Submission to Meath County Council
Name of person making submission: Protect East Meath Limited (Company number 495141)1
Name of representative: FP Logue Solicitors
Address for correspondence: c/o FP Logue Solicitors, 8/10 Coke Lane, Smithfield, Dublin 7
(info@fplogue.com)
Fee enclosed: €20 (payment by credit card taken over the phone)
Planning Authority Ref: LB200039

By email – 12 February 2020
Meath County Council
Planning Department
County Hall
Navan
Co Meath
Planning Reference Number: LB200039
Developer: John Gallagher
Description: a residential scheme on this site of c. 2.27 hectares, approximately, principally bounded
by the Old Laytown Road (a cul-de-sac) and residences to the north; residences and greenfield land to
the east; Main Street/ Duleek Road and residences to the west; and greenfield land to the south, at Old
Laytown Road, Julianstown, Co. Meath. The development will consist of: 21 no. residential units
(including private open space) comprising 2 no. two-bed semi-detached houses, 3 no. two-bed
detached houses, 6 no. three bed detached houses and 10 no. four-bed detached houses. The
proposed development will also consist of: the provision of car parking spaces; vehicular, cyclist and
pedestrian access and egress via the Old Laytown Road; provision of small breakthrough at Julianstown
Bridge (a Protected Structure Ref. MH028-212) to facilitate the provision of a routeway to the site
(pedestrian access / egress only) to provide connection to the village; provision of internal routes for
vehicles, cyclists and pedestrians; surface water drainage pipes, connections and outfall, including
SuDs' measures (including permeable paving, swales, stormwater wetlands, hydrobrake flow control
and retention interceptors); water main distribution system and connections; foul sewer pipes and
connections; diversion of services; ancillary associated signage; hard and soft landscaping works,
including changes in level and lighting; boundary treatments; and all other site excavation and
development works above and below ground. A Natura Impact Statement (NIS) will be submitted to the
Planning Authority with the application.
Location: Old Laytown Road, Julianstown West, Julianstown, Co. Meath
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Registered office: 7 Riverside Cottages, Julianstown, Co Meath
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Dear Sir or Madam
We set out in this letter the observations of Protect East Meath Limited (Company No 495141) in respect
of the Developer’s application for planning permission in Julianstown Protect East Meath is a non-profit
organisation whose aim is to ensure that future development in East Meath only takes place with strong
environmental protections.
The observations will identify deficiencies in the developer’s application and set out how the consent
procedure should be handled.
Zoning/Policy/Flooding
The proposed development envisages residential development on areas zoned H1 (to protect and
improve areas of high amenity). Part of this area consists of a pNHA (No 554) but also has protected
trees and views all of which are reflective of the high amenity zoning. Residential development on this
H1 zoned land, as proposed, would be fundamentally at odds with this policy and would represent a
material contravention of the development plan.
It is clear that the planning policy does not envisage a single development on the parts of this site that
are zoned residential because these areas which are zoned A1 and A2 are not connected by similarly
zoned areas.
It is noted that development is envisaged in areas that are within Flood Zone A – H1 zoned land and
within Flood Zone B – H1 and A1 areas2. There is no justification for this (particularly the A1 zoned area
which is not identified for new residential development) and therefore development would be contrary
to the development plan and relevant guidelines.
It should also be noted that parts of the A1 zoned portion of the site coinciding with Flood Zone B
flooded on the 9th of February indicating that this area is and remains at risk of flooding (see attached
photographs at Annex 1).
Environmental Impact Assessment
It is submitted that although this is a sub-threshold development, there is a real likelihood of significant
effects on the environment in which case an EIA is required. Therefore, the Planning Authority must
require the submission of an EIAR. The core significant effect arises from development taking placing
within a pNHA which is ecologically connected to the River Nanny Shore and Estuary SPA (004158).
Additionally, the AA screening has already concluded that significant effects on this SPA could not be
ruled out.
In addition, the location of the proposed development in close proximity to an ACA, a concentration of
protected structures (one of which is intended to be modified), a national monument, an area of high
landscape value, areas of Flood Zones A and B all support the fact that an EIA is required for this
proposal.
For the avoidance of doubt mitigation measures cannot be taken into account when deciding whether
an EIA is required since these are properly to taken into account as part of the EIA procedure.
In any event and without prejudice, there is nonetheless significant and realistic doubt in regard to the
likelihood of significant effects arising from the proposed development and therefore notice needs to be
served on the Developer per regulation 103(1)(b)(ii) of the Planning and Development Regulations.
An EIAR or screening submission will require further notice and public participation.
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See Flood Maps published by Meath County Council as part of the Development Plan review
https://meath.maps.arcgis.com/apps/webappviewer/index.html?id=4e9fe580ce1a48fabd8c6623e39ce7e0
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Habitats Directive – Appropriate Assessment
The planning authority does not have jurisdiction to grant planning permission in the absence of
complete information relating to the River Nanny Shore and Estuary SPA (004158) and after having
ascertained as a matter of scientific certainty that it will not adversely affect the integrity of the SPA.
The Screening Report and NIS have been compiled by a consultant with no apparent expertise in
ecology or ornithology. The LinkedIn profile of Mr Deegan, the only professional listed as contributing
to this report, states that he has a qualifications in aquatic science, Applied Marine Biology and
environmental science. None of these qualifications are germane to the particular features of the SPA.
It is also clear that the development site is ecologically connected via the pNHA with the SPA yet even
where development within the pNHA is specified, there is no analysis of this and other ex-situ effects
and there are no bird surveys whatsoever. In particular the site visit took place at a time that is not
suitable for surveying over-wintering birds.
This location is commonly visited by herring gulls yet there is no information in relation to this species
which is one of the features of interest of the SPA.
Habitats Directive – Bats
The consultant who carried out the bat fauna assessment has no apparent expertise in bat
assessments. It is also of concern that the bat assessment report was checked by an individual who is
described as a “Communications Director” on the consultant’s website.
In any event the bat assessment is inconclusive and lacks scientific rigour. It recognises that foraging
will be reduced, admits that surveys are incomplete and that further surveying may be necessary and
that derogation licences may be needed. The assessment furthermore omits crucial parts of the
proposed development entirely from the assessment and is contradictory in parts.
A system of strict protection of bats under article 12 of the Habitats Directive requires scientific certainty
in relation to the disturbance of bats, with disturbance permitted only in very particular circumstances
allowed under the directive. The degree of certainty presented by the developer does not even come
close to the standard.
For the avoidance of doubt a system of derogation licences cannot make up for this uncertainty because
this system doesn’t provide for any or adequate public participation.
Conclusion
The planning permission must be refused for the reasons set out in this letter.
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Annex 1 – Flooding in the A1 zoned area on 9 February 2020
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