of water is noted in this area on the Historical Map 6-inch Colour (1837-1842) (OSI 2019)
along with anecdotal evidence from public consultation indicates there may be significant volumes of peat/poor
ground present. A geotechnical ground investigation will be required to accurately verify ground conditions
beneath this route.
The remaining Blue, Green, Purple and Brown routes, ranked as” intermediate” are comparable in terms of
impact levels i.e. three minor negative impacts each - loss of well drained, highly fertile soils over small
proportion of the route, excavation of peat and alluvium and infill of inert clay waste arisings.) Of each of these
remaining four routes, the Purple Route has the lowest estimated percentage of poor soils present.
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4.

Hydrology

4.1.

Receiving Environment

4.1.1.

Hydrological Features

All 5no. route options traverse Newry, Fane, Glyde and Dee River Catchment (Water Framework Directive
(WFD) EPA Code: 06. Refer to Figure 4-1.
The Newry, Fane, Glyde and Dee River Catchment 06 has a total catchment area of 1675.31km2 and is
characterised by the upland area of the Carlingford Peninsula, which is underlain by granites and other igneous
rocks, and undulating land to the south, and a heavily drumlinised (lenticular, steep sloped hills) landscape in
the western half of the catchment. There are extensive gravel deposits along much of the coast in this
catchment, which are an important local groundwater resource.
There are 3 minor streams within the study area. These include the Annaghvacky Stream, Carrickastuck
Stream and an unrecorded stream as shown in Figure 4-2 (EPA, 2018). These 3 streams are tributaries of the
Castletown River 500m north of the study area.
The Castletown River Flows in a general easterly direction and discharging to Dundalk Bay. Dundalk Bay is a
Special Area of Conservation (SAC) (Site Code: 000455) and Special Protection Area (SPA) (Site Code:
004026). Refer to Figure 4-3. There are no lakes located within the vicinity of the scheme.

4.1.2.

Surface Water Flows / Surface Water Levels

Surface water flow rates are not available within the vicinity of the scheme for the above-mentioned streams.

4.1.3.

Surface Water Quality

On a regional scale, Castletown River, has been assigned ‘Moderate’ status in accordance with the River
Waterbody Water Framework Directive (WFD) for the 2010 to 2015 period (EPA, 2019. The Castletown River
had a reported Q-Value of Q3-4 during 2015 (EPA, 2019). The other three streams within the vicinity of the
scheme (Annaghvacky Stream and Carrickastuck Stream) are unassigned by the EPA, although the streams
are directly connected to the Castletown river and have been assigned ‘Moderate’ status in accordance with
the River Waterbody Water Framework Directive (WFD) for the 2010 to 2015 period (EPA, 2019) as shown in
Figure 4-4.
The overall status on the Castletown water management unit is poor. A key component of the surface water
classification is the assessment of the impact of pollution on the surface water body. The surface water status
classification process accounts for the ecological needs of the relevant rivers, lakes and terrestrial ecosystems
that depend on contributions from groundwater. The overall objective of the Water Framework Directive for
this surface water body is to ‘Restore’ the current poor status (WFDI, 2019).

4.1.4.

Surface Water Abstraction

There are no significant reported abstractions from surface water along any of the route options (GSI, 2019).

4.1.5.

Drainage & Flooding

Draft Preliminary Flood Risk Assessment (PFRA) Maps were produced on a national scale by the OPW as
part of the Catchment Flood Risk Assessment and Management (CFRAM) programme which commenced in
2011. Refer to Figure 4-5, extracted from OPW PFRA Maps, which illustrates predictive flood zones in the
vicinity of each route option. The study area incorporates lands which are prone to both fluvial and pluvial
sourced flooding. It should be noted that the predicted extent of the flooding shown on these PFRA maps was
developed using low resolution digital terrain model (DTM) and the illustrated flood extents are intended to be
indicative only.
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Based on this mapping, no identified sources of fluvial flooding are present along any of the route options.

4.1.6.

Discharges to Surface Water

Trade effluent discharge to receiving waters is licenced under Section 4 of the Local Government (Water
Pollution) Act 1977, as amended. There are no Section 4 discharge licences within the vicinity of the scheme.

4.1.7.

Ecological Setting

A detailed assessment of ecological issues along each route is outlined in the Ecological Appraisal (Document
Ref: 5187353DG0041) prepared by Atkins (2019) which is presented in the Options Selection Report (Atkins,
2019).
All 5no. route options are hydrologically connected to Dundalk Bay Special Area of Conservation (SAC) (Site
Code: 000445) and Special Protection Area (SPA) (Site Code: 004026). Specific details are presented for each
route option further on within this hydrological appraisal. The designated Dundalk Bay SAC / pNHA and SPA
(NPWS, 2018) are of considerable conservation significance for the occurrence of good examples of habitats
and of populations of plant and animal species that are listed on Annexes I and II of the E.U. Habitats Directive,
as outlined in detail with the Ecological Appraisal (Atkins, 2019).
As such these protected sites (also referred to as designated Natura 2000 sites), namely Dundalk Bay SAC
and SPA, Dundalk Bay pHNA and the streams and rivers which connect all 5no. route options warrant due
consideration in terms of potential impacts to surface water quality as part of this appraisal, so does the
Wetlands and Wet Woodlands. Refer to Figure 4-6 to Figure 4-8.

4.1.8.

Classification of the Scale and Importance of Watercourse Crossings
along Each Route (Whether by Pipe, Culvert, Bridge or Tunnel)

At this preliminary juncture, and for the purposes of this assessment, it is considered that outfall locations and
drainage requirements are comparable along each of the 5no. route options. It is also noted that attenuation
areas for the emerging preferred route will be identified during the Phase 3 Design Stage. Therefore, any future
CPO should address this and ensure that sufficient space has been allowed for all drainage requirements
including adequately sized attenuation areas. At this preliminary juncture, given the scale of these
watercourses it is considered likely that any crossing points over Annaghvacky Stream would be culverted.

4.2.

Assessment of Hydrological Receptors - Red Route

The Red Route Option crosses the Newry, Fane, Glyde and Dee River Catchment 06. This catchment area
has a total catchment area of 1675.31km2. It is characterised by the upland area of the Carlingford Peninsula,
which is underlain by granites and other igneous rocks, and undulating land to the south, and a heavily
drumlinised (lenticular, steep sloped hills) landscape in the western half of the catchment. There are extensive
gravel deposits along much of the coast in this catchment, which are an important local groundwater resource.
The Red Route Crosses the Annaghvacky Stream close to Hacksballcross junction. This stream flow north
into the Castletown river which in-turn flows into the Dundalk Bay.
Baseline surface water quality in the vicinity of the Annaghvacky Stream crossing point is moderate (Class B
- Biotic Index Q3-4 (2010-2015)), based on regional monitoring information. Baseline surface water quality for
Dundalk Bay SAC / pNHA and SPA is moderate, based on WFD status 2010-2015.
Therefore, this route has the potential to directly impact current surface water quality of the Castletown river.
This route also has the potential (via identified hydrological linkages) to indirectly impact the current surface
water quality at the following internationally protected / ecologically sensitive sites; Dundalk Bay SAC / pNHA
and SPA.
One potential source of flooding has been identified along this route (OPW, 2011) as shown in Figure 4-5;
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 Pluvial flooding associated with low permeability soils and surface water ponding, at 7no. locations along
the route; however, these locations are generally localised and would be at risk during an extreme pluvial
flooding event (0.1% AEP / 1 in 1000-year event);
The potential for flooding associated with groundwater sources will depend on the final detailed design and
has therefore not been considered at this preliminary juncture. Once the emerging preferred route has been
identified, and as part of the scope of works to be carried out during Phase 3, a site-specific Flood Risk
Assessment (FRA), and design of required flood mitigation measures will be required.

4.3.

Assessment of Hydrological Receptors – Blue Route

The Blue Route Option crosses the Newry, Fane, Glyde and Dee River Catchment 06. This catchment area
has a total catchment area of 1675.31km2. It is characterised by the upland area of the Carlingford Peninsula,
which is underlain by granites and other igneous rocks, and undulating land to the south, and a heavily
drumlinised (lenticular, steep sloped hills) landscape in the western half of the catchment. There are extensive
gravel deposits along much of the coast in this catchment, which are an important local groundwater resource.
The Blue Route crosses the Annaghvacky Stream close to Hacksballcross junction. This stream flow into the
Castletown river which in-turn flows into the Dundalk Bay.
Baseline surface water quality in the vicinity of the Annaghvacky Stream crossing point is moderate (Class B
- Biotic Index Q3-4 (2010-2015)), based on regional monitoring information. Baseline surface water quality for
Dundalk Bay SAC / pNHA and SPA is moderate, based on WFD status 2010-2015.
Therefore, this route has the potential to impact current surface water quality at the Castletown river. This route
also has the potential (via identified hydrological linkages) to indirectly impact the current surface water quality
at the following internationally protected / ecologically sensitive sites; Dundalk Bay SAC / pNHA and SPA.
One potential source of flooding has been identified along this route (OPW, 2011) as shown in Figure 4-5;
 Pluvial flooding associated with low permeability soils and surface water ponding, at 7no. locations along
the route; however, these locations are generally localised and would be at risk during an extreme pluvial
flooding event (0.1% AEP / 1 in 1000-year event);
The potential for flooding associated with groundwater sources will depend on the final detailed design and
has therefore not been considered at this preliminary juncture. Once the emerging preferred route has been
identified, and as part of the scope of works to be carried out during Phase 3, a site-specific Flood Risk
Assessment (FRA), and design of required flood mitigation measures will be required.

4.4.

Assessment of Hydrological Receptors – Green Route

The Green Route Option crosses the Newry, Fane, Glyde and Dee River Catchment 06. This catchment area
has a total catchment area of 1675.31km2. It is characterised by the upland area of the Carlingford Peninsula,
which is underlain by granites and other igneous rocks, and undulating land to the south, and a heavily
drumlinised (lenticular, steep sloped hills) landscape in the western half of the catchment. There are extensive
gravel deposits along much of the coast in this catchment, which are an important local groundwater resource.
The Green Route has no known surface water crossings. Therefore, this route has no potential to directly
impact current surface water quality at the Castletown river or the internationally protected / ecologically
sensitive sites; Dundalk Bay SAC / pNHA and SPA.
One potential source of flooding has been identified along this route (OPW, 2011) as shown in Figure 4-5;
 Pluvial flooding associated with low permeability soils and surface water ponding, at 9no. locations along
the route; however, these locations are generally localised and would be at risk during an extreme pluvial
flooding event (0.1% AEP / 1 in 1000-year event);
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The potential for flooding associated with groundwater sources will depend on the final detailed design and
has therefore not been considered at this preliminary juncture. Once the emerging preferred route has been
identified, and as part of the scope of works to be carried out during Phase 3, a site-specific Flood Risk
Assessment (FRA), and design of required flood mitigation measures will be required.

4.5.

Assessment of Hydrological Receptors – Brown Route

The Brown Route Option crosses the Newry, Fane, Glyde and Dee River Catchment 06. This catchment area
has a total catchment area of 1675.31km2. It is characterised by the upland area of the Carlingford Peninsula,
which is underlain by granites and other igneous rocks, and undulating land to the south, and a heavily
drumlinised (lenticular, steep sloped hills) landscape in the western half of the catchment. There are extensive
gravel deposits along much of the coast in this catchment, which are an important local groundwater resource.
The Brown Route Option crosses the Annaghvacky stream close to Hacksballcross junction. This stream flow
into the Castletown river which in-turn flows into the Dundalk Bay.
Baseline surface water quality in the vicinity of the Annaghvacky Stream crossing point is moderate (Class B
- Biotic Index Q3-4 (2010-2015)), based on regional monitoring information. Baseline surface water quality for
Dundalk Bay SAC / pNHA and SPA is moderate, based on WFD status 2010-2015.
Therefore, this route has the potential to directly impact current surface water quality at the Castletown river.
This route also has the potential (via identified hydrological linkages) to indirectly impact the current surface
water quality at the following internationally protected / ecologically sensitive sites; Dundalk Bay SAC / pNHA
and SPA.
One potential source of flooding has been identified along this route (OPW, 2011) as shown in Figure 4-5;
 Pluvial flooding associated with low permeability soils and surface water ponding, at 7no. locations along
the route; however, these locations are generally localised and would be at risk during an extreme pluvial
flooding event (0.1% AEP / 1 in 1000-year event);
The potential for flooding associated with groundwater sources will depend on the final detailed design and
has therefore not been considered at this preliminary juncture. Once the emerging preferred route has been
identified, and as part of the scope of works to be carried out during Phase 3, a site-specific Flood Risk
Assessment (FRA), and design of required flood mitigation measures will be required.

4.6.

Assessment of Hydrological Receptors - Purple Route

The Purple Route Option crosses the Newry, Fane, Glyde and Dee River Catchment 06. This catchment area
has a total catchment area of 1675.31km2. It is characterised by the upland area of the Carlingford Peninsula,
which is underlain by granites and other igneous rocks, and undulating land to the south, and a heavily
drumlinised (lenticular, steep sloped hills) landscape in the western half of the catchment. There are extensive
gravel deposits along much of the coast in this catchment, which are an important local groundwater resource.
The Purple Route Option has no known surface water crossings. Therefore, this route has no potential to
directly impact current surface water quality at the Castletown river or the internationally protected / ecologically
sensitive sites; Dundalk Bay SAC / pNHA and SPA.
One potential source of flooding has been identified along this route (OPW, 2011) as shown in Figure 4-5;
 Pluvial flooding associated with low permeability soils and surface water ponding, at 9no. locations along
the route; however, these locations are generally localised and would be at risk during an extreme pluvial
flooding event (0.1% AEP / 1 in 1000-year event);
The potential for flooding associated with groundwater sources will depend on the final detailed design and
has therefore not been considered at this preliminary juncture. Once the emerging preferred route has been
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identified, and as part of the scope of works to be carried out during Phase 3, a site-specific Flood Risk
Assessment (FRA), and design of required flood mitigation measures will be required.
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Figure 4-1 – Water Framework Directive (WFD) River Catchments

(Source: EPA, 2018)
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Figure 4-2: River and Lake Network

(Source: EPA, 2018)
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Figure 4-3: River Flow Direction

(Source: EPA, 2018)
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Figure 4-4: WFD Water Quality Status (Rivers / Lakes)

(Source: EPA, 2018)
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Figure 4-5: Preliminary Flood Risk Assessment

(Source: OPW, 2018)
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Figure 4-6: Natura 2000 Sites

(Source: Atkins, 2019)
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Figure 4-7: National Heritage Sites/Proposed National Heritage Sites

(Source: Atkins, 2019)
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Figure 4-8: Wetlands / Wet Woodlands

(Source: Atkins, 2019)
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4.7.

Impact Assessment

Each route has been assessed in terms of the potential impact to hydrology, for key attributes or
receptors, as detailed previously. The results are summarised in Table 4-1 to Table 4-5. Each impact
has been rated taking account of the importance of the attribute or receptor, and the nature and
duration of potential adverse / negative impacts.
Table 4-1: Hydrology Impact Assessment – Red Route
Attribute

Attribute
Importance

Impact

Level of
Impact

Dundalk Bay SAC /
SPA / pNHA

Extremely
High

Potential temporary indirect impact to
surface water quality (small proportion
of attribute).

Moderate
Negative

Annaghvacky
Stream
Quality
(Class B - Biotic
Index Q3-4 (20102015))

Low

Potential temporary direct impact to
Annaghvacky stream (small proportion
of attribute).

Imperceptible

Flood Plain - Pluvial
Flooding

Medium

7no. locations along the route identified
to be at risk; however, these locations
are generally localised and would be at
risk during an extreme pluvial flooding
event (0.1% AEP / 1 in 1000-year
event) (permanent impact on small
proportion of attribute).

Minor
Negative

Table 4-2: Hydrology Impact Assessment – Blue Route
Attribute

Attribute
Importance

Impact

Level of
Impact

Dundalk Bay SAC /
SPA / pNHA

Extremely
High

Potential temporary indirect impact to
surface water quality (small proportion
of attribute).

Moderate
Negative

Annaghvacky
Stream
Quality
(Class B - Biotic
Index Q3-4 (20102015))

Low

Potential temporary direct impact to
Annaghvacky Stream (small proportion
of attribute).

Imperceptible

Flood Plain - Pluvial
Flooding

Medium

7no. locations along the route identified
to be at risk; however, these locations
are generally localised and would be at
risk during an extreme pluvial flooding
event (0.1% AEP / 1 in 1000-year
event) (permanent impact on small
proportion of attribute).

Minor
Negative
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Table 4-3: Hydrology Impact Assessment – Green Route
Attribute

Attribute
Importance

Impact

Level of
Impact

Dundalk Bay SAC /
SPA / pNHA

Extremely
High

Potential temporary indirect impact to
surface water quality (small proportion
of attribute).

Moderate
Negative

Flood Plain - Pluvial
Flooding

Medium

9no. locations along the route identified
to be at risk; however, these locations
are generally localised and would be at
risk during an extreme pluvial flooding
event (0.1% AEP / 1 in 1000-year
event) (permanent impact on small
proportion of attribute).

Minor
Negative

Table 4-4: Hydrology Impact Assessment – Brown Route
Attribute

Attribute
Importance

Impact

Level of
Impact

Dundalk Bay SAC /
SPA / pNHA

Extremely
High

Potential temporary indirect impact to
surface water quality (small proportion
of attribute).

Moderate
Negative

Annaghvacky
Stream
Quality
(Class B - Biotic
Index Q3-4 (20102015))

Low

Potential temporary direct impact to
Annaghvacky Stream (small proportion
of attribute).

Imperceptible

Flood Plain - Pluvial
Flooding

Medium

8no. locations along the route identified
to be at risk; however, these locations
are generally localised and would be at
risk during an extreme pluvial flooding
event (0.1% AEP / 1 in 1000-year
event) (permanent impact on small
proportion of attribute).

Minor
Negative

Table 4-5: Hydrology Impact Assessment – Purple Route
Attribute

Attribute
Importance

Impact

Level of
Impact

Dundalk Bay SAC /
SPA / pNHA

Extremely
High

Potential temporary indirect impact to
surface water quality (small proportion
of attribute).

Moderate
Negative

Flood Plain - Pluvial
Flooding

Medium

10no. locations along the route
identified to be at risk; however, these
locations are generally localised and
would be at risk during an extreme
pluvial flooding event (0.1% AEP / 1 in
1000-year event) (permanent impact on
small proportion of attribute).

Minor
Negative
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4.8.

Comparative Evaluation

All five routes have been ranked in terms of preference based on the results of the hydrological impact
assessment; namely the potential for surface water quality impacts to Dundalk Bay SAC / pNHA and
SPA and key rivers and streams. Potential flood risk associated with each route option has also been
qualitatively considered as part of this appraisal. The results are presented in Table 4-6.
All Route Options are identified as ‘intermediate’ with respect to hydrology. Since all the routes
are broadly comparable in terms of potential impact associated with surface water quality and pluvial
flooding. Although, there is a temporary impact on a small proportion of the Annaghvacky Stream it
is not deemed to be significant. Hence, all route options have been ranked intermediate (albeit any
impacts would be minor).
No significant adverse (i.e. major negative), or profound adverse (i.e. severe negative) hydrological
impacts have been identified associated with any of the 5no. routes assessed.
Table 4-6: Summary of Hydrology Impacts for Route Options
Topic: Hydrology

Impact Level

Red Route

Blue Route

Green
Route

Brown
Route

Purple Option

Moderate
Negative

1

1

1

1

1

Minor Negative

1

1

1

1

1

Neutral

1

1

Intermediate

Intermediate

Severe
Negative
Major Negative

1

Minor Positive
Moderate
Positive
Major Positive
Ranking
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5.

Hydrogeology

5.1.

Receiving Environment

5.1.1.

Hydrogeological Characterisation

The GSI provides a methodology for aquifer classification based on resource value (regionally
important, locally important and poor) and vulnerability (extreme, high, moderate or low). Resource
value refers to the scale and production potential of the aquifer whilst vulnerability refers to the ease
with which groundwater may be contaminated by human activities. Vulnerability classification is
primarily based on the permeability and thickness of subsoils, as presented in Table 5-1.
Table 5-1: Vulnerability Mapping Guidelines (Source (DoELG, EPA, GSI, 1999)
Hydrogeological conditions

Vulnerability
rating

Subsoil permeability (Type) and Thickness

Unsaturated
Zone

Karst
Features

High
Permeability
(Sand/Gravel)

Moderate
Permeability
(e.g. Sandy
subsoil)

Low Permeability
(e.g. Clayey
subsoil, clay,
peat)

(Sand/gravel
aquifers only)

(<30m
radius)

Extreme (E)

0 - 3.0m

0 - 3.0m

0 - 3.0m

0 - 3.0m

-

High (H)

> 3.0m

3.0 - 10.0m

3.0 - 5.0m

> 3.0m

N/A

Moderate (M)

N/A

>10.0m

5.0 - 10.0m

N/A

N/A

Low (L)

N/A

N/A

>10.0m

N/A

N/A

Notes: (1) N/A= not applicable
(2) Precise permeability values cannot be given at present.
(3) Release point of contaminants is assumed to be 1-2 m below ground surface

Bedrock underlying the vicinity of the scheme and its surrounding area comprises of Calcareous redmica Greywacke as discussed in detail in the Soils and Geology Appraisal prepared by Atkins (2019)
as part of the Option Selection Report. The bedrock aquifer within the vicinity of the scheme, and
beneath all 5no. route options is classified as ‘PI’, a Poor Aquifer which is generally unproductive
except for local zones (GSI, 2019). Refer to Figure 5-1.
Groundwater vulnerability rating beneath the general vicinity of the scheme, ranges from ‘high’ to
‘Rock at or near Surface or Karst’. The vulnerability rating beneath each route is presented in Figure
5-2. Any areas identified as having a ‘High’ and ‘Extreme’ or ‘Rock at or near Surface or Karst’ rating
are likely to be underlain by shallow bedrock (within approximately 3m to 10m), and accordingly would
be vulnerable to potential contamination.
Table 5-2 presents the total length and percentage length of each route which is in cutting and where
the cutting crosses areas with an ‘Extreme Groundwater Vulnerability Rating’. The total percentage
of proposed cut within 3m of shallow bedrock along each route option is presented in Table 5-2. The
scheme has potential to impact groundwater quality and groundwater levels at these specific
locations; the greater the percentage of cut in areas with an ‘Extreme’ groundwater vulnerability rating,
the greater the risk of potential impact to local groundwater quality and resources.
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Table 5-2: Estimated Cut (%) through Sections of each Route Option with ‘Extreme’
Vulnerability Rating
Route Option
Name

Total Length of
Route Options
(km)

Total Route
Length
Crossing
Extreme
Vulnerability
(km)

Proposed Cut in
Extreme
Vulnerability
(km)

Proposed Cut
Percentage in
Extreme
Vulnerability
(%)

Red Route

3062

2740

1275

41.6

Blue Route

2990

2700

800

26.8

Green Route

2992

2930

1243

41.5

Brown Route

3335

3046

985

29.5

Purple Route

3340

3273

1210

36.2

Note: The length and percentage of routes intersecting areas of extreme vulnerability and proposed cuts are an
approximation based on regional GSI mapping (GSI, 2019).

Groundwater beneath the general vicinity of the scheme forms part of the Louth Groundwater Body
(GWB) (IGI Ref: IEGBNI_NB_G_019), Refer to Figure 5-3. According to the GSI (2004), groundwater
flow is likely to occur in the upper fractured and weathered zones (in the vicinity of fault zones) in the
upper tens of meters of bedrock. Flow paths are likely to be short (30-300m) with groundwater
discharging locally to rivers and streams. Groundwater flow in the Louth GWB is expected to be of a
local nature, with the main source of flow through fractures and weathered zones. Flows will also
occur in the vicinity of faults since these rocks do not exhibit intergranular permeability.
Transmissivities within the Silurian rocks and Granites are reported to be within the range of 20-80
m2/d (GSI, 2003).
Based on the findings of the desk study, there is no evidence of any karst features within the study
area of any of the 5no. route options as presented in Figure 5-4 (GSI, 2019). However, based on the
geological setting of the receiving environment there is potential for karst features (such as fractures
or epikarst) to be present beneath the vicinity of the scheme.
Based on a review of available historic OSI (2019) mapping there are 2no. springs and 1no pond
reported within the study area of any of the five route options.
Site specific groundwater level monitoring data is not available in the vicinity of the scheme.
Therefore, inferred regional groundwater flow is expected to follow topography in a general easterly
direction towards Dundalk Bay SAC / pNHA and SPA. Shallow groundwater flow beneath each route
option will follow local topography, and will typically discharge to the closest downgradient stream,
river or lake. Therefore, key groundwater discharge zones would include the following;



5.1.2.

Castletown River (and tributaries);
Dundalk Bay SAC / pNHA and SPA;

Groundwater Use and Available Resource

A search of the GSI groundwater well database was conducted to identify registered wells within the
scheme. There are 7no. registered wells within the study area of all 5no. routes (Figure 5-5, Table 53) and the following uses are reported;
 Domestic use – 1no.;
 Agricultural & domestic use - 1no.; and,
 Unknown / other use – 5no.
Reported yields range from ‘Poor’ to ‘Good’, with a maximum daily yield of 109.1m 3 reported within
the Bedrock aquifer near Hacksballcross. Several wells overlap with the alignment of various route
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options; however, it is noted that the accuracy of well locations (sourced via GSI records) ranges from
50m to 5km.
There are no reported Public Supply Source Protection Areas, Group Water Schemes or commercial
/ industrial groundwater abstractions within the study area of any of the six route options; the nearest
designated public supply source protection zone is the Omeath Lislea Cross Source Protection Area
located c.15km north-west while the nearest Group Scheme Preliminary Source Protection Area is
located approximately 9.5km south west of the closest route option (GSI, 2019). Refer to Figure 5-6.
Table 5-3: Groundwater Wells within Study Area (Source: GSI, 2018)
GSI Reference

Reported Use

Depth (m)

Reported Yield
(m3/day)

Yield Class

2929NWW258

Agricultural &
domestic use

24.4

109.1

Good

2929NWW142

Other

128

76

Moderate

2931SWW065

Other

4.6

Unknown

Unknown

2931SWW075

Other

42.7

32.7

Poor

2931SWW045

Domestic use
only

61

32.7

Poor

2929NWW140

Other

30.5

27.3

Poor

2929NWW112

Other

28

Unknown

Unknown

A list of all properties located within the study area of each route are presented in Table 5-4. These
are all assumed to be supplied privately by onsite domestic wells.
Table 5-4: Existing Properties within the Study Area of Each Route

5.1.3.

Route Options

Property Count

Red Route

46

Blue Route

62

Green Route

60

Brown Route

52

Purple Route

48

Groundwater Quality

The European Communities Environmental Objectives (Groundwater) Regulations, (S.I. 9 of 2010)
came into effect on 27th January 2010. The aim of the Regulations is to achieve the environmental
objectives established for groundwater by Article 4 (1) (b) of the Water Framework Directive
(2000/60/EC). The 2010 Regulations set down groundwater quality standards for nitrate (50mg/L)
and active substances in pesticides in Schedule 4 and also established threshold values for pollutants
or indicators of pollutants in Schedule 5. Under these regulations the EPA shall also assign a status
of ‘Good’ or ‘Poor’ to those bodies of groundwater where available data and knowledge allows.
Groundwater quality within the general vicinity of the scheme (located within the Louth GWB) was of
‘Good Status’ for the 2010 to 2015 period. Refer to Figure 5-7. The overall objective of the Water
Framework Directive for this groundwater body is to ‘Protect’ the current good status (WFDI, 2019).
A key component of the groundwater classification is the assessment of the impact of pollution on the
groundwater body. The groundwater status classification process accounts for the ecological needs
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of the relevant rivers, lakes and terrestrial ecosystems that depend on contributions from
groundwater.

5.1.4.

Groundwater Dependent Terrestrial Eco-Systems (GWDTEs)

Groundwater-dependent terrestrial ecosystems (GWDTEs) are defined as habitats/species that are
dependent on groundwater to maintain the environmental supporting conditions required to sustain
that habitat and/or species (EPA, 2008). Groundwater may provide either a direct input, such as in
turloughs, fens and petrifying springs or, alternatively, the groundwater may have an indirect influence
in maintaining high and stable water levels within the habitat, such as with raised bogs. Groundwater
bodies are subject to a range of pressures which can result in significant damage to GWDTEs
depending on the susceptibility of the pathway and the sensitivity of the receptor. The location of
wetlands and wet woodlands within the vicinity of the scheme is presented in Figure 4-8.
A detailed assessment of ecological issues, including potential impacts to wetlands and fens along
each route is outlined in the Ecological Appraisal (Document Ref: 5187353DG0041) prepared by
Atkins (2019) which is presented in the Option Selection Report (Atkins, 2019).
There are numerous bogs and fens within vicinity of the scheme; however, there are only two
GWDTEs within the study area of several route options.; Annaghvacky West (Site Code; WHI_LH237)
(Transition Mire, Wet Heath, Cutover Bog, Scrub) of county ecological importance; Annaghvacky
(Hacksballcross) (Site Code: WMI_LH171) (Wet Woodland (Oak, Ash or Willow, Alder), scrub) of
local ecological importance; and Clonaleenaghan (Site Code: WMI_LH200) (Scrub and Reed
Swamp) of local ecological importance. Specific details are presented for each route option further
on within this appraisal.
All 5no. route options are also hydrogeologically connected to Dundalk Bay SAC and pNHA (Site
Code: 000455), and Special Protection Area (SPA) (Site Code: 004026) along the scheme.
The scheme has potential to indirectly impact water quality at Dundalk Bay SAC / pNHA and SPA via.
groundwater pathways. Potential indirect impacts to existing water levels (via. groundwater pathways)
could also arise at the existing wetlands within the scheme due to changes in the local hydrological
regime, such as reduced or spatial changes in rainfall recharge to the underlying bedrock aquifer,
localised dewatering or storm water attenuation. Such impacts have been further evaluated as part
of this appraisal.

5.2.

Assessment of Hydrogeological Receptors - Red Route

The entire study area of this route is underlain by a ‘PI’, a Poor Aquifer (which is unproductive except
for local zones). Groundwater vulnerability beneath the study area of this route ranges from a
classification of ‘High’ to ‘Rock at or near Surface or Karst’. The subsoils within the study area are
primarily tills from sandstone and shale as discussed in the above in the geology section. Based on
these characteristics, groundwater within the overburden appears to be shallow, within several meters
of the existing ground level, and is primarily encountered within permeable water bearing sands and
gravels as would be expected.
Approximately 41.6% of the total volume of cut required along this route will occur in areas of
‘Extreme’ groundwater vulnerability. Accordingly, excavations in such areas have potential to impact
local groundwater quality and groundwater levels (and indirectly surface water quality and levels at
any nearby surface water receptors). Regional baseline groundwater quality beneath this route
(located within the Louth Groundwater Body) was of ‘Good Status’ for the 2010 to 2015 period.
Shallow groundwater flow along this route will follow local topography and discharge along the
following zones; Castletown River and its Tributaries and Dundalk Bay SAC / pNHA and SPA. This
route is located approximately 7.3km from Dundalk Bay SAC / pNHA and SPA at its closest point in
the East. Therefore, this route is connected to the above surface water and groundwater receptors,
via. groundwater pathways.
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Taking account of the distance of this route from Dundalk Bay SAC / pNHA and SPA, it is unlikely
that this route option will result in impacts to either baseline water quality or water levels at this
ecologically sensitive receptor, via. groundwater pathways.
This route impacts a wet woodland habitat (Annaghvacky Hackballscross) situated near
Hacksballcross. The route impacts this habitat in terms of permanent loss of a large portion of habitat
as shown in Figure 4.8.
A search of the GSI groundwater well database has identified 5no. registered wells within the study
area of this route, with the following uses; domestic use – 1no, and Other - 4no. Refer to in Table 55. In addition, it is assumed that all 46no. properties within the study area of this route are on private
well supply.
Table 5-5: Groundwater Wells within Study Area of Red Route
GSI Reference

Reported Use

Depth (m)

Reported Yield
(m3/day)

Yield Class

2931SWW065

Other

4.6

Unknown

Unknown

2931SWW075

Other

42.7

32.7

Poor

2931SWW045

Domestic use
only

61

32.7

Poor

2929NWW140

Other

30.5

27.3

Poor

2929NWW112

Other

28

Unknown

Unknown

5.3.

Assessment of Hydrogeological Receptors – Blue Route

The entire study area of this route is underlain by a ‘PI’, a Poor Aquifer (which is unproductive except
for local zones). Groundwater vulnerability beneath the study area of this route ranges from a
classification of ‘High’ to ‘Rock at or near Surface or Karst’. The subsoils within the study area are
primarily tills from sandstone and shale as discussed in the above in the geology section. Based on
these characteristics, groundwater within the overburden appears to be shallow, within several meters
of the existing ground level, and is primarily encountered within permeable water bearing sands and
gravels as would be expected.
Approximately 26.8% of the total volume of cut required along this route will occur in areas of
‘Extreme’ groundwater vulnerability. Accordingly, excavations in such areas have potential to impact
local groundwater quality and groundwater levels (and indirectly surface water quality and levels at
any nearby surface water receptors). Regional baseline groundwater quality beneath this route
(located within the Louth Groundwater Body) was of ‘Good Status’ for the 2010 to 2015 period.
Shallow groundwater flow along this route will follow local topography and discharge along the
following zones; Castletown River and its Tributaries and Dundalk Bay SAC / pNHA and SPA. This
route is located approximately 7.3km from Dundalk Bay SAC / pNHA and SPA at its closest point in
the East. Therefore, this route is connected to the above surface water and groundwater receptors,
via. groundwater pathways.
Taking account of the distance of this route from Dundalk Bay SAC / pNHA and SPA, it is unlikely
that this route option will result in impacts to either baseline water quality or water levels at this
ecologically sensitive receptor, via. groundwater pathways.
This Route option cuts through Annaghvacky West (Wetland Habitat) situated South of N53 near
Rassan as shown in Figure 4.8. This wetland habitat is fed by hydrogeological connectivity. This route
will directly impact the habitat in terms of loss of habitat and the groundwater flow. This route also
impacts a wet woodland habitat (Annaghvacky Hackballscross) situated near Hackballscross. This
wetland habitat is hydrologically and hydrogeologically connected. The route impacts this habitat in
5158560DG006842 | 2 | April 2020
Atkins | 5187353dg0042 rev 2 - soil and geo app.docx

Page 51 of 76

N53 Hackballscross to Rassan
Soils, Geology, Hydrology and Hydrogeology Assessment: Option Selection

terms of minor permanent loss of habitat. Numerous bogs present within the vicinity of the study area
may also be impacted in terms of groundwater flow.
A search of the GSI groundwater well database has identified 6no. registered wells within the study
area of this route, with the following uses; domestic use – 1no, agriculture and domestic use – 1no,
and Other - 4no. Refer to in Table 5-6. In addition, it is assumed that all 62no. properties within the
study area of this route are on private well supply.
Table 5-6: Groundwater Wells within Study Area of Blue Route
GSI Reference

Reported Use

Depth (m)

Reported Yield
(m3/day)

Yield Class

2929NWW258

Agricultural &
domestic use

24.4

109.1

Good

2931SWW065

Other

4.6

Unknown

Unknown

2931SWW075

Other

42.7

32.7

Poor

2931SWW045

Domestic use
only

61

32.7

Poor

2929NWW140

Other

30.5

27.3

Poor

2929NWW112

Other

28

Unknown

Unknown

5.4.

Assessment of Hydrogeological Receptors – Green Route

The entire study area of this route is underlain by a ‘PI’, a Poor Aquifer (which is unproductive except
for local zones). Groundwater vulnerability beneath the study area of this route ranges from a
classification of ‘High’ to ‘Rock at or near Surface or Karst’. The subsoils within the study area are
primarily tills from sandstone and shale as discussed in the above in the geology section. Based on
these characteristics, groundwater within the overburden appears to be shallow, within several meters
of the existing ground level, and is primarily encountered within permeable water bearing sands and
gravels as would be expected.
Approximately 41.5% of the total volume of cut required along this route will occur in areas of
‘Extreme’ groundwater vulnerability. Accordingly, excavations in such areas have potential to impact
local groundwater quality and groundwater levels (and indirectly surface water quality and levels at
any nearby surface water receptors). Regional baseline groundwater quality beneath this route
(located within the Louth Groundwater Body) was of ‘Good Status’ for the 2010 to 2015 period.
Shallow groundwater flow along this route will follow local topography and discharge along the
following zones; Castletown River and its Tributaries and Dundalk Bay SAC / pNHA and SPA. This
route is located approximately 7.3km from Dundalk Bay SAC / pNHA and SPA at its closest point in
the East. Therefore, this route is connected to the above surface water and groundwater receptors,
via. groundwater pathways.
Taking account of the distance of this route from Dundalk Bay SAC / pNHA and SPA, it is unlikely
that this route option will result in impacts to either baseline water quality or water levels at this
ecologically sensitive receptor, via. groundwater pathways.
This Route option cuts through Annaghvacky West (Wetland Habitat) situated South of N53 near
Rassan as shown in Figure 4.8. This wetland habitat is fed by hydrogeological connectivity. This route
also cuts through the corner of Clonaleenaghan Wetland habitat. This route will directly impact the
habitat in terms of permanent loss of a large portion of habitat. Numerous bogs present within the
vicinity of the study area may also be impacted in terms of groundwater flow.
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A search of the GSI groundwater well database has identified 7no. registered wells within the study
area of this route, with the following uses; domestic use – 1no, agriculture and domestic use – 1no,
and Other - 5no. Refer to in Table 5-7. In addition, it is assumed that all 60no. properties within the
study area of this route are on private well supply.
Table 5-7: Groundwater Wells within Study Area of Green Route
GSI Reference

Reported Use

Depth (m)

Reported Yield
(m3/day)

Yield Class

2929NWW258

Agricultural &
domestic use

24.4

109.1

Good

2929NWW142

Other

128

76

Moderate

2931SWW065

Other

4.6

Unknown

Unknown

2931SWW075

Other

42.7

32.7

Poor

2931SWW045

Domestic use
only

61

32.7

Poor

2929NWW140

Other

30.5

27.3

Poor

2929NWW112

Other

28

Unknown

Unknown

5.5.

Assessment of Hydrogeological Receptors – Brown Route

The entire study area of this route is underlain by a ‘PI’, a Poor Aquifer (which is unproductive except
for local zones). Groundwater vulnerability beneath the study area of this route ranges from a
classification of ‘High’ to ‘Rock at or near Surface or Karst’. The subsoils within the study area are
primarily tills from sandstone and shale as discussed in the above in the geology section. Based on
these characteristics, groundwater within the overburden appears to be shallow, within several meters
of the existing ground level, and is primarily encountered within permeable water bearing sands and
gravels as would be expected.
Approximately 29.5% of the total volume of cut required along this route will occur in areas of
‘Extreme’ groundwater vulnerability. Accordingly, excavations in such areas have potential to impact
local groundwater quality and groundwater levels (and indirectly surface water quality and levels at
any nearby surface water receptors). Regional baseline groundwater quality beneath this route
(located within the Louth Groundwater Body) was of ‘Good Status’ for the 2010 to 2015 period.
Shallow groundwater flow along this route will follow local topography and discharge along the
following zones; Castletown River and its Tributaries and Dundalk Bay SAC / pNHA and SPA. This
route is located approximately 7.3km from Dundalk Bay SAC / pNHA and SPA at its closest point in
the East. Therefore, this route is connected to the above surface water and groundwater receptors,
via. groundwater pathways.
Taking account of the distance of this route from Dundalk Bay SAC / pNHA and SPA, it is unlikely
that this route option will result in impacts to either baseline water quality or water levels at this
ecologically sensitive receptor, via. groundwater pathways.
This route also impacts a wet woodland habitat (Annaghvacky Hackballscross) situated near
Hacksballcross. This wetland habitat is hydrologically and hydrogeologically connected. The route
impacts this habitat in terms of minor permanent loss of habitat. This route impacts the groundwater
flow to Annaghvacky (West) Wetland habitat other bogs present within the vicinity of the study area
may also be impacted in terms of groundwater flow.
A search of the GSI groundwater well database has identified 6no. registered wells within the study
area of this route, with the following uses; domestic use – 1no, agriculture and domestic use – 1no,
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and Other - 4no. Refer to in Table 5-8. In addition, it is assumed that all 52no. properties within the
study area of this route are on private well supply.

Table 5-8: Groundwater Wells within Study Area of Brown Route
GSI Reference

Reported Use

Depth (m)

Reported Yield
(m3/day)

Yield Class

2929NWW258

Agricultural &
domestic use

24.4

109.1

Good

2931SWW065

Other

4.6

Unknown

Unknown

2931SWW075

Other

42.7

32.7

Poor

2931SWW045

Domestic use
only

61

32.7

Poor

2929NWW140

Other

30.5

27.3

Poor

2929NWW112

Other

28

Unknown

Unknown

5.6.

Assessment of Hydrogeological Receptors – Purple Route

The entire study area of this route is underlain by a ‘PI’, a Poor Aquifer (which is unproductive except
for local zones). Groundwater vulnerability beneath the study area of this route ranges from a
classification of ‘High’ to ‘Rock at or near Surface or Karst’. The subsoils within the study area are
primarily tills from sandstone and shale as discussed in the above in the geology section. Based on
these characteristics, groundwater within the overburden appears to be shallow, within several meters
of the existing ground level, and is primarily encountered within permeable water bearing sands and
gravels as would be expected.
Approximately 36.2% of the total volume of cut required along this route will occur in areas of
‘Extreme’ groundwater vulnerability. Accordingly, excavations in such areas have potential to impact
local groundwater quality and groundwater levels (and indirectly surface water quality and levels at
any nearby surface water receptors). Regional baseline groundwater quality beneath this route
(located within the Louth Groundwater Body) was of ‘Good Status’ for the 2010 to 2015 period.
Shallow groundwater flow along this route will follow local topography and discharge along the
following zones; Castletown River and its Tributaries and Dundalk Bay SAC / pNHA and SPA. This
route is located approximately 7.3km from Dundalk Bay SAC / pNHA and SPA at its closest point in
the East. Therefore, this route is connected to the above surface water and groundwater receptors,
via. groundwater pathways.
Taking account of the distance of this route from Dundalk Bay SAC / pNHA and SPA, it is unlikely
that this route option will result in impacts to either baseline water quality or water levels at this
ecologically sensitive receptor, via. groundwater pathways.
This route impacts the groundwater flow to Annaghvacky (West) Wetland habitat and cuts through
the corner of Clonaleenaghan Wetland habitat. The groundwater flow to numerous bogs present
within the vicinity of study area also may be impacted.
A search of the GSI groundwater well database has identified 7no. registered wells within the study
area of this route, with the following uses; domestic use – 1no, agriculture and domestic use – 1no,
and Other - 5no. Refer to in Table 5-9. In addition, it is assumed that all 48no. properties within the
study area of this route are on private well supply.
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Table 5-9: Groundwater Wells within Study Area of Purple Route
GSI Reference

Reported Use

Depth (m)

Reported Yield
(m3/day)

Yield Class

2929NWW258

Agricultural &
domestic use

24.4

109.1

Good

2929NWW142

Other

128

76

Moderate

2931SWW065

Other

4.6

Unknown

Unknown

2931SWW075

Other

42.7

32.7

Poor

2931SWW045

Domestic use
only

61

32.7

Poor

2929NWW140

Other

30.5

27.3

Poor

2929NWW112

Other

28

Unknown

Unknown

5158560DG006842 | 2 | April 2020
Atkins | 5187353dg0042 rev 2 - soil and geo app.docx

Page 55 of 76

N53 Hackballscross to Rassan
Soils, Geology, Hydrology and Hydrogeology Assessment: Option Selection

Figure 5-1: Bedrock Aquifer Classification Regional Mapping

(Source: GSI, 2018)
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Figure 5-2: Groundwater Vulnerability Rating Regional Mapping

(Source: GSI, 2018)
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Figure 5-3: Water Framework Directive (WFD) Groundwater Bodies Regional Mapping

(Source: GSI, 2018)
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Figure 5-4: Karst Features Water Regional Mapping

(Source: GSI, 2018)
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Figure 5-5: Geological Survey of Ireland (GSI) Well Search Regional Mapping

(Source: GSI, 2018)
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Figure 5-6: Public Water Supplies including designated Drinking Water Source Protection Areas Regional Mapping

(Source: GSI / EPA, 2018)
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Figure 5-7: Water Framework Directive (WFD) Groundwater Status (2010-2015 Period) Regional Mapping

(Source: EPA, 2018)
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5.7.

Impact Assessment

Each route has been assessed in terms of the potential impacts to hydrogeology, for key attributes
or receptors, as detailed previously. The results are summarised in Table 4-12 to Table 4-17. Each
impact has been rated taking account of the importance of the attribute or receptor, and the nature
and duration of potential adverse impacts.
Table 5-10: Hydrogeology Impact Assessment – Red Route
Attribute

Attribute
Importanc
e

Impact

Level of Impact

Dundalk Bay SAC /
SPA / pNHA

Extremely
High

Potential temporary impact to surface
water quality (small proportion of
attribute) via. groundwater pathway.

Moderate
Negative

Annaghvacky
(Hackballscross)

Low

Permanent loss of large portion of
Groundwater dependant terrestrial
ecosystem.

Minor Negative

Poor Bedrock
Aquifer

Low

Potential permanent impact to PI
aquifer along the route (small
proportion of attribute).
c.41.6% of the total volume of cut
required along this route will occur in
areas of ‘Extreme’ groundwater
vulnerability.

Minor Negative

Private Well
Supplies (potable
water source
supplying <50
homes)

Low

Potential permanent impacts to
46no. private well supplies and 5no.
GSI wells (agricultural & domestic
use and others/unknown uses)
located along route corridor (to both
to groundwater quality and quantity)
(on significant proportion of attribute)

Minor Negative

Table 5-11: Hydrogeology Impact Assessment – Blue Route
Attribute

Attribute
Importance

Impact

Level of Impact

Dundalk Bay SAC /
SPA / pNHA

Extremely
High

Potential temporary impact to
surface
water
quality
(small
proportion
of
attribute)
via.
groundwater pathway.

Moderate
Negative

Medium

Permanent loss of large portion of
Groundwater dependant terrestrial
ecosystem.

Moderate
Negative

Annaghvacky
(Hackballscross)

Low

Minor
permanent
loss
of
Groundwater dependant terrestrial
ecosystem.

Minor Negative

Wetlands/Wet
Woodlands

Low

Potential permanent impact on
Groundwater Flow of Groundwater
dependant terrestrial ecosystem.

Minor Negative

Annaghvacky West
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Attribute
Poor Bedrock
Aquifer

Private Well
Supplies (potable
water source
supplying >50
homes)

Attribute
Importance

Impact

Level of Impact

Low

Potential permanent impact to PI
aquifer along the route (small
proportion of attribute).
c.26.8% of the total volume of cut
required along this route will occur in
areas of ‘Extreme’ groundwater
vulnerability.

Minor Negative

Medium

Potential permanent impacts to
62no. private well supplies and 6no.
GSI wells (agricultural & domestic
use and others/unknown uses)
located along route corridor (to both
to groundwater quality and quantity)
(on
significant
proportion
of
attribute)

Moderate
Negative

Table 5-12: Hydrogeology Impact Assessment – Green Route
Attribute

Attribute
Importance

Impact

Level of Impact

Dundalk Bay SAC /
SPA / pNHA

Extremely
High

Potential temporary impact to
surface
water
quality
(small
proportion
of
attribute)
via.
groundwater pathway.

Moderate
Negative

Medium

Permanent loss of Groundwater
dependant terrestrial ecosystem.
and potential permanent impact on
Groundwater Flow.

Moderate
Negative

Clonaleenaghan

Low

Minor
permanent
loss
of
Groundwater dependant terrestrial
ecosystem.

Minor Negative

Wetlands/Wet
Woodlands

Low

Potential permanent impact on
Groundwater Flow of Groundwater
dependant terrestrial ecosystem.

Minor Negative

Poor Bedrock
Aquifer

Low

Potential permanent impact to PI
aquifer along the route (small
proportion of attribute).
c.41.5% of the total volume of cut
required along this route will occur in
areas of ‘Extreme’ groundwater
vulnerability.

Minor Negative

Medium

Potential permanent impacts to
60no. private well supplies and 7no.
GSI wells (agricultural & domestic
use) located along route corridor (to
both to groundwater quality and
quantity) (on significant proportion of
attribute)

Moderate
Negative

Annaghvacky West

Private Well
Supplies (potable
water source
supplying >50
homes)
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Table 5-13: Hydrogeology Impact Assessment – Brown Route
Attribute

Attribute
Importance

Impact

Level of Impact

Dundalk Bay SAC /
SPA / pNHA

Extremely
High

Potential temporary impact to
surface
water
quality
(small
proportion
of
attribute)
via.
groundwater pathway.

Moderate
Negative

Annaghvacky
(Hackballscross)

Low

Minor
permanent
loss
of
Groundwater dependant terrestrial
ecosystem.

Minor Negative

Annaghvacky (West)

Medium

Potential permanent impact on
Groundwater Flow of Groundwater
dependant terrestrial ecosystem.

Minor Negative

Poor Bedrock
Aquifer

Low

Potential permanent impact to LI
aquifer along the route (small
proportion of attribute).
c.29.5% of the total volume of cut
required along this route will occur in
areas of ‘Extreme’ groundwater
vulnerability.

Minor Negative

Private Well
Supplies (potable
water source
supplying >50
homes)

Medium

Potential permanent impacts to
52no. private well supplies and 7no.
GSI wells (agricultural & domestic
use) located along route corridor (to
both to groundwater quality and
quantity) (on significant proportion of
attribute)

Moderate
Negative

Table 5-14: Hydrogeology Impact Assessment – Purple Route
Attribute

Attribute
Importance

Impact

Level of Impact

Dundalk Bay SAC /
SPA / pNHA

Extremely
High

Potential temporary impact to
surface
water
quality
(small
proportion
of
attribute)
via.
groundwater pathway.

Moderate
Negative

Annaghvacky (West)

Medium

Potential permanent impact on
Groundwater Flow of Groundwater
dependant terrestrial ecosystem.

Minor Negative

Clonaleenaghan

Low

Minor
permanent
loss
of
groundwater dependant terrestrial
ecosystem.

Minor Negative

Poor Bedrock
Aquifer

Low

Potential permanent impact to LI
aquifer along the route (small
proportion of attribute).
c.36.2% of the total volume of cut
required along this route will occur in

Minor Negative
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areas of ‘Extreme’ groundwater
vulnerability.
Private Well
Supplies (potable
water source
supplying <50
homes)

5.8.

Potential permanent impacts to
48no. private well supplies and 7no.
GSI wells (agricultural & domestic
use) located along route corridor (to
both to groundwater quality and
quantity) (on significant proportion of
attribute)

Low

Minor Negative

Comparative Evaluation

All five routes have been ranked in terms of preference based on the results of the hydrogeological
impact assessment; namely the potential for surface water quality impacts to Dundalk Bay SAC /
pNHA and SPA, wetland and wet woodland habitats the bedrock aquifer, and all private well supplies
within the study area of each route (for potable, domestic and agricultural use). The results are
presented in Table 5-15.
Table 5-15: Summary of Hydrogeology Impacts for Route Options
Topic: Hydrogeology
Impact Level

Red Route

Blue Route

Green Route

Brown Route

Purple Route

Moderate
Negative

1

3

3

2

1

Minor
Negative

3

3

3

3

4

Preferred

Least
Preferred

Least
Preferred

Intermediate

Preferred

Severe
Negative
Major
Negative

Neutral
Minor
Positive
Moderate
Positive
Major
Positive
Ranking

The Red Route and Purple Route are identified as ‘preferred’ routes with respect to
hydrogeology. While both routes are broadly comparable in terms of impact levels, this ranking is
primarily due to their potential impact on groundwater dependant terrestrial ecosystem present in the
vicinity of the study area.
The Brown Route is identified as ‘intermediate’ with respect to hydrogeology. This ranking is
primarily due to the potential impacts on the groundwater dependant terrestrial ecosystem present in
the vicinity of the study area.
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The Green Route and Blue Route are identified as ‘least preferred route with respect to
hydrogeology. They have been ranked least preferred primarily due to the potential impacts on the
groundwater dependant terrestrial ecosystem present in the vicinity of the study area in particular
Annaghvacky West (GWDTE).
No significant adverse (i.e. major negative), or profound adverse (i.e. severe negative)
hydrogeological impacts have been identified associated with any of the 5no. routes assessed.
It is noted that all properties within the relevant study area of each route corridor (250m from the
centre line of each route) (i.e. overall width of 500m) are assumed to be on private well supply. A door
to door well survey will be required once the emerging preferred route has been identified.
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6.

Limitations in Methodology / Data
Gaps

Once the emerging preferred route has been identified, baseline groundwater monitoring should be
carried out bimonthly for a period of three months in order to obtain a representative baseline data
set, possibly as part of the supplementary geotechnical investigation.
For the purposes of this assessment it has been assumed that all private dwellings within the study
area of each route option are on private potable supply; this would need to be verified through the
completion of a door to door well survey (along with an inventory of septic tanks) once the emerging
preferred route has been identified. In addition, a detailed hydrological and hydrogeological impact
assessment may be required to further consider potential impacts to surface water and groundwater
quality and resources, once the emerging preferred route has been identified. Potential impacts on
identified key receptors (bedrock aquifer, any private/ agricultural / industrial / commercial wells in the
vicinity, rivers, streams, and lakes) may warrant further evaluation as part of any future assessment.
It should also be noted that this appraisal does not form part of an Environmental Impact Assessment
Report (EIAR); a detailed impact assessment of each route option has not been undertaken at this
preliminary juncture.
This appraisal has been prepared by a hydrogeologist and has been carried out in accordance with,
and to the required level of detail set out in, the relevant NRA (2008) guidelines. Cognisance, where
relevant, has also been taken of the latest EPA (2017) Draft guidelines regarding environmental
assessment, and IGI (2013) guidelines regarding soils, geological and hydrogeological assessment.
This report is therefore suitably robust, and the above limitations do not in any way affect the findings
or conclusions of this Stage 2 Phase 2 Soils, Geology, Hydrology and Hydrogeology Appraisal.
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7.
7.1.

Conclusions and Recommendations
Soils and Geology

A Soil and Geology Appraisal of five route options has been undertaken by Atkins, as part of the
overall Route Selection assessment process for the proposed N53 Hackballscross to Rassan
Scheme. The key findings of this assessment, which has been undertaken in accordance with
relevant best practice guidance (NRA, 2009, IGI, 2013) are as follows;


Ground conditions beneath each of the five route options are considered to be generally
comparable. The majority of each route is underlain by glacial till, with localised occurrences
of peat, alluvium, and lacustrine deposits. Bedrock underlying all route option comprises
calcareous red-mica greywacke of the Clontail Formation. No evidence of any karst features
was identified during the desk-based review. No Geological Heritage Areas are identified
within the study area of each of the route options.



A geological walkover survey was carried out on 29th, May 2019 to further assess ground
conditions at specific locations within the vicinity of each route option. Of the 9no. locations
visited, no visible evidence of significant contamination was identified, and none of historic
quarries were observed to be operational. From a geotechnical perspective, localised areas
of poor ground are present beneath each of the route options and for the purposes of this
assessment are broadly comparable. No landslide event is reported within the vicinity of the
N53 scheme (GSI, 2019).



The Red Route is identified as ‘preferred’ route with respect to soils and geology. The Red
Route which has been ranked as the preferred route as it has two minor negative impacts
(loss of well drained, highly fertile soils over small proportion of the route and excavation of
peat) compared to three minor negative impacts for the alternative routes as it does not
impact on the infill of inert clay waste arisings. It should be noted however due to unsafe
ground conditions, access to carry out hand probes in the wet woodlands at the eastern end
of the route was not possible during the site walkover and therefore there is no indication of
depth of soft material present. 2no. ponds/bodies of water are noted in this area. First pond
is located at Annaghvachy to the eastern end of the route and south of existing N53, identified
on the Historical Map 6-inch Colour (1837-1842). Second pond is located between
Annaghvacky and Hackballscross north of existing N53, identified on 25-inch Historical Map
(1888-1913) (OSI 2019). Anecdotal evidence from public consultation indicates there may be
significant volumes of peat/poor ground in this area. The remaining Blue, Green, Purple and
Brown routes, ranked as” intermediate” are comparable in terms of impact levels i.e. three
minor negative impacts each - loss of well drained, highly fertile soils over small proportion
of the route, excavation of peat and alluvium and infill of inert clay waste arisings.) Of each
of these remaining four routes, the Purple Route has the lowest estimated percentage of poor
soils present.

Once the emerging preferred route has been identified a supplementary detailed ground investigation
will be required to accurately verify ground conditions beneath the emerging preferred route option.
Additional environmental soils analysis should be undertaken as required.
This appraisal report has been prepared by a geologist based on a desk-based review of all available
information, roadside survey, and targeted geological field survey, as per the relevant guidelines
(NRA, 2009). The findings of this report are based on a general overview of potential risks and impacts
with respect to soils and geology for each route option for the purposes of the option selection
process. As such this report does not represent a detailed impact assessment of any one particular
route.
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7.2.

Hydrology and Hydrogeology

A Hydrology and Hydrogeology Appraisal of five route options has been undertaken by Atkins, as part
of the overall Option Selection assessment process for the proposed N53 Hackballscross to Rassan
Scheme. The key findings of this assessment, which has been undertaken in accordance with
relevant best practice guidance (NRA, 2009; IGI, 2013; EPA, 2017) are outlined below.

7.2.1.

Hydrology Appraisal – Key Findings

 All 5no. route options traverse Newry, Fane, Glyde and Dee River Catchment (Water Framework
Directive (WFD) EPA Code: 06. The Newry, Fane, Glyde and Dee River Catchment 06 has a total
catchment area of 1675.31km2. It is characterised by the upland area of the Carlingford Peninsula,
which is underlain by granites and other igneous rocks, and undulating land to the south, and a
heavily drumlinised (lenticular, steep sloped hills) landscape in the western half of the catchment.
There are extensive gravel deposits along much of the coast in this catchment, which are an
important local groundwater resource. There are 3 minor streams within the study area. These
include the Annaghvacky Stream, Carrickastuck Stream and an unrecorded stream These 3
Streams are tributaries of the Castletown River 500m north of the study area. They flow in a
general easterly direction and discharge to Dundalk Bay which is a Special Area of Conservation
(SAC) / proposed Natural Heritage Area (pNHA) (Site Code: 000455) and Special Protection Area
(SPA) (Site Code: 004026). There are no significant reported surface water abstractions along in
the vicinity of the scheme (GSI, 2019).
 Regional surface water quality at the Castletown River, has been assigned ‘Moderate’ status in
accordance with the River Waterbody Water Framework Directive (WFD) for the 2010 to 2015
period (EPA, 2019. The Castletown River had a reported Q-Value of Q3-4 during 2015 (EPA,
2019). The other three streams within the vicinity of the scheme (Annaghvacky stream and
Carrickastuck stream and the unrecorded stream) are unassigned by the EPA, although the
streams are directly connected to the Castletown river and have been assigned ‘Moderate’ status
in accordance with the River Waterbody Water Framework Directive (WFD) for the 2010 to 2015
period (EPA, 2019).
 One potential sources of flooding have been identified in the vicinity of the scheme; pluvial flooding
associated with low permeability soils and surface water ponding.
 All 5no. route options are hydrologically connected to Dundalk Bay Special Area of Conservation
(SAC) and proposed Natural Heritage Area (pNHA) (Site Code: 000455), and Dundalk Bay Special
Protected Area (SPA) (Site Code: 004026) via. one or more rivers or streams. These designated
sites are of considerable conservation significance for the occurrence of good examples of habitats
and of populations of plant and animal species that are listed on Annexes I and II of the E.U.
Habitats Directive. This ecologically protected site along with the streams and rivers which connect
all 5no. route options have been considered as part of this appraisal in terms of potential surface
water quality impacts.
 No significant adverse (i.e. major negative), or profound adverse (i.e. severe negative)
hydrological impacts have been identified associated with any of the 5no. routes assessed.
 All Route Options are identified as ‘intermediate’ with respect to hydrology. Since all the routes
are broadly comparable in terms of potential impact associated with surface water quality and
pluvial flooding. Although, there is a temporary impact on a small proportion of the Annaghvacky
Stream it is not deemed to be significant. Hence, all route options have been ranked intermediate
(albeit any impacts would be minor).
 Once the emerging preferred route has been identified, a site-specific flood risk assessment will
be required at Phase 4 (Design and Environmental Evaluation), and additional baseline surface
water monitoring (surface water quality and surface water level monitoring) should be undertaken
as required.

7.2.2.

Hydrogeology Appraisal – Key Findings

 The study area of all 5no. route options is underlain by ‘a ‘PI’, a Poor Aquifer (which is unproductive
except for local zones). Groundwater vulnerability beneath the study area of this route ranges from
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a classification of ‘High’ to ‘Rock at or near Surface or Karst’. The subsoils within the study area
are primarily tills from sandstone and shale as discussed in the above in the geology section.
Groundwater vulnerability beneath the general scheme ranges from a classification of ‘High’ to
‘Rock at or near Surface or Karst’. Based on these characteristics, groundwater within the
overburden appears to be shallow, within several meters of the existing ground level, and is
primarily encountered within permeable water bearing sands and gravels as would be expected.
Inferred regional groundwater flow is expected to follow topography in a general easterly direction
towards Castle river and its associated streams and Dundalk Bay SAC / pNHA and SPA. Shallow
groundwater flow beneath each route option will follow local topography, and will typically
discharge to the closest downgradient stream, river or lake.
 Between 26.8% (Blue Route) and 41.6% (Red Route) of proposed cut for the scheme will occur
in areas with an ‘Extreme’ groundwater vulnerability rating; excavations in such areas have
potential to impact local groundwater quality and groundwater levels (and indirectly water quality
/ levels at any nearby surface water receptors). Regional baseline groundwater quality beneath
the scheme was of ‘Good’ WFD status for the 2010 to 2015 period.
 There are no reported Public Supply Source Protection Areas, Group Water Schemes or
commercial / industrial groundwater abstractions within the study area of any of the Five route
options. There are 7no. registered wells within the study area of all 5no. routes (used for domestic
use / agricultural & domestic use, and unknown / other use). The number of properties located
within the study area of all 5no. routes ranges from 46no. (Red Route) to 62no. (Blue Route) and
it is assumed that all private dwellings have an onsite private potable well supply.
 There are numerous bogs and fens within vicinity of the scheme; however, there are only two
GWDTEs within the study area of several route options.; Annaghvacky West (Site Code;
WHI_LH237) (Transition Mire, Wet Heath, Cutover Bog, Scrub) of county ecological importance;
and Annaghvacky (Hacksballcross) (Site Code: WMI_LH171) (Wet Woodland (Oak, Ash or
Willow, Alder), scrub) and Clonaleenaghan (Site Code: WMI_LH200) (Scrub and Reed Swamp)
of local ecological importance. Specific details are presented for each route option further on within
this appraisal. All 5no. route options are also hydrogeologically connected to Dundalk Bay SAC
and pNHA (Site Code: 000455), and Special Protection Area (SPA) (Site Code: 004026) along the
scheme.
 No significant adverse (i.e. major negative), or profound adverse (i.e. severe negative)
hydrogeological impacts have been identified associated with any of the 5no. routes assessed.
 The Red Route and Purple Route are identified as ‘preferred’ routes with respect to
hydrogeology. While both routes are broadly comparable in terms of impact levels, this ranking
is primarily due to their potential impact on groundwater dependant terrestrial ecosystem present
in the vicinity of the study area.
 The Brown Route is identified as ‘intermediate’ with respect to hydrogeology. This ranking
is primarily due to the potential impacts on the groundwater dependant terrestrial ecosystem
present in the vicinity of the study area.
 The Green Route and Blue Route are identified as ‘least preferred route with respect to
hydrogeology. They have been ranked least preferred primarily due to the potential impacts on
the groundwater dependant terrestrial ecosystem present in the vicinity of the study area in
particular Annaghvacky West (GWDTE).
 Once the emerging preferred route has been identified, a door to door well survey (along with an
inventory of septic tanks) should be undertaken. Based on a review of regional geological records,
surface water and groundwater regimes in the vicinity of the scheme are closely linked. Therefore,
a detailed hydrological and hydrogeological impact assessment may be required to further
consider potential impacts to surface water and groundwater quality and resources, once the
emerging preferred route has been identified. Potential impacts on identified key receptors
(bedrock aquifer, wetland habitats, any private/ agricultural / industrial / commercial wells in the
vicinity, rivers and streams) may warrant further evaluation as part of any future assessment.
This report has been prepared by a hydrogeologist and has been carried out based on a desk-based
review of currently available information, roadside survey, and targeted hydrogeological field survey,
as per the relevant guidelines (NRA, 2009; IGI, 2013; EPA, 2017). The findings of this report are
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based on a general overview of potential risks and impacts with respect to hydrology and
hydrogeology for each route option for the purposes of the option selection process. As such this
report does not represent a detailed impact assessment of any one particular route.
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Appendix A: Geological Field Survey
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N53 Hackballscross to Rassan Route Selection Site Walkover
Date – 29th May 2019, 11.30am – 3pm
Weather – overcast and drizzle
Walkover carried out by: Celine Rooney (Geology) and Rashaqat Ali Siddiqui (Hydrology
and Hydrogeology)

Location
Description
Forestry beside School (Red Route). Unable to gain access to forestry. Rang bell at
1
gates on house & farmyard immediately south of forestry (approx. 11.30am). No
answer. Photos taken from playing fields located to back of school. Drainage ditch
located along field east of forestry with standing water present.
2
3

Photos taken of bog at corner of N53 & L3117. Drainage ditch noted along L3117.
Historical Quarry immediately north of N53 at junction with L7116. Now looks to be
incorporated into pasture. Rang bell at gates on house opposite, no answer (approx.
12.15pm)

4

Wetland Habitat immediately south of N53 (Blue/Green Route & minor corner
Brown/Purple Route). 8 no. probes taken, see attached for location sketch and related
depths.
Inert Clay Import Facility – contacted John O’Neill as directed on board outside facility
on L7120 (1.10pm). He agreed to access for walkover. Stockpiles comprised of brick,
concrete, soil, sand, plastic, builder’s rubble etc. Areas of stagnate water in parts rainwater. Two applications noted on Louth County Council, one in 2013 for Gibson
Bros Ltd for infill with area to be returned to grass on completion, second for John
O’Neill (2017) and now appears that it is one facility.
Historical Quarry located on the L7120. Area is now overgrown greenfield site.
Wetland Habitat, south of N53 located adjacent to local road (Green Route). 3 no.
probes taken, see attached for location sketch and related depths. Drainage ditch with
standing water along road edge.
Wet Woodlands north of N53 (Blue Route). Pond visible from road edge. No safe
access was present to carry out probes. Approach by owner of house opposite
(Begley). Stated very deep bog area, pond/lake visible 40+yrs ago before trees etc
overgrown. Landowner stated previously two combined 40 ft. poles were pushed into
ground and disappeared. Also stated he would prefer if a route option of a roundabout
for existing roads at Hackballscross was incorporated and then route passed to the
south of his house and continued along purple route where it would only effect
farmland. Also stated number of road deaths along this stretch of road and new
road/realignment needed.
Wet Woodland area north of N53 (north of Red Route). Access from large gated
entrance on N53, locked. Area not directly affected by any route.

5

6
7

8

9

Probe Readings
Location 4:
Probe No.
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8

Depth (mm)
400
350
305
480
685
1510
1585
2025

Location 7:
Probe No.
1
2
3

Depth (mm)
460
1380
3460

Figure A – Walkover Survey Locations

Plate 1 – Site Surface at Location 1

Plate 2 – Site Surface at Location 2

Plate 3 – Site Surface at Location 3

Figure B: Historic Quarry Location

(Source: OSI, 2019)

Plate 4 – Site Surface at Location 4

Figure C: Hand Probes at Location 4

Plate 5 – Site Surface at Location 5

Plate 6 – Site Surface at Location 6

Plate 7 – Site Surface at Location 7

Figure D: Hand Probes at Location 7

Plate 8 – Site Surface at Location 8
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
Rubicon Heritage Services Ltd has been commissioned by Atkins to prepare an Archaeological,
Architectural and Cultural Heritage Options Appraisal Report for the five options for the N53
Hackballscross to Rassan Scheme (Appendix 1, Figure 1):
x Red Route
x Green Route
x Blue Route
x Purple Route
x Brown Route
The proposed scheme extends for c. 3.3 km through the townlands of Rassan, Sheelagh, Shanmullagh,
Annaghvacky, Clonaleenaghan, Carrickastuck (ITM: West—693680, 810867; East—696884, 810100).
A Cultural Heritage Constraints Study—identifying archaeological, architectural and cultural
heritage constraints—was prepared in January 2019 (Roycroft 2019).
The significance of the potential impacts that the corridor would have on the cultural heritage
resource is presented for each route option. Following on from this a comparative assessment of each
of the route corridors, was undertaken; thereby allowing for the identification of a preferred route
option. The impacts in relation to Architectural Heritage and Archaeology and Cultural Heritage are
presented separately.

Architectural Heritage
There are no Protected Structures, Architectural Conservation Areas (ACAs) or sites listed in the
National Inventory of Architectural Heritage (NIAH) within the overall Constraint Study Area
(Appendix 1, Figures 1-8). All sites impacted by any of the route options are undesignated sites with a
baseline value as assessed by Rubicon Heritage Services Ltd of Medium/Low.
There are no identified impacts to Architectural Heritage for any of the route corridor options that are
considered to be Very Significant, Significant or Moderate. All impacts to Architectural Heritage
constraints for each option are considered to be Slight, or Negligible. There are strong qualitative
similarities in the impacts for each route such as with regard to the type of receptor affected, cause for
the impact and its overall magnitude. As a result, quantitative as well as qualitative factors have
informed the evaluation of the different route options.
Evaluation of the Red Route option indicates that it would have three likely impacts on architectural
heritage receptors; two with an impact level of Slight and one Negligible. Evaluation of the Green
Route option indicates that it would have five likely impacts on architectural heritage receptors; four
have an impact level of Slight and one Negligible. Evaluation of the Blue Route option indicates that it
would have four likely impacts on architectural heritage receptors; all have an impact level of Slight.
Evaluation of the Purple Route option indicates that it would have three likely impacts on
architectural heritage receptors; two have an impact level of Slight and one Negligible. Evaluation of
the Brown Route option indicates that it would have four likely impacts on architectural heritage
receptors; three have an impact level of Slight and one Negligible.
The results of the assessment for Architectural Heritage indicate the following rankings:
x Preferred—Red Route, Purple Route, Brown Route
x Intermediate—Green Route, Blue Route;
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Note these rankings are based solely on the evaluation of likely impacts on architectural heritage
receptors.

Archaeology and Cultural Heritage
There are no National Monuments, or sites subject to a preservation order within the overall
Constraint Study Area, but there are eight RMP sites Constraint Study Area (see Appendix 1; Figures
1–8). No likely direct impacts have been identified in relation to any of these sites and all are outside
the defined route option corridors. Potential indirect impacts (impacts on setting) have been
identified in relation to two of these sites that have upstanding remains. However, it is possible that
such impacts might be mitigated by design.
All other identified impacts will occur to undesignated site or features—such as sites of vernacular
buildings, areas of archaeological potential or townland boundaries—with baseline values as assessed
by Rubicon Heritage Services Ltd ranging from medium/low to medium high.
There are no identified impacts to Archaeology or Cultural Heritage for any of the route corridor
options that are considered to be Very Significant, or Significant. All impacts to Archaeology or
Cultural Heritage constraints for each option are considered to be either Moderate or Slight. There are
strong qualitative similarities in the impacts for each route such as with regard to the type of receptor
affected, cause for the impact and its overall magnitude. As a result, quantitative as well as qualitative
factors have informed the evaluation of the different route options.
Evaluation of the Red Route option indicates that it would have 16 likely impacts on archaeological
and cultural heritage receptors: two likely direct impacts which have an impact level of moderate; one
indirect impact, with an impact level of moderate; and 13 likely direct impacts with an impact level of
slight. Evaluation of the Green Route option indicates that it would have 22 likely impacts on
archaeological and cultural heritage receptors: five likely direct impacts which have an impact level of
moderate; and seventeen likely direct impacts with an impact level of slight. Evaluation of the Blue
Route option indicates that it would have 21 likely impacts on archaeological and cultural heritage
receptors: two likely direct impacts which have an impact level of moderate and 19 likely direct
impacts with an impact level of slight. Evaluation of the Purple Route option indicates that it would
have 25 likely impacts on archaeological and cultural heritage receptors: six likely direct impacts
which have an impact level of moderate; one indirect impact, with an impact level of moderate; and
18 likely direct impacts with an impact level of slight. Evaluation of the Brown Route option indicates
that it would have 25 likely impacts on archaeological and cultural heritage receptors: three likely
direct impacts which have an impact level of moderate; one indirect impact, with an impact level of
moderate; and 21 likely direct impacts with an impact level of slight.
The results of the assessment for Archaeology and Cultural Heritage indicate the following rankings:
x Preferred—Red Route; Blue Route
x Intermediate—Green Route; Purple Route; Brown Route
Note these rankings are based solely on the evaluation of likely impacts on archaeological and
cultural heritage receptors.
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1

INTRODUCTION

This report by Rubicon Heritage Services Ltd details the archaeological, architectural and cultural
heritage constraints for the five options for the N53 Hackballscross to Rassan Scheme including the
appraisal of each of the options under the headings of architectural heritage and archaeological and
cultural heritage. Five route corridor options have been identified (Appendix 1, Figures 1–5):
x Red Route
x Green Route
x Blue Route
x Purple Route
x Brown Route
The proposed scheme extends for c. 3.3 km through the townlands of Rassan, Sheelagh, Shanmullagh,
Annaghvacky, Clonaleenaghan, Carrickastuck (ITM: West—693680, 810867; East—696884, 810100).
A summary of the baseline environment of each route corridor, as well as a discussion regarding the
significance of the potential impacts that the corridor would have on the cultural heritage resource is
presented for each route option. Following on from this a comparative assessment of each of the route
corridors, within its respective section, was undertaken; thereby allowing for the identification of a
preferred route option.
This report has been undertaken in accordance with the provisions of the following legislative
procedures which are further detailed in Appendix 1:
x National Monuments Acts 1930-2004
x Architectural Heritage (National Inventory) and Historic Monuments (Miscellaneous
Provisions) Act, 1999
x Local Government (Planning and Development) Acts 2000-2001
It has also been undertaken in accordance with the policies set out in Chapter 5 of the Louth County
Development Plan 2015-2021.

1.1

Development Background

The proposed scheme entitled N53 Hackballscross to Rassan Scheme will commence at an appropriate
tie-in point adjacent to Hackballscross in the Townland of Carrickastuck in Co. Louth and traverse
west through the town lands of Annaghvacky and Rassan to tie-in to the existing engineered road
cross section point in the townland of Rassan. The scheme consists of the realignment of circa 3 km of
the existing N53 National Secondary Route.
The N53 has been identified as one of the country’s important National Secondary Routes, providing
a strategic transport link for the northwest to the northeast. The N53 serves the towns of Dundalk,
Castleblayney, where it joins the N2 for its onward linkage to the northwest. The road is generally
rural in nature. There are two number crossroads and other minor junctions within the scheme. The
existing road is undulating in its vertical alignment with hidden dips, but generally straight in its
horizontal alignment. The route caters for a significant number of heavy goods vehicles and strategic
traffic. Safety is compromised due to the poor vertical alignment and the number of at-grade
junctions and private accesses along the existing road.
An initial Constraints Study for the proposed scheme was completed in April 2019 (Atkins 2019),
which incorporated the results of a specific Cultural Heritage Constraints Study (Roycroft 2019). This
identified a defined Study Area appropriate to the scale of the proposed scheme and the nature and
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extent of significant constraints within that Study Area. The constraints were divided into three
principal categories as follows:
x Natural Constraints which included archaeological, architectural and cultural heritage
constraints.
x Artificial Constraints which include the built environment.
x External Parameters which include design standards, policy, procedural and legal issues.
The above constraints were documented and mapped so that feasible route options could be designed
to avoid such constraints, where possible. Once the constraints mapping was completed the
identification of feasible route options was commenced. A Preliminary Options Assessment was
carried out on the feasible route options under the three main headings of Engineering, Environment
and Economy, with this assessment stage concluding with the refinement of a number of the feasible
routes that were brought through to the Phase 2-Stage 2 Project Appraisal stage.

1.2

Phase 2 Stage 2 Option Selection

This report deals with the appraisal of the route options under the headings of architectural heritage
and archaeological and cultural heritage and has been carried out on the route options identified
below arising from Phase 2-Stage 1 above. Five route options have been defined for the Phase 2-Stage
2 Project Appraisal stage:
x Red Route
x Green Route
x Blue Route
x Purple Route
x Brown Route
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2

OBJECTIVES AND METHODOLOGY

2.1

Objectives

This study aims to provide a high-level understanding of the key likely significant constraints within
each study area. This information, when considered in parallel with all other environmental
constraints, will assist in the decision-making process and inform the design and planning for the
proposed scheme.
The scope and methodology for the study has been devised with reference to the following
guidelines:
-

-

2.2

EirGrid (2015) ‘Cultural Heritage Guidelines for Electricity Transmission Projects. A stand
approach to archaeological, architectural and cultural heritage impact assessment of high
voltage transmission projects.’
Environmental Protection Agency (2002) ‘Guidelines on the information to be contained in
Environmental Impact Statements’
Environmental Protection Agency (2003) ‘Advice notes on current practice (in the preparation
of Environmental Impact Statements)’
Environmental Protection Agency (2017) ‘Draft Guidelines on the information to be contained
in Environmental Impact Assessment Reports (EIAR)’
Department of Arts, Heritage, Gaeltacht and the Islands (DAHGI) (1999) ‘Frameworks and
Principles for the Protection of the Archaeological Heritage’
Department of the Environment, Heritage and Local Government (2004) ‘Architectural
Heritage Guidelines’
National Roads Authority (2005) ‘Guidelines for the Assessment of Architectural Heritage
Impacts of National Road Schemes’
National Roads Authority (2005) ‘Guidelines for the Assessment of Archaeological Heritage
Impacts of National Road Schemes’

Study Area

The study area has been defined in respect of two factors: 1.) the ability of sites/information sources to
reveal information pertaining to the archaeological potential of the proposed development site and 2.)
the potential impact (including setting) that the proposed scheme would have on individual aspects
of the baseline environment.
Taking these factors into account, the study area for each route corridor option is proposed as follows
in Table 7:
Subject
National Monuments
Recorded archaeological
monuments (RMPs)
Protected Structures and/or
their curtilage
Architectural Conservation
Areas (ACAS)
Designed landscapes
recorded by the NIAH

Study area
Within 250m of the centre line of any route corridor option
Within 250m of the centre line of any route corridor option
Within 250m of the centre line of any route corridor option
Within 250m of the centre line of any route corridor option
Within 250m of the centre line of any route corridor option

7

Rubicon Heritage Services Ltd.
N53 Hackballscross to Rassan. Archaeological, Architectural and Cultural Heritage Options Appraisal Report.

Subject
Study area
Structures recorded in the
Within 250m the centre line of any route corridor option
NIAH
Unregistered features of
Within any route corridor option
archaeological, architectural
or cultural heritage
Townland boundaries
Traversed by any route corridor option
Areas of archaeological
Within any route corridor option
potential
Artefact findspots
Within townlands encompassed by any route corridor option
Previous Excavations
Within townlands encompassed by any route corridor option
Table 1—Criteria for Study Area
Note distance measures cited are minimum distance from nearest edge of the given route corridor.
Any site within a route corridor has a distance of 0 m for the purpose of this assessment as current
draft designs may be subject to change.

2.3

Desktop Study Methodology

The identification of the archaeological, architectural and cultural heritage constraints within the
study area is based on a desktop study of a number of documentary and cartographic sources. The
desktop study was further augmented by an examination of aerial photography as well as a field
survey. The main sources consulted in completing the desktop study are listed here.
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

2.4

Sites and Monuments Record (SMR) and Record of Monuments and Places (RMP) for
County Louth
Various editions of the Ordnance Survey of Ireland maps
National Inventory of Architectural Heritage
Excavation Bulletins Database (www.excavations.ie)
Louth County Development Plan (2015-2021)
Various published sources for local history
Ordnance Survey Namebooks and Letters
Excavations Bulletin
Aerial Photographs
Cartographic Sources

Field Inspection Methodology

A windshield survey of was undertaken by Rubicon Heritage Services Ltd on 7 June 2019 (Plates 1–8).
The primary purpose of a field inspection and windshield survey is to verify the extent and condition
of recorded sites and to assess local topography in order to identify any potential low-visibility
archaeological and/or historical sites that are not currently recorded and which may be impacted
upon negatively by the proposed development. It is also the purpose of the field inspection and
windshield survey to survey any known monuments or sites and to consider the relationship between
them and the surrounding landscape, all of which need to be considered during the process of Option
Selection. Information from the field inspection has been incorporated into the descriptions of
constraints (see Appendix 1, Figures 1-8).
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2.5

Assignment of Baseline Values

In order to categorise the baseline environment in a systemised manner, ‘baseline values’ have been
assigned to each identified site of architectural, archaeological or cultural heritage significance and/or
potential within the study area. The baseline value of a site is determined with reference to the
‘importance’ and ‘sensitivity’ of the site.
In accordance with TII Guidelines, the importance of a site is determined based on the following
criteria: legal status, condition, historical associations, amenity value, ritual value, specimen value,
group value and rarity.
The sensitivity of a site is determined based on its susceptibility to physical impact (see Section 2.7,
Assessing Magnitude of Physical Impacts), as well as impact on setting (see Section 2.8, Assessing
Impacts on Setting).
It should be noted that the National Monuments Act 1930-2004 does not differentiate between
recorded archaeological sites on the basis of relative importance or sensitivity. In addition, the Local
Government (Planning and Development) Act, 2000 does not differentiate between Protected
Structures or Areas of Architectural Conservation on the basis of relative importance or sensitivity
either. Consequently, professional judgement has been exercised to rate these features based on their
perceived importance and sensitivity in relation to physical impacts and impacts on setting (indirect
impacts).
Taking the above factors into consideration, the criteria that have been defined are provided in Table
2 below.
Subject
Baseline Value
- Recorded Archaeological Monuments (including National Monuments)
Very High
- Protected Structures
- Architectural Conservation Areas (ACAs)
- Sites listed in the NIAH that are not Protected Structures
High
- Unregistered built heritage sites that comprise extant remains which are in
good condition and/or which are regarded as constituting significant cultural
heritage features
- Unrecorded features of archaeological potential
- Any areas regarded as constituting areas of high archaeological potential
- Unregistered built heritage sites that comprise extant remains which are in
Medium/High
poor condition
- Unregistered cultural heritage sites (not including built heritage sites) that
comprise extant remains
- Townland boundaries that comprise extant remains
- Any areas regarded as constituting areas of high/medium archaeological
potential
- Unregistered cultural heritage sites for which there are no extant remains
Medium/Low
but where there is potential for associated subsurface evidence
- Townland boundaries for which there are no extant remains
- Any areas regarded as constituting areas of medium/low archaeological
potential
- Unregistered cultural heritage sites for which there are no extant remains
Low
and where there is little or no potential for associated subsurface evidence
- Any areas regarded as constituting areas of low archaeological potential
Table 2—Baseline values of sites
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Caution should be exercised when assessing the perceived significance of an archaeological,
architectural or cultural heritage site as such categorisation is open to subjectivity. In addition, the
perceived levels of importance as identified in this report are liable to future revision in the instance
where new information, through the undertaking of further archaeological investigations, is
provided.

2.6

Types of Impact

The following table (Table 3) lists the type of impacts that a proposed development may have on the
archaeological, architectural or cultural heritage resource:
Type of Impacts
Direct

Definition
Direct impacts arise where an archaeological, architectural and/or cultural
heritage feature or site is physically located within the footprint of the
proposed development, or its associated physical impact zone, whereby the
removal of part, or all of the feature or site is thus required.
Indirect
Indirect impacts arise when an archaeological, architectural or cultural heritage
feature is not located within the footprint of the proposed development, or its
associated physical impact zone, and thus is not impacted directly. Such an
impact could include impact on setting or impact on the zone of archaeological
potential of site whereby the actual site itself is not physically affected.
Indirect impacts may arise as a result of:
x Subsurface works undertaken outside the footprint of the development;
x Soil deposition;
x Parking lots;
x Vibrations during the construction and/or operation of the scheme;
x Secondary environmental change such as a reduction in water levels;
x Visual impacts.
Cumulative
The addition of many impacts to create a large, significant impact.
Undeterminable
Whereby the full consequence that the proposed development may have on
the cultural heritage resource is not known
Residual
The degree of environmental change that will occur after any proposed
mitigation measures have taken effect.
Table 3—Type of impacts

2.7

Assessing Physical Impacts

The methodology used to assess the magnitude of potential pre-mitigation impacts, as well as
residual impacts, of the proposed development on the baseline environment is presented in Table 4
below.
Impact magnitude
Severe

Criteria
- Applies where mitigation would be unlikely to remove adverse effects.
Reserved for adverse, negative effects only. These effects arise where an
archaeology site is completely and irreversibly destroyed.
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Impact magnitude
Major

Criteria
- An impact which, by its magnitude, duration or intensity, alters an
important aspect of the environment. An impact like this would be
where part of a site would be permanently impacted upon, leading to a
loss of character, integrity and data about an archaeological feature/site.
Moderate
- A moderate impact arises where a change to a site/monument is
proposed which though noticeable, is not such that the archaeological
integrity of the site is compromised and which is reversible. This arises
where an archaeological feature can be incorporated into a modern day
development without damage and that all procedures used to facilitate
this are reversible.
- A moderate impact to a site/monument may also arise when a site is
fully or partly excavated under license and all recovered data is
preserved by record.
Minor
- An impact which causes changes in the character of the environment,
such as visual impact, which are not high or very high and do not
directly impact or affect an archaeological feature or monument.
Negligible
- An impact on archaeological features or monument capable of
measurement but without noticeable consequences.
Table 4—Criteria used for rating magnitude of impacts

2.8

Assessing Impacts on Setting (Indirect Impacts)

There is considerable debate over definitions of setting and approaches to the assessment of setting
impacts (indirect impacts), with no standardised industry-wide approach. The assessment
methodology outlined below has been developed in house by Rubicon Heritage Services Ltd.
The definition of setting follows the guidance set by English Heritage as they have developed a range
of comprehensive guidance on this subject specific to heritage assets (English Heritage 2005; 2008).
Hence setting is not simply the visual envelope of the asset in question. Rather, it is those parts of the
asset’s surroundings that are relevant to the significance of the asset and the appreciation thereof.
In most instances setting will relate to the historical value of the asset, where an appreciable
relationship between the asset and an element of its surroundings helps the visitor understand and
appreciate the asset. This may be in terms of a physical relationship, such as between a castle and the
natural rise that it occupies, or a more distant visual relationship, such as a designed vista or the view
from, for example, one ringfort to another. The former is referred to as immediate setting and the
latter as landscape setting. Many assets will only have an immediate setting. Some assets will have
aesthetic value that relates to the surrounding landscape, such as in the case of a designed view
incorporating a distant hill, or that relates to the contribution the asset makes to the local landscape,
for example a church spire providing a focal point in a view down a valley.
English Heritage has provided a list of factors to be considered when assessing impacts upon setting.
These are broad factors and have been taken into consideration when assessing magnitude of impact
and sensitivity. They are summarised in Table 5.
Factor
Visual dominance

Discussion
Where an historic feature (such as a hilltop monument or fortification, a
church spire, or a plantation belonging to a designed landscape) is the most
visually dominant feature in the surrounding landscape, adjacent
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Factor

Discussion
construction of the proposed development may be inappropriate.
Scale
The extent of a proposed development and the number, density and
disposition of its associated elements will also contribute to its visual impact.
Intervisibility
Certain archaeological or historic landscape features were intended to be
seen from other historic sites. Construction of a proposed development
should respect this intervisibility.
Vistas and sight-lines Designed landscapes invariably involve key vistas, prospects, panoramas
and sight-lines, or the use of topography to add drama. Location of a
proposed development within key views, which may often extend beyond
any designated area, should be avoided.
Movement, sound or The movement associated with a proposed development may be a significant
issue in certain historic settings. Adequate distance should always be
light impacts
provided between important historic sites and proposed developments to
avoid the site being overshadowed or affected by noise.
Unaltered settings
The setting of some historic sites may be little changed from the period when
the site was first constructed, used or abandoned. Largely unaltered settings
for certain types of sites, particularly more ancient sites, may be rare
survivals and especially vulnerable to modern intrusions such as wind
turbines. This may be a particular issue in certain upland areas.
Table 5—Factors to be considered when assessing impacts upon setting (after English Heritage 2005)
The following are guides to the assessment of magnitude of impact on setting:
x

Obstruction of or distraction from key views. Some assets have been sited or designed with
specific views in mind, such as the view from a country house with designed vistas. The
obstruction or cluttering of such views would reduce the extent to which the asset could be
understood and appreciated by the visitor. Developments outside key views may distract
from them and make them difficult to appreciate on account of their prominence and
movement. In such instances the magnitude is likely to be greatest where views have a
particular focus or a strong aesthetic character. Sympathetic development may improve key
views by removing features that obstruct or distract from key views and hence preserve or
enhance the importance of the asset.

x

Changes in prominence. Some assets are deliberately placed in prominent locations in order to
be prominent in the surrounding landscape, for example prehistoric cairns are often placed to
be silhouetted against the sky and churches in some areas are deliberately placed on ridges in
order to be highly visible. Developments can reduce such prominence and therefore reduce
the extent to which such sites can be appreciated or the contribution that they make to the
local landscape. Similarly, sympathetic development can enhance the setting of such sites by,
for example, removing modern forestry that would otherwise compromise the setting of a
cairn that had been placed on a skyline.

x

Changes in landscape character. A particular landuse regime may be essential to the
appreciation of an asset’s function, for instance the fields surrounding an Improvement
period farmstead are inextricably linked to its appreciation. Changes in land use can leave the
asset isolated and reduce its value. In some instances, assets will have aesthetic value or a
sense of place that is tied to the surrounding landscape character. Conversely, sympathetic
development may restore or preserve the relevant landuse and hence preserve or enhance the
relevant value of the asset.
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x

Duration of impact. Impacts that are long term or permanent are generally of greater
magnitude than those that are short term.

Readily reversible impacts are generally of lesser magnitude than those that cannot be reversed.
Impacts upon the defined setting will be of greater magnitude than those that affect unrelated
elements of the asset’s surroundings or incidental views to or from an asset that are unrelated to the
appreciation of its value. The magnitude of impacts can be rated from Negligible to Major using a
similar scale to that for physical impacts.

2.9

Assessing the Significance Level of an Impact

The significance level of a construction or operation impact on a feature is assessed by combining the
magnitude of the impact and baseline value of the feature. The matrix in the below table (Table 6)
provides a guide to decision-making but is not a substitute for professional judgement and
interpretation, particularly where the baseline value or impact magnitude levels are not clear or are
borderline between categories. The permanence of the effects are also taken into account, with
irreversible effects being more significant while temporary or reversible changes are likely to be less
significant.
Baseline Value
Very High
High
Medium/High
Very
Very
significant
significant
Severe
Significant
Major
Significant
Significant
Moderate
Moderate
Moderate
Moderate
Slight
Minor
Moderate
Slight
Slight
Negligible
Slight
Slight
Negligible
Table 6—Criteria for assessing significance level of impacts
Magnitude
of Impact

2.10

Medium/Low

Low

Moderate
Slight
Slight
Negligible
Negligible

Slight
Slight
Negligible
Negligible
Negligible

Comparison of Route Options

The potential impact of each route on the identified architectural, archaeological or cultural heritage
sites will be evaluated using the methodology outlined above and a qualitative comparison of each
route option will be undertaken taking into consideration current guidance from EPA and TII. This
will allow for the ordering of the route options. Generally, the route option with the lowest predicted
impact will be the most preferred option while the route with the greatest predicted impact will be
the least preferred.
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3
3.1

ARCHAEOLOGICAL AND HISTORICAL BACKGROUND
General Background

The presence of late Mesolithic material along the coastline of Louth indicates human activity in this
region dating to at least 4500 BC. Excavations of shell middens at Rockmarshall and the discovery of
stone tools at Greenore suggest that this was an important landscape with plentiful resources during
this period.
The transition to the Neolithic in Louth is marked most notably in the landscape by the presence of
megalithic tombs, with a distinct regional concentration centred on the Cooley Peninsula. These
include the prominent portal tomb and wedge tomb at Proleek, both of which are National
Monuments in state guardianship. Excavations carried out in advance of the construction of the
Dundalk Western Bypass identified Neolithic habitation sites at Donaghmore, Littlemill and Faughart
Lower.
The excavation of pit features at Faughart Lower (Hayes 2007) in advance of the construction of the
Dundalk Western Bypass suggests a transition between Late Neolithic and Early Bronze Age. These
pits contained cremated bone and sherds of Beaker pottery. Further Bronze Age sites excavated
during this programme of works include a cist burial at Carn More and a fulacht fia at
Newtownbalregan. The inclusion of two ring barrows within the study area (CH001, CH006) may
indicate Bronze Age activity, however the dating of barrows may range from the Neolithic to the Iron
Age or Early Medieval period (Corlett 2005).
Fulachtaí fia survive as low mounds, usually horse-shoe shaped, of charcoal-enriched soil packed with
fragments of heat-shattered stones (termed ‘burnt mound’); when levelled, they are often noticeable
as black spreads in ploughed fields. They were usually situated close to a water source, like a stream,
or in wet marshy areas. It is generally accepted that they were probably used as cooking places (Ó
Drisceóil 1988). Water was boiled in a regular pit (lined with wooden planks or stone slabs to form a
trough) by the addition of hot stones from a fire close by. O’Kelly (1954, 105–55) showed by
experiment that the large quantities of water can be boiled in this way in about twenty minutes. He
also demonstrated that meat, wrapped in straw and immersed in the boiling water, cooked at a rate of
twenty minutes per pound weight. When the cooking was over the remnants of heat-shattered stones
in the trough were discarded to one side. Eventually, after many episodes of use, these would form a
mound curving round three sides of the trough, hence the horse-shape mound. It is not certain
whether fulachtaí fia were elements temporary hunting camps or of permanent settlements. The
majority of radiocarbon dates place these monuments in the Bronze Age (Brindley and Lanting 1990,
55–6). They are the most numerous prehistoric sites in Ireland, with over 4,500 known examples.
A review of the use of the term ‘fulacht’ in early Irish literature and of references to ‘activities that may
have taken place at such sites’, suggest associations with ‘the cooking and eating of food, washing
and bathing, music and sex’ (Ó Drisceóil 1990, 157– 64). The word ‘fulacht’ means a pit used for
cooking. The second element can be interpreted as either ‘fiadh’ meaning ‘of the deer’ or ‘of the wild’
or ‘fian’ meaning ‘of a roving band of hunters or warriors’ or ‘of Fianna or Fionn Mac Cumhail’ (Ó
Drisceóil 1988, 671–80).
Evidence for Iron Age activity in Ireland (500BC-AD500) remains relatively elusive within the
landscape. Excavations in advance of the construction of the Dundalk Western Bypass included a ring
barrow at Donaghmore (Ó Donnchadha 2009). Dates obtained from this excavation place it within the
Iron Age and indicate a relative continuity in funerary practice from the Bronze Age. The two ring
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barrows incorporated within the study area for the proposed development (CH001, CH006) may
potentially be of Iron Age date.
The early medieval period (AD 400 – c. 1169) was a time of rapid expansion of agriculture.
Throughout this period Ireland was a predominantly rural society characterised by dispersed
settlement. The economy was based on mixed agriculture though the rearing of cattle was seen as
very important. Ringforts and enclosures are indicative of settlement at this time.
Ringforts and cashels are undoubtedly the most widespread and characteristic archaeological field
monument in the Irish countryside. All of the undated enclosures referenced above in the prehistoric
section may equally be of this type and relate to the early medieval period. Aside from them. there are
4 known with the study area (CH002, CH003, CH005, CH007). Ringforts and cashels are usually
known by the names ráth or lios, forming some of the most common placename elements in the
countryside. The ringfort is basically a circular or roughly circular area enclosed by an earthen bank
formed of material thrown up from concentric fosse (ditch) on its outside. Generally, the diameter of
the enclosure is between 25 m and 50 m. A single bank and fosse (univallate) is the most usual form;
double rings (bivallate) or triple rings (trivallate) are rarer. The number of rings of defence are
thought to reflect on the status of the site, rather than the strengthening of its defences. These sites
have endured centuries of erosion, reuse and sometimes deliberate destruction and it is not always
possible to distinguish original features; the overgrown nature of many sites compound the problem
of field recording. However, entrances may be detected where a clear break in the bank is in line with
an uncut causeway over the fosse. Souterrains are often found in association with ringforts (Power
1992, 131), with a particularly high concentration recorded in this region. A single souterrain (CH008)
is incorporated within the study area.
Archaeological excavation has shown that the majority of ringforts were enclosed farmsteads, built in
the early medieval period. Though not forts in the military sense, the earthworks acted as a defence
against natural predators like wolves, as well as human predators. Local warfare and cattle raiding
were commonplace at this time. The construction of so many throughout the country, in a relatively
short period (400–500 years), reflects on the stability and wealth of society at the time, and also its
homogeneity. As well as farming-related activities like corn-grinding and animal husbandry, the
ringfort was home to a wide variety of craft industries, including spinning, weaving, metal- and
glass-working. Dwellings and outhouses were built on timber posts, with walls of wattle, mud or
sods, which usually leave no trace above ground today. Excavation can trace the remains of these
structures by revealing features like post-holes, stake-holes and sunken hearths. The favoured
locations for ringforts are on the shoulder of ridges or at breaks of slopes. Many have level interiors
created by scarping-up on the downslope and cutting into the upslope. The enclosing element can
change dramatically from a downslope scarped edge to a well-defined bank and fosse on the upslope.
Thus sited, they are often overlooked close-in on one side but otherwise command an extensive view
(Power 1992, 131). The unclassified enclosure within the study area (CH004) may be a ringfort or may
represent an earlier, prehistoric enclosure.
Viking raids were recorded on the Louth coastline in the 9th century, leading to settlement in the
sheltered harbour of Carlingford Lough and the establishment of a longphort at Annagassan, from
which raids could be made further up the River Glyde.
County Louth was occupied by Anglo-Normans in the 1180s, with lands granted to Bertram III de
Verdun by King Henry II. The Irish Bruce Wars 1315-1318 ended with the defeat of Edward Bruce at
the Battle of Faughart, following which John de Bermingham was granted a peerage as the 1st Earl of
Louth. This Earldom became extinct after the Braganstown Massacre of 1329, when de Bermingham,
along with his family and household, were killed by members of the local population. County Louth
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was the site of numerous skirmishes between Irish and English forces throughout the 16th and 17th
centuries, culminating at the Battle of the Boyne in 1690.

3.2

Toponymy of Townlands

The Irish landscape is divided into approximately 60,000 townlands and the system of landholding is
unique in Western Europe for its scale and antiquity. Many townlands predate the arrival of the
Anglo Normans, and Irish historical documents consistently use townland names throughout the
historic period to describe areas and locate events accurately in their geographical context. The
townland names and boundaries were standardised in the nineteenth century when the Ordnance
Survey began to produce large-scale maps of the country. The original Irish names were eventually
anglicised to varying degrees, depending in part upon the linguistic skills of the surveyors and
recorders. A study of the townland names can provide information on aspects of cultural heritage
including descriptions of the use of the landscape by man and the potential presence of archaeological
or cultural heritage sites or features.
The 12 townlands within the study area are included in Table 7.
English Name

Irish Name

Annaghvacky

Eanach an Bhacaigh

Barronstown

Baile Bharúin

Carrickastuck

Carraig an Stoca

Cavananore

Cabhán an Óir

Clonaleenaghan

Cluain an Líonáin

Courtbane

An Chúirt Bhán

Raskeagh

Ráth Sciach

Rassan
Shanmullagh

Rosán
An Seanmhullach

Sheelagh
Tawnamore

Saileogach
An Tamhnach Mhór

Glossary
eanach – marsh / aonach - fair
bacach – lame person/beggar
baile - townland, town, homestead
barún - baron
carraig – rock
stoca – stocking
cabhán – hollow, cavity, little hill
ór - gold
cluain – meadow pasture
líonán - ravine
cúirt – court
bhán - white
ráth - ringfort
sceach - hawthorn
rosán - brushwood, thicket
sean – old
mullach – top, summit
saileogach - abounding in willows
tamhnach – arable place, field
mór – great, big
-

Treagh
Tré
Table 7—Townland place name evidence (after Placenames Database of Ireland 2016)

3.3

Recent Excavations

The Excavations Bulletin is an annual account of all excavations carried out under license. The
database is available online at www.excavations.ie and includes excavations from 1985 to 2018. This
database was consulted as part of the desktop research for this report to establish if any
archaeological investigations had been carried out within the townlands incorporated by the study
area.
County: Louth
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Site name: RASKEAGH
Sites and Monuments Record No.: SMR 4:21
Licence number: 05E0180
Author: Carmel Duffy
Site type: No archaeological significance
ITM: E 703729m, N 812609m
Test-trenching was carried out in January 2005 before the erection of a single dwelling at Raskeagh,
Kilcurry, Dundalk. Three trenches were opened. They contained no archaeological material.

County: Louth
Site name: BARRONSTOWN/PHILIPSTOWN/RATHMORE
Sites and Monuments Record No.: N/A
Licence number: 11E0208
Author: James Kyle
Site type: Burnt mound, pits related to metal-working
ITM: E 697556m, N 809457m
Testing was undertaken in advance of the proposed N53 Road Improvement Scheme: Barronstown to
Rathmore, in the townlands of Barronstown, Philipstown and Rathmore. The assessment was
undertaken in June and July 2011 on behalf of Louth County Council and the National Roads
Authority.
A total of 5,640 linear metres were excavated within twelve fields. Three archaeological sites were
discovered during the course of the works, which were subsequently fully excavated under this
licence.
Philipstown 1 consisted of two pits. The largest was 1.1 m east-south-east/west-north-west by 1 m and
the smallest 0.72 m east-south-east/west-north-west by 0.66 m. Both features contained iron slag.
Philipstown 2 consisted of a single pit measuring 0.46 m north-south by 0.37 m. It contained iron slag.
Philipstown 3 consisted of a burnt mound measuring 5 m north-south by 3.5 m. A section through the
mound showed it to be 0.13 m deep. It was made up of a charcoal-rich, dark brown-black silt clay
with heat-affected stones.

County: Louth
Site name: Barronstown and Carrickastuck, Hackballscross
Sites and Monuments Record No.: N/A
Licence number: 13E0421
Author: Aidan O’Connell
Site type: Post-medieval
ITM: E 696766m, N 801108m
Testing took place of a proposed realignment of the N53 at Hackballscross, Co. Louth. A total of 15
trenches, of 1320 m, were excavated to subsoil. A single hearth, the remains of a 19th-century house
was recorded at the western end of the scheme. No archaeological finds or features were recorded.
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4

RED ROUTE

4.1

Route Corridor Description

The Red Route commences west of Hackballscross and continues on the existing N53 for
approximately 400 m before deviating north-westwards. It continues to follow this path, bypassing
the settlements of Annaghvacky on the north side until it passes through the L7116 road. At this point
it begins to turn southwest towards the existing N53, also intersecting the L3117 road. After
bypassing south of Scoil Bhríde, it ties-in to the existing N53.

4.2

Likely Impacts

This section evaluates the impact of the Red Route in relation to any identified archaeological,
architectural or cultural heritage constraints (see Appendix 1; Figures 1 and 6–8) falling within the
study area criteria for that route option (see Section 2.2, Table 1). The impacts in relation to
Architectural Heritage and Archaeology and Cultural Heritage are presented separately.
4.2.1
Architectural Heritage
Table 8 evaluates any architectural heritage constraint falling within the study area criteria for the
Red Route option (see Section 2.2, Table 1).
CH
No.

Category

Townland

Summary

CH009

UCH

Rassan

CH019

UCH

Annaghvacky

CH038

UCH

Carrickastuck

Building
Cluster Extant
Single
Building Extant
Building
Cluster Extant

Baseline
Value

Dist.
(m)

Impact
Type

Impact
Magnitude

Medium
/Low

0

Direct

Major

Impact
Significance
Level
Slight

Medium
/Low

0

Direct

Minor

Negligible

Medium
/Low

0

Direct

Moderate

Slight

Table 8—Evaluation of likely impacts on Architectural Heritage for Red Route
There are no Protected Structures, Architectural Conservation Areas (ACAs) or sites listed in the
National Inventory of Architectural Heritage (NIAH) within the study area criteria for the Red Route
option (see Section 2.2, Table 1) or within the overall Constraint Study Area (see Appendix 1; Figures
1 and 6–8).
All sites that will be impacted by the Red Route (see Table 8) are unregistered vernacular buildings
with a baseline value of Medium/Low. In all cases impacts are likely to occur as a result of widening
sections of the existing road carriageway that form part of this route option. In the case of CH019 road
widening is likely to require demolition of one of the extant buildings within the cluster with runs
east-west along the existing road frontage. There would also be a loss of a section of the garden of the
property. In the case of CH019 and CH038 demolition of structures is less likely to be required but the
new road is likely to encroach into the existing garden/curtilage of each property.
4.2.2
Archaeology and Cultural Heritage
Table 9 evaluates any archaeological or cultural heritage constraint falling within the study area
criteria for the Red Route option (see Section 2.2, Table 1).
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CH
No.

Category

Townland

Summary

CH002

RMP

Annaghvacky

Ringfort - rath

CH003

RMP

Annaghvacky

Ringfort - rath

CH008

RMP

Carrickastuck

Souterrain

CH010

UCH

Rassan

CH011

UCH

Rassan

CH036

UCH

Carrickastuck

CH037

UCH

Carrickastuck

CH039

UCH

Carrickastuck

CH040

UCH

Carrickastuck

CH041

UCH

Rassan

CH042

UCH

Sheelagh

CH043

UCH

Annaghvacky

CH055

AAP

Sheelagh

Building
Cluster –
Non-extant
Single
Building –
Non-extant
Single
Building –
Non-extant
Building
Cluster –
Non-extant
Single
Building –
Non-extant
Building
Cluster –
Non-extant
Building
Cluster –
Non-extant
Building
Cluster –
Non-extant
Single
Building –
Non-extant
Wetland

CH057

AAP

Annaghvacky

Wetland

CH058

AAP

Carrickastuck

CH065

TB

CH067

TB

CH069

TB

Rassan/
Sheelagh
Sheelagh
/Annaghvacky
Annaghvacky
/Carrickastuck

Raised
Ground
Townland
Boundary
Townland
Boundary
Townland
Boundary

Baseline
Value

Dist.
(m)

Impact
Type

Impact
Magnitude

Very
High
Very
High
Very
High
Medium
/Low

115

None

N/A

Impact
Significance
Level
N/A

100

Indirect

Minor

Moderate

150

None

N/A

N/A

0

Direct

Major

Slight

Medium
/Low

0

Direct

Major

Slight

Medium
/Low

0

Direct

Major

Slight

Medium
/Low

0

Direct

Major

Slight

Medium
/Low

0

Direct

Major

Slight

Medium
/Low

0

Direct

Major

Slight

Medium
/Low

0

Direct

Major

Slight

Medium
/Low

0

Direct

Major

Slight

Medium
/Low

0

Direct

Major

Slight

Medium
/Low
Medium
/Low
Medium
/High
Medium
/High
Medium
/High
Medium
/High

0

Direct

Major

Slight

0

Direct

Major

Slight

0

Direct

Major

Moderate

0

Direct

Moderate

Slight

0

Direct

Major

Moderate

0

Direct

Moderate

Slight

Table 9—Evaluation of likely impacts on Archaeology and Cultural Heritage for Red Route
There are no National Monuments, or sites subject to a preservation order within the study area
criteria for the Red Route option (see Section 2.2, Table 1) or within the overall Constraint Study Area
(see Appendix 1; Figures 1 and 6–8). There are three RMP sites within the study area criteria for the
Red Route option (see Section 2.2, Table 1). There is only a likely impact to one of these sites. CH003 is
an upstanding ringfort located c. 100 m to the north of the Red Route option. Analysis of current
Ordnance Survey mapping and recent aerial photography does not indicate any screening between
this monument and the Red Route option. Therefore, given its proximity, there is a potential for
visual impact/impact on the setting of this monument if the Red Route option is selected. The
significance level is considered to be moderate. Note, it was not possible to directly inspect this site or
the adjacent section of the Red Route corridor during the field inspection (see Section 2.4).
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The Red Route option will intersect with the locations of three areas of archaeological potential
(AAPs) (CH055 and CH057–058). These areas have a higher than normal potential to contain subsurface archaeological features or deposits. Construction of this route option would require
construction groundworks that could impact upon such material. The significance level of this impact
is considered to be moderate in relation to CH058 and slight in relation to CH055 and CH057.
The Red Route option will transect and impact upon three townland boundaries (CH065, CH067 and
CH069). The significance level of the impact to the townland boundary between Sheelagh and
Annaghvacky (CH067) is considered to be moderate as the Red Route option would require the
removal of multiple sections of this townland boundary rather than just a single crossing point. The
affected sections appear to be currently defined largely by hedgerow type field boundaries and are
unchanged from the 1st edition Ordnance Survey (1837). There is also a general consistency with the—
more generalised—Down Survey of 1656. The current draft design for this route option will not
preserve the alignment of any of the affected sections of the circuit.
The Red Route corridor encompasses the sites of nine vernacular buildings or building clusters shown
on the 1st edition Ordnance Survey 6-inch series map. These largely represent the sites of pre-Famine
dwellings and farmsteads. There are no indications of surface remains for these sites, however subsurface remains may still be present. Construction of this route option would require construction
groundworks that could impact upon such material. The significance level of this impact is
considered to be slight.
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5

GREEN ROUTE

5.1

Route Corridor Description

The Green Route commences west of Hackballscross and continues on the existing N53 for approx.
200m before deviating south-westwards. It continues to head in this direction for approx. 500m before
traversing approx. westwards in a manner parallel with the existing N53. It maintains this direction
until it passes the settlements of Annaghvacky, before tying back in to the existing N53 east of the
L3117 road.

5.2

Likely Impacts

This section evaluates the impact of the Green Route in relation to any identified archaeological,
architectural or cultural heritage constraints (see Appendix 1; Figures 2 and 6–8) falling within the
study area criteria for that route option (see Section 2.2, Table 1). The impacts in relation to
Architectural Heritage and Archaeology and Cultural Heritage are presented separately.
5.2.1
Architectural Heritage
Table 10 evaluates any architectural heritage constraint falling within the study area criteria for the
Green Route option (see Section 2.2, Table 1).
CH
No.

Category

Townland

Summary

CH009

UCH

Rassan

CH013

UCH

Sheelagh

CH034

UCH

Carrickastuck

CH038

UCH

Carrickastuck

CH045

UCH

Carrickastuck

Building
Cluster –
Extant
Single
Building –
Extant
Single
Building –
Extant
Building
Cluster Extant
Entrance Extant

Baseline
Value

Dist.
(m)

Impact
Type

Impact
Magnitude

Medium
/Low

0

Direct

Major

Impact
Significance
Level
Slight

Medium
/Low

0

Direct

Major

Slight

Medium
/Low

0

Direct

Minor

Negligible

Medium
/Low

0

Direct

Moderate

Slight

Medium
/Low

0

Direct

Major

Slight

Table 10—Evaluation of likely impacts on Architectural Heritage for Green Route
There are no Protected Structures, Architectural Conservation Areas (ACAs) or sites listed in the
National Inventory of Architectural Heritage (NIAH) within the study area criteria for the Green
Route option (see Section 2.2, Table 1) or within the overall Constraint Study Area (see Appendix 1;
Figures 2 and 6–8).
All sites that will be impacted by the Green Route (see Table 10Table 8) are unregistered sites with a
baseline value of Medium/Low; with one exception (CH045) all are vernacular buildings. In all cases
impacts are likely to occur as a result of widening sections of the existing road carriageway that form
part of this route option. In the case of CH009 road widening is likely to require demolition of one of
the extant buildings within the cluster with runs east-west along the existing road frontage,
Demolition may also be required of the building at CH013. There would also be a loss of a section of
the garden of both properties. In the case of CH034 and CH038, demolition of structures is less likely
to be required but the new road is likely to encroach into the existing garden/curtilage of each
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property. The entranceway (CH045) will need to be reconfigured as part of the realignment of the online section of this route option.
5.2.2
Archaeology and Cultural Heritage
Table 11 evaluates any archaeological or cultural heritage constraint falling within the study area
criteria for the Green Route option (see Section 2.2, Table 1).
CH
No.

Category

Townland

Summary

CH004

RMP

Annaghvacky

Enclosure

CH008

RMP

Carrickastuck

Souterrain

CH010

UCH

Rassan

CH011

UCH

Rassan

CH014

UCH

Sheelagh

CH015

UCH

Sheelagh

CH035

UCH

Carrickastuck

CH036

UCH

Carrickastuck

CH037

UCH

Carrickastuck

CH039

UCH

Carrickastuck

CH040

UCH

Carrickastuck

CH041

UCH

Rassan

CH055

AAP

Sheelagh

Building
Cluster –
Non-extant
Single
Building –
Non-extant
Single
Building –
Non-extant
Single
Building –
Non-extant
Building
Cluster –
Non-extant
Single
Building –
Non-extant
Building
Cluster –
Non-extant
Single
Building –
Non-extant
Building
Cluster –
Non-extant
Building
Cluster –
Non-extant
Wetland

CH056

AAP

Annaghvacky

Wetland

CH057

AAP

Annaghvacky

Wetland

CH058

AAP

Carrickastuck

CH061

AAP

Annaghvacky

Raised
Ground
Nearby RMP

CH065

TB

CH067

TB

CH068

TB

CH070

TB

Rassan/
Sheelagh
Sheelagh
/Annaghvacky
Shanmullagh/
Annaghvacky
Annaghvacky/

Townland
Boundary
Townland
Boundary
Townland
Boundary
Townland

Baseline
Value

Dist.
(m)

Impact
Type

Impact
Magnitude

Very
High
Very
High
Medium
/Low

60

None

N/A

Impact
Significance
Level
N/A

150

None

N/A

N/A

0

Direct

Major

Slight

Medium
/Low

0

Direct

Major

Slight

Medium
/Low

0

Direct

Major

Slight

Medium
/Low

0

Direct

Major

Slight

Medium
/Low

0

Direct

Major

Slight

Medium
/Low

0

Direct

Major

Slight

Medium
/Low

0

Direct

Major

Slight

Medium
/Low

0

Direct

Major

Slight

Medium
/Low

0

Direct

Major

Slight

Medium
/Low

0

Direct

Major

Slight

Medium
/Low
Medium
/Low
Medium
/Low
Medium
/High
Medium
/High
Medium
/High
Medium
/High
Medium
/High
Medium

0

Direct

Major

Slight

0

Direct

Major

Slight

0

Direct

Major

Slighte

0

Direct

Major

Moderate

0

Direct

Major

Moderate

0

Direct

Minor

Slight

0

Direct

Moderate

Slight

0

Direct

Major

Moderate

0

Direct

Moderate

Slight
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CH
No.

Category

Townland

Summary

Baseline
Value

CH071

TB

Clonaleenaghan
Carrickastuck/
Clonaleenaghan

CH073

AAP

Clonaleenaghan

CH074

AAP

Clonaleenaghan

Boundary
Townland
Boundary
Raised
Ground
Raised
Ground

/High
Medium
/High
Medium
/High
Medium
/High

Dist.
(m)

Impact
Type

Impact
Magnitude

Impact
Significance
Level

0

Direct

Moderate

Slight

0

Direct

Major

Moderate

0

Direct

Major

Moderate

Table 11—Evaluation of likely impacts on Archaeology and Cultural Heritage for Green Route
There are no National Monuments, or sites subject to a preservation order within the study area
criteria for the Green Route option (see Section 2.2, Table 1) or within the overall Constraint Study
Area (see Appendix 1; Figures 2 and 6–8). There are two RMP sites within the study area criteria for
the Green Route option (see Section 2.2, Table 1). None of these sites should be impacted by this route
option.
The Green Route option will intersect with the locations of seven areas of archaeological potential
(AAPs) (CH055–058; CH061 and CH073–074). These areas have a higher than normal potential to
contain sub-surface archaeological features or deposits. Construction of this route option would
require construction groundworks that could impact upon such material. The significance level of this
impact is considered to be moderate in relation to CH058, CH061 and CH073–074 and slight in
relation to CH055–057.
The Green Route option will transect and impact upon five townland boundaries (CH065, CH067–068
and CH070–071). The significance level of the impact to the townland boundary between
Shanmullagh and Annaghvacky (CH068) is considered to be moderate as the Green Route option
would require the potential removal of a 60-80 m long section of this townland boundary rather than
just a single crossing point. The affected section appears to be currently defined largely by hedgerow
type field boundaries and is unchanged from the 1 st edition Ordnance Survey (1837). There is some
deviation from the—more generalised—Down Survey of 1656. The current draft design for the Green
Route will not preserve the alignment of the removed section.
The Green Route corridor encompasses the sites of ten vernacular buildings or building clusters
shown on the 1st edition Ordnance Survey 6-inch series map. These largely represent the sites of preFamine dwellings and farmsteads. There are no indications of surface remains for these sites,
however sub-surface remains may still be present. Construction of this route option would require
construction groundworks that could impact upon such material. The significance level of this impact
is considered to be slight.
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6

BLUE ROUTE

6.1

Route Corridor Description

The Blue Route commences west of Hackballscross and stays online for approximately 1.2 km before
turning offline in a south-westward direction. It bypasses the centre of Annaghvacky before tying
back into the existing N53 east of the L3117 road.

6.2

Likely Impacts

This section evaluates the impact of the Blue Route in relation to any identified archaeological,
architectural or cultural heritage constraints (see Appendix 1; Figures 1–4) falling within the study
area criteria for that route option (see Section 2.2, Table 1). The impacts in relation to Architectural
Heritage and Archaeology and Cultural Heritage are presented separately.
6.2.1
Architectural Heritage
Table 12 evaluates any architectural heritage constraint falling within the study area criteria for the
Blue Route option (see Section 2.2, Table 1).
CH
No.

Category

Townland

Summary

CH009

UCH

Rassan

CH013

UCH

Sheelagh

CH038

UCH

Carrickastuck

CH045

UCH

Carrickastuck

Building
Cluster –
Extant
Single
Building –
Extant
Building
Cluster –
Extant
Entrance –
Extaant

Baseline
Value

Dist.
(m)

Impact
Type

Impact
Magnitude

Medium
/Low

0

Direct

Major

Impact
Significance
Level
Slight

Medium
/Low

0

Direct

Major

Slight

Medium
/Low

0

Direct

Moderate

Slight

Medium
/Low

0

Direct

Major

Slight

Table 12—Evaluation of likely impacts on Architectural Heritage for Blue Route
There are no Protected Structures, Architectural Conservation Areas (ACAs) or sites listed in the
National Inventory of Architectural Heritage (NIAH) within the study area criteria for the Blue Route
option (see Section 2.2, Table 1) or within the overall Constraint Study Area (see Appendix 1; Figures
3 and 6–8).
All sites that will be impacted by the Blue Route (see Table 12) are unregistered sites with a baseline
value of Medium/Low; with one exception (CH045) all are vernacular buildings. In all cases impacts
are likely to occur as a result of widening sections of the existing road carriageway that form part of
this route option. In the case of CH009 road widening is likely to require demolition of one of the
extant buildings within the cluster with runs east-west along the existing road frontage, Demolition
may also be required of the building at CH013. There would also be a loss of a section of the garden of
both properties. In the case of CH038, demolition of structures is less likely to be required but the new
road is likely to encroach into the existing garden/curtilage of the property. The entranceway (CH045)
will need to be reconfigured as part of the realignment of the on-line section of this route option.
6.2.2
Archaeology and Cultural Heritage
Table 13 evaluates any archaeological or cultural heritage constraint falling within the study area
criteria for the Blue Route option (see Section 2.2, Table 1).
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CH
No.

Category

Townland

Summary

CH008

RMP

Carrickastuck

Souterrain

CH010

UCH

Rassan

CH011

UCH

Rassan

CH014

UCH

Sheelagh

CH015

UCH

Sheelagh

CH029

UCH

Annaghvacky

CH032

UCH

Annaghvacky

CH033

UCH

Annaghvacky

CH036

UCH

Carrickastuck

CH037

UCH

Carrickastuck

CH039

UCH

Carrickastuck

CH040

UCH

Carrickastuck

CH041

UCH

Rassan

CH047

UCH

Annaghvacky

CH055

AAP

Sheelagh

Building
Cluster –
Non-extant
Single
Building –
Non-extant
Single
Building –
Non-extant
Single
Building –
Non-extant
Single
Building –
Non-extant
Building
Cluster –
Non-extant
Single
Building –
Non-extant
Single
Building –
Non-extant
Building
Cluster –
Non-extant
Single
Building –
Non-extant
Building
Cluster –
Non-extant
Building
Cluster –
Non-extant
Single
Building –
Non-extant
Wetland

CH056

AAP

Annaghvacky

Wetland

CH057

AAP

Annaghvacky

Wetland

CH058

AAP

Carrickastuck

CH065

TB

CH067

TB

CH068

TB

CH069

TB

Rassan/
Sheelagh
Sheelagh
/Annaghvacky
Shanmullagh/
Annaghvacky
Annaghvacky
/Carrickastuck

Raised
Ground
Townland
Boundary
Townland
Boundary
Townland
Boundary
Townland
Boundary

Baseline
Value

Dist.
(m)

Impact
Type

Impact
Magnitude

Very
High
Medium
/Low

150

None

N/A

Impact
Significance
Level
N/A

0

Direct

Major

Slight

Medium
/Low

0

Direct

Major

Slight

Medium
/Low

0

Direct

Major

Slight

Medium
/Low

0

Direct

Major

Slight

Medium
/Low

0

Direct

Major

Slight

Medium
/Low

0

Direct

Major

Slight

Medium
/Low

0

Direct

Major

Slight

Medium
/Low

0

Direct

Major

Slight

Medium
/Low

0

Direct

Major

Slight

Medium
/Low

0

Direct

Major

Slight

Medium
/Low

0

Direct

Major

Slight

Medium
/Low

0

Direct

Major

Slight

Medium
/Low

0

Direct

Major

Slight

Medium
/Low
Medium
/Low
Medium
/Low
Medium
/High
Medium
/High
Medium
/High
Medium
/High
Medium
/High

0

Direct

Major

Slight

0

Direct

Major

Slight

0

Direct

Major

Slight

0

Direct

Major

Moderate

0

Direct

Minor

Slight

0

Direct

Moderate

Slight

0

Direct

Major

Moderate

0

Direct

Minor

Slight

Table 13—Evaluation of likely impacts on Archaeology and Cultural Heritage for Blue Route
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There are no National Monuments, or sites subject to a preservation order within the study area
criteria for the Blue Route option (see Section 2.2, Table 1) or within the overall Constraint Study Area
(see Appendix 1; Figures 3 and 6–8). There is one RMP site within the study area criteria for the Blue
Route option (see Section 2.2, Table 1). This site should not be impacted by this route option.
The Blue Route option will intersect with the locations of four areas of archaeological potential
(AAPs) (CH055–058). These areas have a higher than normal potential to contain sub-surface
archaeological features or deposits. Construction of this route option would require construction
groundworks that could impact upon such material. The significance level of this impact is
considered to be moderate in relation to CH058 and slight in relation to CH055–057.
The Blue Route option will transect and impact upon four townland boundaries (CH065 and CH067–
069). The significance level of the impact to the townland boundary between Shanmullagh and
Annaghvacky (CH068) is considered to be moderate as the Blue Route option would require the
potential removal of a 60-80 m long section of this townland boundary rather than just a single
crossing point. The affected section appears to be currently defined largely by hedgerow type field
boundaries and is unchanged from the 1st edition Ordnance Survey (1837). There is some deviation
from the—more generalised—Down Survey of 1656. The current draft design for the Blue Route will
not preserve the alignment of the removed section.
The Blue Route corridor encompasses the sites of 13 vernacular buildings or building clusters shown
on the 1st edition Ordnance Survey 6-inch series map. These largely represent the sites of pre-Famine
dwellings and farmsteads. There are no indications of surface remains for these sites, however subsurface remains may still be present. Construction of this route option would require construction
groundworks that could impact upon such material. The significance level of this impact is
considered to be slight.
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7

PURPLE ROUTE

7.1

Route Corridor Description

The Purple Route commences west of Hackballscross and continues on the existing N53 for
approximately 200 m before deviating south-westwards. It continues to head in this direction for
approximately 500 m before traversing approx. westwards in a manner parallel with the existing N53.
This orientation is continued for approximately 1.6 km as it heads westwards past the centre of
Annaghvacky, before it heads in a northwest direction to tie back in with the existing N53.

7.2

Likely Impacts

This section evaluates the impact of the Purple Route in relation to any identified archaeological,
architectural or cultural heritage constraints (see Appendix 1; Figures 4 and 6–8) falling within the
study area criteria for that route option (see Section 2.2, Table 1). The impacts in relation to
Architectural Heritage and Archaeology and Cultural Heritage are presented separately.
7.2.1
Architectural Heritage
Table 14 evaluates any architectural heritage constraint falling within the study area criteria for the
Purple Route option (see Section 2.2, Table 1).
CH
No.

Category

Townland

CH034

UCH

Carrickastuck

CH038

UCH

Carrickastuck

CH045

UCH

Carrickastuck

Summary
Single
Building –
Extant
Building
Cluster –
Extant
Entrance –
Extant

Baseline
Value

Dist.
(m)

Impact
Type

Impact
Magnitude

Impact
Significance
Level

Medium
/Low

0

Direct

Minor

Negligible

Medium
/Low

0

Direct

Moderate

Slight

Medium
/Low

0

Direct

Major

Slight

Table 14—Evaluation of likely impacts on Architectural Heritage for Purple Route
There are no Protected Structures, Architectural Conservation Areas (ACAs) or sites listed in the
National Inventory of Architectural Heritage (NIAH) within the study area criteria for the Purple
Route option (see Section 2.2, Table 1) or within the overall Constraint Study Area (see Appendix 1;
Figures 4 and 6–8).
All sites that will be impacted by the Purple Route (see Table 14) are unregistered sites with a baseline
value of Medium/Low; with one exception (CH045) all are vernacular buildings. In all cases impacts
are likely to occur as a result of widening sections of the existing road carriageway that form part of
this route option. In the case of CH034 and CH038, demolition of structures is less likely to be
required but the new road is likely to encroach into the existing garden/curtilage of each property.
The entranceway (CH045) will need to be reconfigured as part of the realignment of the on-line
section of this route option.
7.2.2
Archaeology and Cultural Heritage
Table 15 evaluates any archaeological or cultural heritage constraint falling within the study area
criteria for the Purple Route option (see Section 2.2, Table 1).
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CH
No.

Category

Townland

Summary

CH001

RMP

Rassan

Barrow - ring
barrow & cist

CH004

RMP

Annaghvacky

Enclosure

CH008

RMP

Carrickastuck

Souterrain

CH035

UCH

Carrickastuck

CH036

UCH

Carrickastuck

CH037

UCH

Carrickastuck

CH039

UCH

Carrickastuck

CH040

UCH

Carrickastuck

CH047

UCH

Annaghvacky

CH048

UCH

Shanmullagh

CH052

UCH

Annaghvacky

CH055

AAP

Sheelagh

Wetland

CH056

AAP

Annaghvacky

Wetland

CH057

AAP

Annaghvacky

Wetland

CH058

AAP

Carrickastuck

Raised
Ground

CH060

AAP

Rassan

Nearby RMP

CH061

AAP

Annaghvacky

Nearby RMP

CH062

UCH

Rassan

CH063

UCH

Rassan

CH064

UCH

Rassan

CH066

TB

CH068

TB

CH069

TB

CH070

TB

CH071

TB

Rassan/
Shanmullagh
Shanmullagh/
Annaghvacky
Annaghvacky
/Carrickastuck
Annaghvacky/
Clonaleenaghan
Carrickastuck/

Building
Cluster –
Non-extant
Single
Building –
Non-extant
Building
Cluster –
Non-extant
Single
Building –
Non-extant
Building
Cluster –
Non-extant
Single
Building –
Non-extant
Building
Cluster –
Non-extant
Building
Cluster –
Non-extant

Single
Building –
Non-extant
Single
Building –
Non-extant
Single
Building –
Non-extant
Townland
Boundary
Townland
Boundary
Townland
Boundary
Townland
Boundary
Townland

Dist.
(m)

Impact
Type

Impact
Magnitude

Impact
Significance
Level

50

Indirect

Moderate

Moderate

60

None

N/A

N/A

150

None

N/A

N/A

Medium
/Low

0

Direct

Major

Slight

Medium
/Low

0

Direct

Major

Slight

Medium
/Low

0

Direct

Major

Slight

Medium
/Low

0

Direct

Major

Slight

Medium
/Low

0

Direct

Major

Slight

Medium
/Low

0

Direct

Major

Slight

Medium
/Low

0

Direct

Major

Slight

Medium
/Low

0

Direct

Major

Slight

0

Direct

Major

Slight

0

Direct

Major

Slight

0

Direct

Major

Slight

0

Direct

Major

Moderate

0

Direct

Major

Moderate

0

Direct

Major

Moderate

Medium
/Low

0

Direct

Major

Slight

Medium
/Low

0

Direct

Major

Slight

Medium
/Low

0

Direct

Major

Slight

0

Direct

Moderate

Slight

0

Direct

Major

Moderate

0

Direct

Moderate

Slight

0

Direct

Moderate

Slight

0

Direct

Moderate

Slight

Baseline
Value
Very
High
Very
High
Very
High

Medium
/Low
Medium
/Low
Medium
/Low
Medium
/High
Medium
/High
Medium
/High

Medium
/High
Medium
/High
Medium
/High
Medium
/High
Medium
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CH
No.

Category

Townland

Summary

Baseline
Value

Clonaleenaghan

Boundary
Raised
Ground
Raised
Ground

/High
Medium
/High
Medium
/High

CH073

AAP

Clonaleenaghan

CH074

AAP

Clonaleenaghan

Dist.
(m)

Impact
Type

Impact
Magnitude

Impact
Significance
Level

0

Direct

Major

Moderate

0

Direct

Major

Moderate

Table 15—Evaluation of likely impacts on Archaeology and Cultural Heritage for Purple Route
There are no National Monuments, or sites subject to a preservation order within the study area
criteria for the Purple Route option (see Section 2.2, Table 1) or within the overall Constraint Study
Area (see Appendix 1; Figures 4 and 6–8). There are three RMP sites within the study area criteria for
the Purple Route option (see Section 2.2, Table 1). There is only a likely impact to one of these sites.
CH001 is an upstanding ring barrow with an associated cist located c. 50 m to the south of the Purple
Route option. There is no screening from either vegetation or topography between the site and closest
section of the Purple Route corridor (Plate 1). Therefore, there is a potential for visual impact/impact
on the setting of this monument if the Purple Route option is selected. The significance level is
considered to be moderate.
The Purple Route option will intersect with the locations of eight areas of archaeological potential
(AAPs) (CH055–058, CH060–061 and CH073–074). These areas have a higher than normal potential to
contain sub-surface archaeological features or deposits. Construction of this route option would
require construction groundworks that could impact upon such material. The significance level of this
impact is considered to be moderate in relation to CH058, CH060–061 and CH073–074 and slight in
relation ot CH055–057.
The Purple Route option will transect and impact upon five townland boundaries (CH066 and
CH068–071). The significance level of the impact to the townland boundary between Shanmullagh
and Annaghvacky (CH068) is considered to be moderate as the Purple Route option would require
the removal of a c. 290 m long section of this townland boundary rather than just a single crossing
point. The affected section appears to be currently defined by field fencing and low embankment to
the west and largely by hedgerow type field boundaries towards the east. It is unchanged from the 1st
edition Ordnance Survey (1837) but there is some deviation from the—more generalised—Down
Survey of 1656. The current draft design for the Purple Route will not preserve the alignment of the
removed section.
The Purple Route corridor encompasses the sites of 11 vernacular buildings or building clusters
shown on the 1st edition Ordnance Survey 6-inch series map. These largely represent the sites of preFamine dwellings and farmsteads. There are no indications of surface remains for these sites,
however sub-surface remains may still be present. Construction of this route option would require
construction groundworks that could impact upon such material. The significance level of this impact
is considered to be slight.
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8

BROWN ROUTE

8.1

Route Corridor Description

The Brown Route commences west of Hackballscross and stays online for approximately 1.2 km
before turning offline in a south-westward direction. As it bypasses the centre of Annaghvacky, it
continues with an orientation approximately parallel to the existing N53 for approximately 500 m
before it heads in a northwest direction to tie back in with the existing N53.

8.2
Likely Impacts
This section evaluates the impact of the Brown Route in relation to any identified archaeological,
architectural or cultural heritage constraints (see Appendix 1; Figures 5 and 6–8) falling within the
study area criteria for that route option (see Section 2.2, Table 1). The impacts in relation to
Architectural Heritage and Archaeology and Cultural Heritage are presented separately.
8.2.1
Architectural Heritage
Table 16 evaluates any architectural heritage constraint falling within the study area criteria for the
Brown Route option (see Section 2.2, Table 1).
CH
No.

Category

Townland

CH009

UCH

Rassan

CH034

UCH

Carrickastuck

CH038

UCH

Carrickastuck

CH045

UCH

Carrickastuck

Summary
Building
Cluster Extant
Single
Building –
Extant
Building
Cluster –
Extant
Entrance –
Extant

Baseline
Value

Dist.
(m)

Impact
Type

Impact
Magnitude

Impact
Significance
Level

Medium
/Low

0

Direct

Major

Slight

Medium
/Low

0

Direct

Minor

Negligible

Medium
/Low

0

Direct

Moderate

Slight

Medium
/Low

0

Direct

Major

Slight

Table 16—Evaluation of likely impacts on Architectural Heritage for Brown Route
There are no Protected Structures, Architectural Conservation Areas (ACAs) or sites listed in the
National Inventory of Architectural Heritage (NIAH) within the study area criteria for the Brown
Route option (see Section 2.2, Table 1) or within the overall Constraint Study Area (see Appendix 1;
Figures 1–4).
All sites that will be impacted by the Brown Route (see Table 16) are unregistered sites with a baseline
value of Medium/Low; with one exception (CH045) all are vernacular buildings. In all cases impacts
are likely to occur as a result of widening sections of the existing road carriageway that form part of
this route option. In the case of CH009 road widening is likely to require demolition of one of the
extant buildings within the cluster with runs east-west along the existing road frontage. There would
also be a loss of a section of the garden of from property. In the case of CH034 and CH038, demolition
of structures is less likely to be required but the new road is likely to encroach into the existing
garden/curtilage of each property. The entranceway (CH045) will need to be reconfigured as part of
the realignment of the on-line section of this route option.
8.2.2
Archaeology and Cultural Heritage
Table 17 evaluates any archaeological or cultural heritage constraint falling within the study area
criteria for the Brown Route option (see Section 2.2, Table 1).
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CH
No.

Category

Townland

Summary

CH001

RMP

Rassan

Barrow - ring
barrow & cist

CH008

RMP

Carrickastuck

Souterrain

CH029

UCH

Annaghvacky

CH032

UCH

Annaghvacky

CH033

UCH

Annaghvacky

CH035

UCH

Carrickastuck

CH036

UCH

Carrickastuck

CH037

UCH

Carrickastuck

CH039

UCH

Carrickastuck

CH040

UCH

Carrickastuck

CH041

UCH

Rassan

CH047

UCH

Annaghvacky

CH048

UCH

Shanmullagh

CH052

UCH

Annaghvacky

CH056

AAP

Annaghvacky

Wetland

CH057

AAP

Annaghvacky

Wetland

CH058

AAP

Carrickastuck

Raised
Ground

CH060

AAP

Rassan

Nearby RMP

CH062

UCH

Rassan

CH063

UCH

Rassan

CH064

UCH

Rassan

CH066

TB

Rassan/

Single
Building –
Non-extant
Building
Cluster –
Non-extant
Single
Building –
Non-extant
Building
Cluster –
Non-extant
Single
Building –
Non-extant
Building
Cluster –
Non-extant
Single
Building –
Non-extant
Building
Cluster –
Non-extant
Building
Cluster –
Non-extant
Single
Building –
Non-extant
Building
Cluster –
Non-extant
Building
Cluster –
Non-extant

Single
Building –
Non-extant
Single
Building –
Non-extant
Single
Building –
Non-extant
Townland

Dist.
(m)

Impact
Type

Impact
Magnitude

Impact
Significance
Level

50

Indirect

Moderate

Moderate

150

None

N/A

N/A

Medium
/Low

0

Direct

Major

Slight

Medium
/Low

0

Direct

Major

Slight

Medium
/Low

0

Direct

Major

Slight

Medium
/Low

0

Direct

Major

Slight

Medium
/Low

0

Direct

Major

Slight

Medium
/Low

0

Direct

Major

Slight

Medium
/Low

0

Direct

Major

Slight

Medium
/Low

0

Direct

Major

Slight

Medium
/Low

0

Direct

Major

Slight

Medium
/Low

0

Direct

Major

Slight

Medium
/Low

0

Direct

Major

Slight

Medium
/Low

0

Direct

Major

Slight

0

Direct

Major

Slight

0

Direct

Major

Slight

0

Direct

Major

Moderate

0

Direct

Major

Moderate

Medium
/Low

0

Direct

Major

Slight

Medium
/Low

0

Direct

Major

Slight

Medium
/Low

0

Direct

Major

Slight

Medium

0

Direct

Moderate

Slight

Baseline
Value
Very
High
Very
High

Medium
/Low
Medium
/Low
Medium
/High
Medium
/High

31

Rubicon Heritage Services Ltd.
N53 Hackballscross to Rassan. Archaeological, Architectural and Cultural Heritage Options Appraisal Report.

CH
No.

Category

CH068

TB

CH069

TB

Townland

Summary

Baseline
Value

Shanmullagh
Shanmullagh/
Annaghvacky
Annaghvacky
/Carrickastuck

Boundary
Townland
Boundary
Townland
Boundary

/Low
Medium
/Low
Medium
/Low

Dist.
(m)

Impact
Type

Impact
Magnitude

Impact
Significance
Level

0

Direct

Major

Moderate

0

Direct

Minor

Slight

Table 17—Evaluation of likely impacts on Archaeology and Cultural Heritage for Brown Route
There are no National Monuments, or sites subject to a preservation order within the study area
criteria for the Brown Route option (see Section 2.2, Table 1) or within the overall Constraint Study
Area (see Appendix 1; Figures 5 and 6–8). There are two RMP sites within the study area criteria for
the Brown Route option (see Section 2.2, Table 1). There is only a likely impact to one of these sites.
CH001 is an upstanding ring barrow with an associated cist located c. 50 m to the south of the Brown
Route option. There is no screening from either vegetation or topography between the site and closest
section of the Brown Route corridor (Plate 1). Therefore, there is a potential for visual impact/impact
on the setting of this monument if the Brown Route option is selected. The significance level is
considered to be moderate.
The Brown Route option will intersect with the locations of four areas of archaeological potential
(AAPs) (CH056–058 and CH060). These areas have a higher than normal potential to contain subsurface archaeological features or deposits. Construction of this route option would require
construction groundworks that could impact upon such material. The significance level of this impact
is considered to be moderate in relation to CH058 and CH060 and slight in relation to CH056–057.
The Brown Route option will transect and impact upon three townland boundaries (CH066 and
CH068–069). The significance level of the impact to the townland boundary between Shanmullagh
and Annaghvacky (CH068) is considered to be moderate as the Brown Route option would require
the removal of a c. 290 m long section of this townland boundary rather than just a single crossing
point. The affected section appears to be currently defined by field fencing and low embankment to
the west and largely by hedgerow type field boundaries towards the east. It is unchanged from the 1st
edition Ordnance Survey (1837) but there is some deviation from the—more generalised—Down
Survey of 1656. The current draft design for the Purple Route will not preserve the alignment of the
removed section.
The Brown Route corridor encompasses the sites of 15 vernacular buildings or building clusters
shown on the 1st edition Ordnance Survey 6-inch series map. These largely represent the sites of preFamine dwellings and farmsteads. There are no indications of surface remains for these sites,
however sub-surface remains may still be present. Construction of this route option would require
construction groundworks that could impact upon such material. The significance level of this impact
is considered to be slight.
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9

COMPARISON OF ROUTE OPTIONS

9.1

Architectural Heritage

9.1.1
Summary of Likely Impacts
This section provides a summary overview of the impacts identified in relation to each route option.
The impacts for each route are grouped by significance level. Only constraints where a definite impact
(e.g. Direct or Indirect) has been identified in the detailed evaluations for each individual route option
are itemised. Constraints for which no impact has been identified are treated in aggregate as ‘all other
receptors’.
Table 18 summarises the likely impacts identified in relation to Architectural Heritage for all route
options.
Impact
Significance
Level
Very
Significant
Significant
Moderate

Slight

Negligible
No Impact

Red Route

Green Route

Blue Route

Purple Route

Brown Route

NONE

NONE

NONE

NONE

NONE

NONE
NONE

NONE
NONE

NONE
NONE

NONE
NONE

NONE
NONE

CH009–Building
Cluster (Extant)
CH013–Single
Building (Extant)
CH038–Building
Cluster (Extant)
CH045–Entrance
(Extant)
CH034–Single
Building
All
other
receptors

CH009–Building
Cluster (Extant)
CH013–Single
Building (Extant)
CH038–Building
Cluster (Extant)
CH045–Entrance
(Extant)

CH009–Building
Cluster (Extant)
CH038–Building
Cluster (Extant)

CH019–Single
Building (Extant)
All
other
receptors

NONE
All
receptors

other

CH038–Building
Cluster (Extant)
CH045–Entrance
(Extant)

CH034–Single
Building
All
other
receptors

Preference
Preferred
Intermediate
Intermediate
Preferred
Table 18—Likely Impacts on Architectural Heritage for all route options

CH009–Building
Cluster (Extant)
CH038–Building
Cluster (Extant)
CH045–Entrance
(Extant)
CH034–Single
Building
All
other
receptors

Preferred

9.1.2
Route Selection Preference
There are no Protected Structures, Architectural Conservation Areas (ACAs) or sites listed in the
National Inventory of Architectural Heritage (NIAH) within the study area criteria for any of the
route options (see Section 2.2, Table 1) or within the overall Constraint Study Area (see Appendix 1;
Figures 1–8). All identified likely impacts will occur to undesignated receptors with baseline values as
assessed by Rubicon Heritage Services Ltd of medium/low.
There are no impacts for any of the route corridor options that are considered to be Very Significant,
Significant or Moderate. All impacts to Architectural Heritage constraints for each option are
considered to be Slight or Negligible. There are strong qualitative similarities in the impacts for each
route such as with regard to the type of receptor affected, cause for the impact and its overall
magnitude. As a result, quantitative as well as qualitative factors have informed the evaluation of the
different route options.
Red Route: The Red Route is primarily a greenfield route, utilising the existing N53 alignment for only
400 m before deviating northwards and rejoining the N53 at Rassan. Two likely direct impacts which
have an impact level of slight have been identified for this route option. Both relate to potential
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impacts to either individual vernacular buildings or clusters of vernacular buildings shown on the 1st
edition Ordnance Survey 6-inch series map. These largely represent pre-Famine dwellings and
farmsteads. In all cases the likely impact is as a result of demolition/potential removal of a structure.
There is one likely direct impact with an impact level of negligible; this will occur as the result of
encroachment into the garden/curtilage of a vernacular building.
The Red Route is considered to be a Preferred Route based on the evaluation of the architectural or
heritage impacts.
Green Route: The Green Route is primarily a greenfield route that utilises the existing N53 for c. 200 m
before deviating south-westwards. It ties back into the existing N53 east of the L3117 road. Four likely
direct impacts which have an impact level of slight have been identified for this route option. Three
relate to potential impacts on either individual vernacular buildings or clusters of vernacular
buildings shown on the 1st edition Ordnance Survey 6-inch series map. These largely represent preFamine dwellings and farmsteads. In all cases the likely impact is as a result of demolition/potential
removal of a structure. There is one likely direct impact with an impact level of negligible; this will
occur as the result of encroachment into the garden/curtilage of a vernacular building.
The Green Route is considered to be an Intermediate route option based on the evaluation of the
architectural heritage impacts.
Blue Route: The Blue Route stays online for approximately 1.2 km before deviating into greenfield to
the south of the existing road. It ties back into the existing N53 east of the L3117 road. Four likely
direct impacts which have an impact level of slight have been identified for this route option. Three
relate to potential impacts on either individual vernacular buildings or clusters of vernacular
buildings shown on the 1st edition Ordnance Survey 6-inch series map. These largely represent preFamine dwellings and farmsteads. The likely impacts are as a result of demolition/potential removal
of a structure.
The Blue Route is considered to be an Intermediate route option based on the evaluation of the
architectural impacts.
Purple Route: The Purple Route continues on the existing N53 for approximately 200 m before
deviating south-westwards. It continues through greenfield for approximately 1.6 km westwards
before rejoining the existing N53. Two likely direct impacts which have an impact level of slight have
been identified for this route option. One relates to a potential impact on a cluster of vernacular
buildings shown on the 1st edition Ordnance Survey 6-inch series map. These largely represent preFamine dwellings and farmsteads. The likely impact is as a result of demolition/potential removal of a
structure. There is one likely direct impact with an impact level of negligible; this will occur as the
result of encroachment into the garden/curtilage of a vernacular building.
The Purple Route is considered to be a Preferred route option based on the evaluation of the
architectural impacts.
Brown Route: The Brown Route stays online for approximately 1.2 km before deviating into greenfield
south of the existing road. As it bypasses the centre of Annaghvacky, it continues with an orientation
approximately parallel to the existing N53 for approximately 500 m before it heads in a northwest
direction to tie back in with the existing N53. Three likely direct impacts which have an impact level
of slight have been identified for this route option. Two relate to potential impacts on clusters of
vernacular buildings shown on the 1st edition Ordnance Survey 6-inch series map. These largely
represent pre-Famine dwellings and farmsteads. In all cases the likely impact is as a result of

34

Rubicon Heritage Services Ltd.
N53 Hackballscross to Rassan. Archaeological, Architectural and Cultural Heritage Options Appraisal Report.

demolition/potential removal of a structure. There is one likely direct impact with an impact level of
negligible; this will occur as the result of encroachment into the garden/curtilage of a vernacular
building.
The Brown Route is considered to be a Preferred route option based on the evaluation of the
architectural impacts.

9.2

Archaeology and Cultural Heritage

9.2.1
Summary of Likely Impacts
This section provides a summary overview of the impacts identified in relation to each route option.
The impacts for each route are grouped by significance level. Only constraints where a definite impact
(e.g. Direct or Indirect) has been identified in the detailed evaluations for each individual route option
are itemised. Constraints for which no impact has been identified are treated in aggregate as ‘all other
receptors’.
Table 19 summarises the likely impacts identified in relation to Archaeology and Cultural Heritage
for all route options.
Impact
Significance
Level
Very
Significant
Significant

Red Route

Green Route

Blue Route

Purple Route

Brown Route

NONE

NONE

NONE

NONE

NONE

NONE

NONE

NONE

NONE

NONE

Moderate

CH003–Ringfort rath
CH058–Raised
Ground
CH067–Townland
Boundary

CH058–Raised
Ground
CH061–Nearby
RMP
CH068–Townland
Boundary
CH073–Raised
Ground
CH074–Raised
Ground

CH058–Raised
Ground
CH068–Townland
Boundary

Slight

CH010–Building
Cluster
(NonExtant)
CH011–Single
Building
(NonExtant)
CH036–Single
Building
(NonExtant)
CH037–Building
Cluster
(NonExtant)
CH039–Single
Building
(NonExtant)
CH040–Building
Cluster
(Non-

CH010–Building
Cluster
(NonExtant)
CH011–Single
Building
(NonExtant)
CH014–Single
Building
(NonExtant)
CH015–Single
Building
(NonExtant)
CH035–Building
Cluster
(NonExtant)
CH036–Single
Building
(Non-

CH010–Building
Cluster
(NonExtant)
CH011–Single
Building
(NonExtant)
CH014–Single
Building
(NonExtant)
CH015–Single
Building
(NonExtant)
CH029–Single
Building
(NonExtant)
CH032–Building
Cluster
(Non-

CH001–Barrow ring barrow & cist
CH058–Raised
Ground
CH060–Nearby
RMP
CH061–Nearby
RMP
CH068–Townland
Boundary
CH073–Raised
Ground
CH074–Raised
Ground
CH035–Building
Cluster
(NonExtant)
CH036–Single
Building
(NonExtant)
CH037–Building
Cluster
(NonExtant)
CH039–Single
Building
(NonExtant)
CH040–Building
Cluster
(NonExtant)
CH047–Single
Building
(Non-

CH001–Barrow ring barrow & cist
CH058–Raised
Ground
CH060–Nearby
RMP
CH068–Townland
Boundary

CH029–Single
Building
(NonExtant)
CH032–Building
Cluster
(NonExtant)
CH033–Single
Building
(NonExtant)
CH035–Building
Cluster
(NonExtant)
CH036–Single
Building
(NonExtant)
CH037–Building
Cluster
(Non-
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Impact
Significance
Level

Red Route

Green Route

Blue Route

Purple Route

Brown Route

Extant)
CH041–Building
Cluster
(NonExtant)
CH042–Building
Cluster
(NonExtant)
CH043–Single
Building
(NonExtant)
CH055–Wetland
CH057–Wetland
CH065–Townland
Boundary
CH069–Townland
Boundary

Extant)
CH037–Building
Cluster
(NonExtant)
CH039–Single
Building
(NonExtant)
CH040–Building
Cluster
(NonExtant)
CH041–Building
Cluster
(NonExtant)
CH055–Wetland
CH056–Wetland
CH057–Wetland
CH065–Townland
Boundary
CH067–Townland
Boundary
CH070–Townland
Boundary
CH071–Townland
Boundary

Extant)
CH033–Single
Building
(NonExtant)
CH036–Single
Building
CH037–Building
Cluster
(NonExtant)
CH039–Single
Building
CH040–Building
Cluster
(NonExtant)
CH041–Building
Cluster
(NonExtant)
CH047–Single
Building
(NonExtant)
CH055–Wetland
CH056–Wetland
CH057–Wetland
CH065–Townland
Boundary
CH067–Townland
Boundary
CH069–Townland
Boundary

Extant)
CH048–Building
Cluster
(NonExtant)
CH052–Building
Cluster
(NonExtant)
CH055–Wetland
CH056–Wetland
CH057–Wetland
CH062–Single
Building
(NonExtant)
CH063–Single
Building
(NonExtant)
CH064–Single
Building
(NonExtant)
CH066–Townland
Boundary
CH069–Townland
Boundary
CH070–Townland
Boundary
CH071–Townland
Boundary

Extant)
CH039–Single
Building
(NonExtant)
CH040–Building
Cluster
(NonExtant)
CH041–Building
Cluster
(NonExtant)
CH047–Single
Building
(NonExtant)
CH048–Building
Cluster
(NonExtant)
CH052–Building
Cluster
(NonExtant)
CH056–Wetland
CH057–Wetland
CH062–Single
Building
(NonExtant)
CH063–Single
Building
(NonExtant)
CH064–Single
Building
(NonExtant)
CH066–Townland
Boundary
CH069–Townland
Boundary

Negligible

NONE

NONE

NONE

NONE

NONE

No Impact

All
receptors

other

All
receptors

other

All
receptors

other

Preference
Preferred
Intermediate
Preferred
Table 19—Likely Impacts on Archaeology and Cultural Heritage

All
receptors

other

Intermediate

All
receptors

other

Intermediate

9.2.2
Route Selection Preference
There are no National Monuments, or sites subject to a preservation order within the study area
criteria for any route option (see Section 2.2, Table 1) or within the overall Constraint Study Area (see
Appendix 1; Figures 1–8). There are eight RMP sites within the overall Constraint Study Area (see
Appendix 1; Figures 1–8). No likely direct impacts have been identified in relation to any of these sites
and all are outwith the defined route option corridors. Potential indirect impacts (impacts on setting)
have been identified in relation to two of these sites that have upstanding remains (see Table 19 and
discussion below). However, it is possible that such impacts might be mitigated by design.
All other identified impacts will occur to undesignated site or features—such as sites of vernacular
buildings, areas of archaeological potential or townland boundaries—with baseline values as assessed
by Rubicon Heritage Services Ltd ranging from medium/low to medium high.
There are no impacts for any of the route corridor options that are considered to be Very Significant,
or Significant. All impacts to Archaeology or Cultural Heritage constraints for each option are
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considered to be either Moderate or Slight. There are strong qualitative similarities in the impacts for
each route such as with regard to the type of receptor affected, cause for the impact and its overall
magnitude. As a result, quantitative as well as qualitative factors have informed the evaluation of the
different route options.
Red Route: The Red Route is primarily a greenfield route, utilising the existing N53 alignment for only
400 m before deviating northwards and rejoining the N53 at Rassan. Two likely direct impacts which
have an impact level of moderate have been identified for this route option. One is the result of the
removal of three sections of the townland boundary between Sheelagh and Annaghvacky (CH067).
This would reduce the readability of the townland boundary within the landscape, but it is possible
that it could be mitigated by design in the event that the Red Route is the overall Emerging Preferred
Route for the scheme. Another is the result of the route crossing through an identified area of
archaeological potential with baseline values rated medium/high—CH058. It would be advisable to
undertake a geophysical survey of the area at CH058 in the event that the Red Route is the overall
Emerging Preferred Route for the scheme. There is one indirect impact, with an impact level of
moderate identified for this route option. An upstanding ringfort site (CH003) is located 100 m north
of the route corridor. It is uncertain if the existing hedgerows will be sufficient to screen the new road
fully from this site, so there is a potential for a moderate impact on the setting of this monument.
However, it is possible that this impact could be mitigated by design in the event that the Red Route
is the overall Emerging Preferred Route for the scheme.
Thirteen likely direct impacts which have an impact level of slight have been identified for this route
option. Nine of these are as result of the presence of sites of vernacular buildings within the route
corridor (CH010–011; CH036–037; CH039–043). It is possible that some of these impacts could be
mitigated by design in the event that the Red Route is the overall Emerging Preferred Route for the
scheme. Two likely direct impacts are the result of transecting townland boundaries at a single
location (CH065 and CH069). Two are the result of the route crossing through identified areas of
archaeological potential with baseline values rated medium/low—CH055 and CH057.
The Red Route is considered to be the Preferred Route based on the evaluation of the archaeological
and cultural heritage impacts.
Green Route: The Green Route is primarily a greenfield route that utilises the existing N53 for c. 200 m
before deviating south-westwards. It ties back into the existing N53 east of the L3117 road. Five likely
direct impacts which have an impact level of moderate have been identified for this route option. One
is the result of the potential removal of a 60-80 m long section of the townland boundary between
Shanmullagh and Annaghvacky (CH068). This would reduce the readability of the townland
boundary within the landscape, but it is possible that it could be mitigated by design in the event that
the Green Route is the overall Emerging Preferred Route for the scheme. The other four are the result
of the route crossing through identified areas of archaeological potential with baseline values rated
medium/high—CH058; CH061; CH073–074. It would be advisable to undertake a geophysical survey
of the areas at CH058, CH061, CH073 and CH074 at the earliest opportunity. in the event that the
Green Route is the overall Emerging Preferred Route for the scheme.
Seventeen likely direct impacts which have an impact level of slight have been identified for this
route option. Ten of these are as result of the presence of sites of vernacular buildings within the route
corridor (CH010–011; CH014–015; CH035–037; CH039–041). It is possible that some of these impacts
could be mitigated by design in the event that the Green Route is the overall Emerging Preferred
Route for the scheme. Four are the result of transecting townland boundaries at a single location
(CH065, CH067, CH070 and CH071). Three are the result of the route crossing through identified
areas of archaeological potential with baseline values rated medium/low—CH055–057.
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The Green Route is considered to be an Intermediate route option based on the evaluation of the
archaeological and cultural heritage impacts.
Blue Route: The Blue Route stays online for approximately 1.2 km before deviating into greenfield to
the south of the existing road. It ties back into the existing N53 east of the L3117 road. Two likely
direct impacts which have an impact level of moderate have been identified for this route option. One
is the result of the potential removal of a 60-80 m long section of the townland boundary between
Shanmullagh and Annaghvacky (CH068). This would reduce the readability of the townland
boundary within the landscape, but it is possible that it could be mitigated by design in the event that
the Blue Route is the overall Emerging Preferred Route for the scheme. The other is the result of the
route crossing through an identified area of archaeological potential with a baseline value rated
medium/high—CH058. It would be advisable to undertake a geophysical survey of the area at CH058
at the earliest opportunity in the event that the Blue Route is the overall Emerging Preferred Route for
the scheme.
Nineteen likely direct impacts which have an impact level of slight have been identified for this route
option. Thirteen of these are as result of the presence of sites of vernacular buildings within the route
corridor (CH010–011; CH014–015; CH035–037; CH039–041). It is possible that some of these impacts
could be mitigated by design in the event that the Blue Route is the overall Emerging Preferred Route
for the scheme. Three are the result of transecting townland boundaries at a single location (CH065,
CH067 and CH069). Three are the result of the route crossing through identified areas of
archaeological potential with baseline values rated medium/low—CH055–057.
The Blue Route is considered to be a Preferred route option based on the evaluation of the
archaeological and cultural heritage impacts.
Purple Route: The Purple Route continues on the existing N53 for approximately 200 m before
deviating south-westwards. It continues through greenfield for approximately 1.6 km westwards
before rejoining the existing N53. Six likely direct impacts which have an impact level of moderate
have been identified for this route option. One is the result of the potential removal of a c. 290 m long
section of the townland boundary between Shanmullagh and Annaghvacky (CH068). This would
reduce the readability of the townland boundary within the landscape, but it is possible that it could
be mitigated by design in the event that the Purple Route is the overall Emerging Preferred Route for
the scheme. The other five are the result of the route crossing through identified areas of
archaeological potential with baseline values rated medium/high—CH058; CH060–061; CH073–074. It
would be advisable to undertake a geophysical survey of the areas at CH058, CH060–061 and CH073–
074 at the earliest opportunity in the event that the Purple Route is the overall Emerging Preferred
Route for the scheme. There is one indirect impact, with an impact level of moderate identified for
this route option. An upstanding ring barrow with a cist (CH001) is located c. 50 m south of the route
corridor. Currently there is no screening of views between the route corridor and this site (Plate 1).
There is a potential for a moderate impact on the setting of this monument. However, it is possible
that this impact could be mitigated by design in the event that the Purple Route is the overall
Emerging Preferred Route for the scheme.
Eighteen likely direct impacts which have an impact level of slight have been identified for this route
option. Eleven of these are as result of the presence of sites of vernacular buildings within the route
corridor (CH035–037; CH039–040; CH047–048; CH052; CH062–064). It is possible that some of these
impacts could be mitigated by design in the event that the Purple Route is the overall Emerging
Preferred Route for the scheme. Four are the result of transecting townland boundaries at a single
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location (CH066, CH069, CH070 and CH071). Three are the result of the route crossing through
identified areas of archaeological potential with baseline values rated medium/low—CH055–057.
The Purple Route is considered to be an Intermediate route option based on the evaluation of the
archaeological and cultural heritage impacts.
Brown Route: The Brown Route stays online for approximately 1.2 km before deviating into greenfield
south of the existing road. As it bypasses the centre of Annaghvacky, it continues with an orientation
approximately parallel to the existing N53 for approximately 500 m before it heads in a northwest
direction to tie back in with the existing N53. Three likely direct impacts which have an impact level
of moderate have been identified for this route option. One is the result of the potential removal of a
c. 290 m long section of the townland boundary between Shanmullagh and Annaghvacky (CH068).
This would reduce the readability of the townland boundary within the landscape, but it is possible
that it could be mitigated by design in the event that the Brown Route is the overall Emerging
Preferred Route for the scheme. The other two are the result of the route crossing through identified
areas of archaeological potential with baseline values rated medium/high—CH058 and CH060. It
would be advisable to undertake a geophysical survey of the areas at CH058 and CH060 at the
earliest opportunity in the event that the Brown Route is the overall Emerging Preferred Route for the
scheme. There is one indirect impact, with an impact level of moderate identified for this route
option. An upstanding ring barrow with a cist (CH001) is located c. 50 m south of the route corridor.
Currently there is no screening of views between the route corridor and this site (Plate 1). There is a
potential for a moderate impact on the setting of this monument. However, it is possible that this
impact could be mitigated by design in the event that the Purple Route is the overall Emerging
Preferred Route for the scheme.
Twenty-one likely direct impacts which have an impact level of slight have been identified for this
route option. Fifteen of these are as a result of the presence of sites of vernacular buildings within the
route corridor (CH029; CH032–033; CH035–037; CH039–041; CH047–048; CH052; CH062–064). It is
possible that some of these impacts could be mitigated by design in the event that the Purple Route is
the overall Emerging Preferred Route for the scheme. Four are the result of transecting townland
boundaries at a single location (CH066, CH069, CH070 and CH071). Two are the result of the route
crossing through identified areas of archaeological potential with baseline values rated
medium/low—CH056–057.
The Brown Route is considered to be an Intermediate route option based on the evaluation of the
archaeological and cultural heritage impacts.
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Appendix 1 – Inventory of identified sites of cultural heritage significance and/or potential within study area
CH
No.

Category

Legal
status

Baseline
Value

CH001

RMP

LH003019001-;
LH003019002-

CH002

RMP

LH003020----

Very
High

CH003

RMP

LH003021----

Very
High

CH004

RMP

LH006003----

Very
High

CH005

RMP

LH006001001-;
LH006001002-

Very
High

CH006

RMP

LH003018001-;
LH003-

Very
High

Very
High

Description
Barrow - ring-barrow. Situated on a slight knoll in undulating
countryside. Ring-barrow, consisting of a level circular platform
(diam. 5.5m, H 0.5m) enclosed by a fosse (Wth 4.5m) and external bank
(Wth 4.5m, H 1m). In centre of interior is the side slab of a cist (LH003019002-). Local tradition of 'cave' in this 'fort', owing to the discovery
of this cist. Side slab of cist (L 1.6m, H 0.5m, T 0.3m) aligned NNESSW, situated in centre of interior of ring-barrow (LH003-019001-).
Misidentified as a souterrain by Tempest (CLAJ 1912, 26).
Ringfort - rath. Sub-circular area (int. dims. 39m N-S, 37m E-W)
enclosed by much-degraded earthen bank (Wth c. 6.5m, H c. 0.3m
internally, 0.8m externally).
Ringfort - rath. Sub-circular area (int. dims. 34.5m N-S, 30m E-W)
enclosed by degraded earthen bank (Wth 5m; H 0.9m internally, 1.6m
externally) with slight traces of external fosse (Wth 2m) from S-NW.
Entrance gap (Wth 2.9m) at SE.
Enclosure. Current 1:2500 OS 6-inch map shows an oval platform
(max. dims. c. 32m E-W, c. 26m N-S) surrounded by remains of bank
between two fosses. No visible surface traces.
Ringfort - rath. Sub-circular area (int. dims. 31m N-S, 28.5m E-W)
enclosed by earthen bank (Wth 5-6.5m, H 0.2-0.5m internally, 0.9-2m
externally) with traces of external fosse at W. Ancient entrance gap
(Wth 4m) at S. Souterrain (LH006-001002-) in interior. Depression in
surface at NW side of interior of ringfort (LH006-001001-), known
locally as 'Lisadhone', may be remains of a collapsed souterrain.
Inaccessible.
Ringfort - rath. Subcircular area (int. dims. 50m E-W, c. 47m N-S)
enclosed by earthen bank (Wth 4m, H 0.5m internally, 1.7-2.4m
externally), now reduced to a scarp in places and incorporated in a

Townland

ITM_E

ITM_N

Rassan

694171

810470

Annaghvacky

695331

810710

Annaghvacky

696011

810660

Annaghvacky

695591

810010

Shanmullagh

694259

810081

Sheelagh

695421

811120
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CH
No.

Category

Legal
status
018002-

Baseline
Value

CH007

RMP

LH003026----

Very
High

CH008

RMP

LH006103----

Very
High

CH009

UCH

N/A

Medium
/Low

CH010

UCH

N/A

Medium
/Low

CH011

UCH

N/A

CH012

UCH

N/A

Medium
/Low
Medium
/Low

Description
modern stone fence in the SE quadrant. Possible souterrain (LH003018002-) in interior.
Ringfort - rath. Situated on top of a slight natural rise in rolling
grassland. Ring-barrow (max. dims. 24.8m by 20.8m), comprising a
flat, slightly oval-shaped interior (diam. 14m NE-SW) enclosed by a
fosse (Wth 2.2m) on S to W and N to NE. External bank (Wth 3.2m)
visible only from S-W-NE. A modern field fence truncates the fosse
and bank from S-E-NE. The site is referred to as a 'small mount' by
Stubbs (CLAJ 1909, 129).
Souterrain. Isolated souterrain, located in front garden of modern
farmhouse on top of small drumlin. Discovered in 1984 during
building. Present entrance is at S end of souterrain. It consists of a
simple drystone-built passage (L 13.6m, Wth 1.2m, H 1.3m) curving NS to form an S-shaped plan. The original entrance was at the N but was
blocked in antiquity.
Roadside farm / building. Shown on 1st ed 6-inch as 2x cabin
bungalows on N side of road. On 1913 25-inch OS map - retained and
extended / rebuilt in same place; main farmhouse building to west end
of complex (set back from current road) corresponds to building
shown on 1913 25-inch. Building running E-W along road frontage
may incorporate original building shown on 1st edition 6-inch series.
However most of current building is covered in concrete render.
Fabric only exposed at W gable; here it is uncoursed rough stone.
Roadside farm / building. Shown on 1st ed 6-inch as 3x buildings plus
a lime kiln. On 1913 25-inch OS map - demolished. No upstanding
remains.
Roadside farm / building. Shown on 1st ed 6-inch as 1x building. On
1913 25-inch OS map - demolished. No upstanding remains.
Farm. Shown on 1st ed 6-inch as 1x building. On 1913 25-inch OS map
- demolished. No upstanding remains.

Townland

ITM_E

ITM_N

Carrickastuck

696670

810580

Carrickastuck

696870

810300

Rassan

694058

810773

Rassan

694157

810723

Rassan

694196

810742

Rassan

694269

810592
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CH
No.

Category

Legal
status

Baseline
Value

CH013

UCH

N/A

Medium
/Low

CH014

UCH

N/A

Medium
/Low

CH015

UCH

N/A

Medium
/Low

CH016

UCH

N/A

Medium
/Low

CH017

UCH

N/A

Medium
/Low

CH018

UCH

N/A

Medium
/Low

CH019

UCH

N/A

Medium
/Low

CH020

UCH

N/A

Medium

Description
Roadside farm / building. Shown on 1st ed 6-inch as 1x building. On
1913 25-inch OS map - retained and extended / rebuilt in same place.
Extant buildings - single storey dwelling house fronting directly to
road with single storey outbuilding set a right angles to east of it correspond to buildings shown on 1913 map. It is likely that dwelling
house is or incorporates main building shown on earlier 6-inch map.
Roadside farm / building. Shown on 1st ed 6-inch as 1x building. On
1913 25-inch OS map - demolished. No upstanding remains.
Roadside farm / building. Shown on 1st ed 6-inch as 1x building plus
outhouse. On 1913 25-inch OS map - retained and extended / rebuilt in
same place. Demolished some time in 20th C. No upstanding remains.
Roadside farm / building. Shown on 1st ed 6-inch as 2x cabin
bungalows on N side of road. On 1913 25-inch OS map - demolished.
No upstanding remains.
Roadside quarry. Shown on 1st ed 6-inch as Roadside quarry. On 1913
25-inch OS map - Not marked - infilled. Present site level with no
indications of previous quarry.
Roadside farm / building. Shown on 1st ed 6-inch as 2x buildings. On
1913 25-inch OS map - retained and extended / rebuilt in same place.
Adjacent 'Spring'. Current buildings - two storey dwelling house set
back from road with single storey outbuilding attached on north and
further single storey outbuilding set perpendicular at south end correlate to those shown on 1913 map. Single storey outbuilding
attached to north of present building may be the original dwelling
house shown on earlier 6-inch map.
Roadside farm / building. Shown on 1st ed 6-inch as 1x building. On
1913 25-inch OS map - retained and extended / rebuilt in same place.
Current single storey dwelling house set slightly back from road
frontage seems to correlate to this building.
Square shaped area bounded by trees in open fields. Shown on 1st ed

Townland

ITM_E

ITM_N

Sheelagh

694362

810701

Sheelagh

694476

810670

Sheelagh

694474

810653

Annaghvacky

694752

810612

Annaghvacky

694786

810606

Annaghvacky

695086

810895

Annaghvacky

695203

810991

Annaghvacky

695212

810806
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CH
No.

Category

Legal
status

Baseline
Value
/Low

CH021

UCH

N/A

Medium
/Low

CH022

UCH

N/A

Medium
/Low

CH023

UCH

N/A

Medium
/Low

CH024

UCH

N/A

Medium
/Low

CH025

UCH

N/A

Medium
/Low

CH026

UCH

N/A

Medium
/Low

CH027

UCH

N/A

Medium
/Low

CH028

UCH

N/A

Medium
/Low

Description
6-inch as. On 1913 25-inch OS map - Not marked - ?removed. Clumps
of trees in this field but not square shaped. These clumps appear to be
planting on rock outcrops
Roadside farm / building. Shown on 1st ed 6-inch as 2x buildings plus
lime kiln to rear. On 1913 25-inch OS map - demolished. Location
overgrown with trees and srubbery. Modern dwelling house set back
from road may occupy site of limekiln.
Roadside farm / building. Shown on 1st ed 6-inch as 3x buildings. On
1913 25-inch OS map - demolished and rebuilt. Site occupied by
modern dormer bungalow with double garage set well back from
road.
Roadside farm / building. Shown on 1st ed 6-inch as 1x building. On
1913 25-inch OS map also. Current single storey dwelling house with
outbuilding attached to NE gable appears to be the same structure or
replacement structure on same footprint.
School House. Shown on 1st ed 6-inch as 1x building. On 1913 25-inch
OS map - Appears disused by this stage. No upstanding remains.
Roadside corner farm / building. Shown on 1st ed 6-inch as 1x
building. On 1913 25-inch OS map - demolished and rebuilt? Letter
Box marked. Existing building - semi detached single storey dwelling
house with commercial shop building on east appears to incorporate
the 1913 building.
Roadside corner farm / building. Shown on 1st ed 6-inch as 1x
building. On 1913 25-inch OS map - demolished. Site now part of
garden for modern dwelling house. No upstanding remains.
Roadside farm / building. Shown on 1st ed 6-inch as 2x buildings. On
1913 25-inch OS map - demolished. Site occupied by front gardens of
two modern dwelling houses.
Farm. Shown on 1st ed 6-inch as 1x building. On 1913 25-inch OS map
- demolished. Site located in modern pasture field. No upstanding

Townland

ITM_E

ITM_N

Annaghvacky

695068

810537

Annaghvacky

695054

810505

Annaghvacky

695066

810371

Annaghvacky

695169

810445

Annaghvacky

695218

810471

Annaghvacky

695248

810487

Annaghvacky

695357

810627

Annaghvacky

695612

810613
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CH
No.

Category

Legal
status

Baseline
Value

CH029

UCH

N/A

Medium
/Low

CH030

UCH

N/A

Medium
/Low

CH031

UCH

N/A

Medium
/Low

CH032

UCH

N/A

Medium
/Low

CH033

UCH

N/A

Medium
/Low

CH034

UCH

N/A

Medium
/Low

CH035

UCH

N/A

CH036

UCH

N/A

CH037

UCH

N/A

Medium
/Low
Medium
/Low
Medium
/Low

Description
remains
Roadside farm / building. Shown on 1st ed 6-inch as 1x building. On
1913 25-inch OS map - demolished. Site located in modern pasture
field. No upstanding remains
Farm. Shown on 1st ed 6-inch as 2x buildings and planting. On 1913
25-inch OS map - demolished. Site located in modern pasture field. No
upstanding remains.
Large farm with shaded 'demesne area' with associated pond, gardens
and lane. Shown on 1st ed 6-inch as 3x buildings, gardens and
planting. On 1913 25-inch OS map - Extended and named 'Roachdale'.
Gardens turned into an orchard. Pond not marked. Modern farm
complex at site may incorporate any surviving earlier buildings.
Roadside farm / building. Shown on 1st ed 6-inch as 3x buildings. On
1913 25-inch OS map - demolished and rebuilt. Modern dormer
bungalow occupies part of the site. No confirmed upstanding remains.
Roadside farm / building. Shown on 1st ed 6-inch as 1x building. On
1913 25-inch OS map - Appears disused by this stage. Site appears to
be in side garden of modern dwelling house (located to the east). No
upstanding remains
Roadside farm / building. Shown on 1st ed 6-inch as 1x building. On
1913 25-inch OS map - possibly retained / rebuilt in same place. Site
occupied by modern bungalow with garage/outbuilding. Its possible
that either building could incorporate part of the earlier structures.
Roadside farm / building. Shown on 1st ed 6-inch as 2x buildings. On
1913 25-inch OS map - demolished. No upstanding remains
Roadside farm / building. Shown on 1st ed 6-inch as 1x building. On
1913 25-inch OS map - demolished. No upstanding remains.
Roadside farm / building. Shown on 1st ed 6-inch as 2x buildings. On
1913 25-inch OS map - possibly retained / rebuilt in same place.
Eastern roadside building demolished. Modern single storey dwelling

Townland

ITM_E

ITM_N

Annaghvacky

695645

810398

Annaghvacky

695368

810265

Annaghvacky

695681

810162

Annaghvacky

695855

810345

Annaghvacky

695894

810334

Carrickastuck

696365

810189

Carrickastuck

696427

810176

Carrickastuck

696440

810202

Carrickastuck

696559

810185
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CH
No.

Category

Legal
status

Baseline
Value

Medium
/Low

CH038

UCH

N/A

CH039

UCH

N/A

CH040

UCH

N/A

CH041

UCH

N/A

CH042

UCH

N/A

Medium
/Low

CH043

UCH

N/A

Medium
/Low

CH044

UCH

N/A

Medium
/Low

CH045

UCH

N/A

Medium
/Low

CH046

UCH

N/A

CH047

UCH

N/A

Medium
/Low
Medium
/Low
Medium
/Low

Medium
/Low
Medium

Description

Townland

ITM_E

ITM_N

Carrickastuck

696636

810154

Carrickastuck

696704

810141

Carrickastuck

696760

810106

Rassan

694050

810752

Sheelagh

694920

810945

Annaghvacky

695177

810474

Annaghvacky

695123

810514

Carrickastuck

696771

810127

Limekiln. Shown on 1st ed 6-inch only. No upstanding remains.

Sheelagh

694428

810748

Roadside farm / building. Shown on 1st ed 6-inch only as 1x building.

Annaghvacky

695840

810324

house occupies site. May be built on site of the earlier structures.
Roadside farm / building. Shown on 1st ed 6-inch as 2x buildings. On
1913 25-inch OS map - possibly retained / rebuilt in same place.
Current dwelling house on west may be one of these original
buildings however eastern of the two appears to have been
demolished. Site of it now located in garden of modern dwelling
house.
Roadside farm / building. Shown on 1st ed 6-inch as 1x building. On
1913 25-inch OS map - demolished. No upstanding remains.
Roadside farm / building. Shown on 1st ed 6-inch as 2x buildings. On
1913 25-inch OS map - Marked as Post Office. No upstanding remains.
Roadside farm / building. Shown on 1st ed 6-inch as 2x buildings. On
1913 25-inch OS map - demolished. No upstanding remains
Farm. Shown on 1st ed 6-inch as 3x buildings. On 1913 25-inch OS
map - retained and extended / rebuilt in same place. Site located in the
middle of modern pasture field. No upstanding remains, original
access track now forms part of single carriageway local road.
Roadside farm / building. Shown on 1st ed 6-inch as 1x building. On
1913 25-inch OS map - retained and extended / rebuilt in same place.
Single storey dwelling house fronting L17120 local road appears to
correllate to this building. Modern extension at south of building but
core may be original.
Roadside Pump. Nothing marked on 1st ed 6-inch as. Shown on 1913
25-inch OS map. No upstanding remains.
Entrance to Woodbine Cottage - now Carriag. Shown on 1st ed 6-inch.
No structural demarcation or gate posts. Entrance defined by end of
post and rail fence on west and modern block garden wall on east.
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CH
No.

Category

Legal
status

Baseline
Value
/Low
Medium
/Low
Medium
/Low
Medium
/Low
Medium
/Low
Medium
/Low
Medium
/Low

CH048

UCH

N/A

CH049

UCH

N/A

CH050

UCH

N/A

CH051

UCH

N/A

CH052

UCH

N/A

CH053

UCH

N/A

CH054

UCH

N/A

Medium
/Low

CH055

AAP

N/A

Medium
/Low

CH056

AAP

N/A

Medium
/Low

CH057

AAP

N/A

Medium
/Low

CH058

AAP

N/A

Medium
/High

Description
Site located in modern pasture field. No upstanding remains.
Farm Cluster. Shown on 1st ed 6-inch as 6 x buildings. In middle of
current pasture field. No upstanding remains
Farm building in small irregular enclosure. Shown on 1st ed 6-inch as
1x building. In middle of current pasture field. No upstanding remains
Quarry. Shown on 1st ed 6-inch. No upstanding remains
Roadside farm / building. Shown on 1st ed 6-inch as 1x building.
Located in modern pasture field. No upstanding remains.
Farm Cluster. Shown on 1st ed 6-inch as 2 x buildings. Aerial photos
indicate no upstanding remains.
Farm Cluster. Shown on 1st ed 6-inch as 2 x buildings. Site in modern
pasture field. No upstanding remains
Roadside farm / building. Shown on 1st ed 6-inch as 1x building.
Upstanding derelict 2-storey building appears to correlate to this
structure. Constructed of uncoursed and undressed limestone blocks
with slate roof.
Rough ground wetland. Shown on 1st ed 6-inch as including 1x
building plus outhouse. On 1913 25-inch OS map - shows spring and
drainage ditches
Rough ground wetland. Shown on 1st ed 6-inch as. On 1913 25-inch
OS map - shows tussock fields and wetland; currently still wetland
area
Wetland area - also marked (as more extensive) on 1650s Down
Survey. Shown on 1st ed 6-inch and 1913 25-inch OS map. Currently
section to south of N53 have been drained/improved and is under
arable crop
Knoll of high ground. Sharp knoll on S side of N53. Good potential to
have been used as an early historic settlement site. Shown on LiDAR
survey

Townland

ITM_E

ITM_N

Shanmullagh

694329

810443

Shanmullagh

694586

810320

Shanmullagh

694862

810244

Shanmullagh

694870

810223

Annaghvacky

694677

810396

Annaghvacky

696355

810365

Sheelagh

695247

810996

Sheelagh

694355

810791

Annaghvacky

694526

810537

Annaghvacky

696312

810287

Carrickastuck

696384

810172
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CH
No.

Category

Legal
status

Baseline
Value
Medium
/High

CH059

AAP

N/A

CH060

AAP

N/A

CH061

AAP

N/A

CH062

UCH

N/A

CH063

UCH

N/A

CH064

UCH

N/A

CH065

TB

N/A

Medium
/High

CH066

TB

N/A

Medium
/High

CH067

TB

N/A

Medium
/High

Medium
/High
Medium
/High
Medium
/Low
Medium
/Low
Medium
/Low

Description
Knoll of high ground. Sharp knoll on S side of N53. Good potential to
have been used as an early historic settlement site. Shown on LiDAR
survey
Area of archaeological potential due to proximity to RMP barrow and
cist (CH001)
Area of archaeological potential due to proximity to RMP enclosure
site (CH004)
Roadside farm / building. Shown on 1st ed 6-inch as 1x building; no
upstanding remains present, but long narrow enclosure/farmyard
containing building still appears delimited on some modern aerial
photography
Roadside farm / building. Shown on 1st ed 6-inch as 1x building; no
upstanding remains present
Roadside farm / building. Shown on 1st ed 6-inch as 1x building as 3 x
buildings; no upstanding remains present
Townland boundary between Rassan/ Sheelagh; circuit of townland
boundary shows no changes from 1st edition OS (1837); comparison
with 1656 Down survey suggests some possible adjustments to the
boundary have occurred in vicinity of current N53 but remainder of
circuit likely to be largely consistent. Existing boundary largely
defined by hedgerows in where is intersects route corridors off-line.
Section of existing N53 forms part of boundary for a distance of c. 70
m
Townland boundary between Rassan/ Shanmullagh; circuit of
townland boundary suggests some straightening or simplification of
the boundary post-dates 1st edition OS (1837). Sections within route
corridors appear to be defined by hedgerow type field boundaries.
Townland boundary between Sheelagh /Annaghvacky; circuit of
townland boundary shows no changes from 1st edition OS (1837);
comparison with 1656 Down survey does not indicate any substantial

Townland

ITM_E

ITM_N

Carrickastuck

696501

810079

Rassan

694191

810561

Annaghvacky

695627

810108

Rassan

693891

810814

Rassan

693717

810830

Rassan

693712

810861

Rassan/
Sheelagh

Rassan/
Shanmullagh
Sheelagh
/Annaghvacky
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CH
No.

Category

Legal
status

Baseline
Value

CH068

TB

N/A

Medium
/High

CH069

TB

N/A

Medium
/High

CH070

TB

N/A

Medium
/High

CH071

TB

N/A

Medium
/High

CH073

AAP

N/A

Medium
/High

Description
changes. Existing N53 crosses circuit at a single location and forms
part of circut for distance of c. 90 m (this is not part of any route
corridor option). Hedgerow type field boundaries form circuit where it
intersects with off-line route corridors.
Townland boundary between Shanmullagh/ Annaghvacky; circuit of
townland boundary shows no changes from 1st edition OS (1837);
comparison with 1656 Down survey does suggest that the boundary
may have shifted south since that date, but, given the level of
generalisation of the Down Survey map data this cannot be
guaranteed with absolute confidence. A mix of hedgerow and
fencing/low banks appear to define boundary where it intersects with
route corridors.
Townland boundary between Annaghvacky /Carrickastuck; circuit of
townland boundary shows no changes from 1st edition OS (1837);
comparison with 1656 Down survey does not indicate any substantial
changes. Existing N53 crosses circuit at a single location. Circuit
defined by mix of roadside hedgerow and field hedgerow where it
intersects with route corridors.
Townland boundary between Annaghvacky/ Clonaleenaghan; circuit
of townland boundary shows no changes from 1st edition OS (1837);
comparison with 1656 Down survey does not indicate any substantial
changes. Circuit defined by mix of low bank and hedgerow field
boundaries where it intersects with route corridors
Townland boundary between Carrickastuck/ Clonaleenaghan; circuit
of townland boundary shows no changes from 1st edition OS (1837);
comparison with 1656 Down survey does not indicate any substantial
changes. Circuit appears to be defined by hedgerow field boundaries
where it intersects with route corridors.
Cluster of trees on knoll of high ground. There is a mound that seems
to have been covered by stone that is now heavily overgrown. Field

Townland

ITM_E

ITM_N

696022

810085

Shanmullagh/
Annaghvacky

Annaghvacky
/Carrickastuck

Annaghvacky/
Clonaleenaghan

Carrickastuck/
Clonaleenaghan

Clonaleenaghan
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CH
No.

CH074

Category

AAP

Legal
status

N/A

Baseline
Value

Medium
/High

Description
inspection suggests that if not manmade it has at least been
deliberately altered by past human activity. The perimeter of the
mound seems to have been enclosed by a drystone wall that is
collapsed in places. Trees are also growing around the perimeter
which has disturbed the drystone walling. Large base stones noted in
some locations. Located on top of a high point in a field, with good
views to Dundalk bay and elsewhere.
A flat topped mound is present c. 75 m to east of CH073 in same field.
Visible on aerial photography and LiDAR. Field inspection suggests
this could be the location of an archaeological site.

Townland

ITM_E

ITM_N

Clonaleenaghan

696165

810114

Note: The abbreviations that have been used for the ‘Category’ section are as follows:
RMP:
Recorded archaeological monument
PS:
Protected Structure
NIAH:
Site recorded in NIAH
ACA:
Architectural Conservation Area
UCH
Unregistered archaeological, architectural or cultural heritage site
TB:
Townland boundary
AAP:
Area/feature of archaeological potential
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Appendix 2–Legislative and Policy framework
EIA Legislation
EIA Directive 85/337/EEC as amended by 97/11/EC, 2003/35/EC and 2009/31/EC requires that certain
developments be assessed for likely environmental effects before planning permission can be granted.
This original directive and its amendments were consolidated informally in EIA Directive 2011/92/EU
and further amended 2014/52/EU.
Directive 2014/52/EU that among other factors, information is to be provided on:
‘cultural heritage, including architectural and archaeological aspects’ (Annex IV, Section 3)
Each of these assets is addressed within this assessment report.

Cultural Heritage Legislation
Archaeological Monuments/Sites
Archaeological heritage is protected primarily under the National Monuments Acts 1930-2004.
Section 2 of the 1930 National Monuments Act defines the word ‘monument’ as including:
‘any artificial or partly artificial building, structure, or erection whether above or below the surface of
the ground and whether affixed or not affixed to the ground and any cave, stone, or other natural
product whether forming part of or attached to or not attached to the ground which has been
artificially carved, sculptured or worked upon or which (where it does not form part of the ground)
appears to have been purposely put or arranged in position and any prehistoric or ancient tomb,
grave or burial deposit, but does not include any building which is for the time being habitually used
for ecclesiastical purposes’
Under the 1994 Act, provision was made for a Record of Monuments & Places (RMP). The RMP is a
revised set of SMR (Sites and Monuments Record) maps, on which newly-discovered sites have been
added and locations which proved not to be of antiquity have been de-listed by the National
Monuments Service.
In effect, the National Monuments Acts 1930-2004 provide a statutory basis for:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Protection of sites and monuments (RMPs)
Sites with Preservation Orders
Ownership and Guardianship of National Monuments
Register of Historic Monuments (pre-dating 1700AD)
Licensing of archaeological excavations
Licensing of Detection Devices
Protection of archaeological objects
Protection of wrecks and underwater heritage (more than 100 years old)

In relation to proposed works at or in the vicinity of a recorded archaeological monument, Section 12
(3) of the National Monuments (Amendment) Act 1994 states:
‘When the owner or occupier (not being the Commissioners) of a monument or place which has been
recorded [in the Record of Monuments and Places] or any person proposes to carry out, or to cause or
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permit the carrying out of any work at or in relation to such monument or place, he shall give notice
in writing of his proposal to carry out the work to the Commissioners and shall not, except in the case
of urgent necessity and with the consent of the Commissioners, commence the work for a period of
two months after having given the notice.’
Archaeological artefacts
Section 2 of the 1930 National Monuments Act (amended) defines an archaeological object as (in
summary) any chattel in a manufactured or partly manufactured state or an unmanufactured state
but with an archaeological or historical association. This includes ancient human, animal or plant
remains.
Section 9 (1) of the National Monuments (Amendment) Act 1994 states that any such artefact
recovered during archaeological investigations should be taken into possession by the licensed
archaeological director and held on behalf of the state until such a time as they are deposited
accordingly subsequent to consultation with the National Museum of Ireland.
Architectural Sites
In 1997 Ireland ratified the Granada Convention on architectural heritage. This provided the basis for
a national commitment to the protection of the architectural heritage throughout the country. The
Architectural Heritage (National Inventory) and Historic Monuments (Miscellaneous Provisions) Act
1999 and Local Government (Planning and Development) Act 2000 made the legislative changes
necessary to provide for a strengthening of the protection of architectural heritage. The former Act
has helped to provide for a forum for the strengthening of architectural heritage protection as it called
for the creation of a National Inventory of Architectural Heritage which is used by local authorities
for compiling the Record of Protected Structures (RPS). The Record of Protected Structures (RPS) is
set out in each respective county’s Development Plan and provides statutory protection for these
monuments.
Section 1 (1) of the Architectural Heritage (National Inventory) and Historic Monuments
(Miscellaneous Provisions) Act, 1999 states:
‘architectural heritage means all—
(a) structures and buildings together with their settings and attendant grounds, fixtures and
fittings,
(b) groups of such structures and buildings, and
(c) sites, which are of architectural, historical, archaeological, artistic, cultural, scientific, social or
technical interest”
The 1999 Act was replaced by the Local Government (Planning and Development) Act 2000 where the
conditions relating to the protection of architectural heritage are set out in Part IV of the Act. Section
57 (1) of the 2000 Act states that:
‘…the carrying out of works to a protected structure, or a proposed protected structure, shall be
exempted development only if those works would not materially affect the character of –
(a) the structure, or
(b) any element of the structure which contributes to its special architectural, historical,
archaeological, artistic, cultural, scientific, social or technical interest’
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Policy Framework
Louth County Development Plan 2015-2021
HER 1 To promote the implementation of the Draft Louth Heritage Plan2014-2018 and any Louth
Heritage Plan subsequently adopted during the lifetime of this Plan.
HER 20 To protect archaeological sites and monuments, underwater archaeology, and archaeological
objects, which are listed in the Record of Monuments and Places (RMP), and to seek their
preservation in situ (or at a minimum, preservation by record) through the planning process.
HER 21 To ensure that any development, both above and below ground, adjacent to or in the
immediate vicinity of a recorded monument or an area of special archaeological interest (including
formerly walled towns) shall not be detrimental to the character of the archaeological site or its setting
and be sited and designed with care to protect the monument and its setting. Where upstanding
remains exist, a visual impact assessment may be required.
HER 22 Within areas of special archaeological Interest and other sites of archaeological potential
(including formerly walled towns), as listed in the RMP, the Council will require applicants to include
an assessment of the likely archaeological potential as part of the planning application and may
require that an on-site assessment is carried out by trial work prior to a decision on a planning
application being taken.
HER 23 To work in partnership with Meath County Council and the relevant agencies and the public
to promote, understand, conserve and sustainably manage the Battlefield site of the Battle of the
Boyne and to protect and enhance the cultural landscape of the Battle of the Boyne Battlefield
Landscape.
HER 24 That a variation of the Louth County Development Plan 2015-2021 will be proposed, if
required, to make appropriate amendments to the Plan, as a result of any recommendations arising
from the publication of The Irish Battlefields Project.
HER 33 To ensure that any development, modification, alteration, or extension affecting a protected
structure and / or its setting is sensitively sited and designed, is compatible with the special character
and is appropriate in terms of the proposed scale, mass, density, layout, and materials of the
protected structure.
HER 34 The form and structural integrity of the protected structure and its setting shall be retained
and the relationship between the protected structure, its curtilage and any complex of adjoining
buildings, designed landscape features, designed views or vistas from or to the structure shall be
protected.
HER 35 To prohibit inappropriate development within the curtilage and/or attendant grounds of a
protected structure. Any proposed development within the curtilage and/or attendant grounds must
demonstrate that it is part of an overall strategy for the future conservation of the entire complex
including the structures, demesne and/or attendant grounds.
HER 36 To require that all planning applications relating to protected structures contain the
appropriate documentation as described in the Architectural Heritage Protection Guidelines for
Planning Authorities (2011)or any variation thereof, to enable a proper assessment of the proposed
works and their impact on the structure or area.
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HER 37 To require the retention of original features, such as windows, doors, renders, roof coverings
and other significant features which contribute to the character of protected structures.
HER 38 To encourage the reinstatement of appropriately detailed features, such as windows, doors,
renders, roof coverings and other significant features which have been lost, to restore the character of
protected structures as part of development proposals.
HER 39 To promote best practice and the use of skilled specialist practitioners in the conservation of,
and for any works to protected structures.
HER 40 To encourage the retention, sympathetic reuse and rehabilitation of protected structures and
their settings, where appropriate and where the proposal is compatible with their character and
significance. In certain cases, land use zoning restrictions and site development standards may be
relaxed in order to secure the conservation of the protected structure.
HER 41 To ensure that the protection of architectural features of special interest are retained as part of
any proposed re-development, where there is conflict with other development plan requirements
such as open space, car parking, etc.
HER 42 To review and update the Record of Protected Structures to include all structures considered
to be of special architectural, historical, archaeological, artistic, cultural, scientific, social or technical
interest when new information becomes available and to make additions and deletions as
appropriate.
HER 43 To permit the deletion of structures from the Record of Protected Structures and the
demolition or significant modification of a protected structure, only in exceptional circumstances.
HER 44 To seek funding streams for specific priority projects and to assist owners with the repair and
conservation of protected structures.
HER 45 To require that any development within or affecting an ACA preserves or enhances the
character and appearance of the architectural conservation area. Any development should respect the
character of the historic and traditional architecture in scale, design and materials. Regard should be
had to the character appraisal where available/ applicable.
HER 46 To ensure that the redevelopment of the towns of historic interest includes the retention of
existing street layout, historic building lines and traditional plot widths where these derive from
medieval or earlier origins.
HER 47 To retain any building in an ACA that makes a positive contribution to the character or
appearance of the area. Demolition will only be considered in exceptional circumstances.
Applications for demolition shall be accompanied by a measured and photographic survey, condition
report and architectural heritage assessment. An assessment of the impact of the replacement
building on the character of the ACA will be required.
HER 48 To require that any development proposal takes account of the Council’s specific ACA
objectives contained in Appendix 5, Volume2(b) and the objectives as set out in the ACA character
appraisal,where applicable.
HER 49 To require that any new development on the periphery of an ACA does not detract from the
existing character of the designated ACA.
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HER 50 To ensure that the protection of architectural features of special interest within the ACA are
retained as part of any proposed re-development, where there is conflict with other development plan
requirements such as open space, car parking, etc.
HER 51 To ensure that any new infrastructure (installed either by the Local Authority or by Public or
Private Sector Utility Companies) shall not be located / positioned where it will be detrimental to the
character of the ACA.
HER 52 To ensure that any new trading bays and their associated signage shall not be located where
it will be detrimental to the character of the ACA or any important building or vista in the ACA.
HER 53 To ensure that the external finish and painted finish of buildings in the ACA are appropriate
to the character of the ACA. Changes which affect the special character of the ACA will not be
acceptable. Any proposal for the alteration of the external finish requires planning permission. Muted
colours will be preferable and garish colours or painting of shop-fronts or facades for brand identity
shall not be permitted.
HER 54 To retain surviving medieval plots and street patterns in the ACAs, and other towns and
villages where in evidence and in the course of development, to record and mark evidence of ancient
boundaries and layouts etc.
HER 55 To ensure that new development will not adversely affect the site, setting or views to and
from historic gardens and designed landscapes.
HER 56 To require that any proposals for new development in designed landscapes and demesnes
include an appraisal of the landscape, designed views and vistas, and an assessment of significant
trees or groups of trees, as appropriate.
HER 57 To require applicants for proposed large scale developments within the Designed Landscapes
and Demesnes utilise 3D Digital Survey Modelling tools to demonstrate that the proposed
development does not adversely affect the site or its setting.
HER 58 To recognise the importance of the contribution of vernacular architecture to the character of
a place and promote where feasible the protection, retention and appropriate revitalisation and use of
the vernacular built heritage, including structures that contribute to landscape and streetscape
character and discourage the demolition of these structures.
HER 59 Existing stone kerbs and paving stones are to be maintained and refurbished as must as
possible where new kerbs are necessary they are to be of high quality in character with the existing.
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Appendix 3—Terms and definitions used
The following sets out the definitions of the terms which are used throughout the report:
(i)

The phrase ‘cultural heritage’ is a generic term used in reference to a multitude of cultural,
archaeological and architectural sites and monuments. The term ‘cultural heritage’, in
compliance with Section 2(1) of the Heritage Act (1995), is used throughout this report in
relation to archaeological objects, features, monuments and landscapes as well as all
structures and buildings which are considered to be of historical, archaeological, artistic,
engineering, scientific, social or technical interest.
For the purpose of this assessment, each identified cultural heritage site is assigned a unique
cultural heritage number with the prefix ‘CH’.

(ii) A feature recorded in the ‘Record of Monuments and Places’ (RMP) refers to a recorded
archaeological site that is granted statutory protection under the National Monuments Act
1930-2004. When reference is made to the distance between an RMP and the proposed
development site (see below), this relates to the minimal distance separating the site from the
known edge of the RMP. Where the edge of the RMP is not precisely known, the distance
relates to that which separates the site from the boundary of the RMP zone of archaeological
potential as represented on the respective RMP map; where this is applied, it is stated
accordingly.
(iii) An ‘area of archaeological potential’ refers to an area of ground that is deemed to constitute
one where archaeological sites, features or objects may be present in consequence of location,
association with identified/recorded archaeological sites and/or identifiable characteristics.
(iv) The term ‘proposed development site’ refers to the defined area of land within which the
proposed development, including access tracks etc, may be constructed.
(v) In relation to the term ‘study area’ please see Section 1.3 above.
(vi) The term ‘receiving environment’ refers to the broader landscape within which the study area
is situated. Examination of the site’s receiving environment allows the study area to be
analysed in its wider cultural context.
(vii) The terms ‘baseline environment’ and ‘cultural heritage resource’ refer to the existing,
identifiable environment against which potential impacts of the proposed scheme may be
measured.
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Appendix 4—Glossary and definition of archaeological terms
Barracks A building or group of buildings used to house members of the police or armed forces.
These date from the late 17th century AD onwards.
Brewery A commercial complex of buildings for the brewing of beer. These date from the 19th
century AD onwards.
Bridge A structure of wood, stone, iron, brick or concrete, etc., built to span a river or ravine in order
to facilitate the crossing of pedestrians or vehicles. These date from the medieval period (5th - 12th
centuries AD) onwards.
Burial ground An area of ground, set apart for the burial of the dead, not associated with a church.
These date from the medieval period (5th - 16th centuries AD) onwards. See also Children's burial
ground and Graveyard.
Castle (unclassified) A castle that cannot be more precisely classified. They can date from the late
12th to the 16th century AD. See also Castle - Anglo-Norman masonry castle; Castle - hall-house;
Castle - motte; Castle - motte and bailey; Castle - ringwork; Castle - ringwork and bailey; Castle tower house.
Chapel A free-standing building which is used for private worship. These date from the late medieval
period (c. 1400 to the 16th century AD) onwards.
Church A building used for public Christian worship. These can be of any date from c. 500 AD
onwards.
Corn store A large building used for the storage of grain. These date to the 18th and 19th centuries
AD.
Country house The rural residence of the landed gentry. These houses date from the late 17th century
to the first half of the 19th century AD.
Courthouse A building in which a judicial court is held. These date from the 16th century AD
onwards.
Enclosure An area defined by an enclosing element (e.g. bank, wall, fosse, scarp), or indicated as such
cartographically, and occurring in a variety of shapes and sizes, possessing no diagnostic features
which would allow classification within another monument category. These may date to any period
from prehistory onwards.
Fulacht fiadh Prehistoric site potentially used for a variety of purposes such as cooking, brewing,
bathing, textile dying etc. Characterised by a crescentic mound of burnt stone; usually located in
damp areas, where the trench (trough) for cooking would fill with water; usually found in groups
(plural: fulachta fiadh).
Graveyard The burial area around a church. These date from the medieval period (5th-16th centuries)
onwards.
Headstone An upright stone placed over the head of a grave. These date from 17th century AD
onwards.
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Hermitage A secluded place, either a man-made structure or a natural feature, such as a cave, where
a hermit lived. These date from the medieval period (5th-16th centuries AD).
Historic town A settlement of pre-AD 1700 date that occupied a central position in the
communications network, functioned as a market centre and had an organised layout of streets with a
significant density of houses and associated land plots. In addition, examples of one of the following
monument classes should be present: town defences; castle/tower house; house (which functioned as
a manor house); parish church/cathedral; religious house(s); administrative institution (e.g. town hall,
market-house); judicial institution (e.g. courthouse, prison); monuments indicating specialised
technological production (e.g. mill, kiln, tannery, ironworking site); bridge; hospital; school; quays.
Where only documentary evidence survives to suggest a town was present then the term 'Historic
town possible' applies.
Holy well A natural spring or well associated with a saint or a tradition of cures.
Hospital A building for the care of the sick, aged, infirm and poor. These day from the medieval
period (5th-16th centuries AD) onwards.
House (18th/19th century) A building for human habitation which dates to the 18th/19th century and
which is not classifiable as either a country house or a vernacular house.
House (20th century) A building for human habitation which dates to the 20th century and which is
not classifiable as either a country house or a vernacular house.
Library A building, room or suite of rooms where books, or other materials, are classified by subject
and stored for use by the library's members. These date from the 17th century AD onwards.
Market-house A market building incorporating other function rooms, e.g. theatres, courtrooms,
schoolrooms. In Ireland market-houses are sometimes colloquially referred to as tholsels. These date
from the later medieval period (12th-16th centuries AD) onwards.
Mass-rock A rock or earthfast boulder used as an altar or a stone-built altar used when Mass was
being celebrated during Penal times (1690s to 1750s AD), though there are some examples which
appear to have been used during the Cromwellian Period (1650s AD). Some of these rocks/boulders
may bear an inscribed cross. See also Penal Mass station.
Milling complex A series of post-1700 AD structures associated with milling, including any of the
following: mill, millpond, millrace, engine house, industrial chimney, administrative buildings and
workers' factory.
Mill (unclassified) A mill, including where present the millrace and millpond, where corn is ground
or where raw material is processed. This classification is used, in the context of this database, when it
is unclear whether the mill in question is a water mill or a windmill. These may date from the late
medieval period (c. 1400 to the 16th century AD) onwards.
Pier/jetty A structure, extending out into the water, built of iron, wood or stone, for docking or
accessing ships or boats. They may also serve to protect a harbour, influence the current or tide and
are sometimes used as promenades. These may date to any period from prehistory onwards.
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Prison An establishment where offenders are confined. These date from the late medieval period (c.
1400 to the 16th century AD) onwards.
Quay A stone or timber landing-place built parallel to, or projecting out from, the shoreline, to serve
in the loading and unloading of vessels. These date from the Iron Age (c. 500 BC - AD 400) onwards.
Redundant record Records classed as 'Redundant record' are those that fulfil one or more of the
following criteria: (1) a record identifying a location where, according to documentary sources (e.g.,
published reference, cartographic sources) or personal communication, a monument might have
existed, but which, on inspection, was found not to be an archaeological monument (e.g. a natural
feature); (2) a record classified using a term which is now obsolete (e.g. ecclesiastical remains); (3) a
record created in error, a duplicate record or one which has no supporting evidence recorded on file
or in the database; (4) an archaeological object (i.e. an artefact), e.g. a quernstone; (5) a record entered
as a 'Shipwreck'. Shipwrecks are recorded in a separate database.
Ringfort Early medieval Christian (c. 500 AD to 1100) defended secular settlement consisting of a
bank and external ditch defining a central circular area that contained dwelling structures of
occupants; also called fairy fort, rath, lios, or cashel (the latter constructed of stone as opposed to
earth).
School An establishment in which people, usually children, are taught. These date from the late
medieval period (c. 1400 to the 16th century AD) onwards.
Shambles Structure/structures where animals were slaughtered and/or where meat and fish were
sold. These date from the medieval period (5th-16th centuries AD) onwards.
Souterrain An underground structure consisting of one or more chambers connected by narrow
passages or creepways, usually constructed of drystone-walling with a lintelled roof over the
passages and a corbelled roof over the chambers. Most souterrains appear to have been built in the
early medieval period by ringfort inhabitants (c. 500 - 1000 AD) as a defensive feature and/or for
storage.
Standing Stone A stone which has been deliberately set upright in the ground, usually orientated on
a north-east-south-west axis, although other orientations do occur, and varying in height from 0.5m
up to 6m. They functioned as prehistoric burial markers, commemorative monuments, indicators of
routeways or boundaries and date from the Bronze and Iron Ages (c. 2400 BC - AD 500), with some
associated with early medieval ecclesiastical and burial contexts (c. 5th-12th centuries).
Tomb (chest tomb) A free standing, box-like funerary monument. These date from the 13th century
AD onwards. Examples that are incorporated in a wall are classified as Wall monument. Examples
with an effigy are classified as Tomb – effigial.
Town hall A large building used for the transaction of the public business of a historic town (pre-1700
AD), the holding of courts of justice, entertainments and other activities. In Ireland, town halls are
sometimes colloquially referred to as tholsels.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
AWN Consulting Limited have been commissioned to conduct an air quality route selection
assessment for five route options proposed for the N53 Hackballscross to Rassan Scheme.
The five route options are as follows: Red Route, Blue Route, Green Route, Brown Route
and Purple Route.
The Index of the Overall Change in Exposure identified the number of sensitive receptors
within 50m of the edge of all road links that would experience a significant change in traffic
for each of the routes. The analysis was carried out using the methodology of TII using the
UK DMRB air dispersion model.
The route options with the lowest exposure index are the preferred options from an air
quality perspective, as they lead to the smallest increases (or greatest decreases) in air
pollution. The results of the Index of the Overall Change in Exposure have been used to
rank the route options in order of their potential impact on air quality as shown below:
1. Brown Route – Preferred
2. Purple Route – Preferred
3. Blue Route – Intermediate
4. Red Route – Intermediate
5. Green Route – Intermediate
6. Existing N53 – Least Preferred
The existing N53 is the least preferred route as it has the highest NOX and PM10
exposure indices due to the higher number of properties along the existing route.
There is minimal difference in the results for route options Red, Blue, Green, Brown
and Purple. The results show that the Purple Route and the Brown Route will have
the least negative impact on air quality as the least number of sensitive receptors are
impacted by these alignments. The Red Route, Blue Route and Green Route are all
of intermediate preference. All five route options proposed will result in a beneficial
impact on air quality along the existing N53 route as traffic will be diverted away from
the majority of sensitive receptors. However, the receptors along the new alignments
that were not impacted by the existing N53 will now experience a minor negative
impact on the local air quality.
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1.0

AWN Consulting Ltd.

INTRODUCTION
AWN Consulting Limited have been commissioned to conduct an air quality option
selection assessment for five route options proposed for the N53 Rassan to
Hackballscross Scheme. This report assesses the various route options from their
points of deviation from the existing N53 and presents the most favourable routes in
terms of the air quality impact.

2.0

ASSESSMENT METHODOLOGY
Transport Infrastructure Ireland’s (TII) document entitled “Guidelines for the
Treatment of Air Quality during the Planning and Construction of National Road
Schemes” (TII, 2011) provides guidance on the route selection assessment
procedures in “Chapter 2 - Route Selection”. The primary aspects of the assessment
relate to existing ambient air quality, proximity of sensitive locations and a review of
the overall significance of potential changes in air quality.
The objective at this stage of the route selection process is to indicate whether there
are likely to be significant air quality impacts associated with the proposed route
options. In the current assessment, the number of residential properties within 50m
of the edge of each route have been identified. Traffic data obtained for the opening
year of 2023 has been used in the model as per the TII Guidelines (2011). A
comparison of the proposed routes has been carried out based on a calculation of
the Index of the Overall Change in Exposure to NOx and PM10 resulting from each
individual route.

3.0

BASELINE AIR QUALITY

3.1

Air Pollution Sources
The major source of air pollution within the study area is road traffic, predominantly
that from the existing N53. Air quality is variable and subject to significant spatial
variation, with concentrations generally falling significantly with distance from major
road sources. The highest levels of air pollution are experienced along the existing
N53 with the remainder of the study area generally experiencing rural background
concentrations of pollutants.
A review of IPPC/IED licences issued by the EPA for the region show that there are
no IPPC/IED licenced facilities with emissions to the atmosphere within the study
area for this project (EPA, 2019a).

3.2

Meteorological Data
A key factor in assessing temporal and spatial variations in air quality is the prevailing
meteorological conditions. Depending on wind speed and direction, individual
receptors may experience very significant variations in pollutant levels under the
same source strength (i.e. traffic levels) (World Health Organisation, 2006). Wind is
of key importance in dispersing air pollutants and for ground level sources, such as
traffic emissions, pollutant concentrations are generally inversely related to wind
speed. Thus, concentrations of pollutants derived from traffic sources will generally
be greatest under very calm conditions and low wind speeds when the movement of
air is restricted. In relation to PM10, the situation is more complex due to the range of
sources of this pollutant. Smaller particles (less than PM2.5) from traffic sources will
be dispersed more rapidly at higher wind speeds. However, fugitive emissions of
coarse particles (PM10 - PM2.5) will actually increase at higher wind speeds. Thus,
measured levels of PM10 will be a non-linear function of wind speed.
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The windrose from Dublin Airport Meteorological Station for the years 2014 - 2018 is
shown in Figure 1. Dublin Airport Meteorological Station is located circa 70 km south
of the proposed scheme, however, Dublin Airport meteorological station is
considered the most representative of the conditions in the region of the proposed
scheme due to its similar distance inland to the proposed route options. Long-term
hourly observations at Dublin Airport meteorological station provide an indication of
the prevailing wind conditions for the region (Met Éireann, 2019). Results indicate
that the prevailing wind direction is south-westerly to westerly in direction over the
period 2014 – 2018, with a mean wind speed of approximately 5.5 m/s over the
period.

Figure 1

3.3

Dublin Airport Windrose 2014 - 2018

EPA Monitoring Data and Background Concentrations
Air quality monitoring programs have been undertaken in recent years by the EPA
and Local Authorities. The most recent annual report on air quality “Air Quality
Monitoring Annual Report 2017 (EPA, 2018), details the range and scope of
monitoring undertaken throughout Ireland.
As part of the implementation of the Air Quality Standards Regulations 2002 (S.I. No.
271 of 2002), four air quality zones have been defined in Ireland for air quality
management and assessment purposes (EPA, 2019b). Dublin is defined as Zone A
and Cork as Zone B. Zone C is composed of 23 towns with a population of greater
than 15,000. The remainder of the country, which represents rural Ireland but also
includes all towns with a population of less than 15,000, is defined as Zone D.
In terms of air monitoring and assessment, the proposed scheme is within Zone D
(EPA, 2019b). The long-term monitoring data has been used to determine
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background concentrations for the key pollutants in the region of the proposed
scheme.
The background concentration accounts for all non-traffic derived
emissions (e.g. natural sources, industry, home heating etc.).
NO2 monitoring was carried out at two rural Zone D locations in recent years, Emo
and Kilkitt and in two urban areas, Enniscorthy and Castlebar (EPA, 2018). The NO2
annual average in 2017 for both rural sites, Emo and Killkitt was 3 μg/m3 and 2 μg/m3
respectively; with the results for Castlebar averaging 7 μg/m3. Hence long-term
average concentrations measured at all locations were significantly lower than the
annual average limit value of 40 µg/m3. The 1-hour NO2 limit value of 200 µg/m3
(measured as a 99.8th percentile, i.e. it must not be exceeded more than 18 times per
year) has not been exceeded in any year with average concentrations well below the
limit (Table 1). The average results over the last five years at a range of Zone D
locations suggests an upper average of no more than 11 µg/m3 as an annual mean
background concentration for a purely urban area and 4 µg/m3 for a purely rural area.
Based on the above information, a conservative estimate of the current background
NO2 concentration, for the region of the scheme is 6 µg/m3.

Station

Castlebar
Kilkitt
Emo

Annual Mean NO2 (µg/m3)
th

3

99.8 %ile 1-hr NO2 (µg/m )
Annual Mean NO2
99.8th

(µg/m3)

%ile 1-hr NO2

(µg/m3)

Note 1
Note 2

2013

2014

2015

2016

2017

11

8

8

9

7

65.7

71.2

-

65.6

59.8

4

3

2

3

2

46.3

26.9

-

26.1

17.0

Annual Mean NO2 (µg/m3)

4

3

3

4

3

99.8th %ile 1-hr NO2 (µg/m3)

26.8

25.5

-

35.5

27.5

-

13

9

10

-

-

-

-

72.5

-

3

Enniscorthy

Year

Averaging Period Notes 1, 2

Annual Mean NO2 (µg/m )
99.8th

%ile 1-hr NO2

(µg/m3)

Annual average limit value - 40 μg/m3 (EU Council Directive 2008/50/EC & S.I. No. 180 of 2011).
1-hour limit value - 200 μg/m3 as a 99.8th%ile, i.e. not to be exceeded >18 times per year (EU Council
Directive 2008/50/EC & S.I. No. 180 of 2011).

Table 1 Annual Mean and 99.8th Percentile of 1 Hour NO2 Concentrations – Zone D

Long-term PM10 monitoring was carried out at the urban Zone D locations of
Castlebar, Enniscorthy and Claremorris in recent years. The average annual mean
concentration measured at Castlebar and Claremorris in 2017 was 11 μg/m3 (Error!
Reference source not found.Table 2). Long-term PM10 measurements carried out at
the rural Zone D location in Killkitt in 2017 gave an average level of 8 μg/m3 (EPA,
2018). The maximum 24-hour concentration (as a 90th%ile) at each of the Zone D
locations is shown in Table 2. The long-term 24-hour concentration (measured as a
90th%ile) is 23.1 μg/m3 for the urban sites or 16.1 μg/m3 for the rural location. The
average results over the last five years at a range of Zone D locations suggests an
upper average of no more than 19 µg/m3 as an annual mean background
concentration for a purely urban area and 10 µg/m3 for a purely rural area. Based on
the above information a conservative estimate of the current background PM10
concentration for the region of the scheme is 12 µg/m3.
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Station

Castlebar

AWN Consulting Ltd.

Annual Mean PM10 (µg/m3)

2013
15

2014
12

2015
13

2016
12

2017
11

90th %ile 24-hr PM10 (µg/m3)

26.9

20.9

22.2

20.0

19.1

3

Killkitt
Claremorris
Enniscorthy
Note 1
Note 2

Year

Averaging Period Notes 1, 2

Annual Mean PM10 (µg/m )

11

9

9

8

8

90th %ile 24-hr PM10 (µg/m3)

18.6

15.4

17.7

15.0

14.0

Annual Mean PM10 (µg/m3)

13

10

10

10

11

21.0

15.2

16.5

17.4

17.3

-

22

18

17

-

-

37.3

33.8

32.3

-

90th

%ile 24-hr PM10

(µg/m3)

Annual Mean PM10 (µg/m3)
90th

%ile 24-hr PM10

(µg/m3)

Annual average limit value - 40 μg/m3 (EU Council Directive 2008/50/EC & S.I. No. 180 of 2011).
24-hour limit value - 50 μg/m3 as a 90.4th%ile, i.e. not to be exceeded >35 times per year (EU Council
Directive 1999/30/EC & S.I. No. 180 of 2011).

Table 2 Annual Mean and 90th Percentile 24-hr PM10 Concentrations – Zone D

4.0

SENSITIVE RECEPTORS
The number of receptors sensitive to air quality within 50m of the edge of each of the
proposed routes has been determined as per TII guidelines. Receptors for the
purpose of this assessment are regarded as residential buildings, healthcare
facilities. educational facilities, places of worship. sports and recreational facilities
and shopping areas (TII, 2011). At this stage of the assessment no further distinction
is made between different types of property. The results of this exercise were used
for calculation of the Index of Overall Change in Exposure (see Section 6). The
numbers of sensitive receptors along each route are included in the detailed Tables 4
and 5.

5.0

IMPACTS ON SENSITIVE ECOSYSTEMS
The EC Directive 92/43/EEC on the Conservation of Natural Habitats and of Wild
Fauna and Flora (the “Habitats Directive”) requires an Appropriate Assessment to be
carried out where there is likely to be a significant impact upon a European protected
site. TII requires the Air Quality Specialist to liaise with an ecologist on schemes
where there is a European protected site within 2km of the route. However, as the
potential impact of a scheme is limited to local level, detailed consideration need only
be given to roads where there is a significant change to traffic flows (>5%) and the
designated site lies within 200m of the road centre line. Where these two
requirements are fulfilled, the assessment at the route selection stage involves a
calculation of nitrogen oxides (NOx) concentrations using the UK DMRB screening
method as recommended by TII (2011).
There are no designated sites within 2km of the proposed route options and as such,
a detailed assessment was not necessary.

6.0

CALCULATION OF THE INDEX OF OVERALL CHANGE IN EXPOSURE
The calculation of the Index of Overall Change in Exposure allows a comparison of
the overall air quality impact on people from each route option to be carried out. The
Index is based on identifying the number of sensitive receptor locations (e.g.
residential properties) within 50m of the edge of all road links that would experience a
significant change in traffic for each of the routes. The change in emissions is
influenced by changes in traffic flow, composition and speed. The analysis was
carried out using the methodology of TII (TII, 2011) using the UK DMRB air
dispersion model (UK DEFRA, 2007).

_____________________________________________________________________________________________________

Page 8 of 13

CN/19/10888AR01_2

AWN Consulting Ltd.

Pollution from traffic sources increases at low traffic speeds and during congested
traffic conditions. An improvement in the road infrastructure is likely to improve traffic
flow, relative to the current alignment. In addition, the number of receptors directly
impacted by the proposed routes will be less than the current route, thus all of the
proposed routes are prefereable to the existing alignment with respect to air quality.
A summary of the calculated Index of Overall Change in Exposure for the proposed
routes is provided in Table 3. Detailed results of the analysis for each route are
provided in Table 4 and Table 5. Analysis of how the proposed route options will
benefit the air quality along the existing N53 route by diverting traffic away is also
provided for comparison purposes in Tables 6 and 7. The route option with the lowest
exposure index is the preferred option from an air quality perspective, as it leads to
the smallest increases (or greatest decreases) in air pollution at sensitive receptors.
The results of the Index of Overall Change in Exposure have been used to rank the
route options in order of their potential impact on air quality as shown below:
1. Brown Route – Preferred
2. Purple Route – Preferred
3. Blue Route – Intermediate
4. Red Route – Intermediate
5. Green Route – Intermediate
6. Existing N53 – Least Preferred
The existing N53 is the least preferred route as it has the highest NOX and PM10
exposure indices due to the higher number of properties along the existing route.
There is minimal difference in the results for route options Red, Blue, Green, Brown
and Purple. The results show that the Purple Route and the Brown Route will have
the least negative impact on air quality as the least number of sensitive receptors are
impacted by these alignments. The Red Route, Green Route and Blue Route are all
of intermediate preference (see Table 3). All five route options proposed will result in
a beneficial impact on air quality along the existing N53 route as traffic will be
diverted away from the majority of sensitive receptors. However, the receptors along
the new alignments that were not impacted by the existing N53 will now experience a
minor negative impact on the local air quality.

Route

NOx Exposure Index

PM10 Exposure Index

Red Route
28,085
724
Blue Route
25,223
645
Green Route
31,528
804
Brown Route
17,637
450
Purple Route
22,347
618
Existing N53
41,686
1,065
Table 3 Summary of Index of Overall Change in Exposure For Each Route

Preference
Intermediate
Intermediate
Intermediate
Preferred
Preferred
Least Preferred
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NOx Score

Change In
Emissions

Do Something

Do Nothing

Do Something

4,778

1,560

28,085

0

2.99

0

4,190

4,190

1,401

25,223

0

2.99

0

5,896

5,896

1,970

31,528

0

3.35

0

4,220

4,220

1,260

17,637

0

3.34

0

6,220

6,220

1,862

22,347

Change In
Emissions

PM10 Emissions Rate
(kg/yr)
Do
Something

Link Length
(km)

PM10 Score

4,778

Change in PM10
Emission Rate
(kg/km/yr)

0

Do Nothing

Red
0
8,286
18
Route
Blue
0
8,307
18
Route
Green
0
8,236
16
Route
Brown
0
7,592
14
Route
Purple
0
8,190
13
Route
Table 5 Detailed Results for PM10 Assessment

3.06

0

3.06

0

123

123

40

724

0

2.99

0

107

107

36

645

0

2.99

0

150

150

50

804

0

3.35

0

108

108

32

450

0

3.34

0

159

159

48

618

Do
Something

(0-50m)

Do
Something

Do Nothing

Link

No.
Receptors

NOx Emissions Rate
(kg/yr)

0

Do Nothing

Red
0
8,286
18
Route
Blue
0
8,307
18
Route
Green
0
8,236
16
Route
Brown
0
7,592
14
Route
Purple
0
8,190
13
Route
Table 4 Detailed Results for NOx Assessment

Average AADT
(2023)

Link Length
(km)
Do Nothing

No.
Receptors
(0-50m)

Do Nothing

Link

Do Something

Average AADT
(2023)

Change in NOx
Emission Rate
(kg/km/yr)

CN/19/10888AR01_2

Tables 6 and 7 below detail the beneficial impact each route option will have on the
receptors along the existing N53. Each route option will have a beneficial impact as traffic
will be diverted away from the majority of receptors along the existing alignment. In each
case the NOx and PM10 score is negative which indicates the beneficial impact (i.e. the lower
the score the more beneficial the impact).

_____________________________________________________________________________________________________
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Change In
Emissions

Do Something

NOx Emissions Rate
(kg/yr)
Do Nothing

Do Something

Link Length
(km)
Do Nothing

No.
Receptors
(0-50m)

Do Something

Link

Do Nothing

Average AADT
(2023)

NOx Score

AWN Consulting Ltd.

Change in NOx
Emission Rate
(kg/km/yr)

CN/19/10888AR01_2

Existing
N53 with
8,567
409
29
3.3
3.3
123
59
-63
-19
Red
Route
Existing
N53 with
8,567
530
29
3.3
3.3
123
58
-64
-19
Blue
Route
Existing
N53 with
8,567
1,148
29
3.3
3.3
123
60
-62
-19
Green
Route
Existing
N53 with
8,567
1,804
29
3.3
3.3
123
106
-17
-5
Brown
Route
Existing
N53 with
8,567
55
29
3.3
3.3
123
57
-66
-20
Purple
Route
Table 7 Detailed Results for PM10 Assessment Showing Beneficial Impact of Route Options on Existing N53

PM10 Score

Change In
Emissions

Do
Something

PM10 Emissions Rate
(kg/yr)
Do Nothing

Do
Something

Link Length
(km)
Do Nothing

No.
Receptors
(0-50m)

Do
Something

Link

Do Nothing

Average AADT
(2023)

Change in PM10
Emission Rate
(kg/km/yr)

Existing
N53 with
8,567
409
29
3.3
3.3
4,801
2,315 -2,486
-744
-21,582
Red
Route
Existing
N53 with
8,567
530
29
3.3
3.3
4801
2,289 -2,513
-752
-21,816
Blue
Route
Existing
N53 with
8,567
1,148
29
3.3
3.3
4801
2,354 -2,448
-733
-21,252
Green
Route
Existing
N53 with
8,567
1,804
29
3.3
3.3
4801
4,131
-670
-200
-5,814
Brown
Route
Existing
N53 with
8,567
55
29
3.3
3.3
4801
2,225 -2,576
-771
-22,364
Purple
Route
Table 6 Detailed Results for NOx Assessment Showing Beneficial Impact of Route Options on Existing N53

-550

-558

-541

-147

-571
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CONCLUSION
The route option with the greatest potential improvement in pollutant exposure is the
preferred option from an air quality perspective. The results of the Index of Overall
Change in Exposure have been used to rank the route options in order of their potential
impact on air quality.
The results (see Table 8) show that there is minimal difference in the results for all
route options. The results show that the Purple Route and the Brown Route will have
the least negative impact on air quality as the least number of sensitive receptors are
impacted by these alignments. The Red Route, Blue Route and Green Route are all of
intermediate preference. All five route options proposed will have a beneficial impact
on air quality compared to the existing N53 route as traffic will be diverted away from
the majority of sensitive receptors.
Route

Preferred Route

Red Route

Intermediate

Blue Route

Intermediate

Green Route

Intermediate

Brown Route

Preferred

Purple Route

Preferred

Table 8 Summary of Route Preference – Air Quality
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1.0 Agronomy /Agriculture
1.1.

Introduction

As part of the works associated with the proposed N53 Hackballscross to Rassan Road Scheme,
Philip Farrelly & Co. were engaged by Atkins to assess the agricultural impact of the proposed route
options. This report assesses and evaluates the potential agricultural impacts of the proposed route
corridors for the N53 Hackballscross to Rassan Road Scheme.
The Green, Blue, Red, Brown, and Purple Routes are the route options referred to in this report.
The land quality in the area is considered good with the land undulation ranging in height from 70
meters to 97 meters above sea level. There are some Drumlin deposits present forming Drumlin
hills throughout the study area. Fine loamy soils are prevalent within the study area. Agriculture in
this area is intensive in nature due to the relative high quality of the soil type.
Land use in the Study Area is predominately grassland, with some areas of land used for tillage. Of
the land that is in grassland, the vast majority of holdings are either sheep and/or beef farms. Fields
with paddocking and grazing infrastructure and or yards observed with milking facilities were
assumed to be involved in dairying. Farms with equine facilities observed were categorised as
equine. One stud farm “Clonaleen Stud” is located within the study area. Fields with cereals or
vegetable crops were categorised as tillage. There are some small areas of forestry land located
within the Study Area.
An evaluation of the preference of each route option in terms of least impact on agricultural property
will contribute towards the selection of an emerging preferred route.

1.2.

Study Methodology

This report assesses the potential impact of the route corridors on agriculture and was prepared
having regard to the following documents.


Draft guidelines on the information to be contained in Environmental Impact Assessment
Reports (EPA, 2017)



Project Appraisal Guidelines (TII, 2016)



Project Management Guidelines (TII, 2010 & 2019)

The appraisal of route options methodology involved a desktop review of route options information.
The route options were assessed using ortho-photography at a scale of 1:5,000 supplied by Atkins.
A windshield survey of the study area was undertaken on the 28th May 2019 to ascertain the various
agriculture enterprises within the study area. Land registry data was used to determine land
ownership boundaries of the various land parcels in the Study Area, thus enabling us to pin-point
the holdings as affected by the various route options.
The assessment of the agricultural impact consisted of a combination of a desktop survey of
available mapping, Census of Agriculture data, a windshield inspection and local knowledge of the
Study Area. Consultation also took place with local Teagasc advisors to compile information on
agricultural enterprises within the Study Area.
Consultation with landowners was not undertaken at this stage therefore specific information in
relation to farming systems is not known. Consultation with affected landowners will take place
during Phase 3 Design & Environmental Phase of the project. The agricultural appraisal involved an
assessment of the key impact with respect to estimated agricultural land take, land use, land
quality, key agricultural enterprises, and farmyards within each route option. These key agricultural
enterprises considered most sensitive to a new road development consist mainly of dairy and
equine farms.
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Details of the criteria that define the significance of impact used in the assessment are defined and
outlined in Tables 1.3, 1.4. These tables were developed using TII and EPA guidelines for
environmental assessment, and on the authors experience in assessing the severity of impacts on
similar infrastructure projects. Tables 1.6.1A, 1.6.2.A, and 1.6.3.A were prepared by Philip Farrelly
& Co. Under the Environmental criteria, the agricultural assessment will contribute towards the
refinement of the route options. This study carried out an assessment of the agricultural impact of
each of the five unique route options and allocated them a level of preference.

1.2.1.

Analysis of Route Corridors

The assessment of the impact on agricultural holdings was completed for several categories
including:


Landtake



Land quality



Land use and farm yard/facility disturbance



Land severance

The assessment of road sections under the above categories (i.e. land use) is based on the number
of land holdings or plots falling within each sub-category (i.e. grassland). Using available
landownership information, the assessment of these categories is based on an assessment of
individual land parcels.
Land quality and land use were assessed using visual assessment from the windshield survey which
was carried out on the 28th May 2019, and by examining aerial photography.
Agricultural land take is based on the length of the route corridor and an indicative cross section width
for the relevant road type. In this case the cross-section width was 50m.
Where the route option wholly or partly impacts upon a farmyard or animal handling facilities, the
farmyard was recorded under disturbance for the purposes of this assessment.
It should be noted that the number of land parcels identified on each route option may not reflect the
total number of farms affected due to the fragmentation of farms. Several land parcels may be part
of the same farm.
The route options will pass through productive agricultural land with impacts on farm holdings or
individual land parcels. The overall impacts are generally found to be negative as with agricultural
holdings the negative impacts will be found to be greater than any positive impact. Farm holdings
were individually assessed for agricultural impact based on land take, land severance, land use and
impacts on farmyards/animal handling facilities. The overall impact is assessed taking account of
severance, land take and land use for each holding.
In general, negative impacts from the development of a new road are mainly due to the level of land
take, land severance, and access problems to land and farmyard facilities. The assessment identified
the agricultural enterprises that would be considered most sensitive to the construction and operation
of a new road. These mainly include dairy farms and equine farms. Intensive farm enterprises such
as dairy farms may be particularly affected by the loss of direct access to severed lands.
Dairy farms are known to be particularly sensitive to the location of a road. A dairy farm is one of the
most intensive land-based farming enterprises and is entirely dependent on the land parcel or grazing
paddocks adjacent to the farmyard. In addition to the land take involved, the location of a road may
cause severance of the land parcel into smaller areas or severance of the access from the yard to
the grazing paddocks. This may impact on the future viability of the farm or its continuation in dairying.
Equine farms also have the potential to be severely impacted as equine stock are of a more nervous
disposition than other stock types and are prone to stress caused by irregular noise and moving
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vehicles. Such stress may render individual land parcels unsuitable for grazing equine stock or for
certain types of equine activities. In some cases, fields left in an irregular shape (e.g. triangle shaped
fields, fields with sharp/narrow corners) may also be unsuitable for grazing with equine livestock.
Cattle and sheep are not as sensitive as horses to the noise impact of a major road. Where there is
a significant impact on a grassland farm, the farming practices on these farms need to be adapted to
mitigate the overall impact.
A road scheme will have a lower impact on a tillage farm or enterprise than on a livestock farm.
Landtake and severance may also occur on a tillage farm although the impact will largely consist of
access problem for machinery to the severed area. It is preferable for the proposed corridors to pass
through tillage and beef farms rather than dairy and equine farms.

1.3.

Criteria for determining impact and Preferences

The impact of a new route will have different levels of impact on particular farms in a given area
depending on a number of factors including Land Use, Land Quality, Land Severance and Impact
on farmyards/facilities as previously mentioned. The criteria for agricultural impact on farm holdings
are presented in Table 1.3. (based on authors experience in assessing impacts in similar
infrastructure schemes)
Table 1.3 Agricultural impact criteria on farm holdings

Indicative Criteria

Impact

A very high proportion of the land lost (e.g. >15% of the farm).
A very high proportion of the affected farm separated by the proposed scheme
(e.g. >25% of the farm).
Permanent loss of farm buildings or water sources.
Impact would cause a change in farming enterprise or dramatic reduction.

Very High

A high proportion of the land lost (e.g. 10-15% of the farm).
A high proportion of land separated (e.g. 15-25% of the farm). Mitigation of
severance may involve the provision of accommodation structures.
Farm buildings or water sources may be affected but can be replaced.
Impact would not cause a change in farming enterprise but would require a
high degree of operational changes.

High

A medium proportion of the land lost (e.g. 5-10% of the farm).
A medium proportion of land separated (e.g. 7-15% of the farm).
Farm Buildings or water sources may be affected but can be replaced.
Impact would not cause a change in farming enterprise but would require
operational changes.

Medium

A small proportion of the land (e.g. 2.5-5% of the farm).
A small proportion of land separated or no separation (e.g.3-7% of the farm).
Farm buildings or water sources generally not affected but if affected can be
replaced.
Impact would cause a minor change in the day to day operation of the farm.

Low

A very small proportion of the land lost (e.g. < 2.5% of the farm).
A very small proportion of land separated or no separation (e.g. <3%of the
farm).

Very Low
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Indicative Criteria
No significant impact on operation of the farm.

1.4.

Impact

Assessment of Impact and Preferences

The impact of a new route will have different levels of impact on particular farms in a given area
depending on a number of factors. We have classified the extent of this impact using (TII) Project
Management Guidelines 2010 and 2019 to allow an objective appraisal of the route options. Under
the Environmental criteria the agricultural assessment will contribute to the recommendation of an
emerging preferred route. There are seven impact ratings from Highly Positive to Major Negative.
Five of these are deemed to be applicable to the assessment of the agricultural impact.

Table 1.4 Impact assessment criteria for Route options

Impact

Preference

Criteria

Major Negative

Very Low Preference

Land use is primarily grass or
arable.
Land quality is good being
suited to a wide range of
agricultural uses.
Affected parcels primarily
consist of intensive grassbased livestock enterprises.
Impact/land severance is
predominately high.
Impact on a high number of
farmyards.
Highly Significant impact on
one or more sensitive farms
e.g. horticulture, equine, or
dairy.

Low Preference

Land use is primarily grass or
arable.
Land quality is good being
suited to a wide range of
agricultural uses.
Impact/land severance is
predominately Medium to
High.
Impact on a medium number
of farmyards.
Significant impact on sensitive
farming enterprises, e.g.
horticulture, equine or dairy.

Medium Preference

Land use is mainly grass
based with low levels of rough
grazing or forestry.

Moderate Negative
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Impact

Preference

Criteria
Land quality is average to
good and is suited to intensive
agricultural uses.
Impact/land severance is
predominately Medium.
Impact on a low number of
farmyards.
Medium to high impacts on
sensitive farming enterprises,
e.g. horticulture, equine or
dairy.

Minor Negative

High Preference

Land use is grass based with
medium levels of nongrassland parcels such as
wetlands and forestry
Land quality is average being
less suited to intensive
agricultural production.
Impact/land severance is Low
to Medium.
There are no impacts on
farmyards.
There are no impacts on
sensitive farming enterprises
e.g. horticulture, equine, dairy.

Neutral

Very High Preference

No effect on agricultural lands.

Positive

Very High Preference

No effect on agricultural lands.
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Existing Environment

The N53 Study Area commences in the townland of Barronstown and terminates in the townland of
Rassan. It is mainly rural in nature. The land is primarily in agricultural use. Land use is almost
entirely grass based with some land used for growing crops. Farming practices are predominately
beef related with some equine, dairy and sheep farming practised within the Study Area.
The farmland is good quality suited to intensive farming with some intensive dairy and beef farms
located throughout the Study Area. The majority of farmers within the Study Area are involved in
mixed livestock farming.

1.5.1.

Agriculture in Louth

According to the Central Statistics Office (CSO) in the Census of Agriculture (2010), the total
agricultural area of Co. Louth is 60,938 ha excluding commonage. There are 1,676 farms with an
average farm size of 36.36 ha which is considerably higher than the national average of 32.7ha.
Grassland based livestock farming is very important in Co. Louth. Some 668 farms (39.85 % of
total) are involved in beef farming, while 149 farms are involved in sheep farming with 128 farms
specialist dairy farms. Cereals and other arable crops are important in County Louth with 147 farms
involved in the production of mixed crops. The Census of Agriculture collects information on the
structural characteristics of agricultural holdings such as land use, farm size, and enterprise type
every ten years.

1.5.2.

Agriculture within the Study Area

The Study Area comprises of two Electoral Districts, Barronstown, and Creggan Upper. The data
from the Central Statistics Office (CSO 2010) demonstrates there are 139 farms within the two
Electoral districts with 3,354 ha farmed.
The main farming enterprises are grassland based with pasture, silage and hay accounting for 92%
of land use. Crops account for 5.5% and rough grazing accounts 2.5% of land use.
This demonstrates the intensive nature of farming within the Study Area. The low level of rough
grazing confirms the land is good quality land.

1.5.3.

Soils

Soil types influence the nature and intensity of farming that can be carried out. In this section
reference is made to the Irish Soil Information System digital data downloaded from the Irish Soil
Information website in June 20191. The main soil type of land parcels along all of the route options
is classified as soil association “Ballylanders”. It is a fine loamy soil over shale or slate bedrock. The
soil is associated with flat and gently rolling topography. It is moderately well drained soil of clay
loam texture. This soil association has a moderately wide use range. It is suitable for grassland but
is also suitable for tillage.
The topography within the Study Area is undulating. The land quality in the area is considered good
with the land elevations below 100m above ordnance datum. Agriculture in this area is intensive in
nature due to the relatively high quality of the soil.

1.5.4.

Agricultural Constraints

The agricultural constraints within the study area include key farming enterprises which are
considered sensitive to road development works. These key agricultural enterprises consist mainly
of dairy and equine farms and in some cases beef or other farm enterprises.

1

Soils and Subsoils digital data from Environmental Protection Agency and Teagasc http://gis.teagasc.ie/soils/
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Options Assessment

The results of the assessment for each route option are shown in the following sections for land
quality, land use, land severance and farmyard disturbance.

1.6.1.

Land Quality

The definitions for the assessment categories under land quality prepared by Philip Farrelly & Co
are presented in Table 1.6.1.A.

Table 1.6.1 A. Definitions of Land Quality
Land Quality Status

Descriptor

Good quality land

High agricultural value and potential. Accessibility is good
and the maintenance level is very high. The drainage is
very good or the soils is free draining. It is suitable for a
wide range of arable and livestock enterprises at an
intensive level.

Average quality land

Average agricultural value with a high agricultural potential.
There may be drainage problems in these areas. These
areas may require maintenance work to increase
productivity. It is suitable for a wide range of arable and
livestock enterprises.

Poor quality land

Low agricultural value and potential. These areas are
unsuitable for intensive grazing by livestock enterprises.
They are suitable for extensive stocking, rough grazing,
forestry or peat production.

Table 1.6.1 B. Assessment of Land Quality

Land Quality
Route

Land Parcels

Good

Average

Poor

Green

17

14

1

2

Blue

23

18

1

4

Red

22

17

3

2

Brown

22

18

1

3

Purple

19

17

1

1

The impact on agriculture is greater where the affected land is of a good quality. Good quality land
has a high agricultural potential and the agricultural value attached to that land is greater as a result.
Land of a poorer quality has a lower agricultural potential and value and as a result, a lesser impact.
The majority of the land within the Study Area of the proposed route options is good quality land.
There are some small areas of poor-quality low-lying land in the south eastern area of the study area.
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Land Use

The definition for the assessment categories under land use are presented in Table 1.6.2.A
Table 1.6.2 A. Definitions of Land Use

Land Use

Descriptor

Grass

This consists of areas of grassland.

Tillage

This consists of areas used for crop production.

Forestry

This consists of areas of natural woodland, commercial
forestry and areas with significant levels of scrub and hazel.

Other

This consists of lands which are in other uses such as for
horticultural use, or grassland areas currently unutilised.

The assessment of land use in the study area is important to establishing the most suitable route.
Agricultural land will be impacted differently and to various extents depending on what type of
agriculture the land is designated to. For example, land for livestock production will be more
impacted than land for crop production.

Table 1.6.2 B. Assessment of Land Use

Land Use
Route

Land Parcels

Grass

Forestry

Tillage

Other

Green

17

14

0

3

0

Blue

23

18

2

3

0

Red

22

18

2

2

0

Brown

22

17

2

3

0

Purple

19

14

2

3

0

The Study Area is predominately in grassland and used for livestock production. A small number of
land parcels are being used for forestry. The farmland is generally good quality suited to all farming
enterprises. The grassland-based activities comprise of dairying, beef, equine and sheep enterprises.
The impact on agriculture is greater on the grassland category and in other intensive land uses. Those
in the grassland category are primarily used for livestock-based enterprises which are most affected
by land access, severance or disturbance to farmyards or animal handling facilities. One intensive
mixed livestock and tillage farm is impacted by the Green, Purple, Brown and Blue routes. An
intensive equine enterprise is operated on this farm.
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The definitions for the assessment categories under land severance prepared by Philip Farrelly &
Co and used to assess the severance of land parcels are presented in Table 1.6.3.A.
Table 1.6.3 A Definitions of Land Severance.

Land Severance

Descriptor

Major

Major severance refers to land parcels that are
characterised by the route splitting the parcel in two
resulting in a significant area of the parcel becoming
inaccessible or landlocked. It also occurs in smaller parcels
where the route may occupy a significant portion of the
parcel area. The route may impact on farmyard buildings or
a significant agricultural facility.

Moderate

Moderate severance refers to land parcels where a
significant portion is separated from the rest by the new
development. The isolated portion is large enough to
continue to be farmed in a productive manner. There will be
operational difficulties when moving livestock or machinery.
Alternative access and/or gateways may need to be
provided. Animal handling facilities or a farmyard area may
be affected.

Minor

Minor severance denotes land parcels that are
characterised by having a relatively small portion of land
isolated by the route or a realignment of a local road, or
where the land take is along the boundary of a land parcel
and impacts upon access to remaining lands. Small
severed parcels of land may be too small to farm in a
productive manner.

Not Significant

Not significant severance refers to land parcels that are
impacted along the boundary of the parcel or where a
corner of a field is removed. It generally involves a low level
of land take. There is no impact on access to lands.

The level of significant land severance together with the level of farmyard disturbance are often the
most influential factors that impact on agriculture. Significant severance is regarded as the combined
levels from the major and moderate categories. Severance of livestock-based farm holdings can have
a high impact due to the difficulties created in stock movement around the farm or access to and from
the fields to the farmyard.
Severance is important because it affects the future management of the remaining land, which is not
taken for the road scheme. It extends the impact of the road scheme outside the footprint of the
actual land take. Severance is a significant residual agricultural impact of a road scheme. Access
may involve a considerable distance to the severed area of land.
Severance is technically defined as "the taking of an area from a holding". It can result in the splitting
of a holding, leaving some land or buildings to one side. Monetary compensation measures for the
loss of land, severance, injurious affection and disturbance will comprise part of the land acquisition
procedures with property owners affected by the acquisition of land for any proposed development
should approval for a proposed development be granted.
Typically, a devaluation rate is applied to the area of land severed during the statutory compensation
process. In addition to this devaluation rate disturbance is paid for the ongoing management and
operational costs resulting from the splitting of the land holding.
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The assessment of severance did not include the impact of the route options on land drainage,
provision of services such as electricity and water supply. It has been assumed that the provision of
land drainage will be restored and services to severed land will be restored.
Under this assessment, farmyard disturbance was recorded. Such facilities may include animal
housing or fodder storage facilities and also applies to animal-handling facilities such as yards and
cattle pens.

Table 1.6.3 B Land Severance and Farmyard Disturbance and estimate value of severance
Land Severance
Route

Land
Parcels

Major

Moderate

Minor

Not
Significant

Disturbance
of Farm
Buildings /
Handling
facilities

Green

17

2

5

3

7

0

Blue

23

2

4

2

15

0

Red

22

2

7

5

8

0

Brown

22

2

3

4

13

0

Purple

19

2

4

4

9

0

Land severance was examined and later combined with the agricultural enterprise type on each plot.
This enabled the land impact be determined. Depending on the agricultural enterprise, the impact
derived from land severance will vary.

1.7.

Appraisal of Route Options

Following assessment of each route under the various sections of land quality, land use, land
severance and farmyard disturbance, the data gathered was combined to determine the level of
impact on each agricultural holding. The overall impact on each parcel is determined using the
criteria outlined in Table 1.3. The overall impact for each land parcel is presented in Table 1.7
below and described further in this section.
Table 1.7 Overall Agricultural Impacts
Overall impact

Route

Land
Parcels

High

Medium

Low

Very Low

Green

17

1

7

6

3

Blue

23

0

6

9

8

Red

22

0

9

8

5

Brown

22

0

6

8

8

Purple

19

1

7

6

3
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Ideally the chosen route would have the least amount of high impacts. Impacts labelled as very low
were essentially holdings where the severance of the proposed route was not significant.

Green Route
This route option is 2.9 km long.
The route option will impact 17 different land parcels. It will have a very low impact on 3 land parcels,
low impact on 6 parcels, medium impact on 7 parcels and a high impact on 1 parcel.
Severance along the route is classified as follows:
7 land parcels-Not significant severance
3 land parcels-Minor severance
5 land parcels-Moderate severance
2 land parcel-Major severance
The route impacts on one land parcel used as part of an intensive mixed livestock and tillage farm.
The mixed livestock enterprise consists of an equine, beef and sheep enterprise. The horses kept on
the land holding are thoroughbred race horses. There will be a high impact on this farm due to land
take, severance and proximity of the alignment to the stables. The lands are of excellent quality. An
internal roadway servicing the farmyard will be severed by the proposed road. The route will result in
severance of a large area of land from the farmyard. It will cause disruption to the existing fields, farm
road network, and water system on the farm. It will result in the removal of shelter on the farm.
Blue Route
This route option is 2.9km long. The route option will impact 23 different land parcels. Two of the land
parcels impacted are in forestry. It will have a very low impact on 8 land parcels, low impact on 9
parcels and a medium impact on 6 parcels. There are no high impacts on this route. The 6 medium
impacts are as a result of land take, and severance. All of the medium impacts are on mixed livestock
enterprises. The route does not impact on any farmyards. The blue route does impact on the intensive
mixed livestock and tillage farm however the route does not result in a high impact on this farm. It
does not result in significant severance as the route is in close proximity to the boundary of the
property. The alignment is not in close proximity to the stables.
Severance along the route is classified as follows:
15 land parcels-Not significant severance
2 land parcels-Minor severance
4 land parcels-Moderate severance
2 land parcels-Major severance
The land parcels that have major severance are mixed livestock enterprises with no farm buildings
present on the land holdings.
Red Route
This route option is 3 km long. The route option will impact 22 different land parcels. Two of the land
parcels affected are in forestry. It will have a very low impact on 5 land parcels, low impact on 8
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parcels and a medium impact on 9 parcels. There are no high impacts on this route. The 9 medium
impacts are as a result of land take, and severance. The route is offline and therefore causes greater
severance to land holdings when compared to other routes.
7 of the medium impacts are on mixed livestock enterprises, 1 is on a tillage enterprise and 1 is on a
forestry enterprise. The route does not impact on any farmyards.
Severance along the route is classified as follows:
8 land parcels-Not significant severance
5 land parcels-Minor severance
7 land parcels-Moderate severance
2 land parcels-Major severance
The land parcels that have major severance are mixed livestock enterprises. One of the holdings that
is classified as having major severance has farm buildings present.

Brown Route
This route option is 3.3km long. The route option will impact 22 different land parcels. It will have a
very low impact on 8 land parcels, low impact on 8 parcels, medium impact on 6 parcels. There are
no high impacts on this route. The 6 medium impacts are as a result of land take, and severance. 5
of the medium impacts are on mixed livestock enterprises, 1 is on a tillage enterprise. The route does
not impact on any farmyards.
The Brown route does impact on the intensive mixed livestock and tillage farm however the route
does not result in a high impact on this farm. It does not result in significant severance as the route is
in close proximity to the boundary of the property. The alignment is not in close proximity to the
stables.
Severance along the route is classified as follows:
13 land parcels-Not significant severance
4 land parcels-Minor severance
3 land parcels-Moderate severance
2 land parcels-Major severance
The land parcels that have major severance are mixed livestock and tillage enterprises. One of the
holdings that is classified as having major severance has farm buildings present.

Purple Route
This route option is 3.3 km long. The route option will impact 19 different land parcels. It will have a
very low impact on 3 land parcels, low impact on 6 parcels, medium impact on 7 parcels and a high
impact on 1 parcel.
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The route impacts on one land parcel used as part of an intensive mixed livestock and tillage farm.
The mixed livestock enterprise consists of an equine, beef and sheep enterprise. The horses kept on
the land holding are thoroughbred race horses. There will be a high impact on this farm due to land
take, severance and proximity of the alignment to the stables. The lands are of excellent quality. An
internal roadway servicing the farmyard will be severed by the proposed road. The route will result in
severance of a large area of land from the farmyard. It will cause disruption to the existing fields, farm
road network and water system on the farm. It will result in the removal of shelter on the farm.
Severance along the route is classified as follows:
9 land parcels-Not significant severance
4 land parcels-Minor severance
4 land parcels-Moderate severance
2 land parcels-Major severance
The land parcels classified as having major severance are mixed livestock and tillage farm and a
tillage enterprise. There are farm buildings present on the holdings.

1.8.

Summary of Feasible Route options

An overall summary of the assessment of the route options is presented in Table 1.8 based on
criteria determined in Table 1.4.
Table 1.8 Agronomy Assessment Summary
Route Option

Impact

Preference

Green

Moderate Negative

Intermediate

Blue

Minor Negative

High

Red

Moderate Negative

Intermediate

Brown

Minor Negative

High

Purple

Moderate Negative

Intermediate

1.9.

Assessment Conclusion

This study carried out an assessment of the agricultural impact of each of the five route options and
allocated them an agricultural impact using the criteria as presented in table 1.3. A preference was
then allocated to each route option using the criteria as presented in table 1.4. The impact of the
individual route options on agriculture has been assessed under several categories including
agricultural land take, land quality, land use, land severance and farmyard disturbance. The route
options are very similar in terms of length. The Green and Blue routes are the shortest routes at 2.9
Kilometres and have the lowest land take. Severance occurs on all of the routes.
The Green and Purple routes will result in a high impact on sensitive enterprise an intensive mixed
livestock and tillage enterprise. This enterprise is deemed to be sensitive because it contains an
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equine enterprise. The significance of the impact is due to land take, severance and proximity of the
alignment to the stables. This farm is also impacted by the Brown and Blue routes but the impact is
not classified as a high impact because the routes do not result in significant severance and the
alignment is not in close proximity to the stables.
The land quality under all options is predominately good quality land suited to a wide range of farming
enterprises.
The farming in the area of the proposed routes appears to be of high intensity. However, none of the
farms are of national or regional importance. The permanent loss of agricultural land in the Study
Area would affect agricultural productivity on a local level only.
Based on the information contained within the previous sections, the following ranking order has been
assigned to the five route options based on the agricultural impact of each of the route options.

Table 1.9 Preference level for each route
Route Option

Level of Preference

Green

Intermediate (5)

Blue

High (1)

Red

Intermediate (3)

Brown

High (2)

Purple

Intermediate (4)

The preference level has been assigned taking severance, and overall agricultural impact into
account. The routes have been ranked in terms of preference with 1 being the preferred option.
The Blue route is the preferred route because it does not cause a high impact on any land parcel. It
is one of the shortest routes and therefore will have a low figure for land take. It has a low impact
on 9 land parcels. No key enterprises were identified along the route such as dairy or equine farms.
15 land parcels are classified as having not significant severance.
The Brown route is very similar to the Blue route in terms of preference; however, it is longer and
will result in a higher land take. There are no high impacts on any land parcels. 8 land parcels are
classified as having a low impact. No key enterprises such as dairy or equine farms were identified
along the route. 13 land parcels are classified as having not significant severance.
Therefore, the Blue and Brown routes are ranked as high preference. There is a slight preference
for the Blue route due to the lower level of estimated land take.
The Red route will not cause a high impact on any land parcel. However, 8 land parcels are
classified as having a low impact. No key enterprises such as dairy or equine farms were identified
along the route. The route results in greater severance than the Brown and Blue route because of
the offline nature of the route. The route results in not significant severance of 8 land parcels.
The Purple route is one of the longest routes and will result in a high figure for land take. It will
cause a high impact on one farm which is mixed livestock and tillage farm. The mixed livestock
enterprise consists of a cattle sheep and equine enterprise. 6 land parcels are categorised as
having a low impact. 9 land parcels are classified as having not significant severance.
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The Green route is one of the shortest routes and will have a low figure for land take. However, it
will result in a high impact one farm which is mixed livestock and tillage farm. The mixed livestock
enterprise consists of a cattle sheep and equine enterprise. 6 land parcels are categorised as
having a low impact. 8 land parcels are classified as having not significant severance.
Therefore, the Red, Purple and Green routes are ranked as moderate preference. The Purple and
Green routes are ranked as moderate preference because of the high impact on the key farm
enterprise containing the equine enterprise. Both routes may significantly impact on the operation of
the equine enterprise. The Red route is ranked as moderate preference because of the level of
severance along the route because of the off line nature of the route.

2.

Mitigation Measures Proposed

The design of the route options has where possible avoided agricultural constraints such as
farmyards and sensitive farm enterprises such as equine enterprises. Once the preferred route has
been chosen specific mitigation measures will be identified. These mitigation measures will deal
with land severance, impact on field drainage and interruptions to water/power/access to drinking
points as a result of the Construction and Operational Phase of the Proposed Scheme. The exact
mitigation measures to minimise the impact of the route on specific agricultural enterprises in the
area cannot be outlined until such time as the exact location of the preferred route is known. The
mitigation measures to be considered at this stage would be in relation to the preferred route and
the provision of access to farm facilities and severed lands.
Access to severed lands is essential if they are to continue to be farmed. On some farms severed it
will be necessary to reorganise the existing paddocking system on the farms and in the case of the
mixed livestock and tillage farm with a high impact it will be necessary to reinstate the farm
roadways and services such as water, and power supply to facilitate the continued farming of lands
affected by the proposed scheme.
Direct access from the new road may be required for certain farms while for other operations the
provision of alternative access from the local roads network in the area will provide a satisfactory
level of access to severed lands.
The reinstatement of services such as water, farm roadways and animal handling facilities to
severed lands will also be necessary to facilitate the continued farming of lands affected by the
proposed scheme.
Small portions of land left as a result of the new road will be extremely difficult and uneconomic to
farm. In this situation purchase of the small portions remaining may prove to be the best option from
an overall point of view.

2.1.

Conclusion

The study involved a comparative assessment of the impact of route options for the N53
Hackballscross to Rassan Scheme road project on agricultural holdings. The study involved a
quantitative assessment of the route options on agricultural holdings comprising of farm land and
farmyards. Each of the route options was assessed using the impact criteria presented in Tables
1.3 and 1.4.
While the proposed scheme will have an impact on the individual farm holdings which are affected;
it will not have a significant effect on farming in the area as a whole. The land take will not
significantly reduce the overall supply of agricultural land in the area. The Blue and Brown routes
would have the least impact on agriculture.
The individual route or combination of route options that are decided upon for the preferred route
will have a negative effect on individual farming operations. It will be important at that stage to
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ensure all possible mitigation measures are taken to minimize the impact to agricultural practices in
the area.

2.2.
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1.0

Introduction and Methodology

1.1

This section of the Route Selection Report provides an assessment of the landscape and
visual impact of the proposed route corridors.

1.2

Landscape impact may be defined as changes in the physical landscape, which may give
rise to changes in its character and how it is experienced. Visual impact comprises the
change in the composition of available views from dwellings and public areas resulting
from the proposals.
Methodology

1.3

Transport Infrastructure Ireland (TII) are currently developing a set of guidelines with
regard to landscape and visual impact assessment (currently out to consultation). In the
absence of final published guidelines, landscape and visual impact assessments were
carried out based on methods described in the following publications:
•

Department for Transport (UK). TAG (Transport Analysis Guidance) Unit A3,
Environmental Impact Appraisal.

•

Highways Agency (HA) (2010). Landscape and Visual Effects Assessment,
Interim Advice Note 135/10.

•

Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) (2017). Draft Guidelines on the
information to be contained in Environmental Impact Assessment Report.

•

Landscape Institute and Institute of Environmental Management and Assessment
(2013). Guidelines for Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment, 3rd Edition,
Oxon: Routledge.

•

Transport Infrastructure Ireland (2016). Project Appraisal Guidelines for National
Roads Unit 7.0- Multi Criteria Analysis

Study Area
1.4

The extent of the study area includes lands within 500m from the centreline of each route
option.
Landscape Character and Impact Assessment Method

1.5

The assessment of the impact on landscape considers the effect of the proposals on
attributes of landscape character as defined in Transport Analysis Guidance UK (TAG)
landscape appraisal work sheets. These attributes are defined as:

18049_Rev 1

•

Pattern - the expression of the relationship between topography and form,
elevation and degree of enclosure and scale.

•

Tranquillity - the remoteness and sense of isolation, or lack of it, within the
landscape.

•

Cultural - how landscape elements of an historic or traditional nature contribute
to character.
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•

Landcover - how the way in which the land is farmed or managed contributes to
character.

1.6

Completed worksheets for this assessment are presented at Tables A1.1-A1.5, Appendix
1. For each of the above attributes, the value is described in the table in terms of the
scale at which it matters, its rarity, importance and substitutability. The impact on the
attribute is then summarised and any recommendations for mitigation set out.

1.7

The landscape character assessment used as the baseline of this impact assessment is
taken from;
•

1.8

The Louth Landscape Character Assessment 2002. This county level assessment
is used as the baseline to describe the character of the general study area.

The assessment of landscape impact is based on the division of character areas derived
from the county landscape character assessment. The impact is assessed in terms of
the effect on landscape attributes, taking into consideration the capacity of the landscape
to accommodate the type of change generated by the proposals. The TAG significance
of effect criteria for landscape impact is set out in Table A1.6, Appendix 1.
Landscape Sensitivity

1.9

The baseline description of landscape character in this report concludes with an
assessment of existing landscape sensitivity with the criteria given in Table 7.1.1 TII
Landscape and Visual Baseline Sensitivity Rating Criteria, Transport Infrastructure
Ireland, Project Appraisal Guidelines for National Roads Unit 7.0-Multi Criteria Analysis.
Sensitivity includes an assessment of the landscape receptors susceptibility to change
and value.

Sensitivity
Very High

Table 1.1: Criteria for Assessing Landscape Sensitivity
Typical Descriptors and Examples
A landscape or townscape protected by an international or national
designation (Special Area Amenity Order (SAAO), candidate Special Area
of Conservation (cSAC), proposed Natural Heritage Area (pNHA), etc.).
A landscape widely acknowledged for its distinctive features and the
quality and value of its elements and edge condition.
A landscape with distinctive character and low capacity to accommodate
change.
Absence of negative elements, e.g. traffic, noise, dereliction, unmanaged
areas, etc.
Landscape types to include but not limited to:
•
•

High

Historical townscapes and urban set pieces;
Nationally important open spaces and parkland.

A landscape or townscape widely acknowledged as containing elements
of national importance. National designation may apply.
A landscape containing features of ecological, historical, socio cultural or
national importance.
A landscape acknowledged for its quality and value having few negative
elements.
A landscape having the capacity to accommodate change to a certain
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degree.
Landscape types to include but not limited to:
•
•
•
•
•
Medium

Historical city centre;
Urban centre open spaces and plazas;
Significant urban specimen trees and tree groups including those
with tree preservation orders;
District or regional parks and historic landscape or parkland;
Greenbelt areas as defined in the Local Development Plan.

A landscape or townscape that exhibits positive characters is locally
important and whose character, land use, pattern and scale would have
the capacity to accommodate change.
A landscape or townscape feature with significant merit or character that
creates a sense of place – walls, structures, fountains, entrances,
boundaries, sculptures and landmarks.
Landscape types to include but not limited to:
•
•
•
•
•

Low

Residential landscapes with established garden planting;
Roadside Open Spaces including semi-private residential spaces
and local parks/sports grounds;
Road corridors with substantial street tree planting;
Intact urban townscapes and core urban villages;
Agricultural lands.

A landscape or townscape where the elements are not valued and is
therefore not sensitive to change and where change is unlikely to be
detrimental.
•
•
•
•
•

Landscape types to include but not limited to:
Industrial landscapes;
Infrastructural landscapes including major transport corridors;
Degraded urban townscapes/ streetscapes;
Unmaintained wastelands.

Significance Criteria
1.10

The effect of the proposals on the individual character area is considered in the context
of local landscape sensitivity to derive an overall impact score for the proposals in
accordance with the Transport Analysis Guidance (TAG) criteria; these are set out in
Table A1.6, Appendix 1. The eight-point scale used to judge is Slight, Moderate or Large
Beneficial or Adverse, Very Large Adverse plus Neutral as set out in TAG.

Visual Impact Assessment Method
1.11

By desk top study of ordnance survey plans, topography mapping and aerial
photography the visual impact of the routes for the following receptors (located within
500m from the centreline of each route) was estimated:
•

1.12

Dwellings and community buildings (the assessment of views from buildings
includes the immediate curtilage and garden, the assessment is indicative only).

For each receptor identified, the overall significance of effects is established by
combining the separate judgements about sensitivity and magnitude of effects.
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1.13

Sensitivity includes an assessment of the visual receptors susceptibility to change and
the value attached to views.

1.14

Magnitude includes an evaluation of the visual impact identified in terms of size or scale
and geographical extent of the area influenced (the degree of change in the view
resulting from the project).

1.15

The criteria for assessing sensitivity of visual effects are shown at Table 1.2 below.

1.16

The criteria for assessing the magnitude of impact are shown at Table 1.3 below.

1.17

The separate assessments of sensitivity and magnitude are then combined to determine
the significance of effect on each receptor. The results of sensitivity and magnitude are
compared against the matrix at Table 1.4 which in combination with professional
judgement guides the assessment of overall significance. These levels of significance
can either be beneficial or adverse and are described in Table 1.5.

Sensitivity
High

Table 1.2: Criteria for Assessing Visual Receptor Sensitivity
Criteria
Residential properties.
Users of Public Rights of Way or other recreation trails.
Users of recreational facilities where the purpose of that recreation is
enjoyment of the countryside (e.g. Country/ Forest Parks or other
access land).

Moderate

Outdoor workers.
Users of scenic roads, railways, or waterways, or users of
designated tourist routes.
Schools and other institutional buildings, and their outdoor areas.

Low

Indoor workers.
Users of main roads (e.g. motorways), or passengers in public
transport on main arterial routes.
Users of recreational facilities, where the purpose of that recreation
is not related to the views (e.g. sports facilities).

Table 1.3: Criteria for Assessing Magnitude of Visual Impact
Magnitude of Impact
Criteria descriptors
Major

The project, or a part of it, would become the dominant feature or
focal point of the view.

Moderate

The project, or a part of it, would form a noticeable feature or
element of the view which is readily apparent to the receptor.

Minor

The project, or a part of it, would be perceptible but not alter the
overall balance of features and elements that comprise the existing
view.

Negligible

Only a very small part of the project would be discernable, or it is at
such a distance that it would form a barely noticeable feature or
element of the view.

No Change

No part of the project, or work or activity associated with it, is
discernible.
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Table 1.4: Significance of Effect Categories

1.18

Visual
Sensitivity

Magnitude of impact
No change

Negligible

Minor

Moderate

Major

High

Neutral

Slight

Slight or
Moderate

Moderate or
Large

Large or
Very Large

Moderate

Neutral

Neutral or
Slight

Slight

Moderate

Moderate or
Large

Low

Neutral

Neutral or
Slight

Neutral or
Slight

Slight

Slight or
Moderate

Table 1.5: Descriptors of the Significance of Visual Effect Categories
Significance
Typical Descriptors of Effect
Very Large Beneficial

The project would create an iconic new feature that would greatly
enhance the view.

Large Beneficial

The project would lead to a major improvement in a view from a
highly sensitive receptor.

Moderate Beneficial

The proposals would cause obvious improvement to a view from a
moderately sensitive receptor, or perceptible improvement to a view
from a more sensitive receptor.

Slight Beneficial

The project would cause limited improvement to a view from a
receptor of medium sensitivity, or would cause greater improvement
to a view from a receptor of low sensitivity.

Neutral

No perceptible change in the view.

Slight Adverse

The project would cause limited deterioration to a view from a
receptor of medium sensitivity, or cause greater deterioration to a
view from a receptor of low sensitivity.

Moderate Adverse

The project would cause obvious deterioration to a view from a
moderately sensitive receptor, or perceptible damage to a view from
a more sensitive receptor.

Large Adverse

The project would cause major deterioration to a view from a highly
sensitive receptor, and would constitute a major discordant element
in the view.

Very Large Adverse

The project would cause the loss of views from a highly sensitive
receptor, and would constitute a dominant discordant feature in the
view.
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2.0

Baseline Study-Landscape and Visual
Summary of Landscape Character

2.1

The study area is within the Louth Landscape Character Assessment 2002. This county
and local level character assessment provides detail on the type of landscape that occurs
within the study area. The study area is within two Landscape Character Areas (LCA),
Lower Faughart, Castletown & Flurry River Basins and Louth Drumlin and Lake Areas.
Refer to Landscape Character drawing, Appendix 1 for location of character areas.
Lower Faughart, Castletown & Flurry River Basins (The road corridors travel
through this character area)

2.2

2.3

The key characteristics described and apparent in the study area are as follows:
•

This area borders on Co. Armagh which has an adjacent designated Landscape
Area called the Crossmaglen Drumlins and Loughs.

•

The soils are acid brown earths with a mix of gleys and brown podzolics. In the
west and east of the area the lands are marginal. In the Sheelagh area rock
outcrops are noted, displaying the shallowness of the soil cover.

•

There is a good mix of tillage and pasture of the area with traditional hedgerows
of thorn, ash, sycamore, bramble and elder.

•

This area is no exception to the wealth of archaeological items that are evident
throughout the county. Items include souterrains, ringforts, holy wells,
sweathouses, cairns etc.

•

The N53 National Secondary Route links Dundalk with Castleblayney. It’s relative
straight-line alignment in this terrain is highly unusual - in that it undulates up and
down the land formation with little or no deviations.

•

This area enjoys the scenic quality of the surrounding landscape of the
Carlingford Mountains in the east to Slieve Gullion and beyond.

The Louth Landscape Character Assessment states that this LCA has local value but
does not state it's sensitivity to road schemes.
Louth Drumlin & Lakes Area (Located to the southern edge of the study area)

2.4

This character area falls within the southern part of the study area. The key
characteristics described and also apparent in the study area are as follows:
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•

Strong sense of landscape enclosure created by the landform.

•

Dominance of power lines.

•

The enclosure afforded by the rounded hills gives an intimacy to the area. The
roads meander to and from and up and down through the hills thereby creating a
varying landscape at each turn to the traveller.

•

Where trees are planted on hilltops, they become focal points in the area.

•

Mature and sometimes overgrown hedgerows.

•

Field patterns are small and bounded by the same traditional hedgerows of the
past few hundred years.

2.5

The Louth Landscape Character Assessment states that this LCA has local value, but
does not state it's sensitivity to road schemes.

2.6

From the field study it was noted that the study area has undulating topography. There
are long distance views to Carlingford Mountains in the east and to Slieve Gullion from
elevated/ open areas and where hedgerows are low, otherwise the landscape is
enclosed at lower elevations between hills and where hedgerows are high.

2.7

There are views from within this area towards a line of mature beach trees lining the
avenue to Roachdale House and a small hillock with a tree group on top east of
Roachdale House.

2.8

The agricultural fields within the study area are small to large scale, rectangular and
irregular shaped and enclosed by hedgerows and tree lines.

2.9

Other significant features within the landscape include; the N53 Road, local roads,
settlement at Annaghvacky, Sheelagh, Hackballscross and numerous one-off housing
and farm outbuildings within the rural areas.

2.10

Rural settlement including numerous isolated dwellings in combination with the N53
corridor reduces the tranquilly of this rural area.

2.11

Land use is predominately agriculture and pasture, and some commercial use is present
along the N53 associated with settlement. Nature conservation interest includes wetland,
areas of woodland, pasture and hedgerows. Elements of historic character include
historic field pattern, ringforts, country lanes and minor roads.

2.12

Detractors within the landscape include views to overhead electricity wires and pylons
and the noise of traffic along the N53 Road.
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Landscape Designations and Value
2.13

There are no Tree Preservation Orders in the study area. There are no Trees and
Woodlands of Special Amenity Value in the study area. There are no Areas of
Outstanding Natural Beauty and Areas of High Scenic Quality in the study area. There
are no designated Scenic Routes within the Study Area.

2.14

There is one View and Prospect of Special Amenity Value, VP16 at Hackballscross.
Refers to views recorded at the crossroad at Hackballscross. Views of mountains in the
far distance to the north east of the site.

2.15

There are no identified public rights of way in the study area.

2.16

There are no Protected Structures, Architectural Conservation Areas (ACAs) and no
National Inventory of Architectural Heritage (NIAH) sites within the study area. There are
no National Monuments, or sites subject to a preservation order within the study area.
Refer to Archaeological, Architectural and Cultural Heritage Options Appraisal report.
Landscape Sensitivity

2.17

The study area contains predominately positive elements. Those elements contributing to
character include; the undulating topography, distant views to high ground, agricultural
lands, intact field boundaries, hedgerow trees, ringforts, and the perception of tranquillity.

2.18

Significant detractors from the quality of this landscape include; the adverse impact of
traffic noise on landscape tranquillity along the existing N53 Road corridor. Views to
overhead electricity wires and pylons, in lands primarily south of the existing N53 Road.

2.19

It is judged that the landscape elements within the study area would have medium to
high sensitivity to the proposals. The most sensitive elements would include; the
undulating topography, hedgerows and areas of woodland. The undulating topography,
existing mature trees and hedgerows which can foreshorten views within the study area
gives the landscape within the study area capacity to absorb new road development
subject to appropriate design. Overall, the sensitivity of the landscape character areas to
the proposed road scheme is judged as medium sensitivity.
Visual Receptors

2.20

The visual receptors identified includes people using; dwellings and community buildings
and would have high sensitivity.

2.21

Regarding Architectural Heritage sites; there are no Protected Structures, NIAH sites or
ACAs within the study area. Refer to Archaeological, Architectural and Cultural Heritage
Options Appraisal report.

2.22

Regarding Archaeology and Cultural Heritage sites; there are only two sites, both RMPs,
identified were the setting has potential to experience adverse visual impact these are
CH001 (ringbarrow) and CH003 (ringfort).
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2.23

Ringbarrow CH001 is upstanding and located c. 50 m to the south the Brown and Purple
route corridors. There is no screening between the monument and the nearest section of
route corridor, so depending on design there is a potential for a moderate adverse visual
impact to this site.

2.24

Ringfort CH003 is upstanding and located c. 100m to the north of the red route corridor.
Analysis of current mapping and aerial photos indicates no significant vegetation
screening between the road corridor and the monument. Dependent on design, there is a
potential for a moderate adverse visual impact. All other RMP sites were either
sufficiently removed from the route corridors that they were already screened by existing
landscape or have no above ground expression (so not susceptible to impact). Refer to
Archaeological, Architectural and Cultural Heritage Options Appraisal report.
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3.0

Landscape and Visual Impact of Route Options

3.1

The landscape and visual impact of each of the four proposed route options is described
below.
Green Route
Description

3.2

This route consists of 2.99 km of single carriageway road of which circa. 2.4km will cross
through greenfield land and circa.05km of online widening along the existing N53 Road.

3.3

The Green Route commences east of Hackballscross and continues upon the existing
N53 for approx. 200m before deviating south-westwards. It continues to head in this
direction for approx. 500m before traversing approximately westwards in a manner
parallel with the existing N53. It maintains this direction until it passes the settlements of
Annaghvacky, before tying back in to the existing N53 east of the L3117 road.
Landscape Impact

3.4

This route lies within one landscape character area; Lower Faughart, Castletown & Flurry
River Basins. The landscape impact of the route on the character area is set out in Table
A1.1, Appendix 1 and summarised below.

3.5

Lower Faughart, Castletown & Flurry River Basins: The proposed route follows on or
generally in close proximity and parallel to the existing N53 Road. Circa. 2.4km of
carriageway will cross through greenfield land within this character area. Visibility of the
route from within the surrounding landscape is limited by intervening topography and
vegetation, however there would be some views of the road sited on embankment south
of Annaghvacky.

3.6

There would be some disruption to local landform from cutting and filling required to fit
this route into the landscape in particular from large cuttings of two small picturesque hills
including a hill with a prominent tree group on top (ch. 2150).

3.7

There would be limited loss of rural tranquillity due to location of the route either online of
the existing N53 Road or in close proximity to the existing N53 Road corridor.

3.8

The route will bypass Annaghvacky leading to an improvement to the setting of
Annaghvacky.

3.9

There will be slight to moderate adverse effects on pasture/ arable farmland, hedgerows
and trees to accommodate proposed carriageways, embankments and cuttings. There
would be some loss of bog at ch.450-800.
Overall Landscape Impact: Moderate adverse (negative) effect
Visual Impact
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3.10

The table below summarises the visual impact of the proposals on dwellings and
community buildings within 500m from the centreline of the proposed route. Refer also to
Table A2.1, Appendix 2 and Visual Receptors Drawing, Appendix 2 for receptor
locations.
Table 3.1: Summary of Visual Impact, Green Route
Significance of effect
No. of dwellings/ community buildings
Very Large Beneficial
0
Large Beneficial
0
Moderate Beneficial
0
Slight Beneficial
6
Neutral
64
Slight Adverse
10
Moderate Adverse
15
Large Adverse
2
Very Large Adverse
0

Overall Visual Impact: Neutral to Slight Adverse

Purple Route
Description
3.11

This route consists of 3.334 km of single carriageway road of which circa. 3km will cross
through greenfield land and circa. 034km of online widening along the existing N53
Road.

3.12

The Purple Route commences east of Hackballscross and continues on the existing N53
for approximately 200m before deviating south-westwards. It continues to head in this
direction for approximately 500m before traversing approximately westwards in a manner
parallel with the existing N53. This orientation is continued for approximately 1.6km as it
heads westwards past the centre of Annaghvacky, before it heads in a northwest
direction to tie back in with the existing N53.
Landscape Impact

3.13

This route lies within one landscape character area; Lower Faughart, Castletown & Flurry
River Basins. The landscape impact of the route on the character area is set out in Table
A1.2, Appendix 1 and summarised below.

3.14

Lower Faughart, Castletown & Flurry River Basins: The proposed route follows on or
generally in close proximity and parallel to the existing N53 Road. Circa. 3km of
carriageway will cross through greenfield land within this character area. Visibility of the
route from within the surrounding landscape is limited by intervening topography and
vegetation, however there would be some views of the road on embankment south and
west of Annaghvacky.
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3.15

There would be some disruption to local landform from cutting and filling required to fit
this route into the landscape in particular from a large cutting of two small picturesque
hills (at Ch. 2500 and Ch. 2880) including a hill with a prominent tree group on top.

3.16

There would be limited loss of rural tranquillity due to location of the route either online of
the existing N53 Road or in close proximity to the existing N53 Road corridor.

3.17

The route will bypass Annaghvacky leading to an improvement to the setting of
Annaghvacky. There will be slight to moderate adverse effects on pasture/ arable
farmland, hedgerows and trees to accommodate proposed carriageways, embankments
and cuttings.

3.18

There would be loss of a pond and tree group at ch. 2500. Loss of the edge to bog at
ch.850-1150 and some impact on bog from the link road at Annaghvacky
Overall Landscape Impact: Moderate adverse (negative) effect
Visual Impact

3.19

The table below summarises the visual impact of the proposals on dwellings and
community buildings within 500m from the centreline of the proposed route. Refer also to
Table A2.1, Appendix 2 and Visual Receptors Drawing, Appendix 2 for receptor
locations.
Table 3.2: Summary of Visual Impact, Purple Route
Significance of effect
No. of dwellings/ community buildings
Very Large Beneficial
0
Large Beneficial
0
Moderate Beneficial
0
Slight Beneficial
5
Neutral
67
Slight Adverse
10
Moderate Adverse
11
Large Adverse
2
Very Large Adverse
0

Overall Visual Impact: Neutral to Slight Adverse

Red Route
Description
3.20

This route consists of 3.05 km of single carriageway road of which circa. 2.55km will
cross through greenfield land and circa. 0.5km of online widening along the existing N53
Road.
The Red Route commences east of Hackballscross and continues on the existing N53
for approximately 400m before deviating north-westwards. It continues to follow this path,
bypassing the settlements of Annaghvacky on the north side until it passes through the
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L7116 road. At this point it begins to turn southwest towards the existing N53, also
intersecting the L3117 road. After bypassing south of Scoil Bhríde, it ties-in to the
existing N53.
Landscape Impact
3.21

This route lies within one landscape character area; Lower Faughart, Castletown & Flurry
River Basins. The landscape impact of the route on the character area is set out in Table
A1.3, Appendix 1 and summarised below.

3.22

Lower Faughart, Castletown & Flurry River Basins: The proposed route follows on or
generally in close proximity and parallel to the existing N53 Road. Circa. 2.55km of
carriageway will cross through greenfield land within this character area. Visibility of the
route from within the surrounding landscape is limited by intervening topography and
vegetation.

3.23

There would be some disruption to local landform from cutting and filling required to fit
this route into the landscape.

3.24

There would be limited loss of rural tranquillity due to location of the route either online of
the existing N53 Road or in close proximity to the existing N53 Road corridor.

3.25

The route will bypass Annaghvacky leading to an improvement to the setting of
Annaghvacky.

3.26

There will be slight to moderate adverse effects on pasture/ arable farmland, hedgerows
and trees to accommodate proposed carriageways, embankments and cuttings. There
would be some loss of woodland at ch. 2400-2600 and at ch.1275.
Overall Landscape Impact: Slight adverse (negative) effect
Visual Impact

3.27

The table below summarises the visual impact of the proposals on dwellings and
community buildings within 500m from the centreline of the proposed route. Refer also to
Table A2.1, Appendix 2 and Visual Receptors Drawing, Appendix 2 for receptor
locations.

Significance of effect
Very Large Beneficial
Large Beneficial
Moderate Beneficial
Slight Beneficial
Neutral
Slight Adverse
Moderate Adverse
Large Adverse
Very Large Adverse

Table 3.3: Summary of Visual Impact, Red Route
No. of dwellings/ community buildings
0
0
0
2
68
10
13
4
0

Overall Visual Impact: Neutral to Slight Adverse
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Blue Route
Description
3.28

This route consists of 2.99km of single carriageway road of which circa. 1.6km will cross
through greenfield land and circa. 1.4km of online widening along the existing N53 Road.

3.29

The Blue Route commences east of Hackballscross and stays online for approximately
1.2km before turning offline in a south-westward direction. It bypasses the centre of
Anaghvacky before tying back into the existing N53 east of the L3117 road.
Landscape Impact

3.30

This route lies within one landscape character area; Lower Faughart, Castletown & Flurry
River Basins. The landscape impact of the route on the character area is set out in Table
A1.4, Appendix 1 and summarised below.

3.31

Lower Faughart, Castletown & Flurry River Basins:- The proposed route follows on or
generally in close proximity and parallel to the existing N53 Road. Circa. 1.6km of
carriageway will cross through greenfield land within this character area. Visibility of the
route from within the surrounding landscape is limited by intervening topography and
vegetation.

3.32

There would be some disruption to local landform from cutting and filling required to fit
this route into the landscape, in particular a large fill embankment between chainage
2070 and 2720.

3.33

There would be limited loss of rural tranquillity due to location of the route either online of
the existing N53 Road or in close proximity to the existing N53 Road corridor.

3.34

The route will bypass Annaghvacky leading to an improvement to the setting of
Annaghvacky.

3.35

There will be slight to moderate adverse effects on pasture/ arable farmland, hedgerows
and trees to accommodate proposed carriageways, embankments and cuttings. There
would be some loss of woodland and loss of woodland edge at ch. 2300-2500 and loss
of bog at ch. 500-800.
Overall Landscape Impact: Slight adverse (negative) effect.

Visual Impact
3.36

The table below summarises the visual impact of the proposals on dwellings and
community buildings within 500m from the centreline of the proposed route. Refer also to
Table A2.1, Appendix 2 and Visual Receptors Drawing, Appendix 2 for receptor
locations.
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Significance of effect
Very Large Beneficial
Large Beneficial
Moderate Beneficial
Slight Beneficial
Neutral
Slight Adverse
Moderate Adverse
Large Adverse
Very Large Adverse

Table 3.4: Summary of Visual Impact, Blue Route
No. of dwellings/ community buildings
0
0
0
0
65
18
12
2
1

Overall Visual Impact: Neutral to Slight Adverse

Brown Route
Description
3.37

This route consists of 3.33km of single carriageway road of which circa. 2.14km will cross
through greenfield land and circa. 1.2km of online widening along the existing N53 Road.

3.38

The Brown Route commences east of Hackballscross and stays online for approximately
1.2km before turning offline in a south-westward direction. As it bypasses the centre of
Annaghvacky, it continues with an orientation approximately parallel to the existing N53
for approx. 500m before it heads in a northwest direction to tie back in with the existing
N53.
Landscape Impact

3.39

This route lies within one landscape character area; Lower Faughart, Castletown & Flurry
River Basins. The landscape impact of the route on the character area is set out in Table
A1.5, Appendix 1 and summarised below.

3.40

Lower Faughart, Castletown & Flurry River Basins:- The proposed route follows on or
generally in close proximity and parallel to the existing N53 Road. Circa. 2.14km of
carriageway will cross through greenfield land within this character area. Visibility of the
route from within the surrounding landscape is limited by intervening topography and
vegetation.

3.41

There would be some disruption to local landform from cutting and filling required to fit
this route into the landscape, in particular a large fill embankment between chainage
2420 and 3070.

3.42

There would be limited loss of rural tranquillity due to location of the route either online of
the existing N53 Road or in close proximity to the existing N53 Road corridor.

3.43

The route will bypass Annaghvacky leading to an improvement to the setting of
Annaghvacky.
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3.44

There will be slight to moderate adverse effects on pasture/ arable farmland, hedgerows
and trees to accommodate proposed carriageways, embankments and cuttings. There
would be some loss of woodland edge at ch. 2650-2850 and edge of the bog at ch. 8001100
Overall Landscape Impact: Slight adverse (negative) effect.
Visual Impact

3.45

The table below summarises the visual impact of the proposals on dwellings and
community buildings within 500m from the centreline of the proposed route. Refer also to
Table A2.1, Appendix 2 and Visual Receptors Drawing, Appendix 2 for receptor
locations.
Table 3.5: Summary of Visual Impact, Brown Route
Significance of effect
No. of dwellings/ community buildings
Very Large Beneficial
0
Large Beneficial
0
Moderate Beneficial
0
Slight Beneficial
2
Neutral
70
Slight Adverse
17
Moderate Adverse
11
Large Adverse
2
Very Large Adverse
1

Overall Visual Impact: Neutral to Slight Adverse
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4.0

Summary

4.1

This section summarises the effects of the proposed development on landscape and
visual receptors, and the significance of the effects identified.
Comparison of Route Options
Landscape Impact

4.2

The assessment of landscape impact is based on the division of character areas derived
from the county landscape character assessment. The effect of each route option on the
individual landscape character area is considered in the context of local landscape
sensitivity to derive an overall impact score for the proposals in accordance with the TAG
criteria; these are set out in Table A1.6, Appendix 1. The eight-point scale used to judge
is Slight, Moderate or Large Beneficial or Adverse, Very Large Adverse plus Neutral as
set out in TAG.

4.3

The overall impact score of the route options on landscape character areas within the
study area are summarised here (Table 4.1).
Table 4.1: Summary of Landscape Impact
Route
Options
GREEN

Summary

Lower Faughart, Castletown & Flurry River Basins:
The proposed route follows on or generally in close proximity and parallel to the
existing N53 Road. Circa. 2.4km of carriageway will cross through greenfield land
within this character area. Visibility of the route from within the surrounding
landscape is limited by intervening topography and vegetation, however there would
be some views of the road sited on embankment south of Annaghvacky.
There would be some disruption to local landform from cutting and filling required to
fit this route into the landscape in particular from large cuttings of two small
picturesque hills including a hill with a prominent tree group on top (ch. 2150).
There would be limited loss of rural tranquillity due to location of the route either
online of the existing N53 Road or in close proximity to the existing N53 Road
corridor.
The route will bypass Annaghvacky leading to an improvement to the setting of
Annaghvacky.
There will be slight to moderate adverse effects on pasture/ arable farmland,
hedgerows and trees to accommodate proposed carriageways, embankments and
cuttings. There would be some loss of bog at ch.450-800.

Overall Landscape Impact: Moderate adverse (negative) effect

PURPLE

Lower Faughart, Castletown & Flurry River Basins:
The proposed route follows on or generally in close proximity and parallel to the
existing N53 Road. Circa. 3km of carriageway will cross through greenfield land
within this character area. Visibility of the route from within the surrounding
landscape is limited by intervening topography and vegetation, however there would
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be some views of the road on embankment south and west of Annaghvacky.
There would be some disruption to local landform from cutting and filling required to
fit this route into the landscape in particular from a large cutting of two small
picturesque hills (at Ch. 2500 and Ch. 2880) including a hill with a prominent tree
group on top.
There would be limited loss of rural tranquillity due to location of the route either
online of the existing N53 Road or in close proximity to the existing N53 Road
corridor.
The route will bypass Annaghvacky leading to an improvement to the setting of
Annaghvacky. There will be slight to moderate adverse effects on pasture/ arable
farmland, hedgerows and trees to accommodate proposed carriageways,
embankments and cuttings.
There would be loss of a pond and tree group at ch. 2500. Loss of the edge to bog at
ch.850-1150 and some impact on bog from the link road at Annaghvacky.

Overall Landscape Impact: Moderate adverse (negative) effect

RED

Lower Faughart, Castletown & Flurry River Basins:
The proposed route follows on or generally in close proximity and parallel to the
existing N53 Road. Circa. 2.55km of carriageway will cross through greenfield land
within this character area. Visibility of the route from within the surrounding
landscape is limited by intervening topography and vegetation.
There would be some disruption to local landform from cutting and filling required to
fit this route into the landscape.
There would be limited loss of rural tranquillity due to location of the route either
online of the existing N53 Road or in close proximity to the existing N53 Road
corridor.
The route will bypass Annaghvacky leading to an improvement to the setting of
Annaghvacky.
There will be slight to moderate adverse effects on pasture/ arable farmland,
hedgerows and trees to accommodate proposed carriageways, embankments and
cuttings. There would be some loss of woodland at ch. 2400-2600 and at ch.1275.

Overall Landscape Impact: Slight adverse (negative) effect

BLUE

Lower Faughart, Castletown & Flurry River Basins:
The proposed route follows on or generally in close proximity and parallel to the
existing N53 Road. Circa. 1.6km of carriageway will cross through greenfield land
within this character area. Visibility of the route from within the surrounding
landscape is limited by intervening topography and vegetation.
There would be some disruption to local landform from cutting and filling required to
fit this route into the landscape, in particular a large fill embankment between
chainage 2070 and 2720.
There would be limited loss of rural tranquillity due to location of the route either
online of the existing N53 Road or in close proximity to the existing N53 Road
corridor.
The route will bypass Annaghvacky leading to an improvement to the setting of
Annaghvacky.
There will be slight to moderate adverse effects on pasture/ arable farmland,
hedgerows and trees to accommodate proposed carriageways, embankments and
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cuttings. There would be some loss of woodland and loss of woodland edge at ch.
2300-2500 and loss of bog at ch. 500-800.

Overall Landscape Impact: Slight adverse (negative) effect.

BROWN

Lower Faughart, Castletown & Flurry River Basins:
The proposed route follows on or generally in close proximity and parallel to the
existing N53 Road. Circa. 2.14km of carriageway will cross through greenfield land
within this character area. Visibility of the route from within the surrounding
landscape is limited by intervening topography and vegetation.
There would be some disruption to local landform from cutting and filling required to
fit this route into the landscape, in particular a large fill embankment between
chainage 2420 and 3070.
There would be limited loss of rural tranquillity due to location of the route either
online of the existing N53 Road or in close proximity to the existing N53 Road
corridor.
The route will bypass Annaghvacky leading to an improvement to the setting of
Annaghvacky.
There will be slight to moderate adverse effects on pasture/ arable farmland,
hedgerows and trees to accommodate proposed carriageways, embankments and
cuttings. There would be some loss of woodland edge at ch. 2650-2850 and edge of
the bog at ch. 800-1100.

Overall Landscape Impact: Slight adverse (negative) effect.

Visual Impact
4.4

The overall score for visual impact (on dwellings, and community buildings) for each
route option was derived by adding up and averaging a numerical score which
corresponds to the Significance of Effect score for each individual receptor. Refer to
Table 4.2 below. Refer also to Table A2.1, Appendix 2 and Visual Receptors Drawing,
Appendix 2 for receptor locations.
Table 4.2: Overall Visual Impact Numerical Scoring
Significance of effect
Numerical Score
Very Large Beneficial
-10
Large Beneficial
-7.5
Moderate Beneficial
-5.0
Slight Beneficial
-2.5
Neutral
0
Slight Adverse
2.5
Moderate Adverse
5
Large Adverse
7.5
Very Large Adverse
10

4.5

Table 4.3 below summarises the overall landscape and visual effect score for the various
route options.
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Table 4.3: Landscape and Visual Effects Summary

4.6

Route Option

Landscape Impact

Visual Impact to
properties/Monuments/
Protected Structures

Green

Moderate adverse
(negative) effect

Neutral to Slight adverse
effect

Purple

Moderate adverse
(negative) effect

Neutral to Slight adverse
effect

Red

Slight adverse (negative)
effect

Neutral to Slight adverse
effect

Blue

Slight adverse (negative)
effect

Neutral to Slight adverse
effect

Brown

Slight adverse (negative)
effect

Neutral to Slight adverse
effect

Table 4.4 below summarises the overall landscape and visual ranking (in order of
preference) for the various route options.
Table 4.4: Landscape and Visual Ranking
Ranking

Preferred

Preferred

Intermediate

Least
preferred

Least
preferred

Option

Brown

Blue

Red

Purple

Green

Mitigation
4.7

Suggested mitigation measures for each route option are detailed in Tables A1.1 to A1.5,
Appendix 1 and summarised below.
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•

Embankment and cutting slopes graded out.

•

New planting to restore severed field pattern.

•

Replanting of trees, hedgerows and woodland, including off-site planting.

•

Ensure planting species are appropriate to surroundings.

•

Visual integration of noise barriers, signage and lighting into the landscape.
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TAG Worksheets

Features
Pattern

Table A1.1, TAG Worksheet: Lower Faughart, Castletown & Flurry River Basins Character Area
Green Route Option Landscape Impact
Description
Scale it
Rarity
Importance Substitutability
Impact
matters
Strongly undulating topography.
Local
Locally
Medium
Field pattern
Circa. 300m online widening at west
Common
may be
end of route.
Small, medium to large rectangular
reproduced.
Circa. 200m online widening at east
and irregular shaped fields enclosed
Undulating
end of route.
by hedgerows and tree lines.
topography
could be
Circa. 2.4km of carriageway will cross
There are long distance views to
reproduced.
through greenfield land within this
Carlingford Mountains in the east and
character area.
to Slieve Gullion from elevated/ open
areas and where hedgerows are low,
Reconfigured link roads/ junctions.
otherwise the landscape is enclosed
at lower elevations between hills and
Form and arrangement of carriageways
where hedgerows are high.
would be in keeping with existing route
patterns within the wider landscape.
Views from within this area towards a
Some field pattern severance.
line of mature beach trees lining the
avenue to Roachdale House and a
Cutting and embankment slopes would
small hillock with a tree group on top
disrupt existing landform. Generally,
east of Roachdale House.
alignments follow landform well.
Settlement clusters at Annaghvacky,
Sheelagh, Hackballs Cross. Other
settlement consists of numerous oneoff housing and farm buildings dotted
throughout area.
Irregular grid of minor roads crosses
the area. Existing N53 is in a straight
alignment.

Large cutting between chainage; 2080
and 2270 (Max depth cut 7.5m), 2460
and 2600 (Max depth cut 10.5m). Local
cutting of two small picturesque hills
including hill with prominent tree group
on top.
Moderate fill between chainage;
1130 and 1170 (Max depth fill 5m)
The section of the route on this
embankment will be visible in distance
from dwellings at Annaghvacky.
Visibility of the route within the
surrounding wider landscape is limited
by intervening topography and
vegetation. However there would be
some views of road on embankment
south of Annaghvacky .

Mitigation
Embankment and cutting
slopes graded out.
New planting to restore
severed field pattern.
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Tranquillity

Rural settlement and numerous
isolated dwellings in combination with
the N53 corridor reduces the
tranquilly of this rural area.

Local

Locally
Common

Medium

Once lost is
difficult to
recover.

Cultural

Elements of historic character include
the historic field pattern, country
lanes and minor roads. Numerous
ringforts.

Local

Locally
Common

Medium

Cultural features
may not be
replaced.

Pasture and arable land. Tree lines
and hedgerows. Small areas of
woodland copse and bog. Numerous
one -off dwellings and farm buildings,
settlement clusters at Annaghvacky,
Sheelagh, Hackballs Cross.

Local

Landcover

Locally
Common

Medium

Detractors within the landscape
include views to overhead electricity
wires and pylons and the noise of
traffic along the N53 Road
Summary of
character

Attractive rural pastoral and arable
landscape. Undulating topography
with variation in elevation. Views out
from open and elevated areas to
distant uplands. Attractive
appearance partially degraded by
views to electricity pylons. Tranquillity
already affected by the existing N53
Road and numerous one-off
dwellings.

Local

Locally
common
rural
landscape.

Medium

Undeveloped
agricultural land
and woodland
difficult to
reproduce.
Settlements
easily
reproduced.

As a whole this
character would
be difficult to
substitute.

Route follows within close proximity of
existing N53 Route corridor (within
300m) which already impacts on local
tranquillity. No significant additional
adverse effects on tranquillity.
Fields will be bisected. New links to
existing road pattern.

Loss of farmland and hedgerows to
carriageways, cutting and fill
embankments. Loss of pond and tree
group at ch. 2200. Loss of bog at
ch.450-800.
Loss of farmsteads: None
Loss of dwellings: None.
Route will bypass Annaghvacky leading
to an improvement to the setting of
Annaghvacky.
Disruption to landform is limited except
for large cutting of two small
picturesque hills including hill with
prominent tree group on top (near
Roachdale House) . Limited loss of
rural tranquillity due to location of the
route close to existing N53. Loss of bog
at ch.450-800. Improvement to the
setting of Annaghvacky. Circa. 2.4km of
route through greenfield.

None possible without further
disruption to pattern,
landform and visual amenity.

Embankment and cutting
slopes graded out.
New planting to restore
severed field pattern.
Replanting of trees and
hedgerows and woodland.
Including off-site planting.
Appropriate boundary
treatment such as planting/
local stone walls to severed
front gardens.

Ensure planting species are
appropriate to surroundings.

Qualitative Comments: The proposed route follows on or generally in close proximity and parallel to the existing N53 Road. Circa. 2.4km of carriageway will
cross through greenfield land within this character area. Visibility of the route from within the surrounding landscape is limited by intervening topography and
vegetation, however there would be some views of the road on embankment south of Annaghvacky. There would be some disruption to local landform from
cutting and filling required to fit this route into the landscape in particular from large cuttings of two small picturesque hills including a hill with a prominent tree
group on top (ch. 2150). There would be limited loss of rural tranquillity due to location of the route either online of the existing N53 Road or in close proximity to
the existing N53 Road corridor. The route will bypass Annaghvacky leading to an improvement to the setting of Annaghvacky. There will be slight to moderate
adverse effects on pasture/ arable farmland, hedgerows and trees to accommodate proposed carriageways, embankments and cuttings. There would be some
loss of bog at ch.450-800.
Impact Significance: Moderate adverse (negative) effect
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Features
Pattern

Table A1.2, TAG Worksheet: Lower Faughart, Castletown & Flurry River Basins Character Area
Purple Route Option Landscape Impact
Description
Scale it
Rarity
Importance Substitutability
Impact
matters
Strongly undulating topography.
Local
Locally
Medium
Field pattern
Circa. 100m online widening at west
Common
may be
end of route.
Small, medium to large rectangular
reproduced.
Circa. 240m online widening at east
and irregular shaped fields enclosed
Undulating
end of route.
by hedgerows and tree lines.
topography
could be
Circa. 3km of carriageway will cross
There are long distance views to
reproduced.
through greenfield land within this
Carlingford Mountains in the east and
character area.
to Slieve Gullion from elevated/ open
areas and where hedgerows are low,
Reconfigured link roads/ junctions.
otherwise the landscape is enclosed
at lower elevations between hills and
Form and arrangement of carriageways
where hedgerows are high.
would be in keeping with existing route
patterns within the wider landscape.
Views from within this area towards a
Some field pattern severance.
line of mature beach trees lining the
avenue to Roachdale House and a
Cutting and embankment slopes would
small hillock with a tree group on top
disrupt existing landform. Generally
east of Roachdale House.
alignments follow landform well except:
Settlement clusters at Annaghvacky,
Sheelagh, Hackballs Cross. Other
settlement consists of numerous oneoff housing and farm buildings dotted
throughout area.
Irregular grid of minor roads crosses
the area. Existing N53 is in a straight
alignment.

Large cutting between chainage; 2430
and 2610 (Max depth cut 8m), 2820
and 2940 (Max depth cut 10.5m). Local
cutting of two small picturesque hills
including hill with prominent tree group
on top (at Ch. 2500 and Ch. 2880).
Moderate fill between chainage;
810 and 1330 (Max depth fill 5m)
The short section of the route on this
embankment will be visible in distance
from dwellings at Annaghvacky.
1660 and 1790 (Max depth fill 3.8m)
sidelong against higher contours and
framing edge to bog.
Visibility of the route within the
surrounding wider landscape is limited
by intervening topography and
vegetation. However there would be
some limited views of road on

Mitigation
Embankment and cutting
slopes graded out.
New planting to restore
severed field pattern.
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Tranquillity

Rural settlement and numerous
isolated dwellings in combination with
the N53 corridor reduces the
tranquilly of this rural area.

Local

Locally
Common

Medium

Once lost is
difficult to
recover.

Cultural

Elements of historic character include
the historic field pattern, country
lanes and minor roads. Numerous
ringforts.
Pasture and arable land. Tree lines
and hedgerows. Small areas of
woodland copse and bog. Numerous
one -off dwellings and farm buildings,
settlement clusters at Annaghvacky,
Sheelagh, Hackballs Cross.

Local

Locally
Common

Medium

Cultural features
may not be
replaced.

Local

Locally
Common

Medium

Undeveloped
agricultural land
and woodland
difficult to
reproduce.
Settlements
easily
reproduced.

Landcover

Detractors within the landscape
include views to overhead electricity
wires and pylons and the noise of
traffic along the N53 Road

Summary of
character

Attractive rural pastoral and arable
landscape. Undulating topography
with variation in elevation. Views out
from open and elevated areas to
distant uplands. Attractive
appearance partially degraded by
views to electricity pylons. Tranquillity
already affected by the existing N53
Road and numerous one-off
dwellings.

Local

Locally
common
rural
landscape.

Medium

As a whole this
character would
be difficult to
substitute.

embankment south and west of
Annaghvacky .
Route follows within close proximity of
existing N53 Route corridor (within
300m) which already impacts on local
tranquillity. No significant additional
adverse effects on tranquillity.
Fields will be bisected. New links to
existing road pattern.

Loss of farmland and hedgerows to
carriageways, cutting and fill
embankments. Loss of pond and tree
group at ch. 2500. Loss of edge to bog
at ch.850-1150. Impact on bog from link
road.
Loss of farmsteads: None
Loss of dwellings: None.
Route will bypass Annaghvacky leading
to an improvement to the setting of
Annaghvacky.
Disruption to landform is limited except
for large cutting of two small
picturesque hills including hill with
prominent tree group on top. Limited
loss of rural tranquillity due to location
of the route close to existing N53.
Improvement to the setting of
Annaghvacky. Partially avoids bog near
Annaghvacky. 3km through greenfield.

None possible without further
disruption to pattern,
landform and visual amenity.

Embankment and cutting
slopes graded out.
New planting to restore
severed field pattern.
Replanting of trees and
hedgerows and woodland.
Including off-site planting.
Appropriate boundary
treatment such as planting/
local stone walls to severed
front gardens.

Ensure planting species are
appropriate to surroundings.

Qualitative Comments: The proposed route follows on or generally in close proximity and parallel to the existing N53 Road. Circa. 3km of carriageway will cross
through greenfield land within this character area. Visibility of the route from within the surrounding landscape is limited by intervening topography and vegetation,
however there would be some views of the road on embankment south and west of Annaghvacky. There would be some disruption to local landform from cutting
and filling required to fit this route into the landscape in particular from a large cutting of two small picturesque hills (at Ch. 2500 and Ch. 2880) including a hill with
a prominent tree group on top. There would be limited loss of rural tranquillity due to location of the route either online of the existing N53 Road or in close
proximity to the existing N53 Road corridor. The route will bypass Annaghvacky leading to an improvement to the setting of Annaghvacky. There will be slight to
moderate adverse effects on pasture/ arable farmland, hedgerows and trees to accommodate proposed carriageways, embankments and cuttings. There would be
loss of a pond and tree group at ch. 2500. Loss of the edge to bog at ch.850-1150 and some impact on bog from the link road at Annaghvacky.
Impact Significance: Moderate adverse (negative) effect
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Features
Pattern

Table A1.3, TAG Worksheet: Lower Faughart, Castletown & Flurry River Basins Character Area
Red Route Option Landscape Impact
Description
Scale it
Rarity
Importance Substitutability
Impact
matters
Strongly undulating topography.
Local
Locally
Medium
Field pattern
Circa. 100m online widening at west
Common
may be
end of route.
Small, medium to large rectangular
reproduced.
Circa. 410m online widening at east
and irregular shaped fields enclosed
Undulating
end of route.
by hedgerows and tree lines.
topography
could be
Circa. 2.55km of carriageway will cross
There are long distance views to
reproduced.
through greenfield land within this
Carlingford Mountains in the east and
character area.
to Slieve Gullion from elevated/ open
areas and where hedgerows are low,
Reconfigured link roads/ junctions.
otherwise the landscape is enclosed
at lower elevations between hills and
Form and arrangement of carriageways
where hedgerows are high.
would be in keeping with existing route
patterns within the wider landscape.
Views from within this area towards a
Some field pattern severance.
line of mature beach trees lining the
avenue to Roachdale House and a
Cutting and embankment slopes would
small hillock with a tree group on top
disrupt existing landform. Generally,
east of Roachdale House.
alignments follow landform well except:
Settlement clusters at Annaghvacky,
Sheelagh, Hackballs Cross. Other
settlement consists of numerous oneoff housing and farm buildings dotted
throughout area.

Rural settlement and numerous
isolated dwellings in combination with
the N53 corridor reduces the
tranquilly of this rural area.

Embankment and cutting
slopes graded out.
New planting to restore
severed field pattern.

Moderate cutting between chainage;
1210and 1390 (Max depth cut 5m),
1530 and 1770 (Max depth cut 4.3m).
1890 and 2110 (Max depth cut 3.5m).
Moderate fill between chainage;
2230 and 2620 (Max depth fill 5.5m)

Irregular grid of minor roads crosses
the area. Existing N53 is in a straight
alignment.

Tranquillity

Mitigation

Local

Locally
Common

Medium

Once lost is
difficult to
recover.

Visibility of the route within the
surrounding wider landscape is limited
by intervening topography and
vegetation. Route does pass close to
dwellings north of Annaghvacky and
may potentially be visible from some of
these dwellings.
Route follows within close proximity of
the existing N53 Route corridor or
existing settlement (within 400m) which
already impacts on local tranquillity. No
significant additional adverse effects on
tranquillity.

None possible without further
disruption to pattern,
landform and visual amenity.
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Cultural

Landcover

Elements of historic character include
the historic field pattern, country
lanes and minor roads. Numerous
ringforts.

Local

Pasture and arable land. Tree lines
and hedgerows. Small areas of
woodland copse and bog. Numerous
one -off dwellings and farm buildings,
settlement clusters at Annaghvacky,
Sheelagh, Hackballs Cross.

Local

Locally
Common

Locally
Common

Medium

Medium

Detractors within the landscape
include views to overhead electricity
wires and pylons and the noise of
traffic along the N53 Road
Summary of
character

Attractive rural pastoral and arable
landscape. Undulating topography
with variation in elevation. Views out
from open and elevated areas to
distant uplands. Attractive
appearance partially degraded by
views to electricity pylons. Tranquillity
already affected by the existing N53
Road and numerous one-off
dwellings.

Local

Locally
common
rural
landscape.

Medium

Cultural features
may not be
replaced.

Undeveloped
agricultural land
and woodland
difficult to
reproduce.
Settlements
easily
reproduced.

As a whole this
character would
be difficult to
substitute.

Fields will be bisected. New links to
existing road pattern.

Loss of farmland and hedgerows to
carriageways, cutting and fill
embankments. Loss of woodland at ch.
2400-2600 and at ch. 1275.
Loss of farmsteads: None
Loss of dwellings: None.
Route will bypass Annaghvacky leading
to an improvement to the setting of
Annaghvacky.
Disruption to landform is limited. Limited
loss of rural tranquillity due to location
of the route close to existing N53 and
existing settlement. Improvement to the
setting of Annaghvacky. Moderate
impact on woodland at ch. 2400-2600.
Route travels for circa. 2.55km through
greenfield lands.

Embankment and cutting
slopes graded out.
New planting to restore
severed field pattern.
Replanting of trees and
hedgerows and woodland.
Including off-site planting.
Appropriate boundary
treatment such as planting/
local stone walls to severed
front gardens.

Ensure planting species are
appropriate to surroundings.

Qualitative Comments: The proposed route follows on or generally in close proximity and parallel to the existing N53 Road. Circa. 2.55km of carriageway will
cross through greenfield land within this character area. Visibility of the route from within the surrounding landscape is limited by intervening topography and
vegetation. There would be some disruption to local landform from cutting and filling required to fit this route into the landscape. There would be limited loss of
rural tranquillity due to location of the route either online of the existing N53 Road or in close proximity to the existing N53 Road corridor. The route will bypass
Annaghvacky leading to an improvement to the setting of Annaghvacky. There will be slight to moderate adverse effects on pasture/ arable farmland, hedgerows
and trees to accommodate proposed carriageways, embankments and cuttings. There would be some loss of woodland at ch. 2400-2600 and at ch.1275.
Impact Significance: Slight adverse (negative) effect
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Features
Pattern

Table A1.4, TAG Worksheet: Lower Faughart, Castletown & Flurry River Basins Character Area
Blue Route Option Landscape Impact
Description
Scale it
Rarity
Importance Substitutability
Impact
matters
Strongly undulating topography.
Local
Locally
Medium
Field pattern
Circa. 300m online widening at west
Common
may be
end of route.
Small, medium to large rectangular
reproduced.
Circa. 1090m online widening at east
and irregular shaped fields enclosed
Undulating
end of route.
by hedgerows and tree lines.
topography
could be
Circa. 1.6km of carriageway will cross
There are long distance views to
reproduced.
through greenfield land within this
Carlingford Mountains in the east and
character area.
to Slieve Gullion from elevated/ open
areas and where hedgerows are low,
Reconfigured link roads/ junctions.
otherwise the landscape is enclosed
at lower elevations between hills and
Form and arrangement of carriageways
where hedgerows are high.
would be in keeping with existing route
patterns within the wider landscape.
Views from within this area towards a
Some field pattern severance.
line of mature beach trees lining the
avenue to Roachdale House and a
Cutting and embankment slopes would
small hillock with a tree group on top
disrupt existing landform. Generally,
east of Roachdale House.
alignments follow landform well except:
Settlement clusters at Annaghvacky,
Sheelagh, Hackballs Cross. Other
settlement consists of numerous oneoff housing and farm buildings dotted
throughout area.

Rural settlement and numerous
isolated dwellings in combination with
the N53 corridor reduces the
tranquilly of this rural area.

Embankment and cutting
slopes graded out.
New planting to restore
severed field pattern.

Moderate cutting between chainage;
660 and 830 (Max depth cut 5m), 1570
and 2030 (Max depth cut 5m).
Large fill between chainage;
2070 and 2720 (Max depth fill 6.5m)

Irregular grid of minor roads crosses
the area. Existing N53 is in a straight
alignment.

Tranquillity

Mitigation

Local

Locally
Common

Medium

Once lost is
difficult to
recover.

Visibility of the route within the
surrounding wider landscape is limited
by intervening topography and
vegetation. Route does pass close to
dwellings south of Annaghvacky and
may potentially be visible from some of
these dwellings. Visual impact to
properties west of Annaghvacky on
online section.
Route follows within close proximity of
existing N53 Route corridor or existing
settlement (within 270m) which already
impacts on local tranquillity. No
significant additional adverse effects on

None possible without further
disruption to pattern,
landform and visual amenity.
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Cultural

Landcover

Elements of historic character include
the historic field pattern, country
lanes and minor roads. Numerous
ringforts.

Local

Pasture and arable land. Tree lines
and hedgerows. Small areas of
woodland copse and bog. Numerous
one -off dwellings and farm buildings,
settlement clusters at Annaghvacky,
Sheelagh, Hackballs Cross.

Local

Locally
Common

Locally
Common

Medium

Medium

Detractors within the landscape
include views to overhead electricity
wires and pylons and the noise of
traffic along the N53 Road

Summary of
character

Attractive rural pastoral and arable
landscape. Undulating topography
with variation in elevation. Views out
from open and elevated areas to
distant uplands. Attractive
appearance partially degraded by
views to electricity pylons. Tranquillity
already affected by the existing N53
Road and numerous one-off
dwellings.

Cultural features
may not be
replaced.

Undeveloped
agricultural land
and woodland
difficult to
reproduce.
Settlements
easily
reproduced.

tranquillity.
Fields will be bisected. New links to
existing road pattern.

Loss of farmland and hedgerows to
carriageways, cutting and fill
embankments. Loss of woodland edge
at ch. 2300-2500. Loss of bog at ch.
500-800.
Loss of farmsteads: None

Embankment and cutting
slopes graded out.
New planting to restore
severed field pattern.
Replanting of trees and
hedgerows and woodland.
Including off-site planting.
Appropriate boundary
treatment such as planting/
local stone walls to severed
front gardens.

Loss of dwellings: None.

Local

Locally
common
rural
landscape.

Medium

As a whole this
character would
be difficult to
substitute.

Route will bypass Annaghvacky leading
to an improvement to the setting of
Annaghvacky.
Disruption to landform is limited. Limited
loss of rural tranquillity due to location
of the route close to existing N53 and
existing settlement. Improvement to the
setting of Annaghvacky. Only 1.6km
through greenfield. Route does pass
close to dwellings south of
Annaghvacky and may potentially be
visible from some of these dwellings.
Visual impact to properties west of
Annaghvack on online section.

Ensure planting species are
appropriate to surroundings.

Qualitative Comments: The proposed route follows on or generally in close proximity and parallel to the existing N53 Road. Circa. 1.6km of carriageway will
cross through greenfield land within this character area. Visibility of the route from within the surrounding landscape is limited by intervening topography and
vegetation. There would be some disruption to local landform from cutting and filling required to fit this route into the landscape, in particular a large fill
embankment between chainage; 2070 and 2720. There would be limited loss of rural tranquillity due to location of the route either online of the existing N53 Road
or in close proximity to the existing N53 Road corridor. The route will bypass Annaghvacky leading to an improvement to the setting of Annaghvacky. There will be
slight to moderate adverse effects on pasture/ arable farmland, hedgerows and trees to accommodate proposed carriageways, embankments and cuttings. There
would be some loss of woodland at Loss of woodland edge at ch. 2300-2500 and loss of bog at ch. 500-800.
Impact Significance: Slight adverse (negative) effect
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Features
Pattern

Tranquillity

Table A1.5, TAG Worksheet: Lower Faughart, Castletown & Flurry River Basins Character Area
Brown Route Option Landscape Impact
Description
Scale it
Rarity
Importance Substitutability
Impact
matters
Strongly undulating topography.
Local
Locally
Medium
Field pattern
Circa. 100m online widening at west
Common
may be
end of route.
Small, medium to large rectangular
reproduced.
Circa. 1090m online widening at east
and irregular shaped fields enclosed
Undulating
end of route.
by hedgerows and tree lines.
topography
could be
Circa. 2.14km of carriageway will cross
There are long distance views to
reproduced.
through greenfield land within this
Carlingford Mountains in the east and
character area.
to Slieve Gullion from elevated/ open
areas and where hedgerows are low,
Reconfigured link roads/ junctions.
otherwise the landscape is enclosed
at lower elevations between hills and
Form and arrangement of carriageways
where hedgerows are high.
would be in keeping with existing route
patterns within the wider landscape.
Views from within this area towards a
Some field pattern severance.
line of mature beach trees lining the
avenue to Roachdale House and a
Cutting and embankment slopes would
small hillock with a tree group on top
disrupt existing landform. Generally,
east of Roachdale House.
alignments follow landform well except:
Settlement clusters at Annaghvacky,
Sheelagh, Hackballs Cross. Other
settlement consists of numerous oneoff housing and farm buildings dotted
throughout area.

Moderate cutting between chainage;
1920 and 2370 (Max depth cut 5m).

Irregular grid of minor roads crosses
the area. Existing N53 is in a straight
alignment.

Visibility of the route within the
surrounding wider landscape is limited
by intervening topography and
vegetation. Route does pass close to
dwellings south of Annaghvacky and
may potentially be visible from some of
these dwellings. Large fill embankment
(ch.2420 to ch. 3070) may potentially
be visible forma wide area.

Rural settlement and numerous
isolated dwellings in combination with
the N53 corridor reduces the
tranquilly of this rural area.

Mitigation
Embankment and cutting
slopes graded out.
New planting to restore
severed field pattern.

Large fill between chainage;
2420 and 3070 (Max depth fill 6.5m)

Local

Locally
Common

Medium

Once lost is
difficult to
recover.

Route follows within close proximity of
existing N53 Route corridor or existing
settlement (within 270m) which already
impacts on local tranquillity. No

None possible without further
disruption to pattern,
landform and visual amenity.
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Cultural

Landcover

Elements of historic character include
the historic field pattern, country
lanes and minor roads. Numerous
ringforts.

Local

Pasture and arable land. Tree lines
and hedgerows. Small areas of
woodland copse and bog. Numerous
one -off dwellings and farm buildings,
settlement clusters at Annaghvacky,
Sheelagh, Hackballs Cross.

Local

Locally
Common

Locally
Common

Medium

Medium

Detractors within the landscape
include views to overhead electricity
wires and pylons and the noise of
traffic along the N53 Road

Summary of
character

Attractive rural pastoral and arable
landscape. Undulating topography
with variation in elevation. Views out
from open and elevated areas to
distant uplands. Attractive
appearance partially degraded by
views to electricity pylons. Tranquillity
already affected by the existing N53
Road and numerous one-off
dwellings.

Cultural features
may not be
replaced.

Undeveloped
agricultural land
and woodland
difficult to
reproduce.
Settlements
easily
reproduced.

significant additional adverse effects on
tranquillity.
Fields will be bisected. New links to
existing road pattern.

Loss of farmland and hedgerows to
carriageways, cutting and fill
embankments. Loss of woodland edge
at ch. 2650-2850. Skirts edge of bog at
ch. 800-1100.
Loss of farmsteads: None

Embankment and cutting
slopes graded out.
New planting to restore
severed field pattern.
Replanting of trees and
hedgerows and woodland.
Including off-site planting.
Appropriate boundary
treatment such as planting/
local stone walls to severed
front gardens.

Loss of dwellings: None.
Cultural features
may not be
replaced.

Local

Locally
common
rural
landscape.

Medium

As a whole this
character would
be difficult to
substitute.

Route will bypass Annaghvacky leading
to an improvement to the setting of
Annaghvacky.
Disruption to landform is limited. Limited
loss of rural tranquillity due to location
of the route close to existing N53 and
existing settlement. Improvement to the
setting of Annaghvacky. 2.1km through
greenfield. Route does pass close to
dwellings south of Annaghvacky and
may potentially be visible from some of
these dwellings. Limited visual impact
to properties west of Annaghvacky.

Ensure planting species are
appropriate to surroundings.

Qualitative Comments: The proposed route follows on or generally in close proximity and parallel to the existing N53 Road. Circa. 2.14km of carriageway will
cross through greenfield land within this character area. Visibility of the route from within the surrounding landscape is limited by intervening topography and
vegetation. There would be some disruption to local landform from cutting and filling required to fit this route into the landscape, in particular a large fill
embankment between chainage 2420 and 3070.There would be limited loss of rural tranquillity due to location of the route either online of the existing N53 Road
or in close proximity to the existing N53 Road corridor. The route will bypass Annaghvacky leading to an improvement to the setting of Annaghvacky.
There will be slight to moderate adverse effects on pasture/ arable farmland, hedgerows and trees to accommodate proposed carriageways, embankments and
cuttings. There would be some loss of woodland edge at ch. 2650-2850 and edge of bog at ch. 800-1100.
Impact Significance: Slight adverse (negative) effect
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TAG Significance Criteria
Table A1.6: TAG Significance Criteria

Score
Large beneficial (positive) effect

Moderate beneficial (positive) effect

Slight beneficial (positive) effect

Neutral effect

Slight adverse (negative) effect

Comment
•
The scheme provides an opportunity to greatly enhance the landscape because
•
It greatly enhances the character (including quality and value) of the landscape
•
It creates an iconic high-quality feature and/or series of elements
•
It enables a sense of place, scale and quality to be restored in an area formerly of high landscape quality
•
Note that very few, if any, schemes are likely to merit this score.
•
The scheme provides an opportunity to enhance the landscape because:
•
It fits very well with the scale, landform and pattern of the landscape
•
There is potential, through environmental design measures, to enable the restoration of characteristics, partially
lost or diminished as the result of changes resulting from intensive farming or inappropriate development
•
It will enable a sense of place and scale to be restored through well-designed planting and environmental
design measures, that is, characteristics are enhanced through the use of local materials and species used to
fit the scheme into the landscape
•
It enables some sense of quality to be restored or enhanced through beneficial landscaping and sensitive
design in a landscape which is not of any formally recognised quality
•
It furthers government objectives to regenerate degraded countryside
The scheme:
•
fits well with the scale, landform and pattern of the landscape
•
incorporates environmental design measures to ensure they will blend in well with surrounding landscape
•
will enable some sense of place and scale to be restored through well-designed planting and environmental
design measures
•
maintains or enhances existing landscape character in an area which is not a designated landscape, nor
vulnerable to change
•
avoids conflict with government policy towards protection of the countryside
The scheme is well designed to:
•
complement the scale, landform and pattern of the landscape
•
incorporate environmental design measures to ensure that the scheme will blend in well with surrounding
landscape characteristics and landscape elements
•
avoid being visually intrusive nor have an adverse effect on the current level of tranquillity of the landscape
through which the scheme passes
•
maintain existing landscape character in an area which is not a designated landscape, that is, neither national
or local high quality, nor is it vulnerable to change
•
avoid conflict with government policy towards protection of the countryside
The scheme:
•
does not quite fit the landform and scale of the landscape
•
although not very visually intrusive, will impact on certain views into and across the area
•
cannot be completely integrated because of the nature of the scheme itself or the character of the landscape
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Moderate adverse (negative) effect

Large adverse (negative) effect

Very large adverse (negative) effect

through which it passes
•
affects an area of recognised landscape quality
•
conflicts with local authority policies for protecting the local character of the countryside
The scheme is:
•
out of scale with the landscape, or at odds with the local pattern and landform
•
visually intrusive and will adversely impact on the landscape
•
not possible to fully integrate, that is, environmental design measures will not prevent the scheme from scarring
the landscape in the longer term as some features of interest will be partly destroyed or their setting reduced or
removed
•
will have an adverse impact on a landscape of recognised quality or on vulnerable and important characteristics
or elements
•
in conflict with local and national policies to protect open land and nationally recognised countryside
The scheme is very damaging to the landscape in that it:
•
is at considerable variance with the landform, scale and pattern of the landscape
•
is visually intrusive and would disrupt fine and valued views of the area
•
is likely to degrade, diminish or even destroy the integrity of a range of characteristics and elements and their
setting
•
will be substantially damaging to a high quality or highly vulnerable landscape, causing it to change and be
considerably diminished in quality
•
cannot be adequately integrated
•
is in serious conflict with government policy for the protection of nationally recognised countryside
The scheme would result in exceptionally severe adverse impacts on the landscape because it:
•
is at complete variance with the landform, scale and pattern of the landscape
•
is highly visual and extremely intrusive, destroying fine and valued views both into and across the area
•
would irrevocably damage or degrade, badly diminish or even destroy the integrity of characteristics and
elements and their setting
•
would cause a very high quality or highly vulnerable landscape to be irrevocably changed and its quality very
considerably diminished
•
could not be integrated: there are no environmental design measures that would protect or replace the loss of a
nationally important landscape
•
cannot be reconciled with government policy for the protection of nationally recognised countryside
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Appendix 2-

Visual Impact Schedules
Visual Receptors Drawings

Eamonn Byrne Landscape Architects

Visual Impact Schedule (N53)
Table A2.1: Visual Impact Schedule Worksheet- (Refer also to Visual Receptors Drawings, Appendix 2 for visual receptor locations)

Receptor
Dwellings
R01
R02
R03
R04
R05
R06
R07
R08
R09
R10
R11
R12
R13
R14
R15
R16
R17
R18
R19
R20
R21
R22
R23
R24
R25
R26
R27
R28
R29
R30
R31
R32
R33
R34
R35
R36
R37
R38
R39
R40
R41
R42
R43
R44
R45
R46
R47
R48
R49
R50
R51
R52
R53
R54
R55
R55A
R56
R57
R58
R59
R60
R61

No.
1
3
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
3
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
2
1
1
1
2
1
1
1
1
1
2
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
3
2
2
5
3
2
3
2
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
2

Sensitivity
High
High
High
High
High
High
High
High
High
High
High
High
High
High
High
High
High
High
High
High
High
High
High
High
High
High
High
High
High
High
High
High
High
High
High
High
High
High
High
High
High
High
High
High
High
High
High
High
High
High
High
High
High
High
High
High
High
High
High
High
High
High

Magnitude
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
No change
No change
No change
No change
No change
No change
Minor
Minor
Minor
Minor
Major
No change
No change
No change
No change
No change
No change
No change
No change
No change
No change
No change
Negligible
Major
Minor
No change
No change
No change
Moderate
Major
Moderate
No change
No change
Moderate
Negligible
Minor
No change
Negligible
Moderate
Moderate
Moderate
Minor
Negligible
No change
No change
No change
No change
No change
No change
No change
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A

Red Route Option
Significance
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
Neutral
Neutral
Neutral
Neutral
Neutral
Neutral
Slight Adverse
Slight Adverse
Slight Beneficial
Slight Beneficial
Large Adverse
Neutral
Neutral
Neutral
Neutral
Neutral
Neutral
Neutral
Neutral
Neutral
Neutral
Neutral
Slight Adverse
Large Adverse
Slight Adverse
Neutral
Neutral
Neutral
Moderate Adverse
Large Adverse
Moderate Adverse
Neutral
Neutral
Moderate Adverse
Neutral
Slight Adverse
Neutral
Neutral
Large Adverse
Moderate Adverse
Moderate Adverse
Slight Adverse
Neutral
Neutral
Neutral
Neutral
Neutral
Neutral
Neutral
Neutral
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A

Magnitude
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
No change
No change
No change
No change
No change
No change
Minor
Moderate
Moderate
Moderate
Minor
No change
No change
No change
No change
No change
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
Negligible
Moderate
Negligible
Negligible
No change
No change
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
No change
No change
Negligible
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
No change
No change
No change
No change
No change
Negligible
Moderate
Minor
No change
Moderate
Major
Moderate
Negligible
No change
No change
No change
No change

Green Route Option
Significance
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
Neutral
Neutral
Neutral
Neutral
Neutral
Neutral
Slight Adverse
Moderate Adverse
Moderate Adverse
Moderate Adverse
Slight Adverse
Neutral
Neutral
Neutral
Neutral
Neutral
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
Neutral
Moderate Adverse
Slight Beneficial
Slight Beneficial
Neutral
Neutral
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
Neutral
Neutral
Neutral
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
Neutral
Neutral
Neutral
Neutral
Neutral
Neutral
Moderate Adverse
Slight Adverse
Neutral
Moderate Adverse
Large Adverse
Moderate Adverse
Slight Adverse
Neutral
Neutral
Neutral
Neutral

Magnitude
No change
No change
No change
No change
No change
Negligible
No change
No change
Negligible
Negligible
Minor
Negligible
Negligible
No change
No change
No change
No change
No change
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
No change
No change
No change
No change
No change
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
No change
No change
Moderate
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
No change
No change
No change
No change
No change
Negligible
Moderate
Minor
No change
Moderate
Major
Moderate
Negligible
No change
Minor
Minor
No change

Score
Purple Route Option
Significance
Neutral
Neutral
Neutral
Neutral
Neutral
Slight Adverse
Neutral
Neutral
Slight Beneficial
Slight Beneficial
Slight Adverse
Neutral
Slight Adverse
Neutral
Neutral
Neutral
Neutral
Neutral
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
Neutral
Neutral
Neutral
Neutral
Neutral
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
Neutral
Neutral
Moderate Adverse
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
Neutral
Neutral
Neutral
Neutral
Neutral
Neutral
Moderate Adverse
Slight Adverse
Neutral
Moderate Adverse
Large Adverse
Moderate Adverse
Slight Adverse
Neutral
Slight Adverse
Slight Adverse
Neutral

Magnitude
No change
No change
No change
No change
No change
No change
No change
No change
Negligible
Negligible
Minor
Negligible
Negligible
No change
No change
No change
No change
No change
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
No change
No change
No change
No change
No change
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
No change
No change
Negligible
No change
No change
No change
No change
No change
No change
No change
No change
No change
Minor
Moderate
Minor
No change
Moderate
Major
Moderate
Negligible
No change
No change
No change
No change

Brown Route Option
Significance
Neutral
Neutral
Neutral
Neutral
Neutral
Neutral
Neutral
Neutral
Slight Beneficial
Slight Beneficial
Slight Adverse
Neutral
Slight Adverse
Neutral
Neutral
Neutral
Neutral
Neutral
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
Neutral
Neutral
Neutral
Neutral
Neutral
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
Neutral
Neutral
Neutral
Neutral
Neutral
Neutral
Neutral
Neutral
Neutral
Neutral
Neutral
Neutral
Slight Adverse
Moderate Adverse
Slight Adverse
Neutral
Moderate Adverse
Large Adverse
Moderate Adverse
Slight Adverse
Neutral
Neutral
Neutral
Neutral

Magnitude
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
No change
No change
No change
No change
No change
No change
No change
Moderate
Moderate
Moderate
Minor
No change
No change
No change
No change
No change
No change
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
No change
Minor
No change
No change
No change
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
No change
No change
Negligible
No change
No change
No change
No change
No change
No change
No change
No change
No change
Minor
Moderate
Minor
No change
Moderate
Major
Moderate
Negligible
No change
No change
No change
No change

Blue Route Option
Significance
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
Neutral
Neutral
Neutral
Neutral
Neutral
Neutral
Neutral
Moderate Adverse
Moderate Adverse
Moderate Adverse
Slight Adverse
Neutral
Neutral
Neutral
Neutral
Neutral
Neutral
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
Neutral
Slight Adverse
Neutral
Neutral
Neutral
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
Neutral
Neutral
Neutral
Neutral
Neutral
Neutral
Neutral
Neutral
Neutral
Neutral
Neutral
Neutral
Slight Adverse
Moderate Adverse
Slight Adverse
Neutral
Moderate Adverse
Large Adverse
Moderate Adverse
Slight Adverse
Neutral
Neutral
Neutral
Neutral

R62
R63
R64
R65
R66
R67
R68
R69
R70
R71
R71A
R72
R73
R74
R75
R76
R77
R78
R79
R80
R81
R82
R83
R84
R85
R86
R87
R88
R89
R90
R91
R92
R93
R94
R95

2
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1

High
High
High
High
High
High
High
High
High
High
High
High
High
High
High
High
High
High
High
High
High
High
High
High
High
High
High
High
High
High
High
High
High
High
High

N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
Negligible
Moderate
No change
No change
Minor
Minor
Negligible
Moderate
Negligible
Moderate
No change
No change
No change
No change
No change
Moderate
Moderate
No change
No change
No change
No change
No change
No change
No change
No change
No change

N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
Neutral
Moderate Adverse
Neutral
Neutral
Slight Adverse
Slight Adverse
Slight Adverse
Moderate Adverse
Neutral
Moderate Adverse
Neutral
Neutral
Neutral
Neutral
Neutral
Moderate Adverse
Moderate Adverse
Neutral
Neutral
Neutral
Neutral
Neutral
Neutral
Neutral
Neutral
Neutral

Community
Building
C01
C02

No.

Sensitivity

Magnitude

Significance

1
1

High
High

Moderate
Moderate

Moderate Adverse
Moderate Adverse

No change
N/A
N/A
Negligible
Negligible
Negligible
No change
No change
Negligible
Moderate
Moderate
Moderate
Negligible
Negligible
Negligible
No change
Negligible
Negligible
Moderate
No change
No change
No change
No change
No change
Moderate
Moderate
No change
No change
No change
No change
No change
No change
No change
No change
No change

Neutral
N/A
N/A
Slight Adverse
Slight Adverse
Slight Adverse
Neutral
Neutral
Slight Adverse
Moderate Adverse
Large Adverse
Moderate Adverse
Slight Beneficial
Slight Beneficial
Slight Beneficial
Neutral
Slight Adverse
Slight Beneficial
Moderate Adverse
Neutral
Neutral
Neutral
Neutral
Neutral
Moderate Adverse
Moderate Adverse
Neutral
Neutral
Neutral
Neutral
Neutral
Neutral
Neutral
Neutral
Neutral

No change
N/A
N/A
Negligible
Negligible
Negligible
No change
No change
Negligible
Moderate
Moderate
Moderate
Negligible
Negligible
Negligible
No change
Negligible
Negligible
Moderate
No change
No change
No change
No change
No change
Moderate
Moderate
No change
No change
No change
No change
No change
No change
No change
No change
No change

Neutral
N/A
N/A
Slight Adverse
Slight Adverse
Slight Adverse
Neutral
Neutral
Slight Adverse
Moderate Adverse
Large Adverse
Moderate Adverse
Slight Beneficial
Slight Beneficial
Slight Beneficial
Neutral
Slight Adverse
Slight Beneficial
Moderate Adverse
Neutral
Neutral
Neutral
Neutral
Neutral
Moderate Adverse
Moderate Adverse
Neutral
Neutral
Neutral
Neutral
Neutral
Neutral
Neutral
Neutral
Neutral

No change
N/A
N/A
Negligible
Negligible
Negligible
N/A
N/A
N/A
No change
Major
Minor
Minor
Moderate
Minor
Negligible
Minor
Moderate
Moderate
No change
No change
No change
No change
No change
Moderate
Moderate
No change
No change
No change
No change
No change
No change
No change
No change
No change

Neutral
N/A
N/A
Slight Adverse
Slight Adverse
Slight Adverse
N/A
N/A
N/A
Neutral
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Eamonn Byrne Landscape Architects (EBLA) is a
consultancy providing services in landscape architecture,
urban design and landscape planning. We are a registered
practice with the Landscape Institute.
Our approach is collaborative, responsive and creative.
Through our approach and quality service we aim to create
valuable places for our clients.
Landscape Architecture
We undertake the design, documentation and implementation
of public and private external spaces across a wide range of
project types and scales.
Urban Design
Through our urban design services we aim to integrate
projects into their urban context and create valuable places for
people.
Landscape Planning
Our landscape planning principles and practices consider the
integration of topography, infrastructure and natural systems
to achieve the optimum balance between the built and natural
environment.

5-6 King's Court,
Shambles,
York,
YO1 7LD, UK
T: 01904 623 144
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