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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
The Brief 
 
The purpose of this study was to examine the feasibility of constructing a combined promenade and 
cycleway, 8 metres wide, along the land sea boundary between Sean Moore Park and East Pier, 
Dun Laoghaire.  The new promenade must provide a continuous cycling route together with 
increased protection from coastal flooding to meet current acceptable standards. 
 
The Methodology 
 
The methodology for the study involved a review of the primary objectives of the project and the 
establishment of key design parameters.  The relevant key planning, environmental and flood 
control policies of the two council areas were also reviewed and noted.  Generic design concepts 
which met the primary objectives were applied to discrete sections of the proposed route, resulting 
in specific design options which were then assessed against a range of environmental, engineering 
and economic criteria.  For this purpose the route was subdivided into four main sections, where 
each section had particular characteristics over its length.  Design options which satisfied the site 
specific issues and the criteria have been recommended to be taken forward to the preliminary 
design stage.  
 
Design Parameters 
 
Key design parameters covering aspects of the promenade’s construction, usability and function 
were considered and set down in order to inform the development of the generic and specific 
design concepts to be assessed for their feasibility. 
 
Flood Protection 
 
Flood protection is to be a primary function of the proposed new facility and a minimum standard 
of flood protection based on a 1 in 200 year return period was adopted in line with the current 
recommendation of the Office of Public Works.  This means that the standard of protection 
afforded has a 0.5% probability of being beaten in any one year.  In addition the standard includes 
predicted increases in sea level up to at least 2031 in line with the recommendations of the Dublin 
Coastal Flooding Protection Project and the Greater Dublin Strategic Drainage Study.  If sea levels 
continue to rise beyond this date some additional measures would have to be taken to retain the 
same standard of flood protection, but these could generally be accommodated by the proposed 
design options by increasing the height of the flood wall incrementally as required.   
 
In order to retain the amenity of the promenade and cycleway it was proposed that the flood 
protection function should be positioned at the rear of the promenade, rather than along the shore 
edge.  This means that there may be times in severe weather when the promenade and cycleway 
itself may be inundated by water. 
 
Generic Design Concepts 
 
Five generic design concepts for application and assessment along the length of the coastal 
promenade were developed.  A sixth design concept was developed for the specific section along 
the Old Harbour at Dun Laoghaire.  These are summarised as follows: 
 
Concept 1: Promenade constructed on a solid infilled base with a rock armour wave protection 
slope. 
 
Concept 2: Promenade constructed on a solid infilled base with a profiled wave return wall 
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Concept 3: Promenade constructed on a solid infilled base with a stepped wave protection 
revetment 
 
Concept 4: Promenade constructed on an open decked structure of timber or other material, 
adjacent to and continuous with the existing shoreline structures. 
 
Concept 5: Promenade constructed offshore on an open decked freestanding structure, of timber or 
other material, and connected to the existing shore at specific points 
 
Concept 6: Promenade constructed on solid infill in front of the existing harbour wall in Dun 
Laoghaire Old Harbour. 
 
Summary of proposals to be taken forward to the Preliminary Design Stage 
Section A: Sean Moore Park to Merrion Gates 
 
Three specific design options have been recommended to be taken forward to the preliminary 
design stage.  These are: 
 
Option 1:  Promenade on solid infilled base with a rock armour revetment 
Option 2:  Promenade on a solid infilled base with a wave return wall 
Option 4:  Promenade on an open decked structure of timber or other material, adjacent to and 

continuous with the existing shoreline structures. 
 
At this stage the preferred option is for a promenade with a rock armour revetment (Option 1) from 
Sean Moore Park to the north end of the residential properties at Strand Road.  This includes an 
existing section of promenade with a rock armour revetment.  From this point to Merrion Gates the 
preferred option is for a promenade with a wave return wall (Option 2) at a reduced level to 
accommodate the residential properties. 
 
The option of routing the promenade along Strand Road to avoid going behind the residential 
properties is not feasible due to the restricted width of this road at that point. 
 
Although the preferred options described above have been shown on the drawings accompanying 
this report, it is emphasised that all three options recommended to be taken forward will be fully 
examined at preliminary design stage to reach a final conclusion. 
 
Section B: Merrion Gates to Brighton Vale 
 
The same three design options as recommended for Section A are to be taken forward to the 
preliminary design stage. 
 
Again at this stage the preferred option between Merrion Gates and the Martello Tower at Seafort 
Parade is for a solid infilled promenade with a rock armour revetment.  This section runs alongside 
the DART railway past Booterstown Marsh.  There is a significant sand spit on the shoreline 
adjacent to Booterstown Marsh, which is of high ecological significance as a major bird roost at 
periods of high tide, and special measures such as additional screening will need to be taken to 
protect the integrity of this site and from disturbance by users of the promenade. 
 
South-east of Seafort Parade the shoreline becomes rocky and the preferred option is for a wave 
return wall, which would continue to Brighton Vale.  There are several features of note along this 
length and these are dealt with specifically. 
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At Blackrock Baths the proposal is for the promenade to continue through the rear of the Baths site, 
necessitating the demolition of the old viewing terrace which is disused.  At some future point 
when the site is redeveloped the promenade can be integrated into the new development. 
 
There are several historic ruins at the Maretimo headland and the promenade can be routed around 
the headland to avoid most of these.  However it may be necessary to affect one of these features 
and with some amendments the old structure could be incorporated within the promenade. 
 
As for Section A, although the preferred options described above have been shown on the drawings 
accompanying this report, it is emphasised that all three options recommended to be taken forward 
will be fully examined at preliminary design stage to reach a final conclusion. 
 
Section C: Brighton Vale to The Gut 
 
Three specific design options have been recommended to be taken forward to the preliminary 
design stage.  These are: 
 
Option 2:  Promenade on a solid infilled base with a wave return wall 
Option 3:  Promenade on a solid infilled base with a stepped wave protection revetment 
Option 4: Promenade on an open decked structure of timber or other material, adjacent to and 

continuous with the existing shoreline structures. 
 
From Seapoint Station to a point just north of Brighton Vale where two residences are located on 
the seafront, the shoreline is generally rocky and the preferred option at this stage is for a 
promenade with a wave return wall.  To accommodate the properties at this point the promenade 
could be constructed, either in a similar manner with a wave wall or as an open decked structure, at 
a lower level in order to protect the view from the properties.  From this point along Brighton Vale 
to the Martello Tower bathing area the preferred option would be a promenade with a wave wall. 
 
At the Martello Tower the promenade could split to allow cyclists to use the existing route behind 
the wall.  This is generally acceptable for two way cycling except for a short length adjacent to the 
Tower end, where the wall would need to be realigned to allow sufficient width.  Pedestrians would 
continue along the existing promenade which would be reconstructed to a uniform level with a 
stepped revetment to allow easy access to the beach.  The two sections of promenade would come 
together again at the western end of the area known as The Gut, where a feature entrance area 
could be located.   
 
The route past The Gut would follow the existing path alongside the DART railway to the Harbour 
area.  The width of this area is sufficient for the promenade and cycleway but some minor widening 
towards The Gut, if this is possible, would enhance it and help avoid any impression of a narrow 
corridor. 
 
When The Gut area is redeveloped in the future an alternative promenade route around the 
shoreline could be incorporated into that development, and could easily link in at each end with the 
currently proposed promenade route. 
 
Once again, all the options recommended to be taken forward will be considered further at 
preliminary design stage before a final conclusion is reached. 
 
Section D: The Gut to Dun Laoghaire East Pier 
This is a complex area and various different solutions exist along its length.  It was considered in 
four main sections, as follows: 
 

• Old Harbour area  
• Coal Quay Bridge area  
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• Harbour Road area  
• Queens Road area  
 

 
The recommended options to be taken forward to preliminary design stage are as follows: 
 
• Old Harbour Area 
 
 Option 1: A timber structure adjacent to the Old Harbour wall 
 Option 2: Realignment of the Old Harbour wall with solid infill to make provision for widening 
 of the existing single lane Harbour Road.  This is the preferred option at this stage. 
 
• Coal Quay Bridge 
 Option 1: Utilisation of the corridor adjacent to the DART railway under Coal Quay Bridge 
 Option 2: Infilling of the corridor under Coal Quay Bridge to allow the promenade to remain at 
 the same level as Harbour Road.  This is the preferred option at this stage. 
 
• Harbour Road 
 Option 1: Construction of the promenade on the south side of Harbour Road adjacent to the 
 DART railway.  This is the preferred option at this stage 
 Option 2: Construction of the promenade on the north side of Harbour Road  
 
• Queens Road 
 Option 1: Construction of the promenade on the north side of Queens Road.  There is a very 

restricted area in front of the National Yacht Club and the promenade will need to be 
constructed at its minimum width in this area. 

 
SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
This study has shown that, from an engineering viewpoint, it is feasible to construct a promenade 
and cycleway from Sean Moore Park to East Pier, Dun Laoghaire, which will meet the primary 
objectives of the project.  There are a number of restricted areas but engineering solutions have 
been identified to deal with these. 
 
There are also a number of significant environmental issues which arise along the length of the 
study area and these have been considered in light of the relevant European Directives and 
legislation.  The conclusion of this report is that the environmental issues are capable of being 
satisfactorily mitigated by careful design, so that a promenade and cycleway can be constructed to 
provide a very significant new amenity which will bring greatly enhanced benefits to the 
community. 
 
In a few areas the successful achievement of all the objectives of the project is dependent on 
negotiations with third parties, however, our opinion is that solutions can be developed which will 
allow a continuous promenade and cycleway route to be achieved along the length of this study 
area. 
 
In conclusion, the project is feasible but a number of significant issues involving third parties will 
require to be addressed to ensure its successful implementation and operation. These are 
summarised as follows: 
 
• The route on the shoreline behind the houses at Strand Road will need detailed consultation 

with the residents to ensure minimal impact on these properties.  With careful design the 
amenity of these properties could arguably be enhanced. 
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• The ecological significance of the sand spit adjacent to Booterstown marsh, which provides an 
extremely important roosting area for birds at periods of high tide, may necessitate extreme 
mitigation measures in this area.  Ultimately if a suitably screened option is not deemed  

• acceptable then it is possible for an inland route around the marsh, although this would be less 
desirable for commuting cyclists as it would involve a significant detour. 

 
• Blackrock Baths is currently owned privately and our proposals involve demolition of the 

existing derelict viewing terrace.  Detailed consultation and negotiation will be required to 
enable the route to successfully negotiate this obstacle. 

 
• Protection of the existing harbour north of Maretimo headland will require negotiation with 

Iarnród Éireann to utilise the strip of land adjacent to the DART railway over a short length.  
 
• The built heritage features on the Maretimo headland can generally be accommodated but some 

demolition of one structure is necessary to allow the route to successfully negotiate the 
headland.  This will arguably enhance the headland and help to prevent anti-social use of these 
features.  Detailed consultation with DEHLG and negotiations with the private ownership of 
these structures will be required.  

 
• The promenade must pass to the seaward side of the residential properties on the shoreline at 

Brighton Vale.  The proposals indicate that the promenade level will be reduced over this 
length to protect the amenity of these properties.  Detailed consultation with the residents of 
these properties will be required.  

 
• The use of the derelict strip adjacent to the DART railway in the Coal Quay Bridge area will 

require detailed negotiations with either Iarnród Éireann or the Harbour Authority or perhaps 
both.  The proposals would remove the unsightly nature of this area and if the high level option 
is adopted will enhance the experience for users of the promenade. 

 
• Detailed negotiations with the DLRCC Roads Department regarding modifications to Coal 

Quay Bridge to allow the promenade to pass through at road level will be required.  The 
modifications to the bridge wall would enhance the sightlines for vehicles turning onto Harbour 
Road from the bridge. 

 
• The route of the promenade along Harbour Road past the Royal Irish Yacht Club will require a 

narrow strip of land in front of the Club regardless of which side of the road the promenade is 
on.  This may affect car parking spaces but additional spaces could be provided adjacent to the 
Club.  Detailed consultation with the Royal Irish Yacht Club will therefore be required. 

 
• The route along Queens Road adjacent to the Royal St George Yacht Club and the National 

Yacht Club will require widening of the existing footway towards the harbour.  This will affect 
some car parking spaces although a cantilevered design can be adopted to protect as many 
spaces as possible.  Detailed consultation with the Harbour Authority will be required. 
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1.0 INTRODUCTION 
 
1.1 The Vision 
 
 “The S2S promenade and cycleway forms part of the evolving relationship between 

Dublin city and the sea. The route provides a linear and networked sustainable 
transport link, quality public amenity facilities and a high level of accessibility.  

 
 Its construction has improved coastal flood defences to Dublin city, in a subtle and 

visually attractive manner. The ecological, geological, architectural and cultural 
aspects of Dublin Bay have been respected. The new accessibility of these distinct 
features has revitalised the relationship between Dublin and its sea, reinforcing the 
city’s embrace of the bay as a key part of its identity.”  

 
 

1.2 Terms of Reference 
 
In August 2006 Dublin City Council issued a Request for Proposal (RFP) for Sutton to 
Sandycove Promenade and cycleway Project Phase 2 – Sean Moore Park to East Pier, Dún 
Laoghaire. 
   
By letter dated 20 December 2006, Dublin City Council (Comhairle Cathrach Bhaile Atha 
Cliath) appointed Scott Wilson to undertake a Feasibility Study and Preliminary Design 
Report for the Project. 

  
 “The overriding purpose of this project is to examine the feasibility of providing a 

combined promenade and cycleway 8m wide on a route along the land/sea boundary, 
between Sean Moore Park and East Pier, Dún Laoghaire, which will provide both 
increased protection from coastal flooding and an enhanced, safe, recreational 
feature, providing continuous cycle facilities.  Where the proposed route deviates 
from the land/sea boundary, the project must link in with the existing road network 
and cycle facilities.”1 

  
This Feasibility Report is the first stage of the project and its objectives are to identify a 
number of options in accordance with agreed design parameters and to assess and evaluate 
the options against various criteria.  Cost estimates are to be provided for the feasible 
options.   
 
The second stage of the study will be to rank the feasible solutions and to prepare a 
preliminary design for the optimum scheme.  
 

 Deliverables  
 

The Feasibility Report includes a number of deliverables which are listed in the RFP. 
 
These are: 
 
“Draft and agree with the CA a set of Design Parameters for the scheme” 
 
“Identify a number of options in accordance with the Design Parameters that achieve the 
aims of the project” 
“Carry out a feasibility assessment of each of the identified options” 
 
“Examine buildability associated with each of the options” 
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“Carry out a risk assessment of the options including facilitating a Risk Workshop” 
 
“Evaluate the options, taking into account Dublin City Council’s policies, whole life costs, 
risk, environmental issues, traffic issues, project duration, existing services, archaeological 
issues, public consultation, legal and statutory issues, safety issues, planning 
issues/constraints, land acquisition/wayleaves” 
 
“Identify the feasible option(s) and provide cost estimates” 

 
1 RFP August 2006 
 
1.3 Background to the Study 
 

South Dublin Bay is part of the larger Dublin Bay estuarine/marine complex. The 
environment of Dublin Bay is of tremendous national and international importance and is 
rich in ecological, cultural, historical and aesthetic amenities. 

 
It is recognised there is a need to provide greater access to the coast, both for the people of 
Dublin and for visitors to the City, and to encourage them to take advantage of these 
amenities. 
 
The vision of the S2S is to provide a continuous promenade and cycleway, approximately 
22 kilometres in length, around Dublin Bay from Sutton to Sandycove, linking existing 
and proposed cycle and walking routes. The completed project will provide a major 
recreational and leisure facility which has the potential to become a significant tourist 
attraction within the Dublin Region, and, which when completed, would be the longest 
promenade in Europe. 
 
In 2004 a strategic design team formed by Tíros Resources, WSP, AWN Consulting Ltd, 
and Ryan Hanley Consulting Engineers was commissioned by Dublin Regional Authority 
to carry out a Preliminary Design and Environmental Study for the Sutton to Sandycove 
Cycleway and Promenade. 
 
The (S2S) Phase 2 study area extends from the Sean Moore Park to the East Pier of Dún 
Laoghaire and is contained within the boundaries of Dublin City Council (DCC) and Dún 
Laoghaire - Rathdown County Council (DLRCC).  The total length is 8.5 kms. 
 
The findings and recommendations of the Tiros Report for the section from Sean Moore 
Park to Dun Laoghaire East Pier have been considered in this current feasibility study. 
 

1.4 Methodology 
 
The following methodology has been used to identify the feasible options: 
 
A Flow Diagram of the Study Methodology is shown on Fig 1.1   
 
• Confirmation of Primary Objectives 

 
 The following primary objectives of this project have been extracted from the Request for 

Proposal (RFP): 
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i) The project should provide a combined cycleway and pedestrian promenade, 
8 metres wide, along the land / sea boundary between Sean Moore Park and East 
Pier, Dun Laoghaire. 

 
ii) The project should provide a continuous cycleway along its length and link with 

any existing or proposed cycle facilities. 
 

ii)  The project should provide an enhanced level of protection from coastal flooding 
to meet currently acceptable standards. 

 
• Establish Key Design Parameters 
 
Key Design Parameters were established to inform the choice and design of options for the 
promenade.  These include, the promenade’s relationship with the coastal edge, the width 
of the promenade and cycleway, the use of physical separation between the cycleway and 
promenade, the surfacing and edge treatment of the promenade, accessibility, design life, 
and the standards of flood protection.  Health & Safety for promenade users and during 
construction is also considered as are other relevant issues such as promenade furniture, 
signage and lighting.  
 
These Design Parameters are discussed in detail in Section 4 of this report.  The discussion 
in some instances leads to a clear recommendation and in others, informs decisions that 
will be taken at a later, preliminary design stage. 

 
• Develop Generic Design Concepts 
 
Generic Design Concepts were developed which would provide a promenade and cycleway 
and which would also be capable of providing enhanced flood protection.  Some design 
concepts could incorporate increased flood protection in their construction and other 
concepts would require the enhanced flood protection to be constructed separately from the 
promenade structure.  However, in all cases it was important that enhanced flood protection 
could be provided where it is required. Typical cross sections of the generic concepts were 
prepared and these are illustrated and discussed in Section 5 of this report. 
 
Finally, the generic design concepts were reviewed to ensure that they would fulfil the 
primary objectives of the project, viz. to provide a promenade and cycleway along the land 
/ sea boundary and that they could incorporate the enhanced flood protection measures 
required.  Only those concepts which would fulfil these objectives were taken forward for 
further evaluation. 
 
• Divide the S2S Phase 2 Promenade into discrete lengths of similar character. 
 
The promenade length under consideration in Phase 2 is some 8.5 kilometres in length and 
includes sections with a beachfront aspect and which are easily accessible by large 
numbers of people.  Other sections are less accessible and are alongside the DART railway 
and some are through an urban setting including semi-industrial areas. 
 
It was deemed prudent to consider discrete lengths which were of generally similar 
character when assessing the feasibility of the generic design concepts and developing the 
specific design options.  The number of discrete lengths were kept as low as possible to aid 
the layout and understanding of this report, accepting that within each section several 
different design options would probably be developed to meet specific requirements. 
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Four discrete lengths were chosen which could be broadly described to be similar in 
character along their lengths. 
 
• Section A from Sean Moore Park to Merrion Gates  
 
• Section B from Merrion Gates to Brighton Vale 
 
• Section C from Brighton Vale to The Gut 
 
• Section C from The Gut to East Pier 
• Identify and Collate Site Specific Issues along each discrete section 
 
This exercise examined each discrete length and identified specific issues and problems 
that exist such as, difficult accessibility, impact on private dwellings, low levels of flood 
protection, etc.  These were collated and addressed by the next step in the process. 
 
• Apply the Generic Design Concepts and the Key Design Parameters to each 

section to develop Design Options 
 
Each section was examined in detail and the generic design concepts applied to it, taking 
account of the site specific issues that had been identified.  Specific Design Options were 
developed for each sub-section, addressing where possible, the particular issues pertinent to 
that sub-section.  These Design Options were then examined against the following specific 
criteria to ensure they could be satisfactorily addressed or mitigated. 
 

i) DCC Policies 
ii) Whole life costs 
iii) Design life 
iv) Risk 
v) Traffic issues 
vi) Archaeological / built heritage 
vii) Planning constraints 
viii) Existing Services 
ix) Legal / Statutory issues 
x) Land Acquisition 

 
Not all of the above criteria were applicable in each case but the above list was used as a 
checklist for issues that may need to be considered. 
 
Only those design options that demonstrated a good overall fit with the criteria against 
which they were assessed and which satisfactorily addressed the site specific issues, were 
recommended to be taken forward to the Preliminary Design Stage.  Options that did not fit 
well with the criteria or could not be satisfactorily mitigated were discarded. 
 
• Recommend Feasible Options to be taken forward to Preliminary Design Stage 
 
The Design Options that were considered to be feasible following the above assessment 
were identified and recommended to be taken forward for more detailed consideration at 
the Preliminary Design Stage. 
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FIG 1.1:    STUDY METHODOLOGY FLOW CHART 
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2.0  AN OVERVIEW 
 
2.1 Historical Development 
 

The history of Dublin Bay is a history of grappling with a shallow, shifting, shipwrecking 
body of sand and water. From the first efforts of the Vikings at Wood Quay, to the 
construction of the Bull Wall and South Wall, and later, the construction of the 
Dublin-Kingstown railway, Dubliners have continuously challenged the given line 
between land and sea.  The stretch of bay between Ringsend and Dún Laoghaire is 
contained by manmade structures. 
 
The deliberately designed elements include the granite sea wall, a fine demonstration of 
aesthetic engineering, the piers as described suggestively by Stephen Dedalus in Ulysses as 
“a disappointed bridge”, and more recently, the infilled promenade at Sandymount and the 
concrete platforms at Seapoint.  The construction of the railway in 1834 has perhaps had 
the most dramatic impact on the coast.  Early prints show a railway line boldly spanning 
across the water in a daring display of Victorian confidence.  The construction of the 
railway resulted in the silting up of the area between the line and the coast proper, initially 
being used for agriculture, and then later evolving into Blackrock Park and Booterstown 
Marsh. 
 
A turning point in the development of the Bay came in 1828 when the first Dublin regatta 
was held in Dún Laoghaire, beginning a tradition of recreational use of the Bay which 
continues today in numerous and continuously inventive forms. 
 

2.2 Existing Character 
 

The character of this stretch of Dublin Bay is a result of interplay between the natural 
environment, the built environment and the people that populate and use the resulting 
landscape.  Any intervention into that landscape will need to acknowledge the historical 
legacy, while acknowledging the needs of current and future generations. Each section of 
this part of the bay has a distinct character which is explored below: 
 
Sandymount 
 
 Joyce described Stephen Dedalus “walking into eternity along Sandymount Strand”.  This 
description aptly expresses the expansive sense of sky, sea and sand that characterises the 
landscape in this part of Dublin.  The views seaward take in the industrial landscape of 
Poolbeg, its potential harshness softened by the immensity of the natural environment. The 
hump of Howth rises in the distance, and to the south, the piers and spires of 
Dún Laoghaire provide a reminder of the legacy of human influence on the bay.  The city, 
and its busy roads, is nearby, but it only takes a slight removal from the urban fabric for a 
person to experience a sense of solitude. At night the vista takes in the reassuring blinking 
lighthouses of Kish, Muglins and Baily, as well as the more sedate lights of the cargo ships 
waiting their turn to dock. The mixture of Victorian, Georgian and modern houses along 
the seafront form an attractive backdrop to the essentially coastal character of this location.  
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Merrion to Seapoint 
 
 While Sandymount Strand is easily accessible, the stretch of the coast between Merrion 
Gates and Seapoint is more remote, largely left to the birds and the tides. When the tide is 
out, it is possible to walk along the beach, but few souls brave the fluctuating waters and 
chance of getting stranded.  Because of this current lack of access, the stretch provides a 
particularly unique experience within a capital city.  Open views of the sea in this location 
are restricted to DART users and those who scale the walls and railings that prevent all but 
the most foolhardy from accessing the seaward side of the railway.  The construction of the 
railway effectively severed the coast from the city here, resulting in the existence of an area 
of major ecological significance. At the same time, this stretch contains some of the most 
interesting heritage features in the form of the seawall and the follies of Maretimo 
headland.  
 
At Blackrock and Booterstown, the urban fabric intersects more directly with the coast. 
The DART stations provide opportunities for proximity to the sea and suggest the 
possibility of further access. The diving platform of Blackrock baths still stands to tempt 
the intrepid swimmer and remains testament to the potential for the recreational use of city 
waters.  
 
As one heads south, the coast becomes rockier, and after the hidden treasures of Maretimo 
Headland, and the rocky coastline immediately to the south, there is a sense of returning to 
civilization. The houses of Brighton Terrace have an intimate relationship with the sea, 
while further south, Seapoint is a constructed recreational amenity that retains a secluded 
character even though it is a popular and well used bathing spot. The elegantly classical 
terraces of Seapoint provide an urban edge full of historic character. 
 
Dún Laoghaire 
 
Entering Dún Laoghaire, one fully emerges into the built environment.  The character is 
one steeped in maritime history, with a healthy recreational/functional maritime day-to-day 
existence.  The derelict character of the Gut area is a little surprising when compared with 
the elegance of the yacht clubs, the coming and going of fancy boats and the enduring 
granite of Dún Laoghaire harbour.  While the developments around the harbour have 
resulted in a lack of legibility for the pedestrian or cyclist, this mild disorientation presents 
an opportunity for exploration of the many activities (light boats, sailing, fishing, water 
sports, life boats, banjo players, coffee stalls, roller blading, to name a few) that take place 
in the harbour area. The final stretch of this part of the promenade enters into 
Dún Laoghaire town proper, and the possibility emerges to experience shops, cafes, 
galleries, theatres and all that the civic life entails. Having in mind one of Joyce’s enduring 
themes, that of the cyclic, it might not be too difficult to imagine that one could take a boat 
or the DART back to the beginning of the journey and start all over again. 

 
2.3 Environment 
 

Dublin Bay South is an area of significant environmental importance for both flora and 
fauna.  The bay is a large and relatively shallow expanse of water with extensive mud and 
sand flats that are exposed at low tides.  The exposed sand flats have an area of over 700 ha 
extending for over 2.5km from the shore at Sandymount.   
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In recent times a range of improvement and protection measures have been put in place, 
including the designation of extensive areas under conservation directives.  (See figure 
2.1).  These designations only allow development where no alternative proposal is 
available or it is in relation to an over riding public interest. 
 
i) South Dublin Bay candidate Special Area of Conservation (cSAC)  
 
Designated as a candidate Special Area of Conservation under the EU Habitats Directive, 
this designated site comprises all of the intertidal area of South Dublin Bay.  The seaward 
boundary is marked by the low tide mark, while the landward boundary is the sea wall.  
The site has been selected for the following habitat: 
 
• Mudflats and sandflats not covered by seawater at low tide 
 
The site is also being considered for: 
 
• Annual vegetation of driftlines 
 
• Embryonic shifting dunes 
 
• Salicornia and other annuals colonizing mud and sand 
 
ii) Sandymount Strand/Tolka Estuary Special Protection Area   
 
Designated as a Special Protection Area under the EU Birds Directive, this site includes all 
the intertidal area of South Dublin Bay, as well as a shallow marine zone. Within the south 
bay the landward boundary is the same as for the cSAC. 
 
South Dublin Bay has high ornithological importance for wintering waterfowl and roosting 
terns.  The wintering waterfowl of the south bay are part of the overall Dublin Bay 
population which is of international importance, based on the total numbers of birds 
regularly exceeding the 20,000 mark threshold, as well as individual populations of Brent 
Geese, Black-tailed Godwit, Bar-tailed Godwit and Redshank exceeding the relevant 
species qualifying thresholds. 
 
Within South Dublin Bay there are a number of important features including a bed of 
eelgrass Zostera noltii at Merrion Gates.  Eelgrass is a flowering plant that survives in 
marine conditions.  This bed at Merrion gates is one of the largest in all of Ireland. 
Eelgrass is an important source of food particularly for Brent Geese when they arrive in 
Dublin Bay every autumn.   
 
South Dublin Bay not only provides important feeding areas at low tides but also at normal 
tides there are a number of roosting areas, including an embryonic dune system south of 
Merrion gates. 
 
Sandymount Strand has long been known to attract large numbers of evening roosting terns 
in early autumn.  The numbers of terns are often in their thousands and are of international 
importance. 
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2.4 Archaeology and Built Heritage 
 

The Council’s Development Plans list a number of protected structures and sites of 
archaeological interest along this section of coastline.    These include the seawall at 
Sandymount, three Martello Towers and several structures and buildings around Dún 
Laoghaire Harbour.   Those of relevance to the project are shown on Figure 2.2. 

 
2.5  Flooding  
   

In April 2003 Dublin City Council appointed Royal Haskoning as service provider on the 
Dublin Costal Flooding Protection Project.  This was in direct response to the extreme tide 
flood event that was experienced across Dublin City during the 1 February 2002. During 
this storm event of February 2002 a number of sections of coastline within the S2S Phase 2 
Area were affected by flooding, as described later in this report.  
 
Royal Haskoning completed the Dublin Flooding Protection Project in April 2005.  As a 
result of the study a number of options were recommended to reduce or manage the risk 
from tidal flooding events.  These options were detailed to a preliminary design level. 
Further detailing is required to allow for design optimisation. Design life to 2031 in terms 
of flood defense has been considered. 

 
2.6 Access and Accessibility 

 
The coastal edge between Sean Moore Park and Merrion Gates, apart from a short section 
where residential properties back onto the beach, is accessible to the public.  Between 
Merrion Gates and Brighton Vale the DART railway line follows the coast and access is 
only possible by walking along the foreshore or where there are footbridges across the 
track.  In some cases these bridges give access to a short section of walkway.  From 
Brighton Vale to the Gut the coastline is accessible and then into the harbour area where 
there is generally public access.  Overall, approximately 55 % of the coastal edge along 
S2S Phase 2 is easily accessible.  

 
 In terms of travel to this section of coastline from elsewhere, the adjacent road network 

will take drivers to car parks at Sandymount Promenade, beside some of the DART 
Stations, at the Martello Tower at Brighton Vale, on the Gut and in and around Dún 
Laoghaire town centre and harbour.  The nearest DART Stations are at Sydney Parade, 
Booterstown, Blackrock, Seapoint, Salthill and Monkstown and Dún Laoghaire.  There are 
also bus services along the coast.  Unfortunately neither the DART nor the buses will take 
bicycles.  However, some roads in the area have existing or proposed cycletracks.  Figure 
2.3 shows the above access points and approaches. 

 
2.7 Project Benefits 
 

The construction of a continuous cycleway and promenade around Dublin Bay will provide 
the city region with a public amenity of huge significance. The benefits include 
improvement to community health, an additional tourist attraction, ecological and cultural 
educational opportunities for young and older children and the provision of a safe traffic 
free route for casual use and commuting.   By encouraging cycling to work, it will make a 
contribution towards solving the city’s traffic problems.  Coastal flood protection measures 
will be incorporated into the scheme with benefits for local residents.  Along the length of 
the promenade interpretative features will improve pubic awareness of the ecological, 
architectural and cultural features along this part of Dublin. Bay.   This would result in a 
greater appreciation of the value of the bay, and promote public stewardship of this great 
city amenity. 
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Sandymount 
 
The existing character of this part of the coast is described in 2.2 above, the most 
significant feature being the wide expanse of Sandymount Strand.  These vistas will not be 
affected by the construction of the promenade, and in fact, access to the visual amenity of 
this part of the city will be improved by the upgrading of access points to the promenade 
and the beach.  A formal entrance area at Sean Moore Park would become a major 
attraction for both Dubliners and visitors, giving a clear introduction to this southern 
section of the S2S.  There are opportunities at this entrance area for bike hire facilities, a 
café, and ecological educational facilities.  This feature would also intensify the use of 
Sean Moore Park and increase the public awareness of Irishtown Nature Reserve, with 
resulting positive impact on both of these under-used urban parks.  
 
At the moment, pedestrians and cyclists are forced to use the path or road at the busy 
stretch between Sean Moore Park and the start of the existing promenade, as well as at the 
pinch point of Merrion Gates. The new construction would take cyclists and pedestrians 
away from this road, providing a much safer and inviting experience to those using 
sustainable forms of urban transport. 
 
The existing sculpture known as the “White Lady” would be given a more appropriate 
setting within the new proposals, forming the centre point of a small plaza. The Martello 
Tower would also be given a new lease of life, with an attractive setting, and a potential 
new use as café, with outdoor seating.  
 
Merrion to Seapoint 
 
 The stretch of the coast between Merrion Gates and Seapoint is currently largely 
inaccessible and ecologically significant. The proposed promenade will bring people to this 
area in larger numbers and therefore care will be taken in the design of the promenade, 
including beach access, so as to minimise impact on the habitats or birds within this area.   
 
Improved access points to the promenade at Booterstown and Blackrock would have a 
knock on beneficial effect on the levels of awareness and use of Booterstown Marsh and 
Blackrock Park. These important city features are currently sandwiched between the Rock 
road and the DART line with little connectivity to the surrounding areas. The construction 
of the promenade and access points would improve this connectivity with positive impacts 
on open space permeability, use and safety. The promenade would also reinstate 
connectivity between the urban villages of Blackrock and Booterstown and the sea, which 
was severed when the original Dublin-Dun Laoghaire railway was built in the 19th century. 
 
A number of interesting heritage features in the form of the seawall, the Martello Tower 
and the follies of Maretimo headland would also become more accessible with the 
construction of the promenade. Some of these features are falling, or indeed have fallen, 
into disrepair, and their maintenance and restoration would become more feasible as they 
become physically and visually accessible to the public.   
   
At the moment, pedestrians and cyclists use the path or road along the busy Rock road. The 
new construction would give cyclists and pedestrians the opportunity to avoid vehicular 
traffic, providing a much safer and inviting experience to those using sustainable forms of 
urban transport. 
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The houses of Brighton Terrace currently have an intimate relationship with the sea, and 
the new promenade would bring more of the public to this currently secluded location. 
While this will change the character of this location, the appropriate design of the 
promenade will minimise the impact on private residences. There will be positive impacts 
for the public realm, and for public accessibility to nature, with the opening up of access to 
very attractive rocky coastline and the associated wildlife.    
 
Seapoint is already a popular area for swimming and water sports. The proposals will result 
in an upgrading of these facilities, while retaining the particular character of this small bay. 
The improvements will provide a better setting for the Martello tower by removing some 
of the less appropriate constructions in its vicinity, and by the construction of new features 
in granite or other high quality materials. The new platform would provide a continuous 
sea walkway as far as the Gut, where at present the walkway ends rather abruptly at 
Seapoint station.  The access area for watersports at the southern part of Seapoint will also 
be upgraded as part of the promenade development.    
 
Improved access points will also have a positive knock on effect on the under-used park at 
Seapoint, with the construction of better ramped access, and also on the partly derelict Gut 
area, with improved public awareness of this facility. As with the other areas, the option 
for cyclists and pedestrians to avoid the busy road in this area will be an attractive option.   

 
Dún Laoghaire 
 
The provision of a promenade and cycleway will provide clear legibility to the visitor in 
what is a complex and interesting part of Dun Laoghaire.  It is currently difficult to 
navigate through the harbour area due to trafficked roads of varying widths, many difficult 
crossing points and a lack of clear orientation.  There are many points where there are 
currently conflicts between vehicular, pedestrian and cycle traffic, with resulting safety 
issues.  The promenade will provide a clear route through the harbour area linking the 
various features; piers, yacht clubs, café’s etc.  
 
There are also opportunities for the route to connect up with other future developments 
proposed for the area such as the public transport interchange at Dun Laoghaire DART 
station, the development at Carlisle Pier, the proposed new Marina and the proposals for 
the redevelopment of Moran Park.  The cycle route in particular would be a very attractive 
method of travel to the city centre for those arriving on cycling holidays via the Stena line 
ferry.  
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3.0 POLICIES 
 
3.1 DCC and DLRCC Policies 
 

The proposal is covered by two Council Planning authorities; Dublin City Council and 
Dún Laoghaire - Rathdown County Council.  Each Council has its own Development Plan 
relevant to its own area, and which encapsulates planning policy pertinent to that County 
Council area. 
 
Dublin City Council  
 
The stretch of the proposal between Sean Moore Park and Booterstown falls within the 
remit of Dublin City Council.  
 
Dublin City Council Development Plan 2005 – 2011 
 
Dublin City Council Development Plan 2005 – 2011 is the current Development Plan for 
the area, and sets out the following relevant policies: 
 
POLICY H6: Relaxation of Zoning Objectives for Protected Structures 
Dublin City Council actively encourages uses which are compatible with the character of 
protected structures. In certain cases, the Planning Authority may relax site zoning 
restrictions in order to secure the preservation and restoration of the buildings. These 
restrictions, including site development standards, may be relaxed if the protected 
structure is being restored to the highest standard, the special interest, character and 
setting of the building is protected and the use and development is consistent with 
conservation policies and the proper planning and sustainable development of the area. 
 
Strategic Level 
 
“Dublin City Council supports the development of a Sutton to Sandycove (S2S) promenade 
and cycleway, as a potentially important recreational and commuter route for pedestrians 
and cyclists, subject to a feasibility study, consultation and taking into account flooding 
concerns and the predicted rise in sea level”. 
 
Zoning 
 
The study area passes through an area zoned Z9; “to preserve, provide and improve 
recreational amenity and open space”.   
 
Flooding Infrastructure  
 
POLICY U13  
It is the policy of Dublin City Council, in co-operation with the other relevant local 
authorities to implement the recommendations, as appropriate, of the Greater Dublin 
Strategic Drainage Study and the Dublin Coastal Flooding Protection Project, subject to 
funding being available. 
 
POLICY U15 
It is the policy of Dublin City Council to introduce Flood Risk Management in all areas 
which have either been flooded in recent years or which are assessed as being at risk of 
flooding. 
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POLICY U37 
It is the policy of Dublin City Council to recognize the risk from the impacts of climate 
change, being the gradual rise in sea levels and the potential increases in rainfall 
intensities over time; to review these impacts on an ongoing basis in association with the 
National Policy Review Group into climate change and to make provision for these 
impacts where feasible. 
 
Dún Laoghaire - Rathdown County Council 
 
The stretch of the proposal between Booterstown and Sandycove falls within the remit of 
Dún Laoghaire Rathdown County Council. 
 
Dún Laoghaire - Rathdown County Development Plan 2004-2010 
 
Dún Laoghaire - Rathdown County Development Plan 2004-2010 is the current Plan for 
the area, and sets out the following relevant policies: 
 
Strategic Level 
 
Policy T7: Coastal Walkway/Cycleway 
“It is Council policy to support the development of a coastal walkway/cycleway from the 
County boundary at Booterstown to Sandycove”. 
 
Policy C1: Coastal Plan and Coastal Walk 
“It is Council Policy to implement the recommendations of the Local Coastal Plan – 
Booterstown to Sandycove which was adopted by Council on 10th June 2002.  It is Council 
policy to support the development of a coastal walkway / cycleway from the County 
Boundary at Booterstown to Sandycove.  It is Council Policy to prepare a coastal plan for 
the remaining coastal area of the County, i.e. from Sandycove to the County boundary at 
Bray”. 
 
The Local Coastal Plan – Booterstown to Sandycove provides a comprehensive set of 
objectives underpinned by themes of sustainable development, environmental 
enhancement, environmental designations, archaeology and conservation and the need to 
tackle derelict and underused sites.  The final plan provides an important planning and 
design framework to guide development and amenity proposals in the area from 
Booterstown to Sandycove including vital underused sites such as ‘the Gut’ and the 
Carlisle Pier.  Applications for development within the boundary of the Local Coastal Plan 
shall take into account the recommendations and guidance given in the Coastal Plan. 
 
Policy AH1: Protection of Archaeological Heritage 
It is Council policy to protect the archaeological heritage of the County. 
 
It is the policy of the Council to presume in favour of the preservation in situ of 
archaeological remains of importance and their settings. The Council will strictly control 
development proposals which may have a negative impact on the significance of 
archaeological sites and monuments, and their setting and interpretation. Development 
proposals within Zones of Archaeological Potential and in sites on or near Recorded 
Monuments, will be considered when accompanied by an archaeological assessment. 
 
Policy AR1: Protection of Architectural Heritage 
It is Council policy to protect the architectural heritage of the County. 
 



Sutton to Sandycove Promenade & Cycleway - Phase 2  
Dublin City Council 
 
 
 

 
Overview & Primary Objectives 14  September 2007

The Council will compile and maintain a Record of Protected Structures and will include 
in the Record every structure or parts of such structures which, in the Planning Authority’s 
opinion, is of special architectural, historical, archaeological, artistic, cultural, scientific, 
social or technical interest. In relation to a Protected Structure or proposed protected 
structure, the meaning of the term structure includes the interior of the structure, the land 
lying within the curtilage of the structure, any other structures lying within that curtilage 
and their interior, all fixtures and features which form part of the interior or exterior of 
that structure. The protection also extends to any features specified as being in the 
attendant grounds. 
 
Specific Local Objectives 
 
“To seek the provision of a pedestrian overbridge to the coast and short term amenity 
parking at the Ashcastle site”. 
 
“The line of the Eastern Bypass is not fixed; its route will be determined following the 
outcome of an environmental impact statement including a process of public consultation”. 
 
“To seek the upgrading of Booterstown DART station involving the provision of a 
pedestrian overbridge, local shop and short term amenity car parking”. 
 
“To protect and conserve the wild bird species and their habitats especially rare and 
vulnerable species and regularly occurring migratory species within and forming part of 
the Sandymount Strand and the Tolka Estuary Special Protection Area (SPA) which is an 
area designated by the National Parks and Wildlife Service”. 
 
“To encourage the redevelopment of the area encompassing Blackrock Baths, Bath Place 
and Blackrock DART station, including the provision of improved pedestrian/cycle access 
to Blackrock Park.  Any redevelopment of the Blackrock Baths shall include a substantial 
swimming pool(s) for public use”.  
 
 “To encourage the redevelopment of Carlisle Pier with an exceptional landmark building 
of international architectural quality that regenerates and enlivens the waterfront….the 
landmark building should integrate with the immediate built environment and should 
provide improved accessibility between the development and Dún Laoghaire Major Town 
Centre”. 
 
“To encourage the redevelopment of “The Gut” adjacent to the West Pier”. 
 
“To provide accommodation for the Travelling community (at “The Gut” area)”. 
 
Zoning 
 
The study area passes through areas zoned J; “to protect and improve coastal amenities” 
and W; “To provide for waterfront development and harbour related uses.” 
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4.0 DESIGN PARAMETERS  
 
4.1 Introduction 
 

In Section 1 of this report we have restated the overriding purpose of the project.  Before 
looking at how we provide a world class coastal promenade and cycleway, it is important 
to have in mind a set of design parameters.  This section of the report discusses the 
following parameters: 
 
• The Promenade’s Relationship to the Coastal Edge 
• Promenade Width 
• Physical Separation of Pedestrians and Cyclists  
• Surfacing 
• Promenade Edge 
• Lighting 
• Furniture and Signage 
• Access Points and Accessibility 
• Flood Protection 
• Design Life 
• Health and Safety 
 

4.2 The Promenade’s Relationship to the Coastal Edge 
 

 If a promenade is “a paved public walk chiefly at the seaside” (Concise Oxford 
Dictionary), then what are its essential elements?  The first of these is considered to be 
adjacency to the waters edge, the second is the absence of vehicular traffic, the third is a 
level or fairly level paved surface and the fourth are views out to sea.  Some of the world’s 
great promenades, such as on Chicago’s lakeside, also have a superb inland city backdrop. 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
Chicago promenade and skyline 
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As discussed later in this report, there are both environmental and built constraints to the 
construction of a coastal edge route.  This was recognised in the Tiros report, which on 
occasion suggested an alternative inland route if such constraints could not be overcome.  
However, in the context of the project becoming “a significant amenity and tourist 
attraction within the Dublin region”1, it is felt that the promenade should not deviate from 
the shoreline unless forced to do so by insurmountable barriers.  These barriers might be 
physical or environmental. 
 

4.3 Promenade Width 
 

The width of the promenade will impact upon land take and construction cost, but a 
generously wide promenade will have a greater amenity value and user comfort.  The Tiros 
report recommended a 3.5 metre wide cycleway and 3.5 to 4 metres for pedestrians.  
Overall the Tiros recommended width was 8 metres including a separation strip. 
 
The ‘Provision of Cycling Facilities / National Manual for Urban Areas’2 matches width of 
cycleway with usage. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Sustrans is a UK charity which promotes cycling.  Its guidelines suggest an optimum width 
of 5 metres for a segregated cycle/pedestrian facility (3 metres for the cycle track and 2 
metres for pedestrians).  The latter dimension is the equivalent of a standard roadside 
footpath and would not be considered generous in a promenade context. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

                                                      
1 RFP August 2006 
2 Dublin Transportation Office publication 

 
 
Continuous width promenade 
in France approximately  
6 metres wide 

 
 
Two way cycle lane in 
France approximately 
3 metres wide

 
 
Varying widths in  
Newcastle, Co Down 

 
Peak-hour volume in two directions   Width of Cycle Track (m) 
 

0 – 50       1.75 
50 – 100     2.50 
> 150       3.50 

 
Figures received from the DTO with respect to different volumes of traffic. 
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Existing cycle and walk widths at Dublin Quay 
 
Another consideration is whether the promenade width should be consistent.  The answer 
to this is probably no, not only because site factors may constrain the width, but also 
because variation will add interest. The promenade will probably widen out at points of 
access and at other locations where people may congregate. 
 
Taking on board guidelines and best practice from elsewhere, it is recommended that the 
project should aim for a minimum promenade width of 6.5 metres, which is made up as 
follows:- 
 
• 3 metres for the cycleway – this is in accordance with the Sustains guidelines and 

according to DTO figures would be suitable for peak-hour volume in two directions of 
100 to 150. 

 
• 3 metres for the pedestrian walkway – this is 50% wider than a typical roadside 

footpath and is the same width as the upper concrete platform at sea point, but 
narrower than the existing promenade walkway at Sandymount.  It would allow two 
people coming from each direction to pass. 

 
• 0.5 metre buffer zone which will not be usable to cyclist due to the proximity of a 

physical barrier. 
 
 It is assumed that the separation strip between cyclists and pedestrians would be contained 
 with these widths. 
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4.4 Physical Separation of Pedestrians and Cyclists  
 

The Tiros report recommends vertical and horizontal separation between pedestrians and 
cyclists, while the Sustrans Guidelines suggest a raised white line delineator in busier 
areas.  The DTO Manual, as with width, relates segregation to usage. 
 

Type of segregation Where to apply 
No segregation, only road signing  
 
Road markings (white solid or broken line)  
 
Low kerb (height difference <0.05m) 
Different surface material or colour 
Bollards 

With low cycle and pedestrian volumes, 
in parks and along canals, 
In parks, coastal routes, residential 
areas 
In parks, residential areas 
Residential areas, shopping areas 
Shopping areas with high volumes of 
pedestrians and cyclists, and 
particularly for use on street corners. 

 
There seems to be some difference of opinion about the benefits or otherwise of a vertical 
barrier, and certainly cyclists are not in favour of it.  A barrier will reduce the chance of one 
type of user straying onto another’s path, but it adds to cost and width, and could impede a 
simple crossfall drainage solution.  It may also make the promenade less family friendly by 
“segregating” walking parents and cycling children and could impede emergency vehicle 
access and turning.  More importantly, there is the matter of appearance and opportunities 
for sideways movement, and here the no barrier solution is preferable recommended. 
 

 Examples from Elsewhere 
 

  
France France St Jean de monts 
 
Weighting up the pros and cons it is recommended that generally there should be no 
vertical barrier between pedestrians and cyclists and that the demarcation should rely on 
signage and paving materials. 
 

4.5 Surfacing 
 
The choice of surfacing will have a huge influence on the promenade’s appearance and 
overall aesthetic quality.  There are many factors to consider, such as capital cost, 
appearance, suitability for cycling, ability to withstand inundation and whole life costs and 
maintenance.  The Tiros report recommends visual and textural difference between the 
cycle track and pedestrian path.   The report suggests that a smooth red bitmac surface be 
used for the former, which would be consistent with other cycle routes in the wider urban 
area.  It also suggests that the surface on the pedestrian promenade could vary with local 
character, though imprinted concrete is recommended for long sections of the route. 
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Examples from Elsewhere 
 

 
Resin bound – Timber - France Flags 
Whitehead, Co Antrim 

 
 
Coloured asphalt Exposed aggregated concrete Imprinted concrete 
Warrenpoint, Co Down Newcastle, Co Down 
If cyclists are going to use the promenade for both commuting and recreation, a clearly 
defined and comfortable cycle track is required.  Bitmac, asphalt or concrete is probably 
the most appropriate surface, but the use of strongly contrasting colours will visually break 
up the promenade and reduce its apparent width.       
 
For pedestrian areas a continuous surface, rather than unit paving, is also recommended 
because of the coastal environment.  It is suggested that the surfaces should coordinate in 
terms of colour, with a broad band of setts or similar to separate the path and cycle track.  
The actual surfacing material can be determined at preliminary design stage.  
 

4.6 Promenade Edge 
 
The promenade edge is in part the structure that holds it up and in part the barrier, if any, 
alongside the pavement.  Chapter 5 of this report – Evaluation of Generic Options 
discusses the environmental, aesthetic and buildability aspects of the promenade 
construction.  In terms of design parameters, this section considers the sea edge at 
promenade level.  In broad terms the edge can be a wall, a railing or open.  The various 
options and their advantages and disadvantages are briefly described below: 

 
• Open edge – found alongside older promenades and piers, but would not meet 

todays health and safety requirements where there is a vertical drop onto the shore. 
• Wall – a low wall can provide informal seating and would not impede views of the 

coastline.  A higher wall would be required where there is a vertical drop, but 
would restrict views, particularly for children and wheelchair users.  It is also 
likely to have a greater visual impact.  On the other hand the higher wall would 
provide promenade users with greater protection from wave run up and spray.  A 
wall would need to incorporate drainage holes and is likely to retain debris on the 
promenade surface after storms. 
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• Railing – provides protection for the promenade user while retaining an openness 
between land and shore.  A railing can incorporate artwork. 

Examples from Elsewhere 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The decision on promenade edge treatment will be a function of its construction, the level 
difference between it and the shore, vulnerability to wave run up/spray and protection of 
shoreline habitats and birds from disturbance. 
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4.7 Lighting 
 
Lighting is essential for safe and comfortable use of the promenade, particularly as a 
commuter route in dark winter mornings and evenings.  The Tiros report advises against 
bollard lighting due to the relatively low levels of illumination and ease of vandalism.  The 
general recommendation was that lighting columns be located in the central margin, and 
integrated into the horizontal and vertical separation between cycle track and walkway.  
This has the advantage of giving an even spread of light across the promenade, but the 
central row of columns would be visually intrusive and would reduce the apparent width of 
the promenade.  They might also be a danger to cyclists and the visually impaired. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
On the matter of light spillage, Iarnrod Éireann is concerned about impairment of driver’s 
vision at night.  Consultations would suggest that spillage upon the shoreline is not 
considered to be a major impact issue for wildlife (see meeting notes 15 March 2007 – 
Ecology Consultation meeting). 
 
It is recommended that lighting should generally be located at the back of the promenade, 
either as columns or wall mounted. 
 

4.8 Furniture and Signage 
 

As a facility for the whole of the greater Dublin area and visitors to the region, the S2S 
requires a consistent branding and family of signs along its entire length.  These will 
include welcome/orientation signs, distance markers and the interpretation of points of 
interest.  Information might also be relayed to mobile phones, MP3 players, or a radio 
channel. 
 
Furniture will help to turn the promenade, as a place of movement, into a linear park where 
people will linger.  However, too many pieces of street furniture create clutter.  The Tiros 
report suggests that furniture be located in clusters, with seats in the central margin.  Seats 
should face out to sea and should relate to the pedestrian walkway.  Although people feel 
more comfortable, both physically and personally, when sitting against a wall or similar 
barrier, they will not want to do so at the rear of the well used cycle track.  Sitting with 
your back to the cycle track is also not ideal.  It is therefore recommended that seats should 
be located within widened areas of the promenade, and also close to access points.  Litter 
bins may be required alongside the main recreation areas, but a ‘take your litter home’ 
policy will apply to much of the promenade.  Cycle stands and shelters should be provided 
at main access points and Dart stations. 
 

 
 
Lighting directed onto 
promenade and not sea shore 

 
Existing lighting at 
Dún Laoghaire Harbour 

 
Existing lighting along 
Sandymount Promenade 
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4.9 Access Points 
 
One of the success factors of the promenade will be a high level of usage and that usage 
will be assisted by frequent access points (see figure 4.1).  As discussed later in this report, 
there will be a long section of promenade between the Dart Rail and the shoreline.  Other 
considerations, particularly along this section, are emergency service and maintenance 
access.  The surface will have to be cleaned, street lighting and drainage maintenance 
carried out and possibly litter bins emptied.  The vehicles that would need access for these 
purposes would be of light commercial vehicle type.  Ambulances should also be able to 
travel along the S2S and may require turning areas. 
 
There is an issue of personal comfort and safety and the location of ‘escape routes’.  It is 
considered desirable, though this may not always be achievable, to have a maximum 
distance of 500 metres between access points.  The user would then be no more than 250 
metres from the next exit, a distance that can be judged.  Design features, such as localised 
widening of the promenade and vertical elements, would help to ‘sign post’ these 
locations.  There should also be safe crossings for pedestrians and cyclists where 
promenade users move between it and built up areas. 
 
In addition to the linkages inland, it is desirable to have improved access, i.e. ramps and 
steps, onto the shore.  This will allow people to leave the surfaced promenade in order to 
walk a length of shore and then return. It will also give access to rocks and rock pools, 
adding interest to a day out.  However, it may be desirable to discourage access to the more 
ecologically sensitive sections of shoreline.  Any access onto the shore should not 
compromise the flood protection. 
 

4.10 Flood Protection 
 

The Office of Public Works (OPW) is “the body through which Central Government 
exercises its statutory responsibilities under the Arterial Drainage Act 1945 in respect of 
river drainage and flood relief.” 
 
Current design standards implemented by the OPW/DCMNR recommend that the 
minimum level of flood protection along a developed coast line or estuary is based on an 
event of a return period of 200 years, i.e. an event with a 0.5% probability of being 
equalled or exceeded in any one year.  
 
The Dublin Coastal Flooding Protection Project recommends that flood protection schemes 
should be designed to provide a standard of protection against events up to and including a 
1:200 year joint probability tidal and wave combined event. A design life1 up to 2031 was 
agreed as an acceptable timescale in the DCFPP as it is a strategic milestone for a number 
of other projects within the Dublin area including the Greater Dublin Strategic Drainage 
Study (GDSDS) This takes account of appropriate allowances for sea level rise up to 2031 
based on an average sea level rise of 4.15mm/year. 
 
For the purposes of the feasibility study all proposed options in this report will provide a 
minimum flood protection against a 1 in 200 year event up to 2031. However the additional 
capital costs and economic benefits in extending the design life to 2051 should be 
considered at design stage. 

 
 
 

1 - Design life in this context means that the storm return period (i.e. 1:200) takes account of the sea level rise predicted to 
2031. The level of protection may decrease to a shorter return period if the levels continue to rise.  
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Existing flood protection along this stretch of coastline is generally provided by a masonry 
seawall. This level of protection, which is mainly dependant on the height of the seawall, 
varies along the length of coastline and is inadequate along significant lengths . The new 
promenade scheme provides the opportunity to enhance the level of protection. 
 
Future flood protection may be positioned at the front or back of the new promenade.  The 
former approach means that the promenade is itself protected during major storm events.  
However, this can only be achieved by either setting a high level for the promenade 
walkway or constructing a wall of the required height along its shore edge.  It is considered 
that both of these would be to the detriment of the promenade amenity by separating users, 
both visually and physically, from the coastline that they have come to enjoy.   
 
The recommendation is therefore that the line of flood defence is to the back of the 
promenade.  This would mean that the promenade would be unusable during severe storm 
events or when conditions create a lot of spray.  It is considered that this is acceptable in 
the context of a public amenity area, when fewer people would be out in adverse weather 
conditions.  However the design of the promenade will have to incorporate reasonable 
measures to address user safety. 

 
4.11 Design Life 
 
 Design life is defined as the minimum length of time that a scheme or structure is required 

to provide its intended function.  For the proposals in this report it is suggested that the 
design life shall be 100 years for the main promenade structure. Some elements such as 
surface treatment, railings and street furniture will require maintenance and replacement 
during the design life of the promenade.      

 
4.12 Health and Safety 
 

The works which comprise the design and construction phases of the S2S, are deemed as 
‘Construction’ under the ‘Safety Health and Welfare at Work (Construction) Regulations 
2006.’  Furthermore there may be instances where in the pursuance of maintenance or 
servicing works the structure may be deemed to be a workplace and fall under the 
requirements of the Safety Health and Welfare at Work (General Application) Regulations 
1993 with Amendments 2001 & 2003. 
 
The S2S has been designed to comply with current design criteria applicable for roads, 
pedestrian pathways, cycleways and other specific designs such as bridges and railway 
works. The design incorporates the requirements needed to accommodate the wide range of 
users of the S2S, and includes access provision for disabled users, and for Council or other 
employees who will be required to service and maintain the structure. 
 
The S2S will include services along its length which may include in addition to electricity 
for lighting, barriers etc, CCTV, telecommunications and perhaps other information 
technology. The design will incorporate means of access to the services for the replacement 
of lighting, cameras etc. The structure will therefore be designed to accommodate loadings 
associated with Council or other service provider’s maintenance vehicles and particularly 
for emergency and rescue vehicles to provide safe access to and along its length. With 
respect to the access requirements of emergency or rescue vehicles the S2S will be fitted 
with life preservers at appropriate locations along the route. Elements to prevent 
unauthorised access of vehicles along the S2S will also be incorporated into the design. 
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The design will ensure that materials and street furniture used along the S2S will be of a 
modular nature to allow for simple repair and replacement works.  

 
The S2S will be exposed to tidal and wave action along it length. The design of the 
promenade will incorporate measures to minimise the influence of wave action during a 
storm event. The end user however must put in place management proposals to mitigate 
against risks to the users of the facility, either by ensuring that the promenade is closed 
during periods of storm events or that adequate surveillance is in place to ensure that the 
rescue services can be contacted. 
 
The S2S will run parallel to the Dun Laoghaire – Dublin DART. All works in close 
proximity of the railway will be carried out in accordance with the requirements of Irish 
Rail.  
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5.0 GENERIC DESIGN CONCEPTS 
 

5.1 Introduction 
 

The following generic design concepts have been developed by Scott Wilson as possible 
design solutions. Each meets the two primary objectives set out in chapter 1 and is 
described here in terms of construction, with the cross sections illustrating how they would 
sit against the existing shoreline. 
 

5.2 Generic Design Concepts 
 
i) Concept 1 - Promenade with Rock Armour and Toe Stones 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Promenade with Rock Armour and Toe Stones along existing seawall 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
In this concept the proposed promenade is constructed in selected fill material and the sea 
edge protected by rock armouring.  
 

 A concrete toe beam would be placed along the base of the slope revetment and toe stones 
in the order of 4 tonnes in weight would be placed and embedded in the toe beam.  A 
suitable geotextile would be laid on the foreshore between the toe stones and the existing 
sea wall.  This will act as a separation layer between the formation surface and the placed 
fill material.  The secondary armouring comprises stone of the order of 200kg in weight.  
The primary armour is made up of two layers of stone in the order of 2 tonnes laid to a 
maximum gradient of 1:3. Where the shoreline is rocky a trench would be formed by 
breaking out the rock to form a suitable key for the toe beam.  

 
 Existing outfalls would be extended through the fill and rock armour and fitted with flap 

valves.  Where possible outfalls will be grouped together to reduce the number of flap 
valves required. 

 
 The pavement will be constructed with a crossfall towards the sea edge to allow the 

drainage of wave spray and rainfall.    
  
 Access would be provided in the form of steps and ramps suitable for disabled used. 

 
 
 

 
Promenade with Rock Armour and Toe Stones along DART Line 
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ii) Concept 2 - Promenade with wave return wall  
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
This concept involves the construction of a promenade and cycleway in front of the 
existing sea wall. protected along its seaward edge with a new wave return wall.   

 
 A mass concrete foundation beam would be constructed along the base of the new wave 

return wall.  A suitable geotextile would be laid on the foreshore between the foundation 
beam and existing sea wall.  This will act as a separation layer between the formation 
surface and fill material.   

 
A new wave return wall will be constructed on top of the mass concrete foundation beam. 
The wave return wall will comprise either precast concrete units or cut stone. Where the 
shoreline is rocky a trench would be formed by breaking out the rock to form a suitable key 
for the foundation. 
 

 Existing outfalls would be extended through the mass concrete foundation and fitted with 
flap valves.  Where possible outfalls will be grouped together to reduce the number of flap 
valves required. 

 
 The pavement will be constructed with a crossfall towards the sea edge to allow the 

drainage of wave spray and rainfall.    
  

Access would be provided in the form of steps and ramps suitable for disabled used. 

 

 
Promenade with wave return wall along existing seawall 
 

 

 
Promenade with wave return wall along DART Line 
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iii) Concept 3 
 
Promenade with stepped revetment 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
This concept involves the construction of a promenade in front of the existing sea wall 
protected with a concrete stepped revetment.   
 
A concrete toe beam would be constructed along the base of the new stepped revetment to 
ensure no undermining of the steps during storm events. Where the shoreline is rocky a 
trench would be formed by breaking out the rock to form a suitable key for the toe beam. 

 
A suitable geotextile would be laid on the foreshore between the toe beam and existing sea 
wall.  This acts as a separation layer between the formation surface and fill material.   

 Existing outfalls would be extended through the stepped revetment and fitted with a 
headwall and flap valves.  Where possible, outfalls would be grouped together to reduce 
the number of outlets unto the foreshore. 

 
 The pavement will be constructed with a cross fall towards the sea edge to allow the 

drainage of wave spray and rainfall.    
 
 
 

 

 
Promenade with stepped revetment along existing seawall

 
Promenade with stepped revetment along DART Line 
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iv) Concept 4 - Timber walkway erected in front of the existing seawall  
 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
  
This concept involves the construction of a timber promenade and cycleway on the 
seaward side of the existing seawall. 
 
The timber structure would be connected to the existing sea wall and supported on timber, 
concrete or steel piles driven until bedrock or suitable bearing strata is located. Where the 
shoreline is rocky this may involve drilling.   
 
Access would be provided to the beach via steps or ramps, constructed in a similar material 
to the proposed structure. 
 
The timber promenade and cycleway will be constructed with a gentle slope towards the 
sea edge of the deck to allow for drainage 

 
 

 

 
Timber walkway along existing seawall 
 

 
Timber walkway along DART Line 
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v) Concept 5 - Timber walkway erected off shore of the existing seawall  
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
This concept involves the construction of timber promenade and cycleway located off-
shore from the existing seawall. 
 

 The timber structure would be connected to the existing sea wall and supported on timber, 
concrete or steel piles driven until bedrock or suitable bearing strata is located. Where the 
shoreline is rocky this may involve drilling.  Access would be provided from the structure 
to the beach via steps or ramps, constructed in a similar material to the proposed structure. 
  

 Bridges would be provided at key locations linking the structure back to the mainland.  
The bridges would be formed with timber, concrete or steel beams. 

 
The timber promenade and cycleway will be constructed with a gentle slope towards the 
outer edges of the deck to allow for drainage 
 

  

 
 

Timber walkway off shore of existing seawall 
 

 
Timber walkway off shore of DART Line 
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  vi) Concept 6 - Promenade in front of the existing harbour wall  
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
This concept applies only to the Old Harbour area in Dun Laoghaire and involves 
realigning the existing harbour wall.  This additional width would allow the existing 
Harbour Road to be widened to two lanes and also accommodate the promenade and 
cycleway. 
 

 It involves the construction of a reinforced concrete retaining wall or steel sheet pile wall 
parallel to the existing harbour wall.  Alternatively the wall could be stone faced to match 
the existing harbour walls. The rear of the wall would be backfilled to form the base for 
the promenade surface.   

  
 Existing outfalls would be extended through the fill and provided with a flap valve.  Where 

possible, outfalls would be grouped together to reduce the number of flap valves required. 
  
 The finished surface would be suitably drained and runoff would be discharged to a single 

outlet point. 
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SECTION A - SEAN MOORE PARK TO MERRION GATES 
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6.0 SECTION A - SEAN MOORE PARK TO MERRION GATES 
 
6.1 Introduction 
 
 Phase 2 of the S2S promenade has been divided into four discrete sections with distinctly 

different characters relating to the existing coastal environment ie  
  

• Sean Moore Park to Merrion Gates – this section of coastline at Sandymount is 
characterised by residential properties, roads and amenity space, and is generally 
accessible to the public. 

 
• Merrion Gates to Brighton Vale – on this section of coastline the DART railway runs 

along the shore and public access is very restricted. 
 

• Brighton Vale to The Gut – the built urban form returns to the shoreline.  This section 
of coastline has a high recreation use. 

 
• The Gut to Dun Laoghaire East Pier – this section is within the harbour area.  

 
 In this chapter of the report, and in the three that follow, the construction options are 

evaluated against site specific conditions, including environmental and flooding 
considerations. 

 
6.2  Site Description  

 
 Section A is approximately 2360 metres long and extends from the north end of 
Sandymount Strand to Merrion Gates.  This section of the coastline is currently accessible 
and is well used by the public. 

 
 Sean Moore Park – Existing Sandymount Promenade (approximately 800 metres) 
 
 The existing seawall along Beach and Strand Road comprises a vertical masonry wall with 
a maximum height above beach level of approximately 2.5 metres.  The adjoining footpath 
on the road side of the wall varies between 2.5 and 5.0 metres in width. The road is 
approximately 8 metres wide and is heavily trafficked.  Both vehicle users and pedestrians 
have good views out to sea and towards the Poolbeg peninsula.  A huge expanse of 
Sandymount Strand is exposed at low tide.   Access to the beach is only possible from Sean 
Moore Park or Sandymount Promenade because of the original access gaps in the seawall 
have been infilled in the interests of flood protection. 

  
 Existing Sandymount  Promenade (approximately 1200 metres long) 
 
 The existing promenade varies in width from 20-30 metres and is protected along its 
seaward edge by a rock armour revetment.  A bitmac surface path 4 - 4.5 metres wide is 
laid along the seaward edge of the promenade.  The promenade is lit with Victorian style 
lighting standards, and seats and litter bins are provided at suitable intervals.  An existing 
sea wall separates the promenade from Strand Road.  The area between the path and the 
seawall is mainly grassed, but it also includes some shrub and tree planting and three 
bitmac surfaced car parks.  These car parks are very well used as they provide access to the 
promenade and strand, and good views across the bay.  A Martello tower, currently 
disused, is located half way along the promenade. 
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South of Existing Sandymount Promenade (approximately 90 metres long) 
 
 Here there is a short section of inlet between Sandymount Promenade and the residences 
on the seaward side of Strand Road. The existing seawall is a vertical masonry wall with a 
maximum height above beach level of approximately 3 metres.  An outfall discharges onto 
the beach opposite Ailesbury Mews. 

 
 Line of Residential Properties (approximately 270 metres long) 
  
 There are 18 residential properties, which have rear gardens extending towards existing 
seawalls onto the coastline, with the front of the houses facing the Strand Road. 

 
 The existing seawall to the rear of these properties comprises a steeply sloped or vertical 
masonry wall with a maximum height above beach level of approximately 3.5 metres.  The 
top of the wall varies as residents have raised and modified it, and some have provided 
stepped accesses or seating platforms. 

 
 South of the properties is the area of coastline referred to as Merrion Gates. On the 
landward side of Merrion Gates the railway line crosses Strand Road via a level crossing.  

 
6.3  Flooding  

 
  In April 2003 Dublin City Council appointed Royal Haskoning as service provider on the 

Dublin Coastal Flooding Protection Project.  This was in direct response to the extreme 
tide flood event that was experienced across Dublin City on 1 February 2002.  

 
  Royal Haskoning completed the Dublin Flooding Protection Project in April 2005.  As a 

result of the study a number of options were recommended to reduce or manage the risk 
from tidal flooding events.  These options were detailed to a preliminary design level. 
Further detailing is required to allow for design optimisation. Design life up to 2031 has 
been considered in terms of flood defence. 

 
  The primary aim of the Dublin Coastal Flooding Protection Project is to address the risk 

from tidal flooding around Dublin Bay and within a number of major rivers and canals. 
 

During the storm event of February 2002 this section of the coastline between Sean Moore 
Park and Merrion Gates was affected by flooding. 

 
To the north of the section, the area where Beach Road meets Sean Moore Park flooded, 
when high tide combined with wave action overtopped the seawall.  In addition to this, 
flood water flowed directly through access gaps in the seawall.  The Beach Road was 
inundated, which in turn led to flooding at Marine Drive and Drummond Avenue, both of 
which are at a lower level. Both roads were inundated to a depth of 600mm resulting in the 
flooding of approximately twenty properties. Dublin City Council has since bricked up the 
gaps in the seawall. Although this has reduced the risk of local flooding, sections of the 
wall would still be overtopped during the 1:200 year flood event. 
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 Along the existing promenade at Sandymount most of the length of Strand Road was 
flooded, leading to several side streets also flooding, including Seafort Avenue and 
Newgrove Avenue.  Although this stretch consists of a rock armour revetment in front of 
the seawall, the waves overtopped the revetment flooding the promenade.  The various 
openings in the seawall meant water could flow directly from the promenade out onto the 
Strand Road. After flooding the main Strand Road, water continued to flow down side 
streets including Gilford Road, St. John’s Road, Sydney Parade Avenue and St. Alban’s 
Park. 

 
 Due to the high tides and wave action, flood water escaped through an access gap at 
Merrion Gates and onto the road and DART line.  Flooding was so severe that the DART 
had to be closed and flooding reached 600mm at the gap and up to 1.2m at the lowest 
point on the road.  Only two properties in the area were directly flooded, however this was 
due to DCC workers in the area opening nearby manholes to drain the flow.  
Approximately twenty-one gardens in the area were inundated.  

 
  One of the objectives of the S2S scheme is to implement the recommendations of the 

Dublin Coastal Flooding Protection Project as part of the overall design of the promenade.   
  
  Scott Wilson has reviewed the Dublin Coastal Flooding Protection Project report and held 

a workshop with Royal Haskoning to discuss the findings relevant to S2S Phase 2. 
 

 All options detailed in this report provide protection against a 1 in 200 year tidal event up 
to 2031. 
 

6.4  Design Options 
 

The 2006 Tiros Report recommended the following options for this section of the 
promenade: 
 
Sean Moore Park to Sandymount Promenade 

• A rock armoured revetment in front of an infilled park area, with a promenade and 
cycleway along the top of the revetment. 

 
Existing Sandymount Promenade 

• The existing layout would be retained and a cycleway would be constructed on the 
landward side of the existing promenade. 

 
Sandymount Promenade to Residential Properties 

• Similar to the section south of the Sean Moore Park with an extension to the park 
area.  

 
Along the Residential Properties North of Merrion Gates 

• The promenade would be approximately 0.6m below the level of the properties.  A 
1.8m high wall would be constructed at the rear of the promenade with gates 
provided for access to the new promenade from the properties. Steps would also be 
provided onto the foreshore. 

 
Scott Wilson has taken the generic design concepts, described in Chapter 5, and applied 
them to this section of coastline.   
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 & Key Design Parameters 

Option 1 (Based on Concept 1) 
 
This option would involve the construction of an infilled 8 metre wide promenade in front 
of the existing seawall.  The promenade would be protected by a rock armoured revetment.  
Steps and ramps onto the beach would be provided at key locations.  
 
Along the existing promenade, the rock armouring would be retained and the path widened 
inland to incorporate the cycleway.  
 
Within this option there is the possibility of extending the 20-30 metre wide linear park as 
recommended in the Tiros Report.   Even without the extended park, there could still be 
localised widening of the promenade at access points, and where the new promenade joins 
with the existing Sandymount Promenade and Sean Moore Park. 
 
Option 2 (Based on Concept 2) 
 
Option 2 has the same key features as Option 1 except that the promenade would be 
protected by a wave return wall, constructed in precast concrete or cut stone. 
 
Along the existing Sandymount Promenade the area over the rock armouring would be 
infilled up to the rear of the new wall.  The existing path could be widened towards the sea 
to accommodate the cycleway and promenade.   Again there is the possibility of extending 
the linear park towards Sean Moore Park and also towards the residential properties. 
 
Option 3 (Based on Concept 3)  
 
Option 3 has the same key features as Option 1 and 2, except that the seaward edge of the 
promenade would be a stepped revetment.  This would allow access onto the beach along 
its entire length and would provide an area of seating. 
 
Along the existing promenade, the stepped revetment would be constructed over the 
existing rock armouring.  The existing path would be widened on its landward side to 
accommodate the cycleway and promenade. 
 
Again there is the possibility of extending the linear park.  
 
Option 4 (Based on Concept 4) 
 
This option would involve the construction of a timber promenade and cycleway supported 
on a system of timber, steel or concrete piles.  Access to the foreshore, from the timber 
promenade would be provided by ramps and steps, formed in a similar material as the 
promenade structure. 
 
Along the existing promenade the timber structure would be constructed over the rock 
armour.  Access would be provided as above. 
 
Option 5 (Based on Concept 5)  
 
This option would involve the construction of a timber promenade and cycleway offshore.  
This option would only be appropriate where it is not possible to build adjacent to the 
existing shoreline.  In addition to access being provided to the foreshore by ramps and 
steps, additional access would have to be provided via bridges to the mainland. All 
accesses would be formed in similar material to the main promenade structure. 
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Option 6 (Based on Concept 6) 
 
This option is considered not appropriate along this section of coastline. 
 

6.5 Environmental and other Considerations 
 
The following paragraphs evaluate the options against a number of environmental and 
other considerations:- 
 
• Hydrology and Coastal Protection 
• Ecology 
• Archaeology and Built Heritage  
• Landscape and Visual 
• Material Assets 
• Amenities 
• Noise  
• Air Quality 
• Traffic  
• Economic Evaluation 
• Buildability 

 
  
6.5.1 Hydrology and Coastal Protection 
 

Royal Haskoning developed detailed models to assess the existing sea defences in the 
Dublin Bay area including this section of coastal line between Sean Moore Park and 
Merrion Gates. The detailed models included the OPW recommended design flood 
standards and current design standards.  The current standard set for flood defences along 
coastline and estuaries is based on an event with a return period of 200 years. The findings 
and recommendations are detailed in the Dublin Coastal Flood Protection Project Report.  

 
Between Sean Moore Park and the existing promenade the top of the seawall varies in level 
between 4.00mODM and 4.57mODM. The existing sea wall in its current state would 
require to be raised to a level of 4.6m ODM to meet the required flood protection standard.  
This would involve raising the wall by up to 600mm at some locations.  If a promenade of 
5 metres width (minimum) and rock armour revetment is built along the front of the 
existing sea wall at a height of 3.25m ODM then the existing wall would require to be 
raised to a level of 4.2m ODM. This would require the existing seawall to be raised by  
200mm at its lowest point. 
 
Along Sandymount Promenade the top of the seawall varies in level between 4.0mODM at 
its northern end and 4.8mODM at its southern end. There are also some  localised sections 
for example at the Martello Tower and at gaps in the wall for pedestrian and vehicular 
access points, where the ground level is at a minimum level of 3.40mODM .This level 
therefore becomes  the existing flood protection level at these locations. In order to provide 
the required flood protection it will be necessary to raise the existing seawall by up to 
200mm along the low sections and provide suitable means of temporary or permanent 
flood protection measures at the existing access gaps.  
 
At the inlet between Sandymount promenade and the residences the seawall is at the higher 
level of 4.8mODM to 5.2 m ODM and does not require raising. 
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At the rear of the residences the existing boundary walls at the top of the existing 
revetment provide the flood protection for the properties. These walls vary both in form of 
construction and in level with the lowest wall having a level of approximately 4.00m ODM  
Several rear gardens also have access gates and viewing points which further reduce the 
level of protection  . In order to provide the required flood protection it would be necessary 
to raise the walls to a continuous level of 4.6m ODM  
 
If the promenade is constructed at a low level to accommodate landowners or to reduce the 
impact on resident’s views of the sea, then the promenade will be subjected to increased 
probability of flooding.  With a proposed level of 2.5m ODM the promenade would be 
flooded by tidal events with a return period greater then 5 years, i.e. an event with a 20% 
probability of being equalled or exceeded in any one year.  There will be other times when 
the promenade, even at the higher level will be overtopped by wave run up.  It is 
recommended that where the promenade is at the lower level, the seaward edge has a 
vertical upstand eg wall or railing.  

 
Option 1, along the existing sea wall, would only require the existing sea wall to be raised 
to a level of 4.2m ODM.  If the 20-30 metre wide linear park was constructed in front of 
the existing wall then this level may be reduced.  However, this would have to be 
modelled. 
 
Options 2 and 3 will also require modelling to confirm the extent of wall raising required. 
 
Options 4 and 5 would require the existing sea wall to be raised to a minimum level of 
4.6m ODM, where there is no existing revetment in front of the sea wall. Options 4 and 5 
would have to be adequately assessed to ensure they are substantially robust to withstand 
wave and uplift forces during extreme storm events. 
 

 Along the existing sea wall and promenade there are a number of pedestrian access points. 
Access points could be rationalised and where possible reduced in number. 

 
Existing and new pedestrian access points would be modified with ramps or removable 
stop logs. Ramped access would require a substantial footprint to ensure required design 
gradients.   
 
The use of stop logs would require allocated staff to ensure that flood defences are in place 
prior to any storm event.   However DCC prefers that stop logs are only utilised where no 
feasibly alternative exists. 
  
At the car park locations two options may be implemented to provide adequate flood 
protection.  The first is that a flood wall is built around the car park to the required flood 
defence level (4.2m ODM).  This wall would then link back to the existing sea wall.  This 
would provide a continuous flood defence along this section.  The car park would need to 
be raised in level in order to retain the existing views of the bay, and a ramp would be 
required from the car park onto the promenade. 
 
The second option is the introduction of stop logs across the entrances and exits.  This 
option would not interfere with the existing views from the car parks, but would once again 
require allocated staff to ensure the stop logs are in place prior to any storm event. The car 
park could be redesigned so that each has only one entrance/exit. 
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Royal Haskoning has developed a detailed design to provide the required flood defence 
standards at Merrion Gates.  Scott Wilson has reviewed the drawings and has made a 
number of recommendations to allow the design to be integrated into the new promenade 
design. 
 

6.5.2 Ecology 
 

Biosphere Environmental Services has been engaged by Scott Wilson to assess the impact 
of the various design options upon the coastal ecology.  Their full report can be read in 
Appendix D 
 
Baseline Description 
 
Section 2.3 has set out a general overview of the importance of South Dublin Bay in terms 
of habitat and birdlife and the resulting designations.  The following paragraphs describe in 
more detail the ecology of this particular section of coastline. 
 

 i) Beach adjacent to Sean Moore Park  
 
 The small area of dune in the corner between Irishtown Park and Beach Road contains 

CD1 Embryonic dunes (Embryonic shifting dunes 2110) and incipient LS2 Sand 
shores (Annual vegetation of drift lines 1210).   
 

 This area of dune and drift line vegetation has been somewhat compromised by past 
activities and is rated as having from Low to Moderate conservation interest.    
  

 ii) Beach along promenade at Sandymount  
 
Incipient dune building is occurring along the foreshore in front of the rock armour 
revetment which has resulted in the recent development of pioneer dune vegetation.   In its 
present state it is rated of Moderate conservation value.  
 
iii) Beach in inlet north of Merrion Gates  
 
The small sandy inlet south of the the promenade, (opposite houses 179-173 Strand Road), 
had little in the way of significant vegetation.  An inflowing drain in the south corner 
creates damp conditions.  
 
Overall, this is a small beach with limited potential for growth and is rated only of Low 
interest.  
 
iv) Beach adjacent to residential properties  
 
To the rear of the residential properties there is a large bed of eelgrass which is important 
for Brent geese and is known to be the single most important feeding site for the first 
geese to arrive in Dublin Bay each September and October.   
 
The eelgrass bed close to Merrion Gates is rated of High conservation importance. 
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v) Beach at Merrion Gates   
 
At Merrion Gates, the upper part of the shore has been put under grass and is subject to 
regular management by mowing. Some exotic planting has also taken place within the 
area.  
 
The beach provides useful feeding for species such as turnstone and sanderling.  
 
In general, the beach here is only of Low interest at present due to the disturbance it has 
undergone in the past.    

 
 Preliminary Ecological Assessment of Design Options  
 

The S2S could impact upon the ecology of South Dublin Bay as a result of the following: 
 
• Removal of habitat as a result of infilling (some design options will have a greater 

impact than others, and any taken forward will have to be assessed in the context 
of the size and significance of the habitat lost against the overall area). 

• Alteration of habitats, for example due to erosion or build up of sediments and 
shading (the impact on sedimentation may be influenced by the promenade edge 
treatment and shading will be a consequence of an elevated structure). 

• Disturbance of the habitat due to increased access to the shoreline (this can be 
controlled by design, though elevated structures or vertical walls will make access 
more difficult). 

• Damage to the habitat as a result of construction activities (this can be mitigated 
through the construction method statement, such as using the new promenade for 
construction access). 

• Disturbance of roosting and feeding birds due to the public’s use of the promenade 
and also during the construction phase (the former will be more significant where 
public use, including dog walking, is currently low and could be mitigated by a 
solid edge to waist height, the latter could be mitigated by the timing of the 
construction works). 

 
The following preliminary ecological assessment of the design options is made in the 
context of the two EU Directives and their associated regulations, and with consideration 
of the NPWS Conservation Plan for South Dublin Bay.  In some case further baseline data 
and consideration of existing data would be required to make a fuller assessment.  
Legislation would require that in sensitive areas all alternative routes would need to have 
been examined and ruled out.  The final option or options will require an “Appropriate 
Assessment”, under the EU Habitats Directive and Birds Directive. 
 
Design Option 1 – Promenade with Rock Armour and Toe Stones 
 
The main impact with this and any infill options is the removal of habitat.  This would be 
more significant if the existing promenade park, of 20 to 30 metres width, was extended as 
part of the scheme.  Specific comments are: 
 
• Sean Moore Park to north end of existing Sandymount promenade – there would 

be an impact upon a strip of intertidal sandflats and also on the area of dunes in 
the corner between the park and Beach Road.  The former is an Annex 1 habitat 
for which the cSAC has been selected  

• Small sandy inlet at south end of promenade - there would be full or partial infill 
of an inlet which supports annual driftline vegetation, a habitat listed on Annex 1 
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of the Habitats Directive.  However, this is a minor example of the habitat and 
new driftline vegetation may form below the rock armour. 

• Section behind residential properties extending to Merrion Gates – this is a highly 
sensitive area because of the zostera bed, which lies between 10 metres and 20 
metres from the existing sea wall.  Infill here could directly and indirectly (due to 
effect on local sedimentation patterns) impact on the zostera bed.  Easy access 
from the promenade onto the shore would be undesirable.  There is the potential 
here for a major impact upon the shoreline ecology and birds. 

• Merrion Beach – the promenade would impact the existing sandy beach, which 
supports annual vegetation of driftlines (Annex 1 habitat).  This area has already 
been greatly disturbed and has a low conservation value.  New beach may form 
below the rock armour as this area is a natural point for deposition. 

  
    Design Option 2 – Promenade with wave return wall 
 
 Generally the same impacts will arise as discussed for Option 1, but they would be less 

severe due to the reduced footprint.  Also, access by promenade users to the shoreline 
would be more difficult.  Any extension of this treatment along the existing promenade, in 
place of the rock armouring, would extend the length of shoreline affected. 

 
   Design Option 3 – Promenade with Stepped revetment 
 
 Generally the same impacts arise as discussed for design Options 1 and 2, but the stepped 

revetment would allow open and easy access to the shoreline, which would be a particular 
concern near the zostera bed. 

 
 Design Option 4 – Timber Walkway erected in front of existing seawall 
 
 The timber walkway would not remove any significant amount of habitat, but it would have 

a shading effect and may reduce the area of existing dunes and other shoreline vegetation.  
Depending on the construction method, there could be other short term impacts on the 
upper shoreline habitat as result of machinery access and general disturbance.  Access by 
promenade users onto the shore could be restricted to certain points along the walkway.  
Specific comments are: 

 
• Sean Moore Park to north end of existing Sandymount Promenade – the walkway 

would have some shading effect on the macro invertebrates within the intertidal 
sediments and disturbance and shading would also be caused to the embryonic 
dunes and annual driftline vegetation. 

o Along existing promenade – the building of a timber walkway over the existing 
rock armour would result in mainly short term construction stage impacts. 

o Small sandy inlet at south end of promenade – the walkway would reduce light and 
restrict formation of annual driftline vegetation.  However, this is a minor example 
of the habitat. 

• Section behind residential properties extending to Merrion Gates – impacts upon 
the zostera bed are unlikely to be significant though there would, as with all 
options, be the potential for disturbance of birds due to the presence of promenade 
users. 

• Merrion Beach – the walkway could restrict the annual formation of driftline 
vegetation (Annex 1 habitat), though some may form on the seaward side of it. 
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 Design Option 5 – Timber Walkway erected offshore of the existing seawall 
 
 In general the impacts of design Option 5 on both habitats and birds could potentially be 

major.  The main issue is that the area between the new walkway and the shoreline would 
be effectively compromised and hence a much wider strip of shoreline (when compared to 
the other design options) would be affected.  This would especially affect the section with 
the zostera bed and there would be particular concerns with roosting birds. 

 
 
6.5.3 Archaeology and Built Heritage  
 

There are 2 Protected Structures on this section of coastline: 
 
The sea wall at Beach/Strand Road 
The Martello Tower at Strand Road (also a site of Archaeological Interest) 
 
Design Option 1, 2 and 3 would involve infilling against the sea wall, which would remain 
an intact structure, though largely hidden from view.    As described in 6.4.1. the design 
options provide different degrees of coastal flood protection and hence differing height 
requirements for the raising of the sea wall. The raising of the wall will require careful 
detailed design, including the use of matching stone and the removal and replacing of 
coping.  The low wall currently allows good views from the road, and it would be 
preferable that the wall is raised as little as possible. 
 
Design Option 4 would involve structures and piles being placed in close proximity to the 
sea wall or attached to the sea wall.  The wall would remain an intact structure and would 
be visible below the promenade as well as above. 
 
Design Option 5 would have no direct contact with the wall, apart from the bridge links 
between the structure and the mainland. 
 
The choices for getting pedestrians onto the promenade from the road, without comprising 
the coastal flood protection, are the use of stop logs or localised ramping over the top of the 
wall.  In terms of preserving the integrity of the structure and its appearance, stop logs 
would be preferable. 
 
The Martello Tower creates a pinch point along Sandymount Promenade.  It would be 
possible to extend the existing path by a few metres inland without affecting the sunken 
area around the base of the tower.   However, this is one of the locations along the 
promenade where extension onto the shore might be considered, in order to create a more 
generous amenity space. Any work in the vicinity of the tower will require archaeological 
surveillance. 
 

6.5.4 Landscape and Visual 
 

The proposed promenade will be located along parts of the Dublin Bay coastline which 
have distinct landscape characters, differing historical influences and which support a 
range of human activity. These differing characters are described in Chapter 2.  The 
construction of a promenade in this location will have an impact on the current landscape 
and visual character of these areas.   
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 Existing features that may experience a landscape and visual impact as a result of the 
proposed promenade include the following: 

 
• The visual link (and physical barrier) between built form; residential houses, road, 

granite wall, and the seashore at the northern end of Sandymount Strand 
 

• The character of urban wilderness of Irish Town Nature Park and the more manicured 
landscape character of Sean Moore Park 

 
• The open visual character of Sandymount strand and the contrast between this 

openness and the more intimate character of the urban layout of Sandymount 
 

• Views out from the Strand towards Poolbeg peninsula, Howth and south Dublin Bay 
 

• Proximity to the Strand in terms of distance when walking along Strand road, but 
difficulty in physically accessing the beach 

 
• The statue at Sandymount Strand, colloquially known as “The White Lady”, and its 

setting   
 

• Sandymount Martello Tower and its setting 
 

• Views out across the bay from the houses along Strand Road 
 

• The grassed strip along the existing Sandymount Promenade 
 

• The visual relationship between the houses that back onto Sandymount Strand north of 
Merrion Gates and the bay  

 
 Landscape and Visual Assessment of Design Options 
 
 Design Option 1 – Rock armour edging 
 

This approach is consistent with the existing treatment of the promenade edge at 
Sandymount, and would therefore have a visual precedent in this location. The rocks, 
providing a suitable stone is chosen in terms of scale, texture and colour, will provide a 
natural appearance to the edge of the created promenade, which would also tie in well with 
the natural character of Irishtown Nature Reserve in Poolbeg.   Rock armouring can collect 
litter and form an “untidy” junction with a promenade.  This can be overcome by 
constructing a wide low wall between the two.  This wall forms a strong visual edge to the 
promenade.  The rock can collect rubbish, which would detract from the overall quality of 
the promenade, so maintenance is required.  

 
 Considering that this type of treatment is already in use and does not detract from the wide 

open landscape character of the site, a promenade of this construction would have a 
moderate and neutral long-term visual impact on landscape and visual character in this 
location. The visual impact of a rock armour approach would be higher in areas where the 
built form adjuncts directly with the seashore, for example at the rear of the houses at 
Merrion Gates, at the Martello Tower and where any new buildings are proposed along the 
route. A more formal edge treatment would be appropriate here and at particular viewing 
points or feature areas along the route.   
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There would be a higher visual impact along areas where the sea wall is fully exposed at 
present, i.e. at the northern end of Sandymount Strand and at the southern end of the 
existing promenade. In this case, the construction of a promenade edged with rock 
armoring would change the character of the high wall/beach interaction. The resulting 
visual impact would be slightly negative and short term, largely due to the initial nature of 
reaction to change in the landscape. The long term impact on landscape and visual 
character would be positive as the promenade would read as a continuous structure in 
views from the beach.  

 
 Design Option  2 – Wave return wall 
 
 This design option would result in a visually strong and defined edge treatment to the 

promenade. The edge treatment would either be an extension of wall or a railing. This 
formation of an upstand edge would have an impact on the visual experience of the open 
character of Sandymount Strand, and if used for the entire extent of the promenade would 
be perceived as negative.   

 
 Where a concrete wall is used, there is a possibility of vandalism in the form of graffiti on 

the wall face, with resulting negative visual impact. Concrete would also visually stand out 
against the light browns of the coastal edge. 

 
 The use of a wall, in a high quality material, preferably granite, would be appropriate at 

feature points along the route.  This treatment would also be appropriate where the built 
form adjuncts the Strand, i.e. at the Martello Tower and at the rear of the houses along 
Strand Road 

 
 Design Option  3 – Stepped revetment 
 
 This design option would preserve the open quality of the Sandymount Strand, as an 

upstand edge would not be required and the promenade and strand would be a visually and 
physically linked.  The steps would be constructed in concrete and would be visually 
strong feature in an otherwise buff/brown coastal landscape.  This is a positive factor 
where comparatively short sections of steps are provided for beach access, but is 
considered too visually intrusive over long sections. 

 
 Design Option 4 – Timber walkway in front of existing sea wall 
 
 This design option, while appearing to be visually light and allowing the sand surface to 

continue to the existing sea wall, could appear visually incongruous in relation to the 
existing built form. There are no other examples of wooden structures within the vicinity 
and therefore no visual precedent for this construction concept. Any access points to the 
beach would require significant structures, with possible significant and negative visual 
impact. Upstand edge treatments would also impact on the visual relationship between the 
built form and the openness of the beach. As with the wave return wall design option, it is 
felt that in visual and landscape terms a timber walkway is appropriate in short sections 
only and not as a general treatment. 

 
 This form of construction would be more prone to damage, and any broken or damaged 

areas left in a state of disrepair would have a significant and negative impact on the visual 
amenity and the perception of the promenade as a whole.    
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 Design Option 5 – Timber walkway erected off shore 
 
 This design option, as with design option 4 above, would appear visually incongruous in 

relation to existing built form. There are no other examples of wooden structures within the 
vicinity and therefore no visual precedent for this construction option. This option would 
have negative visual impact in this location, as the promenade would be highly visible 
from Beach/Strand Roads as a separate piece of infrastructure.  The structure would also 
divide the section of the beach which is most used by walkers and would impact upon 
views at low level. This option would be appropriate however if a particularly sensitive 
ecological area or boundary was to be avoided.  In this case, a version of this option at 
beach level might be appropriate, resulting in very slight visual impact.  

 
 Any access points to the beach from the elevated structure would require significant 

construction, possibly significant and negative visual impact. Upstand edge treatments 
would also impact on the visual relationship between the built form and the openness of the 
beach. 

 
 This form of construction would be more prone to damage, and any broken or damaged 

areas left in a state of disrepair would have significant and negative impact on the visual 
amenity and the perception of the promenade as a whole 

 
6.5.5 Amenities 
 

The existing promenade at Sandymount is a well-used amenity, from early morning well 
into the evening. Although cycling is prohibited, recreational cyclists often use the path, 
showing a public desire for provision of recreational cycle routes. The widening of the 
existing promenade will allow for safe use by both pedestrians and cyclists, and the 
currently truncated amenity will be extended to connect with Sean Moore Park in the north, 
and to the continuing S2S to the south.  
 
An entrance plaza at Sean Moore Park could provide café facilities, information, bike hire 
and links with the coastal walk around Poolbeg Peninsula. A second café could be 
developed in the Martello Tower, with possible outdoor seating at a widened section of the 
promenade. 
 
Access to the beach will be improved in this area with the provision of safe ramps and 
steps, the current access points being in varying states of disrepair. New seating and 
lighting will be provided, alongwith information on the ecological, geological and 
historical aspects of this part of the bay. 

 
6.5.6 Material Assets 
 
 The promenade park at Sandymount stretches for 1200 metres along the coast and varies 

from 20 to 30 metres in width.    If the promenade walkway is widened on the inland side, 
approximately 4 to 5 metres of green space will became hard.  There will also be an impact 
on the three public car parks, which will be narrowed, losing the spaces next to the road. 
However, new spaces could be created by elongating the car parks.  The impacts on the 
public open space and its amenity value can be set against the enhanced promenade and the 
opportunity to improve and redesign the park generally. The elongation of the car parks 
would result in more spaces facing towards the sea. 
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 The 18 houses which adjoin the beach north of Merrion Gates are separated from the shore 
by a sea wall or sloping revetment of undetermined ownership.  The houses have 
individual stepped accesses onto the beach.   The new promenade could follow a line at or 
just beyond the toe of the wall/revetment.   The public has free access along here at 
present, but the sands remain wet even at low tide.  The promenade will undoubtedly bring 
more people to the property boundaries.  At a meeting with Dublin City Council, the 
residents expressed concern about loss of both privacy and security.   These two concerns 
could be addressed by lowering the promenade along this section and by constructing a 
vertical wall on the inland edge.  The area between the wall and the existing garden could 
be infilled as shown on Figures 6.5 and 6.6, thereby extending the garden space.  New 
steps and a lockable gate would retain private access.  The properties would also benefit 
from enhanced flood protection. 

 
6.5.7 Noise  

 
The proposed route between Sean Moore Park and Merrion Gates currently comprises a 
recreation area separated from the residential properties by the Beach Road /Strand Road. 
There are a number of residential properties near Merrion Gates which are located on the 
seaward side of Strand. 
 
The dominant noise source in the area is traffic noise. The proposed cycle and pedestrian 
route will help promote the use of cycling and walking as an alternative to vehicle 
transport. As far as traffic noise is concerned, the impact of the scheme in operational 
phase should potentially be beneficial. The noise generated by increased numbers of 
cyclists and pedestrians should not cause a significant impact in terms of noise and 
vibration. Of the five design options, Option 5  is the least preferred as it would increase 
the noise levels from S2S users at the offshore feeding and roosting sites. 
 
The main impacts will occur during the construction phase and will be short-term impacts 
associated with the site preparation and subsequent construction. Although all the residents 
along Strand Road /Beach Road will be aware of an increased noise level during the 
construction, the residents on the south side of the road adjacent to Merrion Gates would 
probably be most affected. 
 
Options 1, 2 and 3 all require the supply and placing of significant volumes of fill material 
The noise impact identified with haulage trucks, delivery vehicles, craneage, and the use of 
excavators, will be ongoing throughout the duration of the contract. 
 
Options 4 and 5 would involve the driving of piles to support the timber superstructure. 
This is likely to result in higher noise levels for restricted periods. 
 
All of the options will require temporary tidal protection works which   may include the 
driving of temporary sheet pile cofferdams and the associated noise levels 
 

6.5.8 Air Quality 
 

The proposed cycle and pedestrian route will help promote the use of cycling and walking 
as an alternative to vehicle transport. As far as air quality is concerned, the impact of the 
scheme in operational phase should potentially be beneficial and at worst it will be neutral. 
 
Any impact on air quality is likely to occur during the construction of the project. In 
particular, the construction activities may generate quantities of dust and PM10. 
Construction vehicles, generators etc., will also give rise to some NO2 emissions. 
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It will be necessary to implement an Environmental Management Plan (EMP) as part of the 
design, planning, construction and operational stages of S2S. The EMP will ensure that any 
air quality issues are dealt with and a dust minimisation plan will be formulated for the 
construction phase of the project.  This would include the enforcement of practical 
measures such as maintaining clean site surfaces, removal of mud from hard surface roads, 
water spraying during dry, windy conditions, etc. 
 
Options 1, 2 and 3 all require the placing of significant quantities of fill material and 
therefore the dust impacts are greater for these options. The timber walkway piled 
structures of Options 4 and 5 should impact less on air quality. Option 5 is located furthest 
from the residential properties however it would require the construction of a temporary 
access road.  

 
6.5.9 Traffic 
 

Sean Moore Park to Existing Promenade at Strand Road 
 
Strand Road, which runs alongside the proposed route between Sean Moore Park and 
Merrion Gates, is an important link to Ringsend and the East Link Toll Bridge. Any 
significant reduction in the width of this road to accommodate the promenade is not viable, 
so all of the design options include for constructing the promenade on the seaward side of 
the original seawall. 
 
Between Sean Moore Park and the existing promenade the simplest way of gaining access 
to the construction zone would be from the edge of Strand Road. However this would 
require closing the existing footpath for the duration of the construction.  In addition, at the 
very least Strand Road would need to be reduced in width and two way traffic maintained 
in narrow lanes. Parking of cars and coaches consequently would not be possible and bus 
stops would have to be temporarily moved away from the construction zones. 
Alternatively, if a wide enough solid infill option is selected for the S2S, then the 
Contractor could be restricted to accesses at either end of this section and the above traffic 
disruption may thus be avoided to a large extent. 

 
Along Existing Promenade 
 
Along the existing promenade most options involve an upgrading of the existing facility to 
the proposed S2S standard. Hence, the only influence on traffic patterns here during 
construction will mainly be to divert pedestrians along other routes during the works. 
 
Access for construction may be taken through the existing car parks. 
 
Between the Existing Promenade and Merrion Gates 
 
Between the existing promenade and Merrion Gates the proposed route is along the rear of 
the existing residences. 
 
The alternative route is along Strand Road in front of the houses This would involve 
utilising the seaward footpath as a two-way cycle track of 2.5m leaving 6m for the 
carriageway for motor vehicles (see figure 6.7). The Provision for Cycling Facilities: 
National Manual for Urban Area document suggests that this would be sufficient width for 
50 to 150 cyclists per hour. However, they would also have to deal with conflicts of 
pedestrians leaving their residences and vehicles using driveways. 
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Pedestrian users would have to cross the road to use the landward footpath. On this busy 
section of road, only a pelican crossing would provide a safe crossing point.  
 
A further traffic management improvement would be the introduction of speed tables along 
this section of road to slow vehicles down to speeds more acceptable to the pedestrians and 
cyclists. 
 
The construction of the above works along this section has the potential to cause traffic 
delays. It would also impact on the adjacent residents as they access their properties.   This 
route is therefore not viewed as an ideal solution and the preferred route is along the coast. 

 
Emergency Vehicles 
 
An important aspect of any public facility would be the operation of emergency 
procedures. It is therefore essential that access to emergency vehicles can be provided at 
regular intervals. 
 
Between Sean Moore Park and Merrion Gates access for emergency vehicles can be 
provided at Sean Moore Park, at car parks along Sandymount Promenade and at Merrion 
Gates 
 
It is recommended that turning heads for emergency vehicles be provided on long sections 
so that the vehicle can return to the entrance point if the way forward is blocked.  These 
turning heads could also be used as amenity spaces. 
 
Maintenance Vehicles 
 
The surface of the S2S will require to be cleaned and litter bins emptied. Street lighting and 
drainage maintenance will also have to be carried out along the length the promenade. 
Vehicles that would need access for these purposes would be of the light commercial 
vehicle type. 
 
It is intended that the cross-section of the proposed facility would accommodate these 
vehicles in terms of loading and width for manoeuvring. 
 
Construction Vehicles 
 
There may be no economical benefit in designing the promenade for a light vehicle loading 
when heavier vehicles would be likely to be used in the construction. The lighter design 
may result in the import of extra materials to create construction platforms which would 
then need to be removed before the completion of the S2S. 
 
It may be preferable to design the S2S to permit the passage of larger commercial vehicles 
to optimise the use of imported materials and reduce the number of vehicle trips to and 
from the area for the purpose of construction. 
 
Of the five proposed options, Options 4 and 5 would require less haulage of materials than 
options 1-3. However, option 5 would require the construction of a temporary access road 
onto the foreshore in order to drive the piles and erect the superstructure.  
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6.5.10 Economic Evaluation  
 
The following costs are based on rates taken from similar coastal promenades and sea 
defence projects.  It should be noted that the costs are based on feasibility design drawings 
only and quantities are likely to change as a result of findings from site/ground 
investigation etc.  These figures include some provisional sums for enhanced amenity 
areas/viewing points etc.   A breakdown of the costs is given in Appendix F of this report.  

  
Design Option  Option Title Cost 

1 Embankment with Rock armour revetment € 8.5m 
2 Embankment with Wave return wall €18.65m 
3 Embankment with Stepped Revetment €13.6m 
4 Timber walkway in front of existing sea wall €26.9m 
5 Timber walkway erected off shore €30.6m 

  
 All costs are inclusive of VAT.  
 

The above costs indicate that Option 1 is the least expensive due to the incorporation of the 
existing rock armoured section and Option 5 is most expensive. 
 
Options 2, 3, 4 and 5 all assume that the treatment of the seaward edge is continuous along 
the total length between Sean Moore Park and the residential properties at Merrion Gates.  
If the existing rock armour at Sandymount Strand is retained for all options then the costs 
for options 2, 3, 4 and 5 would be reduced accordantly.  However option 1 would still be 
the least expensive.   
 

6.5.11 Buildability 
 

A number of potential sites for the contractors compound have been identified along this 
section of the S2S.These are: 
 

• Sean Moore Park 
• Existing Promenade at Sandymount 
• Ashcastle Site 

 
Options 1,2 and 3 
 
Options 1, 2 and 3 all involve the construction of an embankment along the seaward side of 
the existing sea wall where there is no existing promenade. This would involve accessing 
the beach from Sean Moore Park, from either end of the existing promenade, or from 
Merrion Gates. Following excavation to appropriate levels, a geotextile membrane would 
be laid along the formation and the embankment would be formed by placing imported fill 
material.  It should be noted that a single 110Kv cable has been laid approx 4 to 8 metres 
from the seawall between Sean Moore Park and the existing promenade.  Along the 
existing promenade the cable is approx 1 metre below ground level.  This cable then 
continues along the seaward toe of the revetment to the rear of the properties at Merrion 
before returning inland at Merrion Gates.  This cable should be located prior to the 
commencement of any work on site. 
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Where unsuitable soft material is encountered at formation level it will be replaced with 
imported fill material. A site investigation is currently being undertaken to determine the 
nature and bearing capacity of the existing foreshore material.  
 
The placing of concrete at toe level is a progressive operation and would be carried out in 
short lengths within a cofferdam at times of low tide. For Option 1 the toe stones will be 
embedded within the concrete toe beam before the concrete sets. 
 
The excavation of unsuitable material and the import of fill material for the embankment 
would be transported along the line of the new promenade. This haul road will be designed 
to a standard that will allow it to be incorporated within the new promenade embankment. 
 
Option 2 requires placing a line of heavy precast concrete or masonry wave wall units   and 
will require craneage. Option 3, which includes the construction of a stepped revetment, 
will require significantly more in-situ concrete work in tidal conditions than Options 1 
and 2. 
 
Options 4 and 5  
 
Both these options entail the construction of an elevated walkway supported by timber, 
concrete or steel piles. The piles will be driven to rock or to a competent bearing stratum 
on the mudflats .The steel/timber superstructure could be prefabricated in sections before 
being secured to the piles. 

 
For Option 4 the craneage and driving of piles will be undertaken from the existing 
promenade and if possible from Beach/Strand Road.  A traffic management plan would be 
required to accommodate any working from the road and will be subjected to approval 
from Dublin City Council Traffic and the Garda Traffic Division.   A temporary haul road 
would be required for Option 5. 

 
 
6.6 Summary Discussion and Conclusions  
  
 Five preliminary design options have been evaluated for the Section of the S2S from Sean 

Moore Park to Merrion Gates.  These are: 
 

Option 1 Embankment with rock armour. 
Option 2 Embankment with wave return wall. 
Option 3 Embankment with stepped revetment. 
Option 4 Timber walkway in front of existing sea wall. 
Option 5  Timber walkway off shore. 

 
In summary the key considerations in determining which options should be taken to 
preliminary design stage are: 

 
• The designation of South Dublin Bay as a candidate Special Area of Conservation 

(cSAC) and Special Protection Area.  A project that will have an impact upon the 
notified interest features of a Natura 2000 site will require an appropriate assessment 
under article 6(3).  The assessment is undertaken by the Competent Authority, which 
is the body that has authorised the project.  Developments which would cause an 
adverse impact can only be permitted where there is no alternative solution and there 
are imperative reasons of over-riding public interest, including those of a social or 
economic nature.  Developments which would cause adverse significant impacts 
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should be refused.  The “test” for an assessment is the effect on the integrity of a site 
as defined by “the coherence of its ecological structure and function, across its whole 
area, which enables it to sustain the habitat, complex of habitats and/or the levels of 
populations of the species for which it was classified.” 

 
• The requirement to provide adequate flood protection to current design standards as 

set down by OPW.  In general terms rough and porous sloping walls reflect less wave 
energy than smooth, non-porous vertical walls.  An infilled promenade with a rock 
armour revetment by its nature will successfully dissipate energy, minimise reflection 
and reduce wave run-up.  In a highly sensitive ecosystem such as Sandymount Strand 
rock armouring is the preferred form of sea defence.  A timber platform would not in 
itself provide any flood protection, and would require a greater height increase to 
existing sea walls than for the infill options.  A timber platform is also at greater risk 
to damage by waves and uplift during storm events. 

 
• The presence of rock armour along Sandymount Promenade which has become part 

of the shoreline landscape, and which could be replicated on either side.  The rock 
armouring has the potential to encourage the build up of beach sediments, while other 
forms of wall or revetment could create scour and erosion. 

 
• The construction of a timber walkway adjacent to Sandymount promenade could be 

undertaken from the existing pathway.  However, alongside the road lane closures 
would be required.  Alternatively, construction could be from the beach, which would 
require a haul road and would cause a temporary impact upon the shoreline habitat.  
This would be the case anyway around the residential properties and also with the off 
shore timber design option.  Temporary ecological impacts are deemed to be not as 
significant as a permanent loss of habitat. 

 
• The presence of a number of residential properties on the shoreline and the concerns 

raised by owners regarding privacy and security.  These concerns could be mitigated 
by careful design. 

• The economic evaluation has indicated that the infill options would be substantially 
less expensive than the timber ones and rock armouring would be the least expensive 
means of wave protection. 

 
• The chosen option should be broken up by features, which might include a change in 

materials and / or construction methods; otherwise the promenade could appear as a 
long monotonous element in the landscape. 

 
• The overriding purpose of the project, as stated in the RFP, to provide a world class 

amenity of a promenade and cycleway along the land / sea boundary which will 
provide community health benefits as well as a great tourist attraction and a safe 
cycling commuter route, together with increased protection from coastal flooding.  
Consideration must also be taken into account of the loss of amenity value and the 
loss of community benefits, should this project not be attained. 
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6.7 Recommendations 
 
 Different design options will be applicable to different locations and taking account of the 

above considerations the following design options are recommended for more detailed 
consideration at preliminary design stage: 
 
Option 1: Rock Armour Revetment   
This could be used on either side of the existing promenade. Ecological considerations lead 
to the recommendation that the linear park should not be extended from the existing 
promenade north to Sean Moore Park, however, the inlet south of the existing promenade, 
which is of low ecological interest, could be infilled. 
 
Option 2: Wave Return Wall  
This could be used behind the residential properties where the promenade may be lower.  
This option would require less land take adjacent to the Zostera beds, and a railing or wall 
would deter beach access. 
 
Option 4: Timber Walkway  
This option would have a lesser permanent ecological impact on the shoreline habitat.  It 
would not be the preferred option in engineering terms due to durability and design life 
issues and it would in itself not provide any increased flood protection but would require 
walls to raised behind it. However, given the designations of South Dublin Bay it is 
recommended that this option is also taken forward. 
 
The following design options have been ruled out at feasibility stage: 
 
Option 3: Stepped revetment  
This option is considered inappropriate because it would encourage uncontrolled access to 
the beach and it may be visually intrusive if used over long sections. 
 
Option 5: Timber walkway erected off-shore  
This option is considered inappropriate because it would compromise the shoreline in 
terms of ecology and because of its visual intrusion and the difficulty of access between it 
and the land. 
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7.0 SECTION B - MERRION GATES TO BRIGHTON VALE 
 
7.1 Introduction 
 
 Phase 2 of the S2S promenade has been divided into four discrete sections with distinctly 

different characters relating to the existing coastal environment.  
 
 Section B is the section of coastline between Merrion Gates and Brighton Vale. On this 

section of coastline the DART railway runs along the shore and thus public access is very 
restricted. 

 
 In this chapter of the report the construction options are evaluated against site specific 

conditions, including environmental and flooding considerations. 
 
7.2  Site Description  

 
Section B is approximately 3350 metres long and extends from Merrion Gates to Brighton 
Vale. This section of the coastline is fairly inaccessible as it is severed by the railway line 
and can only be accessed at low tides.  

 
 Merrion Gates to Blackrock Park (approximately 1580 metres long) 

 
 Between the railway level crossing at Merrion Gates and the Martello Tower at Blackrock 

Park, the railway line is protected from coastal flooding and erosion by the existing 
seawall.  This comprises a vertical masonry wall of varying height, and a sloped masonry 
revetment, which is 1-2 metres high and 2-4 metres wide. 

 
The strand, particularly along the northern stretch, is relatively flat with extensive areas of 
sand and mudflats which are exposed at low tides.  Approximately 100 metres south of 
Merrion Gates an embryonic dune system has developed over a length of 250 metres.  A 
sand spit extends seawards from the dune system. 

 
  St. Helens Stream discharges through a culverted structure at the north-western end of 

Booterstown Marsh.  The four-hectare marsh, which formed following the construction of 
the railway, is in the joint care of An Taisce and the Irish Wild Bird Conservancy. It is 
recognised as an important ecological and ornithological site and is proposed for a 
National Heritage Area designation. 

 
At Booterstown Station, a new footbridge with stairs and lifts provides access onto the 
platforms.  The original footbridge provides access to a level concrete walkway along a 
section of foreshore on the seaward side of the seawall.  Several high stone culverts 
discharge through the seawall onto the foreshore. 

 
  South of Booterstown Station the area to the landward side of the railway is public open 

space and includes the north end of Blackrock Park to the Martello Tower at Seafort 
Parade. A footway and cycleway extends along the full length of the public space.   

 
  An existing footbridge crosses the railway at Seafort Parade and provides access onto a 

level concrete walkway along a section of foreshore on the seaward side of the railway. 
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  Blackrock Park to Brighton Vale (approximately 1770 metres long) 
 
  Between the Martello Tower at Blackrock Park and Seapoint Station, just west of Brighton 

Vale, the beach levels are lower, and the masonry revetment is 2.5 to 3.5 metres high and 
up to 6 to 7 metres wide. 

 
  To the north-west of the Blackrock Baths a rock outcrop has been identified by GSI 

Geological Heritage Programme as an exploded breccia granite feature.  Blackrock Baths, 
which is located adjacent to Blackrock Station on the seaward side of the railway, is 
derelict and in private ownership. 

 
  At Blackrock Station a new footbridge with stairs and lifts provides access onto the 

platforms.  The original footbridge provides access to a level concrete walkway along a 
section of foreshore on the seaward side of the seawall.  The foreshore along this section 
comprises granite outcrops.  Concrete platforms have been constructed across the granite 
outcrops. East of Blackrock Station there is a granite paved strip, approximately 4.5m 
wide, between the railway security fence and the seawall. Approximately 300 metres to the 
south of Blackrock Station the disused 19th Century Lord Cloncurry's Bridge with its 
granite towers straddles the railway line.  Carysfort Stream discharges through the seawall 
onto the foreshore to the west of Maretimo Headland. 

 
  The headland which is currently in private ownership is important for its built heritage.  

The headland mound is not natural but was formed from excavated material during the 
construction of the railway.  The western side of the mound is covered in trees and the 
eastern side is mainly grassed.  The railway is tunnelled through the headland. Three 
private accesses cross the railway track; a western footbridge, a second overgrown access 
at the east end of the tunnel, and a footbridge at the eastern edge of the headland.     

 
  The built heritage sites of the headland include Lord Cloncurry’s Temple Baths House, a 

Doric temple with sea baths; a small stone built harbour and pier, an octagonal 
summerhouse, and a small grotto. Although all of these sites are listed protected structures 
they have fallen into a state of disrepair.   

 
 Blackrock Park is on the land side of the railway line.   It is set out in a formal style with a 

lake and fountain, pavilion, bandstand and gardens.  It also includes a walkway, cycle path 
and car parks. 

 
 

7.3   Flooding  
 

 Royal Haskoning completed the Dublin Coastal Flooding Protection Project in April 2005.  
As a result of the study a number of options were recommended to reduce or manage the 
risk from tidal flooding events.  The Dublin Coastal Flood Protection Project only extends 
as far south as Merrion House. 

 
Although the tidal levels at Dublin (North Wall) and Dun Laoghaire are similar, a coastal 
flood study would be required to confirm detailed flood levels. However, for the purpose 
of this report the level of 4.4m ODM has been used.  This is the level identified by Royal 
Haskoning for the sloped masonry sea wall south of Merrion Gates and is based on an 
event with a return period of 200 years.  If a new promenade was constructed in front of 
the sea wall this may reduce the required height of the wall.  However, this would have to 
be confirmed by modeling. 
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7.4 Design Options 
 

The 2006 Tiros Report recommended the following concepts for this section of the 
promenade: 
 
Merrion Gates to Booterstown Station 

• The recommended option was the construction of an 8 metre wide promenade on 
the seaward side of the railway line.  A masonry revetment would be constructed 
on the seaward side, replicating the existing wall construction.  A new bridge with 
ramped access was proposed at the station. 

 
Booterstown Station to Blackrock Station 

• Along this section the promenade would be as described above.  At the Blackrock 
Baths the promenade will be incorporated into any future redevelopment. 
However, in the interim it was suggested that the existing path between the station 
and Baths would be used to accommodate the promenade.  A new bridge with 
ramped access was proposed just east of Blackrock Station. 

 
Blackrock Station to Maretimo Headland 

• The promenade would be accommodated within the 5m wide strip between the 
existing sea wall and the DART railway line.    

 
Maretimo Headland 

• The alignment of the promenade on the landward side of Lord Cloncurry’s temple 
would necessitate running the path through the old fireplace to the building to the 
rear of the temple.  Beyond the fire place the promenade would be routed between 
the folly and grotto.  One of the existing bridges at Maretimo Headland was 
identified as a potential access point. 

 
Maretimo Head land to Seapoint Station  

• Between the eastern edge of the Maretimo Headland and Seapoint Station it was 
proposed that the footprint of S2S be constructed at 6.0 metres wide utilising the 
existing strip of land between the DART line and the seawall.   

 
Scott Wilson has taken the generic design concepts, described in Chapter 5, and applied 
them to this section of coastline. 
 

 Option 1 (Based on Concept 1) 
 
This option would involve the construction of an infilled 8 metre wide promenade in front 
of the existing seawall and on top of the existing revetment.  The promenade would be 
protected by a rock armoured revetment.  Steps and ramps onto the beach would be 
provided at key locations.  
 
Within this option there is the possibility of providing localised widening of the promenade 
at key access and viewing points. 
 
As an alternative to random rock armouring, the sloped revetment could be protected with 
a masonry stone pitching similar to the existing. 
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Option 2 (Based on Concept 2) 
 
Option 2 has the same key features as Option 1 except that the promenade would be 
protected by a wave return wall, constructed in precast concrete or cut stone. 
 
Option 3 (Based on Concept 3)  
 
Option 3 has the same key features as Option 1 and 2, except that the seaward edge of the 
promenade would be a stepped revetment.  This would allow access onto the beach along 
its entire length and would provide an area of seating. 
 
Option 4 (Based on Concept 4) 
 
This option would involve the construction of a timber promenade and cycleway supported 
on a system of timber, steel or concrete piles.  Access to the foreshore, from the timber 
promenade would be provided by ramps and steps, formed in a similar material as the 
promenade structure. 

 
Option 5 (Based on Concept 5)  
 
This option would involve the construction of a timber promenade and cycleway offshore.  
This option would only be appropriate where it is not possible to build adjacent to the 
existing shoreline.  In addition to access being provided to the foreshore by ramps and 
steps, additional access would have to be provided via bridges to the mainland. All 
accesses would be formed in similar material to the main promenade structure. 
 
Option 6 (Based on Concept 6) 
 
This option is considered not appropriate along this section of coastline. 
 

7.5 Environmental and other Considerations 
 
The following paragraphs evaluate the options against a number of environmental and 
other considerations:- 
 
• Hydrology and Coastal Protection 
• Ecology 
• Archaeology and Built Heritage  
• Landscape and Visual 
• Material Assets 
• Amenities 
• Noise  
• Air Quality 
• Traffic  
• Economic Evaluation 
• Buildability 
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7.5.1 Hydrology and Coastal Protection 
 
 As previously mentioned, the Royal Haskoning Dublin Coastal Flood Protection Project 

only covered the bay area north of Merrion House (just south of Merrion Gates).   A level 
of 4.4mODM at this location has been given as the level which is required to provide 
protection against a 1 in 200 year event (an event that has a 0.5% probability of being 
equaled or exceeded in any one year). For the purposes of this feasibility study the 
4.4mODM level has been assumed as the required flood protection level for locations 
south of Merrion House. However, this level would need to be confirmed by local 
modelling at the design stage. 

 
Between Merrion Gates and Booterstown Station the top of the existing seawall varies 
between approximately 3.8mODM and 5.5mODM.The lowest section is located adjacent 
to Merrion House. It will therefore be necessary to raise the existing wall along these low 
sections in order to provide the required standard of protection.  

 
From Booterstown Station to Blackrock Baths the level of the wall is generally above 
4.3mODM, with the highest level at 5.5mODM. Only a short 50 metre length immediately 
to the north of Blackrock Baths is below the required 4.4mODM, and this needs to be 
raised accordingly. 

  
The seawall from Blackrock Baths to Maretimo Headland is significantly lower than the 
previous stretch, with a lowest level of 3.6mODM adjacent to Lord Cloncurry’s Bridge.  It 
will be necessary to raise this section of wall over most of its length. 

 
The final section of wall from Maretimo Headland to Seapoint Station varies in level 
between 5.5mODM and 6.3mODM, and therefore provides an adequate level of flood 
protection. 

 
7.5.2 Ecology 
 

Biosphere Environmental Services has been engaged by Scott Wilson to assess the impact 
of the various design options upon the coastal ecology.  The full report can be read in 
Appendix D. 

  
Baseline Description  
 
Section 2.3 has set out a general overview of the importance of South Dublin Bay in terms 
of habitat and birdlife and the resulting designations.  The following paragraphs describe in 
more detail the ecology of this particular section of coastline. These comments are 
preliminary and in some cases further baseline data and consideration of existing data will 
be required to make full assessment. 
 
i) Merrion Gates to Booterstown Marsh   

 
Intertidal flats occur south of the beach at Merrion and merge with the substantial 
formation of dunes and related driftline and salt marsh habitats off Booterstown.  The area 
is in a dynamic state as regards movement of sediments, as the dune habitats have only 
developed since the 1980s.  This formation appears to be currently extending northwards as 
a sand spit.  A feature in this area is the outlet of the Elm Park stream, which introduces a 
fresh water element. 
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This area provides the most important feeding and roost zone for wintering waterfowl in 
the south bay.  It is also of high importance for feeding and roosting gulls, and for evening 
roosting terns in late summer/autumn.  The numbers of terns that have been recorded using 
the sand spit off Booterstown is of international importance (>11,000 in 2006, >9,000 in 
2007 to date).  It is noted that all tern species are listed on Annex I of the EU Birds 
Directive, and that the South Dublin Bay SPA has been selected specifically for Common, 
Arctic and Roseate Terns.   

   
ii)Booterstown Marsh to North of Brighton Vale 
 
Intertidal sand and mud flats occur more or less continuously from Booterstown to north of 
Brighton Vale, with the width of the intertidal zone gradually narrowing as one moves 
southwards.   Rock outcrops occur south of Blackrock. 
The intertidal flats provide some feeding for wintering waterfowl.  A traditional high tide 
roost occurs on the sea wall between Maretimo Head and Seapoint Station (records date 
back at least to the 1950s and their continued use was confirmed in late 
August/September 2007). 
 
Preliminary Ecological Assessment of Design Options  

 
The S2S could impact upon the ecology of South Dublin Bay as a result of the following: 
 
• Removal of habitat as a result of infilling (some design options will have a greater 

impact than others, and any taken forward will have to be assessed in the context 
of the size and significance of the habitat lost against the overall area). 

• Alteration of habitats, for example due to erosion or build up of sediments and 
shading (the impact on sedimentation may be influenced by the promenade edge 
treatment and shading will be a consequence of an elevated structure). 

• Disturbance of the habitat due to increased access to the shoreline (this can be 
controlled by design, though elevated structures or vertical walls will make access 
more difficult). 

• Damage to the habitat as a result of construction activities (this can be mitigated 
through the construction method statement, such as using the new promenade for 
construction access). 

• Disturbance of roosting and feeding birds due to the public’s use of the promenade 
and also during the construction phase (the former will be more significant where 
public use, including dog walking, is currently low and could be mitigated by a 
solid edge to waist height.  The latter could be mitigated by the timing of the 
construction works). 

 
The following preliminary ecological assessment of the design options is made in the 
context of the two EU Directives and their associated regulations, and with consideration 
of the NPWS Conservation Plan for South Dublin Bay.  In some case further baseline data 
and consideration of existing data would be required to make a fuller assessment.  
Legislation would require that in sensitive areas all alternative routes would need to have 
been examined and ruled out.  The final option or options will require an “Appropriate 
Assessment”, under the EU Habitats Directive and Birds Directive. 
 

  Design Option 1 – Promenade with Rock Armour and Toe Stones   
 
 This option would require infilling a strip of intertidal mudflats between Merrion Gates and 

the dunes at Booterstown.  As the cSAC has been selected for this habitat, such a loss 
would be a major impact.  
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 The scheme would also require infill of the uppermost section of the dune formation. 
Habitats affected could include three Annex 1 habitats, namely annual vegetation of 
driftlines, embryonic shifting dunes and shifting dunes along the shoreline 

 
From a habitats perspective, there is near continuous intertidal sand and mud flats along 
this stretch, and there are likely to be major impacts on this Annex I habitat by the 
proposal, though the extent of impact can be lessened by maximum usage of the existing 
rock revetment and by adapting the minimum width feasible for the promenade.   Also 
affected would be the various Annex I habitats which occur at the sand dune formation off 
Booterstown, which is the most significant example of these habitats in south Dublin Bay.  

 
  South of Booterstown Option1 would require infilling of some intertidal flats, although in 

places usage would be made of the existing corridor alongside the DART line.  Also, the 
section over Maretimo Head would be above the intertidal zone.  As the cSAC has been 
selected for intertidal flats, even relatively minor losses would be considered a major 
impact.   The impact can be lessened by maximum usage of the existing rock revetment.  
Much of the rocky shore here would probably be unaffected, as the development would be 
above it.    

 
 This stretch provides the most important high tide roost sites in south Dublin Bay for a 

range of waterfowl species, as well as gulls and, perhaps most importantly, terns.  
Critically, it provides a roost at the highest tides.  It also provides feeding habitat.  The key 
issue is that much of this stretch is presently relatively undisturbed, due to limited access, 
and is the only such area in south Dublin Bay.   

 
Whilst any loss of habitat within an SPA is of concern, the potential disturbance to the area 
from users is likely to be a major concern.   Such disturbance could result from easier 
access to the intertidal flats and/or the physical presence of people, dogs etc. on the 
walkway.  

 
Design Option 2 – Promenade with wave return wall    

 
 Generally the same impacts will arise as discussed for Design Option 1 but they will be 

less severe due to the reduced footprint.  Also, access by users to the shoreline would be 
difficult, which is especially important for birds. However, potential disturbance to 
roosting birds is still likely to be a major issue.   

 
The profiled sea wall also could result in scouring of sediments along the base, which 
could have a significant adverse impact on the adjacent mudflats. 

 
 Design Option 3 – Promenade with Stepped Revetment  
 
 Generally the same impacts will arise as discussed for Design Option 1 but they would be 

more severe due to ease of access to the shoreline (especially relevant to birds).   
 
 This option would be totally unsuitable for this stretch and in major conflict with the EU 

Birds Directive. 
  
 Design Option 4 – Timber walkway erected in front of existing seawall    
  
 The main permanent impacts on habitats will be caused by shading effects which will 

affect macro invertebrates within the intertidal sediments and reduce the area of existing 
dunes and other shoreline vegetation. The significance of these impacts needs to be 
assessed in detail.   
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The main issue relating to birds is disturbance from the visual sight of people and 
particularly dogs near feeding and roost sites.   Even assuming that strict measures would 
be taken to restrict access to the shoreline from the walkway in areas important for birds, 
and allowing for mitigation by screening, it is stressed that this stretch of shore in the most 
important part of the SPA because of its relative inaccessibility, and that introduced 
disturbance could be a significant adverse impact to the interests of the SPA. Further study 
is required to assess the importance of the extreme upper shoreline to feeding and roosting 
birds, as the sediments beneath the promenade would be essentially lost to the birds.   

 
 Based on available information, it is considered that the proposed development could have 

major impacts on birds from disturbance.  
 
   Design Option 5 – Timber walkway erected offshore of the existing seawall     
 
  Without a detailed assessment, suffice it is to say that the impacts by this design option on 

both habitats and birds would be potentially major.  The main issue is that the area between 
the new walkway and the existing shoreline would be effectively compromised and hence a 
much wider strip of shoreline (when compared to the other design options) would be 
affected.   This would especially affect the sand spit and dune formation off Booterstown.   

 
 Under the terms of the EU Habitats Directive and EU Birds Directive, the issues created by 

this Design Option in the various sensitive areas would seem a major constraint to 
development. 
 
Loss of habitat by infill, even relatively small amounts, should be a last option when no 
other viable alternatives are available.  Clearly, Concepts 1, 2 and 3 could involve 
substantial loss of habitat, though this could be minimised by the maximum use of existing 
revetments and sea walls and also adopting a minimum width for the promenade where 
feasible. While Concept 4 involves only minor loss of habitat, there could be significant 
indirect impacts caused by shading.  
 
Clearly, Design Options 1, 2 and 3 could be the least preferred.  There appears little or no 
scope to provide compensatory habitat in south Dublin Bay for habitat loss.   

 
 Existing baseline data show that Section B is the most important sector of the SPA due to 

the presence of suitable roost sites and the relative undisturbed conditions as a result of the 
limited access.  

 
 From the perspective of disturbance to birds, all options are of concern but especially 

options which provide greater opportunity for access to the shoreline  
 

At this stage, it is not possible to identify a preferred option for this stretch of the bay, and 
it is likely that a combination of Options 1, 2 and 4 might need to be considered, taking 
engineering limitations into account (Options 3 & 5 are considered to have the greatest 
adverse impacts and would appear unacceptable at this stage).  Regardless of the option 
chosen, mitigation may need to be extreme to (i) prevent access to the shore, and (ii) to 
minimise visual disturbance to roosting birds.  .  

 
Should a final plan be prepared, the EU would require that in sensitive areas all alterative 
routes would need to have been examined and ruled out 

 
 
 
 



Sutton to Sandycove Promenade & Cycleway - Phase 2  
Dublin City Council 
 
 
 

 
Review & Evaluate 61  September 2007 
   

7.5.3 Archaeology and Built Heritage  
 

There are four Protected Structures on this section of coastline: 
 
• The Martello Tower (The area around the Martello Tower is also a “Zone of 

Archaeological Interest”) 
• Blackrock Station 
• Lord Cloncurry’s Bridge 
• Lord Cloncurry’s temple bathing house, folly, railing and grotto 
 
The sea wall and some of the drainage outlets and sluice gates are also of heritage value. 
 
The Martello Tower and its setting will be affected by the construction of the promenade 
and other recreational projects. The proposal for an improved access point would increase 
the number of people using this area. Dun Laoghaire Rathdown County Council also has 
proposals for the development of a multi-use games area (MUGA) adjacent to the tower. 
The current plans on display for the development of Blackrock Park indicate proposals for 
the tower to be improved for cultural, heritage and/or artistic, community use and for the 
external space and boundaries to be upgraded with high quality landscape design. These 
proposed improvements would allow for the integration of the Martello tower into the S2S 
project in a sensitive manner. The construction of the promenade will therefore have 
positive impact on the awareness of and access to the heritage of the tower. All relevant 
archaeological procedures should be followed in the planning and construction of works. 
All design options for promenade construction would have a similar neutral impact on the 
Martello tower, with a cut stone revetment having the most positive visual impact in this 
area. 
 
The proposed promenade access improvement at Blackrock station would involve the 
construction of a ramp over the Dart line. This would have an impact on the setting of 
Blackrock station, and therefore the ramp access should be designed appropriately. This 
could involve the construction of a modern feature bridge, perhaps using 
materials/proportions relating to those used in Blackrock station. All design options for the 
promenade would have a similar neutral impact on the station, with a cut stone revetment 
having the most positive visual impact in this area. 

 
7.5.4 Landscape and Visual 
 
 The proposed promenade will be located along parts of the Dublin Bay coastline which 

have distinct landscape characters, differing historical influences and which support a 
range of human activity. These differing characters are described in Chapter 2.  The 
construction of a promenade in this location will have an impact on the current landscape 
and visual character of these areas.  Existing features that may experience a landscape and 
visual impact as a result of the proposed promenade include the following: 

 
• The visually open but physically inaccessible character of this part of the coast 

 
• The contrast between the naturally wild qualities of the beach and the more manicured 

natural environment of Williamstown and Blackrock Parks.  
 

• The open visual character of Dublin Bay and the views towards Poolbeg, Howth and 
the piers of Dun Laoghaire 
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• Proximity to the strand at Booterstown and Blackrock Dart stations, but difficulty in 
physically accessing the beach 

 
• The developing sand spit and associated wildlife 

 
• The Martello Tower and its setting 

 
• Views of the granite sea wall from the beach       

 
• Booterstown Marsh 

 
• Maretimo Headland and its architectural heritage 

 
• The rock outcrops from Blackrock to Brighton Vale 
 

 Landscape and Visual Assessment of Design Options 
 
 Design Option 1 – Rock armour edging 
 

Rock armour edging, providing a suitable stone is chosen in terms of scale, texture and 
colour, would provide a natural appearance to the edge of the created promenade, which 
would tie in with the remote character of this part of the beach. Rock armouring can 
however collect litter and form an “untidy” junction with a promenade.  This can be 
overcome by constructing a wall between the two.  This wall would also act as a screen to 
reduce the disturbance of birds caused by promenade users in this sensitive location. The 
wall would need to be waist height or lower in order to protect the wide open character of 
this part of the landscape. 

 
 Where the rock armour would be replacing an existing cut granite revetment, it is 

considered that a promenade of this construction would have a moderate and slightly 
negative long-term visual impact on the landscape and visual character. However, the 
promenade construction would remove the unsightly concrete platforms of varying states 
of disrepair along this stretch of coastline, with a positive visual impact.  

 
Option 1 is less appropriate where there are existing outcrops of rock (from Seafort Avenue 
footbridge to Brighton Vale). A more formal edge treatment would be appropriate in these 
locations and at viewing points or feature areas along the route.  

 
 A variation on Option 1 would be to construct a cut stone revetment, similar to the sea wall 

existing at present. This would be of higher visual quality and would be appropriate in 
areas of historic importance such as near the Martello Tower and Maretimo Headland.    

 
 Design Option  2 – Wave return wall 
 
 This design option would result in a visually strong and defined edge treatment to the 

promenade. The edge treatment would either be an extension of the wall or a railing. This 
formation of an upstand edge would require careful design to retain the open character of 
the beach, bearing in mind the issue of disturbance of birds. 

 
 Where a concrete wall is used, there is a possibility of vandalism in the form of graffiti on 

the wall face, with resulting negative visual impact. Concrete would also visually stand out 
against the light browns of the coastal edge. 
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 The wave return wall is more appropriate where there is existing rock, providing that the 
detailed design retains as much as possible of the existing rock profile. The use of a wall, 
in a high quality material, preferably granite, would also be appropriate at feature or 
historic points along the route.   

 
 Design Option  3 – Stepped revetment 
 
 This design option would preserve the open quality of the beach in this area, as an upstand 

edge would not be required and the promenade and strand would be visually and physically 
linked.  The steps would be constructed in concrete and would be a visually strong feature 
in an otherwise buff/brown coastal landscape.  This is a positive factor where 
comparatively short sections of steps are provided for beach access, but is considered too 
visually intrusive over long sections. Where the promenade passes near areas of high 
ecological significance, access to the beach should be discouraged, and therefore a stepped 
revetment would not be appropriate for most of Section B.  

  
 Design Option 4 – Timber walkway in front of existing sea wall 
 
 This design option, while appearing to be visually light and allowing the sand surface to 

continue to the existing sea wall, could appear visually incongruous in relation to the 
existing built form. There are no other examples of wooden structures within the vicinity 
and therefore no visual precedent for this construction concept. Any access points to the 
beach would require support structures, with possible negative visual impact. Upstand edge 
treatments would also impact on the visual relationship between the built form and the 
openness of the beach.  

 
As with the wave return wall design option, it is felt that in visual and landscape terms a 
timber walkway is appropriate in short sections only and not as a general treatment. It 
would be most visually appropriate close to areas of existing rock outcrops, where the rock 
could remain exposed underneath the wooden structure. 

 
This form of construction would be more prone to damage, and any broken or damaged 
areas left in a state of disrepair would have a significant and negative impact on the visual 
amenity, and the perception of the promenade as a whole.    

 
 Design Option 5 – Timber walkway erected off shore 
 
 This design option, as with design option 4 above, would appear visually incongruous in 

relation to existing built form. It would impact on the openness of the current views of the 
beach/sea. There are no other examples of wooden structures within the vicinity and 
therefore no visual precedent for this construction option. This option would have negative 
visual impact in this location, as the promenade would be highly visible as a separate piece 
of infrastructure, from the Dart, the Dart stations and from houses that look onto the sea.   

 
This option would be appropriate however if a particularly sensitive ecological area or 
boundary was to be avoided.  In this case, a version of this option at beach level might be 
appropriate, resulting in very slight visual impact.  

 
 Any access points to the beach from the elevated structure would require significant 

construction, with possibly significant and negative visual impact. Upstand edge treatments 
would also impact on the visual relationship between the built form and the openness of the 
beach. 
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 This form of construction would be more prone to damage, and any broken or damaged 
areas left in a state of disrepair would have significant and negative impact on the visual 
amenity and the perception of the promenade as a whole 

 
7.5.5 Material Assets 
 

The section of the coastline from Merrion Gates to Brighton Vale is largely inaccessible 
due to the nature of the tides and the various streams that cross the beach impeding 
recreational use. There are some access points at Blackrock and at the Martello Tower that 
lead onto concrete platforms. These are used on occasion for walking or sitting. The 
construction of the promenade would remove these concrete platforms, but the loss of these 
would be compensated for by the construction of the promenade as a recreational facility.  

 
The construction of the promenade could result in alterations to the Blackrock Baths which 
are currently in a state of disrepair. The current proposals for the route would require the 
demolition or relocation of the Baths wall/terrace closest to the Dart line. This will not 
have significant impact on the Baths in their current state, particularly if the wall and 
terrace is relocated and would create a safer and wider context for the promenade. Any 
future development on the Baths site, whether restoration or new development will need to 
incorporate the S2S into its layout. 
 

7.5.6 Amenities 
 
This part of the coastline is currently inaccessible at high tide, and even at low tide wet 
sands restrict access to sections of the beach. The construction of the promenade will allow 
for public enjoyment of this stretch of the coastline, while restricting access to the 
ecologically sensitive beach area.  Lookouts incorporated into the promenade will 
encourage appreciation of the protected wildlife and provide an educational facility.   
 

 The promenade will link in with Blackrock Park, and allow for “looped walks” taking in 
the new facilities proposed for the park. Further south, the promenade will link into 
Blackrock village, and any new proposals for Blackrock Baths. It would be possible to 
develop cafes or other facilities in this area.  

 
Historic swimming areas around Maretimo headland will become accessible again, 
alongwith the architectural features of the headland. 

 
7.5.7 Noise  

 
The proposed route between Merrion Gates and Brighton Vale comprises a recreation area 
along the seaward side of the DART railway. 
 
The dominant noise source in the area is traffic noise and the DART line. The proposed 
cycle and pedestrian route will help promote the use of cycling and walking as an 
alternative to vehicle transport. As far as traffic noise is concerned, the impact of the 
scheme in operational phase should potentially be beneficial. The noise generated by 
increased numbers of cyclists and pedestrians should not cause a significant impact in 
terms of noise and vibration. Of the five design options, Option 5  is the least preferred as it 
would increase the noise levels from S2S users at the offshore feeding and roosting sites, 
particularly at the sand spit just south of Merrion Gates. 
 
The main impacts will occur during the construction phase and will be short-term impacts 
associated with the site preparation and subsequent construction. The residents at Idrone 
Terrace and Maretimo Gardens East would probably be most affected. 
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Options 1, 2 and 3 all require the supply and placing of significant volumes of fill material. 
The noise impact identified with haulage trucks, delivery vehicles, craneage, and the use of 
excavators, will be ongoing throughout the duration of the contract. 
 
Options 4 and 5 would involve the driving of piles to support the timber superstructure. 
This is likely to result in higher noise levels for restricted periods. 
 
All of the options will require temporary tidal protection works which may include the 
driving of temporary sheet pile cofferdams and the associated noise levels. 

 
7.5.8 Air Quality 
 

The proposed cycle and pedestrian route will help promote the use of cycling and walking 
as an alternative to vehicle transport. As far as air quality is concerned, the impact of the 
scheme in operational phase should potentially be beneficial and at worst it will be neutral. 
 
Any impact on air quality is likely to occur during the construction of the project. In 
particular, the construction activities may generate quantities of dust and PM10. 
Construction vehicles, generators etc., will also give rise to some NO2 emissions. 
It will be necessary to implement an Environmental Management Plan (EMP) as part of the 
design, planning, construction and operational stages of S2S. The EMP will ensure that any 
air quality issues are dealt with and a dust minimisation plan will be formulated for the 
construction phase of the project.  This would include the enforcement of practical 
measures such as maintaining clean site surfaces, removal of mud from hard surface roads, 
water spraying during dry, windy conditions, etc. 
 
Options 1, 2 and 3 all require the placing of significant quantities of fill material and 
therefore the dust impacts are greater for these options. The timber walkway piled 
structures of Options 4 and 5 should impact less on air quality. Option 5 is located furthest 
from any residential properties however it would require the construction of a temporary 
access road.  
 

7.5.9 Traffic  
 
The benefit of providing a dedicated facility for pedestrians and cyclists is that it should 
reduce the number of cyclists using the coastal roads which should improve traffic flow. It 
also provides cyclists with a safer segregated cycle track.  
 
In order for the S2S to become a preferred route for cyclists, all origins and destinations 
have to be easily accessible from the S2S. The Dart railway provides the biggest barrier to 
this accessibility. Hence, as many crossings of the Dart as practicable should be 
implemented alongside this section of the scheme. 
 
Therefore new ramped access bridges over the railway should be considered at Ashcastle 
Site, Booterstown Dart Station, Williamstown Park, Blackrock Park, Blackrock Station, 
Idrone Terrace and Seapoint Dart Station. 

 
To encourage the recreational use of the S2S, car parking facilities should be considered at 
any proposed point of access. 
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Emergency Vehicles 
 
An important aspect of any public facility would be the operation of emergency 
procedures. It is therefore essential that access to emergency vehicles can be provided at 
regular intervals. 
 
Between Merrion Gates and Brighton Vale access for emergency vehicles can be provided 
at Merrion Gates and Tower Bridge.  
 
It is recommended that turning heads for emergency vehicles be provided on long sections, 
so that vehicles can return to the entrance point if the way forward is blocked.  These 
turning heads could also be used as amenity spaces. 
 
Maintenance Vehicles 
 
The surface of the S2S will require to be cleaned and litter bins emptied. Street lighting and 
drainage maintenance will also have to be carried out along the length of the promenade. 
Vehicles that would need access for these purposes would be of the light commercial 
vehicle type. 
 
It is intended that the cross-section of the proposed facility would accommodate these 
vehicles in terms of loading and width for maneuvering. 
 
Construction Vehicles 
 
Access for construction is limited to either end of section B, and the access at Brighton 
Vale may even be subject to a weight restriction on Tower Bridge. Any options which also 
provide in their construction temporary access for construction vehicles, would be more 
economically and environmentally viable.  

 
This makes the embankment type options preferable to the structural type of solution, such 
as the timber walkway. 
 
Of the five proposed options, Options 1, 2 and 3 involve the construction of an 
embankment on the seaward side of the Dart.  This will require the haulage to site of 
significant volumes of materials. However, Option 4 and 5 would require the construction 
and subsequent removal of a temporary access road along the foreshore, in order to drive 
piles and erect the superstructure.  
 
At Brighton Vale, the alignment and gradient at Tower Bridge is difficult for use by large 
vehicles. Therefore, during construction, traffic movements at this junction would have to 
be carefully managed to avoid delays and also to ensure local residents are not unduly 
inconvenienced. Merrion Gates is also a busy junction with the railway crossing and 
associated traffic lights and careful traffic management will also be required. 
 
There may be no economical benefit in designing the promenade for a light vehicle loading 
when heavier vehicles would be likely to be used in the construction. The lighter design 
may result in the import of extra materials to create construction platforms which would 
then need to be removed before the completion of the S2S. It may be preferable to design 
the S2S to permit the passage of larger commercial vehicles to optimise the use of 
imported materials and reduce the number of vehicle trips to and from the area for the 
purpose of construction. 
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7.5.10   Economic Evaluation  
 
For costing purposes, the route was split into four unique sections, these are: 
 

• Merrion Gates to Seafort Parade 
• Seafort Parade to Maretimo Headland 
• Maretimo Headland 
• End of Maretimo Headland to Seapoint Station 

 
The following costs are based on rates taken from similar coastal promenades and sea 
defence projects.  It should be noted that the costs are based on feasibility design drawings 
only and quantities are likely to change as a result of findings from site/ground 
investigation etc.  These figures include some provisional sums for enhanced amenity 
areas/viewing points etc.  A breakdown of the costs is given in Appendix F of this report.  
 
Merrion Gates to Seafort Parade 

 
Design Option Option Title Cost 

1 Embankment with Rock armour revetment €15.6m 
2 Embankment with Wave return wall €20.5m 
3 Embankment with Stepped Revetment €16.65m 
4 Timber walkway in front of existing sea wall €26.1m 
5 Timber walkway erected off shore €27.05m 

 
 All costs are inclusive of VAT.  
 
 The above costs include for the provision of three new ramped bridges as indicated on 

Figures 7.1 to 7.7. 
 

The above costs indicate that Option 1 is the least expensive and Option 5 is most 
expensive. 
 

 Seafort Parade to Maretimo Headland 
 

Design Option Option Title Cost 
1 Embankment with Rock armour revetment €19.6m 
2 Embankment with Wave return wall €13.7m 
3 Embankment with Stepped Revetment €10.5m 
4 Timber walkway in front of existing sea wall €18.2m 
5 Timber walkway erected off shore €19m 

 
 All costs are inclusive of VAT.  
 
 The above costs include for the provision of two new ramped bridges and one new stepped 

bridge as indicated on Figures 7.1 to 7.7. 
 

The above costs indicate that Option 1 is the least expensive and Option 5 is most 
expensive. 
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Maretimo Headland 
 

Design Option Option Title Cost 
1 Promenade in Cutting through Headland €    841,500 

 
Cost is inclusive of VAT.  
 
End of Maretimo Headland to Seapoint Station 
 

Design Option Option Title Cost 
1 Embankment with Rock armour revetment €4.3m 
2 Embankment with Wave return wall €5.15m 
3 Embankment with Stepped Revetment €4.45m 
4 Timber walkway in front of existing sea wall €6.15m 
5 Timber walkway erected off shore €6.3m 

 
All costs are inclusive of VAT.  

 
 The above costs include for the provision of one new stepped bridge as indicated on 

Figures 7.1 to 7.7. 
 

The above costs indicate that Option 1 is the least expensive and Option 5 is most 
expensive. 

 
7.5.11  Buildability 
 

This section of the promenade runs parallel with the Dart and will involve the construction 
of the embankment on the seaward side where there is no existing embankment or other 
formal access. 

 
Options 1, 2 and 3 all involve the construction of an embankment along the seaward side of 
the 
 
This will involve accessing the shore from Merrion Gates as far south as the Blackrock 
Baths. These baths act as a pinchpoint on the promenade and prevent vehicular access 
south. Therefore vehicular access will be required from Brighton Vale north past Maretimo 
headland to the baths.  Demolition of the baths viewing terrace to allow a wider promenade 
would also facilitate construction access.  Pedestrian access is available across the Dart at a 
number of locations, however, there is no vehicular access across the Dart between 
Merrion Gates and Brighton Vale. 
 
Following excavation to appropriate levels, a geotextile membrane would be laid along the 
formation and the embankment would be formed by placing imported fill material. The 
proposed embankment would be keyed in to the existing wave wall to make a homogenous 
structure. Two main forms of construction have been proposed, rock armour and pre cast 
concrete sea wall.  
 
Where unsuitable fill is encountered at formation level it will be replaced with imported fill 
material. A site investigation is currently being undertaken to determine the nature and 
bearing capacity of the foreshore material. 
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The placing of concrete at toe stone level is a progressive operation and would be carried 
out in short lengths within a cofferdam at times of low tide. For Option 1 the toe stones 
will be embedded within the concrete toe beam before the concrete sets. 
 
Option 2 requires placing a line of heavy precast concrete or masonry wave wall units   and 
will require craneage. Option 3, which includes the construction of a stepped revetment, 
will require significantly more in-situ concrete work in tidal conditions than Options 1 
and 2. 
 
Access for the removal of excavated material and the importation of fill material will be 
along the line of the proposed embankment. This haul road will be designed to a standard 
that will allow it to be incorporated within the new promenade embankment. It will also be 
designed to withstand normal wave action and tide events; however it is possible that a 
major storm event may have an impact on the works. 
 
The craneage of the in situ concrete wall sections will require working spaces sufficient for 
the crane, delivery vehicles and other plant, and turning heads provided to avoid 
unnecessary and potentially dangerous reversing of vehicles. Craneage operations will be 
closely monitored to avoid conflict with the catenary wires of the Dart. 

 
Options 4 and 5 both entail the construction of an elevated walkway supported by timber, 
concrete or steel piles. The piles will be driven to rock or to a competent bearing stratum 
on the mudflats .The steel/timber superstructure could be prefabricated in sections before 
being secured to the piles. 

 
The craneage and driving of piles will be undertaken from a temporary haul road placed 
along the foreshore 

 
7.6 Summary Discussion and Conclusions  
  

Five preliminary design options have been evaluated for the Section B of the S2S 
from Merrion Gates to Brighton Vale.  These are: 

 
Option 1 Embankment with rock armour. 
Option 2 Embankment with wave return wall. 
Option 3 Embankment with stepped revetment. 
Option 4 Timber walkway in front of existing sea wall. 
Option 5  Timber walkway off shore. 

 
In summary the key considerations in determining which options should be taken to 
preliminary design stage are: 

 
• The designation of South Dublin Bay as a candidate Special Area of Conservation 

(cSAC) and Special Protection Area.  A project that will have an impact upon the 
notified interest features of a Natura 2000 site will require an appropriate assessment 
under article 6(3).  The assessment is undertaken by the Competent Authority, which 
is the body that has authorised the project.  Developments which would cause an 
adverse impact can only be permitted where there is no alternative solution and there 
are imperative reasons of over-riding public interest, including those of a social or 
economic nature.  Developments which would cause adverse significant impacts 
should be refused.  The “test” for an assessment is the effect on the integrity of a site 
as defined by “the coherence of its ecological structure and function, across its whole 



Sutton to Sandycove Promenade & Cycleway - Phase 2  
Dublin City Council 
 
 
 

 
Review & Evaluate/ 70  September 2007 
Recommend Feasible Options 

area, which enables it to sustain the habitat, complex of habitats and/or the levels of 
populations of the species for which it was classified.” 

 
• The requirement to provide adequate flood protection to current design standards 

as set down by OPW.  In general terms rough and porous sloping walls reflect less 
wave energy than smooth, non-porous vertical walls.  An infilled promenade with 
a rock armour revetment by its nature will successfully dissipate energy, minimise 
reflection and reduce wave run-up.  In a highly sensitive ecosystem such as the 
strand and dune system between Merrion Gates and Booterstown rock armouring 
is the preferred form of sea defence.  A timber platform would not in itself provide 
any flood protection, and would require a greater height increase to existing sea 
walls than for the infill options.  A timber platform is also at greater risk to damage 
by waves and uplift during storm events. 

 
• The existing masonry pitched revetment has become part of the shoreline 

landscape. A well placed rock armouring revetment would not be dissimilar in 
appearance and has the potential to encourage the build up of beach sediments, 
while other forms of wall or revetment could create scour and erosion. 

 
•  The presence of areas of rocky shoreline south of Seapoint Avenue presents 

challenges for construction and in particular for the introduction of a piled 
structure as for options 4 and 5. A wave return wall as for Option 2 is more 
appropriate where there is existing rock as it has a smaller footprint and scour and 
erosion of beach sediments in front of the wall is not an issue. 

 
• The poor accessibility of the shoreline for construction, given the presence of the 

Dart railway line. The only existing vehicular access to this section of shoreline is 
from Strand Road at Merrion Gates and along Brighton Vale, which is a narrow 
cul de sac. Construction for all options would require a haul road and would cause 
a temporary impact upon the shoreline habitat. Temporary ecological impacts are 
deemed to be not as significant as a permanent loss of habitat. 

 
• The requirement to protect a number of built heritage sites along the route 

particularly at the Maretimo Headland. The majority of these sites are currently in 
private ownership. 

 
• The concerns raised by local residents regarding privacy and security.  These 

concerns could be mitigated by careful design. 
 

• The economic evaluation has indicated that the infill options would be 
substantially less expensive than the timber ones and rock armouring would be the 
least expensive means of wave protection. 

 
• The chosen option should be broken up by features, which might include a change 

in materials and/or construction method, otherwise the promenade could appear as 
a long monotonous element in the landscape. 

 
• The overriding purpose of the project, as stated in the RFP, to provide a world 

class amenity of a promenade and cycleway along the land / sea boundary which 
will provide community health benefits as well as a great tourist attraction and a 
safe cycling commuter route, together with increased protection from coastal 
flooding.  Consideration must also be taken into account of the loss of amenity 
value and the loss of community benefits, should this project not be attained.
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7.7 Recommendations 
 

Different design options will be applicable at different locations and taking account of the 
above considerations the following options are recommended for further consideration at 
preliminary design stage: 
 
Option 1: Rock Armour Revetment   
This could be used between Merrion Gates and Seapoint Avenue. This area is of high 
ecological importance and a rock armour revetment by its nature will successfully dissipate 
energy, minimise reflection and reduce wave run-up. It also discourages access to the 
beach which reduces the disturbance of birds. 
 
Option 2: Wave Return Wall  
This is considered to be an appropriate design option on the rocky shoreline south of 
Seapoint Avenue, largely for landscape and visual reasons but also because it has a smaller 
footprint thus reducing the impact on the rocky outcrops which are important as roost sites. 
It also makes access to the beach very difficult which reduces the disturbance of birds.  
 
Option 4: Timber Walkway  
This option would have a lesser permanent ecological impact on the shoreline habitat.  It 
would not be the preferred option in engineering terms due to durability and design life 
issues and it would in itself not provide any increased flood protection but would require 
the existing seawalls to be raised to a higher level. However, given the designations of 
South Dublin Bay it is recommended that this option is also taken forward. 
 
In view of the ecological importance of the sand spit south of Merrion Gates, it is 
recommended that a sub option at Booterstown is taken forward.  This would bring the S2S 
inland at Ashcastle, along the road edge of Booterstown Marsh and then back out to the 
coast at Booterstown station.  This would reduce the direct impact upon the shoreline by 
450 metres.  The disadvantage of this sub option is the loss of coastal amenity and it would 
make the S2S less attractive for commuter use. These disadvantages will have to be 
weighed against the ecological considerations. Also it would be contrary to the primary 
objectives of the project. 
 
The following design options have been ruled out at feasibility stage: 
 
Option 3: Stepped revetment  
This option is considered inappropriate because it would encourage uncontrolled access to 
the beach and it may be visually intrusive if used over long sections. 
 
Option 5: Timber walkway erected off-shore  
This option is considered inappropriate because it would compromise the shoreline in 
terms of ecology and because of its visual intrusion and the difficulty of access between it 
and the land. 
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8.0 SECTION C – BRIGHTON VALE TO THE GUT 
 
8.1 Introduction 
  
 This chapter of the report will deal with the section of promenade from Brighton Vale to 

the Gut. The construction options along this section will be evaluated against site specific 
conditions, including environmental and flooding considerations. 

 
8.2  Site Description  

 
 Section C is approximately 1400 metres long and extends from Seapoint Station to the east 
end of the Gut.  This section of the coastline is mostly accessible and is well used by the 
public for recreational activities including water sports and swimming. 

 
 Brighton Vale - Martello Tower 
 
 Brighton Vale is the only residential street located on the seaward side of the DART 
railway line between Merrion Gates and Dun Laoghaire. Vehicular access from Seapoint 
Avenue to Brighton Vale is via Tower Bridge at its eastern end. There is also a narrow 
footbridge at its western end which provides pedestrian access.  
 
 Between Seapoint Station and the footbridge there are two properties overlooking and 
adjoining the foreshore. Access along the foreshore past the rear of these properties can 
only be gained with care at times of low tide. The remaining 16 properties in Brighton Vale 
are located to the landward side of the road, and are protected by a masonry seawall. 
 
The existing sea wall is approximately 3.5 metres above the foreshore, which is mainly 
comprised of rock outcrop.  A Martello tower is located at the eastern end of Brighton Vale. 
The sea wall ends at an open grassed area and slipway adjacent to the Martello Tower. 
Granite platforms on the seaward side of the tower provide a popular local bathing area. 
 
 Martello Tower – North of the Gut. 
 
To the rear of the Martello tower existing facilities include a concrete plaza area, 
toilets/changing rooms and a small lifeguard building.  Between the Martello tower and the 
Seapoint Park footbridge the granite paved promenade merges into a split level concrete 
platform 5-6 metres wide. 
 

 The railway line is protected by an existing masonry seawall and sloping revetment along 
this length.  The revetment is approximately 3 metres high by 2.5 metres wide. The 
foreshore is a mixture of granite outcrops and pebbled beach.  On the landward side of the 
seawall a bitmac surfaced public path is used by both pedestrians and cyclists.  The sea wall 
varies in height and at some locations prevents views of the foreshore from the path. The 
path varies in width between 2.5 and 3.5 metres and is separated from the railway by a high 
fence. 

 
On the landward side of the railway, Seapoint Park extends from Brighton Vale to 
Salthhill/Monkstown Station.  There are two pedestrian railway footbridges at the station.  
One links the two platforms and the other links the car park to the foreshore. 
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The Gut 
 

 To the east of Salthill/Monkstown Station the area known as the Gut extends to the Old 
Coal Quay Harbour. A bitmac path approximately 4.5 metres wide runs adjacent to the 
railway line past a carpark, a pumping station and a nautical college and ends at the 
existing railway footbridge at the West Pier. This path is screened on both sides by 
planting. To the east of the footbridge, the narrow 3.5 metres wide Harbour Road and 1.8 
metres wide footpath separates the railway from the Old Harbour. The Gut itself covers an 
area of approximately 4 hectares and has been identified as an area of redevelopment by 
Dún Laoghaire - Rathdown County Council. 

 
8.3 Flooding  

 
 Royal Haskoning completed the Dublin Coastal Flooding Protection Project in April 2005.  

As a result of the study a number of options were recommended to reduce or manage the 
risk from tidal flooding events.  The Dublin Coastal Flood Protection Project only extends 
as far south as Merrion House. 

 
 Although the tidal levels at Dublin (North Wall) and Dun Laoghaire are similar a coastal 

flood study would be required to confirm detailed flood levels. However, for the purpose 
of this report the level of 4.4m ODM has been used.  This is based on the level identified 
by Royal Haskoning for the sloped masonry sea wall south of Merrion Gates.  If a new 
promenade was constructed in front of the sea wall this may reduce the required height of 
the wall.  However this would have to be confirmed by modelling.  
 

8.4 Design Options 
 

The 2006 Tiros Report recommended the following options for this section of the 
promenade: 
 

  Brighton Vale  - Martello Tower 
• The promenade would be constructed at a low level in front of the dwellings; it 

would then connect to the road at the north end of Brighton Vale where cyclists 
and pedestrians would share the carriageway with the vehicular traffic.  

Martello Tower – North of the Gut. 
• Pedestrians would use the existing path and ramps at the Martello tower to access 

the existing concrete platform.  The cyclists would use the existing path area 
between the sea wall and the DART safety fence. 

The Gut. 
• Short term – The existing footway adjacent to the railway line would be upgraded 

to facilitate the cyclists and pedestrians. 
• Long term – The proposed route would be constructed around the perimeter of the 

redeveloped Gut. 
 

Scott Wilson has developed a number of design concepts for this section of the scheme, the 
concepts of which are discussed in Chapter 5 of the report.   
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Option 1 (Based on Concept 1) 
 
This option would involve the construction of an infilled 8 metre wide promenade in front 
of the existing seawall.  The promenade would be protected by a rock armoured revetment.  
Steps and ramps onto the beach would be provided at key locations.  
 
This 8 metre wide promenade would continue along the seaward side of the existing sea 
wall at Brighton Vale and link into the open grass area at the Martello Tower. The cyclists 
at this point would then be channelled along the existing path to the rear of the sea wall and 
pedestrians would continue onto a plaza area that would link to the concrete platform. The 
area around the Martello Tower could be regenerated to provide a sea viewing area, new 
plaza and a new building with toilets/changing facilities, life guard station and café/shop. 
   
Rock armouring would be placed along the seaward edge of the new promenade.  The 
existing access ramps and steps into the water would be up graded and incorporated into 
the new revetment. The rock armour and concrete platform would be extended to the Gut 
and link into the existing walkway. 
 
At the start of the Gut a feature entrance area would allow cyclist and pedestrians to 
integrate again and travel along the existing walkway, which would be upgraded.  Any 
redevelopment of the Gut should allow the walkway to be extended along the costal edge 
of the Gut, from the feature point and returning to the start of the Old Harbour. 
 
Option 2 (Based on Concept 2) 
 
Option 2 has the same key features as Option 1 except that the promenade would be 
protected by a wave return wall, constructed in pre cast concrete or cut stone. 
 
Along the existing promenade/concrete platform, the wave return wall would be placed 
along the seaward edge of the new promenade.  The existing access ramps and steps into 
the water would be up graded and incorporated into the new revetment. Once again the 
wave return wall and the promenade would be extended to the Gut and would link into the 
existing walkway. 
 
Option 3 (Based on Concept 3)  
 
Option 3 has the same key features as Option 1 and 2, except that the seaward edge of the 
promenade would be a stepped revetment.  This would allow access onto the beach along 
its entire length and would provide an area of seating. 
 
Along the existing promenade/concrete platform, the stepped revetment would form a two 
level promenade.  Improved access into the water would be provided at key locations along 
its length. Once again the stepped revetment and the promenade would be extended to the 
Gut and link into the existing walkway. 
 
Option 4 (Based on Concept 4) 
 
This option would involve the construction of a timber promenade supported on a system 
of timber, steel or concrete piles.  Access to the foreshore from the timber promenade 
would be provided by ramps and steps, formed in a similar material as the promenade 
structure. 
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Along the existing promenade the timber structure would be constructed over the concrete 
platform.  Access would be provided as above. 
 
Option 5 (Based on Concept 5)  
 
This option would involve the construction of a timber promenade offshore.  This option 
would only be appropriate where it is not possible to build adjacent to the existing 
shoreline for example at Brighton Vale. 
 
The timber walkway would have to link back at either end to the route along the coastal 
edge. 
 
Option 6 (Based on Concept 6) 
 
This option is considered not appropriate along this section. 
 

8.5 Environmental and other Considerations 
  

The following paragraphs evaluate the options against a number of environmental and 
other considerations:- 
 
• Hydrology and Coastal Protection 
• Ecology 
• Archaeology and Built Heritage  
• Landscape and Visual 
• Material Assets 
• Amenities 
• Noise  
• Air Quality 
• Traffic  
• Economic Evaluation 
• Buildability 

 
 At the end of Chapter 8 there is a summary section which identifies the feasible options to 

be taken to preliminary design. 
 
8.5.1 Hydrology and Costal Protection 
 
 As already stated the Royal Haskoning Dublin Coastal Flood Protection Project only 

covered the bay area north of Merrion House (just south of Merrion Gates).   A level of 
4.4m ODM at this location has been given as the level required to provide protection 
against a 1 in 200 year event (an event that has a 0.5% probability of being equaled or 
exceeded in any one year). 

 
Between Seapoint Station and Brighton Vale Terrace the top of the seawall is high varying 
between 6.1m ODM and 7.0m ODM and provides a standard of protection in excess of the 
200 year event. 
  
The seawall along Brighton Vale Terrace varies in level between 4.38m ODM and 5.1m 
ODM and therefore would appear to provide an adequate level of protection.  However this 
would need to be confirmed by local modelling. 
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At the western end of Brighton Vale the rear walls of 2 residences provide the flood 
protection. The end property has a small patio area which is open to the foreshore .The 
level of this patio is approximately 4.00m ODM and is linked by a gate to the front of the 
dwelling. During extreme storm events this opening provides a gap for floodwater to enter 
the area to the front of these properties. Also the rear wall of the adjacent property has a 
number of windows at floor level, which, if damaged during a severe storm event, would 
result in flooding of the property.  

 
 If the new promenade is constructed at a low level to mitigate the impact on the residential 
properties, then it will be subjected to increased probability of flooding.  With a proposed 
level of 2.5m ODM at the rear of the two properties on the shore edge at Brighton Vale, 
the promenade would be flooded by tidal events with a return period greater than 5 years, 
i.e. an event with a 20% probability of being equalled or exceeded in any one year.   There 
will be other times when the promenade, event at the higher level, will be overtopped as a 
result of wave run up.  It is recommended that where the promenade is at the lower level, 
the seaward edge should be a vertical upstand eg wall or railing. 
 

 Between the Martello Tower and the Gut the seawall generally takes the form of a sloped 
masonry revetment. The level of the wall varies between 5.9m ODM and 4.1m ODM.At 
the eastern end adjacent to the Gut the seawall terminates at an existing slipway.  The crest 
of the slipway is at a level of 3.44m ODM, which is also the flood protection level.  If a  
flood defence level of 4.4m ODM is assumed then the existing footpath and adjacent 
DART  are vulnerable to flooding during severe storm events. 

 
8.5.2 Ecology 
 

Biosphere Environmental Services has been engaged by Scott Wilson to assess the impact 
of the various design options upon the coastal ecology.  Their full report can be read in 
Appendix D 
 
Baseline Description 
 
Section 2.3 has set out a general overview of the importance of South Dublin Bay in terms 
of habitat and birdlife and the resulting designations.  The following paragraphs describe in 
more detail the ecology of this particular section of coastline. 
 
Habitats here comprise a good example of rocky shoreline just below Brighton Vale, and 
then intertidal sandflats (with possibly some upper beach sands) eastwards to the Gut.  
While the ecological interests here are less than further north, all of the intertidal zone is 
still part of the cSAC and SPA.  Further baseline survey would be required here.  
 
While included in the SPA, this sector would be of relatively low importance for birds 
(though baseline data for this area are poor).  The rocky shore could be of importance for 
rocky shore species such as turnstones and purple sandpiper.   The intertidal strip provides 
limited feeding for wintering birds as it is narrow and tends to be exposed for short periods.  
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Preliminary Ecological Assessment of Design Options 
 
The S2S could impact upon the ecology of South Dublin Bay as a result of the following: 
 
• Removal of habitat as a result of infilling (some design options will have a greater 

impact than others, and any taken forward will have to be assessed in the context 
of the size and significance of the habitat lost against the overall area). 

• Alteration of habitats, for example due to erosion or build up of sediments and 
shading (the impact on sedimentation may be influenced by the promenade edge 
treatment and shading will be a consequence of an elevated structure). 

• Disturbance of the habitat due to increased access to the shoreline (this can be 
controlled by design, though elevated structures or vertical walls will make access 
more difficult). 

• Damage to the habitat as a result of construction activities (this can be mitigated 
through the construction method statement, such as using the new promenade for 
construction access). 

• Disturbance of roosting and feeding birds due to the public’s use of the promenade 
and also during the construction phase (the former will be more significant where 
public use, including dog walking, is currently low and could be mitigated by a 
solid edge to waist height, the latter could be mitigated by the timing of the 
construction works). 

 
Design Option 1 – Promenade with Rock Armour and Toe Stones   
 
Infill over the rocky shore and the intertidal sediments could potentially be a major impact 
as this is part of the only example of bedrock shoreline in the cSAC and the cSAC site is 
listed for intertidal sediments.  
 
Loss of habitat is unlikely to be a major issue for birds, as the area is of less importance 
than other areas in the south bay.   However, baseline studies would be required before a 
full assessment is made.  
 
Design Option 2 – Promenade with wave return wall    
 
Generally the same impacts would arise as discussed for design option 1 but they would be 
less severe due to the reduced footprint.  Again, loss of habitats would be the key issue.  
 
Design Option 3 – Stepped Revetment 
 
Generally the same impacts arise as discussed for design option 1 and 2.  However, the 
stepped revetment would encourage access onto the shoreline at low tide, which would be 
a concern in areas currently inaccessible.  This could cause further disturbance to the 
sediments and associated fauna.  While probably not of high importance for birds, any 
potential feeding opportunities would be compromised by the increased access. 
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Design Option 4 – Timber walkway erected in front of existing seawall    
 
The construction of a timber walkway on the rocky shore would cause disturbance to the 
habitat as drilling and piling would be required.     
 
While there would be no significant loss of habitat along the intertidal shoreline, shading 
may have some effect on the macroinvertebrates within the intertidal sediments.  While it 
is not known if any upper beach vegetation occurs, this appears unlikely, though further 
assessment is required.  There would probably be no major impacts upon birds, though 
further study is needed.  Tentatively, the impacts on habitats and birds by this design 
option could be relatively Minor though further assessment is required as the area is not as 
well known as other areas in the south bay.    
 
Design Option 5 – Timber walkway erected offshore of the existing seawall     
 
The main issue is that the area between the new walkway and the shoreline would be 
effectively compromised and hence a much wider strip of shoreline (when compared to any 
of the other design options) would be affected.   

 
 
8.5.3 Archaeology and Built Heritage  
 

There are a number of Protected Structures along this section of coastline: 
 
• The Martello Tower at Seapoint (also a site of Archaeological Interest) 
• The West Pier 
 
The area around the Old Harbour at Dun Laoghaire is also a Conservation Area. 
 
The promenade will run past the Martello Tower through an area that has already been 
extensively remodelled with retaining walls, steps and ramps.  There is an opportunity to 
improve the setting of the tower as part of enhancement works to the public space around 
it.  Any works in the vicinity of the tower will require archaeological surveillance.  
 

 
8.5.4 Landscape and Visual 

 
Existing features that may experience a landscape and visual impact as a result of the 
proposed promenade include the following: 
 
• The historical features of the shoreline, including the Martello Tower, seawall, 

residential and other buildings, maritime features 
 
• Active contact with water at Seapoint (swimming, kayaking, sailing etc.) 
 
• Visual relationship between Brighton Vale Terrace and the sea 
 
• Views out towards Poolbeg peninsula, Howth and the piers of Dun Laoghaire 
 
• Visual proximity to the sea in terms of distance when viewing from the DART, but 

difficulty in physically accessing the beach 
 
• Rock outcrops at Brighton Vale and Seapoint 
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• The open and varied visual character of the Gut, its industrial legacy and potential for 

development as a recreation area   
 
• The historic and active character of Dun Laoghaire harbour, and its spatial 

relationship with the water (enclosure, access, movement) 
 

Landscape Assessment of Design Options  
 
Design Option 1 – Rock armour edging 
 
The rock armour edge treatment is less visually appropriate in this section of the 
promenade than in other sections, as much of Section C has a direct and immediate 
relationship with the built environment (e.g. at Brighton Vale, Seapoint Martello tower 
and Dun Laoghaire Harbour). It would therefore be appropriate to use more formal edge 
treatments. There are also a number of rock outcrops, the landscape character of which 
could be negatively affected by the addition of further imported rock.  
 
Design Option 2 – Wave return wall 
 
This design option is visually appropriate in areas where the built environment is 
proximate to the seashore, or where the shoreline has already been formalised, for example 
at Seapoint. The visual impact of this type of construction will depend on the finishes, and 
any materials should be suitable for the immediate context in terms of colour and texture. 
In areas where granite has historically been used for engineering, for example within Dun 
Laoghaire harbour, granite should continue to be used where possible.  In other areas 
where poor quality concrete has been used, for example in parts of Seapoint, the upgrading 
of walls, edges and surfaces to granite or other high quality materials would result in a 
positive visual impact.  
 
At Brighton Vale, where there is a very distinct Victorian residential character, and a 
direct visual relationship with the sea, a wave return wall could be appropriate; provided it 
did not rise above the level of the promenade (i.e. the existing wall provided the required 
flood defence level).  A wave return wall in this location would also require sensitive 
design in order not to negatively impact on the visual amenity of the attractive rock 
outcrops, and the Victorian character of the houses.  
 
Design Option 3 – Stepped revetment 
 
The low level concrete walkway at Seapoint already incorporates a step and in landscape 
and visual terms there would be a positive impact if this was remodelled in accordance 
with design option 3.  This is a section of coastline where the public has easy access to the 
water for recreation, and therefore an open edge treatment is appropriate.  The 
continuation of the platform to the gut would provide visual continuity and increase the 
use of the open space on its northern side with a positive impact on landscape character. 
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Design Option 4 – Timber walkway in front of existing sea wall 
 
While there are no other examples of significant wooden structures within Area C, a 
wooden construction would be visibly appropriate in certain parts of the section, as it 
would have a softer visual character than other construction methods. Wooden 
construction may be appropriate at the Brighton Vale area for example, as a contrast to the 
stone and concrete construction of this part of the coastline.  The contrast between wood 
and the outcrops would be visually pleasing, and the “wooden pier” concept would suit the 
Victorian aesthetic.  
 
In areas of historic granite and concrete construction, for example at Seapoint and Dun 
Laoghaire Harbour, wood would have a visual impact - this would be negative or positive 
depending on the quality of the finishes.  Assuming a high quality robust finish, the visual 
impact would be positive, as the contrast between wood/concrete and stone would be 
attractive. 
 
This form of construction however, would be more prone to damage, and any broken or 
damaged areas left in a state of disrepair would have significant and negative impact on 
the visual amenity and the perception of the promenade as a whole.    
 
Design Option 5 – Timber walkway erected off shore  
 
The off-shore approach could be visually intrusive form the land, although promenade 
users would gain good views of the coast. 
 
Any access points from the coastline to the elevated structure, and from the structure to the 
beach would require significant construction, with resulting significant and possibly 
negative visual impact on the seashore. The structure would have an impact upon views 
out to sea, but if constructed quite low on the shore, visual impacts would reduce.   

 
8.5.5 Material Assets 
 
 At the northern end of this section, two dwellings (nos 17 and 17a) are built up to the sea 

wall.  Both dwellings have windows facing the sea and one has windows that extend 
slightly over the sea wall.   The shoreline at this point is rocky and covered by water at 
high tide.  If the promenade was to follow the seawall at the same height as elsewhere, 
users would be at window level when passing these houses.   The promenade could be built 
lower at this point and also the area under the overhanging window could be built up in 
stone.   A corner area at the gable of no 17a might also be built up to extend and formalise 
an existing projecting patio.  Alternatively the promenade could be built upon an off shore 
structure around the houses but with a greater impact upon their views and, unless quite far 
away, some loss of privacy.  Figure 8.3 illustrates these options. 

 
 The area around the Martello Tower at Seapoint is a focus for water recreation.  There is 

limited informal parking, an area for sunbathing and access to the water, and two buildings, 
one of which is a lifeguard station and the other a toilet block.  

 
 There are various levels, retained by walls, and connected by steps and steep ramps.   As 

part of the construction of the new promenade there is an opportunity to completely 
redesign this area as suggested in Figure 8.1. Not only would the setting of the tower be 
enhanced, but it could become a wonderful coastal amenity area.  The redevelopment 
might include a new facilities building and café. 
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South of the tower walkers and cyclists would separate, the cyclists taking the existing 
route alone the inland side of the seawall.  Reconfiguration of the area could reduce 
gradients at the start of this route and realignment of approximately 70 metres of wall 
would provide the desired width of 2.5 metres minimum for a 2 way cycle track.  The path 
is at approximately 3.2 m ODM and the top of the seawall is at times over 5.0 m ODM.  
Along these sections there is no view of the coast.   The wall could be lowered to 4.4 m 
ODM as described in 8.5.1 but the easier option may be to raise the path.  This would 
require a retaining edge along the DART with the fence repositioned on top. 
 
The pedestrians would take the lower route, where a concrete area adjacent to the railway 
revetment wall is also used by swimmers and those engaging in water sports.  The 
promenade should not displace or interfere with these activities.  The platform is currently 
on two levels, the upper being at approximately 2.5 m ODM and the lower at 2.0 m ODM.  
The relationship between the lower level and the shore is attractive and it allows access 
into the water at high tide.  The proposal is to widen the upper platform level and to 
construct a stepped revetment onto the shore.  If the promenade (which along here would 
be for pedestrians only), was kept to a width of around 4 metres, it could be constructed 
within the footprint of the existing platform.   South of the bridge from Seapoint Park there 
is no platform at present so the promenade would be constructed on the shoreline.  It is 
suggested that the bridge is upgraded to provide ramped access at both ends.   
 
The promenade would be at a lower level, along this section than to the north, but 
overtopping is not believed to be an issue within this more sheltered bay.  In extreme 
weather conditions walkers could use the cycleway on the other side of the DART wall.  
Modelling would be required to determine how frequently this would occur. 
 
At the start of the Gut there is a slipway which is used for water sports.   This would be 
repositioned and tied into a new civic space where pedestrians and cyclists come together 
again. This is beside a public car park which makes it an important arrival area for the 
S2S. 
 
The short route for the promenade across the Gut is between two existing fences, 
approximately 6 metres apart.  The boundary on the eastern (seaward) side adjoins, firstly 
a public car park, then West Pier pumping station and then the car park for the Nautical 
College.   The current available space is adequate rather than generous, and will appear 
narrower to users because of the enclosure on both sides. It is recommended that an 
additional strip of land is obtained for promenade use.  This should include space to allow 
planting on the promenade side of the new fence.  

 
In the future there is likely to be a coastal route around the Gut.  This may be constructed 
as part of the redevelopment of the area and it will be important that sufficient space is left 
on the plans, that there is good access and that the promenade’s relationship with adjacent 
land uses is a positive one. 
 

8.5.6 Amenities 
 

The area around Seapoint Martello tower is extremely popular with swimmers, walkers and 
cyclists. The construction of the promenade will improve the accessibility, safety and 
aesthetics of this area, while retaining its distinct character. Surfaces and ramps will be 
altered to allow for accessibility to all, and large steps to the sea will provide space for 
sitting, sunbathing or people watching. The existing walkway ends at the 
Salthill/Monkstown Dart bridge, but the S2S will extend the walkway along the seashore to 
the Gut and on into Dun Laoghaire.  
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 The use of the area for water sports, such as kayaking and wind surfing, will be retained, 
and an improved slipway will be incorporated into a new entrance area at the Gut.  The link 
between the park at Seapoint and the coastline will be improved with a ramped Dart 
crossing.  

 
  
8.5.7 Noise 
 

The proposed route between Brighton Vale and The Gut currently comprises a recreation 
area along Brighton Vale Road. 
 
The dominant noise source in the area is traffic noise and the DART line. The proposed 
cycle and pedestrian route will help promote the use of cycling and walking as an 
alternative to vehicle transport. As far as traffic noise is concerned, the impact of the 
scheme in operational phase should potentially be beneficial. The noise generated by 
increased numbers of cyclists and pedestrians should not cause a significant impact in 
terms of noise and vibration. Of the five design options, Option 5  is the least preferred as it 
would increase the noise levels from S2S users at the offshore feeding and roosting sites. 
 
The main impacts will occur during the construction phase and will be short-term impacts 
associated with the site preparation and subsequent construction. Although all the residents 
along Brighton Vale will be aware of an increased noise level during the construction, the 
residents in the two sea facing properties would probably be most affected. 
 
Options 1, 2 and 3 all require the supply and placing of significant volumes of fill material. 
The noise impact identified with haulage trucks, delivery vehicles, craneage, and the use of 
excavators, will be ongoing throughout the duration of the contract. 
 
Options 4 and 5 would involve the driving of piles to support the timber superstructure. 
This is likely to result in higher noise levels for restricted periods. 
 
All of the options will require temporary tidal protection works which may include the 
driving of temporary sheet pile cofferdams and the associated noise levels 

 
8.5.8 Air Quality 

 
The proposed cycle and pedestrian route will help promote the use of cycling and walking 
as an alternative to vehicle transport. As far as air quality is concerned, the impact of the 
scheme in operational phase should potentially be beneficial and at worst it will be neutral. 
 
Any impact on air quality is likely to occur during the construction of the project. In 
particular, the construction activities may generate quantities of dust and PM10. 
Construction vehicles, generators etc., will also give rise to some NO2 emissions. 
 
It will be necessary to implement an Environmental Management Plan (EMP) as part of the 
design, planning, construction and operational stages of S2S. The EMP will ensure that any 
air quality issues are dealt with and a dust minimisation plan will be formulated for the 
construction phase of the project. This would include the enforcement of practical 
measures such as maintaining clean site surfaces, removal of mud from surface of roads, 
water spraying during dry, windy conditions, etc. 
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Options 1, 2 and 3 all require the placing of significant quantities of fill material and 
therefore the dust impacts are greater for these options. The timber walkway piled 
structures of Options 4 and 5 should impact less on air quality. Option 5 is located furthest 
from the residential properties however it would require the construction of a temporary 
access road.  

 
8.5.9 Traffic 
 

Brighton Vale to the Gut 
 
There are two main interfaces between the proposed promenade and cycleway and the 
existing road network. The first occurs where Brighton Vale connects to Seapoint Avenue 
via the Tower Bridge and the second occurs where the Harbour Road accesses the Gut 
from Coal Quay Bridge in Dun Laoghaire Harbour. 
 
At Brighton Vale, any use of the existing road for the S2S would lead to the loss of parking 
or footpaths and would result in inadequate access to the existing dwellings.  
 
At the Gut, the existing Harbour Road is narrow and there would be a case for its widening 
if the Gut were to be developed. Depending on the actual routing of the S2S through the 
Gut, there may be crossing points where the conflicts between vehicles and S2S users 
would have to be managed. 
 
The benefit of providing a dedicated facility for pedestrians and cyclists is that it should 
reduce the number of cyclists using the coastal roads which should improve traffic flow. It 
also provides cyclists with a safer segregated cycle track.  
 
In order for the S2S to become a preferred route for cyclists all origins and destinations of 
the cyclists, have to be easily accessible from the S2S. The Dart railway provides the 
biggest barrier to this accessibility. Hence, as many crossings of the Dart as practicable 
should be implemented alongside this section of the scheme. 

 
Emergency Vehicles 
 
An important aspect of any public facility would be the operation of emergency 
procedures. It is therefore essential that access to emergency vehicles can be provided at 
regular intervals. 
 
Between Brighton Vale and the Gut access for emergency vehicles can be provided at 
Tower Bridge and via the Coal Quay Bridge and Harbour Road.  
 
It is recommended that turning heads for emergency vehicles be provided on long sections 
so that vehicles can return to the entrance point if the way forward is blocked.  These 
turning heads could also be used as amenity spaces. 
 
Maintenance Vehicles 
 
The surface of the S2S will require to be cleaned and litter bins emptied. Street lighting and 
drainage maintenance will also have to be carried out along the length of the promenade. 
Vehicles that would need access for these purposes would be of the light commercial 
vehicle type. 
 
It is intended that the cross-section of the proposed facility would accommodate these 
vehicles in terms of loading and width for maneuvering. 
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Construction Vehicles 
 

At Brighton Vale, the alignment and gradient at Tower Bridge is difficult for use by large 
vehicles. Therefore, during construction, traffic movements at this junction would have to 
be carefully managed to avoid delays and also to ensure local residents are not unduly 
inconvenienced. 
 
At the Gut, construction traffic to site would increase the traffic currently using Coal Quay 
to access the Port. Any type of construction that would minimise this traffic would be 
beneficial to the process. 
 
Of the five proposed options, Options 1, 2 and 3 include the construction of an 
embankment on the seaward side of Brighton Vale and also along the railway at Seapoint 
Park.  This will require the haulage to site of significant volumes of materials. However, 
Option 4 and 5 would require the construction and subsequent removal of a temporary 
access road along the foreshore in order to drive piles and erect the superstructure.  
 
There may be no economical benefit in designing the promenade for a light vehicle loading 
when heavier vehicles would be likely to be used in the construction. The lighter design, 
may result in the import of extra materials to create construction platforms which would 
then need to be removed before the completion of the S2S. It may be preferable to design 
the S2S to permit the passage of larger commercial vehicles to optimise the use of 
imported materials and reduce the number of vehicle trips to and from the area for the 
purpose of construction. 

 
8.5.10 Economic Evaluation  
 

The following costs are based on rates taken from similar coastal promenades and sea 
defence projects.  It should be noted that the costs are based on feasibility design drawings 
only and quantities are likely to change as a result of findings form site/ground 
investigation etc.  These figures include some provisional sums of enhanced amenity 
areas/viewpoints etc.  A breakdown of the costs is given in Appendix F. 
  

Design Option  Option Title Cost 
1 Embankment with Rock armour revetment €7.65m 
2 Embankment with Wave return wall €12.4m 
3 Embankment with Stepped Revetment €9m 
4 Timber walkway in front of existing sea wall €19.6m 
5 Timber walkway erected off shore €18.6m 

  
 All costs are inclusive of VAT.  
 

The above costs indicate that Option 1 is the least expensive and Option 5 is most 
expensive 
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8.5.11  Buildability 
 

There are a number of potential sites for the contractor’s compound within the Gut area. 
 

Options 1, 2 and 3 
 
Options 1, 2 and 3 all involve the construction of an embankment along the seaward side of 
the existing sea wall. This would involve accessing the foreshore at the slipway opposite 
Tower Bridge, from the slipway at the Gut or from along the existing promenade. 
Following excavation to appropriate levels, a geotextile membrane would be laid along the 
formation and the embankment would be formed by placing imported fill material.  
 
A site investigation is currently being undertaken to determine the nature and bearing 
capacity of the existing foreshore material. Along much of this section of promenade the 
rock outcrops are exposed and it is therefore likely that rock is generally at a shallow level.  
Where the rock is exposed a trench will be broken out to provide a key for the concrete toe 
beam or formation slab on which the armored revetment, precast wave wall or insitu 
concrete steps will be built. 
 
The placing of concrete at toe level is a progressive operation and would be carried out in 
short lengths within a cofferdam at times of low tide. For Option 1 the toe stones will be 
embedded within the concrete toe beam before the concrete sets. 
 
The excavation of unsuitable material and the import of fill material for the embankment 
would be transported along the line of the new promenade. This haul road will be designed 
to a standard that will allow it to be incorporated within the new promenade embankment. 
 
Option 2 requires placing a line of heavy precast concrete/masonry wave wall units   and 
will require craneage. Option 3, which includes the construction of a stepped revetment, 
will require significantly more in-situ concrete work in tidal conditions than the other 2 
options. 
 
Options 4 and 5  
 
Both these options entail the construction of an elevated walkway supported by timber, 
concrete or steel piles. The piles will be driven to a competent bearing stratum on the 
sandflats or anchored unto rock by coring/anchor bolts in the locations where the rock is 
exposed.  

 
The craneage and driving of piles will be from the existing promenade and Brighton Vale 
Terrace.  A traffic management plan would be required to accommodate any working from 
the road and will be subjected to approval from Dun Laoghaire – Rathdown Council 
Transportation and the Garda Traffic Division.    
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8.6 Summary Discussion and Conclusions 
 
 Five design options have been evaluated for this section of the S2S from Brighton Vale to 

the Gut.  These are: 
 

Option 1 Embankment with rock armour revetment 
Option 2  Embankment with wave return wall 
Option 3 Embankment with stepped revetment 
Option 4  Timber walkway in front of existing sea wall 
Option 5 Timber walkway off shore 

 
In summary the key considerations in determining which options should be taken to 
preliminary design stage are: 

 
• The designation of South Dublin Bay as a candidate Special Area of Conservation 

(cSAC) and Special Protection Area.  A project that will have an impact upon the 
notified interest features of a Natura 2000 site will require an appropriate assessment 
under article 6(3).  The assessment is undertaken by the Competent Authority, 
which is the body that has authorised the project.  Developments which would cause 
an adverse impact can only be permitted where there is no alternative solution and 
there are imperative reasons of over-riding public interest, including those of a 
social or economic nature.  Developments which would cause adverse significant 
impacts should be refused.  The “test” for an assessment is the effect on the integrity 
of a site as defined by “the coherence of its ecological structure and function, across 
its whole area, which enables it to sustain the habitat, complex of habitats and/or the 
levels of populations of the species for which it was classified.” 

 
• The requirement to provide adequate flood protection to current design standards as 

set down by OPW.  In general terms rough and porous sloping walls reflect less 
wave energy than smooth, non-porous vertical walls.  An infilled promenade with a 
rock armour revetment by its nature will successfully dissipate energy, minimise 
reflection and reduce wave run-up.  A timber platform would not in itself provide 
any flood protection during storm events and is also at greater risk to damage by 
wave uplift. 

 
• The presence of areas of rocky shoreline presents challenges for construction and in 

particular for the introduction of a piled structure as for options 4 and 5. 
 
• The poor accessibility of the shoreline for construction, given the degree of built up 

area and the presence of the Dart railway line. Only along Brighton Vale will the 
S2S adjoin a road, and this road is a narrow cul de sac.  

 
• The presence of two residential properties on the shoreline adjacent to Brighton        

Vale Terrace 
 
• The importance of this section of coastline for water recreation use which would 

rule out the off shore timber walkway design option in areas where people swim and 
use leisure craft. 

 
• The economic evaluation has indicated that the infill options would be substantially 

less expensive than the timber ones and rock armouring would be the least 
expensive means of wave protection. 
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• The chosen option should be broken up by features, which might include a change 
in materials and / or construction methods, otherwise the promenade could appear as 
a long monotonous element in the landscape. 

 
• The overriding purpose of the project, as stated in the RFP, to provide a world class 

amenity of a promenade and cycleway along the land / sea boundary which will 
provide community health benefits as well as a great tourist attraction and a safe 
cycling commuter route, together with increased protection from coastal flooding.  
Consideration must also be taken into account of the loss of amenity value and the 
loss of community benefits, should this project not be attained. 

 
8.7 Recommendations 
 

Different design options will be applicable at different locations and taking account of the 
above considerations the following options are recommended for further consideration at 
preliminary design stage: 

 
Option 2: Wave Return Wall  
This is considered to be an appropriate design option on the rocky shoreline at Brighton 
Vale, largely for landscape and visual reasons. 
 
Option 3: Stepped Revetment  
This is an appropriate design option for Seapoint where there is a high level of recreational 
use as it provides good access to the water. 

 
Option 4: Timber Walkway in front of existing wall  
This option would have a less permanent ecological impact on the shoreline habitat, and 
could be an option at Brighton Vale Terrace and at the adjacent houses on the shoreline. 
 
The following design options have been ruled out at feasibility stage: 
 
Option 1: Rock armour revetment  
This option is considered visually inappropriate along a shoreline with natural rock 
outcrops and where there is access to the sea for recreation. 
 
Option 5: Timber walkway erected offshore  
This option is considered inappropriate along this section as it would be visually intrusive 
and it would compromise the shoreline in terms of habitat for birds. 
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9.0 SECTION D - THE GUT TO DUN LAOGHAIRE EAST PIER 
 

9.1 Introduction 
 

This chapter of the report deals with the section of cycleway and promenade from the Gut 
to East Pier Dún Laoghaire .The construction options along this section will be evaluated 
against site specific conditions including environmental and flooding considerations. 

 
9.2 Site Description  

 
Section D is approximately 1300 metres long and extends from the eastern end of the Gut 
to the East Pier Dún Laoghaire.  The Harbour Road runs between the harbour wall and the 
railway.  This is a narrow road (3.5 metres wide) and operates as a priority controlled 
single carriageway.  There is a 1.8 metre wide footpath.  The harbour wall and slip way are 
protected structures. 
 
The Harbour Road rises up to the Coal Quay Bridge. The junction between the bridge and 
Crofton Road is controlled by traffic signals.  Past the bridge, the Harbour Road declines 
until it levels out adjacent to an area of green space to the west of the Royal Irish Yacht 
Club, which is a protected structure.  Harbour Road between Coal Quay Bridge and the 
ferry terminal can be very busy, particularly around ferry arrival and departure times. 
 
A corridor of land runs adjacent to the railway line under the Coal Quay Bridge. Irish Rail 
currently uses this strip for storage of ballast etc.  However, its ownership is uncertain, 
with both the Harbour Authority and Irish Rail claiming rights. 
 
There is an existing wide tree lined walkway along the north side of Crofton Road, which 
affords good view over the whole harbour area.  The last 85 metres on the approach to 
Coal Quay Bridge is less than 1.5 metres wide.  Buses currently park along Crofton Road, 
which somewhat reduces the amenity value of the adjacent walkway.  Many of these buses 
will relocate to the new transport interchange, though there will continue to be some bus 
stops on Crofton Road.    

 
 The Harbour Road extends eastwards onto a road junction adjacent to the ferry terminal 

building and its recently landscaped forecourt. Dún Laoghaire Station is located on the 
south side of the Harbour Road. The high granite wall which forms the boundary of the 
station is a protected structure.  The Harbour Road widens from approx 7.5metres at the 
Yacht Club to 9.3 metres at the terminal.  The footpath width is approximately 1.5 metres.  

 
 There is a light controlled junction where Harbour Road meets Crofton/Queens Road, and 

a roundabout just before it on Harbour Road.  
 
  The edge of Queens Road comprises a tree-lined footpath with a bank, which slopes down 

to an access road and carpark in front of Royal St. George Yacht Club and Carlisle Pier.  
Several sets of steps lead down from Queens Road to the lower level. Further along in 
front of the National Yacht Club the footpath is narrower and a vertical masonry wall 
separates the road from the carpark, which is at a lower level. 

 
  Queens Road is a strategic route through Dún Laoghaire and there is limited scope to 

reduce the available road space. The bollards and chains along the footpaths are protected. 
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9.3 Flooding 
 
Royal Haskoning completed the Dublin Coastal Flooding Protection Project in April 2005.  
As a result of the study a number of options were recommended to reduce or manage the 
risk from tidal flooding events.  The Dublin Coastal Flood Protection Project only extends 
as far south as Merrion House. 
 
Although the tidal levels at Dublin (North Wall) and Dún Laoghaire are similar a coastal 
flood study would be required to confirm detailed flood levels. However, for the purpose of 
this report the level of 4.4m ODM has been used.  This is the level identified by Royal 
Haskoning for the sloped masonry sea wall south of Merrion Gates and is based on an event 
with a return period of 200 years. The proposed promenade and cycleway through Dún 
Laoghaire generally follows the routes of existing roads, which are protected by Dún 
Laoghaire Harbour walls, so flooding is therefore not considered a risk. 
 

9.4 Design Options 
 
The 2006 Tiros Report recommended the following concepts for this section of the 
promenade.   

 
Old Harbour  

• The promenade along this section would take the form of a conventional marine 
deck structure built out into the existing harbour.  The timber decked structure 
would be supported on timber supports embedded into the sea floor. 

 
Coal Quay Bridge 

• The route of the S2S would follow the corridor of land running parallel to the 
DART line.  Along this section the width would be reduced to a 2.5 metres for the 
cycleway and 2.0 metres for pedestrians. 

 
Coal Quay Bridge to Dun Laoghaire Ferry Terminal  

•  An interim solution is recommended due to the number of technical and land 
ownership issues.  This would involve pedestrians using the existing footpaths 
and cyclists using cycle lanes marked on each side of the Harbour Road.   At the 
Irish Yacht Club it is proposed that the cycle lanes be designated advisory over 
this section, allowing motorised vehicles to drive along the track whilst yielding 
priority to cyclists. 

 
Dun Laoghaire Ferry Terminal to Dun Laoghaire East Pier 

• At the Royal Marine Roundabout the kerb line outside of the DART station 
would be extended into the carriageway to facilitate pedestrians and cyclist off 
road.  Beyond the Marine Road junction the existing 4 metre wide footpath on the 
Queens Road would be converted to a 2 way cycle track. A 3 metre wide 
walkway would be constructed on the Royal St George Yacht Club embankment. 

 
The design options discussed here are generally not based upon the generic design concepts 
described in Chapter 5.  The S2S will have to thread its way through the harbour and port 
area and Dun Laoghaire town centre.  For much of Section D, the route will not be a coastal 
promenade in the true sense, but will retain intermittent views of the bay. 
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Old Harbour - Option 1 
 
This option involves the construction of an 8 metre wide timber structure against the Old 
Harbour wall. 
 
The timber structure would be connected to and partly supported by the existing masonry 
harbour wall, together with timber/concrete/steel piles anchored into the harbour floor. This 
structure would then support lights, seating, walkway and cycleway. 

 
Old Harbour - Option 2 (See Figure 9.5) 
 
This option involves realigning the existing harbour wall by 9 metres to accommodate the 
promenade and cycleway. The outer face of the wall would be constructed in reinforced 
concrete with masonry facing and backfilled.  
 
This additional width would allow the existing Harbour Road, which is currently a single 
lane carriageway to be widened to a dual lane 6.5 metre wide road. 
 
Stone kerbs would define a clean edge to the promenade and lighting and seats would be 
provided. 
 
The slipway in the eastern corner of the harbour would be repositioned to accommodate the 
new promenade. 
 
Coal Quay Bridge - Option 1 
 
This option involves utilising the existing 2 metre wide footpath along Harbour Road as a 
walkway, and constructing a new cycleway along the existing corridor under Coal Quay 
Bridge adjacent to the DART line.  
 
The existing width of the corridor is adequate for a cycleway.  Physical separation between 
the cyclists and the DART, in the form of a railing, would be provided where required.  The 
cycleway would be a minimum of 3.0 metres wide.  The corridor is dark, particularly under 
the bridge, and will require to be well lit.  

 
Coal Quay Bridge - Option 2 (See Figure 9.6) 
 
This option involves constructing a concrete retaining wall adjacent to the DART and 
infilling the existing corridor under Coal Quay Bridge up to road level.  The cycleway and 
promenade would be constructed on top of this infilled section and would have a minimum 
width of approximately 5.5 metres, as it would also incorporate the existing footpath.  
 
Harbour Road - Option 1 
 
This option involves the construction of a promenade and cycleway along the Harbour 
Road on the Dún Laoghaire DART Station side of the road. 
 
In order to achieve adequate width for the promenade and cycleway, the road would be re-
aligned, thus reducing the width of the Yacht Club car park and the adjacent green space 
which is owned by the Council.  An alternative parking area for the Yacht Club could 
possibly be located to the west of the Yacht Club.  
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Harbour Road - Option 2 
 
This option is similar to Option 1 except that the Harbour Road remains as existing and 
both the promenade and cycleway are located on the north side of the carriageway.  
 
Queens Road - Option 1 (See figures 9.7-9.13) 

 
This option involves utilising the existing footpath along Queens Road as a cycleway, and 
constructing a walkway along the top of the existing planted embankment.  
 
This would involve constructing a retaining wall to the required height and re-grading the 
top of the bank. The wall could be constructed in timber crib walling or similar and planted 
out.   
 
Existing lighting and seating in the area would either be retained or replaced.  The edge of 
the walkway adjacent to the car park would be protected with a new handrail. 
 
In front of Carlisle Pier the existing cantilevered plaza area would be upgraded and utilised 
as the pedestrian walkway. 
 
In front of the National Yacht Club the Queens Road footpath is only 2 metres wide. Here 
the proposal is to construct a new retaining wall or alternatively a cantilevered platform 
depending on headroom. This will provide a total width of approximately 6.5 metres for the 
cycleway and promenade. It should be noted that where the retaining wall is constructed a 
number of car parking spaces will be permanently lost. 
 
Crofton Road - Option 1 
 
This option would involve crossing the railway with a new pedestrian and cycleway bridge 
east of Coal Quay Bridge and constructing a promenade and cycleway along the existing 
footpath and green area on the railway side of Crofton Road. 

 
The route would then cross Marine Avenue and follow along Queens Road as described in 
previously.  

 
9.5 Environmental and other Considerations 
  
 The following paragraphs evaluate the options against a number of environmental and other 

considerations:- 
 
• Hydrology and Coastal Protection 
• Ecology 
• Archaeology and Built Heritage  
• Landscape and Visual 
• Material Assets 
• Amenities 
• Noise  
• Air Quality 
• Traffic  
• Economic Evaluation 
• Buildability 
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9.5.1 Hydrology and Coastal Protection 
 

 As already stated the Royal Haskoning Dublin Coastal Flood Protection Project only 
covered the bay area north of Merrion House (just south of Merrion Gates).   A level of 
4.4m ODM at this location has been given as the level required to provide protection 
against a 1 in 200 year event (an event that has a 0.5% probability of being equaled or 
exceeded in any one year). 

 
 In Section D the proposed route for the new promenade and cycleway generally follows 

the existing Harbour Road and Queens Road along this section. The Harbour Road has a 
minimum level of approximately 4.4m ODM, whilst the Queens Road has a minimum 
level of approximately 9.2m ODM. In addition these roads are protected by Dún 
Laoghaire Harbour walls so there will be a significantly reduced wave action. The 1in 200 
year tide level is approximately 3.1m ODM so there is no risk of coastal flooding along 
the proposed route, which has a level of protection well in excess of the 1 in 200 year 
event. 

 
9.5.2 Ecology 
 

Section D between the Gut and East Pier is outside the designated sites and there are no 
known significant ecological interests within this area. 

 
9.5.3 Archaeology and Built Heritage  
 

There are 11 Protected Structures on this section of coastline: 
 

• West Pier 
• Coal quay 
• Trader’s Wharf 
• Former coast guard’s station 
• Royal Irish Yacht Club 
• Malin railway station 
• Bollards and chains at Queen’s road  
• Royal St. George Yacht club 
• George IV monument 
• National Yacht club 
• East Pier 

 
All the above features are contained within the Dún Laoghaire Harbour area. The 
promenade will have an impact on the West Pier, Coal Quay, the curtilage of the Royal 
Irish Yacht Club, the bollards and chains at Queen’s Rd, and the setting of the George IV 
monument. 
 
The access improvements to the Gut area may require alterations to the West Pier wall at 
the Nautical College. The nature of the impact would depend on the detailed design of the 
access, and there is a potential to improve the setting of the pier with appropriate and 
sensitive design.  
 
The current plans for the Promenade require the reconstruction of a retaining wall at Coal 
Quay Bridge. Again, the long term impacts would depend on the detailed design which 
should include granite materials similar to the existing wall.     
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A number of parking spaces would be removed at the Royal Irish Yacht club, but this 
would not have any negative impact on the setting of the building, in fact it would improve 
views of the structure.  
 
Malin railway station is due to be improved (as laid out in the Arup Public Transport 
Interchange Preliminary Design), and the promenade would form an integrated part of this 
new layout. 
 
The bollards and chains at Queen’s road would be retained, possibly relocated, and 
integrated into the new promenade.  
 
The George IV monument will be retained in its current position but its setting will 
change, and improve, as it will sit in the centre of the new promenade.  
 

9.5.4 Landscape and Visual 
 
 The proposed promenade will be located along parts of the Dublin Bay coastline which 

have distinct landscape characters, differing historical influences and which support a 
range of human activity. These differing characters are described in Chapter 2.  The 
construction of a promenade in this location will have an impact on the current landscape 
and visual character of these areas.  Existing features that may experience a landscape and 
visual impact as a result of the proposed promenade include the following: 

 
• The historical and maritime visual character of the East and West Piers 

 
• The setting of the Yacht clubs within the harbour 

 
• Attractive views towards the boats within the harbour 

 
• The large stone wall on the north side of Malin station 

 
• The trees, monuments, sculptures, bollards and railing along Queen’s Road 

 
• The lively visual character of the cafés and restaurants at the Pavilion area  

 
• The green open space to the west of the Royal Irish Yacht club 

 
 Landscape and Visual Assessment of Design Options 
 

Most of the promenade in section D will be constructed on existing land. There are three 
areas in which additional significant construction is required; the proposed relocation of the 
retaining wall at Coal Quay Bridge, the widening of the footpath along Queen’s Rd, and 
the widening of Accommodation Walk (beside the Old Harbour). 
 
The visual impact of the relocation of the retaining wall at Coal Quay bridge would have 
positive visual impact, as a currently unsightly area on a lower level adjacent to the Dart 
line would be “filled in”. The widened road would result in better pedestrian comfort and 
therefore greater public awareness of the landscape setting. The road would require the 
intake of a narrow strip of the existing green space to the west of the Royal Irish Yacht 
club with a slightly negative initial visual impact. However, the improvements to the 
pedestrian and cyclist comfort and safety in this area will compensate for the slight 
reduction in green open space.    
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The widening of the footpath along Queen’s road can be achieved by either the infilling of 
the current planted slope or the construction of a cantilevered structure. Either would entail 
the loss of the planting on this slope with a slightly negative short term impact. Assuming 
that the extension would be carried out with high quality materials, and the slope was 
finished with appropriate hard or soft finishes, the long term impact would be positive and 
pedestrian and cyclist comfort and safety would be greatly improved. It is proposed to 
retain all the monuments in this area and the trees that are in good health.  These with new 
planting would retain the verdant landscape character of the road.  
 
The construction of the promenade would open up the harbour area to more people, adding 
to the lively character of the area and contributing to the atmosphere created by the cafés 
and restaurants along the Pavilion building.  

 
At Accommodation Walk, the construction of the promenade would require an extension to 
the existing road. The design options for this section are: 

 
 Design Option 1 – Timber walkway in front of existing harbour wall 
 
 In visual terms, a wooden structure would be appropriate in this location. This form of 

construction would, however, be more prone to damage, and any broken or damaged areas 
left in a state of disrepair would have a significant and negative impact on the visual 
amenity and the perception of the promenade as a whole.    

 
Design option 2– Infilled promenade in front of the existing harbour wall 

 
This option would be able to accommodate vehicular traffic, and would therefore allow for 
the widening of the existing Harbour Road for two way traffic. The use of infilling would 
be in line with other historic harbour development and would appear more visually robust. 
The edge treatment should be in sympathy with other design features within the 
surrounding harbour area.   
 

9.5.5 Material Assets 
 
 The construction of the promenade will require the removal of approximately 5 parking 

spaces from Coal Quay public car park (to accommodate the relocated slipway) and 
approximately 16 spaces from the car park at the Royal Irish Yacht club. It would be 
possible to replace these spaces on the green open space to the west of the Royal Irish 
Yacht club. This would however entail the reduction in size of this green. It would be 
possible to compensate this loss through improvements to the remaining green space 
including seating, planting and other features.  A further 12 spaces would be lost at the 
National Yacht Club.  These are public spaces and could not be replaced in the immediate 
vicinity.  

 
9.5.6 Amenities 
 
 The current walkway along the Dart line at the Gut is quite narrow and overgrown. This 

will be widened and lit to provide a more enjoyable cycling/walking experience. There are 
currently many conflicts between pedestrians, cyclists and vehicles throughout the Dun 
Laoghaire harbour area, but particularly at Accommodation Walk and Coal Quay bridge. 
The construction of the S2S will greatly improve the safety and comfort of pedestrians and 
cyclists in the harbour area, and provide links to the amenities of the piers, cafes and 
restaurants and the soon to be renovated Moran Park.    
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9.5.7 Noise  
 
The proposed route between the Gut and East Pier follows the Harbour Road and Queens 
Road. 
 
The dominant noise source in the area is traffic noise and the DART line. The proposed 
cycle and pedestrian route will help promote the use of cycling and walking as an 
alternative to vehicle transport. As far as traffic noise is concerned, the impact of the 
scheme in operational phase should potentially be beneficial. The noise generated by 
increased numbers of cyclists and pedestrians should not cause a significant impact in 
terms of noise and vibration.  
 
The main impacts will occur during the construction phase and will be short-term impacts 
associated with the site preparation and subsequent construction.  
 
Old Harbour Option 1 Coal Quay Bridge Option 2 require the supply and placing of 
significant volumes of fill material. The noise impact identified with haulage trucks, 
delivery vehicles, craneage, and the use of excavators, will be ongoing throughout the 
duration of these works. 
 
Old Harbour Option 1 would involve the driving of piles to support the timber 
superstructure. This is likely to result in higher noise levels for restricted periods. 
 
Old Harbour Options 1 and 2 will also require temporary tidal protection works which may 
include the driving of temporary sheet pile cofferdams and the associated noise levels 
 
The remaining options are essentially road improvement schemes involving kerb laying 
and surfacing Queens Road with the construction of some retaining walls along. 
 

9.5.8 Air Quality 
 

The proposed cycle and pedestrian route will help promote the use of cycling and walking 
as an alternative to vehicle transport. As far as air quality is concerned, the impact of the 
scheme in operational phase should potentially be beneficial and at worst it will be neutral. 
 
Any impact on air quality is likely to occur during the construction of the project. In 
particular, the construction activities may generate quantities of dust and PM10. 
Construction vehicles, generators etc. will also give rise to some NO2 emissions. 
 
It will be necessary to implement an Environmental Management Plan (EMP) as part of the 
design, planning, construction and operational stages of S2S. The EMP will ensure that any 
air quality issues are dealt with and a dust minimisation plan will be formulated for the 
construction phase of the project.  This would include the enforcement of practical 
measures such as maintaining clean site surfaces, removal of mud from hard surface roads, 
water spraying during dry, windy conditions, etc. 
 
Old Harbour Option 2 and Coal Quay Bridge Option 2 require the placing of significant 
quantities of fill material and therefore the dust impacts are greater for these options. The 
timber walkway piled structure of Old Harbour Option 1 should impact less on air quality.  

 



Sutton to Sandycove Promenade & Cycleway - Phase 2  
Dublin City Council 
 
 
 

 
Review & Evaluate 98  September 2007 

9.5.9 Traffic Issues 
 

At present there exists a disjointed cyclist and pedestrian facility within Section D. The 
increased width, connectivity and quality of the proposed S2S should attract more 
commuting usage. 
 
The benefit of providing a dedicated facility for pedestrians and cyclists is that it should 
reduce the number of cyclists using the coastal roads which should improve traffic flow. It 
also provides cyclists with a safer segregated cycle track.  

 
 Constraints 
 
 The main interfaces that exist with the road network over this stretch are the road accessing 
the Gut from Coal Quay Bridge and the access to the harbour at Marine Road/Crofton 
Road Junction. Beyond Marine Road another access exists to the Carlisle pier but is 
currently arranged as cul de sac. 

 
 The road network reaches into the harbour area with the access to the ferry terminal being 

routed over Coal Quay Bridge and access to the various yacht clubs being on the seaward 
side of the Dart. These roads will have to exist alongside the S2S facility through the 
harbour area, as there is no other space for a through route. 

 
 Harbour Road Option 1, with S2S on the south side of the road, could potentially conflict 

with the ingress and egress of buses out of the proposed transport interchange.  Option 2 
could potentially conflict with more entrances, including that used by ferry traffic. 

 
 Construction Traffic 
  
 During construction, the traffic to site would be expected to predominantly use Coal Quay 

Bridge to access the harbour and port. Any type of construction that would minimise this 
traffic would be beneficial to the process. 

 
 Access is possible at Marine Road, but it is considered best to discourage these movements 

as the adjacent station area is already busy.  
 
 Where the S2S is proposed to be constructed adjacent to Queens Road, traffic management 

will be required during the period of the works. It is envisaged that a temporary one-way 
system may have to be considered to allow adequate space for the safe execution of the 
works. 

 
 During the period of construction, there will be a loss of parking, as areas will be required 

for working space throughout the area of the harbour. 
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9.5.10 Economic Evaluation  
 
For costing purposes, the route was split into five unique sections, these are: 
 

• Gut to end of Old Harbour 
• Coal Quay Bridge 
• Harbour Road 
• Queen’s Road 
• Crofton Road (Alternative Option) 

 
The following costs are based on rates taken from similar urban environmental 
improvement schemes and coastal projects.  It should be noted that the costs are based on 
feasibility design drawings only and quantities are likely to change as a result of findings 
from site/ground investigation etc.  These figures include some provisional sums for 
enhanced amenity areas/viewing points etc.  A breakdown of the costs is given in 
Appendix F of this report.  
 
Gut to end of Old Harbour 
 

Design Option Option Title Cost 
1 Timber Promenade adjacent to Old Harbour 

wall 
€2.45m 

2 Realign existing harbour with new RC wall €2.05m 
 

 
 All costs are inclusive of VAT.  
 
 The above costs indicate that Option 2 is the least expensive and Option 1 is most 

expensive. 
 

 Coal Quay Bridge 
 
  

Design Option Option Title Cost 
1 Utilising existing DART corridor €0.4m 
2 Infill DART corridor and combine with footpath €2.15m 

 
All costs are inclusive of VAT.  

 
The above costs indicate that Option 1 is the least expensive and Option 2 is most 
expensive. 
 
Harbour Road 
 

Design Option Option Title Cost 
1 Realign Harbour Road with S2S on south side €0.8m 
2 Realign Harbour Road with S2S on north side €0.55m 

 
All costs are inclusive of VAT. 
 
The above costs indicate that Option 2 is the least expensive and Option 1 is most 
expensive. 
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Queen’s Road 
 

Design Option Option Title Cost 
1 Route along northern side of Queen’s Road €     776,750 

 
Cost is inclusive of VAT.  

 
 
Crofton Road (Alternative Option) 
 

Design Option Option Title Cost 
1 Bridge over DART and along Crofton Road €  1,228,000 

 
 
Cost is inclusive of VAT. 
 
The above cost includes for a ramped bridge over the DART line.  

 
9.5.11  Buildability 
 

Some of the major construction works along this section of the promenade would occur 
alongside the Old Harbour, if the existing single track road is widened to a width of 
6.5 metre and a new 8 metre wide promenade constructed alongside.  Further east, adjacent 
to Dun Laoghaire Railway Station, the existing roadway and pavements will be adapted to 
incorporate the proposed promenade.  
 
Construction issues are generally related to the construction of the promenade along 
existing roadways within the harbour area, where traffic associated with the harbour, Irish 
Sea ferries, buses and rail transport are concentrated. Traffic management plans must be 
agreed and put in place prior to any works commencing.    
 
There are two major retaining walls to be constructed along this section of the promenade, 
one to accommodate the road widening along the edge of the Harbour, the other alongside 
the DART at Coal Quay Bridge.  
 
The wall along the harbour will be a masonry faced harbour wall approximately 5metre in 
height. At this point the proposed promenade will be 8 metre wide giving adequate 
working space for the construction of the wall, whist providing access for traffic along the 
existing one way road along the edge of The Gut.  
 
The retaining wall to be erected alongside the railway will be approximately 4metre in 
height and will be erected in close proximity to the boundary of the railway. This work will 
require close co-operation with Irish Rail with regard to the security of the electrical supply 
to the railway during the construction phase.  In the construction of this wall it is envisaged 
that the existing road will be reduced to a single lane to accommodate construction plant 
and equipment, including lifting equipment for formwork. 
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9.6 Summary Discussion and Conclusions  
  

Eight preliminary design options have been evaluated for the Section of the S2S from the 
Gut to Dun Laoghaire East Pier.  These are: 

 
Old Harbour Option 1  Timber structure adjacent to Old Harbour wall 
Old Harbour Option 2  Realignment of Old Harbour wall 
Coal Quay Bridge Option 1 Utililisation of corridor under Coal Quay Bridge 
Coal Quay Bridge Option 2 Infilling of corridor under Coal Quay Bridge  
Harbour Road Option 1   Construction of Promenade on south side of Harbour Road 
Harbour Road Option 2  Construction of Promenade on north side of Harbour Road 
Queens Road Option 1  Construction of Promenade on north side of Queens Road 
Crofton Road Option 1  Construction of Promenade on north side of Crofton Road 
 
In summary the key considerations in determining which options should be taken to 
preliminary design stage are: 

 
• There are a number of current proposals for the Dún Laoghaire Harbour Area 

which could impact on the design development of the promenade and cycleway. 
These include the redevelopment of the Gut area and Carlisle Pier, Dún Laoghaire 
PT Interchange Design Report, and Dún Laoghaire and Environs Traffic 
Management Plan. 

 
• The route through Dún Laoghaire Harbour is an extremely busy area with the 

Ferry Terminal, Train Station and Bus Terminal. The construction of all options 
would result in significant disruption and would require a robust Traffic Impact 
Assessment and Management Plan. 

 
• The poor vehicular accessibility to the Gut area via the existing narrow Harbour 

road adjacent to the Old Coal Quay Harbour. The new promenade and cycleway 
provides an opportunity to upgrade this section of road, see Old Harbour Option 2.  

 
• The requirement to protect a number of protected structures along the route. A 

number of these structures are in private ownership. 
 

• The loss of existing parking spaces at Coal Quay, the Royal Irish Yacht Club and 
the National Yacht Club. The 16 spaces lost at the Royal Irish Yacht Club could be 
replaced on the green open space adjacent to the RIYC. 

 
• The existing walkway along Queens Road is quite narrow in front of the National 

Yacht Club. In order to provide a minimum 6.5 metre promenade and cycleway it 
will be necessary to remove approximately 12 public car parking spaces. This will 
result in a loss of revenue to the Harbour Authority.  

 
• The economic evaluation has indicated that  

 
 -  the infill option (Old Harbour Option 2) at Old Harbour would be less expensive 

than the suspended timber option (Old Harbour Option 1).  
 
 -  the infill option at Coal Quay Bridge (Coal Quay Bridge Option 2) would be 

more expensive than constructing the cycleway in the existing corridor. However 
this option provides a safer and wider pedestrian route than utilising the existing 
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footpath which is very narrow. It also provides a preferable route for cyclists than 
using a dark corridor under the bridge. 

 
9.7 Recommendations 
 

Different design options will be applicable at different locations and taking account of the 
above considerations the following options are recommended for further consideration at 
preliminary design stage: 
 
Old Harbour Option 1: Timber structure adjacent to Old Harbour wall. 
This could be used between the Gut and the east corner of the Old Harbour 
 
Old Harbour Option 2: Realignment of Old Harbour wall.  
This is the preferred design option as it also makes provision for the narrow Harbour Road 
to be widened.  
 
Coal Quay Bridge Option 1: Utililisation of corridor under Coal Quay Bridge 
This option would utilise the existing corridor under Coal Quay Bridge between the 
Harbour Road and the DART for a cycleway. 
 
Coal Quay Bridge Option 2: Infilling of corridor under Coal Quay Bridge  
This is the preferred option and includes for infilling the existing corridor under Coal Quay 
Bridge between the Harbour Road and the DART. 
 
Harbour Road Option 1: Construction of Promenade on south side of Harbour Road 
This is the preferred option and includes for a minimum 6.5 metre wide promenade and 
cycleway on the south side of the Harbour Road. 
 
Harbour Road Option 2: Construction of Promenade on north side of Harbour Road. 
As Harbour Road Option 1 but includes for promenade and cycleway on the north side of 
the Harbour Road. 
 
Queens Road Option 1: Construction of Promenade on north side of Queens Road. This 
option includes for a minimum 6.5 metre wide promenade in front of the National Yacht 
Club. 
 
The following design option has been ruled out at feasibility stage: 
 

 Crofton Road Option 1: Construction of Promenade on north side of Crofton Road 
 This option is considered inappropriate because there would be a major conflict with users 

of the promenade and bus passengers waiting on and boarding buses.  However, although 
this may not be suitable as the main S2S route, it could provide an alternative and also a 
link into the town centre.  Figure 9.2 shows the location of a possible pedestrian/cycleway 
bridge, which would link the S2S along Harbour Road with the existing tree lined walkway 
along Crofton Road. 
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10.0 THIRD PARTY CONSULTATIONS 
 

Public Consultation 
 

 The following stakeholders have been identified and are or will be involved in the 
consultation process.  A star (*) indicates groups, organisations or individuals who have 
not been contacted, awaiting appointment or to be contacted at preliminary design stage.  

  
  A more detailed listing of contact details and a summary of responses is contained in 

Appendix B of this report. 
 
 

Irish Coast Guard  Marine Rescue Fire Brigade 
Harbour Police Irish Water Safety 

Organisation 
Ambulance/Fire Truck 
operations 

Garda Siochana ESB Eircom 
An Bord Gais NTL BT 
Meteor  Vodafone O2 
Dublin City Drainage 
Dept 

Dublin Transport Office Dublin Cycling Campaign* 

Irish Rail The Heritage Council Heritage Council Coastal 
Section 

Irish Georgian Society* Dun Laoghaire Borough 
Historical society* 

The National Maritime 
Museum* 

Dept of the Environment 
Heritage and Local Govt 

Office of Public Works* Dept of Communications, 
Marine and Natural 
resources 

An Taisce Local an Taisce group Booterstown Marsh an 
Taisce group 

Coast Watch Birdwatch Ireland* The Irish Wildlife Trust 
National Parks & Wildlife 
Service 

Dublin Naturalist Field 
Club 

Eastern Regional Fisheries 
Board* 

Geology Survey of Ireland Failte Ireland* Dun Laoghaire Motor 
Yacht Club* 

Irish Sailing Association* The National Yacht club* Royal St George Yacht 
club* 

Water sports club east 
pier* 

Dun Laoghaire Harbour 
Company 

Genealogical Society of 
Ireland* 

The Irish Heart 
Foundation* 

James Joyce 
Centre/Museum* 

DLRCC Parks Dept 

Irish Youth Sailing club* Commissioner of Irish 
Lights* 

Irish  Railway  Record 
Society* 

Cyril Forbes/Michael 
Collins* 

John Rochford David Cabot 

Oscar Merne Declan Doogue Irish National Sailing 
School* 

Resident’s groups* Residents immediately 
adjacent to promenade 

Local Councillors* 
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11.0 HEALTH AND SAFETY 
 

Legislation and Interpretation 
 

The works, which comprise the design and construction phases of the development of the 
S2S, are deemed as ‘construction’ under the Safety Health and Welfare at Work 
(Construction) Regulations 2006.  Furthermore the construction stage of the works is 
expected to last more than 30 working days or 500 person days and, as such, all the 
requirements of the Regulations come into force. A Project Supervisor for the Design 
Process and Project Supervisor for the Construction Process must therefore be appointed as 
soon as the design and construction phases, respectively, commence.  
 
The options proposed at the feasibility stage have identified works which fall within 
‘Schedule 1’ of the Regulations - The Non – exhaustive List of Work Involving Particular 
Risks to the Safety, Health and Welfare of Persons at work, specifically the following items 
(numbers refer to specific risks listed in Schedule 1): 
 

• 1  Work which puts persons at work at a risk of falling from height,  
• 4. Work near high voltage power lines, 
• 5. Work exposing persons at work to the risk of drowning, 
• 9. Work involving the use of explosives, 
• 10. Work involving the assembly of heavy prefabricated components.  

 
At detailed design stage the designers must take measures to comply with the Principles of 
Prevention to either: Avoid, Reduce or Combat at Source the above hazards, and any others 
which might arise as a result of the design process. 
 
Significant Safety and Health issues during construction 
 
The following non-exhaustive list of hazards associated with the project has been identified 
  
 Working over or near water  
 Working in tidal conditions 

Working adjacent to public highway  
Working adjacent to Railway  
Working adjacent to residential areas 
Working adjacent to existing masonry walls  
Working adjacent to existing buildings 
Demolishing existing concrete and masonry structures 
Placing of large volumes of fill material  
Placing of large rock armour stones 
Placing of large precast units 
Placing of large prefabricated units 
Pile driving  
Erection of superstructure in a marine environment 

 
Significant Safety and Health issues for the end users 
  

Access 
Lighting  
Personal Safety 
Use of promenade during storm events 
Anti social activities 
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Appendix A 
Communication Plan 



Type Organisation Contact Address Phone/Fax/email Requirements Meeting description and outcome

Emergency Services Irish Coast Guard Claire O'Gorman Coast Guard Headquarters,           
Dept of Transport,                       
Leeson Lane,                             
Dublin 2

Tel: 01 678 2000
Fax: 01 678 3459

Access information, safety requirements Phone call - referred to Geraldine Farrell (see notes in 
Dept of Marine section)

Emergency Services Marine Rescue Captain Geoff Livingstone Marine Rescue Co-ordination Ctr. 
Coast Guard Headquarters, 
Dept of Transport,
Lesson Lane, 
Dublin 2 

tel: 01 6783441 Access information, safety requirements Phone call - awaiting response

Emergency  Services Fire Brigade Niall Keogh, Fire Prevention Officer Chief Fire Officer, 
Fire Brigade HQ, 
Townsend St, 
Dublin 2

Tel: 01 673 4000        
Fax: 01 677 8229
email:fire@dublincity.ie

Access/exit information, safety requirements, 
flammability of materials, exit regulations

left message

Emergency Services Harbour Police Gary Kelly, Superintendent of Harbour 
Police  

Fire Brigade HQ, 
Townsend St, 
Dublin 2

Phone call - requires access for transit van to Harbour 
area 24/7

Emergency Services Irish Water Safety 
Organisation

John Leech Irish Water Safety
The Long Walk
Galway

Tel: 091 534973    
johnleech@iws.ie  www.iws.ie

Edge treatments, emergency access, railings, wall 
heights, drop to water level, ring buoys

Phone call - IWS will do a risk assessment of design, for a 
charitable contribution.  A IWS member will be assigned 
to provide guidance during the course of the project

Emergency  Services Ambulance/fire truck OperationsDave Sherwin Fire Brigade HQ, Townsend St., 
Dublin 2

Dave Sherwin: 01 6734132 Access information, safety requirements Phone call - A fire truck usually accompanies an 
ambulance call out.  Fire truck access should be 
incorporated into the promenade design.  The ambulance 
would prefer not to rely on the use of the beach as 
vehicles can be lost. It was pointed out that sometimes 
two or more ambulances are called out from different 
areas - emergency vehicles could possibly enter from 
different ends of the promenade and a passing point 
would therefore be required.  A space for maneouvering 
is required around the emergency vehicles. The 
emergency servies prefer not to hold access keys as 
sometimes the locks can be vandalised and the keys 
would not work.  A fire truck will drive over barriers but 
this is not ideal. Access to water is important for the fire 
brigade - tanks could possibly collect sea water at 
particular locations. 

Emergency  Services Garda Siochana Dun Laoghaire Garda Station, 
Corrig Avenue,
Dun Laoghaire, 
Co Dublin

Tel: 01 666 5000
Fax: 01 280 1285

Access information, safety requirements, security 
considerations, patrolling arrangements

sent letter to Superintendent - awaiting contact

Utility ESB Peter Hore ESB
South Lotts Road
Ringsend
Dublin 4

Tel: 01 6042680   
Fax: 01 

Maps, service locations, supply for lighting etc. Letter

Utility Eircom Gerry Mc Namara 112-114 St Stephen's Green West
Dublin 1

Maps, service, locations Letter

Utility An Bord Gais Peadar O'Mahony Bord Gais Energy Supply, 
Foley Street,
 Dublin 1

Tel: 01 602 1212  
Fax: 01 602 1462

Maps, service locations, safety requirements Letter

Utility NTL 3rd Floor,
Embassy House Park, 
Ballsbridge,
Dublin 4

Tel: 01 799 8500 Maps, Service locations Letter

1

mailto:email:fire@dublincity.ie
mailto:johnleech@iws.ie
http://www.iws.ie


Utility ESAT The Malt House, 
Grand Canal quay,
Dublin 2    
ESAT Digifone, 
76 Baggot St, 
Dublin 2

Tel: 01 661 6010 
Fax: 01 670 4608

Maps, Service locations Letter

Utility Meteor Meteor Mobile Communications Ltd,
4030 Kingswood Avenue, 
Citywest Business Park, 
Naas Road, 
Dublin 24

Tel: 01 430 7000   
Fax: 01 430 7010

Maps, Service locations Letter

Utility Vodafone Shane O'Buachalla Vodafone, 
43 Mountainview, 
Leopardstown, 
Dublin 18

Tel: 01203 7777 Maps, Service locations Letter

Utility O2 Head Office, 
O2 Ireland, 
28/29 Sir John Rogerson's Quay, 
Dublin 2     
Digifone House, 
76 Lower Baggot  St,
 Dublin 2 

Tel: 01 609 5000 
Fax: 01 609 5010

Maps, Service locations Letter

Services Dublin City Drainage Dept Dublin City Co. Drainage Divn. 
Block 1, Floor 2,  
Civic Offices,
Fishamble St. 
Dublin 8    
Drainage Divn., 
Block 1, 
Floor 2,
Civic Offices, 
Wood Quay, 
Dublin 8

Tel: 01 222 2155 
Fax: 01 222 2300

Maps, re-routing requirements, drainage requirements, 
Booterstown Marsh, engineering heritage features

AC to set up meeting with SW

Cycling Dublin Transport Office Dublin Transport Office, 
Hainault House, 
69-71 St Stephen's  Green, 
Dublin 2

Tel: 01 477 8100
Fax: 01 478 5935
email: info@dto.ie

Guidelines, best practice, safety, transport, co-
ordination, construction access, linkages, signage, width 
of cycleway/volume of traffic

Representitive from DTO on Steering Group

Cycling Dublin Cycling campaign David Maher
Derek Peppard

086 347 5357 (D Maher)  

086 811 8447 (Derek Peppard)

Guidelines, local knowledge, volumes of cyclists, cyclist 
routes (formal and informal) cyclist behaviour, safety, 
promotion, signage)

Transport/Rail Irish Rail Stephen Hirsch Specialized Projects: 
Transport 21
Iarnrod Eireann,
Connolly Station, 
Dublin 1   

Major Projects: 
Third party Co-coordinator,
Infrastructure Track and signalsHQ, 
Iarnrod Eireann, 
Inchicore, 
Dublin 8 

Minor Projects: 
Divn.  Engineer's Office, 
Iarnrod Eireann, Pearse Stn 
Westland Row, 
Dublin 2

Tel: 01 703 2595 
email: stephen.hirsch@irishrail.ie   
Tel: 01 703 4494 
Fax:  01 703 1789 
 
Tel: 01 703 3651
Fax: 01 703 3591

Access, clearance requirements, existing bridges, new 
overhead crossings, interface of stations and 
promenade, flood defenses, construction impact, 
powerlines, heritage features, volumes of users, 
cycle/train combinations, vandalism, moving stanchions, 
architectural features, surface interfaces, level changes - 
existing and proposed
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Heritage The Heritage Council Michael Starret The Heritage Council, 
Rothe House, 
Kilkenny

Tel: 056 777 0777 
Fax: 056 777 0788  
email: mail@heritagecouncil.com

Archaeology, built heritage, landscape heritage, 
promotion, information boards

Heritage Heritage Council Coastal 
Section

Beatrice Kelly 
(Coastal Officer)

4 Castle St, 
Dublin 2

Tel: 056 777 0777
Fax: 01 475 0550

Coastal archaeology, international examples of similar 
schemes, built heritage, landscape heritage, promotion, 
information boards

Heritage Irish Georgian Society Donnough Cahill 74 Merrion Square, 
Dublin 2

Tel: 01 676 7053
Fax: 01 662 0290

Georgian architecture and landscapes

Heritage Dun Laoghaire Borough 
Historical Society

Colin Scudds (secretary) 
Seamus O'Connor (Vice Chairman)

7 Northumberland Park, 
Dunlaoghaire

Tel: 01 280 6213 Local history, local knowledge, design inspiration, 
promotion, information boards

Heritage Maritime Museum Seamus O'Connor (Chairman) Maritime history, local knowledge, promotion, design 
inspiration

Heritage Dept of Environment, 
Herigage and Local 
Government

Nessa Roche (Architectural Officer) Dun Sceine, Harcourt Lane, Dublin 2 Tel: 01 888 2000  (meet individually, possibley on site)

Heritage Dun Laoghaire Rathdown Julie Craig (Conservation Officer) Old Town Hall, Dun Laoghaire Tel: 01 205 4700 
Heritage Dept of Environment, 

Heritage and Local 
Government

Chris Corlett (Archeologist) Dun Sceine, Harcourt Lane, Dublin 2 Tel: 01 888 3187 (meet individually, possibley on site)

Heritage Dublin City Council Donncha O Dulaing (Heritage Officer) Tel: 01 222 2222 (ext 3184) Left message 27th Feb

Heritage/Ecology An Taisce Tailor's Hall, 
Back Lane, 
Dublin 8

Tel: 01 454 1786 
 web@ www.antaisce.org

Ecology, heritage, information boards

Heritage/Ecology Local An Taisce Group Mairead Mehigan Tel: 01 280 5504 Ecology, heritage local knowledge

Ecology Booterstown Marsh, An 
Taisce Group

Maurice Bryan    
Veronica Heywood (Chair)

Tel: 01 493 1877
Tel: 01 280 3204

Booterstown Marsh, ecology, access, promotion, 
protection

Ecology Heritage Coastwatch Karin  Dubsky 
Linda O'Dwyer

Coastwatch Ireland, 
Civil Engineering, 
Trinity College,
 Dublin 2

Tel: 053 94 25843 
Mobile: 086 811 1684

Coastal heritage and ecology, promotion protection, 
access

Ecology Bird Watch Ireland Olivia Crowe                                      
Niall Hatch

O Crowe Tel: 086 0673680 

Ecology Bird Watch Ireland South 
Dublin branch

Chairperson Ruth Mann
 Michael Ryan
Cttee member Brian Gormley

1 Springmount, 
Newtownmountkennedy, 
Co Wicklow

R Mann Tel: 01 282 5236  
(Mobile : 087 2747669) 

M Ryan Mobile: 085 705 7964  
Tel: 01 2819878 

B Gormley Tel: 01 6315333 
(work) 
Tel: 01 2601568 (home)
 www.birdwatchireland.ie  
 www.birdweb.net

Bird ecology, habitats, impacts, opportunities to 
improve habitats, monitoring impact, construction 
period, access - existing and proposed, information 
boards, promotion

Ecology The Irish Wildlife  Trust Sarah Fields
Development Officer

Irish Wildlife Trust 
Sigmund Business Centre,
93A Lagan Road,
Dublin Ind Estate, 
Glasnevin 
Dublin 11

Tel: 01 8602839 
Fax: 01 8308914  
email: iwt@eircom.net or
enquiries@iwt.ie

Wildlife ecology, habitats, impact, opportunities to 
improve habitats,   monitoring impact, construction 
period, access-existing and proposed, information 
boards, promotion

Tim Carey to attend/set up meetings (Dept first)

Week 10

Ecology meeting to be set up, Brian Madden to also 
attend
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Ecology National Parks &  Wildlife 
Service

Terry Doherty (Ranger) 
Linda Patten (Ecologist) 
Laura  Gaynor

7 Ely Place Mobile: 087 679 5862 (T  
Doherty)  
Tel: 01 888 2000
 Fax: 01 888 3272 
 email: 
natureconservation@environ.ie

Wildlife ecology, legislative issues, statutory 
requirements, impacts, opportunities to  improve 
habitats, monitoring impact, construction period, 
access - existing and proposed, information boards, 
promotion

meeting in DCC offices with Maurice Eakin, Linda Patten 
and Karen Gaynor.  Subsequent site walk undertaken 
with Terry Doherty and Brian Madden, further 
consultation to take place with Terry Doherty when 
assessing options, and again at preliminary design stage

Dublin Naturalist field 
clubs

Dublin Naturalist Field 
Club

Gerard Sharkey 35 Nutley Park
Dublin 4

Tel: 01 616 6692
Mobile: 087 6202550
gsharkey@patodonnell.com

phone call

Fisheries/Ecology Eastern Regional Fisheries 
Board

Gretta The Eastern Reg. fisheries Board, 
15a  Main St, Blackrock, 
Co Dublin 

Tel: 01 278 7022
Fax: 01 227 8702 
email: info@erfb.ie 

Fishing access, legislative issues, statutory requirement, 
impacts, opportunities to  improve habitats, monitoring 
impact, construction period, access-existing and 
proposed, information boards, promotion, info on 
angling clubs

Phone call and follow up meeting if required

Geology Geology Survey of Ireland Geological Survey of Ireland, 
Beggars Bush
Haddington Road
Dublin 4

Tel: 01 678 2000  
Fax: 01 668 1782  
Tel: 01 678 2868 
Fax: 668 2549

Geometric features, underlying rock, mapping, 
information boards, design inspiration

Complete

Amenity Failte Ireland Baggot St Bridge  
Dublin 2

Tel: 01 602 4000 
Fax: 602 4100

Linkages, branding, ferry arrival and cycle/ped path, 
signage, information, promotion

Amenity/landowner Dun Laoghaire Motor 
Yacht  Club

West Pier, 
Dun Laoghaire,
Co Dublin

Tel: 01 280 1371
Fax: 01 280 0870 
email: dmyc@iol.ie

Water based amenity impacts on access, moorings etc. 
construction impacts

Amenity Irish Sailing Association Water based amenity impacts on access, moorings etc. 
construction impacts

Amenity/land owner The National Yacht club East pier, 
Dun Laoghaire, 
Co Dublin

Tel: 01 280 5725  
Fax: 01 280 7837

Water based amenity impacts on access, moorings etc. 
construction impacts, impact on parking areas

Amenity/land owner Royal St George Yacht  
club

Paul Finnegan (Gen Manager) Dun Laoghaire, 
Co Dublin 

Tel: 01 280 1881
Fax: 01284 3002  
email: info@rsgyc.ie

Water based amenity impacts on access, moorings etc. 
construction impacts, impact on parking areas

Amenity/land owner Water sports club -  East 
Pier

Water based amenity impacts on access, moorings etc. 
construction impacts, impact on parking areas

Land Owner Dun Laoghaire Harbour 
company

Simon Coates
Margaret Madigan

Dun Laoghaire/Rathdown  
Co. Council

Tel: 01 280 1018 Impact on harbour workings- land and water, land 
ownership issues, construction impacts, materials, 
traffic management, user volumes, promotion, branding

Land Owner Genealogical Society of 
Ireland

11  Desmond  Avenue,
Dun Laoghaire, 
Co Dublin 

email: eolas@familyhistory.ie Possible location of Society in Martello Tower at 
Seapoint

Phone call

Health The Irish Heart 
Foundation, Sli na Slainte 
routes

4 Clyde  Road, 
Ballsbridge, 
Dublin 4

Tel: 01 668 5011
 Fax: 01 668 5896

Sli na Slainte routes, insertion of health/fitness 
information along routes, promotion

Phone call

Culture James Joyce Centre  James 
Joyce Museum

35 North Great George's St, 
Dublin 1

Tel: 01 878 8547 
Fax: 01 878 8488

Museum in  Martello Tower, Sandycove, Use of Joycean 
themes in design

Phone call

Local Authority DLRCC Parks  Dept Emma Hutchinson (Responsible for 
Blue Flag Beaches)

Co-ordination with Council masterplans, frameworks, 
objectives, local knowledge of site, security and safety

Local Authority DLRCC Parks Dept Aidan ffrench
(Blackrock Park masterplan)

Co-ordination with council masterplans, frameworks, 
objectives, local knowledge of site, security and safety

Local Authority Dun Laoghaire/Rathdown 
county council

Tim Carey (Heritage Officer)  
Julie Craig (conservation officer) 
Mary Henchy (Senior Planner)  
Jim Hayes (Traffic)
Eileen Brady (South East Area)

County Hall,
Marine Road, 
Dun Laoghaire, 
Co Dublin 

Tel: 01 205 4700 extn 3027 Co-ordination with Council masterplans, frameworks, 
objectives, local knowledge of site, plans for Baths site, 
plans for Carlisle Pier.

Meet with consultees individually on their premises and 
follow up with group meeting if necessary

Rory O'Sullivan to set up meeting with SW

AC/RO'S to set up relevant meetings to discuss options 
as required
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Local Authority Dublin City  Council Siobhan Egan (Biodiversity Officer) 
Charles Duggan (Assistant Heritage 
Officer)
Eoghan Madden (Roads)  
Peter Morley/Ray Earle (Liaison officer 
in Ringsend  River Basin District 
Advisory council)

Co-ordination with Council masterplans, frameworks, 
objectives, local knowledge of site, plans for Blackrock 
baths.

Local Authority Councillors As adivised by client
Government Office of Public works 51 St Stephen's Green

Dublin 2
Tel: 01 647 6000 
Local : 1890 213 414
Fax: 01 661 0747 
email: info@opw.ie  
Web: ww.opw.ie

Co-ordination with OPW masterplans, frameworks, 
objectives, land ownership, promotion, flooding

Government Dept of communications, 
Marine and Natural 
Resources

Coastal Protection Works 29-31 Adelaide  Road 
Dublin 2

Tel: 01 678 2000
 Local : 1890 44 99 00
 Fax: 01 678 2449
 email: 
webmaster@ecmnr.gov.ie

Marine and ecology matters, statutory issues, flooding

Government Dept of the Environment, 
Heritage and Local  
Government

Liam Whelan  
Chris Corlett (Archaeologist) 
Geraldine Farrell

Head Office
Custom House 
Dublin 1

Tel: 01 888 2000   
www.npws.ie 
www.beritagedata.ie 
natureconservation@environ.ie

Ecology, heritage, statutory issues phone call - Site investigation license required for 
boreholes, will take 6 months, additional license needed 
for designated areas from NPWS, contact Dr Gerard 
Farrell with design for comment

S2S C/O Dublin Docklands 
Development Authority

Cyril Forbes  
Michael Collins 
Paul Burke-Kennedy
Anne Brady 
Sarah Robertson

Custom House  Quay, 
Dublin 1

Tel: 01 818 3300
Fax: 01 818 3399

Origins of Scheme, previous consultations AC to set up meeting if required

Resident's Groups Local concerns, questions, input suggestions
Residences 
immediately adjacent 
to promenade

Local concerns, questions, input suggestions

Irish National Sailing 
School

Alistaair Rumball sailing@inss.ie

Irish Youth Sailing Club Kyron O'Gorman info@iysc.net
Commissioner of Irish 
Lights

Tom Briscoe t.briscoe@il.ie

Advert placed in newspaper (week 14/15) as invitation to public consultation 
event - relevant resident's associations, Brighton Vale and Merrion Gates 
residents to be invited by letter                                                                        
"fact finding public consultation" - week 17                    presentation of 
preliminary design for public consultation - week 38

AC to set up meeeting re flood protection options
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Sutton to Sandycove Promenade & Cycleway - Phase 2  
Dublin City Council 
 
 
 

 

Appendix B 
Minutes of Meetings 



Minutes Of Meetings 
 

Ref Date Subject Venue Attendance 
1 22/10/06 Fee Negotiation Civic Offices SP/MLR/DB/JA 
2 12/12/06 Project Review Civic Offices MLR/DB/SP/JA 
3 15/01/07 Progress Review Beechill  House SP/PG/JA 
4 15/01/07 Environmental Implications Dublin MLR/DB 
5 16/01/07 

2.30 pm 
Inaugural Meeting of Project 
Steering Group 

Dublin MLR/DB 

6 23/01/07 Project Review Dublin SP/JA/DB 
7 24/01/07 National Parks & Wildlife Services Dublin DB 
8 13/02/07 Project Review Dublin JA/MLR/DB/SP 
9 20/02/07 Project Steering Group Dublin MLR/DB 

9A 20/02/07 Royal Haskonning Dublin MLR 
10 27/02/07 Dun Laoghaire Harbour Company Dublin DB 
11 13/03/07 Project Review Dublin JA/MLR/DB 
12 15/03/07 Ecological considerations at 

Feasibility Stage of S2S 
Dun Laoghaire DB 

13 26/03/07 Risk Workshop Dublin DB/JA/KMcC 
14 24/04/07 Project Review Dublin JA/DB/SP/MLR 
15 28/05/07 Phase 2 Dublin SP/JA/MLR/DB/PG 
16 02/08/07 Phase 2 Dublin PG/SP 
17 16/08/07 Phase 2 Dublin SP/PG 
18 13/09/07 Environmental Issues affecting the 

Route 
Dublin SP/PG 

19 17/09/07 Project Review Dublin SP/JA 
20 18/09/07 Presentation and Discussion 

Environmental Impact of Project 
Dublin SP/JA/DB 

21 19/09/07 S2S Dublin SP/PG/JA 
22 19/09/07 Project Team Meeting Dublin SP/PG/JA 
23 19/09/07 

2.30 pm 
S2S Dublin SP/PG/JA 

 



Fee Negotiation Meeting – 22nd. November 2006 10.30am 
Conference Room, Floor 1, Block 2, Civic Offices 

 
 Minutes of Meeting 

 
Present: 
Scott Wilson (SW)    Dublin City Council (DCC)  
Sam Phillips (SP)     Adrian Conway (AC) 
Martin Le Roux (MLR)   Brendan Butler (BB) 
Deirdre Black (DB)    Rory O’Sullivan (ROS) (DLRCC) 
John Armstrong (JA) 

 
1. Introductions and Roles 
 

Adrian Conway said that Dublin City Council was the Lead Authority and that he 
would be PM on the Project from the Client side. Adrian Conway would be the single 
point of contact. He would be assisted by Ms. Leah McKenna in Dublin City Council. 
Rory O’Sullivan was representing Dun Laoghaire Rathdown County Council 
(DLRCC) 
Sam Phillips said that, since the completion of the Fee Proposal, Ferguson McIlveen 
had been taken over by Scott Wilson. As a result, and also in order to ensure that the 
Project was being largely delivered and led from Dublin it had been decided to have 
Martin LeRoux as PM for Scott Wilson. Martin LeRoux was based in the Sandyford 
Offices of Scott Wilson. The Engineering Team would be led by Assistant PM John 
Armstrong based in Belfast and the Landscape Architecture Team led by Deirdre 
Black based in Dublin. 
Sam Phillips handed over a revised Team Structure Chart. It was agreed that Scott 
Wilson would incorporate this, any additional CV information and revisions to the 
RAM in the revised Fee Proposal. 
 

2. Background to Scheme and Scope of Services to be Provided 
 
Rory O’Sullivan provided an overview of the Project –Both Dublin City Council and 
Dun Laoghaire Rathdown County Council were committed to the project. The 
Taoiseach and the Minister for the Environment, Heritage and Local Government had 
made a public announcement of Government support on 12th. November. This was a 
very high profile project with a lot of interest from political and local groups. 
Rory O’Sullivan said that Dun Laoghaire Rathdown County Council were also 
involved in starting a project for Dun Laoghaire Harbour which would include a 
further section of the S2S from East Pier to Sandycove. 
 
Adrian Conway read the ORP from the RFP and asked Scott Wilson to confirm that 
they understood the RFP and that their current proposal would deliver the client’s 
requirements as set out in the ORP and RFP Deliverables. 
Sam Phillips said that Scott Wilson were satisfied that this was the case, with some 
reservations in relation to consultation – (see Section 8 below) 
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3. SP Team and Project Manager – Managed from Dublin Office – 
Communication Plan 

This item had been covered under Item 1 above. Adrian Conway said that it was 
important, given the high profile and sensitivity of the Project, that the 
Communications were well managed and that there were not multiple information 
sources. Deirdre Black said that she had experience in this area and would assist in 
this regard. 

4. Confirmation of Staffing and RAM with particular reference to 
 

a. Procurement, Planning, Management and Site Supervision of Site 
Investigations Contractor  

 
Brendan Butler enquired about the fact that there was only a single four week period 
for this in the PTS. Sam Phillips said that Scott Wilson had been looking at a number 
of issues in the PTS and were concerned that the period given for the Feasibility 
Study was too short, relative to the overall Programme period. Scott Wilson were now 
proposing to lengthen the Feasibility Stage by approx. six weeks, and shorten the 
Preliminary Report stage accordingly.  
He also confirmed that the SI would now have a procurement stage and a fieldwork 
stage, with sufficient time between these stages to allow the client approve the 
condocs and procure the SI contractor. Brendan Butler confirmed that Dublin City 
Council had procurement rules that had to be complied with. 
Sam Phillips said there may be an issue in relation to ground contamination. It was 
agreed that, where appropriate, testing of material at boreholes or trial pits would be 
carried out to check this. 

b. Procurement and Management of Topographical Survey Contract   
 

It was agreed that the procurement and the carrying out of the Survey would be 
separately identified. It was agreed that the Topo Survey contractor could be engaged 
by Scott Wilson as a sub contractor, with the prior approval of Dublin City Council. 
 
Dublin City Council confirmed that both the SI and the Topo Survey were to be 
scoped for preliminary information only – it was envisaged that further detailed SI 
and surveys would be carried out at detailed design stage. 
 

5. Discuss and Finalise Programme including 
 

a. Submission of Feasibility Stage deliverables including Risk 
Management Plan 

It was agreed that, given the longer Feasibility Stage, it was important that an interim 
deliverable was provided to the client. It was suggested that the Risk Management 
Plan could form the basis of this. 

b. Submission of Preliminary Report Stage deliverables as set out on 
RFP Para.  2.7.3  

Brendan Butler went through the deliverables set out in the RFP. He asked that these 
be delivered over the period of the Preliminary Report stage rather than all being 
delivered at the end. Scott Wilson is to identify the milestones for delivery of such 
items as the SI report and the draft drawings on the revised PTS. 
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c. Clarification of Scheduled Dates for Site Investigation Fieldwork 
See Above 

d. Scheduled date for delivery of Site Investigation Report to SP 
See Above 

6. Project Management  
 

a. Schedule of Project Meetings – attendance 
 

It was agreed that there would be a monthly progress review meeting, with the first 
meeting provisionally scheduled for 12th. December at 11am in the Civic Offices. 
These meetings would be attended on behalf of the client by Adrian Conway, Leah 
McKenna and Rory O’Sullivan and on behalf of the Service Provider by Martin 
LeRoux, Deirdre Black and John Armstrong. 
 

b. Project Monthly Reports and EVMS Reports – delivery to be in 
advance of meetings. 

 
Adrian Conway asked that a Report on Progress, including a report in EVMS format 
would be submitted to him by Scott Wilson at least one week prior to each monthly 
meeting – starting with the January 2007 meeting. The exact format of the monthly 
report, together with the Agenda for the monthly meetings would be agreed at the 
12th. December meeting. It was agreed that Scott Wilson would propose a report 
format based on their in house EVMS and management systems. 
 

c. Invoices to be Coordinated with EVMS Reports 
This was agreed. 

 
7. Health and Safety – Revised role of PS(DP) under 2006 Regulations – 

Formal Appointment Procedures. 
 

Scott Wilson confirmed that their fee proposal would cover the duties of the PS(DP) 
under the 2006 Regulations as these were closer to the equivalent Regulations in the 
UK.  While Scott Wilson confirmed that these duties were already covered in the 
RAM, it was agreed that Scott Wilson would incorporate an item covering this 
responsibility in the revised PTS. Adrian Conway confirmed that a separate 
appointment of Scott Wilson as PS(DP) would be made by DCC, This would be 
initiated immediately by sending a letter requesting evidence of competence. 
 

8. Fee Negotiations 
 

a. Requirement to Actively Manage Costs – RFP Section 2.10 
 

Brendan Butler confirmed that Dublin City Council used the MS Project programme 
and that reports should be in this format. He also asked that Scott Wilson include with 
their monthly report a graph showing performance to date against planned progress. 
This would allow the PM for both the client and the Service Provider track progress 
and allow the Service Provider show how any cost or time over runs can be rectified. 
Brendan Butler pointed out that the contract was a fixed sum contract and that all of 
the works required by the client and set out in the RFP were to be covered. 
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Adrian Conway said that the Project Office used a formal system of Change Control 
whereby any change, whether initiated by the client or the Service Provider was 
formally initiated using a Change Order Form and all such changes were approved by 
the client and placed on a Register. 
 
Sam Phillips said that Scott Wilson was concerned that their current fee proposal may 
not have made sufficient provision for consultation with local residents, local 
representatives, environmental groups etc. Adrian Conway said that there would be a 
requirement for the Service Provider to attend a number of meetings with such groups 
– probably at least three to four, probably after normal hours. There may be a need for 
additional meetings, given that the project spanned two Local Authority areas. The 
Service Provider would also probably have to put together a presentation on the 
scheme at end of Feasibility Report stage for use at public meetings or Council 
meetings. 
It was agreed that Scott Wilson would include a budget figure for public and political 
consultation in the revised fee proposal. This figure should include the calculation on 
which it is based – e.g. how many meetings, how many hours etc. so that, if the actual 
expenditure varies, the budget can be used as the basis for payment. 
It was also agreed that Scott Wilson would supply an estimated cost for site 
supervision of the Site Investigation contract. 
 

b. Management and Control of Expenses 
 

Brendan Butler asked that the Service Provider would control expenses and report on 
this item every month. Sam Phillips confirmed that the expenses item covered such 
items as printing, travelling, etc. Sam Phillips said the figure quoted in the fee 
proposal was based on 5% of the overall budget. He would review the figure and 
revise to ensure that it reflected the likely out turn. Again the supporting information 
such as printing costs and mileage rates would be provided. 
In relation to printing it was agreed that these would be controlled by use of e-mail 
and limiting colour printing to final versions of reports. 
A separate budget figure will also be included for the provision of photomontage 
images. 
 

c. Agreement on Rates 
 

Scott Wilson confirmed that the hourly rates in the fee proposal would apply 
throughout the project. A schedule of hourly rates for all of those on the revised 
Service Provider team will be included in the revised Fee Proposal 
 

d. Agreement on Lump Sum Fees – to include firm budgets for all 
Third Party Costs and for expenses 

 
Scott Wilson is to provide an estimated lump sum for SI and Survey contracts. It was 
agreed that it was difficult to be certain of SI costs, but it was also agreed that an 
estimate would be provided and that an outline of the basis of this and the 
assumptions made would be included. 
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e. Project Supervisor (Design Process) Duties 
See Section 7 above (Note following meeting – Service Provider is reminded that 
these duties must be specifically covered in the PI Insurance policy) 

f. Consultations on legal and lands 
Service Provider had stated that these were excluded. Service Provider to clarify what 
this exclusion refers to. 

g. Confirmation of whether fee includes VAT 
Sam Phillips confirmed that VAT was not included – this is to be clarified in the 
revised fee proposal. 
 

9. Terms of Appointment – RFP Section 4 
a. Scott Wilson / Contracting Party Name 
 

The new name for the Service Provider is Scott Wilson (Scotland) Ltd. Sam Phillips 
is to provide Dublin City Council with a copy of a letter declaring that the former 
Ferguson McIlveen is now Scott Wilson (Scotland) Ltd. and that Ferguson 
McIlveen’s beneficial interest in the S2S Project was transferred to the latter 
company. 

b. Tax Clearance Certificate 
 

Scott Wilson are to present an original C2 cert to the DCC Finance Dept. Block 1, 
Floor 5 FAO Mr. Martin O’Quigley. DCC cannot make any payments unless this is 
done. 

c. Insurances 
 

Adrian Conway pointed out that he had received Insurance details from Scott Wilson. 
However, the requirements of RFP Section 4.2 had not been met, particularly in 
relation to Dublin City Council being joint insured on the PL Policy, being 
indemnified on the EL Policy. Also the PI Policy document was to be submitted. 
Adrian Conway urged Scott Wilson to deal with this as a matter of urgency as any 
delay will hold up the appointment. 

 
10. Agree Content of Revised Fee Submission (to include final PTS, WBS, 

RAM) and date for submission. 
 

It was agreed that Adrian Conway would send out minutes of this meeting, following 
which Scott Wilson will submit a revised Fee Proposal and covering letter to Adrian 
Conway – This may need a number of drafts prior to the final submission. 

 
11. Contract Award Procedure and Commencement 
 

On receipt of the agreed fee proposal documentation, Dublin City Council will draw 
up a memorandum of agreement based on the CE 9201 form, append this to the Fee 
Documents and both parties will sign this. An agreed commencement date will be 
included. 
For the purposes of issuing revised PTS and other documentation Scott Wilson will 
use an assumed start date of 4th. December 2006. 
 

Page 5 of 5 
 



Sutton To Sanycove South 
Cylcleway and Promenade 

Minutes of Project Review Meeting – 12th December 2006 
 

Present: Martin LeRoux, Scott Wilson (MLeR) 
  Deirdre Black, Scott Wilson (DB) 
  Sam Phillips, Scott Wilson (SP) 
  John Armstrong, Scott Wilson, (JA) 
  Adrian Conway, DCC (AC) 
  Rory O’Sullivan, DLRCC (ROS)  

Leah McKenna, DCC (LMcK)  
 
 
Review of previous minutes from fee negotiation meeting. 
 
Three letters, which have been e-mailed in draft form to AC, can be sent in hard 
copies once agreeable to Dublin City Council.  
 
Award of Contract 
 
Memorandum of agreement.  Need to get this signed and returned along with 
contract documents before Christmas as we do not have new contracts 
reviewed. We also need official letter from Scott Wilson. 
 
Managers Order will be signed in the next few days.   
Commencement date will now be the 11th December 2006, one week late than 
originally proposed. 
 
LMcK in discussion with Griffith & Armour re insurances. PI sorted, form will have 
to be filled in as agreed previously with IPB. Issue of joint insured currently with 
IPB but not expected to be a problem.  
 
Project Supervisor (Design Process) 
Terminology – needs to be revised. 
Ensure allocation of time on PTS is correct.  NFPO will write to formalise 
appointment.  An F1 form for the Health & Safety Authority, Scott Wilson to send 
NFPO a copy aswell. 
 
Programme 
 
Site inspection has been done. 
A plan for consultation will be considered now following yesterdays walk over. 
A response has already been received by NFPO from Irish Rail. AC to get a 
name from Irish Rail for dealing with the issue of a stakeholder 
management/communication plan. 
 
Tim Carey, Heritage Officer with Dun Laoghaire Rathdown County Council will 
coordinate consultation with local environmental groups and Scott Wilson. 
 
A steering group will need to be set up, and will include the bio-diversity officer 
DCC (Siobhan Egan) and the heritage officer DLRCC, Tim Carey.  
 
Suggested people to be included in Steering Group are: 
        -Eileen Brady, South East Area manager, DCC 
        -Una Bagnall, Senior Executive Planner, DCC 
        -Siobhan Egan, Biodiversity Officer, DCC 
        -Rory O’Sullivan, Senior Engineer, DLRCC 
        -Tim Carey, Heritage Officer, DLRCC 
        -Mary Henchy, Senior Planner, DLRCC 
A meeting will be arranged for early January, suggested date 16th.  
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Scott Wilson to prepare a programme of consultation to bring back to NFPO in 
mid-February. Scott Wilson may need expert consultants – Siobhan Egan can 
advise on this issue.  
 
Study Review 
The following reports will be copied to Scott Wilson 
-Copy of flooding report 
-Management of  beaches in South Dublin Bay. 
 
Before the Christmas break all documents to be reviewed and a meeting should 
take place in relation to planning consultation (with Biodiversity Officer/ Heritage  
Officer and Planners).  Work can then go ahead in January once dates have 
been set in diaries before Christmas. 
 
Special Area of Conservation – SW to check international and European 
directives in consultation with biodiversity officer and planners.  Assessment 6 – 
test of significance and how this impacts on study area. 
 
Stakeholder Management/Communication Planning 
 
Dun Laoghaire Baths issue has already affected the project.  Need to start 
talking to councillors and local residents before any objection groups get started 
on a negative path. Important that from the beginning this project has a positive 
reception.  
 
Special Policy Committee on Traffic and transportation – meeting 19th December.  
AC attending and a report has been issued to the committee. 
 
ROS has had council queries.  ROS to send copy of answers to NFPO and 
NFPO will keep ROS up to date on their correspondence with public 
representatives to ensure conflicting reports do not go out into the public domain. 
 
Possibly arrange an informal meeting with local councillors (This idea can be put 
to steering group). 
 
MLeR expresses concern that interest groups are already saying “social” interest 
losing out, with huge investment been given to this project that could be better 
invested in social housing. 
 
Health & Safety 

 
In terms of appointing PS DP (see above). 
 
The project is to be audited on a continual basis in terms of the accessibility of 
the promenade and the safety of the public.  Private property by Merrion Gates 
has implications for safety and security. This area is particularly sensitive given 
the presence of the busy railway line. 
 
One factor to be considered is the feasible distance between access points. This 
may be linked to usage.  Are there any guidelines? Will some sections of the 
promenade become unfeasible for construction?  
 

 
SW (003) 
 
 
 
 
NFPO (004) 
 
 
 
 
SW (005) 
 
 
 
 
SW 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
NFPO (006) 

 
 



 
Format for Future Meetings 
 
Suggested Agenda – Programme & Progress 
                                  Health & Safety 
                                  Costs & Earn Value Management. 
 
(Scott Wilson will be basing theirs on “Microsoft Project Office”, including graphs 
etc.) 
 
 
 
Information Outstanding from Client 
Copies of various reports 
     Cycleway report 
      Flooding report 
      Tiros Environmental Report 
 
 
Next Meeting is scheduled for the 23rd January 2007 at 9:30am, the venue is 
the conference room in Block 1, Floor 2 of the Civic Offices. 
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Item Notes Action 

1. Design Parameters  
  

To be set out and discussed with Client e.g. 
 
• Width 
• Physical separation of pedestrians / cyclists 
• Materials / Consistency 
• Style (Contemporary / heritage) 
• Light levels 
• Treatment of sea edge / degree of wave protection 
• Access points for users 
• Maintenance / emergency access 
 

 

2. Identify Options  
 • Prepare simple cross sections 

• Obtain maps from flooding report 
 

 

3. Visual Inspection – done 
 

 

4. Review Previous Studies – done 
 

 

5. Consultations  
 • Steering Group meeting 16/01/07 

• Follow up 
 

 

6. Assess Requirements for Geotechnical Survey  
 • Contact made with Geotechnical Survey (Martin’s team) 

• JA to go back to Glovers 
• Martin to speak to local firms 
 

 

7. Examine Buildability  
 • Tied in with options 

• Put construction access points on a map 
 

 

8. Prepare Preliminary Drawings - started  

 



Sutton to Sandycove Cycleway and Promenade South 
 

Minutes of Meeting 15th January 2007 
Environmental Implications 

 
Present: Adrian Conway, Project Office (AC) 
  Leah McKenna, Project Office(LMcK) 
  Rosemary McNulty, Project Office (RMcN) 
  Siobhan Egan, DCC (SE) 
  Tim Carey, DLRCC (TC) 
  Rory O’Sullivan, DLRCC (ROS) 
  Martin LeRoux, Scott Wilson (MleR) 
  Deirdre Black, Scott Wilson (DB) 
 
 
 
DB outlined her main objective for the meeting, which is to establish the main 
environmental issues, and factors that will need to be considered from a design 
perspective.  DB is also looking for a list of suggested contacts that will need to be 
included in Scott Wilson’s communication plan. 
 
Both TC and SE go through and suggest the bodies that they would like to see 
included in the communication plan. 
 
The National Parks and Wildlife Services are highlighted as being a key 
consultee. 
It is also decided that the Parks Department of both DCC and DLRCC should be 
included in the consultation process. 
 
TC says that South Dublin Bay will be a big issue.  There have been a number of 
studies carried out on the South Dublin Bay Special Area of Conservation.  Bird 
Watch Ireland were very concerned (contact Michael Ryan) The SP was 
encouraged to engage a separate ecologist to assist in the dialogue with NPWS 
and Birdwatch Ireland -   AC suggests two possible candidates for such a role as 
Brian Madden and Eleanor Mayes. 
One issue would be the shape and type of sea wall proposed – it should be 
designed to encourage roosting sites. 
– Booterstown Marsh was managed by a separate group within An Taisce 
(contact Maurice Bryan) - In relation to Booterstown Marsh it was vital that the 
S2S did not interfere with any of the water flows into or out of the Marsh . 
 
TC says Scott Wilson should also make contact with the Georgian Society in 
relation to the archaeology of the sea wall and other built heritage.    
Chris Corlett is the archaeologist with the Department of the Environment, 
Heritage and Local Government and he would have an interest in built heritage 
including the Martello Towers at Seapoint and WIlliamstown.  His number is 01-
411-7187. 

Coastwatch  is an environmental organisation that takes special interest in coastal 
issues.  Karin Dubsky is the point of contact there.  She was very active against 
the recent intervention in Booterstown Marsh - the construction of two small 
islands intended to increase habitat potential in the marsh - so she could have 
very strong views on the S2S.  Her contact numbers are 055-25843 and 086-
8111684 
TC said that there were many issues of private land ownership and rights of way 
in the area, including Lord Cloncurry Bridge – Charles Duggan, Deputy 
Conservation Officer in DCC used to work in this area with DLRCC and could be a 
useful contact. 
TC suggests arranging a meeting with himself and the conservation officer in 
DLRCC, Julie Craig. 
 
Another contact that TC suggests is Simon Coate, operations manager with Dun 
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Laoghaire Harbour Board. 
 
SE suggests DB could also contact Emma Hutchinson, (DCC) and Catherine 
Keenan, (DLRCC) in relation to areas of the strand that would have blue flag 
status. 
AC suggests that community gain should also be an issue to be considered in the 
design, e.g. include in construction some infrastructural elements that could help 
achieve blue flag status. 
ROS agrees with this, he says Scott Wilson should consider facilities that can be 
provided and incorporate these into the design. 
 
SE suggests contacting local residents groups.  AC says that this should really be 
considered at a later stage.  Initially he thinks it would be appropriate to 
concentrate on contacting the statutory agencies and the consultation process can 
then be widened at a later stage. 
 
SE presents DB with a copy of DCC’s bio-diversity action plan and suggests that 
Scott Wilson need to consider this in relation to their design.  SE explains that this 
action plan is a key objective of the City Development Plan and the draft is to be 
presented shortly to DCC. 
 
AC also highlights Iarnroid Eireann as another key party to be included in the 
consultation process. 
Also at a slightly later stage AC thinks that the Office of Public Works and the 
Department of Marine should be consulted. 
 
DB says that the main objective of Scott Wilson will be to avoid any negative 
impacts on the surrounding environment and if anything she would hope to 
achieve some positive outcomes, by incorporating some elements into the design 
that will actually enhance and improve the habitats affected. 
 
AC says that Scott Wilson should also be conscious not to use up all their 
resources at this feasibility stage of the design process.  They should base their 
consultations on the list provided at present and the process can then be widened 
at a later stage. 
 
AC enquired when Scott Wilson will have their communication plan ready.  DB 
says she will have a draft communication plan before the next Progress Review 
Meeting on the 23rd January 2007. 
 
 
The next S2S South Project Review Meeting is scheduled for the 23rd 
January 2007 at 9:30am, the venue is the conference room in Block 1, Floor 
2 of the Civic Offices. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Sutton to Sandycove Promenade and Cycleway South 
 

Phase Two – Sean Moore Park to East Pier, Dun Laoghaire 
 

Minutes of Inaugural Meeting of Project Steering Group  
16th January 2007 – 2:30pm 

 
Present: Tom Leahy, DCC (TL)   Liam Whelan, DEHLG (LW) 
  Adrian Conway, PO*  (AC)  Jim Moore, NPWS (JM) 
  Leah McKenna, PO (LMcK)  Rory O’Sullivan, DLRCC (ROS) 
  Rosemary McNulty, PO (RMcN)  Tim Carey, DLRCC (TC) 
  Eileen Brady, DCC (EB)   Mary Henchy, DLRCC (MH) 
  Siobhan Egan, DCC (SE)  Martin LeRoux, Scott Wilson (MLeR) 
  Una Bagnall, DCC (UB)   Deirdre Black, Scott Wilson (DB) 
*(PO – Project Office) 
 
Introductions 
 
Opening Remarks by Project Director, Tom Leahy, Deputy City Engineer 
 
TL says that the S2S Promenade and Cycleway is one of DCC’s most 
challenging and exciting projects and that it will certainly add value to the city of 
Dublin.  He explains that there are two aspects to the project, transport and 
coastal flood protection.  He sees that the group’s biggest challenge may be to 
ensure support and backing from the broad range of stakeholders concerned 
with this project. 
 
Overview of the Project by Project Manager, Adrian Conway 
 
AC presents the group with a brief report on the project and broadly outlines the 
process ahead (see report) 

- Procurement 
- Programme – Feasibility Stage 
- Programme – Preliminary Report Stage 
- Communications / Consultation 
- Project Management. 

 
Open Discussion 
 
EB explains that the main issue from her point of view is communication, in 
particular she is concerned that the community and their local representatives 
are kept on board.  Her hope would be that the Steering Group could anticipate 
issues and problems and deal with them in a meaningful way. She will convey 
the views of the various local groups as she becomes aware of them to the 
Project Team and the Steering Group to assist in this process. 
 
SE relates back to TL’s opening remarks in relation to the project having two 
aspects, transport and flood protection.  SE would like to add a third element to 
form part of the projects objective, which would be awareness and appreciation 
of the environmental heritage of the area. 
 
TL suggests adding the Eastern Riverbasin District Advisory Council to the list 
of consultees.  He explains that they are a powerful and influential group and it 
would be useful to develop links with them. 
 
Addressing the consultants Scott Wilson, TL expresses his opinion that while 
they will be expected to come up with an innovative design and deliver on “the 
vision”, they also need to keep in mind that we need an affordable solution.  
One important element of the criteria will be value for money. 
 
In terms of value for money LW of the DEHLG agrees with TL but also stresses 
the importance that will be placed on the aesthetics of the design. 
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LW also stresses the importance he would like Scott Wilson to place on 
ensuring statutory compliance.  AC assures LW that this does indeed form part 
of SW’s brief.  TL echoes this point and assures the group that SW satisfied the 
selection board of their ability to handle this project. 
 
LW raises his concerns that the scope of the steering group may not be wide 
enough to cover all aspects of the project.  He queries the possibility of 
including a representative from the Dublin Transportation Office in future 
meetings, especially in light of the fact that the DTO may be able to provide 
additional funding. 
AC suggests setting up a meeting between himself, LW and a representative 
from the DTO. 
TL expresses his confidence that AC can put in place an appropriate 
communication plan and liaise effectively with all the bodies concerned. 
 
MH raises the point that she would like to emphasise, that is the fact that the 
project is not starting off on a blank canvas.  A considerable amount of work has 
been done in the past by consultants for the Dublin Regional Authority.  AC 
acknowledged this and said that the WSP/Tiros/AWN Report completed in early 
2006, was referred to in the current brief. However, the report was based on a 
conceptual design and looked at the overall S2S. The current project for which 
SW had been selected was much more detailed and would lead to a full 
Preliminary Report on this part of the Project. It was, therefore, important that, 
while they would have regard to all the relevant reports, SW’s design approach 
was not constrained in any way by what had been produced in the earlier 
Report. MH accepts this, but pointed out that that some consultees would have 
been consulted during the earlier process. It would be important to point out to 
them the difference between the WSP/Tiros/AWN process and the current 
project. 
 
JM introduces himself as the Divisional Inspector and the Divisional Manager of 
the National Parks and Wildlife Service.  He explains that although he may not 
have much direct involvement in the project himself he has a team of 
colleagues who will be directly involved including a divisional ecologist and a 
coastal ecologist.  This team from NPWS includes Dr.Linda Patton, Dr.Morris 
Aiken and Karen Gaynor, coastal ecologist.  SW will be make arrangements for 
an early meeting with NPWS. 
 
ROS introduces himself as having a dual role in the project. In addition to being 
a member of the steering group he has been assigned the task of representing 
DLRCC in liaison with AC on the day to day management of the Project, and 
will attend various meetings as required, including the monthly Project Review 
meetings with the Project Team and the Service Provider 
ROS says that one concern at this stage relates to the question of 
communication with Iarnroid Eireann.  MH suggests that LW may be able to 
help the project team initiate contact with Iarnroid Eireann.  LW says that he has 
already had an initial meeting with Iarnroid Eireann at which they presented 
their concerns to him.  He passed these concerns on to AC who in turn has 
forwarded them on to the consultants, SW.  MH says that in the past she found 
that problems did not occur at the discussion stage of the process but at the 
point of decision-making.  LW reassures the group that he will have no 
hesitation in bringing matters to the ministers attention if there are any 
difficulties. 
 
TL also raises security as another issue to be considered in terms of those 
members of the public who will want to make use of this amenity, particularly in 
those areas that were isolated by the presence of the railway.  TL suggests an 
early liaison with the Gardai in relation to this issue.  EB says that she will make 
initial contact with the Gardai and revert to AC. 
 
TC says that the entire length of the project within the DLRCC area was very 
complex with many difficult issues to be resolved. 
 
TC also highlights the fact that in terms of branding he would like to see that all 
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concentration is not put on the ‘transportation corridor’ aspect of the project.  In 
light of the fact that it is also a promenade he would like to see the consultants 
market the project as a new public leisure amenity, promenade and walkway 
which would provide public access to areas of natural beauty and of heritage, in 
many cases for the first time. 
 
TC suggests adding Beatrice Kelly, of the European Greenways Council, to the 
list of contacts. 
 
Agenda for Future Meetings 
 
AC suggests that the steering group meet on a monthly basis. This was agreed. 
 
Following earlier discussion it was agreed that the DTO would be invited to 
nominate a representative to attend future Steering Group meetings. 
 
MH also queries if for future meetings it might be a good idea to also invite a 
representative from Iarnroid Eireann to attend.  AC doesn’t see it as being 
appropriate to include Ianroid Eireann in the Steering group but assures MH 
that there will be definite lines of communication established with them. 
 
TL suggests that one item to be included as a future action item on the agenda 
would be to agree the methodology and criteria to be adopted in selecting the 
preferred option from the options put forward by the Service Provider. 
 
AC said that other Agenda items would include a report to the Steering Group 
on progress under a number of headings, together with communications and 
consultation issues. AC will put together a draft Agenda for circulation with the 
minutes of the meeting and would welcome comments and suggestions in 
relation to the Agenda. 
 
 
Any Other Business 
 
 It was noted that AC had made a brief presentation on the Project to the DCC 
SE Area Committee and to the DCC Transportation SPC. He had copied these 
to ROS and it was agreed that ROS would make similar presentations to the 
relevant DLRCC Committees. It was agreed that, when presentations were 
being made, or when Council Questions or Motions were being dealt with, AC 
and ROS would copy all such reports and responses to each other to ensure 
that there was consistency across both Local Authorities. In general all Project 
Communications should come through or be approved by the DCC Project 
Office. 
 
LW queries if SW’s brief includes checking land ownership.  AC says this would 
be more of an in-house issue and would be a matter for both authorities. 
 
MLeR raises the point that he has spoken to Brian Madden, ecological 
consultant, who is currently doing some work for the National Roads Authority 
on the Eastern Bypass.  MLeR queries the possibility of accessing information 
from the NRA, which could also be of some use to this project. While it was 
agreed that it made sense to access all available information, this should be 
done informally, given the sensitivities of the Eastern By Pass issue in the area. 
 
LW suggests that in addition to the list of existing consultees it would also be a 
good idea to informally stay in contact with both Michael Collins and Cyril 
Forbes of the original S2S Lobby group, and keep them informed of progress.  
AC agreed to do this, and noted that this group had their own website s2s.ie. He 
would see their support as being helpful to the project. 
 
In terms of the consultation process AC reiterates the point that he thinks it is 
important to concentrate initially on the statutory bodies and the consultation 
process can then be broadened at a later stage in accordance with an approved 
Communication Plan. SW is to submit a draft communication plan next week for 
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discussion at next week’s Project Review meeting. 
TC agrees with this but also thinks we should be aware not to let too much time 
lapse between contacting the statutory bodies and then the other relevant 
agencies. 
 
Date of Next Meeting 
 
The next Meeting of the Steering Group is scheduled for the 20th February 
2007 at 2:30pm.   
The venue for which will be the Conference Room in Block 1, Floor 2 of the 
Civic Offices 
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Sutton to Sandycove Cycleway and Promenade South 
 

Minutes of Project Review Meeting - 23rd January 2007 
 
 

Present: Adrian Conway, DCC (AC) 
  Leah McKenna, DCC (LMcK) 
  Rory O’Sullivan, DLRCC (ROS) 
  Sam Phillips, Scott Wilson (SP) 
  John Armstrong, Scott Wilson (JA) 
  Deirdre Black, Scott Wilson (DB) 
 
 
Review minutes of previous meeting – 12th December 2006. 
 
All previous action items have been dealt with apart from: 
AC has made initial contact with Irish Rail and is hoping to set up a meeting in 
the near future.  AC is to coordinate this meeting and ROS will also attend. 
 
The S2S South Steering group has been established and the Inaugural 
meeting took place on the 16th January 2007. 
 
It is noted that there are a list of appendices missing from the Royal Haskoning 
Flooding Report. 
 
A copy of Scott Wilson’s latest progress report is to be forwarded to ROS 
 
Programme and Progress. 
 
(JA referred to the SW Progress Report, which has been circulated and would 
be following the list of actions under the WBS Headings in that report.) 
Design Parameters 
JA went through a list of key parameters that will be important to take into 
consideration in terms of the cycleway aspects: 

- Traffic management guidelines 
- Cycle Manual 
- Provision of Cycle Facilities (DOT Draft form). 

NFPO to provide details of DTO/DOT reports to SW. 
AC reminded SW that this project was unique in that it was a coastal amenity 
and, while the designers should have regard to the various standards, the 
design should not be overly constrained by these standards. It would, of 
course, be necessary to comply with minimum standards, particularly in 
relation to safety. 
 
ROS says that the overall finish will be a very important aspect of the 
promenade.  He mentions a washed concrete look similar to the East Pier in 
Dun Laoghaire that is an “Exposed Aggregate” finish. 
 
AC mentions that following on from a suggestion at the Steering Group 
meeting the NFPO have arranged to meet with the DTO on the 31st January 
2007.  Following this, John Henry of the DTO will nominate a representative 
who will attend future meetings of the Steering Group and whom Scott Wilson 
can liaise and consult with on any future issues.  AC says that before their 
initial meeting with the DTO Scott Wilson should put together a list of issues 
that they would like to address with the DTO. 
 
In terms of identifying options, following a brainstorming session last week SW 
has come up with a number of options that are currently being investigated.  
These various options will be issued to the NFPO as they progress further.  At 
the moment issues arising from each design option need to examined and 
overcome, e.g. using flood boards or other ‘managed’ flood defence systems.  
AC points out that DCC do use such systems at present but any such systems 
should be kept to a minimum as they are resource dependant. 
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SW has broken the project into thirteen different sections initially and is looking 
at various options in each section. It was agreed that SW would group the 
various sections into a smaller number to assist in the process of ranking the 
design options. 
 
SW presented the meeting with a draft list of Option Selection Criteria and 
asked for any comments or suggestions. No weightings were proposed at this 
time and these would need to be agreed. AC pointed out that for a 
manageable weighting system to work the criteria may need to be grouped 
into a manageable number. 
It is also important to consider the short term and long term impacts.  Long 
term versus short-term issues can be reflected in the weighting. 
 
AC states that he would like a programme agreed for the development and 
presentation of the design options.  SP undertook to have an initial report to 
AC within the next two weeks. It was agreed that this would allow a discussion 
on the initial options to take place at the next Progress Review meeting. It was 
agreed that the Project Team would need to have a well-developed proposal in 
place in relation to the selection criteria prior to the submission of any 
proposals to the Steering Group. 
 
The organisation of a Risk Workshop is also discussed.  AC points out that we 
need to start planning for this, as it will be an important milestone on the 
programme.  SP says that the intention was to carry out an internal risk 
workshop following some early consultations.  It was agreed that SW would 
propose a date for the Risk Workshop when they submit the initial option 
report. It was agreed that the indicative date for the workshop in the SW 
programme was too early. 
 
In relation to the topographical survey SW advised that Digitec is likely to be 
selected as the contractor, DB has met with Sean Roche of Digitec.  In relation 
to the site investigations SP will have go through a competitive procurement 
process. 
 
In terms of buildability, at the moment this is tied up with the various options 
still up for discussion.  We will have to start looking at construction phasing 
and also construction access to the area behind the railway.  This needs to be 
considered at an early stage. 
 
In relation to preparing drawings, Scott Wilson is fairly well advanced at this 
stage. 
 
Consultation/Communication Plan. 
On the subject of consultation, SW circulated draft project objectives to be 
used as a guide during consultations. AC said he would look at these and 
revert to SW – the objectives should be consistent with those set out in the 
project RFP. I was agreed that the consultation process is a continuous 
exercise – it will take place over the long term. 
SW issued a list of Consultees. It was agreed that these be grouped into those 
that could be consulted directly by SW immediately, those that would be 
contacted in the first instance by the DCC Project Office and those that would 
be consulted at a later stage in the process. DB is to liaise with LMcK on this 
task. 
It was agreed that SW could proceed immediately to consult with the various 
utility companies. 
AC also requested that the list of consultees be developed into a 
communication plan, connecting the consultation process into the project 
programme. 
 
LMcK to get contact details of Garda contacts from Eileen Brady, DCC. 
NFPO to contact Ray Earle of the Eastern River Basin District Advisory 
Council. 
 
It is decided that an ecologist should engaged by SW in order to assist in the 
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consultation process. SW advised that they were in the process of engaging 
Mr. Brian Madden. 
 
A meeting between the S2S North Project Team and the NPWS has been 
scheduled for the 25th January 2007, it is suggested that a representative of 
the S2S South Project could also attend this meeting. DB agreed to attend. 
 
Health & Safety/PSDP Report 
PSDP report has been received by the NFPO.  A number of safety issues are 
discussed including how the issue of Irish Rail will impact the scheme.   
SW advised that they were nominating S. Powell of their Belfast office as the 
H&S Coordinator to assist the PSDP to carry out a safety analysis on each 
design option. 
 
Project Cost Report – Earned Value Analysis 
 
Consultations are currently behind schedule; they are due to begin this week.  
Tim Carey, DLRCC can provide advice on the heritage consultees in DLRCC.  
ROS is also available to offer his assistance for these discussions. 
 
Information Outstanding 
a. From Service Provider 

 
-Design Options. 
-Communication Plan. 
 

AOB 
 
ROS suggests using the name “Dublin Bay Promenade” as a title for the 
project.  He points out that most of the people making use of promenade will 
be walkers and the promenade aspect of the title could be a major selling 
point. 
 
Following on from this suggestion the idea of re-branding the project at this 
early stage is discussed.  This idea is to be brought to the steering group.  It is 
agreed that branding and logos are important issues and need to be 
developed. 
 
AC is to make contact with Michael Collins and Cyril Forbes, as it is agreed 
that consultation with them is very important.  ROS says that we may need to 
use their assistance with some difficult issues that may arise in the future. 
 
ROS is to send a draft copy of the DLRCC Parks Dept Master plan to AC, 
possibly followed by a meeting with DLRCC Parks Dept (Aidan French) 
 
 
 
The next S2S South Project Review Meeting is scheduled for the 13th 
February 2007 at 9:30am; the venue is Block 1, Floor 4 of the Civic 
Offices. 
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Sutton to Sandycove Cycleway and Promenade 
 

Minutes of National Parks & Wildlife Services Meeting 24th January 2007 
 
Present: Adrian Conway, DCC (AC) 
  Leah McKenna, DCC (LMcK) 
  Rosemary McNulty, DCC (RMcN) 
  Siobhan Egan, DCC (SE) 
  Maurice Eakin, NPWS (ME) 
  Karen Gaynor, NPWS (KG) 
  Linda Patton, NPWS (LP) 
  Tony Dempsey, Roughan O’Donovan (TD) 
  Barry Corrigan, Roughan O’Donovan (BC) 
  Deirdre Black, Scott Wilson (DB) 
 
 
AC gives a brief outline and introduction to the Sutton to Sandycove project. 
For this preliminary meeting we are bringing together the consultants from the 
South and the North project teams as the same issues and concerns may apply 
to both parties. 
 
S2S North – Bull Island Causeway to Bull Wall 
 
ME says that this particular stretch of the coast is possibly the most designated 
site in the country, which is obviously something the consultants will need to 
bear in mind throughout the project. 
 
BC says that ROD has engaged Brian Madden to carry out an assessment on 
the area.  From what he has reported to date it would seem that there should be 
no permanent impact on the site. 
 
TD presents drawings and goes through the design options that ROD is 
currently considering. 
 
Option 1. 
This option is split into two sub options (a) and (b).  From a time perspective 
1(a) would be a lot quicker to achieve and this could be major point to consider 
in terms of seasonal constraints. 
The main advantage of Option 1 is that because it would involve pre-cast 
structures there would be no in-situ work involved. 
ME queries the length of time that TD expects work to take.  TD estimates that 
work would take approximately one year to complete. 
KG raises the issue of sea levels and flooding as another point to be 
considered.  AC says that at present flooding is not a major risk/concern in this 
area.  TD stresses that ROD’s brief does not include the flood protection aspect, 
but he is aware that he will need to look closely at the effects construction may 
have on the area and try to mitigate any impacts. 
 
LP also raises the issue of shading as another consideration.  This has a 
particular impact on turnstone birds.  BC says that this is to be included in Brian 
Maddens reports. 
 
At this stage Brian Madden is currently doing an appraisal on the environmental 
impacts of the project.  This will allow ROD to narrow down the number of 
options they can consider and at then at a later stage a full EIS can be carried 
out. 
 
Option 2. 
The area concerned is made up of soft ground so this option would involve 
ground improvement techniques which means a longer build time would be 
involved. 
ME, LP and KG all agree that their overall first impression of this option is that it 
is not one which they would favour on the basis that it would involve the 
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absolute and permanent destruction of habitat.  LP says that this type of  
 
destruction can only be justified when there is an overriding public interest to be 
considered. 
 
SE also supports the opinion that option 2 should not be favoured. 
 
Option 3 
 
TD explains that this option is being driven by a number of reasons.   
Firstly TD points out that one of DCC’s objectives may be to create a “signature 
structure”.  AC explains that it is a possibility that we divide the North section 
into two halves.  A dividing central area could then be created incorporating a 
seating/viewing area as well as educational information points. 
Secondly TD explains that from a positive environmental perspective this option 
would mean all work would take place overhead, there would be fewer supports 
required underneath. 
 
ME raises the possibility of actually creating mudflats to compensate for the 
removal of other habitat areas.  AC says that this is an additional possibility and 
he would certainly be interested in taking advice from the NPWS on how best to 
achieve this. 
 
KG says that there should be no ‘loss of extent’.  If losing any habitat in one 
section, the same area of land should be created elsewhere within the site to 
compensate. 
 
TD says that he estimates that this option would be 14m high and have a span 
of 90-100m. 
SE says that initially he likes the idea of option 3 but he would like ROD to 
consider the movement of birds when creating a higher structure. 
 
LP questions if lighting would be directed back inland or out towards the sea.  
Normally at locations such as this LP says that she would favour lighting being 
directed back inland. 
KG queries whether or not the issue of lighting is a consideration for all the 
options.  AC says that in terms of the public and health and safety issues, 
lighting has to be included in all design options. 
 
TD says that ROD is engaging a consultant who is a specialist in combining the 
two aspects of public lighting and architectural lighting. 
 
SE requests that the issue of lighting should also be included in Brian Maddens 
brief as well. 
 
ME questions the estimated 8m width that has been suggested for the cycleway 
and promenade.  AC explains that this estimate is based on having a two-way 
cycleway, a dividing barrier and a walkway.  However the 8m figure is not 
absolute. 
 
Option 4 
 
TD also runs through a fourth option that ROD is considering, this is itself a sub-
option of the cable stay option (No.3).  It would be an arch structure half the 
height of the cable stay option but the general principles would be the same.   
 
TD also explains that on top of these 4 options there is also still the possibility of 
a cantilever design to be considered.  This is unlikely however as it may not 
actually be feasible to construct such a design in this location. 
 
Site Investigation 
 
AC explains that ROD is currently looking at various non-intrusive methods of 
conducting an initial site investigation.  However at this stage he does think that  
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it will be necessary to conduct at least one bore hole.  This is to investigate rock 
depth and will provide the consultants with information which will be necessary  
to obtain for future works.  AC says that a firm of contractors, who are currently 
involved in another NFP contract, are currently working in the area and as such 
it would be possible to conduct this borehole within the next two weeks if the 
NPWS had no objections.  ME says that he does not anticipate this being a 
problem, he will visit the site this afternoon and forward the necessary 
application form to AC. 
 
TD says that as well as conducting this borehole ROD also hope to use two 
other methods of site investigation, both of which would aim to keep intrusion to 
a minimum. 
 
Firstly he would like to conduct a Geo-physical survey, which would involve no 
intrusion whatsoever.  ROD will be contracting Apex to carry out this testing and 
TD estimates that their work would take approximately one week to complete.  
Apex have expressed some concerns that traffic noise may affect the accuracy 
of testing so it might be preferable to conduct tests at night.  TD is to ask Apex 
to provide a preliminary work statement to fully detail the work that would be 
involved in their testing. 
 
Secondly ROD would like to conduct dynamic probing tests.  BC explains that 
this would involve a one man operated machine that would move along the 
route and drill through the soil at selected locations.  BC estimates that on this 
particular 2km stretch it would be necessary to select 20 points at which to 
probe, and it would take about forty-five minutes to one hour at each location.  
There would however be a constant banging noise involved in this method of 
probing, and as such BC queries if this method of testing would be subject to 
seasonal constraints.  ME explains that in terms of the bird breeding season he 
would like to see ROD conducting these particular tests in April at the earliest, 
at this stage the birds should have migrated and the testing would not cause 
any disturbance. 
SE suggests that ROD keep in contact with Pat Corrigan, Parks Department, 
DCC.  He will be able to keep them informed if the birds are late in moving off. 
 
AC explains that these initial site investigations are for the preliminary design 
stage, it will be necessary to conduct more extensive testing at later stages of 
the project.  In terms of Seasonal Constraints AC raises the point that there may 
be some merit in conducting more in-depth testing in the summer of 2007.  This 
is in light of the fact that the testing would have to be done at some stage in the 
future anyway and it would avoid having to wait a whole year for another 
suitable time in the summer of 2008. 
 
S2S South – Sean Moore Park to East Pier, Dun Laoghaire. 
 
DB presents drawings and gives a brief outline of Scott Wilson’s project area.  
She explains that she would like the NPWS to highlight areas along the South 
strip that should be avoided altogether if possible and also areas that SW would 
need to be particularly cautious of. 
LP suggests that she can arrange to meet with DB and also the NPWS South 
City Ranger, Terry Doherty and walk the area in question.  AC confirmed that 
SW had also engaged Brian Madden. 
AC suggests that DB consult with both Terry Doherty and Brian Madden to 
establish particular areas of the South that will need to avoided or approached 
cautiously. 
 
SE raises the point that there is a meeting being organised in relation to the 
Booterstown Marsh on the 13th February 2007, and it could be helpful for the 
consultants to attend.  AC is to contact Tim Carey, DLRCC in relation to this 
meeting. 
 
DB says that she would also like the NPWS to provide her with ideas and 
guidance for improving the habitats in the area. 
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AOB 
 
ME requests a copy of the original WSP/Teros/AWN report.  AC to forward this 
on. 
 
AC would like to note that with the help and guidance of the NPWS he would 
like to see this project become an addition to the Bull Island as an amenity.  
While he is aware of the sensitive environmental issues concerned in this area 
he hopes to achieve some positive effects on the habitats in question. 
DB says that Scott Wilson would hope to incorporate into its plans positive 
changes that will enhance and improve the environment. 
LP states that there is a huge educational potential within the project. 
 
LP raises the issue of cumulative effects on the whole of Dublin Bay and she 
would like to be sure that both consultants are aware of this.  AC says that he 
will certainly take advice from LP on this issue. 
 
SE would also like to note the changing pattern of use for Dublin Bay.  
Consultants also need to bear in mind that providing this amenity will encourage 
people to access the strand more than they may do at present.  This issue 
needs to be looked in terms of the long-term impact. 
 
AC says that the current plan is for two individual EIS’s to be undertaken.  
However he will consider whether an overall combined EIS in the future, which 
will assess the cumulative effects of the whole project, would be preferable.  
This will probably take place when we move into the planning phase. 
 
BC asks ME if the NPWS have views on the screening options available.  ME 
suggests that it be included in Brian Maddens brief to explore this issue. 
 
BC also asks if the NPWS have any suggestions on additional consultees to be 
considered.  ME says to include Birdwatch, (Olivia Crowe) and Coastwatch in 
any consultation process. 
 
 
 
(Copy to all those in attendance and Rory O’Sullivan,DLRCC) 
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Sutton to Sandycove Cycleway and Promenade South 
 

Minutes of Project Review Meeting 13th February 2007 
 
 

Present: Adrian Conway, DCC (AC) 
  Leah McKenna, DCC (LMcK) 
  Rosemary McNulty, DCC (RMcN) 
  John Armstrong, Scott Wilson (JA) 
  Martin LeRoux, Scott Wilson (MLeR) 
  Deirdre Black, Scott Wilson (DB) 
  Stephen Powell, Scott Wilson (SP) 
  Apologies: Rory O’Sullivan, DLRCC (ROS) 
 
 
Review minutes of previous meeting – 23rd January 2007. 
 
All previous action items have been dealt with apart from: 
 
AC has made initial contact with Irish Rail and is hoping to set up a meeting in 
the near future.  AC is to coordinate this meeting and ROS will also attend. 
 
A copy of Scott Wilson’s latest progress report is to be forwarded to ROS. 
 
On the subject of consultation, SW circulated draft project objectives to be used 
as a guide during consultations.  AC said he would look at these and revert to 
SW. 
 
LMcK to get contact details of Gardai from Eileen Brady, DCC. 
 
AC is to make contact with Michael Collins and Cyril Forbes. 
 
Programme & Progress 
 
JA goes through the February 2007 Progress Report. 
 
JA says that SW was initially looking at thirteen different design options.  At this 
stage they have narrowed it down to nine options. 
 
JA raises the point that at this stage of the project he thinks it is important to 
decide on a width for the cycleway.  AC says that in his meeting with the DTO 
they were not in favour of a physical barrier being erected to divide the 
cycleway and the walkway.  DB says that it would be helpful if the DTO could 
provide any information on the volume of people that may be estimated to use 
the facility in the future.  LMcK says that she may be able to obtain some such 
information from QBN, DCC and forward it on to DB. 
AC says that the current suggested width of 8m is by no means set in stone and 
that SW should investigate different width options and then in turn discuss these 
options.  AC also says that SW should consider adding some variety to the 
cycleway by way of making it different widths at different stages along the route. 
 
JA says that after speaking to SW’s ecologist one of the options to be 
considered now could possibly involve extending the cycleway through 
Blackrock Park behind the railway line.  AC can see the advantages of this and 
would certainly like to see it included as an option to be considered.  It would 
however also involve the construction of a footbridge across the railway line and 
this would need to be discussed with Irish Rail. 
JA raises the point that there are currently three footbridges in existence at the 
location in question but that they cannot be accessed.  AC says that these could 
be looked into but as far as he is aware at least one of these bridges is privately 
owned by a group of local residents. 
 
In relation to the section of the route that runs from the end of Maritimo  
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headland to Brighton Vale JA queries the ownership of one particular area of 
land.  AC says that he will need to clarify this and revert to JA. 
 
DB circulates and goes through the appraisal methodology that SW will use to 
look at the various options available.  AC requests that DB forward copies of 
this to the NFPO, in advance of the steering group meeting to be held on the 
20th February 2007. 
 
AC raises the point that in his opinion the project needs a Strategic 
Environmental Assessment to be done, which would be independent of both 
Scott Wilson and Roughan O’Donovan (S2S North Consultants).  DB says that 
she could suggest a number of firms who would be available to undertake this 
and that she will forward these contact details to AC.  AC says that a lot of the 
work could possibly be done “in-house” by DCC planning department and then 
it may be possible to bring the Tiros/AWN team in as consultants. 
 
DB goes through a list of consultees whom she has already contacted and is in 
the process of arranging meetings with. 
 
AC requests that DB keep Tim Carey, DLRCC and Siobhan Egan, DCC 
informed of any meetings that will be relevant to them. 
 
Martin Ryan and James Murphy are given to SW as contacts for the DCC 
drainage department. 
 
AC says that SW need to bear in mind seasonality and that in terms of this, site 
investigations would probably need to get started in April.  SW should also 
consider using non-invasive methods of site investigation if possible. 
 
In relation to a Risk Workshop MLeR says that a risk register is currently being 
developed and that a date has yet to be set for the risk workshop.  AC says that 
it is important to get this organised, it will be discussed at the steering group 
meeting on the 20th February 2007.  A date needs to be set for the risk 
workshop and also it will be decided who needs to attend. 
 
Health and Safety/PSDP Report 
 
SP goes through the issues currently arising in terms of the PSDP.  He has 
visited the site and a report is currently being prepared. 
 
Project Cost Report – Earned Value Analysis 
 
JA presents the progress spreadsheet for February 2007 and queries if AC is 
satisfied with the current format.  AC says that he is happy with the format being 
used at present. 
 
Information Outstanding 
 
AOB 
 
In relation to the section to the rear of private houses AC raises the point that 
we should arrange to meet specifically with the residents concerned first.  
Before this could happen however SW would need to have slightly more 
detailed plans in place.  AC says that issues such as security, access and loss 
of amenity would need to be addressed.  AC says that Royal Haskoning’s input 
would be important as well because the flood protection aspect could be a 
major positive aspect for local residents. 
 
The various options would need to be narrowed down through the use of a risk 
workshop that will take place before the public consultation process will begin. 
 
AC says that at this stage of the process it is important for SW meet with four 
main groups which he identifies as:          
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          -Royal Haskoning 
          -Irish Rail 
          -DLRCC/Harbour Authority 
          -DCC Area Manager. 
 
Next Meeting 
 
TBC 
 
 
 

 
 



Sutton to Sandycove Promenade and Cycleway South 
 

Phase Two – Sean Moore Park to East Pier, Dun Laoghaire 
 

Minutes of Project Steering Group Meeting 
20th February 2007 – 2:30pm 

 
Present: Tom Leahy, DCC (TL)   David McLoughlin, DEHLG (DMcL) 
  Adrian Conway, PO* (AC)  Sean Doherty, DTO (SD) 
  Leah McKenna, PO* (LMcK)  Rory O’Sullivan, DLRCC (ROS) 
  Rosemary McNulty, PO* (RMcN) Tim Carey, DLRCC (TC) 
  Eileen Brady, DCC (EB)   Mary Henchy, DLRCC (MH) 
  Siobhan Egan, DCC (SE)  Martin LeRoux, Scott Wilson (MLeR) 
  Deirdre O’Reillyl, DCC (DO’R)  Deirdre Black, Scott Wilson (DB) 
Apologies: Liam Whelan, DEHLG (LW) 
  Jim Moore, NPWS (JM) 
  Una Bagnall, DCC (UB) 

*(PO – Project Office)   (Scott Wilson – SW) 
 
 
Minutes of the Previous Meeting – 16th January 2007 
 
AC goes through the minutes of the meeting held on the 16th January 2007. 
 
SE says that in reference to the previous meetings minutes she would like to 
reiterate her point that it is of the utmost importance to include as part of the 
projects objective the issue of habitat, species and bio-diversity.  SW should 
bear in mind the importance of having an overall awareness and an appreciation 
of the environmental heritage of the area. 
 
The minutes are agreed. 
 
Matters Arising - Outstanding Action Items 
 
EB to provide the NFPO with contact details for the Gardai. 
 
At the previous meeting LW queried if SW’s brief included checking land 
ownership.  AC says that this would be more of an in-house issue and would be 
a matter for both authorities. 
 
LW also suggested that in addition to the list of existing consultees it would be a 
good idea to informally stay in contact with both Michael Collins and Cyril Forbes 
of the original S2S Lobby group, and keep them informed of progress.  AC 
agreed to do this, and noted that this group had their own website s2s.ie. He 
would see their support as being helpful to the project. 
 
Programme & Progress 
 
MLeR gives a brief outline of SW’s progress to date: 
 

Ø SW is currently two months into the feasibility stage of the project.  
They have developed a number of possible design options and have 
set up a framework for assessing these options. 

 
Ø SW has initiated its consultation process and is in the process of 

conducting a series of meetings with all the relevant parties. 
 

Ø SW has appointed a company to conduct some topographical 
studies and SW is looking into the various buildability options. 

 
TL questions what the next major milestone will be for SW in relation to the 
current stage of the design process.  MLeR explains that the next major 
milestone will be the completion of the Feasibility Report.  This was originally 
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due  
 
to be submitted to the NFPO on the 03rd April 2007 but as work is now running 
approximately two weeks behind schedule MLeR expects to have the report 
ready for submission by the middle of April. 
 
AC says that another major milestone for the project will be the risk workshop 
that is due to take place in March.  Date, time and venue are yet to be 
confirmed. 
 
Communications and Consultation 
 
AC points out that SW have a number of design options under consideration, 
and queries the possibility of circulating these options at this early stage of the 
design process.  TL suggests that at present these options should be circulated 
solely within the steering group itself, as a wider distribution of this information at 
this point could be detrimental to conducting a SEA in the future.  Putting the 
various options in the public domain at this early stage, people may possibly be 
inclined to react/respond to an individual design option rather than the overall 
concept of the cycleway and promenade.   
MH also expresses the opinion that the steering group members should first 
view the design options before they are circulated to a broader group of 
consultees. 
 
DB runs through a brief summary of the groups that SW have selected as key 
groups to be consulted in relation to this project. 
AC highlights the five main groups that need to be initially consulted at this early 
stage:     

i. Harbour Authority – ROS has been in contact with the chief executive of 
the harbour authority, and is now to arrange a meeting that AC will also 
attend. 

ii. Irish Rail – AC says that to date he has been experiencing some 
difficulties in trying to make contact with Irish Rail.  DMcL says that the 
DEHLG can provide contact details if necessary, AC says that any 
assistance would be appreciated. 

iii. NPWS – DB says that SW have already held an informal meeting with a 
representative from the NPWS when they walked the site.  SW will now 
issue some formal proposals on matters arising from this meeting and 
will seek approval on these matters from the NPWS. 

iv. Resident on Strand Road (direct access to beach) – EB is to draft a 
letter to local residents, which is to be agreed with AC before being 
circulated.  A meeting will then be arranged with the residents. 

v. Department of Marine – AC says that he would like the design options to 
be narrowed down slightly before he will make the initial contact with the 
Department.  It will also be important to make an early application for a 
foreshore licence. 

 
Option Selection Criteria 
 
DB presents and distributes copies of SW’s appraisal methodology, scoring 
criteria and project objectives.  These are all currently in draft form and SW 
would like to receive feedback from the steering group members on any 
suggested amendments or changes. 
 
Project Objectives 
§ TC requests that objective number one is possibly reworded to clarify 

the point that refers to “a continuity of design style”.  AC explains that 
the promenade route won’t necessarily look the same for it’s entire 
length but there should be a general theme or look that will continue 
along the whole route. 

§ EB suggests adding the word “recreational” before “promenade” 
§ TL requests that the word cycleway is also highlighted alongside the 

phrase “recreational coastal promenade”. 
§ TC also requests that objective number two could be reworded from 
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“Enhancement of physical access” to “Enhance the management of 
physical access”. 

§ DMcL suggests that objective number four could possibly be reworded 
to give it a more positive perspective.  SE suggests an alternative 
wording “To retain the integrity of biodiversity interests.” 

§ SE also requests that the word “habitat” is extended to include “habitat, 
species and biodiversity.” 

§ MH queries if point number seven could really be considered an 
objective.  DB suggests that the wording be changed to “Integrate into 
existing traffic routes.” 

§ ROS raises an issue in relation to objective number eight.  In terms of 
the projects costs, he points out that the design life of the project needs 
to be considered by the steering group, particularly in terms of the 
different funding agencies involved i.e. DEHLG and the Department of 
the Marine. 

§ TL suggests that the cycleway aspect of the project should be included 
as an objective in itself.  EB and SD both express the opinion that the 
cycling aspect is covered in the objective which refers to a “sustainable 
transport route”. 

 
Project Criteria 
§ MH expresses concern at the scoring criteria and the weighting that SW 

has assigned to each point; she suggests that these criteria weights 
need to be reassessed.  MLeR reiterates the point that this appraisal 
methodology is just a draft at present and SW would now seek the 
steering group member’s feedback in order to refine the weighting 
system. 

§ SD suggests one additional criterion that could be added - 
Continuity/Interconnectivity/Integration with existing amenities. 

§ EB suggest including construction impact as another criterion.  This 
would relate to the impact of construction on the area itself and on the 
people who live there. 

§ In relation to criterion number 2 – flood defence efficiency, it was made 
clear by AC that no option will proceed to selection unless it meets the 
minimum flood protection standard set down by Government policy. 

§ In relation to point number five – construction costs, AC says that he 
would like to see SW include the issue of future maintenance costs as 
well.  From DCC’s perspective it would be important to assess the 
projects overall whole life costs and not simply the construction aspect.  
As such AC suggests combining points five and eight, however MH 
suggests that these points remain separate but that point number eight 
could be given a higher weighting. 
MleR highlights the point that overall costs will probably not vary greatly 
from one option to another so in this respect the issue of costs won’t 
greatly affect the weights that will be attached to each option. 
AC also mentions that SI works that have yet to be undertaken could 
greatly affect the issue of costs involved. 

§ TL suggests that another criterion that should be added to the list is the 
cycleway aspect of the project itself.  AC explains that by the very nature 
of the project itself cycling will be included in the consultants brief.  The 
purpose of the criteria is to differentiate between the various options, all 
of which will include the cycleway. 

 
SW will note and take action on those suggestions and comments provided at 
the meeting. 
AC says that as the steering group members have only been presented with this 
material today, they should now take some time to look at them in further detail 
and assess them.  He requests that group members forward him emails over the 
coming days with any suggested amendments and he will then pass this 
information on to SW.  
Strategic Environmental Assessment 
 
AC raises the point that in his opinion the project needs a Strategic 
Environmental Assessment to be done, which would be independent of both 
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Scott Wilson and Roughan O’Donovan (S2S North Consultants).  This follows on 
from concerns that were raised at the NPWS meeting, which highlighted the  
consequential loss of habitat, species and biodiversity on Dublin Bay overall as a  
 
result of this project.  In light of this AC says he is now looking into the possibility 
of initiating a SEA, which would determine if the overall S2S concept would be 
feasible.  Separate EIA’s could then be conducted on the individual S2S North 
and S2S South projects. 
AC suggests that it may be possible to refer back to the Tiros/AWN report, using 
its data where possible and updating accordingly to create a SEA.  A lot of the 
work could then be done “in-house” by DCC planning department and it may be 
possible to bring the Tiros/AWN team in as consultants when necessary 
 
SE suggests that technically a SEA has to be created alongside the current plan 
that is being developed.  It is possible to use some original baseline information 
but by it’s very nature a brand new SEA has to be created now. 
SE says that the group would need to be very cautious about conducting a SEA 
in retrospect as it could be deemed to be inherently flawed. 
 
EB seeks clarification on the subject of SEA legislation and whether or not it 
would be mandatory to conduct a SEA as the S2S is already included as an 
objective of the development plan. 
 
The steering group members discuss the issue and it is agreed that further 
clarification needs to be found on the subject of conducting a SEA.  MH 
suggests Tadhg O’Mahoney of the Environmental Protection Agency could 
provide assistance in this matter. 
AC to contact the EPA for advice and revert back to the steering group on this 
issue. 
 
DMcL suggests that when AC is in contact with Tadhg O’Mahoney it may be 
useful to mention the Dublin Docklands development, where the concept is to 
conduct an EIS/EIA on the overall development plan rather than a particular 
project. 
 
Risk Workshop 
 
ROS says that there will be three main aims to be achieved through the risk 
workshop 

i. To identify risks. 
ii. To establish how these risks can be mitigated. 
iii. To allocate responsibility for dealing with these risks to the 

relevant individuals/parities. 
 
EB queries the definition of a risk in this context.  AC explains that a risk is 
anything that can go wrong or impact on the implementation of the project. 
 
AC says that any party that may be able to suggest a possible problems/risks 
associated with the project should be included in the risk workshop.  Members of 
the project steering group will certainly need to be involved in the workshop, and 
AC also mentions the possible inclusion of an Irish Rail representative.  AC says 
that he would welcome suggestions as to any other relevant parties who should 
also be invited to attend the workshop. 
TC suggests that Irish Rail are themselves a risk to be managed and not that 
their issues are risks.  In light of this it may be better to include them in the 
external consultation process but not at the project workshop stage.  EB says 
that in her opinion Irish Rail are a major consideration in this project and as such 
it would be more advisable to include them in the workshop whereby their input 
could be helpful in the problem solving process.  AC is also in favour of including 
an Irish Rail representative in the risk workshop. 
 
Date, time and venue for the risk workshop are yet to be confirmed. 
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Any Other Business 
 
MH suggests that at this stage of the project steering group members should be  
provided with copies of SW’s design option drawings.  This would allow the  
group members look at the various options in greater detail in advance of the 
risk workshop.  Copies of the drawings are distributed among the steering group 
members.  AC points out that at this stage of the design process such material 
must remain confidential and should not be distributed beyond the steering 
group itself. 
 
Date of Next Meeting 
 
Date, time and venue of next meeting are to be confirmed. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 



Sutton to Sandycove Cycleway and Promenade South 
 

Minutes of Meeting with Royal Haskoning 20th February 2007 
 
 

Present: Leah McKenna, DCC (LMcK) 
  Rosemary McNulty, DCC (RMcN) 
  Rory O’Sullivan, DLRCC (ROS) 
  Martin LeRoux, Scott Wilson (MLeR) 
  Owen McManus, Royal Haskoning (OMcM) 
  Michael Curtis, DCC - SAFER, (MC) 
 
 
MleR makes a brief introduction to explain that Scott Wilson have been 
appointed as consultants for the S2S South project which extends from Sean 
Moore Park to the East Pier, Dun Laoghaire.  SW has received a copy of Royal 
Haskonings flood report and MLeR would now like to go through the report with 
OMcM and MC to establish any effects the report may have on SW’s design 
brief. 
 
OMcM explains that the RH report does not cover the entire frontage route that 
SW is concerned with; it will only provide information as far as Booterstown 
Marsh, the boundary of DCC and DLRCC. 
 
MLeR explains that SW had intended to conduct some topographical studies 
along this route but queries if it would be possible to obtain this data from RH if 
they have already conducted such investigations.  OMcM says that RH should 
be able to forward this data to SW. 
 
MLeR presents drawings and goes through the various design options that SW 
are currently considering.  MLeR queries if it would be possible to fit these 
options into RH’s model and assess them, OMcM says that this should be 
possible. 
 
MLeR questions the issue of flooding frequency and asks how often and to what 
extent flooding is likely to occur.  OMcM explains that wave overtopping is likely 
to be an issue several times throughout the year. 
 
MLeR queries if there are any recorded drawings of the existing sea wall and if 
the wall is officially a heritage wall.  OMcM says that RH didn’t locate any such 
drawings but MC says that the parks department may have some relevant 
material.  LMcK is to source this information from the parks department and 
clarify if the existing sea wall is a heritage structure. 
 
MLeR explains that within the options for infill, similar to the existing promenade 
SW is looking into three possibilities.  Firstly there is the option of using pre-cast 
concrete blocks, secondly constructing concrete steps and thirdly the use of rock 
revetments.  MleR questions if either of these options would be feasible, OMcM 
says that these options could be considered as they would dissipate the wave 
energy. 
 
ROS raises one point which he would like to see SW keep in mind as an 
important consideration.  He says it will be important to keep records of costs 
separate for the promenade and the coastal defence aspects of the project.  
This will be important in terms of the different funding agencies that will be 
relevant to the different aspects of the project. 
 
ROS also points out that in terms of the promenade and it’s promotion the 
added benefit of flood defences is of significant importance. 
 
OMcM points out that RH’s design levels cover up to the year 2031 and the 
model uses a forecasting system.  SW will now need to factor in greater tide 
levels in accordance with the design life that is now required.  ROS says that 
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this issue is one that should be considered by the steering group.  The goups 
members should discuss the lifespan expected from the design and should then 
give some direction to the consultants on this matter. 
 
MLeR queries if it would be possible to avail of some information and data that 
appears in the appendices of RH’s report.  OMcM says that there wouldn’t be 
much relevant information to be found in the appendices but SW can certainly 
access this data if required.  LMcK to forward OMcM with a list of data that SW 
require and OMcM will then forward information on. 
 
In relation to the section of the route that crosses in front of houses, MLeR 
questions why the area is now starting to deposit sediments and why a sand 
bank is now forming.  MC says that there are various ecologists reports on this 
issue and he can source this information for SW.  These do not however explain 
the causes of the sand bank build-up. 
 
MleR then discusses one of the design options that SW is considering for this 
section in front of the houses, which is a beach level walkway.  OMcM points out 
that at such a low level this section of the promenade would be constantly 
subjected to flooding. 
MC suggests that one possible alternative here would be to have a floating 
marina type structure but OMcM points out that wave action on the piles would 
be an issue to consider in terms of such a proposal. 
 
OMcM points out that the beach levels are higher at the promenade in 
sandymount than at the wall.  As such it would be reasonable to suggest that if 
this promenade is extended beach levels will rise along the new section, 
however this was not included in the RH model. 
 
In relation to the section of the route at the Merrion Gates MLeR queries the 
presence of high voltage cables.  MC confirms the presence of these cables that 
run under the beach and over to the pigeon house.  OMcM says that the ESB 
will have concerns about any development at this location.  There is one 220v 
cable and one 110v cable. 
 
OMcM says that RH has drawings of the proposals for Merrion Gates.  RH is 
undertaking the design is currently amending the drawings in relation to certain 
issues.  Gerry Lalor, Senior Engineer in the South East Area Office is looking 
after this scheme.  (Access has to be maintained to the lands inside the gates.)  
This work is anticipated to be completed this year. 
 
MLeR questions whether or not any of the design options could have an effect 
on the Zostera beds.  OMcM and MC say that this is possible but it would be an 
issue that would have to be raised with an ecologist. 
 
In terms of the section of route that runs alongside the railway line OMcM says 
that no significant work was considered to be required as part of the DCFPP.  
There are certain localised sections of the wall, on the DART side, at lower 
levels that will just need to be raised slightly to bring them up to standard.  
OMcM says that whilst in theory putting a new structure in front is likely to 
improve things, further care should be taken in the design not to make things 
worse through interaction of any new structure with the tide and wave climate. 
 
MLeR also queries the possibility of using a floodgate system for the gaps in the 
wall that are used for pedestrian access.  OMcM says that this would be 
possible to introduce but that he would be more in favour of using a system of 
steps and ramps.  He suggests that if SW did decide to incorporate a system of 
flood gates then they should try to minimise the number of gates, SW would 
need to bear in mind the manpower that would be required for such a gate 
system to be effective. 
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Sutton to Sandycove cycleway and Promenade South 
Phase Two – Sean Moore Park to East Pier, Dun Laoghaire 

 
Minutes of Meeting with Dun Laoghaire Harbour Company 

27th February 2007 
 

Present: Adrian Conway, DCC (AC) 
  Rory O’Sullivan, DLRCC (ROS) 
  Deirdre Black, Scott Wilson (DB)(SW) 
  Simon Coates, Dun Laoghaire Harbour Company (SC)(DLHC) 
 
 
AC gave a brief outline of the project background. SC said that DLHC had been 
in contact with the consultants for the previous study and their concerns were not 
taken into account in the final report. 
AC and ROS explained that the 2006 report referred to was a concept study – 
the current Project had the support of both DCC and DLRCC and would include 
a Feasibility Report on all options, not just those covered in the former report. 
DCC and DLRCC were working together on this Project which ran from Ringsend 
to East Pier, with DCC acting as Lead Authority. 
The Service Provider / Consultant for the Project was Scott Wilson. DLHC was 
recognised as being a major stakeholder and landowner in relation to the Project.  
 
ROS pointed out that the section running from the East Pier, Dun Laoghaire to 
Sandycove was subject to a separate study led by DLRCC. 
 
SC said that all of the area between the two main piers and lying on the seaward 
side of the railway is the property of the DLHC. 
 
DB said that SW had come up with a number of design options for the various 
sections through the Dun Laoghaire Harbour section. She commenced by 
looking at the section at west pier. It was proposed to run the S2S along west 
pier, but widening the pier through either infill or a structure. DLHC are looking 
into the possibility of increasing marina berths at the west pier. This would 
probably require a widening of the pier and access to accommodate two way 
traffic, so a combination of some infill together with the use of a new decking 
structure would be best. DLHC have appointed consultants (Fisher Associates) 
to examine future marina requirements in the overall harbour and a report is 
expected in the next few months. It was agreed that SC would pass on contact 
details and SW would contact Fisher Associates. AC said that it was important 
that any proposal in relation to S2S was designed to fit in with any proposed 
plans by DLHC. It was possible that works in providing the S2S and works on a 
marina at west pier could be carried out together. 
 
DLHC own the old “shell site” that is situated just west of the pier. The remaining 
lands west of the pier at “the gut” were owned by DLRCC. 
 
DB said that the S2S would need to cross an open section of water from the west 
pier back towards the east and this would require an opening bridge. SC said 
that, given the amount of leisure boat traffic at west pier, particularly if an 
upgraded marina was in place, any such bridge may prove to be a problem in 
that it would need to be opening very frequently, thus interfering with the use of 
the S2S. 
  
SC points out that the DLHC would be anxious to avoid any loss of car parking 
spaces as these are heavily used and are an important source of income. 
 
The Marine Activity Centre located at the west pier is rented from the DLHC, SC 
to forward details on this to AC. 
 
The Kayak school is leased from the DLHC.   
 
It is pointed out that both piers are protected structures. 
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In relation to the Coal Quay Bridge, the DLHC would like to see improved access 
across this bridge.  The current access is very poor and results in major delays to 
traffic accessing or exiting the port. There had been some discussions on this 
with DLRCC. It was noted that this access issue would also impact on the future 
development of Carlisle Pier and also on any future plans by DLRCC to develop 
their lands at “the Gut”. 
 
DB said that the S2S would use the area underneath the bridge, however this 
section is very dark and narrow. DB had been looking at having the pedestrians 
use the footpath, but SC said the path was very narrow at this point. 
SC confirmed that the area to the seaward side of the railway, including this 
narrow passageway, was the property of DLHC. 
 
In front of the Royal Irish Yacht Club the S2S project will either be on the 
landward side of the road, which would necessitate a widening of the road on the 
seaward side, or else the S2S would be constructed on the seaward side. In 
either case there would be a requirement to take some of the grassed area and a 
section of the current car park of the Royal Irish Yacht club. SC confirmed that 
the Yacht Club lease included their car park – he anticipated that it would be very 
difficult to get the club’s agreement to the loss of any car parking spaces. He also 
said that any loss of a section of the adjacent grassed area which was DLHC 
property would be very controversial as it is seen locally as an important amenity. 
  
If the S2S is to be on the seaward side of the access road, the users will need to 
cross the road twice. One of the major concerns of the DLHC would relate to the 
safety problems associated with this. The port access road was very heavily 
trafficked by HGVs and other traffic, particularly at the times when traffic is going 
on or off ferries. The traffic is particularly heavy when ferries are being off loaded.   
This would apply to both ends of the route, i.e. at the Coal Quay Bridge and also 
at the existing pedestrian crossing of the road at the Pier exit. 
 
The Irish Lights Commissioners are building a new Head Office within the 
Harbour area and this will bring additional traffic, with an increased workforce.  
Declan Campion is mentioned as a point of contact here. 
 
It was agreed that SW would look at the option of using existing footpath / verge 
space on the public road – however this led to a different set of problems in that 
the area was heavily used by buses. 
 
Arup, Consulting Engineers, have done a study for the DTO on the issue of a 
Public Transport Interchange at this location.  A draft plan has been created as a 
result.    
DLHC had major reservations about this plan, as had Stena. It was agreed that 
SW would consult with the DTO on this plan. 
 
The DLHC are intending to put in pedestrian lights at the Carlisle Pier.  As such it 
would be better to have the S2S route placed at a higher level on the public road. 
 
In relation to the Carlisle Pier Development, a planning application is expected 
shortly. 
 
 Further east, there was previously a plan to cover the DART and create a public 
space. However, while discussions took place with Irish Rail, there was no 
agreement on the proposal.  
 
The Queen’s Road option is not seen as a huge problem.  There may be a need 
to mitigate the loss of car parking spaces by using the cantilever option.   
 
SW would like to get details of the existing structures on the West Pier and the 
contacts for the various occupiers / tenants. 
 
DB enquired about a wooden structure around a memorial near East Pier. SC 
said this was known as the “Veranda” and is in the ownership of DHLC 
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There is a plan to resurface the upper level of the East Pier. The lower level was 
recently surfaced with a new high quality surface. DB asked for details of the 
type of surfacing and the experience of DHLC in relation to the experience with 
this surface. SC said that the contact was Grainne Shaffrey of Shaffrey 
Architects. 
The bandstand and shelter are also to be refurbished. 
 
SC mentioned that a further idea would be to use the west and east piers along 
their full lengths as the S2S Route with some form of bridge spanning the 
harbour entrance that would allow the boat traffic through. One possible concept 
was that of a transporter bridge. It was agreed that SW would have a look at 
whether this was a viable option. 
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Sutton to Sandycove Cycleway and Promenade South 
 

Minutes of Project Review Meeting 13th March 2007 
 
 

Present: Adrian Conway, DCC (AC) 
  Leah McKenna, DCC (LMcK) 
  Rosemary McNulty, DCC (RMcN) 
  Rory O’Sullivan, DLRCC 
  John Armstrong, Scott Wilson (JA) 
  Martin LeRoux, Scott Wilson (MLeR) 
  Apologies: Deirdre Black, Scott Wilson (DB) 
 
 
Review Minutes of previous meeting – 13th February 2007. 
 
Minutes of Meeting are agreed. 
Outstanding action items include: 
 
S2S 013: SW circulated draft project objectives to be used as a guide during 
consultations.  AC to look at these and revert to SW. 
 
S2S 018: AC has made contact with Michael Collins and will be keeping in 
touch as the project progresses. 
 
S2S 020: DB had previously suggested that it would be helpful if the DTO could 
provide any information on the volume of people that may be estimated to use 
the facility in the future.  LMcK says that she may be able to obtain some such 
information from QBN, DCC and forward it on to DB. 
 
S2S 022: In relation to outstanding ownership issues in the area LMcK met with 
the referencing section, DCC.  Following this meeting LMcK forwarded drawings 
to DB and is currently waiting a response. 
 
S2S 025: DB has arranged to meet with a group of NGO’s on Thursday 15th 
March 2007 at 6:00pm.  LMcK to attend on behalf of the NFPO. 
 
S2S 028: In relation to the section of the planned route that is located to the 
rear of private houses, AC raises the point that we should arrange to meet 
specifically with the residents concerned.  AC requests that SW put together a 
plan for this specific area, in advance of approaching the residents. 
 
AC also refers back to an outstanding action item from the S2S South Steering 
Group held on the 20th February 2007. 
 
(010): In relation to the possibility of conducting a SEA, AC has contacted Olan 
Howell, ERM Consultants, (Environmental Resources Management Ireland 
Limited), and has held a preliminary meeting on the matter.  Olan Howell 
confirmed AC’s opinion that it would not necessarily be a technical requirement 
to carry out a SEA but it would however be helpful in highlighting the cumulative 
effects of the S2S project as a whole. 
Olan therefore recommended that AC write a brief report to three parties (EPA, 
DEHLG and DMNR) in which it would be stated that we are not obliged to 
conduct a SEA but we are volunteering to do so.  AC has drafted a letter to the 
three parties mentioned, which is to be checked by Olan Howell before being 
circulated.   
AC says that DCC will be undertaking a the SEA on behalf of the three local 
authorities involved in the S2S project (DCC, DLRCC, and FCC), and that a 
SEA will provide valuable back up information for any EIS undertaken in the 
future. 
AC says that he would hope that most of the work can be conducted “in-house” 
by DCC, and ERM can then be engaged as consultants as and when required.  
AC to keep all parties advised of further progress on this issue. 
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Programme & Progress 
 
JA goes through the March 2007 Progress Report. 
 
In relation to item number four, JA queries if a meeting has been arranged with 
the DTO to discuss and agree on design parameters for the 
cycleway/promenade.  LMcK explains that after speaking to Sean Doherty of 
the DTO it would now seem unnecessary to arrange such a meeting at this 
stage.  This is in light of the fact that from the DTO’s perspective, the S2S 
project will be setting a precedent and will be unlike any other project previously 
dealt with by the DTO.  As such the DTO would like to see SW put together 
some proposals on the matter to which they can then examine and respond.  
SD is also due to attend the forthcoming Risk Workshop to offer his input on 
behalf of the DTO. 
 
In relation to item number five, and identifying options, JA explains that SW is 
now investigating further possible design options.  This includes the possibility 
of a transporter bridge as mentioned at the recent meeting with the Harbour 
Board.  ROS says that he could see the advantages of such an option, and in 
light of the fact that the Harbour Board, DLRCC and Irish Rail would all 
welcome increased access to the gut area such an option may well be 
welcomed by all parties concerned.  AC raises the issue that there may be 
genuine buildability problems with such an option but SW could certainly 
investigate it further through the feasibility stage of the project.  ROS says that 
the Harbour Board is evolving and putting a greater emphasis on the 
recreational functions of the harbour.  As such they may be more receptive to 
the various design possibilities than they may have been in the past.    
 
In relation to item number ten, JA runs through a list of bodies that SW is 
currently in the process of consulting. 
 
AC questions SW’s reaction to feedback received from Royal Haskoning at the 
recent meeting held on the 20th February 2007.  MLeR says that it would be 
SW’s intention to progress to the detailed design stage before checking its 
design against the RH model.  AC suggests that it may be quite late at that 
stage to asses the design, and it may be better to take RH’s guidelines into 
consideration at this early stage.  MLeR accepts this but notes that RH’s model 
levels only predict as far as 2031. 
JA suggests waiting until the options have been narrowed down to one firm 
possibility before running against the RH model.  AC accepts this suggestion 
but reiterates the point that SW should not wait until the project is into the 
detailed design stage. 
JA queries if, as mentioned at the RH meeting, it would be possible to obtain 
the RH report appendices.  LMcK says that she will forward them on to SW 
when they are received from Owen McManus, RH. 
 
AC queries the possibility of inviting a flood protection expert to provide added 
input at the forthcoming Risk Workshop.  NFPO to contact Tony Maguire, DCC 
– Dublin Coastal Flooding Risk, in relation to this. 
 
Also in relation to item number ten, AC notes that SW will be required to make a 
presentation on the project at forthcoming council meetings.  A suggested date 
is The South East Area Committee Meeting on the 11th June 2007.  AC says 
that closer to this date SW will be required to put together a brief presentation 
outlining the S2S South project. 
 
In relation to item number fourteen, it is noted that the S2S South Risk 
Workshop has been scheduled to take place on Monday 26th March 2007 
at 2:00pm.  The venue will be the Conference Room in Block 1, Floor 2 of 
the Civic Offices. 
JA presents a draft risk register that SW is proposing to circulate to all workshop 
attendees.  MLeR explains that SW have identified and listed the project risks 
specific to each design option.  Through discussions the workshop participants 
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can then make additions and amendments to this list.  AC suggests that SW 
also include a list of generic risks that would be common to all the various 
design possibilities.   
AC questions if, as featured in SW’s draft register, ‘Public Objections’ would 
necessarily be a risk in itself.  He says that he would consider it more as a 
reaction to a risk, and as such SW should remove it from the draft list of risks. 
 
AC also suggests that SW should not have a classification set in advance of the 
workshop.  It would be better to determine weightings through discussions at 
the workshop. 
 
AC requests that SW compact the current register format and forward it along 
with a list of the various design options to the NFPO.  The NFPO can then 
distribute copies of both to all workshop participants in advance of the 26th 
March. 
ROS queries if workshop participants should not receive a copy of the risk 
register only, as certain attendees will not be involved in the selection of a final 
design option.  However AC says that while an option will not be selected on the 
day it will be necessary to discuss the risks in the context of the various option 
proposals. 
AC also notes that the risk register should reflect the objectives of the project, 
and SW should bear this in mind when finalising the register. 
 
In relation to item number sixteen, JA notes that SW has received the 
topographical survey and has now put together initial cost estimates.  AC 
queries the possibility of conducting site investigations and the consequential 
effects on costs.  JA says that the main area that may require site investigations 
will be between Sean Moore Park and the Promenade and also the area 
affecting local residents houses.  MLeR says that SW plan to procure SI 
contractors during the feasibility stage of the project. 
AC says that SW should note the NPWS recommendations that SI’s should 
take place during the summer months.  AC requests that SW put together SI 
proposals that can be put to the NPWS at this stage, particularly in light of 
seasonality issues. 
 
In relation to item number seventeen, JA explains that SW is currently in the 
process of refining its decision matrix.  AC suggests that in the aftermath of the 
risk workshop, further discussions can be held on the issue of this matrix. 
 
On item number eighteen, JA says that work is currently progressing on the 
drafting of the Feasibility Report.  AC requests that SW submit a brief running 
order and suggested headings to the NFPO at this stage. 
 
In relation to item number twenty-three, AC requests that SW submit an 
estimate of SI costs.  This will enable AC to determine what procurement 
process it will be necessary to use. 
 
Health & Safety/PSDP Report 
 
JA says that Stephen Powell, PSDP, will be in attendance at the next Progress 
Review Meeting. 
AC says that it would be useful if SP could put together a brief report examining 
the various design options in terms of the relevant health and safety issues. 
 
Project Cost Report – Earned Value Analysis 
 
Information Outstanding 

a. From Service Provider 
 
SW to put together a briefing document and risk register and forward copies of 
both to NFPO, for circulation in advance of forthcoming Risk Workshop. 
 

b. From Client 
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NFPO to forward SW with: 
§ Appendices from Royal Haskoning Report (when received from Owen 

McManus) 
§ List of parties invited to participate in Risk Workshop. 
§ List of relevant bridges as provided by Eugene Fox, Irish Rail. 

 
AOB 
 
AC to check with Eileen Brady, DCC on the scheduling of a meeting with local 
residents and revert to SW. 
 
 
The Next Progress Review Meeting is scheduled for the 18th April 2007 at 
11:00am.  The venue will be the Conference Room in Block 2, Floor 4 of 
the Civic Offices. 
 
 
The Next Steering Group Meeting is scheduled for the 01st May 2007 at 
11:00am.  The venue will be Conference Room in Block 1, Floor 2 of the 
Civic Offices. 
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Circulate all in attendance and Deirdre Black,SW. 
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Project Number BC06409 
Title  Ecology Consultation meeting 

Supply Number       

Subject Ecological considerations at feasibility stage of 
S2S project Meeting Number   

  Date & Time  6.30, 15/03/07 

Venue Dun Laoghaire Rathdown County Council Notes by Deirdre Black 

Attendees 

Maurice Bryan         An Taisce (Booterstown) 
Veronica Heywood   An Taisce (Booterstown) 
Linda O’Dwyer        Coastwatch 
Olivia Crowe            Birdwatch Ireland 
Michael Ryan           Birdwatch Ireland  
                                 (South Dublin Branch) 
Declan Doogue         Dublin Naturalist Field Club 
Oscar Merne             Ornithologist 
Rosaleen Dwyer       Biodiversity Officer DLRCC  
Tim Carey                Heritage Officer DLRCC 
Siobhan Egan           Biodiversity Officer DCC 
John Wallis              Friends of Booterstown 
Marsh  
Leah McKenna         Project Engineer DCC                                 
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Michael Ryan      Birdwatch Ireland  
                             (South Dublin Branch) 
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Oscar Merne        Ornithologist 
Rosaleen Dwyer   Biodiversity Officer DLRCC  
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Siobhan Egan    Biodiversity Officer DCC 
John Wiles         Friends of Booterstown 
Marsh  
Leah McKenna  Project Engineer DCC             
John Armstrong  Scott Wilson 
Karol McCusker Scott Wilson 
Martin Le Roux   Scott Wilson 
Adrian Conway   Project Manager DCC 
Rory O’Sullivan  DLRCC 
                      

 

Topic Notes 
  

 Opening remarks by TC, Heritage Officer, Dun Laoghaire Rathdown County Council 
 
DB introduced the project, and gave an outline of work carried out to date and the current stage of the 
project.  A general discussion then followed involving all attendees and the following are a list of the 
suggestions and comments made by the consultees during the course of the meeting.  The comments have been 
grouped by topic.   

  

Dublin Bay 
Strategic 

Plan 

MB enquired as to the link between this project and the Dublin Bay Strategic Plan. He had attended a public 
consultation recently, which had photos of other coastal city sites superimposed onto the Dublin coastline. This could 
conflict with the S2S project if they are not coordinated.   
 

  

SEA VH enquired as to the overall impact on the bay if this project goes from Sutton to Sandycove. LMcK stated that the 
City Council would be carrying out a voluntary SEA, given the ecological importance of the bay. This is currently at 
scoping stage to establish if a statutory or voluntary one is required.   
 

  

Funding 
and non 

S2S 
features 

LOD enquired as to how the money currently allocated to this project is linked to new development along the coast, 
in particular the old baths. LMcK stated that there will not be any funding provided for private development, but any 
future planning applications will be required to take the S2S into consideration, possibly by incorporating it into the 
design.  
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Topic Notes 
Origins of 

project 
JW questioned the driving force or person behind this project and the route being exclusively along the coast. TC 
informed the group that this is the brainchild of Michael Collins. MB also referred to the involved of Cyril Forbes. 
MB also noted that DLRCC have produced a coastal plan.  
 

  

Flood 
defences 

MB enquired if the issue of flood defence has been considered and whether this will interfere with our project. DB 
explained that flood protection forms part of their brief when designing the scheme.  
 

  

SPA/SAC OM referred to the European legislation governing SAC and SPAs, noting that in Article 4, no disturbance is 
permitted. The area between the Merrion Gates and Booterstown supports “high tide roosting” with very significant 
numbers of terns (11,000) and gulls (up to 42,000) . Opening this area to the public would be problematic, as the 
feeding takes occurs at times right up to the wall. Controlled access is essential given the European significance of 
the numbers of Annex 1 species and gulls.  
 
It was stated that the coastal route options for the S2S would pass through areas designated as SPA and SAC and 
that this could result in problems relating to disturbance of birds and reduction in the extent of the habitat under 
protection.  
 
Further discussion then continued on the obligation of the NPWS to conserve the SAC and SPAs in the country, but 
that they are not in a position at present to do so due to lack of manpower. If this were a joint project between the 
local authorities and the NPWS perhaps a team of wardens could work on the management of the sensitive areas.  
 
OM raised the issue of the width of the facility, and noted that 7m-9m widths for 2km would represent a significant 
amount of permanent loss of SAC/ SPA in the bay. He referred to some interesting case law, noting the Lappel Bank 
case in the UK where 22 acres out of a 4,000 acre SAC was disposed of for industrial use and the European Court 
found against the UK Government. Other cases pending in Ireland are Wexford Harbour and Dundalk.  
 
DD made reference the boundaries of the SAC and SPA being moved. Oscar noted that this is not likely given the 
current EU standing of the area.  
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Disturbance 

of birds 
A large amount of high tide roosting takes place between Merrion Gates and Booterstown, particularly on the sand 
spit that has formed near Merrion Gates. Any movement along the beach will disturb these birds, and they may move 
elsewhere.  
 
MB & OM said that the area between Sean Moore Park and the Merrion Gates already has huge disturbance so the 
birds have moved to the other side of the Merrion Gates, where there is less activity.  
 
Birdwatch Ireland have carried out many breeding surveys, and noted that the area between Booterstown Station and 
Seapoint is an important roosting site.  This roosting would reduce if humans were introduced into the currently 
generally inaccessible area. 
 
Large numbers of birds roost in the currently inaccessible area between Maretimo headland and Brighton Vale 
 
MB noted that it is not possible to predict how this or any project or activity will impact on the wildlife of the area. 
Disturbance is not an exact science and therefore the precautionary principle should be taken into account.  
 
DB discussed providing screens at the most sensitive areas.  JW commented that this would need to be continuous to 
be effective and would thus negate the benefit of a coastal route. DB will be examining this option.  
 
TC stressed that the proposal to have S2S along the coast would not necessarily provide access to the beach as it may 
be up to 6ft above ground level.  
 
 

  

New sand 
spit 

A discussion took place in relation to the new spit forming adjacent to the Merrion Gates. A series of recurve spits 
are constantly forming in Dublin Bay but these can be decimated by a strong easterly or northeasterly gale. Oscar 
referred to a report in which the incidences of these winds have been noted to have increased.  
 

  

Public 
perception 

When the S2S was first put forward as an idea, some local residents supported the idea, yet said that they would not 
use it as it was perceived to be dangerous due to its location on the seaward side of the train tracks 

  

Route 
options 

VH suggested that the S2S be brought inland at the Merrion Gates and through Booterstown Marsh. She says they 
would sacrifice 1m-2m of the area for some sort of boardwalk, close to the road.  
 
Open discussion on the merit of linking the S2S to the existing cycle and walkway from Williamstown, incorporating 
existing viewing locations.  
 
It was proposed that the seashore could be accessed from the inland route by spurs, which could tie in with the 
DART stations, and culminate in viewing points or hides to highlight the natural features of the site.   
 
The section between Seapoint and Dun Laoghaire is not of significant environmental importance and the S2S could 
rejoin the coastline at the location.  
 
JW noted that the section between Merrion Gates and Seapoint is quite long and if the S2S were constructed as 
proposed by the Tiros report, it would be a very monotonous route with the sea on one side and the railway on the 
other for the entire stretch. He suggested that a route through the Marsh and Booterstown Park would be far more 
interesting, educational and environmentally friendly. 
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incorporating 

Topic Notes 
Features 
along the 

route 

It was suggested by the attendees that the S2S should be seen as a means to link and pass through existing features 
along the bay such as the Martello towers, Booterstown Marsh, Blackrock Park, Blackrock village, Maretimo 
headland, as opposed to a purely linear coastal walk which would have less features of interest along the route.  
 
LOD commented that people would not use the facility if it were one long straight line, especially not parents with 
buggies of children on bikes. This project should also be made a leisure way as oppose to a cycleway and facilities 
such as cafes, excerscise equipment, kids playgrounds and fountains should be incorporated into the design.  
 
Some discussion took place in relation to mixing cyclists with pedestrians if the width is reduced from 8m. The issue 
of separation was considered and with an inland route one option could be to send the cyclists onto the road. A key 
objective of this project should be low impact route with high impact sites with interesting sections, features or sites 
of note.  
 
VH suggested interpretative centres along the Marsh and Blackrock Park and referred to a woman from Bray who 
gives guided tours from the DART who may be able to provide some interesting points to note along the route.  
 

  

Mitigation 
measures 

The previously prepared AWN Environmental report was referred to.  It was noted that the proposed mitigation 
measure in the report of replacement of roosting areas with newly construction ones was not considered appropriate. 

  

Vehicles JW queried access to the S2S for emergency vehicles, and remarked that if an ambulance can fit along the route, 
then motorcyclists will abuse the facility. 

  

Eastern 
Bypass 

OM queried the relationship between this project, DCC and the NRA, given the eastern bypass proposals. LMcK/ 
DB assured the group that DCC is aware of the NRA project and discussions are ongoing.  
 

  

Promenade/
cycleway 

JW expressed concern about mixing cyclists with pedestrians. A kerb separation would be dangerous.  
 
The point was made that the route would not be used by commuting cyclists as they would prefer to use the roads.  
The route would therefore be more appropriately called a “leisure way” 
 
It was stated that there already exists approximately 13km of seashore walking from Sutton to Sandycove 
 
JW suggested that long straight sections should be avoided, as they become boring and again will not be used.  
 

  

Dublin Bay 
as National 

Park 

The suggestion was made that Dublin Bay may some day be designated as a National Public park, and the question 
raised as to how the S2S would fit into this.  

  

Surfaces/  
materials 

JW would rather not see a “hard surface” where it is proposed to be a walkway, in particular long stretches of 
tarmacadam as it is uncomfortable to walk on and thus will be underutilised. 
 
JW expressed concern that the term boardwalk implies wood finish and given the harsh conditions that this would 
deteriorate rapidly. DB will be looking at this as part of the design.  
 
DD asked if screening were to be provided would it be similar to that of bus shelters. DB, the issue of vandal proof 
materials will be address by the consultants as part of the design process.  
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incorporating 

Topic Notes 
Blackrock 

Park 
LOD mentioned that DLRCC have proposals for the old circus site at Booterstown/ Blackrock. There is also a plan 
to provide an additional carpark in this area. Any plans here should link into our proposals and where possible 
hedging should be used as screening to create a green corridor.  
 
It was noted that Blackrock Park is under utilised and various reasons were put forward for this, the main one being 
poor accessibility. The S2S, if it is to be a success, must be attractive to those with disabilities and mobility issues, 
including those with buggies and prams. Aidan ffrench is the parks superintendent for DLRCC.  
 

  

Maretimo 
Headland 

It was mentioned that the owner of this headland lives in Canada. 
 
DB asked if any roosting occurring at the Maretimo Headland. There has not been any of note. Suggestion to open 
this area for access only instead of a route through it. This and other heritage areas should be preserved. The S2S 
should link together discrete design sections incorporating these features where possible, rather than be one S2S 
design standard.  
 

  

Tidal issues It was stated that any infill between the existing promenade at Sandymount and Sean Moore Park could result in 
impacts on tidal characteristics in that area 

  

Ecological 
significance 

of built 
features  

LOD mentioned that the existing sea wall provides a habitat for invertebrates which attach to the wall.  It also 
provides a habitat for plants which live within the spray zone, replicating a cliff habitat.  

  

Lighting DB questioned the effect of public lighting on the ecology. OM said that the birds are not bothered by it and have 
become habituated to artificial light and the city. The lights in Malahide were mentioned by the group as an example 
of interesting design. (The Rob Walls, tube lighting)  
 
It was stated that the lighting at Sandymount has not resulted in any significant negative impacts on birds, despite 
initial concerns. 
 
The potential impacts of lighting in other areas is not known. SW would need to provide more details for the 
attendees to make a judgement on the impact of lighting 
 
JW would not like to see the same lighting be used along the entire length of the scheme.  
 
OC would like to see the proposals for the lighting.  
 
MB & JW said lighting was definitely a requirement for safety and security reasons.  
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incorporating 

Topic Notes 
Education 

and 
interpretive 

features 

OC would like to see signs on the boardwalk or beach but not in the areas currently not habituated by humans.  
 
JW noted that the DART bridges provide good lookouts for bird watchers. This option should be explored further.  
 
Education is key to the project and schools have shown great interest, when approached, in the wildlife of the bay.  
 
The point was made that any interpretive features should include those aimed at children.   
 
The point was made that a long stretch of coastal promenade could be dangerous to large groups of children, and it 
would be better to provide connecting routes between features, with congregation points at hides or lookouts.  
 
JW noted that signage, weather and vandal proof, is very expensive.  
 

  

Commun-
ication 

The group would like to be kept informed of the progress along the entire S2S, from Sutton right through to 
Sandycove.  
 

 



Sutton to Sandycove Promenade and Cycleway South 
 

Phase Two – Sean Moore Park to East Pier, Dun Laoghaire 
Minutes of Risk Workshop  
26th March 2007 – 2:30pm 

 
Present:   
Adrian Conway, PO* (AC)  Leah McKenna, PO* (LM)  
Deirdre Black, Scott Wilson (DB) Karol McCusker, Scott Wilson (KM) 
John Armstrong, Scott Wilson (JA) Brendan Butler, DCC Project Support Office (BB) 
Tim Carey, Heritage Officer, DLRCC (TC) Terry Doherty, NPWS (TD) 
Una Bagnall, Planning DCC (UB) Eileen Brady, Area Office DCC, (EB) 
Tony Maguire, SAFER DCC, (TM) Rory O’Sullivan, Engineering DLRCC, (ROS) 
Gerry Barry, Parks Dept, DCC (GB) 
*(PO – DCC Project Office) 
 
Introductions 
 
Opening Remarks by Project Manager, Adrian Conway, Senior Engineer 
 
JA outlined the progress to date by Scott Wilson. A number of options have 
been developed, some generic and some site specific. The area under review 
has been broken roughly into 9 sections with various options suitable to each. 
The purpose of the workshop is to address the suitability of these design 
options under various risk headings as well as ensuring as many risks are 
considered at this early stage as possible. A list of the risks together with 
illustrations of each option was distributed at the meeting, for comment on, to 
those in attendance.   
 
There were 31 risks identified by the consultants, each of which were discussed 
and categorised for each of the options 
A revised copy of the risk register will be distributed at a later date. EB and BB 
recommended that an additional risk to cover statutory procedures should be 
added to the register.  
 
Typical Option 1 
 
Option 1 is a 7.5m (approx) wide berm with a rock-armour revetment. This 
option includes raising the sea wall between the promenade and the existing 
road or railway.  
The main points discussed were as follows:  
TD recommended that the most sensitive areas, including mudflats be identified 
along the route. Areas where Eel Grass (Zostera Beds) are of particular 
significance.  
TM noted that “prism” may model the dynamics of the bay. This will need to be 
examined at a later stage of the design.  
Disturbance with the timing of the project, during the year as well as during the 
day were discussed. TD noted that the construction stage did not have a huge 
impact on the wildlife-it is more the long-term effects that need to be 
considered. Exposure of the area to dogs, for example, was a huge problem. 
The more sensitive area at present is between Merrion Gates and Booterstown 
as there is poor access to the area for humans. The long-term impact of 
opening this area to the public would be negative on the habitat.  
Mitigation measures and screening were discussed as options to overcome or 
minimise this problem.  
In discussing the built heritage, it was noted that the railings at the yacht clubs 
are protected structures and therefore must be taken into consideration in the 
design.  
The ownership of the area must be carefully checked as TD has heard it said 
that the Pembroke Estate owns all the reclaimed land in the area. Consultation 
at an early stage will be critical.  
In terms of consultation, there may be alternative points of view between 
residents and the general public/ users. Residents affected by flooding may be 
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pleased with flood protection. PR and consultation is again critically important to 
the success of the project. The form of design will influence the view affected, in 
some areas a wall may be required.  
Personal security can be minimised with additional lighting, more access points, 
policing and warden and possibly CCTV monitoring.  
The issue of traffic management and access was discussed and the need to 
assess the access issue separately, both during construction and also access in 
the long term. Good management is essential, both during construction and 
once the amenity is open.  
Preconstruction condition surveys may be required on some properties.   
Construction may necessitate the installation of temporary sheet piles, as the 
area is tidal. Licensing requirements need to be considered.  
 
Typical Option 2 
 
This option is similar to option 1 but proposes a vertical wall in place of rock 
armour.  
TM noted that this option might also necessitate the construction of groins 
perpendicular to the amenity. 
 
Many of the same issues arise as per typical option 1.  
Additional graffiti may be experienced. The limited access to the beach area will 
have a positive effect on the wildlife but may have a negative impact on users of 
the facility, both from the amenity value and from a safety perspective.  
 
Typical Option 3 
 
This option is an elevated walkway with a flood protection wall on the landside 
of the structure.  
TD felt this option may be better as there is potentially less scour as no 
continuous wall.  
A recommendation to add aesthetics and opportunities to the list was made.  
Pollution and the build up of debris are a concern in this option. Difficulty in 
maintaining cleanliness as access to underside may be difficult. This would be a   
trap for debris, including debris from the sea. 
Anti-social activity is the major negative aspect of this option. People may 
congregate under structure for anti-social activities.  
Danger of exposure to wave action could cause users to get wet by spray 
coming up through walkway.  
Danger of people becoming trapped underneath structure and not being visible 
from structure, of particular concern during high tides and storm events.  
Danger of damage to structure in extreme storm events.  
The material to be used for construction was discussed as stray electrical 
current from the DART power lines could cause corrosion if steel is used.  
 
Typical Option 4 
 
This option is similar to option 3 but constructed 5m-6m out to sea from existing 
wall/ embankment.  
It was felt that this option would definitely have a more negative impact on the 
biodiversity of the area than previous option. It would also be more visually 
intrusive to passers by as it would be in their view of the bay.  
Vulnerability to vandalism and anti-social behaviour would also be higher than 
previous options, as well as increased safety concerns during flood and storm 
events.  
While damage to adjoining property would be minimised, damage to the habitat 
would be a major issue, in particular zostera beds.  
AC would like to see an item on the list for adaptability/ flexibility of flood 
protection element of the design. This would accommodate later changes in sea 
level, if global warming continues.  
 
Typical Option 5 
 
This option proposes constructing an earth embankment 5m-6m out from the 

 
 
 
 
 
 

SW 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

SW 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

SW 
 
 
 
 
 



existing sea wall/ embankment and using rock armour on either side. A wetland 
between the existing wall and proposed embankment is envisaged.  
  
This option is considered to be worse from an environmental perspective than 
previous options. The additional wetland area would be of little benefit from a 
habitat perspective, could potentially dry out and act as a dirt trap for litter and 
could be unsightly with weeds. Damage to the built heritage and access for 
properties for undesirables are more reduced that in options 1&2.  
 
Typical Option 6 
 
This section is proposed in Dun Laoghaire for the area between the Martello 
Tower and Monkstown.  
Impact on the environment is felt to be potentially less than for the other 
options. The amenity value for users of the area is generally improved except 
for those who currently use the area for sunbathing.  
 
Typical Option 7 
 
This option is proposed for construction in the Old Harbour in Dun Laoghaire. 
This area is not designated under the SPA but is protected under the built 
environment.  Pollution of the bay was of concern as cement and concrete are 
proposed, but it was noted that contaminants such as mercury have been found 
to exist in the harbour.  
 
Some discussion was had on SEA and Environmental Appraisal of the Bay.  
 
Summary of additional Items for inclusion on the risk register 
 
Datum should note “to Malin Head” to avoid any confusion.  
 
Height relative to existing ground level should be marked on the drawings.  
 
This risk associated with statutory procedures should be added to the register.  
 
Traffic management as a risk should be covered by two separate points, access 
during construction and also access in the long term 
 
A recommendation to add to the register the overall aesthetics of project as well 
as opportunities (i.e. for drainage pipes or ducts to be run along amenity) 
available with the design was made. 
 
Adaptability/ flexibility of the flood protection element of the design should be 
noted.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 
   



Sutton to Sandycove Cycleway and Promenade South 
 

Minutes of Project Review Meeting 24th April 2007 
 
 

Present: Adrian Conway, DCC (AC) 
  Leah McKenna, DCC (LMcK) 
  Rosemary McNulty, DCC (RMcN) 
  Rory O’Sullivan, DLRCC 
  John Armstrong, Scott Wilson (JA) 
  Deirdre Black, Scott Wilson (DB) 
  Stephen Powell, Scott Wilson (SP) 
  Apologies: Martin LeRoux, Scott Wilson (MLeR) 
 
 
Review Minutes of previous meeting – 13th March 2007 
 
Minutes of Meeting are agreed. 
Outstanding action items include: 
 
S2S 020: DB had previously suggested that it would be helpful if the DTO could 
provide any information on the volume of people that may be estimated to use 
the facility in the future.  DB to speak to Sean Doherty of the DTO on this issue. 
 
S2S 022: In relation to outstanding ownership issues in the area LMcK has now 
sent drawings to the DCC referencing section and is currently waiting a 
response. 
 
S2S 029: In relation to a SEA, the NFPO is sending a screening report to the 
three relevant authorities (EPA, DEHLG and DMNR).  This report seeks their 
endorsement of the position that a SEA will be conducted on a voluntary basis 
but that it is not statutorily required. 
 
S2S 035: AC says that SW should note the NPWS recommendations that SI’s 
should take place during the summer months.  AC requests that SW put 
together SI proposals that can be put to the NPWS at this stage, particularly in 
light of seasonality issues. 
 
S2S 037: AC also requests that SW submit an estimate of SI costs.  This will 
enable AC to determine what procurement process it will be necessary to use. 
 
S2S 040: NFPO to forward SW with a list of relevant bridges as provided by 
Eugene Fox, Irish Rail. 
SP is to forward AC with a list of requirements from Irish Rail.  AC suggests 
possibly organising another meeting with Eugene Fox of Irish Rail. 
 
S2S 041: AC to check with Eileen Brady, DCC on the scheduling of a meeting 
with local residents and revert to SW. 
 
Programme & Progress 
 
JA presents copies of the draft Feasibility Report to AC and ROS. 
 
AC notes that SW should include an executive summary in the report. 
 
On Page 2 of the report, AC requests that SW clarify the purpose of the report.  
He suggests the wording: “Detail the methodology involved in selecting 
options”. 
 
On Page 6 of the report, AC requests that SW remove the reference to the 
possibility of the Stena Line Service being discontinued. 
DB agrees with this point and mentions that she has discussed the feasibility 
report with Mary Henchy, DLRCC in terms of the coastal plan.  DB says that she 
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may incorporate some of the coastal plans long-term objectives into the final 
feasibility report.  AC agrees that this would be a good idea. 
 
In relation to the Specific Local Objectives, AC requests that SW remove the 
reference to the Eastern Bypass, as it is not relevant to this particular project. 
 
DB notes that she has received the DTO’s draft plans for the transport 
interchange.  DB to forward a copy to NFPO. 
 
AC says that SW should note in the report that they have already been 
appointed as PSDP.  He requests that they clarify that SW is the designer and 
the PSDP and that DCC is the client. 
AC notes that as part of the PSDP duties, SW should prepare a preliminary 
Health & Safety Plan.  He also suggests that SW should provide a seperate 
Health & Safety appendix as part of the feasibility report. 
 
AC says that the NFPO and DLRCC will need more time to examine the 
feasibility report in further detail and will revert to SW. 
 
JA goes through the Feasibility Report and the options contained in it. 
 
Sean Moore Park to Existing promenade 
 
JA says that for this section options 1 and 3 have achieved the highest scores, 
and that these are the two options that SW would recommend bringing forward.  
He says that option 3 would be the cheaper of the two but that there would be 
obvious disadvantages to it.  However one big advantage of option 3 would be 
in terms of its environmental impact as it’s eco-footprint would be smaller. 
 
ROS questions if SW has an alternative to the use of rock armour, as he would 
see strong objections to its use for aesthetic reasons. 
DB says that rock armour can be used in such a way that it can look 
aesthetically pleasing.  SP agrees and says that it can look appealing as long 
as it is done in the correct manner and depending on the type of stone that is 
used and the way in which it is cut.  DB presents photo examples of rock 
armour used in Newcastle. 
AC notes that there would be environmental objections to the use of any infill 
option with sideslopes because of its large eco-footprint. 
 
DB queries the need to also bring forward a boardwalk option (i.e. option 5).  
AC agrees that only bringing forward two options is a bit restrictive at this stage 
and he suggests that SW should also consider combining different options. 
 
AC says that if SW decides that the existing footpath cannot be used, they 
should rule it out at this stage.  There would be an argument to make use of the 
existing path in order to minimise the eco-footprint but an investigation into 
increased traffic volumes could produce a strong argument against this option.  
For flood protection reasons, the wall level would also have to be raised which 
would impinge on existing sea views. 
ROS says that from his perspective the use of the existing footpath wouldn’t be 
acceptable because this would mean bringing the walkway inland.  He says that 
the whole concept of the design brief is to produce a coastal cycleway and 
walkway that is separate to the existing network.  AC notes this but says that 
the brief also takes into account environmental issues.  If the use of the existing 
footpath is to be ruled out then SW must put down a strong a reasoned 
argument for doing so. 
 
AC says that in summary it is likely that options 1, 5 and 7 will be brought 
forward at this stage, subject to the views of other stakeholders. 
 
Martello Tower to the end of the existing promenade. 
 
JA says that for this section, option 1 had the highest score.  This option would 
basically involve improving the existing footpath. 
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AC says that this section of the route should be relatively easy, with the one 
major consideration being the flood protection aspect. 
AC suggests that it would be a good idea to run through the various options 
here with a flood protection expert. 
JA says that SW would currently recommend option 1 for the full length of this 
section and option 4 for the car park areas. 
AC queries the number of openings/gaps that will be required in the wall and 
says that SW need to clarify this point particularly in terms of the flood 
protection considerations. 
 
Residential Properties along Strand Road 
 
AC queries the possibility of raising the level of the new wall in option B1 to 
provide increased flood protection.  AC also questions the reason for the 
second wall as featured in SW’s drawings. 
AC requests that SW put together a separate pull out report on this section of 
the route that can be brought forward to consultations with residents. 
 
Merrion Gates 
 
JA says that for this area of the plans, C1 is currently SW’s preferred option. 
AC mentions that there are currently plans for construction to take place in this 
area in the near future.  NFPO to forward drawings detailing these plans to SW. 
 
Merrion Gates to Merrion House 
 
JA says that SW is currently recommending option D2 for this section. 
AC suggests that option D4, the wall option, should also be brought forward at 
this stage. 
 
ROS queries if decisions are being made on the options at this early stage, he 
would appreciate more time to examine the options before making any 
decisions.  AC accepts this point but says that it is part of the consultants brief 
to recommend options and the numbers do need to be narrowed down.  No 
decisions were being made until the other project stakeholders had an input. 
 
Merrion House to Blackrock Marsh 
 
JA says that out of the seven options being looked at here, number 1 has 
scored the highest.  This is closely followed by option number 2. 
 
Blackrock Marsh to Seafort Parade 
 
ROS says that from DLRCC’s perspective he can see major objections to going 
along the Rock Road.  He says that the whole concept of the S2S project is to 
provide a Dublin Bay Walkway along the edge of the coast. 
DB accepts this point but says that even if only to satisfy the ecological 
requirements this option does need to be fully examined before it can be ruled 
out. 
AC also notes the point that ROS is making but says that the project brief does 
allow for the walkway to go inland and it also states in the brief that the new 
route should link in with existing walkways and parks. 
ROS says that he would like SW to put every effort into the projects primary 
objective of providing a Dublin Bay walkway and in so far as possible should 
avoid bringing the route inland. 
 
Blackrock Station to Maritimo Headland 
 
JA says that option 3 is the highest scoring for this section of the route, followed 
by option 2. 
 
JA says that if possible here, SW would like to use the existing strip of land that 
sits alongside the railway line.  This land is under the ownership of Irish Rail.  
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AC says that it is certainly possible to discuss this possibility with Irish Rail but 
he thinks it is unlikely that they would agree to this. 
JA says that if the use of this Irish Rail land is ruled out then the next strongest 
option would be number 2 but further out from the railway than is illustrated in 
the current drawings. 
 
ROS says that he can see strong objections to option 3 from the residents of 
Idrone Terrace. 
 
AC notes that contact needs to be made at an early date with the Maritimo 
Headland owner.  ROS to provide contact details. 
 
Maritimo Headland to Brighton Vale 
 
JA says that options 2 and 3 are the highest scoring for this section of the route. 
 
JA says that similarly in this section SW would ideally like to make use of the 
strip of land owned by Irish Rail. 
 
AC suggests organising another meeting with Eugene Fox of Irish Rail to 
discuss issues such as this (see earlier action item). 
 
AC queries if flood protection is an issue along the railway.  JA says that the 
existing wall is fairly sufficient, it may just need to be raised at a few points. 
 
AC notes that if the new walkway were going to go alongside the railway, a solid 
barrier would be preferable to the use of a railing.  This would be in terms of 
environmental issues and would provide a visual barrier as well as a barrier for 
dogs accessing areas that would previously have been inaccessible. 
 
JA notes that one particularly difficult section is at houses number 17 and 17A 
at Brighton Vale.  AC says that this difficult area needs to be looked at as a 
section in itself. 
DB suggests the use of a low-level boardwalk in this area.  JA agrees but notes 
that this would mean it may be inaccessible at high tides.  AC says that it may 
be necessary to incorporate such a restriction into certain sections of the route. 
 
AC also requests that ROS provide contact details for the residents of houses 
17 and 17A Brighton Vale. 
 
End of Brighton Vale to Monkstown Station 
 
JA says that along the Gut SW are currently considering the use of option 
number 1. 
 
AOB 
 
In terms of Health and Safety requirements AC notes that SW need to consider 
access for emergency vehicles along the route. 
 
AC requests that SW forward extra copies of the draft feasibility report to DCC 
and DLRCC.  These copies can then be distributed to members of the steering 
group who can then give feedback and comments on suggested amendments.   
AC suggests that SW should then incorporate any suggested changes and 
review the draft report in advance of the next steering group meeting. 
 
The next S2S South Steering Group Meeting is scheduled for the 15th May 
2007 at 2:30pm.  The venue is the Conference Room in Block 1, Floor 2 of 
the Civic Offices. 
 
After the Steering Group Meeting SW can then finalise the Feasibility Report 
before the end of May. 
 
AC also notes that SW will need to prepare a presentation to make to local 
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councillors ahead of public consultations.  These council meetings will take 
place in June. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 



Sutton to Sandycove Promenade and Cycleway South 
 

Phase Two – Sean Moore Park to East Pier, Dun Laoghaire 
 

Minutes of Meeting 28th May 2007 
 
Present: Tom Leahy, DCC (TL)   Sam Phillips, SW (SP) 
  Adrian Conway, PO* (AC)  John Armstrong, SW (JA) 
  Leah McKenna, PO* (LMcK)  Martin LeRoux, SW (MLeR) 
  Rory O’Sullivan, DLRCC (RO’S)  Deirdre Black, SW (DB)   
       Patricia Gilworth, SW (PG) 
 

*(PO – Project Office)   (SW - Scott Wilson) 
 
 
TL asked for the proposed agenda for today’s meeting.  He suggests that SW 
start to run through the feasibility report as appropriate and comments can be 
given afterwards. 
 
SP says that SW received initial feedback from TL, AC and RO’S on the draft 
Feasibility Report.  The SW team have now met and are in agreement that there 
are imperfections with the draft.  The purpose of the draft report was to elicit 
views and feedback from DCC and DLRCC. 
 
Over Riding  Purpose – Four Key to Report 
§ Creation of Coastal Promenade and Cycleway. 
§ Provide enhanced coastal protection. 
§ Provide an Amenity. 
§ Interact with existing infrastructure. 

 
Objectives: 
§ Prepare Design Parameters. 
§ Identify options. 

 
Discussions have taken place on the issue of design parameters as far back as 
January (See minutes to previous meetings), but the issue has obviously not 
been adequately addressed. 
PG discussed and distributed a short paper for discussion on the proposed 
design parameters for the scheme. It included nine design parameters ranging 
from coastal edge design to physical separation and surfacing to lighting and 
furniture. It was noted that the cycle lane guidelines are UK guidance documents 
and some attention should be given to the Irish guidelines.  
 
Patricia notes that many of these were agreed at meetings, but not formally and 
they are not included in the draft feasibility report. 
 
SP: Report should have been more descriptive and criteria should have been 
amended.  “Red, amber and green” approach for everything from design 
criteria/parameters to design options.  It was intended to pear down options after 
discussion.  He does find it almost impossible to read the report submitted and 
proposes a more user-friendly type format with appendices at the back.  The 
issue of time is now critical at this point – revised draft in 3 to 4 weeks? 
 
RO’S says he does not think this is possible as these design parameters need to 
be agreed with the other stakeholders, which is the agreed process. While this is 
good starting point, there may not be enough information in this report.  
Everything else in the feasibility report hinges on these parameters. RO’S feels 
that alot of time has been wasted on work that had already been previously 
covered in the Tiros Report. 
 
MleR says that SW had to revisit the TIROS report and its proposals in order to 
ensure it was viable, while also identifying any new options.  
 

Action 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
SW 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



TL notes that the information fro the Tiros Report was a starting point, it did not 
need re-invention however, there were a number of outstanding issues with the 
previous report including costs, buildability and environmental impact which 
needed further development. These do not appear to have been fully explored in 
the draft.  
 
In original presentation, SP gave examples of similar to work elsewhere. Where 
is the vision? The CA expected that the proposals would involve a clear vision 
and establish the S2S as an iconic piece of infrastructure for Dublin.  
 
SP explains that there isn’t a single option but rather a series of options under an 
overall  “theme” or look.  It will look similar along the route.  
 
RO’S says that the route had already been developed (TIROS Report) and 
options were then to be further developed as per the RFP.  Also, an evaluation of 
environmental group opinions is needed, not just a report on what they said. 
 
DB says that SW has had meetings on this point and that these showed there 
was a need to look at the inland route. 
RO’S accepts this but says that we need to evaluate SW’s proposals and 
minimise/disregard this inland option by means of evaluation. 
 
DB notes that current legislation requires all possible options to be evaluated and 
given the environmental sensitivity of the site the inland option requires 
evaluation. 
 
RO’S notes that the access issue along the railway section has not been 
addressed. 
 
RO’S says that he wants to see the consultant’s views on this, and not just the 
environmental groups input.  Patricia suggests that the inland route should be 
assessed as  “red” so it can be eliminated. She reminded the meeting that in the 
draft report the inland route was not the preferred option.  
 
It was noted that SW had engaged Brian Madden and that the Feasibility Report 
should include a section setting out his assessment on environmental/ ecological 
grounds.  
 
TL questions if SP are satisfied with the buildability of the options.  SP says that 
there could be pinch-points but they have decided that they are not going to be 
deflected by this.  A phased approach to the construction can be used. 
 
TL says that the CA requirements were clearly set out: 
1) Design Parameters. 
2) Options – one of these is incompatible with the overriding purpose so may 

be a waste of resources and should be removed. 
 
DB says that the EIS will require consideration of all options. TL says that there 
is a sensitivity analysis of the options required. This will show that options only 
become options if they meet the requirements of the RFP and the selection 
criteria, such as flood protection and a coastal route. There should be a clear 
methodology for the feasibility assessment, it is not clear to date that there is 
one. 
 
PG noted that SW was using criteria that had been approved at a Steering Group 
Meeting.  RO’S says that these criteria were presented at the Steering Group 
Meeting but were not definitively approved by group members.  The matrices 
were developed by SW. 
 
Patricia and DB both make the point that Steering Group Members were 
requested to come back to SW/NFPO with their feedback but that no comments 
were received.  RO’S says that this is not a basis for assuming that the criteria 
have been approved.  They are still contrary to the RFP.   
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
TL says that scoring does not constitute an evaluation. DB accepts that a 
qualitative and quantitative approach is required. 
 
RO’S says that there is no mention of traffic on Page 47, scoring, evaluation and 
mitigation. 
 
There is a general discussion on option selection and evaluation using scoring 
matrix and technical evaluation. 
 
TL accepts that a lot of work has been done but questions the methodology.  
 
RO’S says that he has raised the flooding issue within the DLRCC area – what 
are the flood defence criteria? 
TL says a statement is needed that will cross reference national standards.  He 
also requests that SW speak to DLRCC in relation to this issue of flooding. 
TL asked if SP have a coastal defence expert and notes that it is up to SW to 
satisfy us that the required standards have been met and to examine the options 
with regard to safety.  All options to be considered would have to achieve the 
required standard of flood protection.  
 
TL says that SW need to take on board the feedback received to date.   
 

1) Need to finalise design parameters – propose a “workshop” to agree 
these design parameters in house (DCC & DLRCC). 

 
2) Review the options in report.  The DEHLG favours the format of the S2S 

North Final Feasibility Report, particularly Chapter A - Ecology. The 
report should clearly show that one overall person had charge of final 
draft, not just a collection of reports from various members of the design 
team. 
Buildability – need to revisit these options where pinch points. 
Clarity on the level of cycle track at some points. 
SP will re-evaluate against criteria as set against scoring RFP. Proposed 
concepts considered in the feasibility report can only be brought forward 
as real options from the report when they meet all the requirements of 
the RFP. 
TL clarifys that the steering committee will not agree anything but will 
provide feedback.  SP does not want to go off track again. 

 
3) Prepare documents on design parameters – cross referenced to RFP – 

to include flooding and buildability.  This should perhaps be discussed 
before issue put to steering group. 

 
TL says that SW will need to revert to the project office quite quickly with a new 
format for the report. SW to come back with a new draft by the end of the week. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
SW 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
SW 
 
 
 
SW 
 
 
 
SW 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
c.c All Present 
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Project No  BC06049 
Title S2S PHASE 2 

Supply Number        

Subject       Meeting Number 1 Date & Time 2 August 2007 

Venue       Notes by Patricia Gilbert 

Attendees 

Tom Leahy 
Adrian Conway 
Patricia Gilbert 
Sam Phillips 

Distribution  

SJTP 
MLeR 
KMcC 
JA 
DB 

 
Item Notes Action 
 Methodology 

 
• We are to show how design parameters/concepts/evaluation criteria relate and how 

we arrived at the conclusion (also why some options are not being taken forward).  
Tom is to email notes/flow chart. 

 

 

 Introduction 
 
• Include above methodology/flow chart. 
 

 

 Overview  
 
• Tom has some minor comments. 
 

 

 Policies 
 
• Include reference to DCC Flood Protection Policy. 
 

 

 Design Parameters 
 
• Conclusions should be stronger.  Out of the commentary should come a 

recommendation influenced by stated factors.  PG pointed out that Rory had the 
opposite view and that we should have “no hostages to fortune”. 

 
• Surface – the recommendation should be that the surface does not need to be 

determined at this stage. 
 
• Edge – bullet point format (and possibly for other parameters). 
 
• Access Points – those onto shore should not compromise flood defence. 
 
• Design Life – why 100 years?  Support this statement e.g. equate to design life for 

bridges; probably should be a minimum 50 years and capable of being built upon 
and strengthened. 

 
• Health and Safety – expand. 
 
• Flooding – flood defence at back of promenade (make this clear)! 
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• Expand this section to include discussion of astronomical tides; surges, wave 
overtopping etc.  Include a graphic representation to explain how these build up. 

 
 Generic Concepts 

 
• State that they all meet 3 key objectives i.e. they provide a cycleway and 

promenade; they provide flood protection (it was pointed out that the S2S was not 
a prerequisite to flood protection) and they meet cost objective (how? – not 
explained). 

 
• Concept 1 – Show low wall. 
 
• Concept 6 – applies only to harbour area (state). 
 

 

 Chapter 6 
 
• Hydrology and Coastal Protection – relate flood levels to existing wall levels. 
 
• Reduce Ecology to key factors. 
 
• Show 2 options at the houses, one with the promenade at 2.5m and one at 3.5m 

ODM. 
 
• Is an off shore timber structure feasible i.e could one build off the structure itself 

without impacting upon the zostera. 
 
• Discuss how road option would work (or not). 
 
• Sell the benefits of S2S. 
 
• Costs should include VAT and identify price sensitivity and where costs have 

come from. 
 

 

 Other Matters 
 
• PG to write to AC setting out what additional baseline ecological surveys are 

required and timing. 
 
• Next meeting Thursday 16 August 2007 to sign off A & C and also go through dry 

run of powerpoint presentation to steering group. 
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Project No  BC06409 
Title S2S PHASE 2 

Supply Number        

Subject       Meeting Number 2 Date & Time 16 August 2007 

Venue Dublin City Council Offices  Notes by Patricia Gilbert  

Attendees 

Tom Leahy DCC 
Adrian Conway DCC 
Rory O’Sullivan  DLRCC 
Sam Phillips SW 
Patricia Gilbert SW 
 

Distribution  

TL 
AC 
RO’S 
SJTP 
 

 
Item Notes Action 
 Presentation 

 
• SJTP ran through the proposed structure of the presentation to the Steering Group starting 

with the study methodology. 
 

 

 Methodology  
 
• Reference flow chart to chapters and vice versa. 
 

 

 Houses at Sandymount 
 
• AC – do a bit more on the road and abstract text as a briefing note plus photo sketch for 

consultation with residents.  NB : RO’S does not want to meet the residents at Brighton 
Vale at this stage. 

 

 

 Ecology 
 
• Brian Madden will be instructed by the NRA to release baseline ecological data to 

ourselves. 
 

 

 Report  
 
• RO’S – “question of access will be critical in the Dun Laoghaire area, it is accepted that 

the promenade will be inaccessible at times”. 
 
• AC – “how have we gone with the up and over access at the flood defence?” – PG said 

shown as a ramp on the drawings. 
 
• White Lady – name? (Mexican Wave) 
 
• RO’S – “include in the report an option for the Council to buy the 2 houses”. 
 
• AC – “It may be better to leave original risk assessment behind.  It could be done at 

preliminary design stage when options are not being considered in vacuum” -   SJTP said 
we would write a short section on risk. 

 
• RO’S – “we need to concentrate on getting sections B and D brought forward” 
 
• AC – “we should talk to Brian Madden as to how we sell the project”. 
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• RO’S – “Tim Carey is running a conference in Dun Laoghaire next month on 
conservation and development” – suggests meeting with him, DCC’s Biodiversity Officer 
(Mairéad Stock) and Brian after we write B and D. 

 
• RO’S – “offered to do a technical editing and to look at draft of B and D within next few 

weeks”. 
 
• RO’S – “has looked at Coal Quay Bridge – thinks that a cantilevered structure might be an 

option”. 
 
• AC – “suggests meetings with individual stakeholders during September” then 

presentation to Steering Group at the end of the month. 
 

 Next Meetings 
 
18 and 19 September – Project Board Meeting and Consultations (DOE/DTO and NPWS). 
 
27 September at 10.30 am – Steering Group (Presentation). 
 

 

 



S2S Phase Two 
 
Environmental Issues affecting the Route 
 
Meeting on Thursday 13th September 2007 at 11.00am in the  
 
Conference Room Block 2, Floor 2. 
 
Present: 
 
DCC     
Adrian Conway (AC) 
Leah McKenna (LMcK) 
Yvonne Patterson (YP) 
Mairead Stack (MS)  - Biodiversity Officer 
 
Brian Madden (BM)  - Ecology Consultant 
 
Scott Wilson 
Sam Phillips (SP) 
John Armstrong (JA) 
Deirdre Black (DB) 
 
DLR 
Rory O’Sullivan (RO’S) 
Rosaleen Dwyer (RD)  - Biodiversity Officer 
Tim Carey (TC) 
 
 
(AC) opened the meeting and outlined the purpose of the meeting; i.e. to form an overview as to 
the position of the Feasibility Study from the Ecology/Environment viewpoint, now that the 
ecological report has been submitted and how the Study should be presented to the NPWS. 
 
Brian Madden was introduced as Scott Wilson’s Ecology Consultant, and who has been working 
on the Environmental Study for the past few months. He was requested to make a brief verbal 
presentation on the findings of the report with reference to our scheme, beginning with an 
overview of the environmental significance of the area.  
 
In Brian Madden‘s ecology report, he has provided: 
 
Ø An overview of the designations in Dublin Bay, (what is and is not allowed). 
Ø A section-by-section ecological impact report on the proposed scheme. 

 
BM opened his presentation by stating that Dublin Bay is of huge importance in terms of 
conservation.  Two directives are very important, namely, the Habitat Directive and the Birds 
Directive. Dublin Bay has been designated as a Special Area of Conservation (SAC) and a 
Special Protection Area (SPA) under these directives.  
 

SAC – Habitat Directive. 
The area designated under SAC comes right up to the sea wall and has been 
designated for its inter-tidal mud flats and also for drift vegetation and sand dune 
formation. These are listed in Annex 1 of the directive.  

 
There will be complete loss of habitat by the infill option and partial loss of habitat 
through shading from a platform on stilts.  Further indirect impact on the SAC would be 
from the infill option as this could change tidal currents leading to scouring. The EU 
frowns upon any loss of habitat, and alternatives must have been considered prior to 
resorting to loss of habitat. The project must also be justified as necessary.  



SPA – Birds Directive. 
The birds that use the Bay include Brent Geese, various species of Terns and also 
significant numbers of Wintering Waterfowl.  These are listed in Annex 1 of Directive.  

 
The terns arrive in their hundreds and roost on the banks/sand, last July 11,500 terns 
arrived around late July early October.  Brent Geese arrive from Canada early 
September to the Zosteria beds at Merrion Gates (approx 20m from rear of houses) 
where they stay on the mud flats for approx. 6 weeks grazing.  Article 4 of the directive 
notes that significant disturbance in this area is not allowed. Disturbance is due to 
physical presence of people/dogs etc. 

 
Construction work as well as introducing people to the area could cause disturbance and the 
birds moving further from the shore. If this disturbance can be proved to be significant, it would 
signify the project not proceeding.  At present the EU are very interested in Dublin Bay, and the 
National Parks and Wildlife Services are acutely aware of this interest. They will make a 
judgement on the scheme in terms of impact after we have made our case to them. We need to 
look at mitigation and compensatory habitat.  
 
(MS) stated that the requirement is that no loss of habitat is acceptable, we would need to 
answer very strongly if there is any loss of habitat (under habitats directive) or disturbance to 
birds (in birds directive) equally. 
 
Also referred to DCC Biodiversity Plan and NPWS Management Plan. 
 
Brian Madden went through the various options and sections of the route. 
 
Section A 
Small area of Annex 1 Habitats – Sand Dunes and inter-tidal mud flats. 
 
Section along Strand Road, 
Loss of habitat-embryonic dunes is an issue; preferred option would be piled or cantilevered, as 
these would have the least impact.  
 
The overall percentage of loss of habitat is calculated to be 0.4 of the total SAC, which is 
approx. 700 ha. About 40% of this is in section A. However, it is not necessarily sufficient to rely 
on overall percentage of loss, any loss is significant but in some areas the loss is higher as the 
specific habitat may be completely lost, eg. Zostera beds or embryonic dune formation. This 
could account for 90% of a particular habitat or species in the overall SAC or SPA 
 
The precautionary principle needs to be considered.  
 
Section B 
This area consists mainly of mud flats, the habitat is very secluded with little or no disturbance 
and hence it attracts large numbers of birds. There has been recent formation of a sand dune/ 
spit (last 10 years) at the back of Booterstown Marsh, which supports several Annex 1 Habitats 
and species.  From birds point of view the spit is a critical roosting spot as it is the only area 
always above water. Screening could be used here; birds are not too affected by this.  This area 
also could be made into a feature by observing the birds without disturbance and by having 
interpretative signs giving information on the SAC and SPA.  Patrolling wardens could be used 
here. 
 
The area between Maretimo Headland and Seapoint Station is a critical area again as there is a 
major roosting site along the concrete platform adjacent to the seawall. Would new structure 
replace this roost site?  The reason the existing roost has developed is due to its seclusion, 
could we recreate roosts further out to sea?  Project will result in complete destruction of the 
existing roost area here, as it is being incorporated into the promenade.  
 
Section C 
From Brighton Vale along the rocky shore more data is needed. This will determine the relative 
importance of the habitat to birds. 
 



Section D 
This area is heavily accessible and widely used by people and therefore birdlife will not be 
disturbed any more so by the upgrading to a promenade. It is not considered a sensitive area. 
 
(BM) mentioned surveys being conducted at the moment, and they are likely to be finished by 
early next year. In general, mitigation measures need to be considered.  
 
 



Sutton to Sandycove Cycleway and Promenade South 
 

Minutes of Project Review Meeting 17th September 2007 
 
 

Present: Adrian Conway, DCC (AC) 
  Leah McKenna, DCC (LMcK) 
  Sam Phillips, Scott Wilson (SP) 
  John Armstrong, Scott Wilson (JA) 
  Liam Whelan, Dept. of Environment, Heritage & Local Government (LW) 
  John Henry, Dublin Transport Office (JH) 
  Michael Aherne, Dublin Transport Office (MA) 
 
 
Introduction 
AC made a brief introduction giving an update of the progress to date on this 
project.  
  
Presentation 
SP talked through a PowerPoint presentation of the draft feasibility report. 
Access to the facility is proposed at maximum of 500m centres.  
 
Specific Comments 
In principal, the DTO would prefer to see cyclists along the landside of the new 
facility. Thought needs to be given to seating arrangements to ensure maximum 
comfort and use bearing in mind the cyclists movements as well as pedestrians. 
 
AC noted that the area is very important from an environmental point of view 
and is designated under a number of headings including SAC and SPA. This 
has to be appreciated fully when considering construction in this sensitive area.  
 
SP added that the area of loss of habitat is 3.6ha.  There is also the prospect of 
partially demolishing two protected structures on Maretimo Headland.  
 
The area of proposed promenade to the rear of the houses backing onto 
Sandymount strand is quite sensitive both environmentally and politically. It is 
felt that this route must be pursued, but the width may have to be compromised.  
 
JH stated that the preferred width is 8m which will allow for 2 sets of 2 cyclists 
passing in both direction and two sets of 2 pedestrians passing one another. 
The facility will not be limited to just pedestrians and cyclists-any fast moving 
users will use cycle lane, including runners, skateboarders, wheelchairs and 
other wheeled objects. The facility will be an international feature and focal 
points should be carefully designed along the route.  
 
DTO would like to see a “Vision Statement” in the report, outlining the scheme 
as a world class feature, one of the attractions to Dublin City. In the worldwide 
context 8m does not seem daunting. The scale of it needs to be described in 
the Vision Statement.  
 
AC noted that the environmental issues do not become any less important at 
EU level as the project becomes a worldwide feature.  
 
LW added that the starting point could be 8m, in principle, and we can deal with 
the specific issues as there arise in the design.  
 
MA stated that there would not be any point in opening up the seafront for 
people to appreciate if in the process we destroy the habitat of which we are so 
proud. He does not see this as a primary commuting route, rather as a leisure 
facility. The vision and rationale behind this scheme really need to be brought to 
the fore. Items which should be considered at design stage include: 

• Security and smart lighting 
• Access points-these should be logical, not just rigidly at 500m centres 

Action 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



• Facilities for users and beach usage 
• Level of service (from guidelines) expected from each design option.  

 
JH will discuss surfacing at a later stage of the design process.  
 
LW noted that private landowners need to be consulted as they can have a 
major impact on the scheme.  
AC added that initial consultation with Irish Rail has taken place.  
 
Steering Group Meeting scheduled for 27th September. LW cannot make it but 
John Martin or Donal Mulany from DOE will attend in his place.   
 

 



 
 
S2S PHASE TWO 
 
PRESENTATION AND DISCUSSION – 18TH SEPTEMBER 2007 at 11.00AM 
 
MEETING WITH NPWS ON ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT OF PROJECT 
 
 
Present: 
 
DCC     
Adrian Conway (AC) 
Leah McKenna (LMcK) 
Yvonne Patterson (YP) 
Mairead Stack (MS)  - Biodiversity Officer 
 
Brian Madden (BM)  - Ecology Consultant 
 
National Parks and Wildlife Section 
Jim Moore (JM)     
Terry Doherty (TD)    
Maurice Eakin (ME)    
 
Scott Wilson 
Sam Phillips (SP) 
John Armstrong (JA) 
Deirdre Black (DB) 
 
DLR 
Rory O’Sullivan (RO’S) 
Rosaleen Dwyer (RD)  - Biodiversity Officer 
 
___________________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
Sam Phillips gave an overview/presentation on the Project and welcomed comments and 
questions during the presentation. 
 
SP went through the Primary Objectives and the Key Design Parameters of the S2S, and then 
presented the various Design Concepts for each section.  
 
Points Raised. 
 
ME requested that SP expand on his interpretation of flood return period. SP explained that the 
figures used in the design are based on a combination of events including high tide (spring tide), 
heavy rainfall and low pressure to give the flood event that has a 1:200 chance of occurrence in 
any one year.  
 
Will Modelling be done on the effects the options have on the Zostera Beds,  

- that will happen when the options were more developed, this is only feasibility stage. 
 
Wave return wall on photomontage, looks to be of inadequate height, 

- Highest tides go to 2.5m AOD, with normal spring tide reaching about 1.9m AOD, the 
Consultants have allowed for this tide level and in most areas have included for sea 
level rises too. In area to the rear of houses at Merrion gates and rear of houses at 
Seapoint, 2.5 is more appropriate as it ensures some level of privacy is maintained.  

 
BM pointed out that we are aware of the sensitive issue of the zostera beds and the intertidal 
issues, and we will be looking at ways of mitigation. Proposals include using an opaque barrier 
or wall to break the silhouette of humans walking and also block dogs from view. No access to 
the beach is proposed from the Merrion Gates section (from the rear of the houses) to the end 
of the newly developed spit.  



 
BM also noted that they are aware of the significant importance of the recently developed and 
ever growing sand spit just beyond the gates. This area provides a roost site for terns in the 
autumn and also to over wintering birds so is a highly sensitive area for ecology. This will be 
looked at in fine detail to ensure the final project design is minimising any loss of habitat and 
birds. At present BM is looking at bird movement in the area to monitor how mobile these birds 
are and to establish their proximity to the shoreline and use of upper area (20m-30m from the 
shore) 
 
TD expressed concern of works in this area, this is a refuge area for the birds and any physical 
presence could cause disturbance here.   

- AC said that we will not be increasing access here, and there will in fact be no access 
points.  SP went through the design here with the knowledge that this area has to be 
treated with the upmost importance. 

 
ME questioned the total footprint of the promenade into the bay. 

JA noted that the slope of the rock armour is approximately 1:2.5 plus and an 8m 
promenade. It was also noted that the existing Sandymount promenade actually encourages 
sand build up and this build-up is also recognised along the Bull Wall.  
 
TD asked if a study of Dublin Bay wave and sediment movement could be carried out, or if any 
modelling could be carried out which would show the effects of the project on the bay. At 
present there is no definitive answer as to why the new spit is developing and it would be useful 
this could be simulated.  
 AC stated that it was difficult to fully model something as complex as Dublin Bay.  
 
TD is concerned that although the access would be controlled along this stretch of the 
promenade, there would be nothing to prevent users leaving the promenade at Seapoint and 
returning via the mudflats to Sandymount.  
 AC noted that this is possible at present but it is not a very attractive route so is unlikely 
to be used anymore than at present. The option of circling back through the adjacent Blackrock 
Park is much more attractive than onto the mudflats, and as such could be signposted.  
 
BM noted that he is still carrying out counts at Blackrock and at Maretimo to establish 
importance of roosting sites. Rock outcrops at the end of section B may be roosting sites.  
 
Some discussion took place on wave energy dissipation with the varying promenade designs. 
Rock armour is the most effective, but is generally not considered the most attractive visually. 
 
AC requested that SW show high tide lines and extreme tide event lines on the cross sections 
thus giving an indication of the effectiveness of the proposals.   
 
SP asked NPWS if they were taking the stance that no loss of habitat in SAC’s and SPA’s wil be 
tolerated.  

JM: If habitat is lost, then compensatory habitat must be found. The net loss should be 
zero. He asked if the 0.4% quoted was just in relation to the South side? If so, we should be 
considering loss in the whole bay for the entire project. It was confirmed that this figure relates 
solely to phase 2.  

 
JM feels it is a bit disingenuous to say the project will provide coastal flood defence and control 
access. Access could be controlled using the maritime Safety Bill and flood defence could be 
constructed without the 8m promenade and additional width of rock armour. It also came as a 
surprise to him that the project is now being branded promenade, whereas before it was always 
referred to as a cycleway. Another item of note is that there has not been any mention of 
compensatory habitat or “adequate” mitigation measures. 

- AC explained that we were requested to bring in this amenity in conjunction with the 
coastal flood defence if possible, and that we are acutely aware of the sensitivity of 
Dublin Bay and the seriousness of the possible environmental impacts a project such as 
this could impose. 



 
JM: Jim Kelly, head of designations in the NPWS, will be organising a meeting in about 6 weeks 
time to talk about current and future project and designations relating to the entire Dublin Bay. 
This is directed at LA’s and other Stakeholders but will include NGO’s. There will be an internal 
meeting amongst that NPWS prior to this meeting. He also mentioned that the spit and the 
zostera beds are extremely important within the bay and should be considered as the “hot 
spots”. The EU is also very interested in Dublin Bay at present and NPWS will have to be 
conscious of any activity, which may impact on this designated site.  
 
JM agreed to meet the DCC Project Team to discuss the S2S Project, including the Northside 
section, prior to the proposed stakeholder consultation.  
 
DB asked for clarification on the designated areas.  MS to ask Jim Kelly about the latest maps 
and the accompanying summary notes. 
 
Point raised about Rock Armoury not being that aesthetically pleasing, however it may be the 
least damaging to the environment.  Photos of a previous project carried out by SW were shown 
where the zostera beds multiplied and began to grow quite close to the rock armour.  
 
It was recognised that coastal systems can change overnight, e.g. a bad storm can change 
things dramatically and destroy embryonic dunes. 
 
Compensatory habitat is recognised as being very important and needs to be looked at now for 
the project to succeed in being progressed.  
JM offered to come up with potential areas of compensatory habitat. JM also remarked that 
areas of potential need not necessarily be in Dublin Bay, NPWS know of one in Fingal at 
present, which would seem to have potential. This is in Rogerstown Estuary where a vegetable 
dump has been established. The example of the Boyne Estuary was also outlined, where the 
port authority deposited dredge material on a salt marsh, thus destroying the habitat. They have 
been trying to establish a new salt marsh as a bird habitat in Drogheda Part as compensation 
and it is proving somewhat successful.  
 
The question was raised was Ministers consent required for compensatory habitat being created 
in already designated areas?  
 
In conclusion, items for action/ attention: 
JM is to come back to Project Team, after the NPWS internal meeting, with a date for the 
meeting with the Project Team.  
 
Need to apply for Foreshore Licence; this will be part of the EIS. 
 
EIS – not clear right now whether an overall EIS for the entire S2S project is required or a 
number of EIS’s covering certain Sections (prior to their construction) is the correct way to 
approach this.  AC will discuss in a meeting with DCC Planning Department. An appropriate 
assessment is proposed at present to cover the entire project and this will be done in the form of 
an Environmental Appraisal/ Assessment based on an SEA. A screening report was issued 
regarding SEA requirements to the DOEHLG, DCMNR and EPA and the consensus was that, 
while an SEA was not required, an appropriate assessment should be carried out.  
 
JM suggested the NPWS’s planning expert Una Buckley attend future meetings. She is also 
available for consultation on legal matters relating to planning if any there is any ambiguity 
interpreted from the regulations and Act. 
 
JM mentioned that articles 26-31 of the habitats regulations are of particular relevance to LA’s. 
The Wildlife Amendment Act is linked to this. MS will furnish these regulations to the PMO. 
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Project No  BC06409 
Title Sutton to Sandycove Promenade 

Supply Number        

Subject       Meeting Number       Date & Time 19 September 2007 
at 11am 

Venue Dublin County Council Notes by Patricia Gilbert 

Attendees 

A Conway – Dublin City Council 
L McKenna – Dublin City Council 
Una Bagnell – Dublin City Council 
Eileen Brady – Dublin City Council 
Sam Phillips – Scott Wilson 
Patricia Gilbert – Scott Wilson 
John Armstrong – Scott Wilson 

Distribution  

Sam Phillips 
Patricia Gilbert 
John Armstrong 
Deirdre Black 
Martin Le Roux 

 
Item Notes Action 

•  Discussion about the 2031 year, which Adrian thinks is difficult for non professionals to understand.  Bear 
this in mid for presentations to Councillors e.g. say that the model has allowed for a sea level rise of 
4.6mm per year for the next 24/25 years. 
 

JA 

•  Add “amenity” to site specific issues JA / DB 
 

•  See rock faced revetment at Baldoyle (sewer along beach) Photographs required.  Include as an alternative 
along Sandymount, but leave existing rock armour as is. 
 

JA / DB 
 

•  Proposed ramp access at city end of Sean Moore Park – should start within next few weeks. 
 

 

•  Off shore boardwalk may be appropriate at northern end of shoreline houses  
 

•  Sloped revetment could be an option behind the houses.  
 

•  Show what could be done with road along houses (check how narrow the road could go). JA 
 

•  Remove conclusions at end of ecological discussions e.g. on P.42 and incorporate within the summary 
discussion and conclusion at end of each section e.g. P.50 

 
JA 

 
•  Reword ecological sections so they do not read as a cut and paste of Brian’s report. JA 

 
•  Ask Brian Madden if he checked the ES for Poolbeg incinerator for relevant ecological data. DB 

 



S2S Phase Two 
 
Project Team Meeting 
 
Meeting on Wednesday 19th September 2007 at 2.30pm in the  
 
Conference Room Block 1, Floor 2. 
 
 
Present: 
 
DCC     
Adrian Conway (AC) 
Leah McKenna (LMcK) 
Yvonne Patterson (YP) 
 
Scott Wilson 
Sam Phillips (SP) 
John Armstrong (JA) 
Patricia Gilbert 
 
DLR 
Rory O’Sullivan (RO’S) 
_____________________________________________________________________ 
 
Minutes of the last meeting was adopted.  AC reminded SW to mark, as a header, the pages of 
the report showing how it relates back to their introductory flow-chart. 
 
PMO noted that accessibility be given as more important emphasise in the final feasibility report. 
SW agreed to do this. 
 
AC suggested that SW use instead of 1:200 year of flooding happening in the area, they phrase 
it differently i.e. 1 in 200 chance of flooding happening again. 
 
PG to put together a vision statement for distribution to residents and councillors. 
 
Progress to date: 
 
AC noted that a lot of meetings took place over the last week and a half with the individual 
interest groups from the steering committee, and that these meetings proved very useful and 
informative. The comments from these meetings can be included in the final draft of the 
feasibility report, unlikely before the proposed steering group meeting on 27th September.  
 
AC – Steering Group Meeting scheduled for 27th September.  At that we will be looking for 
approval of the Feasibility Report and then map out the next stages.  
 
SW will need to know do they have to work further on the options, with an idea of enhancing 
certain ones. 
 
AC suggested that SW do Section A in it’s entirety, including how we can develop the ecological 
issues and account for the decisions in the report more strongly, e.g. what type of Rock Armour, 
and include more/ better photomontages. 
 
RO’S suggested that the NPWS and the DTO and DoE should discuss their requirements and 
decide on what they would be satisfactory to them at a separate meeting. The two groups 
appear to have such conflicting requirements in terms of width as could have a huge effect on 
whether the project moves ahead or not. 
 
AC said the next report by SW could make a recommendation on this width taking the various 
views held by the stakeholders into account and noting them. It is ultimately up to SW to 
recommend a design width, as professional consultants.  



 
Two aspects of this scheme will have to be considered and addressed in parallel, these are:  

• the engineering challenges, such as working with the stakeholders and landowners 
(Irish Rail and Treasury Holdings etc 

• the environmental challenges, NPWS and NGOs 
 
AC – on the planning &  EIS issue, Una Bagnell is to come back to us on whether we need a 
separate EIS for each section of phase 2 prior to construction or an overall one to cover both 
local authorities.  ROS believes one single EIS will be most appropriate.  AC: Therefore we 
should develop the Preliminary Report to a Planning Stage. 
 
RO’S thinks this scheme needs quite a detailed report before we get agreed funding. 
 
Next Steps 
 
Ø Meeting to be set up with the Area Committees; Councillors in both LA’s need to get 

information at same time. Next DCC area committee meeting is scheduled fro 8th 
October. There should be a similar type meeting with the Dun Laoghaire Councillors, 
RO’S to find out more. 

 
Ø NPWS has agreed to meet us again. They need to think about options for 

compensatory habitat and we need to firm up on the issue of appropriate assessment 
before this meeting can take place. 

 
Ø Residents on Strand Road. A meeting between PMO and residents must be arranged to 

follow on from Summer meeting. More definitive arguments against the road option 
must be prepared.  

 
Ø Irish Rail. YP can assist in organising the various meetings with Dun Laoghaire. 

 
Ø Harbour Authority, this meeting could be held with the Irish Rail. 

 
Ø Roads Section in Dun Laoghaire (separate meeting). SW and ROS to coordinate this 

meeting.  
 
Ø Roads Section in Dublin City Council, meeting also be set up. Issue of traffic calming 

needs to be resolved.  
 
Ø DLRCC private landowners.  

 
 
SP – Railway Bridges in the DL area and access for the public to the facility need to be 
finalised. Existing and proposed accesses are shown on the drawings in the report.  
RO’S said we need a list of all accesses and need to arrange to speak to all owners of 
accesses. 
 
AC asked how long could we expect a Prelim Report to take to compile while acknowledging 
that some work in the feasibility report is to preliminary design level; SP will come to AC next 
week on this. 
 
ROS noted that he believes his colleagues from Dun Laoghaire will raise the issue of the 
conflicting expectations of the DTO/ DOEHLG and the NPWS at the upcoming steering group 
meeting. He is not in a position to prevent this as these colleagues are members of the steering 
committee and therefore entitled to speak their mind. It is his understanding that they see the 
NPWS as somewhat of a hurdle or obstacle to be overcome. ROS is also concerned that the 
environmental design has not kept pace with the engineering design in the feasibility report and 
that this is now causing difficulties for the progress of the project.  
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Item Notes Action 

•  Add note to headers as to where you are in report JA 

•  Separate briefing document required for Sandymount residents. JA 
 

•  Include diagram showing location of access points and text to go with it. DB 

•  Vision required – not a mission statement. DB 

•  Two strands will run parallel in the next piece of work: 
 
i)  NPWS liaison e.g. working with them to develop ideas, such as compensatory habitats 
ii) Engineering design e.g. liaison with Irish Rail re access 
 

ALL 

•  Possible presentations to Area Councillors on October (8th) (SW may not be required).  
 

•  List of consultations to be prepared for preliminary design stage. AC 
 

•  SW to prepare a programme for the next Steering Group Meeting. SJTP 
 

•  Brian Madden’s report to take on board discussions during recent meetings e.g. compensatory habitats and 
the three key areas i.e. zostera beds, sand spit and roosting area near Seapoint. 
 

DB 
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Preliminary Assessment of Impacts  
 
In the following, for each construction concept comments on potential impacts are made 
first on habitats and then on birds.  For convenience, Area B is divided into subunits based 
on physical or ecological features.   These assessments are preliminary and in some cases 
further baseline data and consideration of existing data will be required to make full 
assessment.  
   
 
Area B : Merrion Gates to Seapoint Station  
 
CONSTRUCTION CONCEPT 1 – Promenade with Rock Armour and Toe Stones   
 
Habitats  
 
South of Merrion Beach to Booterstown Marsh   
Intertidal flats occur south of the beach at Merrion and merge with the substantial 
formation of dunes and related driftline and salt marsh habitats off Booterstown.  This area 
is in a dynamic state as regards movement of sediments, as the dune habitats have only 
developed since the 1980s.  This formation appears to be currently extending northwards as 
a sand spit.  A feature in this area is the outlet of the Elm Park stream, which introduces a 
fresh water element.  
 
This construction concept would require infilling a strip of intertial mudflats between 
Merrion Gates beach and the dunes at Booterstown.  As the cSAC has been selected for this 
habitat, loss of habitat (even if a relatively narrow strip) would be a Major impact.  
 
The scheme would also require infill of the uppermost section of the dune formation. 
Habitats affected could include three Annex 1 habitats, namely Annual vegetation of 
Driftlines, Embryonic Shifting Dunes and Shifting dunes along the shoreline 
 
Easy access by users down the rock armour to the shore here would be undesirable (and see 
comment in bird section).  
 
Impact at this section likely to be Major, though the extent of impact can be lessened by 
maximum usage of the existing rock revetment and by adapting the minimum width 
feasible for the promenade.   
 
 
Booterstown Marsh to Maretimo Head 
Intertidal sand and mud flats occur more or less continuously from Booterstown to 
Maretimo Head, with the width of the intertidal zone gradually narrowing as one moves 
southwards.   Rock outcrops occur at Maretimo Head and in the area between it and the 
Blackrock Baths.   
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This construction concept would require infilling some intertial flats, though in places it is 
understood that usage could be made of the existing corridor alongside the DART line.  
Also, the section over Maretimo Head would be above the intertidal zone.  As the cSAC 
has been selected for intertidal flats, even relatively minor losses would be considered a 
Major impact.   The impact can be lessened by maximum usage of the existing rock 
revetment.  Much of the rocky shore here would probably be unaffected, as the 
development would be above it.    
 
Maretimo Head to Seapoint Station 
This short stretch comprises a seawall above intertidal flats.  As the cSAC has been 
selected for intertidal flats, even relatively minor losses (assuming maximum usage of the 
existing seawall) would be considered as a Major impact. 
 
 
Birds  
 
South of Merrion Beach to Booterstown Marsh   
This area provides the most important feeding and roost zone for wintering waterfowl in 
the south bay.  It is also of high importance for feeding and roosting gulls, and for evening 
roosting terns in late summer/autumn.  The numbers of terns that have been recorded using 
the sand spit off Booterstown is easily of International importance (>11,000 in 2006, 
>9,000 in 2007 to date).  It is noted that all tern species are listed on Annex I of the EU 
Birds Directive, and that the South Dublin Bay SPA has been selected specifically for 
Common, Arctic and Roseate Terns.  
 
Whilst any loss of habitat within an SPA is of concern, the potential disturbance to the area 
from users is likely to be a Major concern.   Such disturbance could be by way of easier 
access to the intertidal flats and/or the physical presence of people, dogs etc. on the 
walkway.  
 
 
Booterstown Marsh to Maretimo Head  
 
The intertidal flats here provide feeding for wintering waterfowl.  While habitat loss here 
may be relatively low, disturbance to feeding birds could be significant.   
 
 
Maretimo Head to Seapoint Station  
 
A traditional high tide roost occurs on the sea wall between Maretimo Head and Seapoint 
Station (records date back to the 1950s and its continued use confirmed in 
August/September 2007). 
 
Whilst the loss of any intertidal habitat within an SPA is of concern, the loss of this high 
tide roost by the construction of the promenade is likely to be a Major concern.  
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OVERVIEW OF CONCEPT 1   
 
From a habitats perspective, there is near continuous intertidal sand and mud flats along 
this stretch, and there are likely to be Major impacts on this Annex I habitat by the 
proposal.   Also affected would be the various Annex I habitats which occur at the sand 
dune formation off Booterstown, which is the most significant example of these habitats in 
south Dublin Bay.  
 
Area B provides the most important high tide roost sites in south Dublin Bay for a range of 
waterfowl species, as well as gulls and, perhaps most importantly, terns.  Critically, it 
provides roosts at the highest tides.  It also provides feeding habitat.  The key point is that 
much of this stretch is presently relatively undisturbed, due to limited access, and is the 
only such area in south Dublin Bay.   
 
Even with maximum usage of the existing seawalls and revetments, it is considered that 
this proposal would have potentially MAJOR impacts on birds and could have very 
significant  adverse impacts on the interests of the SPA.    
 
Under the terms of the EU Habitats Directive and EU Birds Directive, the issues created by 
this Concept along much of this stretch would seem a Major constraint to development.  
 
 
 
 
CONSTRUCTION CONCEPT 2 – Promenade with wave return wall    
 
General comment: Generally the same impacts will arise as discussed for Concept 1 but 
they will be less severe due to reduced footprint.  Also, access by users to the shoreline 
would be less easy (especially important for birds) – however, potential disturbance to 
roosting birds still likely to be a MAJOR issue.   
 
However, it is understood that the recurved sea wall could result in scouring of sediments 
along the base, which could be a significant adverse impact.  
 
 
 
 
CONSTRUCTION CONCEPT 3 – Promenade with Stepped Revetment  
 
General comment: Generally the same impacts will arise as discussed for Concept 1 but 
they would undoubtedly be more severe due to ease of access to the shoreline (especially 
relevant to birds).   
 
It is recommended that this option would be totally unsuitable for this stretch and would be 
in major conflict with the EU Birds Directive. 
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CONSTRUCTION CONCEPT 4 – Timber walkway erected in front of existing 
seawall    
 
 
Habitats  
 
South of Merrion Beach to Booterstown Marsh   
 
While there would be no significant loss of habitat, shading would have some effect on the 
macroinvertebrates within the intertidal sediments and would greatly reduce plant growth 
beneath the walkway in the dune area (though some dune type vegetation may still form 
towards the seaward side of the walkway, and mitigation could include the use of  
transparent material in the platform).     
 
Further assessment required.    
 
Booterstown Marsh to Maretimo Head  
 
While there would be no significant loss of habitat, shading would have some effect on the 
macroinvertebrates within the intertidal sediments. 
 
Further assessment required.    
 
Maretimo Head to Seapoint Station 
 
This short stretch comprises a seawall above intertidal flats.  While there would be no 
significant loss of habitat, shading would have some effect on the macroinvertebrates 
within the intertidal sediments. 
 
Further assessment required.    
 
 
Birds  
 
South of Merrion Beach to Booterstown Marsh   
 
This area provides the most important feeding and roost areas for wintering waterfowl and 
gulls in the south bay.  The sand dune formation off Booterstown is also used by the 
roosting terns in late summer and autumn.   
 
Further study required to assess the importance of the extreme upper shoreline to feeding 
and roosting birds, as the sediments beneath the promenade would be essentially lost to the 
birds.   
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It is critical that access would not be available to the shore from anywhere along this 
section.  
 
At the least, appropriate screening would be required to minimise disturbance to feeding 
and roosting birds, including terns, by the visual presence of people on the walkway.  It is 
likely that screening would need to be opaque at least to waist height, with perhaps to head 
height or above (canopy style) at the most sensitive locations.  
 
 
Booterstown Marsh to Maretimo Head  
 
The intertidal flats here provide feeding for wintering waterfowl.  While actual habitat loss 
here may be relatively low, its probably unlikely that birds would feed on sediments 
beneath the structure.  Also, disturbance from users to feeding birds on the nearby 
sediments could be significant.   
 
 
Maretimo Head to Seapoint Station  
 
A traditional high tide roost occurs on the sea wall between Maretimo Head and Seapoint 
Station. 
 
The actual construction of the walkway would destroy this roost, which is likely to be a 
Major concern.   
 
 
 
OVERVIEW OF CONCEPT 4   
 
The main permanent impacts on habitats will be caused by shading effects which will affect 
macroinvertebrates within the intertidal sediments and reduce the area of existing dunes 
and other shoreline vegetation.   The significance of these impacts needs to be assessed in 
detail.   
 
While intertidal sediments will still exist beneath the promenade, these will essentially be 
lost to feeding birds.  However, the main issue relating to birds is disturbance from the 
visual sight of people near feeding and roost sites.   Even assuming that strict measures 
would be taken to restrict access to the shoreline from the walkway in areas important for 
birds, and allowing for mitigation by screening, it is stressed that this stretch of shore in the 
most important part of the SPA because of its relative inaccessibility, and that introduced 
disturbance could be a significant adverse impact to the interests of the SPA.  
 
Based on available information, it is considered that the proposed development could have 
MAJOR impacts on birds from disturbance.  
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CONSTRUCTION CONCEPT 5 – Timber walkway erected offshore of the existing 
seawall     
 
General Comment:  
Without a detailed assessment, suffice it is to say that the impacts by this Concept on both 
habitats and birds would be potentially Major.  The main issue is that the area between the 
new walkway and the existing shoreline would be effectively compromised and hence a 
much wider strip of shoreline (when compared to any of the other Concepts) would be 
affected.   This would especially affect the sand spit and dune formation off Booterstown.   
 
 
Under the terms of the EU Habitats Directive and EU Birds Directive, the issues created by 
this Concept in the various sensitive areas would seem a major constraint to development.  
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GENERAL COMMENT ON AREA B CONCEPTS  
 
This preliminary assessment of the concepts is made in the framework of the two EU 
Directives and their associated Regulations, and with consideration of the NPWS 
Conservation Plan for the South Dublin Bay cSAC and SPA..  
 
From a habitats perspective, this area supports the largest area of beach habitats (dunes etc.) 
in the south bay, as well as fine examples of intertidal sand and mud flats.  
 
Loss of habitat by infill, even relatively small amounts, should be a last option when no 
other viable alternatives are available.  Clearly, Concepts 1, 2 and 3 could involve 
substantial loss of habitat, though this could be minimised by the maximum usage of 
existing revetments and sea walls and also adopting a minimum width for the promenade 
where feasible. While Concept 4 involves only minor loss of habitat, there could be 
significant indirect impacts caused by shading.  
 
Serious consideration will be required to create compensatory habitat though it is noted that 
there appears little scope to create compensatory estuarine habitat in south Dublin Bay.  
However, options may exist in the Irishtown-Poolbeg landfill area by excavating fill and 
allowing the sea to flood the area.  A shallow indent would be preferable to an enclosed 
bay.  It may be possible to do the same in the Salthill/West Pier area. 
 
Existing baseline data show that Area B is the most important sector of the SPA due to the 
presence of suitable high tide roost sites and the relative undisturbed conditions as a result 
of the limited access.  From the perspective of disturbance to birds, all options are of 
concern but especially Concept 1, Concept 3 and Concept 5 (it appears Concept 2 would 
not facilitate access to the strand, though visual disturbance would be a concern).  In 
particular, Concept 5 has significant impacts over a wider area than the other options and 
would seem indefensible on ecological grounds when compared to Concept 4.   
 
Preferably, the complete avoidance of the important roost sites at Booterstown and 
Seapoint (with total destruction of the latter by construction of the walkway) by deviations 
inland should be considered.   If deviations are not feasible, appropriate mitigation 
measures will be required, including strict measures to prevent access from the walkway to 
the intertidal areas and measures to provide satisfactory screening.   However, at the 
Seapoint roost site, an alternative roost will need to be created, which would need to be 
shown to be successful prior to the destruction of the existing roost.   Measures mentioned 
above to create compensatory habitat at the Irishtown-Poolbeg landfill area and in the 
Salthill/West Pier area would benefit birds.  Also, consideration should be given to 
improving the attractiveness of Williamstown Creek for feeding and roosting waders, gulls, 
etc..  However, the small size and confined nature of this site reduces its capacity to 
provide adequate compensatory habitat for the likely overall losses. 
 
Note:   Data gathered in south Dublin Bay since August 2006 indicate that the great 
majority of the birds which feed and roost in the south bay area remain in that part of 
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Dublin Bay, not moving much to the North Bull Island and the Tolka River Basin. 
Therefore, compensatory habitat should, if possible, be provided in the south bay. 
 
At this stage, it is not possible to identify a preferred Concept for this stretch of the bay, 
and it is likely that a combination of Concepts 1, 2 and 4 might need to be considered, 
taking engineering limitations into account (Concepts 3 & 5 are considered to have the 
greatest adverse impacts and would appear unacceptable at this stage).  Regardless of the 
Concept chosen, mitigation may need to be extreme to (i) prevent access to the shore for 
avoidance of roosting and feeding birds, and (ii) to minimise or eliminate visual 
disturbance to roosting birds.  If the project was to proceed, provision may need to be made 
to close this section of the route for certain periods of the year if monitoring was to show 
that the birds were still being disturbed despite mitigation.  From the perspective of both 
habitat and bird interests,  serious consideration will need to be given to the provision of 
compensatory estuarine habitats.  
  
The present writer understands that should a final plan be prepared, the EU would require 
that in sensitive areas all alterative routes (e.g. above the shoreline, such as along 
Booterstown marsh) would need to have been examined and ruled out.  In this respect, a 
brief note follows on a possible alternative route at Booterstown to avoid at least part of 
this important area.  
 
 
Note on inland variant at Booterstown 
 
Booterstown marsh is a proposed Natural Heritage Area due mainly to the presence of a 
legally protected plant species (Puccinnellia fasciculata).  It is proposed that consideration 
should be given to diverting the route away from the shoreline of the bay at the first 
feasible location south of Merrion Strand so as to avoid the important habitats and 
associated birds on the seaward side of Booterstown (and hence retaining at least one area 
that is totally undisturbed by the project).  Preferably the route would run along the Rock 
Road side of Booterstown marsh rather than the eastern side where there is a channel that is 
used by birds including kingfisher (Annex I species).   It is considered that such a route 
would not have a   Major impact on the ecological interests of the marsh, as it would partly 
be on existing infilled ground.  However, full assessment would be required to assess 
impacts on the protected plant and mitigation would be required as necessary to maintain 
the population of this plant.  
 
 
 
Area D : Dun Laoghaire   
 
Without detailed assessment of the concepts for this section, suffice it is to say that the area 
is outside of the designated sites and that no significant ecological interests are known for 
this section.  
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Preliminary Assessment of Impacts  
 
In the following, for each construction concept comments on potential impacts are made 
first on habitats and then on birds.  For convenience, in the discussion the Areas are divided 
into subunits based on physical or ecological features.   These comments are preliminary 
and in some cases further baseline data and consideration of existing data would be 
required to make full assessment.  
   
 
Area A : Sean Moore Park to Merrion Gates  
 
CONSTRUCTION CONCEPT 1 – Promenade with Rock Armour and Toe Stones   
 
Habitats  
 
Sean Moore Park to start of promenade 
Scheme would require infill of a strip of intertial sandflats, an Annex I habitat for which the 
cSAC site has been selected for.   Also affected would be the area of dunes in the corner 
between Irishtown Park and Beach Road.  This contains the habitats Embryonic dunes and 
Annual vegetation of drift lines, both of which will be listed for this cSAC in a future 
review.   At present, the quality of the dune habitats has been compromised by past 
activities though with appropriate management, the value of the area could be increased.  
 
Existing Sandymount promenade 
As the promenade already exists here, there would be no habitat issues of concern.    
 
Small sandy inlet at south end of promenade 
Scheme would require infill in this inlet which supports annual driftline vegetation, a 
habitat listed on Annex I of the Habitats Directive and for which the cSAC site will be 
selected for.  It is, however, a minor example of the habitat.  New driftline vegetation may 
be expected to form below rock armour. 
 
Section behind residential properties extending to Merrion Gates beach 
This is a highly sensitive area due to the presence of the Zostera bed, which lies between 10 
m and 20 m from the existing rock armour shore below the houses.       
 
Infill here is likely to have some impacts on the Zostera bed, both direct and indirect (could 
affect local sedimentation patterns etc.).   Easy access by users down the rock armour to the 
shore here would be undesirable (and see comment in bird section).  
 
Impact at this section potentially Major.  
 
Merrion beach 
Scheme would presumably result in destruction of existing sandy beach, which supports 
Annual vegetation of driftlines (Annex I habitat).  Area, however, has already been greatly 
disturbed and the conservation value is relatively low (though recovery is feasible with 
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sensitive management).  New beach may be expected to form below rock armour as the 
area is a natural focal point for deposition.    
 
 
Birds  
 
Sean Moore Park to start of promenade 
Scheme would require infill of a strip of intertial sandflats.  These flats provide feeding 
habitat for wintering wetland birds though their relative importance is not known.  
 
Alongside Sean Moore Park itself, some consideration may need to be given to possible 
impacts on the regular flock of Brent Geese which feed on the amenity grass here – 
however, this is unlikely to be a constraint and if there is an issue from disturbance could 
be mitigated.   
 
Existing Sandymount promenade 
As the promenade already exists, with a high level of recreational activities on the 
adjoining beach and intertidal flats, there would be no bird issues of concern.    
 
Section behind residential properties extending to Merrion Gates beach 
This is a highly sensitive area due to the presence of the Zostera bed, which is a critically 
important food supply for Brent Geese and other birds. 
 
Any potential impacts on the continued functioning of the Zostera bed would be of great 
concern.  Further, easy access to this shoreline by users, and indeed the visual presence of 
users, could cause significant disturbance to feeding birds.   
 
Impact at this section potentially Major.  
 
Merrion beach 
The beach here provides useful feeding for species such as turnstone and sanderling and it 
is desirable to retain some beach here with tideline debris etc.  
 
 
OVERVIEW OF CONCEPT 1   
 
There are some ecologically sensitive locations within Area 1 (with the section alongside 
the main Zostera bed rated as highly sensitive), and there are likely to be Major impacts on 
various Annex I habitats and birds by habitat loss and increased access to the shoreline 
from a promenade.  Further, mitigation by creation of compensatory habitat and restriction 
of access to the shore does not appear feasible.  
 
Under the terms of the EU Habitats Directive and EU Birds Directive, the issues created by 
this Concept in the various sensitive areas would seem a major constraint to development.  
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CONSTRUCTION CONCEPT 2 – Promenade with wave return wall    
 
General comment: Generally the same impacts will arise as discussed for Concept 1 but 
they will be less severe due to reduced footprint.  Also, access by users to the shoreline 
would be less easy (especially important for birds).   
 
Habitats  
 
Sean Moore Park to start of promenade 
Scheme would require infill of a strip of intertial sandflats, an Annex I habitat for which the 
cSAC site has been selected for.   Also affected would be the area of dunes in the corner 
between Irishtown Park and Beach Road.  This contains the habitats Embryonic dunes and 
Annual vegetation of drift lines, both of which will be listed for this cSAC in a future 
review.   At present, the quality of the dune habitats has been compromised by past 
activities though with appropriate management, the value of the area could be increased.  
 
Existing Sandymount promenade 
As the promenade already exists here, there would be no habitat issues of concern.    
 
Small sandy inlet at south end of promenade 
Scheme would require some infill of this inlet which supports annual driftline vegetation, a 
habitat listed on Annex I of the Habitats Directive and for which the cSAC site will be 
selected for.  It is, however, a minor example of the habitat.  New driftline vegetation may 
be expected to form below rock armour. 
 
Section behind residential properties extending to Merrion Gates beach 
This is a highly sensitive area due to the presence of the Zostera bed, which lies between 10 
m and 20 m from the existing rock armour shore below the houses.       
 
The scale of potential impacts would depend on how much infill is required (i.e. can the 
existing rock armour below the gardens be used).   However, even a narrow infill strip here 
could have potentially severe impacts on the Zostera bed.  Access by users onto the 
intertidal flats could presumably be controlled.  
 
Impact at this section potentially Major.  
 
Merrion beach 
Scheme would presumably result in destruction of at least part of the existing sandy beach, 
which supports Annual vegetation of driftlines (Annex I habitat).  Area, however, has 
already been greatly disturbed and the conservation value is relatively low (though 
recovery is feasible with sensitive management).  New driftline vegetation may be expected 
to form below rock armour. 
 
 
Birds  
 
Sean Moore Park to start of promenade 
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Scheme would require infill of a strip of intertial sandflats.  These flats provide feeding 
habitat for wintering wetland birds though their relative importance is not known.  
 
Alongside Sean Moore Park itself, some consideration may need to be given to possible 
impacts on the regular flock of Brent Geese which feed on the amenity grass here – 
however, this is unlikely to be a constraint and if there is an issue from disturbance could 
be mitigated.   
 
Existing Sandymount promenade 
As the promenade already exists here, there would be no bird issues of concern.    
 
Section behind residential properties extending to Merrion Gates beach 
This is a highly sensitive area due to the presence of the Zostera bed, which is a critically 
important food supply for Brent Geese and other birds. 
 
Any potential impacts on the continued functioning of the Zostera bed would be of great 
concern.  It is assumed that access to the shoreline could be controlled and that screening 
could reduce the visual presence of to feeding birds.   
 
Impact at this section potentially Major.  
 
Merrion beach 
The beach here provides useful feeding for species such as turnstone and sanderling and it 
is desirable to retain some beach here with tideline debris etc.  
 
 
OVERVIEW OF CONCEPT 2   
 
There are some ecologically sensitive locations within Area 1 (with the section alongside 
the main Zostera bed rated as highly sensitive), and there are likely to be Major impacts on 
various Annex I habitats and birds by habitat loss and possibly increased access to the 
shoreline from a promenade.   Further, mitigation by creation of compensatory habitat does 
not appear feasible.  
 
Under the terms of the EU Habitats Directive and EU Birds Directive, the issues created by 
this Concept in the various sensitive areas would seem a major constraint to development.  
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CONSTRUCTION CONCEPT 3 – Promenade with Stepped Revetment  
 
General comment: Generally the same impacts will arise as discussed for Concept 1 but 
they could be more severe due to ease of access to the shoreline (especially relevant to 
birds).   
 
 
Habitats  
 
Sean Moore Park to start of promenade 
Scheme would require infill of a strip of intertial sandflats, an Annex I habitat for which the 
cSAC site has been selected for.   Also affected would be the area of dunes in the corner 
between Irishtown Park and Beach Road.  This contains the habitats Embryonic dunes and 
Annual vegetation of drift lines, both of which will be listed for this cSAC in a future 
review.   At present, the quality of the dune habitats has been compromised by past 
activities though with appropriate management, the value of the area could be increased.  
 
Existing Sandymount promenade 
As the promenade already exists here, there would be no habitat issues of concern.    
 
Small sandy inlet at south end of promenade 
Scheme would require infill in this inlet which supports annual driftline vegetation, a 
habitat listed on Annex I of the Habitats Directive and for which the cSAC site will be 
selected for.  It is, however, a minor example of the habitat.  New driftline vegetation may 
be expected to form below rock armour. 
 
Section behind residential properties extending to Merrion Gates beach 
This is a highly sensitive area due to the presence of the Zostera bed, which lies between 10 
m and 20 m from the existing rock armour shore below the houses.       
 
Infill here is likely to have impacts on the Zostera bed, both direct and indirect (could 
affect local sedimentation patterns etc.).   Easy access by users down the rock armour to the 
shore here would be undesirable (and see comment in bird section).  
 
Impact at this section potentially Major.  
 
Merrion beach 
Scheme would presumably result in destruction of existing sandy beach, which supports 
Annual vegetation of driftlines (Annex I habitat).  Area, however, has already been greatly 
disturbed and the conservation value is relatively low (though recovery is feasible with 
sensitive management).   
 
 
Birds  
 
Sean Moore Park to start of promenade 
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Scheme would require infill of a strip of intertial sandflats.  These flats provide feeding 
habitat for wintering wetland birds though their relative importance is not known.  
Complete access would be opened up in this area with increased levels of disturbance.     
 
Alongside Sean Moore Park itself, some consideration may need to be given to possible 
impacts on the regular flock of Brent Geese which feed on the amenity grass here – 
however, this is unlikely to be a constraint and if there is an issue from disturbance could 
be mitigated.   
 
Existing Sandymount promenade 
As the promenade already exists, with a high level of recreational activities on the 
adjoining beach and intertidal flats, there would be no bird issues of concern.    
 
Section behind residential properties extending to Merrion Gates beach 
This is a highly sensitive area due to the presence of the Zostera bed, which is a critically 
important food supply for Brent Geese and other birds. 
 
Any potential impacts on the continued functioning of the Zostera bed would be of great 
concern.  Further, there would be complete access to this shoreline by users, with expected 
significant disturbance to feeding birds.   
 
Impact at this section potentially Major.  
 
Merrion beach 
The beach here provides useful feeding for species such as turnstone and sanderling and it 
is desirable to retain some beach here with tideline debris etc.   Scheme would remove all 
beach habitats.  
 
 
OVERVIEW OF CONCEPT 3   
 
There are some ecologically sensitive locations within Area 1 (with the section alongside 
the main Zostera bed rated as highly sensitive), and there are likely to be Major impacts on 
various Annex I habitats and birds by habitat loss and complete access to the shoreline 
from a promenade.  Further, mitigation by creation of compensatory habitat or restriction of 
access to intertidal flats does not appear feasible.  
 
Under the terms of the EU Habitats Directive and EU Birds Directive, the issues created by 
this Concept in the various sensitive areas would seem a major constraint to development.  
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CONSTRUCTION CONCEPT 4 – Timber walkway erected in front of existing 
seawall    
 
Habitats  
 
Sean Moore Park to start of promenade 
While not removing any significant amount of intertidal habitat, presence of walkway 
would cause shading which may have some effect on the macroinvertebrates within the 
intertidal sediments.  Disturbance and shading would also be caused to the embryonic 
dunes and annual driftline vegetation in the corner between Irishtown Park and Beach 
Road.    
 
Existing Sandymount promenade 
As the promenade already exists here, there would be no habitat issues of concern.    
 
Small sandy inlet at south end of promenade 
While not removing any significant amount of intertidal habitat, presence of walkway 
would reduce light and restrict formation of annual driftline vegetation, a habitat listed on 
Annex I of the Habitats Directive and for which the cSAC site will be selected for.  It is, 
however, a minor example of the habitat.   
 
Section behind residential properties extending to Merrion Gates beach 
This is a highly sensitive area due to the presence of the Zostera bed, which lies between 10 
m and 20 m from the existing rock armour shore below the houses.       
 
Walkway would cause minor disturbance to sediments above the Zostera zone but impacts 
of this unlikely to be significant.   
 
Merrion beach 
Depending on location, walkway would restrict somewhat the annual formation of driftline   
vegetation (Annex I habitat), though same may form on the seaward side of it.  
 
 
Birds  
 
Sean Moore Park to start of promenade 
While not removing any significant amount of intertidal habitat, presence of walkway 
would cause shading which may have some effect on the macroinvertebrates within the 
intertidal sediments which are potential prey items for various birds.  Further study required 
to assess the importance of the extreme upper shoreline to feeding birds.   
 
Without appropriate screening (which would need to be opaque to about waist height) the 
presence of people on the walkway could cause disturbance to feeding birds. 
 
Alongside Sean Moore Park itself, some consideration may need to be given to possible 
impacts on the regular flock of Brent Geese which feed on the amenity grass here – 
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however, this is unlikely to be a constraint and if there is an issue from disturbance could 
be mitigated.   
 
Existing Sandymount promenade 
As the promenade already exists here, there would be no bird issues of concern.    
 
Section behind residential properties extending to Merrion Gates beach 
This is a highly sensitive area due to the presence of the Zostera bed, which is a critically 
important food supply for Brent Geese and other birds. 
 
Without appropriate screening (which would need to be opaque to about waist height) the 
presence of people on the walkway could cause disturbance to feeding birds. 
 
Merrion beach 
The beach here provides useful feeding for species such as turnstone and sanderling and it 
should be feasible to retain some beach here with tideline debris etc.  
 
 
 
OVERVIEW OF CONCEPT 4   
 
The main permanent impacts on habitats will be caused by shading effects which will 
reduce area of existing dunes and other shoreline vegetation.   The significance of this 
needs to be assessed in detail.   
 
The main issue relating to birds is possible disturbance from the visual sight of people near 
feeding and roost sites.   Adequate mitigation would be required in the form of screening.  
Measures would need to be taken to restrict access to the shoreline from the walkway in 
areas important for birds.    
 
Tentatively, the impacts on habitats and birds by this Concept could be relatively Minor 
though further assessment is required.    Mitigation might include seasonal construction 
restrictions in certain areas.    
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CONSTRUCTION CONCEPT 5 – Timber walkway erected offshore of the existing 
seawall     
 
General Comment:  
Without assessing the various sub-sections as in Concept 4, suffice it is to say that the 
impacts by this Concept on both habitats and birds would be potentially Major.  The main 
issue is that the area between the new walkway and the existing shoreline would be 
effectively compromised and hence a much wider strip of shoreline (when compared to any 
of the other Concepts) would be affected.   This would especially affect the section along  
the Zostera bed.   Also affected would be the area between Sean Moore Park and the start 
of the existing promenade.  
  
Under the terms of the EU Habitats Directive and EU Birds Directive, the issues created by 
this Concept in the various sensitive areas would seem a major constraint to development.  
 
 
 
 
GENERAL COMMENT ON AREA 1 CONCEPTS  
 
This preliminary assessment of the concepts is made in the framework of the two EU 
Directives and their associated Regulations, and with consideration of the NPWS 
Conservation Plan for South Dublin Bay.  
 
Loss of habitat by infill, even relatively small amounts, should be a last option when no 
other alternatives are available.  Clearly, Concepts 1, 2 and 3 could be ruled out on this 
basis (as Concept 4 exists as an alternative).  It is noted that there appears little or no scope 
to provide compensatory habitat in south Dublin Bay for habitat loss.  From the perspective 
of disturbance to birds, Concept 3 is of especial concern as it would invite users onto the 
intertidal flats along the entire length.     
 
Concept 5 has significant impacts over a wider area than the other options and would seem 
indefensible on ecological grounds when compared to Concept 4.  In particular, it would 
increase significantly the potential disturbance zone to birds.  
 
Concept 4, with appropriate mitigation, and subject to further assessment, may be feasible 
on ecological grounds (though any development alongside the Zostera bed at Merrion will 
be of high concern from both habitat and ornithological perspectives).      
 
The present writer understands that should a final plan be prepared, the EU would require 
that in sensitive areas all alterative routes (i.e. above the shoreline) would need to have 
been examined and ruled out.  
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Area C : North of Brighton Vale to end of the Gut at Dun Laoghaire   
 
 
CONSTRUCTION CONCEPT 1 – Promenade with Rock Armour and Toe Stones   
 
Habitats  
Habitats here comprise a good example of rocky shoreline just below Brighton Vale, and 
then a mix of intertidal sandflats (with possibly some upper beach sands) and rock outcrops 
south-eastwards to the infill ground at the base of the West Pier.   Further baseline survey 
required here.  
 
Infill over the rocky shore and the intertidal sediments would be a Major impact as (i) this 
is the only example of bedrock shoreline in the cSAC1 and (ii) the cSAC site is listed for 
intertidal sediments.  
 
Birds 
While included in the SPA, this sector would be of relatively low importance for birds 
(though baseline data for this area are poor) and there appears a relatively high degree of 
existing disturbance from recreational users.  The rocky shore could be of importance for 
rocky shore species such as turnstones and purple sandpiper.   The intertidal strip provides 
limited feeding for wintering birds as it is narrow and tends to be exposed for short periods.  
   
 
OVERVIEW OF CONCEPT 1   
 
Infill of shoreline habitats here would be a Major impact as these form part of the cSAC.   
 
Loss of habitat is unlikely to be a Major issue for birds as the area is of less importance 
than other areas in the south bay.   However, baseline studies would be required before full 
assessment is made.  
  
 

                                                 
1 While the SAC site has not been selected for rocky shore, within the Management 
Framework of the Conservation Plan for the cSAC/SPA there is still a commitment to 
protect the integrity of the other habitats within the site, as Conservation Objective 3 states 
‘To maintain other habitats at favourable conservation status, namely exposed rovky 
shores, shingle shores, embryonic dunes, marram dunes etc’, which implies that each 
habitat within the cSAC should be treated as of conservation value.   
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CONSTRUCTION CONCEPT 2 – Promenade with wave return wall    
 
General comment: Generally the same impacts will arise as discussed for Concept 1 but 
they will be less severe due to reduced footprint and access to the shoreline would be less 
easy.  Again, loss of habitats would be the key issue.  
 
 
 
 
CONSTRUCTION CONCEPT 3 – Promenade with stepped revetment   
 
General Comment:  
 
The main issue here is again loss of an Annex I habitat, intertidal sand flats, for which the 
cSAC site has been selected.  Rocky shoreline would also be lost.  
 
In addition, easy and presumably encouraged access to the intertidal flats at low tide would 
cause further disturbance to the sediments and associated infauna.   
 
While this stretch of shoreline is possibly not of high importance for birds, any potential 
feeding opportunities would be compromised further (accepting there is already disturbance 
from recreational activities) by the increased access.  
 
Overall, Major issues due to loss of habitat.   Further baseline survey required.    
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CONSTRUCTION CONCEPT 4 – Timber walkway erected in front of existing 
seawall    
 
Habitats  
The construction of this on the rocky shore (if this is feasible) would cause disturbance to 
the habitat as presumably drilling etc would be required.     
 
While there would be no significant loss of habitat along the intertidal shoreline, shading 
may have some effect on the macroinvertebrates within the intertidal sediments.  It is not 
known if any upper beach vegetation occurs along this stretch. 
 
Further baseline assessment required.    
 
Birds  
Probably no major impacts though further study required.   
 
 
OVERVIEW OF CONCEPT 4   
 
Tentatively, the impacts on habitats and birds by this Concept could be relatively Minor 
though further assessment is required as the area is not as well known as other areas in the 
south bay.      
 
 
 
CONSTRUCTION CONCEPT 5 – Timber walkway erected offshore of the existing 
seawall     
 
General Comment:  
It would seem impractical to construct this concept on the rocky shore.   
 
The main issue is that the area between the new walkway and the shoreline would be 
effectively compromised and hence a much wider strip of shoreline (when compared to any 
of the other Concepts) would be affected – this is particularly relevant to birds.    
 
 
 
CONSTRUCTION CONCEPT 6 – Promenade in front of the existing harbour wall  
 
General Comment:  
 
There appears to be no significant ecological issues with this Concept though a field survey 
would be required to establish baseline conditions.  
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GENERAL COMMENT ON AREA C CONCEPTS  
 
While it could be argued that the ecological interests here are less than those further north, 
all of the intertial zone is still part of the cSAC and SPA.  
 
As with Area A, loss of habitat by infill, even relatively small amounts, should be a last 
option when no other alternatives are available.  Clearly, Concepts 1, 2  & 3 could be ruled 
out on this basis (as Concept 4 exists as an alternative).  It is noted that there appears little 
or no scope to provide compensatory habitat in south Dublin Bay for habitat loss.  
 
In addition to loss of habitat, Concepts 1 & 3 would provide easy access to the shoreline 
which would increase disturbance to birds.  
 
Concept 5 has significant impacts over a wider area than the other options and would seem 
indefensible on ecological grounds. 
 
Concept 6 has no apparent ecological issues.  
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View of existing sea wall from beach along Strand Road 
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Existing sea wall along Strand Road 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Start of existing Promenade 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Existing rock armour along Sandymount Promenade 



Sutton to Sandycove Promenade & Cycleway - Phase 2  
Dublin City Council 
 
 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Existing out fall at Sandymount Promenade 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Existing access to foreshore along Sandymount Promenade 
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Low level wall at rear of Sandymount Promenade 
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Sloped revetment to rear of properties at Merrion Gates 
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Raised grass area at Merrion Gates 
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Existing foreshore access at Blackrock Station 
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Strip of land adjacent to DART Line South of Lord Cloncurrys Bridge 
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DART Tunnel at Maretimo Headland 
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Access route adjacent to DART Line through Gut 
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Existing access from footpath at Queens Road  
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Appendix E 
Costs 



Section A Sean Moore Park to Merrion Gates

CODE DESCRIPTION UNIT RATE COST
Option 1 Embankment with rock revetment

A Site Clearance 15080 m2 €20.00 €301,600.00

B Geotextile 15080 m2 €5.00 €75,400.00

C Filling with imported Type 3 material 19720 m3 €30.00 €591,600.00

D Rock armouring 32277 Tonnes €45.00 €1,452,465.00

E Insitu concrete slab 9280 m2 €40.00 €371,200.00

F Street lights @ 25M centres 46 Nr €4,500.00 €208,800.00

G Street Furniture 1 Sum €140,000.00 €140,000.00

H Extend flood defence wall by 400mm 1160 m €100.00 €116,000.00

I Wall at top of rock armour 1160 m €100.00 €116,000.00

J Remedial Works and Look out points 1 Sum €100,000.00 €100,000.00

€3,473,065
€868,266

€4,927,411

Sean Moore Park to Merrion Gates (utilising 
existing rock revetment 1200m)

CODE DESCRIPTION UNIT RATE COST

A Site Clearance 15600 m2 €20.00 €312,000.00

B Geotextile 15600 m2 €5.00 €78,000.00

E Insitu concrete slab 9600 m2 €40.00 €384,000.00

F Street lights @ 25M centres 48 Nr €4,500.00 €216,000.00

G Street Furniture 1 Sum €145,000.00 €145,000.00

H Extend flood defence wall by 400mm 1200 m €100.00 €120,000.00

I Wall at top of rock armour 1200 m €100.00 €120,000.00

J Remedial Works and Look out points 1 Sum €500,000.00 €500,000.00

K Soft Works 1200 m €200.00 €240,000.00

L Carparks 4495 m2 €85.00 €382,075.00
€2,497,075
€624,269

€3,542,725

Grand Total €8,470,136
€8,500,000Say

QTY

Sub Total
Preliminaries and Contingencies 25%

Total inc VAT @13.5%

QTY

Sub Total

Total inc VAT @13.5%
Preliminaries and Contingencies 25%



Section A Sean Moore Park To Merrion Gates (2360m)

CODE DESCRIPTION UNIT RATE COST
Option 2 Embankment with Wave Return Wall

A Site Clearance 30680 m2 €20.00 €613,600.00

B Geotextile 30680 m2 €5.00 €153,400.00

C Filling with imported Type 3 material 47200 m3 €30.00 €1,416,000.00

D Wave Return Wall 2360 m €2,800.00 €6,608,000.00

E Insitu concrete slab 18880 m2 €40.00 €755,200.00

F Stainless Steel Handrail 2360 m €600.00 €1,416,000.00

G Street lights @ 25M centres 94 Nr €4,500.00 €424,800.00

H Street Furniture 1 Sum €285,000.00 €285,000.00

I Extend flood defence wall by 400mm 2360 m €100.00 €236,000.00

J Remedial Works and Look out points 1 Sum €600,000.00 €600,000.00

K Soft Works 1200 m €200.00 €240,000.00

L Carparks 4495 m2 €85.00 €382,075.00
€13,130,075
€3,282,519
€18,628,294
€18,650,000Say

QTY

Sub Total

Total inc VAT @ 13.5%
Preliminaries and Contingencies 25%



Section A Sean Moore Park to Merrion Gates (2360m)

CODE DESCRIPTION UNIT RATE COST
Option 3 Embankment with stepped revetment

A Site Clearance 30680 m2 €20.00 €613,600.00

B Geotextile 30680 m2 €5.00 €153,400.00

C Filling with imported Type 3 material 49560 m3 €30.00 €1,486,800.00

D In situ concrete 8364 m3 €550.00 €4,600,112.00

E Insitu concrete slab 17700 m2 €40.00 €708,000.00

F Street lights @ 25M centres 94 Nr €4,500.00 €424,800.00

G Street Furniture 1 Sum €285,000.00 €285,000.00

H Extend flood defence wall by 400mm 2360 m €100.00 €236,000.00

I Remedial Works and Look out points 1 Sum €600,000.00 €600,000.00

J Soft Works 1200 m €200.00 €240,000.00

K Carparks 2495 m2 €85.00 €212,075.00
€9,559,787
€2,389,947
€13,562,948
€13,600,000Say

QTY

Sub Total

Total inc VAT @ 13.5%
Preliminaries and Contingencies 25%



Section A Sean Moore Park to Merrion Gates (2360m)

CODE DESCRIPTION UNIT RATE COST

Option 4 
Timber walkway in front of exiting sea wall

A Site Clearance 18880 m2 €20.00 €377,600.00

B Timber Piles 472 Sum €1,100.00 €519,200.00

C Timber Decked Walkway 18880 m2 €765.00 €14,443,200.00

D Stainless Steel Handrail 2360 m €600.00 €1,416,000.00

E Street lights @ 25M centres 94 Nr €4,500.00 €424,800.00

F Street Furniture 1 Sum €285,000.00 €285,000.00

G Extend flood defence wall by 400mm 2360 m €100.00 €236,000.00

H Remedial Works and Look out points 1 Sum €600,000.00 €600,000.00

I Soft Works 1200 m €200.00 €240,000.00

J Carparks 4495 m2 €85.00 €382,075.00
€18,923,875
€4,730,969
€26,848,248
£26,900,000Say

QTY

Sub Total

Total inc VAT @ 13.5%
Preliminaries and Contingencies 25%



Section A Sean Moore Park to Merrion Gates (2360m)

CODE DESCRIPTION UNIT RATE COST
Option 5 Timber walkway erected offshore

A Site Clearance 18880 m2 €20.00 €377,600.00

B Timber Piles 1416 Sum €1,100.00 €1,557,600.00

C Timber Decked Walkway 18880 m2 €765.00 €14,443,200.00

D Stainless Steel Handrail 4720 m €600.00 €2,832,000.00

E Street lights @ 25M centres 94 Sum €4,500.00 €424,800.00

F Seats @ 25m Centres 94 Nr €1,500.00 €141,600.00

G Street Furniture 1 Sum €3,000.00 €285,000.00

H Extend flood defence wall by 400mm 2360 m €100.00 €236,000.00

I Remedial Works and Look out points 1 Sum €600,000.00 €600,000.00

J Soft Works 1200 m €200.00 €240,000.00

K Carparks 4495 m2 €85.00 €382,075.00
€21,519,875
€5,379,969
€30,531,323
€30,600,000Say

QTY

Sub Total

Total Inc VAT @ 13.5%
Preliminaries and Contingencies 25%



Section B Merrion Gates to Seafort Parade

CODE DESCRIPTION UNIT RATE COST
Option 1 Embankment with rock revetment

A Site Clearance 20293 m2 €20.00 €405,860.00

B Geotextile 20293 m2 €5.00 €101,465.00

C Filling with imported Type 3 material 44489 m3 €30.00 €1,334,655.00

D Rock armouring 59006 Tonnes €45.00 €2,655,261.00

E Insitu concrete slab 12488 m2 €40.00 €499,520.00

F Street lights @ 25M centres 62 Nr €4,500.00 €280,980.00

G Street Furniture 1 Sum €190,000.00 €190,000.00

H Extend flood defence wall by 400mm 1561 m €100.00 €156,100.00

I Wall at top of rock armour 1561 m €100.00 €156,100.00

K Soft Works 750 m €200.00 €150,000.00

L Bridge with ramp 3 Sum €2,066,115.00 €6,198,345.00

M Remedial works and look out points 1 Sum €350,000.00 €350,000.00

€12,478,286
€3,119,572
€15,597,858

Say €15,600,000
Including VAT @13.5%

QTY

Sub Total
Preliminaries and Contingencies 25%



Section B Merrion Gates to Seafort Parade

CODE DESCRIPTION UNIT RATE COST
Option 2 Embankment with Wave Return Wall

A Site Clearance 20293 m2 €20.00 €405,860.00

B Geotextile 20293 m2 €5.00 €101,465.00

C Filling with imported Type 3 material 15610 m3 €30.00 €468,300.00

D Wave Return Wall 1561 m €2,800.00 €4,370,800.00

E Insitu concrete slab 12488 m2 €40.00 €499,520.00

F Stainless Steel Handrail 1561 m €600.00 €936,600.00

G Street lights @ 25M centres 62 Nr €4,500.00 €280,980.00

H Street Furniture 1 Sum €190,000.00 €190,000.00

I Extend flood defence wall by 400mm 1561 m €100.00 €156,100.00

J Remedial Works and Look out points 1 Sum €300,000.00 €300,000.00

K Soft Works 750 m €200.00 €150,000.00

L Bridge with ramp 3 Sum €2,066,115.00 €6,198,345.00

M Remedial works and look out points 1 Sum €350,000.00 €350,000.00

€14,407,970
€3,601,993
€20,441,307
€20,500,000Say

QTY

Sub Total

Total inc VAT @ 13.5%
Preliminaries and Contingencies 25%



Section B Merrion Gates to Seafort Parade

CODE DESCRIPTION UNIT RATE COST
Option 3 Embankment with stepped revetment

A Site Clearance 20293 m2 €20.00 €405,860.00

B Geotextile 20293 m2 €5.00 €101,465.00

C Filling with imported Type 3 material 34342 m3 €30.00 €1,030,260.00

D In situ concrete 4425 m3 €550.00 €2,433,989.25

E Insitu concrete slab 11708 m2 €40.00 €468,300.00

F Street lights @ 25M centres 62 Nr €4,500.00 €280,980.00

G Street Furniture 1 Sum €190,000.00 €190,000.00

H Extend flood defence wall by 400mm 1561 m €100.00 €156,100.00

I Remedial Works and Look out points 1 Sum €300,000.00 €300,000.00

J Soft Works 750 m €200.00 €150,000.00

K Bridges Ramped 3 Sum €2,066,115.00 €6,198,345.00

€11,715,299
€2,928,825
€16,621,081
€16,650,000Say

QTY

Sub Total

Total inc VAT @ 13.5%
Preliminaries and Contingencies 25%



Section B Merrion Gates to Seafort Parade

CODE DESCRIPTION UNIT RATE COST
Option 4 Timber walkway in front of existing sea wall

A Site Clearance 12488 m2 €20.00 €249,760.00

B Timber Piles 312 Sum €1,100.00 €343,420.00

C Timber Decked Walkway 12488 m2 €765.00 €9,553,320.00

D Stainless Steel Handrail 1561 m €600.00 €936,600.00

E Street lights @ 25M centres 62 Nr €4,500.00 €280,980.00

F Street Furniture 1 Sum €190,000.00 €190,000.00

G Extend flood defence wall by 400mm 1561 m €100.00 €156,100.00

H Remedial Works and Look out points 1 Sum €300,000.00 €300,000.00

I Soft Works 750 m €200.00 €150,000.00

J Bridges Ramped 3 Sum €2,066,115.00 €6,198,345.00

€18,358,525
€4,589,631
€26,046,157

Say €26,100,000
Including VAT @13.5%

QTY

Sub Total
Preliminaries and Contingencies 25%



Section B Merrion Gates to Seafort Parade

CODE DESCRIPTION UNIT RATE COST
Option 5 Timber walkway erected offshore

A Site Clearance 12488 m2 €20.00 €249,760.00

B Timber Piles 937 Sum €1,100.00 €1,030,260.00

C Timber Decked Walkway 12488 m2 €765.00 €9,553,320.00

D Stainless Steel Handrail 1561 m €600.00 €936,600.00

E Street lights @ 25M centres 62 Nr €4,500.00 €280,980.00

F Street Furniture 1 Sum €190,000.00 €190,000.00

G Extend flood defence wall by 400mm 1561 m €100.00 €156,100.00

H Remedial Works and Look out points 1 Sum €300,000.00 €300,000.00

I Soft Works 750 m €200.00 €150,000.00

J Bridges Ramped 3 Sum €2,066,115.00 €6,198,345.00

€19,045,365
€4,761,341
€27,020,612
€27,050,000Say

QTY

Sub Total

Total inc VAT @ 13.5%
Preliminaries and Contingency 25%



Section B Seafort Parade to Maretimo Headland

CODE DESCRIPTION UNIT RATE COST
Option 1 Embankment with rock revetment

A Site Clearance 16549 m2 €20.00 €330,980.00

B Geotextile 16549 m2 €5.00 €82,745.00

C Filling with imported Type 3 material 23551 m3 €30.00 €706,515.00

D Rock armouring 49011 Tonnes €45.00 €2,205,472.50

E Insitu concrete slab 10184 m2 €40.00 €407,360.00

F Street lights @ 25M centres 51 Nr €4,500.00 €229,140.00

G Street Furniture 1 Sum €150,000.00 €150,000.00

H Extend flood defence wall by 400mm 1273 m €100.00 €127,300.00

I Wall at top of rock armour 1273 m €100.00 €127,300.00

J Remedial Works and Look out points 1 Sum €350,000.00 €350,000.00

K Soft Works 650 m €200.00 €130,000.00

L Bridge with ramp 1 Sum €2,066,115.00 €2,066,115.00

M Bridge with steps 2 Sum € 385,675.00 £771,350.00

€7,684,278
€1,921,069
€9,605,347

Say €9,600,000

Sub Total
Preliminaries and Contingencies 25%

Including VAT @13.5%

QTY



Section B Seafort Parade to Maretimo Headland

CODE DESCRIPTION UNIT RATE COST
Option 2 Embankment with Wave Return Wall

A Site Clearance 16549 m2 €20.00 €330,980.00

B Geotextile 16549 m2 €5.00 €82,745.00

C Filling with imported Type 3 material 12730 m3 €30.00 €381,900.00

D Wave Return Wall 1273 m €2,800.00 €3,564,400.00

E Insitu concrete slab 10184 m2 €40.00 €407,360.00

F Stainless Steel Handrail 1273 m €600.00 €763,800.00

G Street lights @ 25M centres 51 Nr €4,500.00 €229,140.00

H Street Furniture 1 Sum €150,000.00 €150,000.00

I Extend flood defence wall by 400mm 1273 m €100.00 €127,300.00

J Remedial Works and Look out points 1 Sum €300,000.00 €300,000.00

K Soft Works 650 m €200.00 €130,000.00

L Remedial works and look out points 1 Sum €350,000.00 €350,000.00

M Bridge with ramp 1 Sum €2,066,115.00 €2,066,115.00

N Bridge with steps 2 Sum €385,675.00 €771,350.00

€9,655,090
€2,413,773
€13,698,159
€13,700,000

QTY

Preliminaries and Contingency 25%
Total inc VAT @ 13.5%

Say

Sub Total



Section B Seafort Parade to Maretimo Headland

CODE DESCRIPTION UNIT RATE COST
Option 3 Embankment with stepped revetment

A Site Clearance 16549 m2 €20.00 €330,980.00

B Geotextile 16549 m2 €5.00 €82,745.00

C Filling with imported Type 3 material 17822 m3 €30.00 €534,660.00

D In situ concrete 4077 m3 €550.00 €2,242,230.38

E Insitu concrete slab 10184 m2 €40.00 €407,360.00

F Street lights @ 25M centres 51 Nr €4,500.00 €229,140.00

G Street Furniture 1 Sum €150,000.00 €150,000.00

H Extend flood defence wall by 400mm 1273 m €100.00 €127,300.00

I Remedial Works and Look out points 1 Sum €300,000.00 €300,000.00

J Soft Works 650 m €200.00 €130,000.00

K Bridges Ramped 1 Sum €2,066,115.00 €2,066,115.00

L Bridges Stepped 2 Sum € 385,675.00 €771,350.00

€7,371,880
€1,842,970
€10,458,855
€10,500,000

QTY

Sub Total
Preliminaries and Contingencies 25%

Say
Total inc VAT @ 13.5%



Section B Seafort Parade to Maretimo Headland

CODE DESCRIPTION UNIT RATE COST
Option 4 Timber walkway in front of existing sea wall

A Site Clearance 10184 m2 €20.00 €203,680.00

B Timber Piles 255 Sum €1,100.00 €280,060.00

C Timber Decked Walkway 10184 m2 €765.00 €7,790,760.00

D Stainless Steel Handrail 1273 m €600.00 €763,800.00

E Street lights @ 25M centres 51 Nr €4,500.00 €229,140.00

F Street Furniture 1 Sum €150,000.00 €150,000.00

G Extend flood defence wall by 400mm 1273 m €100.00 €127,300.00

H Remedial Works and Look out points 1 Sum €300,000.00 €300,000.00

I Soft Works 650 m €200.00 €130,000.00

J Bridges Ramped 1 Sum €2,066,115.00 €2,066,115.00

K Bridges Stepped 2 Sum €385,675.00 €771,350.00

€12,812,205
€3,203,051
€18,177,316

Say €18,200,000

QTY

Including VAT @13.5%

Sub Total
Preliminaries and Contingencies 25%



Section B Seafort Parade to Maretimo Headland

CODE DESCRIPTION UNIT RATE COST
Option 5 Timber walkway erected offshore

A Site Clearance 10184 m2 €20.00 €203,680.00

B Timber Piles 764 Sum €1,100.00 €840,180.00

C Timber Decked Walkway 10184 m2 €765.00 €7,790,760.00

D Stainless Steel Handrail 1273 m €600.00 €763,800.00

E Street lights @ 25M centres 51 Nr €4,500.00 €229,140.00

F Street Furniture 1 Sum €150,000.00 €150,000.00

G Extend flood defence wall by 400mm 1273 m €100.00 €127,300.00

H Remedial Works and Look out points 1 Sum €300,000.00 €300,000.00

I Soft Works 650 m €200.00 €130,000.00

J Bridges Ramped 1 Sum €2,066,115.00 €2,066,115.00

K Bridges Stepped 2 Sum €385,675.00 €771,350.00

€13,372,325
€3,343,081
€18,971,986
€19,000,000Say

QTY

Sub Total
Preliminaries and Contingencies 25%

Total inc VAT @ 13.5%



Section B Maretimo Headland to Seapoint Station

CODE DESCRIPTION UNIT RATE COST
Option 1 Embankment with rock revetment

A Site Clearance 3731 m2 €20.00 €74,620.00

B Geotextile 3731 m2 €5.00 €18,655.00

C Filling with imported Type 3 material 4018 m3 €30.00 €120,540.00

D Rock armouring 9051 Tonnes €45.00 €407,274.53

E Insitu concrete slab 2296 m2 €40.00 €91,840.00

F Street lights @ 25M centres 11 Nr €4,500.00 €51,660.00

G Street Furniture 1 Sum €35,000.00 €35,000.00

H Extend flood defence wall by 400mm 287 m €100.00 €28,700.00

I Wall at top of rock armour 150 m €200.00 €30,000.00

J Remedial Works and Look out points 1 Sum €75,000.00 €75,000.00

K Soft Works 287 m €100.00 €28,700.00

L Bridge with ramp 1 Sum €2,066,115.00 €2,066,115.00

€3,028,105
€757,026

€4,296,123
Say €4,300,000

QTY

Sub Total
Preliminaries and Contingencies 25%

Including VAT @13.5%



Section B Maretimo Headland to Seapoint Station

CODE DESCRIPTION UNIT RATE COST
Option 2 Embankment with Wave Return Wall

A Site Clearance 3731 m2 €20.00 €74,620.00

B Geotextile 3731 m2 €5.00 €18,655.00

C Filling with imported Type 3 material 2870 m3 €30.00 €86,100.00

K Wave Return Wall 287 m €2,800.00 €803,600.00

E Insitu concrete slab 2296 m2 €40.00 €91,840.00

F Stainless Steel Handrail 287 m €600.00 €172,200.00

G Street lights @ 25M centres 11 Nr €4,500.00 €51,660.00

H Street Furniture 1 Sum €35,000.00 €35,000.00

I Extend flood defence wall by 400mm 287 m €100.00 €28,700.00

J Remedial Works and Look out points 1 Sum €75,000.00 €75,000.00

K Soft Works 150 m €200.00 €30,000.00

L Bridge with ramp 1 Sum €2,066,115.00 €2,066,115.00

M Remedial works and look out points 1 Sum €75,000.00 €75,000.00

€3,608,490
€902,123

€5,119,545
€5,150,000

QTY

Sub Total
Preliminaries and Contingency 25%

Total inc VAT @ 13.5%
Say



Section B Maretimo Headland to Seapoint Station

CODE DESCRIPTION UNIT RATE COST
Option 3 Embankment with stepped revetment

A Site Clearance 3731 m2 €20.00 €74,620.00

B Geotextile 3731 m2 €5.00 €18,655.00

C Filling with imported Type 3 material 4018 m3 €30.00 €120,540.00

D In situ concrete 942 m3 €550.00 €518,142.63

E Insitu concrete slab 2296 m2 €40.00 €91,840.00

F Street lights @ 25M centres 11 Nr €4,500.00 €51,660.00

G Street Furniture 1 Sum €3,000.00 €35,000.00

H Extend flood defence wall by 400mm 287 m €100.00 €28,700.00

I Remedial Works and Look out points 1 Sum €75,000.00 €75,000.00

J Soft Works 150 m €200.00 €30,000.00

K Bridges Ramped 1 Sum €2,066,115.00 €2,066,115.00

€3,110,273
€777,568

€4,412,699
€4,450,000

QTY

Preliminaries and Contingencies 25%

Say

Sub Total

Total inc VAT @ 13.5%



Section B Maretimo Headland to Seapoint Station

CODE DESCRIPTION UNIT RATE COST
Option 4 Timber walkway in front of existing sea wall

A Site Clearance 2296 m2 €20.00 €45,920.00

B Timber Piles 57 Sum €1,100.00 €63,140.00

C Timber Decked Walkway 2296 m2 €765.00 €1,756,440.00

D Stainless Steel Handrail 287 m €600.00 €172,200.00

E Street lights @ 25M centres 11 Nr €4,500.00 €51,660.00

F Street Furniture 1 Sum €35,000.00 €35,000.00

G Extend flood defence wall by 400mm 287 m €100.00 €28,700.00

H Remedial Works and Look out points 1 Sum €75,000.00 €75,000.00

I Soft Works 150 m €200.00 €30,000.00

J Bridges Ramped 1 Sum €2,066,115.00 €2,066,115.00

€4,324,175
€1,081,044
€6,134,923
€6,150,000

QTY

Preliminaries and Contingencies 25%

Say

Sub Total

Total inc VAT @ 13.5%



Section B Maretimo Headland to Seapoint Station

CODE DESCRIPTION UNIT RATE COST
Option 5 Timber walkway erected offshore

A Site Clearance 2296 m2 €20.00 €45,920.00

B Timber Piles 172 Sum €1,100.00 €189,420.00

C Timber Decked Walkway 2296 m2 €765.00 €1,756,440.00

D Stainless Steel Handrail 287 m €600.00 €172,200.00

E Street lights @ 25M centres 11 Nr €4,500.00 €51,660.00

F Street Furniture 1 Sum €35,000.00 €35,000.00

G Extend flood defence wall by 400mm 287 m €100.00 €28,700.00

H Remedial Works and Look out points 1 Sum €75,000.00 €75,000.00

I Soft Works 150 m €200.00 €30,000.00

J Bridges Ramped 1 Sum €2,066,115.00 €2,066,115.00

€4,450,455
€1,112,614
€6,314,083
€6,300,000

QTY

Preliminaries and Contingencies 25%

Say

Sub Total

Total inc VAT @ 13.5%



Section C Brighton Vale to The Gut

CODE DESCRIPTION UNIT RATE COST
Option 1 Embankment with rock revetment

A Site Clearance 18200 m2 €20.00 €364,000.00

B Geotextile 18200 m2 €5.00 €91,000.00

C Filling with imported Type 3 material 19600 m3 €30.00 €588,000.00

D Rock armouring 45570 Tonnes €45.00 €2,050,650.00

E Insitu concrete slab 11200 m2 €40.00 €448,000.00

F Street lights @ 25M centres 56 Nr €4,500.00 €252,000.00

G Street Furniture 1 Sum €170,000.00 €170,000.00

H Extend flood defence wall by 400mm 1400 m €100.00 €140,000.00

I Wall at top of rock armour 1400 m €100.00 €140,000.00

J Remedial Works and Look out points 1 Sum €1,000,000.00 €1,000,000.00

K Soft Works 700 m €200.00 €140,000.00

€5,383,650
€1,345,913
€7,638,053

Say €7,650,000

QTY

Sub Total

Total inc VAT @ 13.5%
Preliminaries and Contingencies 25%



Section C Brighton Vale to The Gut

CODE DESCRIPTION UNIT RATE COST
Option 2 Embankment with wave return wall

A Site Clearance 18200 m2 €20.00 €364,000.00

B Geotextile 18200 m2 €5.00 €91,000.00

C Filling with imported Type 3 material 44800 m3 €30.00 €1,344,000.00

D Wave Return Wall 1400 m €2,800.00 €3,920,000.00

E Stainless Steel Handrail 1400 m €600.00 €840,000.00

F Insitu concrete slab 11200 m2 €40.00 €448,000.00

G Street lights @ 25M centres 56 Nr €4,500.00 €252,000.00

H Street Furniture 1 Sum €170,000.00 €170,000.00

I Extend flood defence wall by 400mm 1400 m €100.00 €140,000.00

J Remedial Works and Look out points 1 Sum €1,000,000.00 €1,000,000.00

K Soft Works 700 m €200.00 €140,000.00

€8,709,000
€2,177,250
€12,355,894
€12,400,000Say

QTY

Sub Total
Preliminaries and Contingencies 25%

Total Inc VAT @ 13.5%



Section C Brighton Vale to The Gut

CODE DESCRIPTION UNIT RATE COST
Option 3 Embankment with stepped revetment

A Site Clearance 18200 m2 €20.00 €364,000.00

B Geotextile 18200 m2 €5.00 €91,000.00

C Filling with imported Type 3 material 29750 m3 €30.00 €892,500.00

D In situ concrete 5145 m3 €550.00 €2,829,750.00

E Insitu concrete slab 11200 m2 €40.00 €448,000.00

F Street lights @ 25M centres 56 Nr €4,500.00 €252,000.00

G Street Furniture 1 Sum €170,000.00 €170,000.00

H Extend flood defence wall by 400mm 1400 m €100.00 €140,000.00

I Remedial Works and Look out points 1 Sum €1,000,000.00 €1,000,000.00

J Soft Works 700 m €200.00 €140,000.00

€6,327,250
€1,581,813
€8,976,786
€9,000,000Say

QTY

Sub Total

Total inc VAT @ 13.5%
Preliminaries and Contingencies 25%



Section C Brighton Vale to The Gut

CODE DESCRIPTION UNIT RATE COST
Option 4 Timber walkway in front of existing sea wall

A Site Clearance 11200 m2 €20.00 €224,000.00

B Timber Piles 280 Sum €1,100.00 €308,000.00

C Timber Decked Walkway 14000 m2 €765.00 €10,710,000.00

D Stainless Steel Handrail 1400 m €600.00 €840,000.00

E Street lights @ 25M centres 56 Nr €4,500.00 €252,000.00

F Street Furniture 1 Sum €170,000.00 €170,000.00

G Extend flood defence wall by 400mm 1400 m €100.00 €140,000.00

H Remedial Works and Look out points 1 Sum €1,000,000.00 €1,000,000.00

I Soft Works 700 m €200.00 €140,000.00

€13,784,000
€3,446,000
€19,556,050

Say €19,600,000
Including VAT @ 13.5%

QTY

Sub Total
Preliminaries and Contingencies 25%



Section C Brighton Vale to The Gut

CODE DESCRIPTION UNIT RATE COST
Option 5 Timber walkway erected offshore

A Site Clearance 11200 m2 €20.00 €224,000.00

B Timber Piles 840 Sum €1,100.00 €924,000.00

C Timber Decked Walkway 12278 m2 €765.00 €9,392,670.00

D Stainless Steel Handrail 1400 m €600.00 €840,000.00

E Street lights @ 25M centres 56 Nr €4,500.00 €252,000.00

F Street Furniture 1 Sum €170,000.00 €170,000.00

G Extend flood defence wall by 400mm 1400 m €100.00 €140,000.00

H Remedial Works and Look out points 1 Sum €1,000,000.00 €1,000,000.00

I Soft Works 700 m €200.00 €140,000.00

€13,082,670
€3,270,668
€18,561,038
€18,600,000Say

QTY

Sub Total

Total in VAT @ 13.5%
Preliminaries and Contingencies 25%



Section D Gut to end of Old Harbour

CODE DESCRIPTION UNIT RATE COST

Option 1 
Timber walkway adjacent to Old Harbour wall

A Site Clearance 1720 m2 €20.00 €34,400.00

B Timber Piles 43 Sum €1,100.00 €47,300.00

C Timber Decked Walkway 1720 m2 €765.00 €1,315,800.00

D Stainless Steel Handrail 215 m €600.00 €129,000.00

E Street lights @ 25M centres 9 Sum €4,500.00 €38,700.00

F Street Furniture 9 Sum €3,000.00 €25,800.00

G Extend flood defence wall by 400mm 215 m €100.00 €21,500.00

H Remedial Works and Look out points 1 Sum €75,000.00 €75,000.00

I Soft Works 110 m €200.00 €22,000.00

€1,709,500
€427,375

€2,425,353
Say €2,450,000

Section D Gut to end of Old Harbour

CODE DESCRIPTION UNIT RATE COST
Option 2 Realign existing harbour with new RC wall

A Site Clearance 2795 m2 €20.00 €55,900.00

B Filling with imported Type 3 material 8519 m3 €30.00 €255,581.25

C Insitu concrete Retaining Wall 1467 m3 €600.00 €880,296.00

D Insitu concrete slab 1720 m2 €40.00 €68,800.00

E Street lights @ 25M centres 9 Sum €4,500.00 €38,700.00

F Street Furniture 9 Sum €3,000.00 €25,800.00

G Soft Works 110 m €200.00 €22,000.00

H Remedial works and look out points 1 Sum €75,000.00 €75,000.00

€1,422,077
€355,519

€2,017,572
Say €2,050,000

QTY

Sub Total
Preliminaries and Contingencies 25%

Including VAT @13.5%

Including VAT @13.5%

QTY

Sub Total
Preliminaries and Contingencies 25%



Section D Coal Quay Bridge

CODE DESCRIPTION UNIT RATE COST
Option 1 Utilisng existing DART corridor

A Site Clearance 3575 m2 €20.00 €71,500.00

E Insitu concrete slab 2200 m2 €40.00 €88,000.00

F Street lights @ 25M centres 11 Sum €4,500.00 €49,500.00

J Remedial works and look out points 1 Sum €55,500.00 €55,500.00

€264,500
€66,125

€375,259
Say €400,000

Section D Coal Quay Bridge

CODE DESCRIPTION UNIT RATE COST
Option 2 Infill Dart corridor and combine with footpath

A Site Clearance 3575 m2 €20.00 €71,500.00

C Filling with inported Type 3 material 5876.75 m3 €30.00 €176,302.50

D Insitu concrete Retaining Wall 1937.1 m3 €600.00 €1,162,260.00

E Insitu concrete slab 2200 m2 €40.00 €88,000.00

€1,498,063
€374,516

€2,125,376
Say €2,150,000

QTY

Sub Total
Preliminaries and Contingencies 25%

Including VAT @ 13.5%

QTY

Sub Total
Preliminaries and Contingencies 25%

Including VAT @ 13.5%



Section D Harbour Road

CODE DESCRIPTION UNIT RATE COST
Option 1 Realign Harbour Road with S2S on south side

D Road Realignment 585 m €630.00 €368,550.00

E Insitu concrete slab 3802.5 m2 €40.00 €152,100.00

€520,650
€130,163
€738,672

Say €800,000

Section D Harbour Road

CODE DESCRIPTION UNIT RATE COST
Option 2 Realign Harbour Road with S2S on north side

D Road Realignment 585 m €630.00 €368,550.00

€368,550
€92,138

€522,880
Say €550,000

QTY

Sub Total
Preliminaries and Contingencies 25%

Including VAT @ 13.5%

QTY

Sub Total
Preliminaries and Contingencies 25%

Including VAT @ 13.5%



Section D Queens Road

CODE DESCRIPTION UNIT RATE COST
Option 1 Crib Wall

A Site Clearance 975 m2 €20.00 €19,500.00

C Filling with inported Type 3 material 675 m3 €30.00 €20,250.00

D Crib Wall 75 m €700.00 €52,500.00

E Insitu concrete slab 600 m2 €40.00 €24,000.00

F Street lights @ 25M centres 3 Sum €4,500.00 €13,500.00

J Remedial works and look out points 1 Sum €52,000.00 €52,000.00

€181,750
€45,438

€257,858

Section D Queens Road

CODE DESCRIPTION UNIT RATE COST
Option 1 Retaining Wall

A Site Clearance 1170 m2 €20.00 €23,400.00

C Filling with inported Type 3 material 1350 m3 €30.00 €40,500.00

D Insitu concrete Retaining Wall 61.2 m3 €600.00 €36,720.00

E Insitu concrete slab 720 m2 €40.00 €28,800.00

F Street lights @ 25M centres 4 Sum €4,500.00 €16,200.00

J Remedial works and look out points 1 Sum €64,000.00 €64,000.00

€209,620
€52,405

€297,398
Section D Queens Road

CODE DESCRIPTION UNIT RATE COST
Option 1 Cantilever

A Site Clearance 845 m2 €20.00 €16,900.00

C Filling with inported Type 3 material 243.75 m3 €30.00 €7,312.50

D Concrete Cantilever and retaining wall 78 m3 €600.00 €46,800.00

E Insitu concrete slab 520 m2 €40.00 €20,800.00

F Street lights @ 25M centres 3 Sum €4,500.00 €11,700.00

J Remedial works and look out points 1 Sum €40,000.00 €40,000.00

€143,513
€35,878

€203,608

Grand Total €758,865
Say €800,000

QTY

Sub Total
Preliminaries and Contingencies 25%

Including VAT @ 13.5%

QTY

Sub Total
Preliminaries and Contingencies 25%

Including VAT @ 13.5%

QTY

Sub Total
Preliminaries and Contingencies 25%

Including VAT @ 13.5%



Section D Crofton Road (Alternative Route)

CODE DESCRIPTION UNIT RATE COST
Option 1 Bridge over DART

D Road Realignment 440 m €630.00 €277,200.00

E Insitu concrete slab 2860 m2 €40.00 €114,400.00

L 50m Bridge with Ramps 1 Sum 482094 482094

J Remedial works and look out points 1 Sum €40,000.00 €40,000.00

€913,694
€228,424

€1,296,303
Say €1,300,000

QTY

Sub Total
Preliminaries and Contingencies 25%

Including VAT @ 13.5%




