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Context  

This report presents an independent review and analysis of submissions received 
to the public consultation on the EirGrid òPowering Up Dublin Projectó.  

This report has been prepared for the EirGrid by the Project Communications unit 
of RPS Group Ltd.  

 

Disclaimer  

Although every effort has been made to ensure the accuracy of the material contained in this report, 
complete accuracy cannot be guaranteed. Neither the EirGrid, nor the authors accept any responsibility 
whatsoever for loss or damage occasioned or claimed to have been occasioned, in part or in full, as a 
consequence of any person acting or refraining from acting, as a result of a matter contained in this 
report.  
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY  

This consultation findings report summarises feedback, responses and comments received relating  to the 
first non -statutory public consultation on the first phase of the Powering Up Dublin (PUD) Project .  The 
public consultation carried out by the EirGrid Public Engagement Team , ran for eight  weeks between 
Tuesday 28 March and Tuesday 23 May 2023.  

This phase of the overall PUD project consists of the proposed installation of over 50km of cables across 
the city. Upgrades will also take place in a number of substations to support Dublinõs electricity network. 
These new cables will all be underground, and they will connect electricity substations located around 
Dublin.  

Following multi criteri a studies of possible cable routes to link substations across Dublin, 12 best 
performing Route Options were presented for this public consultation. These routes are split evenly across 
the five required substation connections.  

This first public  consultation sought views on the 12 Route Options presented, the overall PUD project ,  
any additional information that should be considered in the identification of preferred routes options and 
information  that could inform at the scheduling and construction stages of the project.  

Multiple methods were made available for s takeholders to send their feedback:  email ,  post, online survey, 
in-person events or engaging with one of the dedicated PUD Community Liaison Officers.  

Over the 8-week period, over 460 people engaged in the public consultation; and 91 submissions were 
received.  

The most frequently emerging t hemes raised included l ocal environmental issues, cumulative impacts, 
business impacts and t raffic disruption.  

Overall, most people understood the need for the project and there was widespread acceptance of the 
PUD project.  

However, there were concerns regarding the potential impacts of the required works when the project 
reaches the final route selections and subsequent c onstruction stage. The area of primary concern and 
most frequently recurring issue was that of traffic disruption  (general, business and traffic specific)  and 
congestion resulting from  construction stage . A high volume of respondents referenced the need for robust 
traffic management measures, routing preferences and retention of public transport/pedestrian routes 
throughout construction.  

Respondents also voiced concerns in relation to potential for cumulat ive impacts of multiple utilities 
projects programmed, in progress and recently completed  - in the communities where several of the 
potential routes pass through.  

Individual respondents expressed strong preferences for collaboration between utilities comp anies and 
local authorities where possible and this sentiment was echoed by several utilitiesõ companies and local 
authorities ( e.g. : ESB Networks, Uisce Éireann and Dublin City Council) themselves in their submissions. 
Those utility companies and local authorities called for continued dialogue and engagement regarding the 
project, route development and collaborative opportunities.  The overarching sentiment of responses 
referring to collaborative opportunities was that they may reduce disruption pot entially experienced by 
communities, such as through reducing the need for ongoing or repeated carriageway excavations.   

While information and communication on the project thus far was well received for the most part, 
stakeholders requested continued communication s and engagement throughout the project õs 
development .  

All feedback provided is summarised in this Consultation Findings Report .  

The feedback will be considered by the project team in identifying the best performing routes and how to 
progress to the next stage of the project. Alongside the consultation report, the project team has also 
been provided with all relevant technical submissions where further analysis and reading of feedback may 
support the overall route design and decision -making process. 
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1 CONSULTATION PROCESS 

The public consultation period commenced on Tuesday, 28 March 2023 and ran for an eight-week period 
ending on Tuesday 23 May 2023. All relevant consultation material was available on the EirGrid Powering 
Up Dublin (PUD) website https://www.eirgridgroup.com/the -grid/projects/dublin/the -project/ . This 
included:  

¶ Project Summary Brochure  

¶ Project Leaflet  

¶ Route Maps including an Interactive Map Tool  

¶ Link to Online Consultation Survey  

¶ Link to Submission Portal  

¶ Supporting Information  

The consultation was promoted by EirGrid  through advertising, social media and generating local / 
national news reports and interviews.  

For up to three weeks before the consultation phase began, advertising was placed in newspapers, bus 
shelters, outdoor adshels, online and on radio. Advertising to promote the consultation continued 
throughout the eight -week consultation period on radio and social media.  

Several in-person consultation events were conducted at relevant locations in the greater study area. Two 
dedicated Community Liaison Officers (CLOs) are in place  since the start of the project in 2022. 
Community Liaison Officer drop -in clinics were undertaken throughout the public consultation period  (i.e.,  
March to May 2023). Briefings were offered and delivered to elected representatives , schools, businesses, 
and community groups, where requested.  

EirGrid commissioned RPS Project Communications, to undertake an independent analysis of the 
consultation responses and author this Consultation Findings Report to  further  inform the project design. 
All other consultat ion events and collateral were managed by EirGrid.  

https://www.eirgridgroup.com/the-grid/projects/dublin/the-project/
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1.1  Summary of Consultation Activities   

  

Figure 1-1: Consultation Activity Summary  
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2 CONSULTATION APPROACH  

2.1  Consultation Background  

Previous studies by EirGrid have brought the first phase of the PUD project through Steps 1, 2 and 3 of 
their Framework for Grid Development and the project is currently at Step 4.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

As part of Step 4, 12 Route Options across the required four linkages between substations, were 
developed. These routes were then assessed using EirGridõs five multi-criteria assessment categories.  

 

Figure 2-2: EirGridõs Five Multi-Criteria Assessment Categories  

 

EirGridõs objective for the first public consultation , from 28 March to 23 May 2023, was to:  

Figure 2-1: EirGrid's Six-Step Framework for Grid Development 
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¶ Raise awareness and inform stakeholders, businesses, local communities and the wider public about 
The PUD Programme and the need for the project .  

¶ Gather valuable local / on-the-ground information that may not be documented regarding the 
proposed routes. 

¶ Inform the design team and design process with further information, suggestions, and possible 
constraints regarding the required circuit  routes.  

2.2  Overview of Public Consultation Process  

This Consultation Findings Report analyses and summarises feedback received from the public consultation 
on the 12 potential cable routes identified through the MCA.  

The public consultation was an opportunity for all stakeholders  and all members of the public  potentially 
impacted by the development of the new infrastructure to  provide feedback. On a project like PUD, 
where works are likely to have short -term effects on communities during construction, local knowledge is 
critical in informing the development of designs. Local knowledge can provide information an d context 
that formal investigations and studies sometimes cannot. All feedback, positive, negative and neutral, is 
vital in this regard  and EirGrid is grateful to all who have contributed their views and suggestions .  

 

The feedback summarised in this repo rt will assist the project team in developing the design further and 
ensure that the project is successfully delivered and meets the needs of Dublinõs growing energy demand. 
The below sections describe the communication channels used to notify, inform,  and elicit feedback from 
the public.  

 

2.3  Launch and Promotion of Consultation  

2.3.1  Press and Advertising  

Promotion of the consultation was undertaken by EirGrid . An awareness campaign commenced three  
weeks prior to the start date of the consultation period. The consultation was advertised and promoted 
across radio, press, outside advertising panels, digital media and social media from the 6 March 2023.  

The consultation period was launched on Tuesday 28 March. The EirGrid communications team issued a 
press release to all major media outlets (below) prior to the launch , it was subsequently covered widely 
on the day and in following days .  

Paid advertising to promote the launch and public consultation was placed in The Irish Times, Irish 
Independent, Dublin Gazette, Dublin People, The Herald,  and Irish language publication, Seachtain. A 
total of 21 advertisements were published between 6 th March and 8th May 2023 to publicise the 
commencement of the feedbac k period .  

A total of 147 OOH (Out of Home) advertisements (bus shelters and adshel sites) were activated in the 
weeks preceding the consultation launch and during the feedback period.  

Table 2-1: Dates of print advertisements by week commencing throughout consultation period.  

      Mar       Apr       May   

    W/C 6 13 20 27 3 10 17 24 1 8 

Format  Publication / Location                        

Print  The Irish Times (Saturday)  11  25        

Print  The Irish Independent   13 20        

Print  Dublin Gazette     30  13  27  11 

Print  Dublin People     27  10  24  8 

Print  The Herald  10 14 24 29  12  26  10 

Print  Seachtain    22 29       
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Table 2-2 Quantity of advertisements placed each week throughout consultation period.  

      Mar       Apr       May   

    W/C 6 13 20 27 3 10 17 24 1 8 

Format  Location  / Channel  
                      

Adshel Roadside N/A   16                   

Bus Shelter N/A   48     73           

Adshel Live Malls N/A   5                   

Tesco Live N/A         2           

Adbox N/A         2           

Digitower  N/A         1           

                          

Radio Newstalk     28   28   28   28   28 

Radio 98FM   14 12   15   15   15   15 

Radio Spin 103.8   14 12   15   15   15   15 

Radio FM104   14 12   15   15   15   15 

Radio Sunshine   14 12   15   15   15   15 

Radio Raidio na Life   14 12   15   15   15   15 

A selection of press clippings and paid advertisements  are provided in Appendix 6.1 .  

2.3.2  Media Articles  

A press release to promote the launch of the consultation period and details of the project was provided 
to all national media outlets and local relevant media outlets. A list of those outlets provided with the 
press release can be seen below.   

Table 2-3: Media Outlets Provide d with Consultation Launch PR 

Media Outlets  

98FM Journal.ie  Sunday Independent 

Dublin Gazette Lovin Dublin Sunday Times 

Dublin Inquirer  Mail on Sunday Sunday World 

Dublin People NewsFour Sunshine 106.8 

FM104 Newstalk  The Herald 

Irish Daily Mail Q102 The Irish Sun 

Irish Daily Mirror  Radio Nova The Irish Times 

Irish Daily Star RTÉ Today FM 

Irish Examiner  Spin 103.8 Totally Dublin  

Irish Independent Sunday Business Post   

 

The press release resulted in 60 news reports, interviews and other pieces of coverage. The press release 
can be found in Appendix 6.2 .  

2.3.3  Media Appearances  

EirGrid generated interviews with key project spokespeople across national media to promote the public 
consultation. Dates, interviewees and channel can be seen below.  
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Table 2-4: Media Appearances and Interviews with EirGrid Spokespeople for PUD Launch and 
Consultation  

Date Format  Channel Programme EirGrid Spokesperson  

28 March 23 Radio Newstalk The Pat Kenny Show Michael Mahon 

28-March 23 Radio Newstalk Daily Bulletins  Sinéad Dooley 

30 March 23 Print  Irish Times 

Business section in 
newspaper and on 
website Yvonne Coughlan 

26 April 23 
Television & 
radio RTÉ News 

RTÉ 6.1 news, radio 
bulletins across RTÉ 
channels Michael Mahon 

 

2.3.4  Social Media and Digital  

A paid for social media campaign was undertaken through both English and Irish, in the three weeks 
leading up to the start of the public consultation period , and this continued throughout  the consultation . 
The social media campaign was delivered on Facebook, Twitter , YouTube and LinkedIn.  

It was delivered in two phases: 

1. Announce - prior  to the consultation period  commencing to raise awareness. 

2. Consult - during the consultation period itself  to drive engagement .  

EirGrid placed òannounceó and òconsultó phase adverts on Facebook, Twitter and LinkedIn and utilised 
YouTube ôdisplayõ adverts throughout the consultation.  

Adverts were placed on the Podcast pla tform, Acast. Figures fo r impressions and reach regarding the 
digital advertising placed by EirGrid can be found in Appendix 6.3 .  

2.4  Accessibility  

Promotion of the public consultation included both English and Irish language content across print media 
and targeted social media posts.  

The provision of a virtual consultation room (see section 2.11) provided 24-7 access to the consultations 
for stakeholders who could not attend an in -person event.  

Contact phone numbers and emails for EirGridõs Community Liaison Officers (CLOs) were made available 
to ensure an oral channel of engagement  and thus ensure inclusiveness and access to the public 
consultation, regardless of education, literacy, or digital access. Stakeholders could request information , 
discuss the project  or schedule a meeting where required , on the telephone to the CLOs ð see details in 
Section 2.8.   

 

2.5  Business and Community  Fora  

On 27 March and 4 May EirGrid convened a business and community forum to facilitate feedback from both 
communit ies to inform PUD. The meetings were held in The Oval, Ballsbridge for 1.5 hours per group . 
Feedback was collated by a team of notetakers and is considered in th is report .  

 

2.6  In-person Consultation Events  

Meeting directly with stakeholders and members of the community was a key priority for EirGrid in holding 
this public consultation. Therefore,  EirGrid hosted 11 live consultation events in community centres, 
hotels and other local venues throughout the pro ject area.  These events were scheduled in locations 
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across the project study area and closest to communities where the proposed infrastructure is proposed to 
be located. They comprised project team members from EirGrid and its technical consultants, as we ll as 
the EirGrid CLOs. The events were held throughout the afternoon and  continued until 8pm to ensure 
access for people who were working during the day. In total 189 people visited these in -person 
consultation events . The event details are outlined in Table 2-4 below.  

Table 2-5: Locations, Dates, and Times of In Person Consultation Events  

Location  Date Time  

Marino Institute of Education  Tuesday 4 April 1pm to 8pm 

Erinõs Isle GAA Club, Finglas Wednesday 5 April 1pm to 8pm 

Sandymount Community Centre Wednesday 12 April 1pm to 8pm 

Richmond Barracks, Inchicore Thursday 13 April 1pm to 8pm 

Ballyogan Parish Centre, Ballyogan Wednesday 19 April 1pm to 8pm 

The Evergreen Club, Terenure Wednesday 3 May 1pm to 8pm 

Skylon Hotel, Drumcondra Tuesday 9 May 1pm to 8pm 

Glasnevin Cemetery Visitors Centre Wednesday 10 May 1pm to 8pm 

Stillorgan Park Hotel  Thursday 11 May 1pm to 8pm 

St. Kevinõs Hall, South Circular Road Tuesday 16 May 1pm to 8pm 

Clanna Gael Fontenoy GAA, Ringsend  Wednesday 17 May 1pm to 8pm 

 

 

2.7  Community Liaison Clinics  

Five drop-in clinics were organised and hosted by the PUD CLOs: Liz Dillon and Niall Barrett. The five 
clinics were held in five  venues across the study area, in communities where the proposed infrastructure 
will be located. Stakeholders had access to these drop-in clinics, as outlined in the following table.  

Table 2-6: Locations, Dates and Times of CLO Clinics 

Location  Date Time  EirGrid CLO 

Pembroke Library, Ballsbridge  Thursday 20 April 12pm to 4pm Liz Dillon 

Terenure Enterprise Centre  Tuesday 25 April 12pm to 4pm Liz Dillon 

Axis Centre, Ballymun Tuesday 25 April 12pm to 4pm Niall Barrett  

Mounttown Community Facility, Monkstown  Tuesday 2 May 12pm to 4pm Liz Dillon 

St. Helenaõs Family Resource Centre, Finglas Tuesday 2 May 12pm to 4pm Niall Barrett  

 

Figure 2-3 Engagement at Consultation Events 
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Figure 2-4: Locations of In Person Consultation Events and Community Liaison Clinics  

 



 

 

PUD Consultation Findings Report    

www.E ir Grid.ie   Page 10 

 

2.8  Stakeholder Briefings  

EirGrid undertook pre  consultation  briefings to  all local authority executive , elected members  and  
chambers of commerce, The EirGrid public engagement team delivered a series of timetabled and 
requested briefings/follow up meetings throughout the consultation period. On Wedne sday 29 March an 
Oireachtas briefing was delivered following an open invite to all Oireachtas members with a total of 2 5 
attendees resulting.  

The PUD Community Liaison Officers made themselves available at request to meet and /or  brief 
stakeholders throughout the consultation period and continue to do so post its closing.  

In total 32 community meetings were held (requested by individual stakeholders), nine meetings were 
held with members of the business community and two  public representatives were met at their request.  

Technical briefings were delivered by members of the project team on 15 occasions to relevant 
stakeholders with 18 attendees across the 15 meetings.  

 

2.9  Schools Engagement 

EirGrid undertook engagement with three secondary school s in the study area prior to the launch of the 
consultation period ; and a further two during the consultation period.  This engagement involved the CLOs 
visiting  schools and engaging with nearly 300 students. Briefings were offered to 77 schools in areas wh ere 
potential Powering Up Dublin works may be located.  

Table 2-7: List of Schools Engaged with Pre and During Consultation Period  

 

2.10  Website   

A dedicated PUD project webpage exists within the EirGrid website,  and this page was updated on the 
launch of the consultation period to include all relevant project information and links to the feedback 
channels. The updated page presented all the project information published as part of the consultation 
including:  

¶ Maps of the 12 potential cable routes . 

¶ The PUD consultation  information  brochure. 

¶ Link to the consultation survey .  

¶ Link to the portal to make an online submission .  

¶ Relevant email address and address for receipt of  written  submissions.  

Screenshots of the project webpage , consultation portal page  and online survey can be found i n Appendix 
6.4. 

 

2.11  Virtual Consultation Room  

A virtual consultation room which included all the information displayed at the in -person events was 
developed and made available as a link on the project webpage as part of the consultation. The virtual 

School Address Engagement  

Stepaside Educate Together Ballyogan Rd, Ballyogan, Dublin 18 Pre-consultation  

St. Declanõs College Nephin Rd, Cabra West, Dublin 7 Pre-consultation  

Trinity Comprehensive College Ballymun Rd, Ballymun, Dublin 9 Pre-consultation  

Gonzaga College Sandford Road, Ranelagh, Dublin, D06 KF95 During consultation  

Our Lady's Grove Goatstown Rd, Friarsland, Dublin 14, D14 AK75 During consultation  
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room allowed stakeholders to view all relevant proje ct information in an accessible environment and at all 
times. The information displayed in the virtual room is included in Appendix 6.5.   

 

 

Figure 2-5: EirGridõs PUD Virtual Consultation Room  

 

2.12  Consultation C ollateral  

2.12.1  Proposed Cable Route Maps 

A series of route overview maps and an overall study area/route map combination map was developed for 
the public consultation. The maps exhibited the 12 potential cable Route Options, highlighting primary 
areas through which the potential routes pass throu gh and road names where the infrastructure may be 
located. The maps were available digitally on the dedicated project webpage, used to display the routes 
on boards at the in -person events and hard copies were made available for attendees at the events.  

An interactive map built in was also developed and a link to same was made available on the dedicated 
project webpage.  

The maps can be found in Appendix 6.6.   

 

2.12.2  Public Consultation Brochure  

A 40-page brochure was developed, comprising a non-technical summary of the project and the terms of 
reference for the public consultation. The brochure outlined the key details  of the project including the 
study area and Route Options, along with how to provide feedback to the project team. The brochure was 
made available digitally on the dedicated project webpage and hard copies were made available at the 11 
public consultation events throughout Dublin, and a t CLO clinics.  

A selection of pages from and a link to the  brochure can be found in Appendix 6.7.  

 

2.12.3  Public Consultation Leaflet  

Four further consultation leaflets were developed outlining the key details of the potential routes in the 
four respective areas. Each respective leaflet also included the dates of the in -person consultation events, 
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community liaison officer clinics and details on the channels to provide feedback or seek further 
information on the project. Included in each leaflet was a feedback form and freepost envelop e to provide 
feedback to the project team. The respective leaflets were distributed  to stakeholders in the project 
area. Leaflets distributed by area and in total are outlined in Table 2 -6 below.  

Table 2-8 Quantity of Leaflets Distributed in Project Area  

 

 

 

 

 

The leaflet distributed on the Finglas to North Wall Route Options  can be found in Appendix 6.8.  

 

Route Area  Leaflets Distributed  

Finglas to North Wall  51,332 

North Wall to Poolbeg 5,457 

Carrickmines to Poolbeg 28,295 

Inchicore to Poolbeg  50,554 

Total  135,638  
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3 PARTICIPATION IN PUBLIC CONSULTATION 

A total of 5 54 people and organisations participated in the first public consultation on PUD. Of these, the 
project team  met or directly engaged with 463 people at consultation events throughout Dublin , 
community / business forums and direct briefings / meetings with the project team. Individual numbers 
engaged with across the various channels are outlined below.  

  

Figure  3-1: Engagement with the PUD Public Consultation Process  

 

Where feedback was gathered at events, for a  and briefings, it was analysed and included in this 
Consultation Findings Report. A total of 91 formal submissions were made through email, the  online 
survey, the submission portal, hard copy leaflets and online submissions. Further breakdown of 
submissions received can be found in section 4.2. 2.  

The PUD virtual consultation roo m was visited 86 times during the consultation period.  
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4 PUBLIC CONSULTATION FEEDBACK RECEIVED  

4.1  Data Processing 

RPS was employed by EirGrid to analyse feedback provided through the public consultation and draft  a 
Consultation Findings Report.  

Submissions received by EirGrid were stored according to their own GDPR (General Data Protection 
Regulation) policy and transferred  by secure file transfer to RPS for analysis, coding, and reporting. Prior 
to the consultation period RPS and EirGrid agreed on a secure process to ensure all data was handled in 
accordance with GDPR. 

Respondents were informed on their data protection righ ts under GDPR via statements included in online 
and hardcopy feedback channels and via direct responses to submissions provided in other formats 
requesting permission. Individual respondentsõ names and/or personal identifiable information is not 
included i n this report.   

 

4.2  Qualitative Feedback  

4.2.1  Methodology  

Submissions were received by email, post ,  through the online survey portal  and online feedback portal . 
Each submission was analysed to identify the themes raised by each respondent. A total of 13 themes 
were identified in t he feedback received.  

A detailed summary of the feedback received is presented in Section 4.3  below.  

Individual responses were treated  anonymously for the purpose of reporting. Submissions from 
organisations are not treated as anonymous in the consultation report.  

Feedback to the public consultation was analysed to gain a greater insight into the primary issues raised 
by the respondents. For this Consultation Findings Report ,  the total number of responses and the number 
of times a theme is mentioned has been collated to reflect the importance of each issue to participants . 
Quantifiers have been applied as per Table 4-1.  

Table 4-1: Quantifiers Applied to Feedback Received  

Respondent Quantity  Descriptor  

0-1 A respondent 

2-10 A few respondents 

11-20 A number of respondents 

21-30 Several respondents 

31-40 Many respondents 

41+ A significant number of respondents  

 

As analysis is subjective and there is possible overlap across themes, there may be slight deviation in 
precise number of respondents citing certain themes.  

4.2.2  Overview of Submissions Received  

During the consultation, the project team received 91 submissions from stakeholders. In addition to this, 
feedback from two  business and two  community forums which were held during the consultation period 
was included along with feedback gathered during 11 infor mation events and 5 community liaison officer 
clinics and meetings.   
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Submissions were received through all channels that were made available for stakeholders to input into 
the consultation. The breakdown of engagement by channel is provided in Table 4-1 below.  

 

Figure 4-1: Type and Number of Submissions Received* 

*Submissions received includes all feedback received excluding notes taken at events, fora and meetings. 
This feedback is however considered in section 4.3.  

 

4.3  Feedback by Theme  

Several of the consultation feedback channels (online survey and feedback leafle t) were designed to 
encourage feedback specific to the Emerging Best Performing Routes. However, given the crossover of 
areas between several of the routes, feedback by respondents was received primarily in a more 
generalised manner without reference to a specific route. Where a respondent referred to an area rather 
than exact route, the feedback has been presented under the most appropriate area heading below ; along 
with any references to speci fic routes provided by the respondent .   

4.3.1  Finglas to North Wall  

Local Environmental Issues  

The feedback provided under this theme relates to local knowledge and/or concerns regarding 
environmental issues on the proposed routes for the Finglas to North Wall  cable.  

A respondent highlighted the tendency for flooding on the Finglas Road near the Tolka Valley Road and 
Park while expressing concerns over Route Option B and potential impacts on wildlife and communities in 
the vicinity. The potential impacts of th e required construction work on habitats, wildlife and trees in the 
Tolka Estuary near the Alfie Byrne Road were cited by a respondent. Similarly, further concerns were 
raised regarding possible loss of habitat and biodiversity coupled with air quality and  noise issues during 
construction of Route Option B. The respondent referenced possible issues with gaining òplanning and 
environmental permitsó for work in environmentally sensitive areas and residential neighbourhoods.  
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A respondent ascertained that the Patrickswell area on Route Option C may be òchallenging due to the 
òhistorical significance of the site and welló.  

According to one respondent lack of permission  being granted due to permit issuers could delay the works.  

A few respondents stated that an alternative to Route Option B should be considered as impacts from 
recent road and public realm upgrade works are evident.  

Wider Environment  

This heading relates to feedback provided about the environment in general, outside of localised issues.  

A respondent asked that consideration be given to alternative routes that avoid environmentally and 
culturally sensitive areas.  

Templeville Developments stated that the planned works would result in òsignificant disruption to 
residents, businesses and commuters in the affected areas, including road closures, traffic diversions, and 
noise pollutionó. They went on to say that these consequences appear to be òcontrary to the ethos of the 
Climate Action Planó.  

Local Events  

Feedback grouped under this heading referenced local or community events that have the potential to be 
impacted by construction works.  

Respondents offered feedback for the Finglas to North Wall area on the below local events and the 
potential impact:  

¶ The 100-year anniversary of Marino in 2024.  

¶ Phizzfest, an annual festival in Phibsborough held each May.  

Routing Preferences and Disruption   

The feedback received under this heading relates to respondentsõ suggestions on how to minimise 
disruption to communities, commuters and in  general.  

A few respondents indicated a preference for alternatives to Route Option B with one respondent referring 
to it as òthe most circuitous, traffic heavy and congestedó when compared with the other two options (A 
and C). A few respondents suggested that either Route Options A or C would reduce the amount of 
construction disturbance, business, and commuter impact. One respondent however expressed a 
preference for Route Option B. A few respondents indicated a preference for Route Option C, citing its 
avoidance of main roads.  

Templeville Developments expressed concern regarding Route Option B and access to a fitness club 
adjacent to Fairview Park. The respondent stated that road works commencing without considering the 
impact òboth socially and economicallyó of same and without taking on board the òpotential disruption 
this least favoured track will causeó would be ill-conceived.   

Existing congestion on the Alfie Byrne and Clontarf Roads and potential for Route Option B to add to this 
congestion was highlighted by a few respondents. Similarly, a few respondents raised the issue of existing 
congestion on Collins Avenue and the Malahide Road. Concerns regarding impeding access to the East Link 
Bridge if traffic management is implemented on the Alfie Byre R oad were raised by one respondent.  A 
respondent cited heavy good vehicles diversions routed up Griffith and Collins Avenue when the Port 
Tunnel is closed on Thursday evenings.  

A few respondents declared a preference for night works to minimise traffic di sruption. Conversely a 
respondent indicated a preference to minimise night works and consequently reduce noise issues for 
residential areas. One respondent suggested work on the Finglas Road be undertaken at weekends only.  

It was suggested by one respondent that the most off -road route be the priority for the project.  

A respondent referred to routing the ònorthern routesó via the òold dumpó.  

One respondent expressed concern at the space available between the canal and Croke Park.  
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Cumulative Impacts  

Feedback summarised under the Cumulative Impacts heading relates to responses citing previous, current, 
and planned works in an area which cumulatively may have deleterious effects  or impacts  on a 
community.  

A few respondents raised concerns about òcontinuing levels of disruptionó in the Marino and Fairview 
areas, referring the Port Tunnel works, ongoing utility works and disruption to the road network. One 
respondent referenced the recent completion of the Clontarf to City Cen tre Cycle and Bus Priority Project 
and engaging in new works in the area as a òpoor choiceó.  

Templeville developments referenced the impact of lockdowns through 2020 and 2021 on revenue 
followed by traffic disruption due to the Clontarf to City Centre Cyc le and Bus Priority Project due to 
continue through 2024.  

It was said that the ònortheast cannot be a building site for another five yearsó.  

Business Impact  

The feedback received under this theme relates to potential and perceived impact on businesses i n the 
vicinity or the routes presented for public consultation .  

Templeville Developments highlighted the high employment numbers at its Clontarf fitness club, swim 
academy and childcare centre and the potential impact on its membership, staff, and subsequ ent financial 
implications. The respondent went on to highlight the potential attendance impact on its membership 
including childrenõs and elderly classes, and the subsequent impact on attendees physical and mental 
health. The same respondent  expressed concern for ancillary businesses located nearby to their facility 
and in other communities on the proposed cable routes. The respondent noted that its facilities remain 
open during any maintenance of its own assets.  

In their submission Tesco Ireland outlined the impact of several of their stores including Tesco Clearwater, 
Glasnevin, Phibsborough and Dorset Street Lower located on or adjacent to Route Option A with Tesco 
stating that accessibility for all users  is likely to be impacted by construction.  

Further in their submission Tesco stated that Route Option C is preferred as it òminimises likely 
construction impactó and requested that Route Option B be avoided due to its potential impacts on their 
distribution centre which services stores nationwide. Tesco stated that the roads surrounding the 
distribution centre already has BusConnects and Metrolink plans that could potentially disrupt their 
operations.  

Minimise Impact on Facilities  

Feedback summarised under this heading relates to potential impact or benefit for known, previously 
unknown or planned facilities on the cable routes or within the study areas.  

A respondent highlighted the National Council for the Blind headquarters on Wh itworth Road.  

A respondent asserted a view regarding the importance of the Ballymun Civic Centre to the surrounding 
community with specific reference to the older residents of the area.  

The requirement for excavation and potential disturbance to the Roya l Canal greenway and adjacent parks 
was raised by a respondent.  

Concerns were raised by a few respondents about proximity to houses on Casement Road, Route Option C.  

Traffic Disruption  

The feedback collated and summarised under this theme relates to pot ential and perceived traffic and 
travel disruption resulting from the PUD Project works.  

A number of respondents expressed concerns around continued traffic disruption and increased pressure as 
a result of same on the communities in and around the Marino area. A respondent cited requests to Dublin 
City Council (DCC) from residents of Drumcondra for one way traffic systems to be implemented ( on Iona 
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and Lindsay Road) and that works in the area would be likely exacerbate òrat runsó and cut throughs by 
commuters to avoid Whitworth Road.  

A respondent referenced recently completed works on the Ballymun Road and Collins Avenue and concern 
at potential disturbance to newly laid road surfaces and associated increased congestion.  

A respondent referenced the frequency of funerals in Glasnevin and the associated traffic  issues (flows 
and parking) as a result.  

A number of respondents expressed concern at Route Option A providing the following feedback:  

¶ Existing congestion. 

¶ Route uses primary link to the M50.  

¶ Volume of intercounty traffic daily.  

Contrary to the concerns expressed regarding Route Option A, one respondent stated that it has  less 
residential settlements than Route Option C and is their preferred route.  

Collins Avenue Residents Association expressed concern about potential impacts of Route Option B citing 
concrete road surfaces and an extension to a 4 -way junction near Whiteh all which has caused òsevere 
impact to traffic in the areaó. Time for reinstatement of road surface on Collins Avenue was also raised by 
a few respondents.  

Griffith Avenue Residents raised concerns regarding knock on traffic effects from any potential imp acts on 
Collins Avenue.  

One respondent disagreed with the proposals in their entirety stating they felt they have òno sayó in 
projects that will affect the North Side of Dublin.  

Traffic Management and Prioritisation  

The feedback collated and summarised under this theme relates suggestions for traffic management and 
preferences for retention of specific travel modes and routes during the PUD works.  

A few respondents referenced the need for a traffic management plan for an extended are a outside of the 
preferred route.  

A few respondents expressed a preference for prioritisation of public and òsustainable transportó routes 
throughout any potential works. A respondent expressed a preference to rely  on wider roads for works 
where public transport corridors ca n be kept open throughout works. One respondent stated that existing 
sustainable transport infrastructure is ònot used for the cut/cover sections, unless separate road space is 
given to replace thisó. A few respondents expressed a preference for shorter to tal road closures rather 
than extended partial road closures.  

A few respondents raised concerns about the òClontarf cycle laneó and potential impacts.  

A respondent stated that the Royal Canal Way is used frequently as a walking route and should be 
retained.  

A respondent referred to Fairview as òthe gateway to the whole north central area of Dublin Cityó and 
emphasised importance of retention of bus and DART services through the area.  

One respondent stated that most residents in Claremont Estate, Glasnevin, are elderly and rely on 
mobility aids. The respondent said that to progress works in this would constitute a health and safety risk 
and accessibility  issues for residents. The same respondent said that parking issues in the area are already 
causing health and safety risks.  

Public Transport and Future Plans   

Feedback received under the Public Transport and Future Plans heading relates to potential impa cts on 
existing and planned public transport routes and facilities.  

A respondent expressed a preference for always maintaining the number 40 bus route. A few respondents 
cited a preference for no impact to the number 14 and 16 services. A respondent refer red to the number 
140 service and that access to its route, or any replacement of same through the plan ned BusConnects 
programme, should be maintained coupled with restricting access to adjacent roads if required.  
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A respondent referenced services (numbers N4, 15, 27 and 42) which operate on the Malahide Road and 
Collins Avenue to be maintained noting that Collins Avenue and the Malahide Road are already severely 
congested.  

Collaboration and Awareness of Additional Projects  

Feedback provided under the above heading is in reference to collaborative opportunities between utility 
companies, opportunity for collaboration on upcoming projects, future proofing works to facilitate 
planned developments and issues with recently completed works.  

A respondent highlighted what they believe to be economic benefits of Route Option B over Route Options 
A and C referencing a reduction in the requirement to excavate recently upgraded infrastructure and 
routing through CIE lands. The respondent stated Route Option B appears to require more excavation 
works which may increase risk of cost or time overruns.  

A few respondents referenced all Route Options requiring excavation of recently laid roads, the increased 
level of disturbance in the communities where works are proposed a nd the lack of coordination between 
entities undertaking same.  

A few respondents noted a òwell-used walking and cycle wayó along the canal (Prospect to North Strand 
and Sheriff Street) and the possibility of coordinating works to undertake an upgrade of the path while the 
proposed PUD Works are being completed. A few respondents also referre d to this greenway, its 
importance as a route and that the proposed works should not impact the planned extension of same.  

A few respondents referenced the C2CC (Clontarf to City Centre Cycle and Bus Priority Project) works, and 
the elevated levels of tra ffic disruption being experienced due to same. Those respondents expressed a 
preference for no construction projects to follow the immediate completion of this ongoing project.  

A few respondents referenced the proposed upcoming works for the BusConnects r outes and the Dart+ 
South West project. It was suggested by a stakeholder that the works be carried out in collaboration with 
the works required for Dart+ South West. A few respondents  referenced  the cumulative impact of these 
projects including the use of  local staging sites for machinery.  

A respondent referenced Dublin City Councilõs suggestion in its submission on the òLuas Finglasó that the 
ògreen lineó be extended from its terminus at Charlestown to the future MetroLink station at Northwood 
along St. Margarets Road. The respondent suggested that the proposed works by EirGrid be undertaken in 
collaboration with the NTA/TII given the route similarities at this point.  Another respondent referenced 
the proposed laying of cables as part of the PUD works along the existing Luas Green Line route in Route 
Option G and a preference for this to reduce disruptive works to traffic and the environment. A few 
respondents highlighted issues with the proposed Luas Green Line Extension works, while similar numbers 
expressed support for those works.  

A respondent referenced the Ball yboggan LAP (Local Area Plan) and the cumulative effect of the proposed 
PUD Works contributing to environmental issues in the area.  

Community and Stakeholder Engagement  

Feedback received under the above heading refers to communications activities, conducted or requested, 
during the consultation, further development phases, and potential construction of the PUD Project.  

A respondent referred to the importance of engaging with the Ravenscourt Residents Association and St. 
Margaretõs Residents Association. 

Communication around the community benefit fund opportunities were referred to by a few respondents.  

Templeville Developments recommend further communication to òfacilitate a productive and pro -active 
programme, commencement and timely completion of this very welcome future -proofing undertakingó. 
The respondent referenced successful interrelated communications between all involved parties as critical 
to efficient progress of works such as the PUD programme. The respondent also cited realistic estimations 
of impacts and long -term gains to be made and communicated to all affected parties.  
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Technical Challenges  

Feedback collated under the Technical Challenges heading relates to any te chnical issues, environmental 
or technological, that respondents may be aware of outside of those assessed as part of the constraints 
reporting for the PUD project.  

A few respondents highlighted the difficulties around Casement Road area, referencing the close proximity 
of residential properties to the roads and concrete road surfaces. Following up on this it was asked by a 
few respondents if the works could contribute to aesthetic improvements in the area .  

The issue of Compulsory Purchase Orders for homes to complete the PUD works was raised by a few 

respondents.  
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4.3.2  North Wall to Poolbeg  

Local Events  

A few respondents referred to frequent events at the Aviva Stadium causing traffic issues in the wider 
area (Merrion Road, Ballsbridge, Ringsend, and Beach Road).  

A respondent noted that similar traffic issues arising when events take place at the 3 Arena or in the RDS, 
Ballsbridge.  

Routing Preferences and Disruption   

A respondent suggested that route selection should be based on existing road surface quality which has 
been degraded due to non-feasibility for closure to repair, stating  route selection based on this would be a 
ôwin-winõ for several parties.  

A respondent stated a preference for working hours on the selected routes to be ò24/7 so that any route 
construction could be finished ASAPó. The respondent went on to say that this could increase operational 
cost, but a shorter timeframe would be the benefit of same.  The same respondent proposed that òhonest 
project timelines based on previous grid install experience in other urban areasó would give stakeholders 
better insight and consideration of these type of working hours to shorten same. The respondent stated 
that  locals have seen, through the Clontarf to City Centre Cycle and Bus Priority Project of what progress 
based on an 8am to 5pm construction time entails.  

A respondent noted issues with Route Options D and E stating  they pose potential risk to planned 
infrastructure for future grid connections and requested routes be re -assessed to facilitate potential 
future grid connections relating to offshore energy projects.  

A respondent asked if the PUD project is a direct result of potential increased offshore wind de velopment.  

Potential Infrastructural Improvements  

Feedback cited under the Potential Infrastructure Improvements heading relates to suggestions for 
possible improvements to public realm, transport or any other infrastructure which can be undertaken as 
part of or in collaboration with the works for the PUD Project.   

A respondent referenced the potential improvement in road surfaces on the project route post completion 
saying, òthis already poor-quality road will be resurfaced to the best qualityó. The respondent highlighted 
this as a positive ôselling pointõ for stakeholders who will potentially be impacted at construction stage 
ensuring future minimisation of disturbance and vehicle damage.   

A few respondents (including Dublin City Council) highlighte d the collaborative opportunity regarding the 
development of Dublinõs district heating network, from both a planning and construction viewpoint, at 
suitable locations on feasible routes.   

A respondent highlighted mapping available from Codema, Dublinõs Energy Agency, which indicates heat 
sources and district heating grid requirements. The confluence of available heat from data centres and 
EirGridõs carbon mitigation targets and plans were highlighted by the same respondent. The respondent 
went on to highli ght potential demand for curtailed offshore wind power, a possible increase in its 
potential customer base and the potential for integration.  

Business Impact  

A respondent stated that disruption is likely to be significant for businesses and residents on and adjacent 
to the route.  

Traffic Disruption  

A respondent stated a preference for work to only be undertaken during summer months and that this 
would minimise congestion.  

Another respondent expressed a preference for night works.   
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Community and Stakeh older Engagement  

A respondent expressed a preference for advanced notice of  any planned increased in noise levels due to 
works or any planned nightworks. The same respondent suggested that stakeholders be informed of the 
difference in timelines if works a re undertaken during different hours (daytime works or night works) and 
to allow stakeholders to then express a preference for working hours.   
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4.3.3  Carrickmines to Poolbeg  

Local Environmental Issues  

A few respondents stated that they believe on going works by numerous utility and state agencies are 
causing significant environmental degradation, noise, and congestion in both the Blackrock and 
Sandymount areas and that additional construction will signi ficantly impact traffic flows and the 
surrounding environment.  

A few respondents highlighted the perceived potential for impacts on traffic flow s and consequently air 
quality to be impacted indirectly.  

A respondent cited the perceived need for òvermin control for all site investigation and project worksó.  

Wider Environment  

A few respondents expressed a preference for  Route Option l while highlighting several conditions relating 
to same. One respondent stated that Route Option l can utilise the best tech nology to lay cabling of this 
type in a manner sensitive to the surrounding environment. Similarly, a respondent stated that by 
choosing Route Option l, disturbance to onshore habitats can be avoided and it can òcontribute to the 
conservation of coastal environments and ecosystemsó. This respondent stated that this route choice 
would align with the principles of sustainable development.  

A respondent suggested that due  to the possible temporary disruption of the marine habitat, EirGridõs 
community fund could be repurposed as a ònature fundó as the community affected would be the wildlife 
of said habitat. The respondent went on to state that the fun d should be òsufficiently largeó to òconvince 
the bulk of those most influential in conserving and promoting biodiversity, that EirGrid, through its 
choice, is also actively promoting biodiversity: in what is, of course, an internationally recognised 
Biosphereó. 

One respondent who expressed a preference for Route Option l based this opinion on the principles of 
appropriate assessment and that òany recommendations are duly adoptedó.  

A respondent stated EirGrid will need to òinvest in ecological resources if they want to pursue the offshore 
Route Option Ló. The same respondent stated a targeted nature fund could be set up in the Poolbeg 
Peninsula and an example for funding could be to òfund wardens to protect this area for 15 years or a 
scheme for ongoing monitoring and management of bird life in the bayó. 

One respondent expressed concern at the òenvironmental impact that the offshore cable will have on 
feeding birds and the biosphereó. Similarly,  a respondent labelled the Poolbeg site òthe migrating birdõs 
larderó and stated it cannot be impacted by any disruption on the Poolbeg peninsula. The respondent 
went on to state that reassurance to residents and NGO sõ needs to be made that there will be no negative 
impact at this location.  

One respondent encouraged engagement with Coast Watch Ireland.  

A respondent stated that Route Option I would use less construction material.  

Local Events   

A respondent highlighted regular events at Leopardstown Racecourse.  

A few respondents stated that there are regular and numerous events at the Aviva Stadium, in Ballsbridge 
and the 3 Arena which cause traffic issues in the surrounding area . 

Similarly, one  respondent states that there  are òtoo manyó events of a national and local scale in the 
vicinity of Beach Road, referencing the Aviva Stadium matches, RDS events, 3 Arena, East Link congestion 
stating, òall of which generate significant traffic movementsó.  

Routing Preferences and Disruption   

Several respondents expressed a preference for Route Option l (subsea cable and connection via 
Monkstown) provided with the following feedback:  
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¶ Appears to be the least disruption to traffic (specifically in South Dubli n).  

¶ It is a òpractical and efficient use of existing infrastructureó.  

¶ Landfall close to Salthill/Monkstown Dart Station.  

¶ Least disruption (digging, reinstating and re -alignment) of road surfaces than other routes.  

¶ Lower public inconvenience.  

¶ Route Option I òdemonstrates a considerate and thoughtful approach towards the affected 
communitiesó.  

¶ Reduces environmental impacts.  

¶ Retains access to many facilities and residential areas.  

¶ Will result in a òreliable and efficient power transmission solution for years to comeó.  

¶ Minimises need for maintenance and repairs.  

¶ Potential for expansion and scalability of transmission system .  

A respondent stated that while the subsea cable portion of the route will reduce disruption, 
Loughlinstown, Newtown Park Avenue and part of the Monkstown Road will still experience impacts.  

One respondent noted the perceived lack of construction methodology detail provided and inability to 
gauge potential impacts of Route Options. Separately another responden t reference tunnelling under the 
M50 to reduce impact and/or required closure.  

A respondent expressed preference for night works 7 days a week to expedite completion .  

Concern was expressed by a number of respondents regarding the potential disruption to roads and 
commuters by Route Options G and H and that all routes go down the Ballyogan Road.  

Templeville  Developments stated concern for sections of Route Options H and I on the Leopardstown Road 
which lead to the main entrance of their business. The respondent stated that the works required on this 
Route Option would lead to significant disruption for resid ents, businesses, and commuters in the area.  

The same respondent expressed a preference to Route Option G, citing òminimal disruption to local 
communities and traffic, cost effectiveness and minimal environmental impactó.  

Leopardstown racecourse welcomed the non-inclusion of a racecourse crossing in the presented Route 
Options. Contrary to the above, a respondent stated that all Route Options go down the Ballyogan Road 
and none go the opposite direction through the racecourse.  

A few respondents raised concerns regarding route in proximity to the Leopardstown Racecourse and that 
a òjunction re-design may be required at the entranceó. A few respondents cited concerns over congestion 
at the Leopardstown Road and Newtownpark Avenue.  

One respondent suggested an entire new route for the Carrickmines to Poolbeg circuit. The respondent 
suggested the circuit take the following route:  

¶ Laying of 220kV armoured cable on seaward side of Poolbeg Pier to Dun Laoghaire (avoid SAC). 

¶ Pass seaward side of Dalkey Island to Bray Head. 

¶ Landfall at Shanganagh. 

¶ Track up beach to Strand Road, Bray seafront.  

¶ Route under DART station on turning for Putland Road.  

¶ Travel up Putland Road to meet Vevay Road turning right onto Boghall Road.  

¶ Cross into Kilbride Lane and proceed to Herbert  Road to left turn to Hampton estate.  

¶ Road to rear for river crossing of Dargle and Dublin/Wexford Road.  

¶ Use potential service tunnel at Dargle to link to Fassaroe.  

¶ Route down Berryfield Lane turn from roundabout at Fassaroe towards Ballyman Road.  

¶ Travel up Barnaslingan Lane until Enniskerry Road.  

¶ Take right to Stepaside and to top of Glenamuck Road.  

¶ Proceed down Glenamuck Road to Ballyogan Road and Carrickmines 220kV station.  
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A respondent expressed a preference for Route Options G or H in refere nce to the potential crossing of 
planned offshore cables relating to potential offshore energy projects.  

Cumulative Impacts  

A number of respondents highlighted concerns regarding  disruption from ongoing and historical utilities 
and roadworks in the Stran d Road, Beach Road and Sandymount areas coupled with the following 
feedback:  

¶ Coordinate works with other agencies.  

¶ Provide 5-10 years respite from works in this area.  

¶ òInordinate amount road works in the past 20 yearsó. 

¶ Awareness of Poolbeg Strategic Development Zone and future development/timing of works.  

Potential Infrastructural Improvements  

A respondent cited plans for the commencement public realm improvements in Blackrock Village in 2024.  

One respondent referenced the potential for Route Option J to  be beneficial to the potential installation 
of district heating infrastructure at Poolbeg.  

A respondent stated there was an opportunity to upgrade the òold pumping station near Salthill landing 
point for option Ió.  

Business Impact   

Leopardstown racecourse stated that existing EirGrid utilities routed through the facility pose a 
òsignificant constraint on the future development of the racecourse facilitiesó.  

A respondent referenced òhuge economic effectó on Blackrock Village if disruption is experienced during 
the works and that it would turn  òinto a ghost townó.  

In their submission Tesco Ireland stated that Route Option G is least preferred due to potential impact on 
Stillorgan Village. They also stated that Route Option H is not preferred as it is per ceived to have a 
potential impact on the Merrion Centre and Sandymount. Route Option I was stated to be the preferred 
route in this area.  

A respondent requested that works be carried out at night to minimise disruption to the An Post facility on 
the Ballyogan Road.  

In their submission BWG Foods stated that they have between 80 to 100 Spar stores in this  study area and 
that the area is highly populated.  

Minimise Impact on Facilities   

A few respondents referenced the opening of a new Gaelscoil on Mount Anville Road in September 2023 
and its potential contribution to additional traffic. A respondent referred to the Social Impact rating of 
Route Option H as medium being too low and no òmention the Rock Road or any of the schools, nursing 
homes and Montessori schools on the routeó.   

A number of schools were referred to by a respondent including:  

¶ Mount Annville (Route Option G).  

¶ University College Dublin (Route Option G).  

¶ St Raphaelõs (Route Option G). 

¶ Guardian Angels National School (Route Option H). 

¶ Blackrock College (Route Option H). 

¶ Newpark Comprehensive School (Route Option H). 

A few respondents stated all works should be undertaken during school holidays.  
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One respondent highlighted the potential relocation of the National Maternity Hospital to the Merrion / 
Rock Road and the additional potential impact of PUD on an òalready congested roadó.  

Templeville Developments raised the issue of potential impacts on the wellbeing o f patients and staff at 
the Leopardstown Park Hospital and potential impacts on green spaces in the area.  

Traffic Disruption  

A respondent requested required works be completed during summer months to minimise disruption.  

A number of respondents cited  Uisce Éireann works on Beach and Strand Road, Sandymount, in 2022 and 
2023 and resultant traffic issues and òpollutionó on Merrion Road as a result. As a result of the perceived 
ongoing traffic disruption in the Sandymount area, the establishment of a òtaskforce to co -ordinate the 
flood defence, cycle way and PUD programmeó was requested.  

A respondent referenced Strand Road and Beach Road being classified as a regional road and the 
importance of this route as a connection between  the North and South sides of the city.  

A few respondents stated a preference for Route Option I, adding that the òsea pipelineó option is logical, 
would prevent digging up of roads and resulting issues and reduce inconvenience to residents in the Rock 
Road/Merrion Road area.  

Traffic Management and Prioritisation   

A respondent stated that retention of Luas services would be favourable.  

Feedback on the preferred retention of access to local amenities such as beaches and parks , and retention 
of current active  travel routes,  was received from a respondent.  

A respondent raised water issues including water bursts potentially resulting from increased traffic on 
Triton Road, owing to Uisce Éireann works in the area and that traffic management will need to take thi s 
into  account.  

One respondent suggested that potential works on Woodbine Road could lead to òsignificant disruptionó to 
the existing pedestrian and cycle network in the area. The respondent said that disruption on Woodbine 
Road could push commuters towards Booterstown Avenue and Nutley Lane which are already congested. 
The respondent said that works would affect the large number of cyclists and pedestrians accessing the 
University College Dublin Belfield Campus as it could impact the designated òôDLR UCD Belfield Campus to 
DART and Luasõ networkó.   

A few respondents referenced planned active travel routes around Dundrum and Stillorgan and 
engagement with the Local Authority on these plan ned routes would be recommended.  

Public Transport and Future Plans  

One respondent cited the recent removal of the outbound bus lane between Trimbleston Avenue and 
Booterstown and associated traffic jams.  

Collaboration and Awareness of Additional Projects  

One respondent highlighted the plans for public realm improvements in Blackrock Village in 2024 and 
potential  for PUD to work in tandem on same.  

A respondent stated that ongoing works in Blackrock Park is an example of poor / no coordination between 
utility companies.  

A few respondents referred to ongoing  Uisce Éireann works on Strand Road and òpoor planningó to not 
have integrated both projects. A respondent noted that  òsignificant finesó are levied on utilities work if 
similar works have been undertaken in the previous five years.  One respondent raised a similar concern 
regarding Woodbine Road.  

A respondent mentioned two apartment complexes òon the Stillorgan Road (close to Woodbine Road) 
coming online and potentially adding to congestion ó.  
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A few respondents referred to planned works in the Sandymount an d Poolbeg areas including:  

¶ Dublin Port 3FM project.  

¶ Glass bottle site development.  

¶ Luas Poolbeg. 

¶ òSandymount to Sea cycle routeó.  

A respondent cited the opportunity to lay advanced ducting on the òDeansgrange cycle pathó and another 
respondent stated tha t the proposed development of several active transport routes should be explored in 
order to reduce overall impacts on roads.  

Community and Stakeholder Engagement  

A few respondents requested EirGrid òinform and liaiseó with other service providers and 
existing/proposed developers/contractors in advance of any works.  

Technical Challenges   

In their submission, Leopardstown Racecourse sought confirmation that on comp letion of the proposed 
Carrickmines to Poolbeg circuit existing connections would be made redundant.  
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4.3.4  Inchicore to Poolbeg  

Local Environmental Issues  

The South Georgian Core Residents Association stated that they believe Route Option K (òinside the Grand 
Canaló) is likely to be more challenging from an engineering and archaeology perspective than Route 
Options J and L.  

The Lansdowne and District Residents Association stated that òthe majority of the area they represent is 
zoned as Z2ó and that this zoning protects the residential amenity of the area.  

Merrion Cricket Club cited concerns regarding drainage and potential i mpact on the playing ground located 
at Anglesea Road. The respondent stated a requirement for guarantee/indemnity for any òdamage to 
existing drainage and grass qualityó. The Simmonscourt drain and Rathmines/Pembroke sewer were 
highlighted by the respondent , who asked that cognisance of the same be recognised by EirGrid with 
respect to any potential horizontal direct drilling (HDD) planned. The respondent cited the flood risk 
assessment carried out as part of the Constraints Reporting and the classification  of this risk as òmediumó 
asking how this risk was identified and the exact type of flood risk it refers to. A detailed methodology of 
how works would cross the grounds at Merrion Cricket Club was sought.  

A few respondents referred to flood protection str uctures on the Dodder and request for non -interference 
with the same. One respondent requested clarity on how circuits will make river crossings at new Dodder 
Bridges. One other respondent enquired if the Dodder walkway is an option for routing of circuits .  

A respondent referenced the Camac River in close proximity to the Tyrconnell Road.  

Local Events   

It was submitted by a local residentõs association that the roads surrounding the Aviva Stadium are the 
òmain arteries for match and event daysó and it was stated that there are two main entrances to the 
stadium on the Shelbourne Road. The same resident association said that òa very important requirement 
for the stadium is the ability to empty the stadium in an emergency within 15 minutes. The ease of 
attendances to exit onto Shelbourne Road without any obstacles is very important and essentialó. 

A few respondents submitted that the Aviva stadium has regular events that are increasing in frequency. It 
was claimed by one respondent that it òseems impracticaló to lay the cable at the stadium perimeter and 
along access points. 

Further events in the area that were submitted to the consultation were cited as being celebrations at the 
Mosque on the South Circular Road, Pantomimes at the National Stadium, an annual festival in Ranelagh, 
the annual Dublin City marathon and St. Patricks Day celebrations.  

The Merrion Cricket Club submitted a response to the consultation stating that they facilitate parking for 
club members and on a commercial basis for various types of sporting events and other events held in the 
RDS, which they submitted òare vital to the clubõs financial wellbeingó. 

Routing Preferences and Disruption   

One stakeholder in their submission stated that they believed it would be more beneficial and less 
disruptive to combine proposed Route Options J and L. They outlined òusing Option J from Poolbeg to 
Dartry Road, then connecting up to Option L õs alignment just west of Rathmines then continuing to 
Inchicore along Option Ló would be more suitable. Another stakeholder also voiced their support for Route 
Option J.  

A few respondents asserted that the best Route Option is the shortest and should be chosen based on this 
with one stakeholder claiming the shortest route is òmost likely the least expensive routeó. 

A respondent commented that the cable routing could be performed using tunnels and underground 
methods as it would be òless invasiveó and is ònormal in Europeó. 

One stakeholder suggested that parking along affected routes should be limited to resid ents only.  

It was commented by one stakeholder that Route Option K would pose access issues, particularly in and 
out of Jamestown Square.  
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The Lansdowne and District Residents Association outlined that they are òupset that this route will require 
two cablesó and that two of the three routes will be chosen and feel that Route Option K will be the most 
disruptive and difficult and òthe most difficult for EirGrid to completeó. The resident association 
discussed Route Option K and outlined that is passes through  densely populated areas, centres of 
commerce, and passes a number of historic and geographic obstacles. The submissions stated that they 
would request Route Option K not to be chosen.  

A stakeholder suggested that road closures should not simply be one lan e and instead roads should be 
closed to fully divert traffic around the construction.  A respondent referred to a planned one -way system 
on Beaver Row as a potential routing option. Concerns about Route Option L and narrow single lane roads 
were raised by a respondent.  

The width of roads on Route Option J was raised by a few respondents.  

Concerns were raised by one stakeholder about the ongoing works by other organisations and relayed their 
concern that roads are òbeing dug up again and again in a haphazard wayó. Their route preference was 
Route Option J, but the stakeholder did acknowledge that they are òunlucky enough to be chosen and you 
are happy to work with us to identify the least intrusive solution, we will be able to settle a plan that 
most locals can live withó. 

A few respondents relayed their concerns to the consultation about the potential traffic disruption in the 
areas under work, which are said to be ònotorious bottle necks alreadyó. Concerns of unsuitable 
alternative routes being taken by mot orists avoiding construction works were also relayed to the 
consultation by a few respondents.  

One stakeholder called for the need to reduce the impact of ôrat runsõ on Dufferin Avenue and make 
Dufferin Avenue one-way. 

In a submission from South Dublin County Council and Dublin City Council it was stated that the Route 
Options that will affect the City Edge project are primarily J, K and L. It was noted that òOption J runs 
along Kylemore Road and Walkinstown Avenue; while Options K and L run through the Inc hicore lands 
which are under the remit of Land Development Agency (LDA) to redevelop for residential and mixed -use 
purposes (these lands also form part of the wider City Edge area)ó. 

In their submission, the Merrion Cricket Club stated the entry and exit p oints of the cable on their lands, 
to which they remarked that they were òsomewhat surprised by this route being selected as a potential 
routeó as they explained that an EirGrid published document states to òavoid going through private land 
or agricultural  landsó.  

A submission from Trinity College, referring to the Trinity College Halls accommodation, highlighted the 
university exams and study periods in November/December and April/May as times when nightworks may 
be an issue and should be avoided.  

A respondent asserted potential issues with Route Options J and L and potential conflict with planned 
tunnel shafts relating to further grid connection infrastructure.  

One respondent proposed òtunnelling above the Greater Dublin Drainage System parallel to the Royal 
Canaló.  

Cumulative Impacts  

It was submitted by a respondent to the consultation that current construction works being undertaken to 
install a bicycle lane along the Dodder River has òtaken almost 2 yearsó and has been òa disruptive 
wasteó. 

The Lansdowne and District Residents Association submitted their view on the consultation stating that 
one of the proposed routes is also a preferred route fo r construction traffic for the proposed US embassy 
on Lansdowne/Shelbourne roads. It was further said in their submission that òlocal businesses on 
Shelbourne Road and GCSU (Grand Canal Street Upper) have only begun to rebuild trade following the lack 
of footfall during Covidó. 

A few respondents expressed concern at the potential cumulative impacts of the PUD works and proposed 
new òbus connectionsó in Terenure.  
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Potential Infrastructural Improvements   

One respondent commented that if the project proceeds through Terenure that advanced works may be 
required to redesign the junction and approach roads to mitigate any potential impacts and òprovide some 
kind of positive legacyó.  

One stakeholder submitted their proposed alternatives to carry the cables includ ing the use of small ducts 
or tunnels that could be placed adjacent to existing tunnels to allow for maintenance. It was also stated in 
this submission that rivers and sewers are south side of the Grand Canal Tunnel, which proceeds east to 
west, and could be used to help facilitate the project.  

Business Impact 

It was submitted by the Lansdowne and District Residents Association that this area has become a hub for 
many tech and financial workers who transitioned to remote work after the onset of the COVID -19 
pandemic. It was stated that, however, foot traffic in the area is only starting to recover and that the 
proposed project and the lengthy process of laying cables, could have detrimental effects on the area õs 
development.   

In relation to the Inchicore to Poolbeg route, Tesco Ireland stated that they have a strong presence within 
Route Options J, K, L. This point was furthered when they stated that Route Option J is preferred as it 
minimises potential impact on operations and that Route Option K is òenvisaged to be the most disruption 
to Tesco Ireland operations and as such is the least preferred optionó. Tesco wished to emphasise that 
they have several stores directly on and in close proximity to several routes and wish for the impact on 
their distribution network and stores to be minimised.  

Minimise Impact on Facilities  

A respondent highlighted that there is a òWomenõs shelter in this areaó and access needs to be maintained 
to it.  

Concerns were raised by a few respondents regarding Route Option L and K and proximity to National 
Childrenõs Hospital and St. James Hospital. A few respondents cited the frequency of schools and churches 
in the area.  

One respondent expressed concern regarding the maintenance of access to St. Josephõs Church, Terenure.  

It was stated by one stakeholder that Conleth College would be greatly impacted if this Route Option L 
was chosen. The stakeholder expressed safety concerns for students that attend the school with 
construction traffic in the area. This stakeholder also stated the òelderly residents living in and around 
Wellington Placeó would be adversely affected by the construction work. Access to Herbert Park and the 
Cricket club were also highlighted as areas that could be affected by the project.  Potential disturbance, 
socially and environmentally, to Herbert Park was highlighted as a concern by one respondent. The 
respondent noted the possibility of a precedent being set for more utilities to then take the route through 
the park in future.  

A submission from Trinity College in  reference to potential impacts on the Trinity College Halls 
accommodation (c1000 students) stated a preference for four weeksõ notice if there are any planned 
interruptions to òelectricity, natural gas, water, wastewater, telecoms and cable TVó during any potential 
works. The respondent also requested access to the facilities be maintained for vehicles, pedestrians and 
emergency services at all times.  

Another stakeholder mentioned schools, doctor surgeries and religious venues along route s that would 
have their access affected  with a number of  schools on the Clareville Road referenced.  

Merrion Cricket Clubõs submission stated that the club is in use every day throughout the year with various 
activities takin g place here and that òThere could not be any disruption above ground to our club or 
access to our clubó.  

The submission from South Dublin County Council and Dublin City Council stated that they welcome the  
proposals to develop a more reliant and resilient electricity grid , that  they would òlike to ensure that the 
specific routes chosen do not unduly impact on the urban design and layout of this new urban quarteró. 
The submission outlined that due to these s ignificant changes in the area, the main concerns related to 
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the City Edge project involve the potential impact of any wayleaves required by the new cabling 
infrastructure on various aspects such as street design, infrastructure location, and the surroundi ng 
environment. This includes buildings, public transport infrastructure, utilities (both underground and 
overground), street trees, sustainable urban drainage systems (SuDS), landscape works, open space, and 
more.  

The South Circular Road Residents Association raised concerns regarding the òdrilling impact on house 
foundations along routesó. Concerns were raised by a few respondents relating to older buildings and 
similar impacts. Retention of access to homes throughout construction was cited by a few respo ndents.  

One respondent requested information regarding access to parks during any potential construction o f the 
Poolbeg peninsula.  

A respondent expressed a preference for work that is required near schools to be undertaken during school 
holidays.  

Traffic Disruption   

A respondent stated that the ò5-way junctionó in Terenure is òalready a notorious traffic blackspot which 
impacts on local residents and businesses in the much wider areaó which could be compounded by the 
proposed project.  

One stakeholder suggested that the project should link parking permits to residents only to ensure that 
they have parking throughout the project .  

A respondent submitted their observation of significant traffic congestion on Tyrconnell Road during rush 
hour and other times. They noted that the road serves as a shortcut for traffic coming from the N7 into 
the City, as well as for traffic heading home in the opposite direction.  

One respondent stated that the residents on Tyrconnell are trapped as òThe only ways out of this section 
of Inchicore are along that road. There are no other ways out into the city or towards the N7ó. 

One stakeholder commented that the proposed works and the length of time involved in the project òwill 
make life for residents immensely harderó. They further their submission by stating that the most 
preferable option would be to keep the proposed works out of òthe already immensely congested city 
centreó. 

It was stated by one respondent that Rathmines is a designated arterial road for public transport leading 
to the city centre and the proposed works may impact on services on this road.  A respondent referenced 
impacts on the Swan Centre on the Rathmines Road.  

The Lansdowne and District Residents Association stated that the installation of the proposed cable is 
expected to significantly disrupt the daily life of the area. It was stated that there is existing heavy traffic 
on Shelbourne Road and Grand Canal Street Upper, which might be further affected by the project. The 
resident association said that there is a possibility of the closure of Beach Road northbound, which could 
result in increased traffic on Tritonville Road, Shelbourne  Road, and Grand Canal Street Upper. 

One stakeholder submitted their concerns regarding the potential impact on BusConnects due to the 
projects works as they stated that òmany junctions around Terenure are congestedó and the proposed 
project may have furth er impacts on this.  

One respondent questioned the proposed projects construction timeline and the information available on 
when and where the works may take place.  

Traffic Management and Prioritisation   

One stakeholder proposed that it would be better to choose routes where, post installation of the cables, 
the route road surface would be brought up to a high quality, particularly in places where local authorities 
òwished they had the time, money and traffic disruption reasonó to perform the works. The stakeholder 
gave the example of Sandymount Avenue which they stated has recently had its road surface upgraded : 
òto have to dig it all up again would seem a waste of resourcesó. This was further referenced  by another 
stakeholder who stated that the project sh ould òIntegrate works with other utilities and local authoritiesó 
to avoid an overlap or òmulti-yearó construction period.  
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It was stated by a few respondents that avoiding disruption to the Luas and footpaths would be an 
important aspect to the project.  Potential impacts on active transport routes were raised b y a few 
respondents.  

One respondent stated that Proposed Route Option G involves works on Woodbine Road which forms part 
of the òDLR UCD Belfield Campus to DART and Luasõ networkó which is used by UCD students accessing 
Belfield Campus. The submissions put forward that òconstruction work on this road would cause significant 
disruptionó and cause further disruption on other congested roads in the area. 

One respondent stated that they wished to ensure that local residents and visitors to the area can 
continue to enjoy local ameni ties such as beaches and parks throughout the proposed project .  

One stakeholder submitted that òA lot of local children walk to schooló and the project should be 
cognisant of this when planning construction disruptions.  

Public Transport and Future Plans   

A few respondents submitted the public transport options in the area and referenced the need to maintain 
these services during the construction phase of the project. The following buses were mentioned by a few 
respondents; 14, 14A 15, 15A, 15B, 15C, 15D, 16, 17, 17D, 45, 65, 65B, 83. It was also highlighted by a few 
stakeholders that BusConnects projects across the area are also planned and should be considered in this 
project .  

It was submitted by a few stakeholders that the National Transport Authority have  plans in the area for 
BusConnects which will be disruptive during their works. It was suggested by one stakeholder that works in 
Terenure are performed prior to the works for BusConnects. One stakeholder remarked that BusConnects 
is seen by many as problematic. It was said that the proposed routes overlap the BusConnects plans in 
several areas and that BusConnects is òmore advanced in the planning systemó. 

It was also noted by the respondent that in the òDublin Transport Plan 2022-2042 there are plans to 
convert bus lanes into a Luas corridoró, which the respondent asserted òwill likely be problematicó. 

Collaboration and Awareness of Additional Projects  

One stakeholder suggested that there should be coordination between the project and Dublin City Council 
to ensure that during road reinstatement that roads in the area are improved for cyclist use.  

It was requested by one respondent that EirGrid be cognisant of other projects due to take place in the 
area to ensure there is minimal disruption.  Collaboration w ith the proposed Sandymount cycle lane 
project was proposed by a few respondents with the Dublin Infrastructure Forum collaboration also cited 
by a few respondents.  

A stakeholder encouraged liaison with Transport Infrastructure Ireland regarding òUtility diversions around 
Rialtoó. Similarly,  a respondent recommended liaison and collaboration with BAM regarding road works 
around the new Childrenõs Hospital site.  

In their submission South Dublin County Council and Dublin City Council highlighted the City Ed ge project 
developments that will be taking place in the area òThe City Edge project is a joint South Dublin County 
Council/Dublin City Council initiative to reimagine the Naas Road, Ballymount and Park West areas in 
Dublin to create a new urban quarter. C overing 700 hectares, this is one of the largest brownfield 
regeneration projects in Europe with the potential to deliver 40,000 homes and 75,000 jobs between now 
and 2070ó.  One respondent referred to potential opportunities for advance ducting relating to  the City 
Edge Project.  

One stakeholder submitted their concerns of the impact on residential building use during the proposed 

construction for the PUD project.  

Community and Stakeholder Engagement  

It was submitted by one stakeholder that good communication is an important aspec t to the project and 
the publication of information online about the works to facilitate the project would be beneficial.  
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One respondent stated that upon finalisation of the route selection òconsultation with local communities 
on traffic management plans would be essentialó. 

In a submission from a resident association, they stated that one of their duties is to engage with the 
relevant authorities to protect the residential and historical architectural amenities of the area.  

In their respo nse to the consultation South Dublin County Council and Dublin City Council stated that òthe 
ôPUDõ proposals have come at a pertinent time in terms of ensuring City Edge and ôPUDõ are alignedó. 
They stated that they would welcome any opportunity to partici pate in discussion around the project as 
they observed that there is a òneed to ensure adequate power supply for the level of development coming 
on stream associated with City Edge and other development areas into the futureó. They requested that 
discussions with them are held prior to finalising any cabling routes.  

One stakeholder suggested that existing cable route s be shown to the public as it was stated that the 
public may not be familiar with the current proximity of the cables, and it may assist them in 
understanding the project.  

Interest in the community benefit fund opportunities was expressed by a  few respondents with specific 
reference to a local football club in Inchicore  from one respondent .  

One respondent enquired after timelines of constructio n in the Dublin 4 area. Methods of communicating 
construction timelines and updates to affected residents were referred to by a few respondents.  

A respondent stated their support for  the level of engagement on the public consultation. Contrary to this 
a few respondents stated that they believe people are not aware of the programme and further 
engagement needs to be done.  

Technical Challenges  

A submission from South Dublin County Council and Dublin City Council stated that they intend to engage 
consultants to carry out a feasibility study into the undergrounding of high voltage overhead cables on the 
LDA lands at Inchicore and in the wider City Edge area. They remarked that òthis has necessitated ongoing 
engagement with EirGrid and ESB Networks which will c ontinue when the study commences and as it 
progressesó. 

One respondent noted that the use of mini tunnels to facilitate the project, should be considered 
òseriously before you do any diggingó. The stakeholder uses examples of other cities (London, China, and 
USA) as examples òand see what they are doingó. The stakeholder stated that òThe technology for 
constructing such tunnels is improving all the time and the cost is coming downó. 

A detailed response from The Lansdowne and District Residents Association stated various technical issues 
that the project may come across in their area and along Route Option K, including vehicle weight limits 
on certain roads, rivers coming close to the surface of roads, Georgian streets with basements partially 
under the road s and a high-water table.  

A stakeholder cited the importance of the cable routes not impinging on potential future plans to convert 
industrial buildings to domestic use.  

One stakeholder proposed an entirely new route running from Poolbeg to the Inchicore  Power Station. The 
submission included details of the use of the Grand Canal Tunnel Sewerage System. The stakeholder 
requested that the project propose òa route for both cables to be carried in one 3m cored concrete tunnel 
where necessary and open-cut trench and backfill where possibleó. The route outlined by the submission 
is as follows: leaving Poolbeg, go down the road to roundabout which leads to Pigeon House Road/2 
Cambridge Avenue, Ringsend Park. From there, cut diagonally to St Brendanõs Cottages, across Irishtown 
Road to meet Dermot OõHurley Avenue. At the end of the Avenue drill horizontally under the Dodder River 
over to the ESB Pembroke sub-station yard. Bring the cable out from the sub -station which fronts South 
Lotts Road. Travel up South Lotts  Road underneath the DART line bridge to Beggars Bush/Haddington 
Road, leading to Baggot Street Bridge, from there to join up the Dublin Grand Canal drainage tunnel up to 
Herberton Road Bridge. Cross the road at Herberton Bridge, proceed up along the Grand  Canal walkway 
parallel to Dolphin Road to Grand Canal View. Cross over to the playing fields belonging to Good Counsel 
GAA/Camogie Club. From there, cut diagonally across underneath Davitt Road R812 Luas line and Grand 
Canal to small park beside Devoy Road. From Devoy Road proceed up along Goldenbridge Walk to Naas 
Road. Cross road and continue up along the canal towpath to the rear of Inchicore Power Stationó. The 
submission also stated that some of the lands is jointly owned by DCC and Uisce Éireann. However,  it was 
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said that maintenance would be restricted in the event of failure and private landowner permissions may 
be required.  

One respondent raised concerns about potential landing points for Route  Option L and locations of 
underground circuits in and around Sean Moore Park.  
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4.3.5  General Feedback on Powering Up Dublin  

Local Environmental Issues  

A respondent suggested that routing be directed through parks which òwill be quicker and less disruptive 
to trafficó,  provided òno significant ecological damage would resultó.  

Supporting habitat protection proactively was raised by one respondent relating to the Grand Canal and 
sub-sea habitats.  

One respondent requested consideration be given  to the environmental impacts of construction and that 
routes are selected on the basis of least environmental impact.  

Uisce Éireann, in its submission,  emphasised that works on any of the potential routes cannot impact 
drinking water sources and/or òwaters used for the abstraction of drinking water nor cause any 
deterioration in quality during the construction and operational phase of the proposed developmentó. If 
an Environmental Impact Statement (EIA) is required to be carried out as part of any applicatio n in 
relation to the proposed works, Uisce Éireann requested early engagement between EirGrid and the 
Development Management Department in their organisation.  

Wider Environment  

It was acknowledged by Uisce Éireann that the development of the PUD project s upports the development 
of society and the creation of a òmore sustainable futureó. Tesco Ireland also cited the importance of 
modern infrastructure in delivering a òsustainable future for Dublinó.  

Bord Gáis Energy indicated their support in òthe aim of the PUD programme to transform, modernise and 
strengthen the cityõs electricity transmission infrastructure to be renewable-ready for an increasing use of 
energy coming from renewable sources and be future -ready for Dublinõs growing and changing electricity 
needsó.  

ESB Networks acknowledged the contribution the PUD plan can make to transform the transmission system 
for future generations and deliver the electricity network for Irelandõs clean electric futureó and that the 
plan is consistent with their own òNetworks For Net Zeroó strategy. The respondent highlighted the 
importance of the PUD project in achieving Ireland õs climate goals as outlined in the Climate Action Plan 
in a sustainable and timely way.  

ESB Networks stated that the planned programme of works must deliver noticeable improvements to òthe 
constrained nature of Dublinõs grid and strengthen the operation of the electricity grid infrastructure as a 
wholeó. They went onto state that the programme òmust ensure greater security and resilience of energy 
supply flows for both the growing Dublin demand load and the increasing levels of offshore renewable 
generation connecting in the Dublin area and to the grid nationally ó.   

The National Transport Authority acknowledge the critical nature of  the infrastructural upgrades planned 
through the PUD programme and their importance to òthe economic prosperity and environmental well-
being of the city -region and State, including the key and expanding rol e electricity will play in the direct 
supply of transport services through DART, Luas and electric busesó. 

In its submission, Dublin Chamber encourages increased capacity for storage and movement of clean 
energy, in particular wind power, as part of the pl an to upgrade the existing cabling and substation s 
across the city. They expanded on this feedback stating that investment in renewable energy projects will 
contribute to a ògreener future but also stimulate economic growth, foster innovation, and attract 
sustainable investment to the cityó. Dublin Chamber cited the òambitious plansó to prioritise grid 
modernisation stating that such upgrades can serve to accommodate òthe anticipated growth in energy 
consumption, enable the seamless integration of renewable  energy, and enhance energy efficiency across 
the cityó.  

An Post acknowledged the growing and changing needs for sustainable energy and welcomed the proposed 
òimprovement of Dublinõs electricity grid, improvements to sustainability and energy connectivity across 
the capitaló.   

A stakeholder referenced historical environmental issues with leaking fluid filled cables and that the new 
circuits should òshould be oil-free if possible, and the opportunity should be taken to remedy past 
leakagesó.  
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Local Events    

A few respondents referenced Irelandõs European Championship 2028 and future Rugby World Cup bid and 
the importance of the Aviva stadium to both.  

One respondent stated that the local authority and the NTA are required to re -route buses if there are 
events with over 5,000 people attending taking place  (e.g.: Womenõs Mini Marathon).  

Routing Preferences and Disruption  

One respondent stated that segregated cycle lanes should be available for use during construction and 
after to maintain levels of active  travel and safety for those who use it.  

A few respondents cited support for the overall project but emphasised the need to complete works 
efficiently and with minimal disturbance to the local communities in which infrastructure will be 
constructed. A resp ondent expressed a preference for reduction in above ground junction boxes where 
possible and that these be located underground where possible.  

A preference for night works was expressed by one respondent.  

Dublin Port Company expressed support in locatin g routes and/or portions of through their lands however 
amendments to routes would be required .  

Dublin Port Company justified their support for the project by stating their issues with Route Options D, E, 
as currently presented. They outlined that the lan ds around Route Option F could be further developed, 
Route Option D was stated to be unsuitable due to emergency access requirements, hazardous zones and 
cease in operations that would mean a long and protracted construction program me for the project. The 
submission further outlined the issues regarding Route Option E as it would disrupt port operations, live 
fuel lines surrounding it and a fuel offload zone. Dublin Port Company in their final comments on 
unsuitable routes through their lands stated that Ro ute Option F is not viable as it would cause disruptions 
to Breakwater Road which would have an effect on port operations and the proposed cable route would 
impact on the exclusion zone for the òcommon oil pipelineó. 

Tesco Ireland included their views on t he proposed routes to be considered by the project. Tesco outlined 
the large scale of their enterprise and made specific references to their options along several routes. They 
stated that they have a strong presence along the Finglas to North Wall Route Options and that each 
proposed Route Option has the potential to impact their operations in terms of customer accessibility and 
deliveries.  

In their submission, Ibec expressed a preference for works to be timetabled to suit the location saying, òIt 
should not be a single approach across all routesó.  Expanding on this recommendation, the submission 
recommended òan assessment for timing for works should be carried outó and òthe type of business 
activity, location concerns, etcó should be considered. The submission emphasised òsignificant challenges 
manage throughout the development, design and construction stages with timelines heavily impacted by 
route choiceó.  

National Transport Authority stated their areas of activity that overlaps with proposed routes to indicate 
the levels of activity that they will have within the project area including Core Bus corridors, Luas 
development projects, the MetroLink project and DART+ pro jects. These projects can be seen in full listed 
below.  

 

¶ MetroLink ð Finglas to North Wall Route Options A, B and C  

¶ MetroLink ð Inchicore to Poolbeg Route Options K and L 

¶ Luas Finglas ð Finglas to North Wall Route Options A and C 

¶ DART+ West ð Finglas to North Wall Route Options A and C 

¶ DART+ South West ð Finglas to North Wall Option C  

¶ DART+ South ð Inchicore to Poolbeg Route Options J, K and L 

¶ DART+ Coastal North ð Finglas to North Wall Route Option B 
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¶ DART+ Coastal South ð Carrickmines to Poolbeg Route Options G, H, and I  

¶ Clongriffin to City Centre CBC ð Finglas to North Wall Route Option B 

¶ Swords to City Centre CBC ð Finglas to North Wall Route Options A, B and C 

¶ Ballymun/Finglas to City Centre CBC ð Finglas to North Wall Route Options A, B and C 

¶ Liffey Valley to City Centre CBC ð Inchicore to Poolbeg Route Option K 

¶ Tallaght/Clondalkin to City Centre CBC ð Inchicore to Poolbeg Route Options J, K and L 

¶ Kimmage to City Centre CBC ð Inchicore to Poolbeg Route Options K and L 

¶ Templeogue/Rathfarnham CBC ð Inchicore to Poolbeg Route Options J, K and L 

¶ Bray to City Centre CBC ð Carrickmines to Poolbeg Route Options G, H, and I  

¶ Belfield/Blackrock to City Centre CBC ð Carrickmines to Poolbeg Route Options G, H,  and I 

 

In their submission Dublin City Council and Dublin Waste to Energy outlined their plans for district heating 
schemes. They stated that they have identified areas along the proposed routes for the project where the 
possibility exists for them to include infrastructure to allow future connections to district heating enabled 
developments. Two of these areas identified as òpriority focusó are the Sean Moore Road and South Bank 
Road to Dublin Waste to Energy plant where they state that they òanticipate difficulties in accommodating 
significant new infrastructureó. They submitted that they have historical site investigation data for these 
areas and are planning other site investigations in the near future which they asserted they òare happy to 
share with EirGridó. The submission also stated that they would like to explore the possibility of 
combining site investigation works and r equested that òconsideration be given to maintaining future 
potential DHHS network connection opportunities beyond the DHHS Phase 1 Areaó. 

Dublin Chamber in their submission to the consultation stated that some of the Route Options currently 
under consideration òwould involve construction across strategic roadsó which they stated form òthe 
spineó of north-south access to Dublin city namely the M1 and N11. It was asserted in the submission that 
accessibility along these route s òmust be maintainedó, and other factors such as working hours should be 
factored in to ensure that commuting options remain available and diversions and service delays to public 
transport are minimised. Dublin Chamber recommended that the project work with transport providers to 
discuss potential impacts. The chamber wished to urge EirGrid to òpick routes that have the least 
disruptionó and avoid unnecessary impacts on residential and commercial areas. 

An Postõs submission commented that òit is imperative that An Postõs services can continue undisrupted 
and without any conflict that may arise as a result of the underground cable constructionó. A respondent 
stated that òAn Posts primary logistic runs occur at one, three and five AMó.  

A respondent outlined a suggested turn by turn route fo r Inchicore to a new Bracetown 220kV substation 
to serve both Inchicore and North Wall .  The new combined route put forward by the respondent was 
passed onto the PUD technical team for consideration.  

Cumulative Impacts  

A respondent referenced long term issues on cycle lanes with reinstatement sinking.  

A cycle lane in Terenure was highlighted by a respondent as a potential pinch point for the future works, 
stating that in the early hours the works block two lanes, and th e whole area closes down due to the 
traffic congestion caused.  

One respondent cited perceived òhealth impacts of EMF (Electromagnetic  Fields) to residents along 
routesó.  

Potential Infrastructural Improvements   

In their submission, ESB Networks cited possibilities for nature restoration works, biodiversity 
enhancement and protection as well as Sustainable Drainage Systems (SuDs) to be incorporated into the 
works where possible.  
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A respondent stated that footpaths need to be improved to facilitate active tra vel and that the relevant 
local authorities need to be on board to secure funding and contribute to route identification. A 
respondent cited the need to improve road surfaces when reinstating post works.  

Uisce Éireann stated that locations for future wate r infrastructure, including provision of necessary 
culverts and crossing points, must be protected prior to any works commencing for the PUD project.  

In their submission, Bord Gáis Energy said that the cables and circuit routes chosen must aim for the bes t 
utilisation to òboost and maximise energy flowsó on the grid across Dublin and into and out of the Dublin 
region. Bord Gáis requested EirGrid ensure that cables to be utilised in the PUD project can ensure these 
maximum energy flows not only in Dublin bu t outside of the region. The submission cited the potential for 
investor confidence by supporting òimproved outcomes in the energy, capacity, and system services 
markets including the reduced need for locational capacity constraint areas that undermine auc tion 
outcomes in the capacity marketó. 

Ibec referenced the need to improve road and footpath surfaces in Dublin City citing the current funding 
structure presenting an issue for resurfacing by Dublin City Council. The submission expanded on the 
impacts of poorly maintained roads on competitiveness and cost to businesses at local level. The 
submission stated that in conjunction with road reinstatement works the PUD programme may be an 
opportunity to deliver improvements in the òwalk-wheel-cycleó network through collaboration with Dublin 
City Councilõs Active Travel Network to undertake projects in conjunction with works.    

In their submission, Supernode proposed the use of super conducting and High Voltage XLPE cables for use 
in the PUD project. Supernode cited òimproved grid performanceó by utilising these types of cables. In 
their submission, Supernode outlined several advantages of superconducting cables accordin g to their 
findings including:  

¶ Increased resilience, reliance, and capacity.  

¶ Ability to òmeshó the grid. 

¶ Fulfil four of the five PUD project benefits.  

A respondent recommended a new substation be built òbeside Barnhill House at the junction of 
Barberstown Lane and the R149, serving both Inchicore and North Walló. They went on to state that this 
could be linked to North Wall via Barberstown Lane, Royal Canal to Broombridge to then link with the 
existing proposals for Finglas/Broombridge/North Wall. The resp ondent suggested the òInchicore ESB 
power station could be fedó from the new suggested substation. 

A respondent acknowledged the difficulties faced for the project òin absence of digital integrated Master 
Mappingó commenting that it may incur increased costs, errors, and waste. The respondent put forward 
that the project could be instrumental in the momentum needed to commission a òcomprehensive Master 
Mapping for the use of all Utilities and Service Providersó and that Dublin City Council could be the 
authority to conduct such an exercise.   

One respondent wished to receive assurance that all existing walking and cycling infrastructure will be 
maintained or improved as a result of the proposed works.  

Business Impact  

A respondent requested that when constru ction begins that sufficient communication with residents and 
businesses regarding the details of construction are given as òthis will allow residents to make the 
necessary arrangements and prevent any loss of businessó. One respondent asked if an assessment of the 
impacts of delays on businesses has been undertaken.  

One respondent stated that the primary access to the Park West Business Park is via the M50.  

In their submission to the consultation, the Dublin Port Company stated that òwe need to agree any 
implementation strategy and co -ordination of the EirGrid proposals with DPCõs strategically important 
schemes and to avoid where possible and at least minimise disruption to critical DPC operationsó. 

A respondent stated that items from Dublin Port travel to òKnockmitten to be sortedó and that Ravensdale 
(near East Wall Road) has night time  logistical operations for An Post and third party postal companies. A 
respondent cited concerns relating to afternoon postal collections being impacted.  
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Dublin Chamber in their submission acknowledged that there will be òsignificant excavation worksó and 
requested that the works are carefully managed to minimise disruption on business.  

A submission from Tesco Ireland outlined their operations within Ireland to contextual ise the possible 
impact that the project may have on their operations. Tesco Ireland stated that they employ a ôCentral 
Distribution Systemõ, where products from various suppliers are consolidated at a central warehouse and 
then redistributed for complete deliveries. It was stated that they have 166 stores across Ireland. In 
relation to the project, they outlined that ongoing construction activities along the route, particularly on 
Northwood Avenue, could impact accessibility to the distribution centre for delivery vehicles traveling via 
M50. Tesco submitted that on average 324 delivery vehicles enter and exit the distribution centre over a 
24-hour period and that midweek traffic volumes are higher compared to weekends. The delivery times 
used by Tesco were outlined as being early morning deliveries, between 1 am and 6 am, are used to 
reduce the number of trucks on the roads at peak traffic times. Tesco added that òit is important that 
delivery vehicles are accommodated and that access to the distribution cen tre is not restricted during the 
construction phaseó. 

In a submission to the consultation An Post stated that òin order to protect the smooth operation of the 
existing postal service in Dublin, unrestricted 24 -hour access for deliveries/collections are protected at all 
collection points including post boxesó. They requested that EirGrid carefully considers the operational 
requirements of An Post at all stages of the planning and development process and engages with them 
directly to minimise the disruption of postal operations.  

In their submission Uisce Éireann stated that they wished to ensure that the project does not inhibit their 
obligations to provide and protect public water services and infrastructure in the areas identified along 
the proposed routes for the project.  

Traffic Disruption  

One respondent requested that roads be fully closed for the duration of the works and reopen once 
complete stating that it would be òsafer and cheaperó. 

BWG Foods said in their submission that their concern is about their trucks and food deliveries to their 
stores. 

One Stakeholder commented that the East Wall road is a highly used thoroughfare and that the use of Irish 
Rail lands to facilitate the project òappear to offer a much less disruptive project in this neighbourhoodó. 
The stakeholder further commented that routing the cable through and along the Canal and To lka Park 
would be less disruptive on traffic and transport. They stated that the Sundrive Road/Rathmines option for 
the Inchicore route would also be less disruptive than utilising the South Circular Road option.  

Ibec in their submission stated that they w ished for the project to òlimit disruption to transport routesó. 
The submission wished for other options that are currently under consideration would involve construction 
across òstrategic roadsó, which they state form a key part of the north south òspineó of access to Dublin 
city, they stated that these strategic roads are national primary routes of the M1 and N11. They requested 
that access along these routes òmust be maintained and factored into the hours/timing of workó. 

In their submission the National  Transport Authority (NTA) submitted their views on the proposed routes. 
They stated that òall of the options presented in this consultation could potentially impact on Luas and 
Bus services, and some could potentially impact on the operations of DART, Commuter and Intercity railó. 
They furthered their submission by stating that if any bus operations were to be impacted by the proposed 
works it would only be deemed acceptable if a suitable alternative route is presented. For Luas and rail 
operations NTA stated that they are òconcerned with any proposals which could potentially lead to a 
disruption of services during any hours of operationó, it noted that for heavy rail services where at ôat-
grade crossingõ are required that alternative bus arrangements may not be suitable from a òcapacity and 
efficiency point of viewó. However, NTA noted that it will òendeavour to ensure that this project can 
proceed in a timely fashion on the basis that EirGrid engage with all transport agencies in developing 
detailed projec ts and phased implementation plans which minimise potential adverse impacts on transport 
schemes and servicesó. 
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Traffic Management and Prioritisation  

In their submission to the consultation An Post outlined their concerns regarding their traffic movements 
and that òunrestricted vehicular access, is, therefore, of critical importance to the operation of the 
service they provide and any limitations in this regard can have serious knock -on impacts on the ability of 
An Post to meet the postal needs of the publi c and service their legal agreements with the Stateó. They 
emphasised this point by stating that Dublin is the main operational hub for An Post, the proposed project 
has the potential to impact services òat a national and international leveló and requested that the project 
consider HGV movements and requirements of the postal service throughout the projectõs developments. 

Dublin Chamber in their response to the consultation outlined that they requested that the impact on 
active travel infrastructure to be k ept to a minimum and explained that òFirst-mile and last mile 
considerations influence a commuterõs choice to use public transport or notó and if the project impacts on 
transport options, the chamber outlined that people will òrevert to private car usageó. 

One respondent asserted the importance of maintaining cycling infrastructure on roads and suggests that 
if there is not enough space for separate cycleways during construction, the entire road should be closed 
to facilitate the project, with provisions fo r pedestrian and emergency/disabled access. They highlighted 
that traffic management plans should prioriti se the safety of cyclists. The respondent cited the Clontarf to 
City Centre cycleway project as an example, where the allocation of a single lane for all traffic on North 
Strand Road creates unsafe situations for cyclists stating that òdangerous overtaking manoeuvres are often 
attemptedó. This point was emphasised by another respondent who requested that the project provide 
segregated cycle lanes as part of the construction management plans and that the project could tie into 
the construction of further cycle paths in the area. Another respondent requested that upon completion of 
the project that cycle tracks are repaired to their original state prior to  the construction commencing. 
The submission cited that òit would be unfortunate if your effort to make energy more sustainable ended 
up making transport less sustainable by making cycling a misery on areas which had been dug up for 
cabling and simply patched upó. 

One respondent responded to the consultation stating that transport hierarchy should be the Luas and 
cars. 

The topic of cycling and cycle tracks was raised by a few respondents who took similar approaches to 
previous submissions on the same topic. One of these submissions wished to ensure that the project 
prioritised cycling and walking infrastructure is user friendly, and that public transport is prioritised over 
private vehicles. The stakeholder stated this will have multiple benefits including òEncouraging those who 
are able to cycle or walk to do so, providing safe and pleasant footpaths to and from public transport 
links, Facilitating efficient movement of public transportó. Another submission on cycling requested the 
òavailability of space for safe cyclingó and wished for the Dublin Cycling Campaign to be invited to take 
part in the community forum. The submissions called for a òsafe space for cycling and walking must be 
provided at all timesó as the stakeholder outlined that it could encourage more active travel usage. It was 
made clear that if necessary that the whole road be closed to facilitate the construction works and that 
ònew habits will be formed around travel patternsó if roads were closed but cycle track access 
maintained.  

Ibec outli ned their concerns for commuters, those who use public transport, cycling and walking networks, 
regarding the potential impact the project may have on them. They wished the minimal disruption to 
commuter networks and suggested the project work with transpo rt providers to do so. Ibec asserted that 
minimal impact should be caused to cycle lanes and footpaths to ensure ôfirst mileõ and ôlast mileõ 
journeys are unaffected. The needs of those with disabilities was also highlighted as being something in 
need of key consideration for the project, as Ibec wished to ensure that it was made clear that òis 
important for everyone to have a safe journey, no matter where they are going, but this is especially 
important for people with disabilities, as they may be unable t o get out of dangerous situations or be 
more vulnerable in certain instances ó. Ibec encouraged the project to consider the needs of different 
users and their experiences when planning and deliver ing the project across the city.  

The National Transport Authority in their submission outlined the number of projects that are in 
development across the city and the number of which cross the proposed route for the PUD project. The 
projects, of which there are several, are said to be in the planning process and once  they receive planning 
are intended to òprogress to construction as soon as possibleó. It was requested that due to the 
overlapping nature of a number of projects that EirGrid maintain close contact with the NTA, TII, Irish Rail 
and local authorities. The NTA recommended that EirGrid include the protection of major public transport 
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and active travel projects as a key objective and that consultation with the NTA occurs throughout the 
projectõs development and in advance of decisions being made on preferred options.  

It was suggested by a submission that òthe Portobello Streetsó are used to divert traffic from South 
Circular Road to Rathmines. 

Public Transport and Future Plans   

One respondent submitted that the project should be considerate of future BusConnect s plans, Uisce 
Éireann works and òother plans including public improvement plansó. 

One respondent stated the ò83 bus routeó highlighting the potential impact on this public transport route 
which runs from the north side of the city to the south side, cross ing multiple proposed routes.  

Collaboration and Awareness of Additional Projects  

A respondent suggested that EirGrid, after route selection, collaborate with Dublin City Council, Dun 
Laoghaire-Rathdown County Council, and Fingal County Council to ensure a coordinated effort in managing 
roadworks along those routes. It was recommended  by the respondent that any additional maintenance 
work required on these routes be carried out simultaneously with EirGri dõs construction activities to 
minimi se disruptions for residents and businesses. 

A few respondents requested that all elements of the project design are closely aligned and support the 
National Transport Authorityõs published Cycle Network Plan, BusConnects Core Bus corridor plans and 
Dublin City Councilõs Active Travel Plans. A similar respondent requested that the project construction 
works are combined with works to improve transport infrastructure.  

A respondent stated that they had attended a public c onsultation event with the intention of promoting 
the integration of EirGrid works into other significant public works, aiming to achieve mutual benefits and 
minimi se disturbances while enhancing the public realm. The response stated, òthis is a national policy we 
actively advocate on our Urban Design Committee in the Royal Institute of Architectsó. Various projects 
such as gas and water mains, internet distribution cabling, tidal/flood relief works, 
road/pavement/cycleway works, local authority public real m environment, landscaping, district heating, 
Dublin Port developments, and initiatives like Metrolink, BusConnects and DART underground were 
suggested for potential cooperation. However, it was acknowledged that these projects might face 
challenges during the planning stage, making the timelines and integration into this projec t  uncertain. 
Other initiatives and groups identified for collaboration by the submission included the City Edge 
Development Project, the Irish Cities 2070 Group, and the Metro Southw est Group. 

One respondent pointed out specific routes where potential clashes or disruptions may occur with ongoing 
or planned projects including the Strand Road, which is currently closed for waterma in works, R108 
Ballymun Road, which is part of the Metro link and BusConnects projects with an awarded enabling works 
contract, and the Clontarf to City Centre route where roadworks are already in progress for the Clontarf 
to City Centre Cycle Scheme. The stakeholder emphasised the importance of coordinating wit h other plans 
and utility proposals to mitigate potential clashes, particularly in the case of EirGrid and Metrolink 
enabling works. They highlighted the need for thorough coordination with other delivery partners such as 
local authorities, the National Tr ansport Authority (NTA), Transport Infrastructure Ireland (TII), Irish Rail, 
and Uisce Éireann to minimi se disruptions, possession of infrastructure, and reduce costs for the public. 
The stakeholder expressed concerns about public consternation if EirGrid were to dig up newly 
constructed routes like the Clontarf to City Centre cycle route, emphasi sing the necessity of avoiding such 
issues. They stressed the importance of forward planning and coordination among authorities to minimi se 
disruption, highlightin g that current levels of coordination are insufficient to mitigate delivery risks and 
minimi se disruptions effectively.  

Tesco Ireland in their submission outlined that the proposed Route Options A and B overlaps with 
BusConnects Finglas Ballymun scheme, as well as the Metrolink project and stated that it would be 
beneficial if works could be co -ordinated to minimise construction impact along the routes. Tesco Ireland 
requested that construction be òsequenced and integrated to minimise disruptionó across all routes. 

Uisce Éireann acknowledges the significant impact that the proposed infrastructure will have on its 
existing and future infrastructure. They emphasi sed the importance of protecting and future -proofing its 
infrastructure  to ensure the continued provision of critical services. They mentioned various projects such 
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as the Greater Dublin Drainage Project (GDD), Catchment Drainage Area Plans, North Fringe Sewer, and 
the 9B Sewer Reinforcement Project as projects PUD should be aware of. Uisce Éireann requested ongoing 
consultation with EirGrid and asserted that the appropriate channel is to liaise directly with Uisce 
£ireannõs Diversions. Pre-application consultation is required between the two parties to address potential 
impacts on Uisce Éireann infrastructure, particularly where the new high -voltage underground cables will 
intersect Uisce Éireann assets or require diversions. Uisce Éireann emphasied the need for early 
consultation and notification from EirGrid to effectively p lan and minimi se disruptions to the public.  

Uisce Éireann also mentions the Greater Dublin Drainage Project (GDD) as a critical water infrastructure 
project currently in progress. The Ringsend Wastewater Treatment Plant (WwTP ) and its surrounding 
infrastructure, located on the Poolbeg peninsula was also mentioned as it is undergoing an upgrade as part 
of a 10-year permission granted in 2019. Uisce Éireann in their submission emphasised the importance of 
coordination, consultation, and minimi sing disruptions to ensure the seamless operation of critical services 
during the electricity infrastructure upgrade and ongoing projects.  

The Dublin Port Company highlighted their capital developmen t plans in their submission which present 
for some of the proposed Route Options associated with PUD project and the challenges posed by some of 
the proposed Route Options through Dublin Port lands. They mentioned the MP2 Project, 3FM Project, 
Alexandra Basin Redevelopment Project, DPC internal road schemes, DPC Liffey-Tolka Project as projects 
that are potentially affected. They outlined that the routes through their lands can be delivered in 
tandem with their own development projects. They requested òcarefully co -ordinated worksó to 
incorporate the proposed project and their own development plans.  

Ibec stated the importance of the project tying in with other major development s planned for across the 
city from transport improvements, other utility works and  large scale commercial or housing 
developments, citing developments at Dublin Port as one example. They stated that òwe would support 
the potential of multiple operators undertaking work along the given route at the same time. This would 
minimise the need  for additional road openings along a given route in the short to medium termó. 

In their submission ESB networks stated that the PUD project òsupports and enables the further 
development of the distribution system in Dublinó which they plan in their role as Distribution System 
Operator (DSO). They stated that vital to the success of the project is the contribution and cooperation of 
all stakeholders.  

ESB Networks cited previous collaboration and innovation on the project (cable sizes, trench reduction 
technologies, advance ducting etc.) and stated that they look forward to further contributing to the 
design. They added that further engagement is ongoing regarding additional transmission projects and 
that òmultiyear programme planning and integration for the portfolio of Dublin reinforcements is 
essentialó. ESB Networks stated that they will continue to engage with EirGrid post the consultation phase 
to ensure that all relevant information and plans are considered.  

The ESB Networks submission noted support for òparalleling of activities to accelerate timelines at all 
critical stages of the projectó. The submission referenced the need to minimise outage requirements by 
discussing options to òmaximise the level of offline build opportunitiesó. They went on to state that 
conflicts with existing electricity and other infrastructure will need to be minimised and sequencing of 
works will be critical. ESB networks emphasised the critical nature of cooperation with key infrastructural 
bodies to meet and deliver the ch allenge posed by the PUD project.  

A respondent stated in their submission that opportunities to carry out other infrastructure works at the 
same time as the cable project should be maximised. The respondent listed examples of infrastructure 
works that could include òwalking and cycling improvements, pipelines such as water, wastewater, district 
heating, or aviation fueló. 

In their submission the National Transport Authority (NTA) outlined their role in all or part of the planning, 
design, and funding of al l surface transport movements by all modes across the city and suburbs. The y 
highlighted the need for consultation with EirGrid on the PUD project to minimise disruption to surface 
transport.  

Dublin City Councilõs (DCC) submission explained their aim with the Dublin District Heating system òto 
capture waste heat from industrial facilities on the Poolbeg peninsula, and pipe it to homes and 
businesses in the Poolbeg, Ringsend and Docklands areas of Dublin cityó. They are currently in Phase 1 
which aims to transfer thermal energy (hot water) to the area of North Lotts and Grand Canal Dock 
Strategic Development Zone and Poolbeg West Strategic Development Zone. They have further phases 
planned to expand into other areas  of the city. DCC remarked that they have a òlimited number of 
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feasible Route Options for the pipe networkó which surrounds some of the proposed PUD cable route. DCC 
said òwe anticipate detailed consideration of the feasibility of accommodating both projects in these two 
areas which will require extensive site investigations to confirm existing utility locationsó. 

Dublin Chamber recommended that the project engage with other developers, local authorities, large 
scale commercial or housing developers to ensure that the project aligns with other projects due for 
development across the city. They highlighted their support multiple operators will undertake work along 
each route at the same time to minimise disruption and avoid the need for multiple works in the same 
area for a prolonged period as they asserted it would òwould minimise the need for additional road 
openings along a given route and would limit disruption to transport links and businessó. 

Community and Stakeholder Engagement   

The National Transport Authority (NTA) commended EirGrid for their òcommitment to fostering 
partnerships and engaging with businesses, academia and civil societyó and for seeking input through the 
consultation process. In their submission the NTA recommended EirGrid, prior to an y decisions on route 
preference, establish a working group with all agencies with responsibility for transport (including local 
authorities), as a means of ensuring all projects and schemes are compatible and that disruption to 
transport systems is minimised.  

An Post welcomed the opportunity to engage with the project and further engagement with EirGrid and 
the relevant local authorities as the project progresses. An Post acknowledged that they are not involved 
in the Dublin Infrastructure Forum but are wo rking on plans for clearways for deliveries.  

Dublin Port Company welcomed the opportunity to engage with EirGrid on the PUD project stating that 
workable solutions will be agreed through close collaboration.  

Tesco Ireland welcomed the opportunity to enga ge with the project at this stage and in future but cited 
the importance of avoiding any delivery issues and mitigation of same through route selections and 
engagement on same.   

Ibec acknowledged the effort in seeking feedback from stakeholders and noted that the project has a 
òunique opportunity to bring local authorities, infrastructure providers, business, and local communities 
together to plan and deliver key underpinning infrastructureó. In their submission, Ibec recommend 
extensive engagement with bu siness communities on each route to address concerns and issues. Ibec 
stated that ongoing engagement with freight, logistics and delivery services will be required as these 
businesses operate on a ò24/7 basisó and often in off peak areas within those areas  under consideration 
for routing purposes.  

ESB Networks welcomed the public engagement and consultation process stating they wish to continue to 
input and collaborate on the final route selections.  

The Dublin District Heating Team (DCC) welcomed the oppo rtunity for early engagement and identification 
of challenges and opportunities for collaboration. Their submission put forward the possibility for 
collaboration, information sharing and coordination of works citing the further early engagement 
opportuniti es on these aspects of the project.  

Dublin Chamber acknowledged the engagement with the Dublin Infrastructure Forum, the engagement 
undertaken to date with stakeholders in the greater Dublin area  and encouraged ongoing engagement to 
òleverage our collective expertise, resources, and innovation to accelerate the transition to a sustainable 
and carbon-neutral Dublinó.  

A few respondents welcomed the opportunity to engage with the project and provide fee dback. It was 
said that EirGrid cannot over -communicate on this project.  

A respondent suggested that the project use local government to communicate ,  especially close to 
elections. 

One respondent enquired whether engagement had been undertaken with the em bassies on potential 
routes.  

One stakeholder stated that full corridors and routes and been planned without consideration of other 
projects and that the launch of the public consultation was the first time many had heard of the routes.  

A few stakeholders said reservations on the accuracy of delivery timelines will stem from experience of 
similar construction projects ( Luas works) in their areas.  
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A stakeholder stated that if routes and associated closures for construction are communicated effectively 
then residents could reduce car use for a period.  

A stakeholder stated that the maps used in the consultation materials are not specific enough and should 
be ordnance survey maps.  

One respondent asked when the routes will be confirmed and how this will be co mmunicated to residents.  

Technical Challenges  

One respondent requested to confirm the height above sea level of the proposed substations. The 
respondent outlined that òin a storm surge tide of say 1 meter, and with sea levels rising over the next 50 
years by 1.0 to 1.5 meters, can you confirm the integrity of your networkó. 

One respondent questioned whether the two cables required from Inchicore to Poolbeg follow the same 
route or need a degree of separation.  

It was asked by a respondent if routing wi ll be based on cost of the various options and if there is planning 
exemption for the 12 best performing options.  

A respondent questioned why tunnelling is not widespread on the project.  

Tesco Ireland stated that they envisaged that EirGrid will use cons truction techniques such as horizontal 
directional drilling insofar as possible to minimise impact on communities and businesses.  

In a submission from Dublin City Council, they stated that their proposed Dublin District H eating Scheme 
(DDHS) route has identified two potential conflict areas with the PUD project at the Sean Moore Road and 
South Bank Road. They stated that proposed cable route for the DDHS from Dublin Waste to Energy (DwtE) 
plant to the Poolbeg  West SDZ is congested with major utilities and limits the Route Option for the DDHS 
pipelines òdue to the requirement for proximity of the Energy Centre to the D wtE plantó. The submission 
also stated that òSean Moore Road similarly has significant existing and future planned utilities which will 
present difficulties in accommodating new infrastructureó. 

In their submission, Uisce Éireann referenced the reasonability of EirGrid to determine location of Uisce 
Éireann assets and their preferences for how cros sing of assets is undertaken. Where crossing cannot be 
carried out by the preferred methods outlined by Uisce Éireann, it was suggested that EirGrid put in place 
mitigation to prevent any issues arising. Uisce Éireann outlined preferences for separation di stances, 
works in parallel to assets and how all interaction points of existing and planned infrastructure are to be 
treated. Uisce Éireann cited the need for detailed design to be agreed and comprehensive legal 
agreements to be in place prior to commencem ent of any works. Uisce Éireann emphasised it is the 
responsibility of EirGrid to carry out a full analysis of all crossing and interaction points where planned or 
existing infrastructure will potentially come into conflict.  

The consultation submission fr om the ESB stated that it has òbroadened its transmission programme, 
design, and delivery teams including its procurement options, contractor base and capabilities to facilitate 
delivery of large -scale transmission projects like this ó. They outlined that t hey have extensive experience 
in High Voltage cable installation in urban areas and that this expertise will be deployed to maximum 
effect òto deliver to time, cost and quality and provide the world class infrastructure that Dublin 
requiresó. 

Bord Gáis Energy submitted a response to the consultation in which they outlined that they wished for the 
review process to select the best options based on how that option mitigates existing or future grid 
constraints. It was said that the g rid developments need to be  cognisant of the planned offshore wind 
farms connecting to the Dublin region as well as from the wider Irish grid. It was outlined that the energy 
from these offshore wind developments must be able to easily exit the Dublin region to maximise the 
benefit from the generation connecting to the grid, avoid potential constraints, and mitigate additional 
costs for the consumer.  

Dublin City Council reemphasised their concerns regarding the district h eating scheme and the potential 
impact the project may have on their own project plans. It was submitted that an overlay of the proposed 
Dublin District Heating System Project with the EirGrid proposed routes identifies two potential conflict 
areas at Sean Moore Road and South Bank Road to Dublin Waste to Energy (DwtE). They stated that òthe 
route from D wtE to the Poolbeg  West SDZ site is congested with major utilities and has limited Route 
Options for the DDHS pipelinesó. 
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Dublin Chamberõs submission argued that businesses in Dublin have a significant demand for energy, and 
the submission stated that this demand is expecte d to increase in the coming years. Their submission 
emphasised the need for the development of a reliable electricity supply as they state that many 
businesses in the city òrequire a constant and reliable supply of electricityó and that power requirements 
often peak and fall and that fluctuations òwill need robust transmission infrastructure to deal with these 
surgesó. 

Further in their submission Dublin Chamber acknowledged the efforts òthat have gone into mapping routes 
for transmission lines that cause th e least disruptionó. The chamber explained that their focus òis not the 
choice of route for each line, but rather to ensure that this project is not stalled or delayed due to 
objections or funding issuesó. The need for the project was acknowledged by the chamber when they 
recognised the need to develop and enhance the grid infrastructure, prioritise renewable energy, support 
business needs, and foster collaboration, to òensure Dublin has world class energy infrastructure while 
safeguarding our environment for future generationsó. 

Ibec acknowledged the need for the project in their submission and said that the continued growth in 
Dublin requires better infrastructure and service provision, ranging from transport, energy, and water 
infrastructure through to he althcare, social services, and investment in  education. The submission stated 
that the project will help to support future developments, support economic and population growth, and 
allow for our transition to a low -carbon electricity future. It was emphasi sed that òInfrastructure delivery, 
including the planning system, must be improved to provide the certainty to business necessary to expand 
operations, increase employment, or to secure new investmentó.  
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4.3.6  Business Forum Feedback  

Local Environmental Issues  

A participant highlighted the potential environmental challenges arising along coastal roads at 
Sandymount, Booterstown and Blackrock.  

One participant cited potential issues with òmonasteries and other archaeological sitesó in the Kilmainham 
area.  

Wider  Environment  

One participant stated that the Dublin Bay Bill 2021 is at òsecond committee stage and proposes a 
separate entity to oversee infrastructure in the bay areaó.  

Route Preferences and Disruption  

Members of the business forum submitted their view s on the proposed projects. In their discussions they 
made several comments on the Route Options and the potential impact of the construction works. One 
respondent asked if all the cables were required to go underground o r if any could be placed overhead. 
One participant asked if a òsubsea option in the Grand Canaló has been considered or is technically 
feasible.  

The participants voiced their preferences and noted potential issues along the proposed routes. It was said 
by one respondent that Route Option A performs well until it reaches Whitworth Road . A few respondents 
noted that Route Option B is a route that performs well until it reaches Collins Avenue, Finglas Road and 
St. Margaretõs Road, as these are stated to be issues for the route due to current high levels of traffic and 
public transport and should be avoided. It was asserted by one respondent that Route Option C consists of 
narrow roads in highly populated areas, in contrast to another respondent that stated t hat Route Option C 
was a preferrable route to take.  

Route Option D was said to be a preferred route choice by one stakeholder at the business forum due to 
the width of the roads proposed to be used, where bus lanes could reportedly be closed to facilitate  the 
projectõs construction. One respondent stated that Route Option K could be an ôeasyõ route but remarked 
that the Walkinstown Avenue area could be a potential choke point for the project.  

A respondent voiced concerns regarding Route Option K and potential for disturbance to vehicular access 
through the South Circular Road, Harrington Street and Portobello.  

One participant questioned the deliverability of Route Option J referring to perceived issues at Ailesbury 
and Eglington Road.  

 

Participants refer enced several areas where they consider land underutilised or holding potential for 
routing including:  

¶ UCD lands through Vincentõs Hospital. 

¶ Irish Rail land around Tyrconnell Road.  

¶ ESB lands near òOld Wes towards Herbert Parkó. 

¶ Underutilised land around Ri ngsend. 

The participants in the Business Forum also commented on more general issues that they wished for the 
project to be conscious of moving forward. These included one stakeholder that wished to ensure that the 
Dublin Port Tunnel would remain unaffecte d by the project. One stakeholder put forward that knowing 
how much progress can be made in a day could be used to identify where òpinch pointsó may occur along 
each route and give more accurate timetables of the impact of works in each area. One participa nt 
questioned when the routes will be finalised and if the chosen routes will be based on submissions. 
Another participant put forward that if the project uses secondary roads more than primary roads it will 
impact on more residential areas and cause more traffic issues concerns particularly along Route Options 
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A, B and C. Participants stated that the chosen routes need to be based on logic and the knock -on effects 
need to be to the forefront of the project when considered.  

Business Impact 

Members of the Business Forum outlined their views on the proposed route potential impact on businesses. 
It was stated that Dublin City Centre has seen a revival of customers since the Covid -19 pandemic and that 
Route Option J would have the least impact o n businesses as it is goes through residential areas.  

The members of the forum outlined that full closure of roads would be preferrable than partial closing for 
an extended period. The announcement of routes was highlighted as something that would give cl arity to 
businesses and allow them to prepare for road closures.  

The ability for businesses and shops to receive shipments and deliveries from both the M50 and Dublin Port 
was asserted as something that would be key for those affected.  

Traffic Disruption  

Questions were raised such as if roads where construction take places  will be reinstated within two weeks 
of completion , how long roads will be closed for and what secondary routes will be used to divert traffic.  

The forum discussed various traffic arter ies and their importance for avoidance of disruption including the 
M1, the N11, Collins Avenue, Lower Kilmacud Road, Mount Anville Road, Rock Road, Newtownpark Ave, 
Swords Road, Beach Road and the M50. These specific areas were noted for their high commuter traffic, 
current high congestion levels and the potential impact they could have on areas surrounding them should 
they be closed for construction.  

One participant in the forum noted that òlogistics in the city centre have shifted, you see more deliveries 
around lunch timeó and that the city is òa bottleneck of logisticsó. One respondent indicated that the M50 
crossing to Carrickmines will be òan issueó and requested that the length of time it will take to cross and 
the impact on traffic conditions.  

The participants believed that the impact on key traffic routes in the city, some of which are mentioned 
above, will have negative knock -on effects. It was suggested that areas that could be described as òchoke 
pointsó could be done at night rather than during the day.  

Traffic Management and Prioritisation  

The Business Forum outlined their feedback on the proposed works within the city and its potential issues. 
A few participants focused on the use of secondary roads for traffic diversions, including ensuring t hat 
diversion roads were suitable for all size of vehicles, and that traffic light sequences in roads surrounding 
construction are adjusted to allow for the free flow of traffic to minimise disruption. Participants 
suggested that traffic management and con trol be a key consideration of the project including the use of 
Gardaí, a central body, or other bodies to control traffic along road closures. Loading bays were 
highlighted as important and one participant stated that they should not be blocked.  

One participant said that on the Poolbeg to North Wall route that an important factor to consider on this 
route is the timelines of the boats coming in and stated that if construction is considerate of boat landings 
that traffic disruption can be minimised, as the participant claimed that traffic was not an issue when 
there were no boat landings.  

One participant questioned if there are opportunities for the quays to be temporarily opened to let more 
traffic onto the roads, with another respondent stating that a proj ect aim should be to ensure the that the 
traffic flow in the city is minimised, possibl y by opening bus or cycle lanes for car use.  

It was suggested that the Strand Road up to the Merrion Gates be closed during the works as it was said 
that multiple routes  are converging on this area and causing traffic issues which may be compounded by 
the project. The Beach Road was also suggested to be closed as it was stated as being a ôrat-runõ and for a 
good diversion plan to be put in place. Other issues raised withi n the forum included the consideration of 
alternative transport for people and businesses and alternative arrangements can be made with prior 
notice of works.  
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Collaboration and Awareness of Additional Projects  

Members of the Business Forum stated their views on the projectõs awareness and collaboration with other 
projects.  

It was highlighted from one participant that mistakes were made by the Luas project, and it was put 
forward that EirGrid should learn from the mistakes of the projec t, acknowledge them, and move forward. 
It was suggested that EirGrid seek out the Luas project team to talk to them and discuss possible 
learnings. Another participant stated that a utility forum òonly works when everyone is contributingó and 
cited an example of BusConnects projects being affected by utility works in the city centre.  

A method of òjoined up thinkingó with other proposed developments was recommended by a few 
respondents. One question arose as to the alternative options available to house the  infrastructure and if 
service providers looked at using canals to build their infrastructure, like the use of a central tunnel to 
house all utilities. One participant stated that the Dodder Greenway Project must be considered in the 
design of PUD. Similarly,  a participant cited the Clonskeagh -Ranelagh-City Centre cycle route and 
potential collaborative opportunities.  

Respondents cautioned that the proposed greenways and BusConnects projects around the Option J route 
from Inchicore to Poolbeg may ha ve different timelines and efforts should be made to connect 
construction timelines. One member of the Business Forum outlined that in some cases a lack of 
coordination between utility works ends up resulting in the same road being reopened by another util ity to 
perform similar works.  

A òdevelopment by the Goat Pubó was highlighted by one participant.  
 
A participant asked if the North Wall to Poolbeg route options will align with Dublin Port õs new 3FM 
development. One participant referred to the plans to d evelop 7,500 homes at the Glass Bottle site and 
that the project must take this into account.  

Engagement with the ESB regarding òhydrogen storage under Dublin Bayó was recommended by one 
participant .   

Community and Stakeholder Engagement  

A participant ex pressed concern at impact on bus routes and projects such as BusConnects being used as 
òleverage in electionsó and asked if the risk of this happening would mean a move away from consultation 
on the project.  

One participant stated that residentsõ associations in the Milltown area will require further engagement as 
concerns have been raised regarding new developments in the area.  

Participants recommended engagement with local councillors, Residents Associations (Fitzwilliam Square) 
and the National Disabili ty Authority.   

One participant requested òinformation around healthó be made available.  

A participant proposed the òcleaning of the Grand Canaló as a potential community benefit fund 
project.  

Technical Challenges  

A few members of the Business Forum questioned what the cost of ònot doing the proposed projectó might 
be. Another forum participant enquired as to how the routes might look in the future as industrial areas 
become more residential.  

A participant asked about the prioritisation of the route multicriteria analysis and whether cost or ease of 
deliverability is favoured.  

A Business Forum participant remarked that on the Drumcondra Road that the commercial unit basements 
extend òto the halfway pointó in the road and may be an issue for the project. Another member of the 
forum was concerned with the routes that cross through older parts of the city and the possibility that 
there may be archaeological findings , and that key stakeholders in t he area around Route Option K are the 
South Georgian Core Residents Association. 
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A participant asked if the project requires multiple planning applications or just one and if there are 
òavailable timelines around the planning/exempted development processó.   
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4.3.7  Community Forum Feedback  

Local Environmental Issues  

A participant recommended the use of heritage mapping in the Inchicore area to identify past constraints 
or features.  

Wider Environment  

One participant  asked if securing foreshore licences may delay the project programme and if an 
Environmental Impact Assessment will be required.  

Route Preferences and Disruption  

A few respondents raised concerns regarding perceived access issues to Sandymount Avenue, Sydney 
Parade and Park Avenue. Recent Uisce Éireann works and associated disturbance in Sandymount were 
cited by a respondent.   

The lack of options leaving Carrickmines substation was noted by a few respondents who stated that an 
option which travels through Leopardstown Racecourse should be explored as it will òexclude the traffic 
congestion of going through Murphystown and the Ballyogan Road towards the R113ó.  

Minimising Impact on Facilities  

A respondent asked if road works have the potential to impact òblue light routesó, specifically those near 
Our Ladyõs Hospital, St. Vincentõs, and St. James Hospital. 

Traffic Disruption  

A respondent raised concerns regarding possible road closures on one-way streets to facilitate works in the 
Dublin 4 area.  

Traffic Management and Prioritisation  

A respondent stated that òroad space reallocation needs to take place alongside the Powering Up Dublin 
Works connecting Carrickmines to Poolbegó.  

Construction phase impacts on active travel from the presented best performing routes was raised as a 
concern by one respondent.   

Collaboration and Awareness of Additional Projects  

A participant  asked if òPUD will have an impact on metro or vice versa?ó and if the Luas, current and 
planned, might be impacted.  

One participant enquired about works in the Sandymount/Ringsend area a nd if each cable route will be 
worked on individually or concurrently.  

A participant enquired if utility records are kept by local authorities and if information can be shared once 
captured.  

Community and Stakeholder Engagement  

The importance of òwhy we are doing thisó must be communicated to the general public according to one 
participant.  

A stakeholder asked when the site investigation works will commence for the PUD project.  

One participant requested information on the timel ine of works, if the works will be òstaggeredó and how 
road reinstatement will be undertaken.  
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Technical Challenges  

Several questions were asked regarding technical aspects of the project including:  

¶ Is the cost of an option a consideration?  

¶ Will you use ground penetrating radar?  

How fast could you do 100m of trenching? What size will it be?  

4.4  Feedback Specific to Location s 

Several submissions raised location specific issues within or as part of information provided on an overall 
route or as general feedback . These specific issues are summarised below by route area and in 
alphabetical order .   

4.4.1  Finglas to North Wall  

Specific Area  Comment  

Alfie Byrne Road Heavy traffic congestion  

Ballymun Road Heavy traffic congestion  at all times  

Clontarf/East Wall  Closing the Alfie Byrne and Clontarf Roads will give no option for people 
Northeast of the city to access the East Link Bridge  

Disruption to businesses 

Finglas Road Heavy traffic congestion, flooding near Tolka  River, funerals at Glasnevin 
Cemetery 

M1 Maintain access and avoid traffic disruption for commuters  

Malahide Road/Collins Avenue People will use Elm Mount Estate to bypass road works on Collins Avenue and 
Malahide Road which will lead to increase in potential accidents/incidents.  

Heavy traffic congestion  

N2/M50 Junction Watermain infrastructure, sewer network crossover  

Port Tunnel Heavy traffic congestion  

Royal Canal Greenway Avoid digging up this popular greenway  

St. Margarets Road Heavy traffic congestion  

Tesco Distribution Centre Northwood  Needs full access, disruption to Tesco business around Dublin 

Whitworth Road Heavy traffic congestion  

Whitworth Road/Hartõs Corner Traffic management required to minimise disruption. Current problem of people 
using Iona/Lindsay Road, St. Patricks Road as rat-runs to avoid traffic  

4.4.2  North Wall to Poolbeg  

Specific Area  Comment  

Dublin Port Lands Routes may cause challenges to Dublin Port Company activities and proposed 
development projects. Specifically, Alexandra Road, Terminal Road South, and 
Breakwater Road. 

4.4.3  Carrickmines to Poolbeg  

Specific Area  Comment  

Ballyogan Road Heavy traffic congestion  

Dundrum Shopping Centre Heavy traffic congestion  

Junction at Stillorgan  Heavy traffic congestion and construction  
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Leopardstown Racecourse Traffic will cause disruption to business  

Lower Kilmacud Road Heavy traffic congestion  

M11 Maintain access and avoid traffic disruption for commuters  

Monkstown Road Heavy traffic congestion  

Mount Anville Road Heavy traffic congestion, school student safety concerns  

Newtown Park Avenue Heavy traffic congestion  

Rock Road Heavy traffic congestion, disruption to business  

Sandymount Traffic will cause disruption to business, heavy traffic congestion  

South Bank Road  Difficulties accommodating significant new infrastructure  

Stillorgan Reservoir Watermain infrastructure, sewer network crossover  

Strand Road Previous disruption, heavy traffic congestion  

UCD Congestion will spread to surrounding roads e.g., Woodbine Road 

4.4.4  Inchicore to Poolbeg  

Specific Area  Comment  

Blackhorse Bridge, Grand Canal, 
Ringsend, Ballsbridge, Poolbeg, 
Irishtown  

Watermain infrastructure, sewer network crossover 

Conleth College School student safety concerns during construction  

Emmet Road Heavy traffic congestion  

Grand Canal Engineering and archaeology challenges 

Inchicore Lands Under remit of LDA to redevelop for residential/mixed -use purposes 

Jamestown Square Only one way in/out. Maintaining access will be difficult for Option K  

Merrion Cricket  Club (Anglesea Road) Number of detailed issues that may impact the club  

N11 Traffic choke point  

Naas Roundabout Traffic choke point  

River Dodder Where will the cable run at the new bridge if it floods under extreme conditions?  

Sean Moore Road Construction traffic from other projects  

Difficulties accommodating significant new infrastructure  

Shelbourne Road, Grand Canal Street 
Upper, Northumberland Road, 
Lansdowne Road and Lansdowne Park 

Residential amenity Z2 zoned area, traffic disruption  

South Bank Road to Waste to Energy 
plant  

Difficulties accommodating significant new infrastructure  

South Circular Road Heavy traffic congestion and people use residential streets for short cuts . 

Ensure cycle safety 

Terenure Known traffic blackspot, potential to re -design junction of the R137, R818 and 
R114. 

Tyrconnell Road Heavy traffic congestion, consideration to residents that will get trapped as 
residential roads will be used as a rat run  

Walkinstown Avenue Heavy traffic congestion  
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5 CONCLUSION  

This first public consultation on PUD generated strong support and a range of views from varied 
stakeholders across the study areas including individuals, various interest groups, educational facilities, 
local authorities and utility companies as examples.  
 
EirGrid is grateful to everyone who took the time to participate in this public consultation, and thanks 
them for their observations, views and suggestions.  
 
The public and interested / potentially impacted stakeholders that participated in this public consultation 
have provided critica l and often undocumented local knowledge to inform the further development of the 
project.  
 

5.1  Next Steps 

This Consultation Findings Report is being published on the EirGrid website .  

All submissions and feedback received as part of this first non -statutory pu blic consultation are being 
studied by the project team, along with multicriteria analysis and further technical studies, to inform 
option selection and identification of preferred options for each route.  

When the preferred options are identified they wil l be presented to the public for feedback , i.e. at a 
second period of public  consultation  to further inform project development.  

EirGrid continues to operate a project information service, and its CLOs will continue to be available to 
engage with communiti es, individuals and all stakeholders.  
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6 APPENDICES  

6.1  Press Clippings and Advertisements  

 

 

 



 

 

PUD Consultation Findings Report    

www.E ir Grid.ie   Page 55 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

PUD Consultation Findings Report    

www.E ir Grid.ie   Page 56 

 

 

 

  



 

 

PUD Consultation Findings Report    

www.E ir Grid.ie   Page 57 

 

6.2  Launch Press Release  

PRESS RELEASE: EirGrid opens public consultation on major upcoming Dublin power grid upgrade  

Powering Up Dublin  programme will see over 50km of underground cables installed across the city  

EirGrid, the developer and operator of Irelandõs electricity grid, has today launched a public consultation 
for a major programme to install over 50km of underground cables across Dublin city.  

Dublinõs electricity infrastructure is ageing and reaching the end of its life, with some cables installed up 
to 50 years ago. The Powering Up Dublin programme aims to transform and modernise the cityõs 
electricity infrastructure so that Dublin can continue to develop and thrive.  

The programme will strengthen important electricity infrastructure in Dublin and the su rrounding areas, 
enabling the city to bring on board more electricity generated from renewable sources into the future.  

The five new underground cable routes to be installed as part of the programme will provide upgraded 
links between key electricity subst ations around Dublin.  

The new routes will link substations at North Wall and Poolbeg, Finglas and North Wall, Carrickmines and 
Poolbeg, and two cables will link the Inchicore and Poolbeg substations.  

The programme will further involve the construction of a  new substation in Poolbeg, alongside the 
upgrading of substations elsewhere. Work on the Powering Up Dublin programme is scheduled to begin 
next year.  

The eight-week consultation launched today and lasting until Tuesday 23 rd May will give the public, 
communities and businesses across Dublin the opportunity to share their views on the 12 route options 
identified for the cables, to help minimise disruption caused during works.  

The consultation process will see a series of public information events taking pla ce around the city, along 
with online webinars and drop -in clinics in different areas.  

Commenting on the consultation launch, Sinéad Dooley, Head of Public Engagement with EirGrid said:  
òThe Powering Up Dublin programme will help deliver a consistent and r eliable supply of electricity for 
Dublin. Work must be done now to ensure the cityõs electricity infrastructure is fit for purpose, resilient 
and will endure long into the future.  

òIn addition, as we work towards a low carbon future that will see up to 80% of electricity coming from 
renewable sources by 2030 it is crucial that Dublinõs energy infrastructure has the capacity to bring huge 
amounts more electricity from new offshore windfarms planned for the east coast to meet the growing 
demands in the city, as greener technologies such as electric -powered vehicles, public transport and 
home heating options become more common.  

òWe want to work with the public and listen to local voices who know their areas best, so that we can 
collaborate as much as possible and minimise the disruption caused to them.ó 

People can contribute to the consultation process by emailing their submissions to Dublin@EirGrid.ie, 
visiting the online consultation po rtal at Consult.EirGrid.ie, or by attending EirGrid public information 
events and drop-in clinics around the city over the coming months.  

ENDS 

Notes to Editor  

¶ EirGrid will be hosting Public Information Events for the Powering Up Dublin programme at the 
following locations:  

 

Venue  Date  Time  

Marino Institute of Education  Tuesday 04 April 1pm to 8pm  

Erinõs Isle GAA Club, Finglas Wednesday 05 April  1pm to 8pm  

Sandymount Community Centre Wednesday 12 April  1pm to 8pm  

Richmond Barracks, Inchicore  Thursday 13 April  1pm to 8pm  

Ballyogan Parish Centre, Ballyogan  Wednesday 19 April  1pm to 8pm  

mailto:Dublin@EirGrid.ie
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The Evergreen Club, Terenure  Wednesday 03 May  1pm to 8pm 

Skylon Hotel, Drumcondra Tuesday 09 May  1pm to 8pm  

Glasnevin Cemetery Visitors Centre Wednesday 10 May  1pm to 8pm  

Stillorgan Park Hotel  Thursday 11 May  1pm to 8pm  

St Kevinõs Hall, South Circular Road  Tuesday 16 May  1pm to 8pm  

Clan na Gael Fontenoy GAA, Ringsend  Wednesday 17 May  1pm to 8pm  

 

¶ Members of the public can also submit their feedback at drop -in clinics on the following dates:  

 

Venue  Date and Time  

Pembroke Library, Ballsbridge  Thursday 20 April, 12pm to 4pm 

Carleton Hall, Marino Community Centre  Thursday 20 April, 2pm to 6pm  

Terenure Enterprise Centre  Tuesday 25 April, 12pm to 4pm 

Axis Centre, Ballymun  Tuesday 25 April, 12pm to 4pm 

Mounttown Community Facility, Monkstown  Tuesday 02 May, 12pm to 4pm 

St. Helenaõs Family Resource Centre, Finglas  Tuesday 02 May, 12pm to 4pm 

 

¶ EirGrid has been working with other utilities and public service providers through the Dublin 

Infrastructure Forum, as well as Business and Community Forums, to share information and encourage 

a wide range of feedback for PUD. More information on the progr amme is available at 

www.EirGrid.ie/Dublin   

 For further information, or to arrange media interviews, contact Ciar§n DõArcy on 0857733608. 

  

http://www.eirgrid.ie/Dublin
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6.3  Social Media and Digital    
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Meta:  

Language Reach Impressions 
Link 

Clicks 
CTR 

3-Sec Video 
Plays 

ThruPlays 
Video 
Plays 

English 686,941 3,463,664 3,089 0.09% 68,758 7,106 1,582,792 

Irish  294,848 1,434,729 1,439 0.10% 28,410 2,907 788 

Retargeted English  30,344 47,688 106 0.22% 2,030 224 17,445 

Retargeted Irish  63,329 652,422 2,803 0.43% 67,215 4,449 499,101 

Total  712,253  5,598,503  7,437  0.13% 166,413  14,686  2,887,224  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Twitter:  

Phase Video Views  Clicks Reach Impressions 

Announce  442k 12k 466k 2M 

Consult  617k 12k 143k 2.5M 

LinkedIn:  

Phase  Language Video Views  Clicks Reach Impressions 

Announce  English 20k 862 61k 299k 

Announce  Irish N/A 172 35k 88k 

Consult  English 25k 491 52k 122k 

Consult  Irish 8k 185 30k 48k 

YouTube:  

Media Type Format  Booked Impressions  Delivered Impression  Clicks CTR 

Display VOD 1,894,737 2,597,082 3,551 0.19% 

Acast:  

Media Type Format  Booked Impressions  Delivered Impressions  

Acast 30s 485,057 527,758 
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6.4  Project Website  
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6.5  Virtual Room  
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6.6  Route Maps 
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6.7  Consultation Brochure  

Selection of pages from Powering Up Dublin composite brochure - https://www.eirgridgroup.com/the -
grid/projects/dublin/Powering -Up-Dublin-brochure.pdf  
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6.8  Consultation Leaflet  
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