
Parameter Criteria 
Sub-Criteria (Quantitative/ 

Qualitative) 
Option 1 Option 3 with Pedestrian Cycle Bridge Option 4  with Pedestrian Cycle Bridge Option 6

Some comparative disadvantage over other options Significant comparative disadvantage over other options Significant comparative disadvantage over other options Some comparative advantage over other options

This option is online and consequently serves the need for pedestrian / cycle access. This 

option causes greater construction disturbance and will be more difficult to build than offline 

options such as Opt3, Opt 4 and Opt 6. The overall cost of this option is less than Options 3 

and 4 and comparable to Option 6 

Less property demolition than 6, less frontage than other options. This option is less expensive 

than Option 4 but more expensive than all other options due to the need to build an additional 

bridge at the level crossing. 

This option would require construction of a pedestrian cycle bridge at the level crossing as for 

Option 3, meaning 3no. Bridges are required to deliver this option including an opening 

bridge over the canal

The extent of this option is more curtailed than other options and much of the scheme can 

be build offline. It has significant impact on the existing parking facilities at the train station. 

The overall cost of this option is comparable to Option 1 but less than other options.

Some comparative disadvantage over other options Some comparative disadvantage over other options Significant comparative disadvantage over other options Some comparative advantage over other options

Overbridges would reduce maintenance requirements over a level crossing. Bridge options 

would determine overall maintainance costs - single bridge here with walled embankment

Overbridges would reduce maintenance requirements over a level crossing. Bridge options 

would determine overall maintainance costs. Two bridges here and walled embankments 

An opening overbridge would significantly  increase the maintenance requirements. Three 

bridges here and walled embankment

Overbridges would reduce maintenance requirements over a level crossing. Bridge options 

would determine overall maintainance costs. Viaduct here and walled embankments 

Some comparative disadvantage over other options Some comparative advantage over other options Some comparative advantage over other options Some comparative disadvantage over other options

All options are equivalent in terms of traffic functionallity as the alternative access is provided 

along a narrow corridor close to the exising level crossing. Diversions are shorter for Options 

1 and 6  than Options 3 and 4. Options 3 and 4 remove through traffic from Coolmine Road 

providing relief for local traffic

All options are equivalent in terms of traffic functionallity as the alternative access is provided 

along a narrow corridor close to the exising level crossing. Diversions are shorter for Options 1 

and 6  than Options 3 and 4. Options 3 and 4 remove through traffic from Coolmine Road 

providing relief for local traffic

All options are equivalent in terms of traffic functionallity as the alternative access is provided 

along a narrow corridor close to the exising level crossing. Diversions are shorter for Options 

1 and 6  than Options 3 and 4. Options 3 and 4 remove through traffic from Coolmine Road 

providing relief for local traffic

All options are equivalent in terms of traffic functionallity as the alternative access is 

provided along a narrow corridor close to the exising level crossing. Diversions are shorter 

for Options 1 and 6  than Options 3 and 4. Options 3 and 4 remove through traffic from 

Coolmine Road providing relief for local traffic. This option impacts on the parking facilities 

at the train station

Some comparative disadvantage over other options Significant comparative advantage over other options Significant comparative advantage over other options Significant comparative disadvantage over other options

Improved interchange  between modes, subject to satisfactory access to train station 

platforms. General reduction in journey times. There may be severance to existing 

connectivity on the approaches to the bridge over the canal and railway as a result of the 

construction of the required approach ramps. Access to the station carpark will be less 

straight forward and the scheme will result in a reduction in the number of spaces available

Rerouted access to train station car park. General improvement in connectivity and journey 

times. 

The provision of a pedestrian and cycle bridge at the existing level crossing provides the best 

access for NMU. The segregtion of through traffic from 'kiss & ride' and 'park & ride' traffic also 

provides an optimum solution.

Rerouted access to train station car park. General improvement in connectivity and journey 

times. 

The provision of a pedestrian and cycle bridge at the existing level crossing provides the best 

access for NMU. The segregtion of through traffic from 'kiss & ride' and 'park & ride' traffic 

also provides an optimum solution.

Improved interchange  between modes, subject to satisfactory access to train station 

platforms. General reduction in journey times. There may be severance to existing 

connectivity on the approaches to the bridge over the canal and railway as a result of the 

construction of the required approach ramps. Access to the train station car park will be 

difficult and it is likely that the capacity of the existing car park will be signifiantly reduced. 

Although curtailed in length, the steep gradient (6%) on the approaches to the bridge will 

make access more difficult for pedestrian, cycle and mobility impaired users. This may 

need the incorporation of nested ramps to address this need.

Some comparative advantage over other options Some comparative disadvantage over other options Some comparative disadvantage over other options Some comparative advantage over other options

At local level, the Fingal DP supports the development of the project under Objective  MT30 

"“Support Iarnród Éireann and the NTA in implementing the DART Expansion 
Programme, including the extension of the DART line to Balbriggan, the design and 
planning for the expansion of DART services to Maynooth, and the redesign of the DART 
Underground” . 

All of the options ( 1,3,4,6) do not support Objective 142: “Preserve the existing pedestrian 
and vehicular right of way at the Coolmine Level Crossing"  and therefore this factor does 

not become a significant differentiator in the comparative assessment.  However,  it is 

recognised as a moderative negative in terms of the local policy context. An alternative 

pedestrian and cycle way is included  which would create a new right of way.     

In terms of land use factors, the area is a well established residential area with no significant 

future development planned for the area. The construction of Option 1  will enhance access to 

sustainable modes of travel to and from the station for some users.  It would curtail 

community severance  (considered under social inclusion not considered as part of planning 

policy).

At local level, the Fingal DP supports the development of the project under Objective  MT30 

“Support Iarnród Éireann and the NTA in implementing the DART Expansion Programme, 
including the extension of the DART line to Balbriggan, the design and planning for the 
expansion of DART services to Maynooth, and the redesign of the DART Underground”. 

All of the Options (1,3,4, 6) do not support Fingal DP Objective 142: “Preserve the existing 
pedestrian and vehicular right of way at the Coolmine Level Crossing" and therefore this 

factor does not become a significant differentiator in the comparative assessment.  However,  it 

is recognised as a moderative negative in terms of the local policy context. This option includes 

alternative pedestrian and cycle access, which would create a new right of way as well as 

linking to the GDA cycle network.                                                                       

This option would result in the construction of a new road bridge over the Canal at the location 

defined by the FDP map based "Specific Objective 141  Prohibit any road bridge at this 
location” . It would bring traffic through an established residential area connecting to existing 

road network associated with Riverwood Court, Station Court way and St. Mochta's Grove 

which would impact negatively on the residential amenity of these zoned areas.  

Future land use factors development is not likely as it is a well established area.

At local level, the Fingal DP supports the development of the project under Objective  MT30 

“Support Iarnród Éireann and the NTA in implementing the DART Expansion Programme, 
including the extension of the DART line to Balbriggan, the design and planning for the 
expansion of DART services to Maynooth, and the redesign of the DART Underground”. 

All of the Options (1,3,4, 6) do not support Fingal DP Objective 142: “Preserve the existing 
pedestrian and vehicular right of way at the Coolmine Level Crossing" and therefore this 

factor does not become a significant differentiator in the comparative assessment.  However,  

it is recognised as a moderative negative in terms of the local policy context. This option 

includes an alternative pedestrian and also includes dedicated cycle lanes, which would 

create a new right of way as well as linking to the GDA cycle network.                                                                       

This option would result in the construction of a new road bridge over the Canal at the location 

defined by the FDP map based "Specific Objective 141  Prohibit any road bridge at this 
location” . It would bring traffic through an established residential area connecting to existing 

road network associated with Riverwood Court, Station Court way and St. Mochta's Grove 

which would impact negatively on the residential amenity of these zoned areas.  

Future land use factors development is not likely as it is a well established area.

At local level, the Fingal DP supports the development of the project under Objective  MT30 

"“Support Iarnród Éireann and the NTA in implementing the DART Expansion 
Programme, including the extension of the DART line to Balbriggan, the design and 
planning for the expansion of DART services to Maynooth, and the redesign of the 
DART Underground” .

All of the Options (1, 3,4,6) do not support Objective 142: “Preserve the existing 
pedestrian and vehicular right of way at the Coolmine Level Crossing" and therefore this 

factor does not become a significant differentiator in the comparative assessment.  

However,  it is recognised as a moderate negative in terms of the local policy context. An 

alternative pedestrian footpath is included  which would create a new right of way and also 

cycle infrastructure is provided, which would meet the 'indicative/cycle/ walking' network at 

this approximate location (FDP). Option 6 travels through the existing Coolmine Train 

Station Carpark that has a "Specific Objective 143 Car parking provision associated with 
the train station shall be two storeys or less”.  This option directly impacts this objective 

while also reducing the current viability of the carpark that would be required for the likely 

increase of train passengers.

When considering future land use factors, this option would have a major negative effect 

from a land use planning and transportation integration perspective due to impacts to the 

train station carpark.

Some comparative advantage over other options Some comparative disadvantage over other options Some comparative disadvantage over other options Some comparative advantage over other options

Original Distance traffic light junction to roundabout 500m retained. Existing connectivity will 

be enhanced by the removal of the obstacle posed by the existing level crossing for 

pedestrians and cyclists, albeit that the route will be more circuitous.

Diverted distance route 1.5km (3.3x diversion route) for cars.  Existing connectivity will be 

enhanced by the removal of the obstacle posed by the existing level crossing for pedestrians 

and cyclists, albeit that the route will be more circuitous.The removal of through traffic from the 

Coolmine Road will make it a much safer and more cyclist/pedestrian friendy environment. 

Diverted distance route 1.5km (3.3x diversion route) for cars.  Existing connectivity will be 

enhanced by the removal of the obstacle posed by the existing level crossing for pedestrians 

and cyclists, albeit that the route will be more circuitous.The removal of through traffic from the 

Coolmine Road will make it a much safer and more cyclist/pedestrian friendy environment. 

Original Distance traffic light junction to roundabout 500m retained. Existing connectivity will 

be enhanced by the removal of the obstacle posed by the existing level crossing for 

pedestrians and cyclists, albeit that the route will be more circuitous.

Comparable to other options Comparable to other options Comparable to other options Comparable to other options

Integration with Government Policy, Smarter 

Travel, Investment Programmes, rail safety, 

electrification etc 

Providing for vehicular, pedestrian and cycle access is appropriate Providing for vehicular, pedestrian and cycle access is appropriate Providing for vehicular, pedestrian and cycle access is appropriate Providing for vehicular, pedestrian and cycle access is appropriate

Some comparative advantage over other options Some comparative disadvantage over other options Some comparative disadvantage over other options Some comparative advantage over other options

On line option will have some additional impacts to the current situation.246 dwellingswithin

100m. On the approaches to the railway the road will be elevated. This may require the

introduction of noise barriers above road level. This option directly effects more properties

than Options 3, 4 and 6

Moves traffic to new location and will impact different properties to the current level crossing.

203 dwellings within 50m. Many do not front on to the scheme option.

There will be impact during the constructionstage of the pedestrian cycle bridge on properties

in the vicinity of the existing level crossing. No impact during the operational phase. On the

approaches to the railway the road will be elevated. This may require the introduction of noise

barriers above road level.This option affects less properties thanOption 1 but is comparable to

other options

Moves traffic to new location and will impact different properties to the current level crossing.

203 dwellings within 50m. Many do not front on to the scheme option.

There will be impact during the construction stage of the pedestrian cycle bridge on

properties in the vicinity of the existing level crossing. No impact during the operational

phase. On the approaches to the railway the road will be elevated. This may require the

introductionof noise barriers above road level.This option affects less properties thanOption

1 but is comparable to other options

Moves traffic to new location and will impact additional properties to the current crossing.

101 dwellings within 100m. On the approaches to the railway the road will be elevated.

This may require the introduction of noise barriers above road level. 

Some comparative disadvantage over other options Significant comparative disadvantage over other options Some comparative disadvantage over other options Significant comparative advantage over other options

Local air quality effects. No of number of 

receptors within 50m. 
On line option. 160 dwellings within 50m.

Moves traffic to new location and will impact different properties to the current crossing. 203

dwellings within 50m. 

Moves traffic to new location and will impact different properties to the current crossing. 174

dwellings within 50m. Potentially less embodied carbon than option 3 due to underbridge

rather than over bridge in construction phase. 

Moves traffic to new location and will impact different properties to the current crossing. 67 

dwellings within 50m. 

Some comparative advantage over other options Significant comparative disadvantage over other options Significant comparative disadvantage over other options Some comparative advantage over other options

Key landscape characteristics affected; 

Effects on listed/ key views; Impact on 

landscape character.

Online overbridge option is likely to have significant impact on visual setting of adjoining 

residential properties at Kirkpatrick Drive, Sheepmoor Lane, Delwood Grove and Riverwood 

Hall. Significant visual impact for setting of Kirkpatrick Bridge - a protected structure and 

hence for Objective CH43 of Fingal Development Plan.  Likely significant impact due to 

removal of roadside tree-lined hedgerows leading to railway / canal. Further information 

required regarding junction proposal/arrangement for Sheepmoor Lane and Kirkpatrick 

Drive. 

Offline overbridge option will have very significant landscape and visual impact on open space 

zoned lands between St. Mochta's/Rockfield, Stationcourt Way/Kirkpatrick and through 

Riverwood. Very significant visual impact for residential properties at St. Mochta's, Rockfield, 

Stationcourt Way/Hall, Kirkpatrick and Riverwood. Demolition of residential properties at 

Sheepmoor Lane. Tree and vegetation loss and significant visual impact in crossing the Royal 

Canal and hence for Objective CH43 of Fingal Development Plan. 

Online pedestrian cycle overbridge option will have very significant landscape and visual impact 

on adjacent housing estates and apartment blocks. Tree and vegetation loss and significant 

visual impact in crossing the Royal Canal and hence for Objective CH43 of Fingal Development 

Plan. 

Online underbridge option will have very significant landscape and significant visual impact 

on open space zoned lands between St. Mochta's/Rockfield, Stationcourt Way/Kirkpatrick 

and through Riverwood.

Significant visual impact for residential properties at St. Mochta's, Rockfield, Stationcourt 

Way/Hall, Kirkpatrick and Riverwood.

Demolition of residential property at Sheepmoor Lane.

Tree and vegetation loss and significant visual impact in crossing the Royal Canal and hence 

for Objective CH43 of Fingal Development Plan.

Online pedestrian cycle overbridge option will have very significant landscape and visual 

impact on adjacent housing estates and apartment blocks. Tree and vegetation loss and 

significant visual impact in crossing the Royal Canal and hence for Objective CH43 of Fingal 

Development Plan. 

Overbridge option will have very significant visual impact on residential properties at 

Delwood, Cherry Drive and Rosehaven.

Very significant landscape and visual impact on corridor of Royal Canal, setting of 

Kirkpatrick Bridge and hence for Objective CH43 of Fingal Development Plan.

Demolition of residential properties at Delwood Grove.

Some comparative advantage over other options Some comparative disadvantage over other options Some comparative disadvantage over other options Some comparative advantage over other options

Potential compliance/conflict with biodiversity 

objectives; Indirect impacts on protected 

species, designated sites; Overall effect on 

nature conservation resource. 

Hydrologically connected to South Dublin Bay and River Tolka Estuary SPA. No risk of LSE. 

Potential impacts to Royal Canal pNHA. Minor habitat loss. Widening of Coolmine Road on 

north side could result in loss of mature ash trees on the west side of road next to canal. This 

could be avoided if road is widened at eastern side. Demolition of Kirkpatrick Bridge could 

cause disturbance to fauna impact water quality in the canal.

Hydrologically connected to South Dublin Bay and River Tolka Estuary SPA. No risk of LSE. 

Potential impacts to Royal Canal pNHA.  Loss of woodland, scrub, ammenity grassland, 

scattered trees and parkland.

Hydrologically connected to South Dublin Bay and River Tolka Estuary SPA. No risk of LSE. 

Potential impacts to Royal Canal pNHA. Loss of woodland, scrub, ammenity grassland, 

scattered trees and parkland.

Hydrologically connected to South Dublin Bay and River Tolka Estuary SPA. No risk of 

LSE. Potential impacts to Royal Canal pNHA. Loss of woodland  and scrub habitat. Less 

impact on habitats than some other options.

Comparable to other options Comparable to other options Comparable to other options Comparable to other options

Potential direct impact on RPS 0697 bridge over canal
Potential indirect impact canal (RPS)

Potential direct impact on RPS 0697 bridge over canal

Potential indirect impact canal (RPS)

Potential direct impact on RPS 0697 bridge over canal

Potential indirect impact canal (RPS)

Potential direct impact on RPS 0697 bridge over canal

Significant comparative advantage over other options Significant comparative advantage over other options Some comparative disadvantage over other options Significant comparative advantage over other options

Overall potential significant effects on water 

resource attributes likely to be affected during 

construction and operation. 

Potential minor negative impact on flood risk during construction as works may altar the 

existing drainage regime and increase risk of spot pluvial flooding. Will likely have a neutral/ 

negligible impact on flood risk during operation. May have a negative impact on water quality  

during construction  phase as runoff borne pollutants may enter the receiving waterbodies. 

During operational phase there will likely be a minor positive impact to the water quality of the 

royal canal as the surface water drainage network is formalised reducing the current levels of 

vehicular derived pollutants.  GSI Groundwater vulnerability mapping indicates that all 

proposed options are within zones described as " Extreme" or "Rock at or Near Surface". 

Construction within these zones could create a pathway for contaminants to enter 

groundwater. 

Potential minor negative impact on flood risk during construction as works may altar the existing 

drainage regime and increase risk of spot pluvial flooding. Will likely have a neutral/ negligible 

impact on flood risk during operation. May have a negative impact on water quality  during 

construction  phase as runoff borne pollutants may enter the receiving waterbodies. During 

operational phase there will likely be a minor positive impact to the water quality of the royal 

canal as the surface water drainage network is formalised reducing the current levels of 

vehicular derived pollutants.  GSI Groundwater vulnerability mapping indicates that all proposed 

options are within zones described as " Extreme" or "Rock at or Near Surface". Construction 

within these zones could create a pathway for contaminants to enter groundwater. 

Potential minor negative impact on flood risk during construction as works may altar the 

existing drainage regime and increase risk of spot pluvial flooding. Will likely have a neutral/ 

negligible impact on flood risk during operation. May have a negative impact on water quality  

during construction  phase as runoff borne pollutants may enter the receiving waterbodies. 

During operational phase there will likely be a minor positive impact to the water quality of the 

royal canal as the surface water drainage network is formalised reducing the current levels of 

vehicular derived pollutants.  GSI Groundwater vulnerability mapping indicates that all 

proposed options are within zones described as " Extreme" or "Rock at or Near Surface". 

Construction within these zones could create a pathway for contaminants to enter 

groundwater. Underpass excavations pose potential risk to Groundwater quality. Has the 

greatest risk of contamination of ground water.

Potential minor negative impact on flood risk during construction as works may altar the 

existing drainage regime and increase risk of spot pluvial flooding. Will likely have a neutral/ 

negligible impact on flood risk during operation. May have a negative impact on water 

quality  during construction  phase as runoff borne pollutants may enter the receiving 

waterbodies. During operational phase there will likely be a minor positive impact to the 

water quality of the royal canal as the surface water drainage network is formalised 

reducing the current levels of vehicular derived pollutants.  GSI Groundwater vulnerability 

mapping indicates that all proposed options are within zones described as " Extreme" or 

"Rock at or Near Surface". Construction within these zones could create a pathway for 

contaminants to enter groundwater. 

Some comparative advantage over other options Some comparative disadvantage over other options Some comparative disadvantage over other options Significant comparative disadvantage over other options

Overall impact on land take & property. 

Number of properties to be 

impacted/acquired. Likely temporary or 

permanent severance effects, etc. 

This option impacts the access to residential properties and directly fronts a large number of 

same. 

160 dwellings within 50m.

The non-agricultural impact will involve the acquisition of two residential properties under Option 

3 - 203 dwellings within 50m.

The non-agricultural impact will involve the acquisition of two residential properties under 

Option 3 - 174 dwellings within 50m.

Four residential properties may need to be acquired for Option 6. Option 6 will have a 

significant impact on the Coolmine Station car park. - 67 dwellings within 50m

Some comparative disadvantage over other options Some comparative disadvantage over other options Some comparative advantage over other options Some comparative disadvantage over other options

Soils and Geology and likely impact on 

geological resources based on 

preliminary/likely construction details.  % of 

soil resources to be developed/removed.  

Existing information relating to potential to 

encounter contaminated land. High-level 

assessment based on the likely structures/ 

works required and the potential for ground 

contamination due to historic landfills, pits and 

quarries.

Overbridge options require increased fill import to the site (Minor negative). Overbridge options require increased fill import to the site (Minor negative). 
Comparatively lower fill import requirements due to the lower alignment (Minor 

negative/negligible)

Some made ground on-site.  Overbridge options require increased fill import to the site 

(Minor negative). 

Comparable to other options Comparable to other options Comparable to other options Comparable to other options

Overall likely impact on existing sources of 

electromagnetic radiation. 
 All options are comparable from an EMI perspective.  All options are comparable from an EMI perspective. All options are comparable from an EMI perspective.  All options are comparable from an EMI perspective.

Comparable to other options Comparable to other options Comparable to other options Comparable to other options

All options introduce ramped and stepped access to replace at grade access over the level 

crossing. The ramped access incorporates maximum gradients of 5% and are inherently 

longer than the original access routes. The options provide for segregation from the live 

railway.

All options introduce ramped and stepped access to replace at grade access over the level 

crossing. The ramped access incorporates maximum gradients of 5% and are inherently longer 

than the original access routes. The options provide for segregation from the live railway.

All options introduce ramped and stepped access to replace at grade access over the level 

crossing. The ramped access incorporates maximum gradients of 5% and are inherently 

longer than the original access routes. The options provide for segregation from the live 

railway.

All options introduce ramped and stepped access to replace at grade access over the level 

crossing. The ramped access incorporates maximum gradients of 5% and are inherently 

longer than the original access routes. The options provide for segregation from the live 

railway.

Comparable to other options Comparable to other options Comparable to other options Comparable to other options

Providing for vehicular, pedestrian and cycle access is appropriate. All options provide for 

equivalently

Providing for vehicular, pedestrian and cycle access is appropriate. All options provide for 

equivalently

Providing for vehicular, pedestrian and cycle access is appropriate. All options provide for 

equivalently

Providing for vehicular, pedestrian and cycle access is appropriate. All options provide for 

equivalently

Comparable to other options Comparable to other options Comparable to other options Comparable to other options

Quantification of service levels impacts 

including severance to all groups (Severance 

of local communities through removal of level 

crossings without connection would fair worst 

under this heading). 

Providing for vehicular, pedestrian and cycle access is appropriate. All options provide for 

equivalently

Providing for vehicular, pedestrian and cycle access is appropriate. All options provide for 

equivalently

Providing for vehicular, pedestrian and cycle access is appropriate. All options provide for 

equivalently

Providing for vehicular, pedestrian and cycle access is appropriate. All options provide for 

equivalently

Comparable to other options Comparable to other options Comparable to other options Comparable to other options

Safety for Rail users – removal of LC positive 

in this respect
All Options remove rail - road interface All Options remove rail - road interface All Options remove rail - road interface All Options remove rail - road interface

Comparable to other options Comparable to other options Comparable to other options Comparable to other options

Quality of Access for these road users, 

lengths of diversions, removal of interface with 

rail and other modes of transport 

All options provide a segregated crossing and introduce significant safety enhancement as 

vehicular traffic is not crossing the live railway

All options provide a segregated crossing and introduce significant safety enhancement as vehicular 

traffic is not crossing the live railway

All options provide a segregated crossing and introduce significant safety enhancement as 

vehicular traffic is not crossing the live railway

All options provide a segregated crossing and introduce significant safety enhancement as 

vehicular traffic is not crossing the live railway

Significant comparative advantage over other options Some comparative advantage over other options Some comparative advantage over other options Significant comparative advantage over other options

All options make equivalent high quality provision for vulnerable road users. Options 3 and 4 

however provided for vulnerable road users at the level crossing segregated from through 

traffic. This segregation is not available for Options 1 and 6

All options make equivalent high quality provision for vulnerable road users. Options 3 and 4 

however provided for vulnerable road users at the level crossing segregated from through 

traffic. This segregation is not available for Options 1 and 6

All options make equivalent high quality provision for vulnerable road users. Options 3 and 4 

however provided for vulnerable road users at the level crossing segregated from through 

traffic. This segregation is not available for Options 1 and 6

All options make equivalent high quality provision for vulnerable road users. Options 3 and 

4 however provided for vulnerable road users at the level crossing segregated from through 

traffic. This segregation is not available for Options 1 and 6

Comparable to other options Comparable to other options Comparable to other options Comparable to other options

All options provide for integration with adjoining and proposed cycle facilities All options provide for integration with adjoining and proposed cycle facilities All options provide for integration with adjoining and proposed cycle facilities All options provide for integration with adjoining and proposed cycle facilities

Significant comparative advantage over other options Significant comparative advantage over other options Significant comparative advantage over other options Significant comparative advantage over other options

Existing connectivity will be enhanced by the removal of the obstacle posed by the existing 

level crossing. Offline options provide the additional benefit of providing pedestrian and cycle 

connectivity at two locations rather than just one.

Existing connectivity will be enhanced by the removal of the obstacle posed by the existing level 

crossing. Offline options provide the additional benefit of providing pedestrian and cycle 

connectivity at two locations rather than just one.

Existing connectivity will be enhanced by the removal of the obstacle posed by the existing 

level crossing. Offline options provide the additional benefit of providing pedestrian and cycle 

connectivity at two locations rather than just one.

Existing connectivity will be enhanced by the removal of the obstacle posed by the existing 

level crossing. Offline options provide the additional benefit of providing pedestrian and 

cycle connectivity at two locations rather than just one.

Option 1 Option 3 with Pedestrian Cycle Bridge Option 4  with Pedestrian Cycle Bridge Option 6

1 Some comparative advantage over other options Some comparative advantage over other options Significant comparative disadvantage over other options Some comparative disadvantage over other options

2 Some comparative disadvantage over other options Some comparative advantage over other options Some comparative advantage over other options Some comparative disadvantage over other options

3 Some comparative disadvantage over other options Significant comparative disadvantage over other options Significant comparative disadvantage over other options Some comparative disadvantage over other options

4 Comparable to other options Comparable to other options Comparable to other options Comparable to other options

5 Some comparative advantage over other options Significant comparative advantage over other options Significant comparative advantage over other options Some comparative advantage over other options

6 Some comparative disadvantage over other options Significant comparative advantage over other options Significant comparative advantage over other options Some comparative disadvantage over other options

2 1 4 3

Best of western options No Advantage over Option 3

DART+  Maynooth Line - MCA Stage 2

Comment

Safety

Physical Activity

Preferred Option Ranking 

Environment

Accessibility and social inclusion

Criteria

Economy

Integration

1 Economy

1.1 Construction and Land Cost 

3.2 Air Quality and Climate 

3.3
Landscape and Visual (including 

light) 

Stations Accessibility

Impact on Vulnerable Groups4.1

3.8
Geology and Soils (including 

Waste) 

3.9

Assessment of cost of construction of option, 

land costs, acquisition costs and temporary 

works

1.2 Long Term Maintenance costs 

Impact on land use strategies and regional 

and local plans. Assessment of support for 

land use factors local land use and planning. 

Inclusion of project in relevant local and 

regional planning documents.

Note: All options are supported by the national and 

regional planning policy context, specifically with the 

NPF and the RSES. The RSES developed the Dublin 

MASP, where one of the Guiding Principles for the 

Growth of this area is Integrated Transport and Land 

Use "To focus growth along existing and proposed high 

quality public transport corridors and nodes on the 

expanding public transport network and to support the 

delivery and integration of ‘BusConnects’, DART 

expansion and LUAS extension programmes, and Metro 

Link, while maintaining the capacity and safety of 

strategic transport networks".    

2.3 Geographical Integration

Impact on improvement of external links. 

Desire to link various geographical – mostly 

neutral due to localised nature of the level 

crossings. Overall electrification scheme 

would be highly positive.

Steel options vs concrete options for 

structures and maintaining level crossings 

versus removing them 

1.3
Traffic Functionality /economic 

benefit

Benefits to vehicular traffic through reduction 

in journey time lengths and delays through 

removal of level crossings. Consideration of 

potentially longer routes for traffic.

2.1 Transport Integration 

Impact on scope for and ease of interchange 

between modes. Impact on the operation of 

other transport services both during 

construction and in operation. New 

interchange nodes and facilities; Reduced 

walking and wait times associated with 

interchanges. Modal shift figures during 

construction and operations. Changes to 

journey times to transport nodes.

Coolmine Level Crossing Assessment 

3.4 Biodiversity (flora and fauna)

2.4 Other Government Policy 

3 Environment

3.1 Noise and Vibration

3.5
Cultural, Archaeological and 

Architectural Heritage

2 Integration

2.2 Land Use Integration

Estimated number of people likely to be 

affected by transport related noise with the 

scheme within 50m. 

Overall effect on cultural, archaeological and 

architecture heritage resource. Likely effects 

on RPS, National Monuments, SMRs, 

Conservation areas, etc.                                        

Number of designated sites/structures (by 

level of designation) directly impacted by 

scheme (landtake)

3.6 Water Resources 

3.7 Agriculture and Non-Agricultural 

Radiation and Stray Current 

Quantification of increased service levels to 

the vulnerable groups.

4.3 Social Inclusion

5 Safety

5.1 Rail Safety 

5.2 Vehicular Traffic Safety  

4.2

4
Accessibility & Social 

inclusion

Do options address the needs of vulnerable 

groups. How do they compare to one another 

in this regard

Journey Time and lengths of diversions for 

active modes and numbers affected.   

Analysis of the connectivity between level 

crossing and green areas/key attractions 

related to active mode  

5.3
Pedestrian, Cyclist and Vulnerable 

Road user Safety

Quality of Access for these road users. 

removal of interfaces

6 Physical Activity

6.1
Connectivity to adjoining cycling 

facilities

Analysis of the extent that the scheme 

connects with cycle tracks. 

6.2
Permeability and local connectivity 

opportunity
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