Tl Response to Hampstead Residents’ CLG Submission (made
on 21 February 2024)
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Appendix A. Declan Campbell’s Oral Hearing Submission



1. Introduction

Tl would like to take the opportunity to sincerely thank Hampstead Residents CLG for their continued
involvement in the MetroLink Project, and for Declan Campbell’s submission (on behalf of Hampstead
Residents CLG) (HR CLG) to the Oral Hearing on 21 February 2024. As agreed with Mr Campbell and the
Oral Hearing’s Inspector, we committed to providing a written response to HR CLG’S submissions since we
could not address these issues within the time allotted by the hearing on 21 February 2024.



2. Items No. 1, 2 and 28

We note HR CLG’s complaint in respect of the appointment of RINA.

RINA was appointed in September 2021, approximately 1 year in advance of the Railway Order submission.
During this period, they engaged extensively with local residents' groups. We recognise that HR CLG would
have liked earlier engagement with RINA, and in particular felt that TIl ignored your request to be involved and
contribute to the definition of the independent expert “scope of work”. The creation of RINA’s “scope of work”
was informed by the appointment of a distinguished former President of Engineers Ireland, who acted
independently and participated in the procurement process. We are satisfied that this scope of work was both
fair and reasonable, and our sense, from the feedback received, is that RINA operated fairly, effectively and
had been well received by those availing of this independent expert (the provision of which, was not a legal
requirement, but rather, was intended to provide support and help to individuals and resident groups as they
navigated through this project).

The scope of services (MetroLink Independent Engineering Expert Information FA Memorandum Date: 11
December 2020) are accessible on the MetroLink Web site: Your Property - MetroLinkWeb. Services to be
provided are summarised in section 2.1 of that document. We believe RINA have carried out their services in
line with these requirements.



https://www.metrolink.ie/en/your-property/independent-engineering-expert-rina/

3. Items No. 3, 4, 5, 6, 25 and 26

We note your frustration, and criticism of the meetings with TII. We felt the engagements were meaningful and
helpful in describing the scheme and its effects on the local areas. We do not believe that TII's meetings with
HR CLG have been a box ticking exercise.

Since RINA’s appointment in 2021 they have been available to HR CLG as a resource to assist them in their
consideration of the Railway Order application for MetroLink, and in participating in the consultation process.
Since 2021, there have been seven meetings by RINA with HR CLG. The meetings discussed a number of
MetroLink related issues as well as those described in your submission. RINA have shared two reports with
all residents’ groups including HR CLG. The first report (reference no P0027301-1-H3 Rev. 0) was issued in
September 2022 and summarised all the activities carried out by RINA before the Railway Order Application.
It included the clarification for any questions, information, and assistance in understanding other issues as
requested by the Stakeholder Groups. The second report (reference no P0027301-1-H4 Rev. 1) issued in
December 2022, and was a review of all the Railway Order Application documents. This report is currently
available on the RINA section of the MetroLink.ie website here.

The proposed location of the intervention shaft formed part of the information provided during the non-statutory
public consultation on the Preferred Route in 2019. It was detailed in the Preferred Route Public consultation
documents: Figure 15 Public consultation report and in the design development report. While it was an element
of the Preferred Route design that had not been developed to the same level of detail as stations for instance,
there was sufficient information to ascertain it would be located in the park.

Our records show that a notification was issued to you from our database on Tuesday, 26 March 2019 in
relation to the Public Consultation on the Preferred Route.
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Figure 15: Page 61 of the Preferred Route Public Consultation Report 2019

During the public consultation, local residents requested that more information be provided about the shaft so
they could properly consider its impact on the surrounding area. The MetroLink team prepared an information


https://www.metrolink.ie/media/fkan511y/rina-metrolink-indepdendent-engineering-experts-report-december-2022_names-in-appendix-a-redacted.pdf

brochure for local residents in February 2020. The information brochure included information on the location,
proposed design and details of why the intervention shaft is required in this location.

4250 brochures were delivered to local libraries, Council Offices, and local public representatives.

Further information was available in a technical report which was made available on the MetroLink website or
on request from the MetroLink team in hard copy. The document provided the rationale for the proposed shaft
location, a developed design for the intervention shaft and more details regarding access/egress, construction
methodologies, vehicle hard standing arrangements and an environmental assessment of its design.

An online survey was carried out to obtain the views of residents in relation to, its appearance and
environmental impacts. This consultation closed on Thursday 12 March 2020 at 5pm.

The residents submitted responses to a series of questions regarding the proposal to locate the intervention
shaft in the park and the appearance of the shaft. Submissions were sent back to Tl within a four-week period
with the final response date of March 19, 2020. However, some residents requested an extension, which was
accepted, and an extension was given until the 30 March. The overall response was 195 submissions including
7 from public representatives and 11 from Organisations. 132 responses were by e-mail and 63 were by post.
62% of the responses received were positive on the proposal, 29% negative, and 9% neutral.

Feedback from the survey can be found in the report titled “Albert College Park Intervention Shaft Residents’
Survey 2020 available on the Metrolink web site at https://www.metrolink.ie/media/21xmc4e5/tii-metrolink-
albert-college-park-acp-submissions-report-for-web. pdf

While we believe that the intervention shaft is in the correct location, we are willing to work with the local
community to explore additional measures in relation to the appearance and presentation of the shaft including
boundary treatment, mature tree planting, materials, and finishes.


https://www.metrolink.ie/media/21xmc4e5/tii-metrolink-albert-college-park-acp-submissions-report-for-web.pdf
https://www.metrolink.ie/media/21xmc4e5/tii-metrolink-albert-college-park-acp-submissions-report-for-web.pdf

4. Iltem No. 7

4.1 Single bore vs twin bore

We refer you to Appendix A of the Preferred Route Design Development Report 2019, which is available on
our website at the following link: metrolink_pr_design_development.pdf.

4.2 Potential Anti-social Activities

Regarding specific concerns relating to ‘potential anti-social activities that may occur in or around a MetroLink
structure that may be placed in Albert College Park’, we confirm that the Albert College Park Shaft compound
will have appropriate secure fencing around the compound with secure access gates.

The fencing and gates will be a mesh weld fence (of the type shown in EIAR Chapter 4, Section 4.12.9.3),
which is transparent. On the park side of the compound, a new path is provided to link the existing footpaths.
We are therefore confident that the proposed compound does not lend itself to an environment that would
pose an increase in anti-social activities. The Albert College Park Intervention Shaft will be monitored 24/7 by
CCTV and staff at the Operational Control Centre (OCC).

TII will operate and manage the Park to ensure its continued upkeep and maintenance.


https://www.metrolink.ie/media/vlip2lpw/metrolink_pr_design_development.pdf

5. Item No. 8

5.1 Impacts at AT27 and UT32 vs Hampstead Avenue

Regarding the points raised on baseline monitoring readings and baseline monitoring points, TIl confirm that
baseline noise levels were measured at an extensive range of locations across the proposed Project to
establish representative noise levels at noise sensitive locations (NSLs). Noise surveys have not been
undertaken at every property as this is not practicable and nor is it needed. Noise levels were undertaken at
an appropriate range and variety of locations in order to establish baseline readings across the project.

In circumstances where noise levels were not measured specifically at a property or building, the most
appropriate representative location was assigned. In the case of Hampstead Avenue, noise monitoring location
AT27 was deemed to be set back at a similar distance from the R108 road as properties along Hampstead
Avenue and was in the low range of noise levels expected along Hampstead Avenue. The reference attended
location of AT27 therefore has been used to categorise the noise level environment at locations set back from
the R108.

The purpose of assigning an equivalent baseline location is to establish the relevant construction noise
threshold (CNT) to determine the level of significance into category A, B or C from BS 5228. Once a baseline
value is determined to be below 65 dB LAeq then Category A applies, i.e. a threshold of 65 dB LAeq,T is set.
This is the case for this area.

For receptor locations R5 — R12 (properties 1 — 18 Hampstead Avenue) therefore the lowest construction
noise threshold (Category A) of 65 dB daytime was applied at these locations. There is no further lower
construction noise threshold applied across the project in line with the standards and guidelines used, i.e. the
first and lowest threshold is 65 dB LAeq daytime and third and highest is 75 dB LAeq daytime in higher noise
environments.

Whilst construction activities will invariably result in audible construction noise, the distance between the works
and these properties will reduce the noise levels experienced by these properties. Additionally, all best practice
mitigation measures will be applied to control noise levels and reduce impacts and an independent monitoring
programme will be in place during all works.

The baseline noise location UT32 was used as a representative location for receptor locations R13 & R14
given its similar distance from the road — This categorises these locations as Category B — i.e. a daytime
construction noise threshold of 70 dB is determined when fagade noise is taken into account.

Finally, it is noted (Section 13.6.1.2 of EIAR) as part of the Construction Noise and Vibration Management
Plan (CNVMP), that

a baseline noise study will be undertaken prior to the commencement of construction works to characterise
the prevailing noise environment at impacted NSLs. This information will be used to inform the relevant CNTSs.

TIl are happy to include Hampstead Avenue as a specific location where baseline monitoring will be
undertaken as part of the CNVMP to provide assurance to residents the relevant thresholds for all periods are
applied prior to any works commencing on site.

5.2 Impacts at Circle K vs Hampstead Avenue

The significance rating at Circle K (UT31) relates to the calculated construction noise level (CNL) against the
CNTs. At Circle K the construction noise threshold is set at 75 dB LAeq as shown in the Appendix Table
referred to in the submission. The calculated CNL at this location is equal to the measured baseline noise level
and below the CNT and hence in accordance with Table 13.13 of the EIAR, the impact is defined as not
significant.

At Hampstead Avenue, properties located at distances of the order of 100m from the construction works are
correctly identified in the submission to have lower construction noise levels compared to those at Circle K.
The threshold for significant noise effects is, however, lower at these properties (65dB LAeq) compared to
Circle K (75dB LAeq) due to the different baseline noise environment. Significance of impacts are termed



‘Slight to Moderate’ at these properties as the calculated level is above the baseline noise level, but below the
significance threshold (Reference to Table 13.13 of the EIAR).



6. Item No. 9

6.1 Noise Breakout Occurring During the Night

With respect to issues raised on ‘noise breakout occurring during the night and a lack of baseline nighttime
reference data’, Tll confirm this will be limited to the short period when night-time works are occurring to
support the sprayed concrete lining underground tunnel works and that these works will be required to comply
with the night-time noise and vibration construction thresholds.

The acoustic enclosure around this surface compound will be designed to reduce noise levels to not exceed
the construction noise thresholds. Noise emissions relating to all construction periods will be monitored to
determine compliance with construction noise limits. TIl have committed to provide publicly available
monitoring results. Compliance with the thresholds will therefore be demonstrated through monitoring.

Once a noise monitoring station is installed, it will automatically be set to log noise levels on a continual basis,
2417 over weekdays and weekends as standard. The same is true for a vibration monitoring system.

Baseline noise monitoring will be undertaken prior to any construction works commencing on site to inform the
specific CNVMP for each working compound. This is a requirement set out in the EIAR, the CEMP and will
form part of the Railway Order.

6.2 Dark and Quiet Site at Night

Regarding the request to condition Albert College Park as a ‘dark and quiet site at night’, Tll confirm night-
time works will be undertaken underground during the SCL tunnel construction and that this will necessitate
an element of support activity at ground level.

Section 13.6.1.2.4 notes that

At Albert College Park, during SCL night-time support works, surface activities will be enclosed within an
acoustically clad steel framed building to control airborne noise breakout to surrounding sensitive properties.
The structure will achieve a minimum sound reduction index of 24dB Rw with acoustic internal lining of the
structure to reduce reverberant noise build up. The enclosure design will be such that openings are sited away
from NSL boundaries as far as practicable.

The above measures coupled with the proposed monitoring programme will control noise emissions from this
compound when works are required at night.



7. Item No. 10

7.1 Deliveries to Site

Deliveries to and from the site will be generally limited to standard working hours. Chapter 5, Section 5.5.17.3
refers. The only exception to this is the requirement for work above ground outside standard working hours
for exceptional events such as concrete pours, and abnormal deliveries. In the exceptional event these are
necessary, the contractor will engage with the local community and local authority before such works are
undertaken.

7.2 Community Gain

Under the various construction contracts TII will make provision to ensure that the appointed contractors work
with Local Communities and the Local Authorities to participate in and support local community initiatives.



8. Item No. 11

We acknowledge the concerns of the local residents in relation to the potential negative noise vibration and
air quality-ingress and egress at ventilation fan locations. In that regard, we would like to provide more details
on the operational ventilation systems provided for Albert College Park Shaft, and their inspection and
maintenance, which we hope will provide further re-assurance to HR CLG.

The only system in ACP Shaft generating outdoor Noise/Vibration or Dust is the Tunnel Ventilation System
(TVS). It comprises three reversible axial fans situated in parallel, one of them acting as a contingency stand-
by fan. TVS system is dimensioned for emergency cases to allow for moving and exhausting smoke, creating
safe paths for evacuation. In normal operation, TVS is not normally used since the piston effect in the tunnel
is sufficient to maintain the temperature and ventilation conditions in service.

Only in very rare cases of operating incidents or congestion affecting the piston effect and overheating the
tunnel, would it be necessary to partially activate one of the three Albert College Shaft fans to maintain the
ventilation and temperature conditions. This infrequent event would last only a few minutes. The fans in these
circumstances are running at low speed and the residual effects within 10m from the shaft are very low.

Regarding maintenance, it should be noted that the TVS system, due to its operating characteristics, is a
safety critical installation and therefore must be ready to operate at any time. Thus, it will have a very high
value of Availability and Reliability.

Preventive maintenance consists of carrying out operations on motors, fans, ducts, electrical equipment,
including noise and vibration values.

Maintenance consists of:
*  Assistance and resolution of the alarms generated by the equipment.
. Locating the fault and immediately replacing the affected service.
+  On-site repair or replacement of the faulty component, module or equipment.

. Execution of tests and measures to, after repair or replacement, check the correct operation and
noise and vibration values of the System.

In summary, Albert College Park Intervention Shaft ventilation equipment is only used in the event of an
emergency or infrequent congestion or service incident at low speeds and low noise levels. Reflecting the
safety critical nature of the facility and associated equipment, the inspection and maintenance programme is
frequent, and includes checking operational performance and noise and vibration values.



9. Items No. 12 and 13

Regarding large volumes of warm air from the MetroLink tunnel forced out of the vent grilles in cold weather,
it should be noted that all the ventilation systems in Albert College Park Shaft will only be used in the event of
an emergency or infrequent congestion or service incident. Therefore, there is no inlet or outlet air movement
during normal operation that could create ‘clouding’ or ‘fog’ plumes.

Rarely, in case of overheating in the tunnel, would it be necessary to partially activate one of the three Albert
College Shaft fans to maintain the ventilation and temperature conditions. This infrequent event would last
only a few minutes and it will involve larger volumes of hot air, as it only activates partially one of the three jet
fans.

During a fire emergency, only in the very unlikely event of a stationary train on fire in the tunnel between Collins
St. and Griffith Park St., which cannot be moved to the next station, will the Tunnel Ventilation System (TVS)
in Albert College Park be activated. If this happens, the ventilation will draw the smoke in one direction and
evacuation should proceed in the opposite direction. Albert College Park Shaft grilles would evacuate the
smoke of the fire event.

In relation to the concern that systems may deteriorate, slowly lose efficiency and eventually fail, it should be
noted that the TVS is the only mechanical and electrical system contained in Albert College Park Shaft. As
mentioned, the purpose of the TVS is to evacuate smoke in a fire emergency under very specific
circumstances, which links it to the health and safety of people, thus making it safety critical. It is imperative
that safety critical equipment must be ready to operate at any time under severe conditions, so it must have
high values of Availability and Reliability. To achieve these onerous levels of Availability and Reliability,
Preventive Maintenance must be carried out. Such Preventative Maintenance would consist of carrying out
basic operations on motors, fans, ducts, electrical equipment, including noise and vibration values.



10. Item No. 14

Please refer to the stakeholder management plan and TII’s intention to provide extensive collaboration and
sharing of information with residents during the construction phase. It is intended that the draft stakeholder
management plan will be developed with input from local community groups. The plan includes commitments
to real time online monitoring and personal hands-on engagement from the Local Liaison Officer.

With regard to your reference to a “trouble ticket system”, Tl confirms its intention as set out in the updated
Stakeholder Communication Plan Section 11 to put in place an appropriate system to deal with customer
complaints effectively and efficiently.



11. Item No. 15

We have no objection with the request to remove the word ‘planned’ and the statement is revised to: - “No
trees along the Hampstead Avenue boundary, and the blue area (maps indicated in Item 16), will be removed.”



12. Item No. 16

Tl will hand back temporary land Map A and B with the exception of the works area required for the
construction of ACP intervention shaft once realigning of the pitches concerned has been completed.



13. Items No. 17 and 18

The Metrolink proposal has been specifically developed to have no negative impact on flooding along the
route. In order to achieve this, the design has been developed to account for and manage storm events up to
1in 100 year + 20% allowance for Climate Change, in line with best practice. At Albert College Park, the area
of hardstanding has been kept to a minimum, with the run-off being captured by drainage swales before
discharging to the existing surface water drainage network. The drainage swale provides attenuation,
treatment and storage of surface water run-off prior to discharge to the existing drainage network. The
discharge of surface water is restricted to a pre-development run-off.

During the construction phase, surface water generated from site is managed on site where it will be treated,
attenuated and stored on site prior to being taken off site.



14. Items No. 19 and 20

As per the CEMP, management measures will be implemented to control construction related activities.
Regarding the risk of rodent infestation, TII will require each contractor to appoint a specialist environmental

subcontractor to control the management of such issues.



15. ltems No. 21 and 22

The likelihood of fires occurring within the tunnel section between Collins Avenue and Griffith Park Stations
which would necessitate smoke being exhausted out of Albert College Park (ACP) Intervention Shaft is very
low.

The fire strategy for the MetroLink project requires for all materials used in the Rolling Stock (Trains) to be
compliant with EN-45545 Railway applications — Fire Protection on railway Vehicles. EN455- Part 2
Requirements for fire behaviour of materials and components categorises the Rolling Stock proposed for
MetroLink as HL (Hazard Level) 3 which is the most stringent requirement for fire integrity of Rolling Stock.
There are also water mist systems provided within the train cars which enables the fire size and the products
of fire (i.e. smoke) to be kept low.

All materials and products used in the construction of the metro stations, tunnels and associated systems will
be of low combustibility, flammability, and toxicity, and shall adhere to strict National and European standards.
The materials will be tested in an accredited laboratory to ensure they comply with relevant standards.
Therefore, there is no requirement to filter and clean smoke and fumes emanating out of the ventilation shaft.
This is standard industry practice.

A construction and operational fire management plan, that includes a fire and evacuation management plan,
will be in place prior to the start of the construction and operational phases of the Project. In the unlikely event
of a metro fire, it is extremely unlikely that the effects of any such fire would affect the residents of Hampstead
Avenue. That’s principally because the smoke plume is buoyant (hot gases rise) when coming out of the shaft
and will rise upwards above the roof of the houses, which are more than 50m away from the proposed location
of the ventilation grilles. Furthermore, the prevailing south-westerly wind will further assist in any dilution and
will push the smoke in the opposite direction to Ballymun Road and Hampstead Avenue.

Therefore, even in the circumstance that a fire did occur in the tunnel (which we re-iterate has a very low
chance of occuring), the expectation that residents would be requested to evacuate their homes is low and
would only occur in an exceptional circumstance (and should such exceptional circumstance ever occur, any
such evacuation would occur in line with the general procedure for a fire occurring in proximity to any residence
and would be a managed evacuation under the direction of the emergency services).



16. Item No. 23

We acknowledge the concerns raised in relation to construction parking on residential streets. Construction
staff will not be permitted to park on residential streets adjoining construction sites. This requirement will be

included as a condition in all contracts that will deliver MetroLink with appropriate penalties for non-compliance
included.



17. Item No. 24

With regard to the suggested alternative of potentially using the hard shoulder on Ballymun Road for
emergency vehicle parking, we note that this would not satisfy Dublin Fire Brigade requirements, as discussed
with them.

Our proposed access arrangement provides for a space for maintenance vehicles or fire tender/emergency
vehicle parking adjacent to the intervention building. This area has been sized to both facilitate turning of
maintenance vehicles to exit back to the Ballymun Road; and in the event of a fire emergency to accommodate
parking for fire appliances adjacent to the shaft whilst maintaining space for other vehicles to pass by to reach
the emergency exit. This arrangement provided is compliant with the requirements of the Building Regulations
2006, Fire Safety Technical Guidance Document B, 2020 edition, Section 5.2 Vehicle Access, Sections 5.2.1
and 5.2.2 which state:

. Section 5.2.1 ‘Fire brigade vehicle access to the exterior of a building is required to enable ....
pumping appliances to supply water and equipment for firefighting’. And ‘Access for fire appliances
should be provided in accordance with the provisions outlined in 5.2.2 below’.

*  Section 5.2.2 ‘In the case of a building fitted with a wet internal fire main, access for a pump appliance
should be provided to within 18 m and within sight of an entrance giving access to the main and within
sight of the inlet connection to the suction tank for the main’.

We note that there is a bus lane, footway and hedge where the alternative parking is suggested. Parking within
the bus lane would be more than 18m from the building, in excess of that required by Section 5.2.2 above,
and so non-compliant. In addition, access from the road to the compound would also be constrained by the
existing hedge and the proposed security fence around the compound, meaning this option would not provide
the access required.

We further note that periodic maintenance access is required into the compound for maintenance of the
ventilation fans and for the DFB equipment within the shaft, utilising the road access provided.



18. Item No. 27

TIl understand and do sympathise that there is a large amount of information to read and digest. For this
reason, an EIAR Non-technical Summary was published, as well as access to the Independent Engineering
Expert (RINA) and detailed responses to all submissions made in response to the Statutory Consultation.
However, unfortunately for a project of this size and scale there is a significant amount of documentation
required and there is no way around this, if all issues are to be included.



19. Items No. 29 and 30

TIl complied with the direction of An Bord Pleanala in terms of the locations that TIl were required to display
the documents.

We understand Apex may have been taking photographs of the boundary walls of Albert College Park as part
of survey work. Apex would not have been at the time at liberty to share the photographs as this would need
to be done through TII whom they were employed by. TII would like to provide further assurance that there
would not be an issue with sharing such information, it was simply a matter of procedure and sharing

information via the correct channels i.e. through TII.



Appendix A. Declan Campbell’s Oral Hearing Submission

Hampstead Residents CLG, 10 Hampstead Ave Dublin 9

Hampstead Residents CLG. (Ref: - Submission No
111/Case 314724)

Our submissions at An Bord Pleanala (ABP) Metrolink Oral hearing
21/2/24.

Good evening.

Prior to making our oral submissions we would like it noted that we are aware
that there has been significant new data submitted by the applicant on Day 1 of
this hearing. Much of this new data represents information that was missing or
inadequately referenced in the EIAR and/or represented the subject of specific
requests for information from the applicant that went unanswered. We will not
be responding to this new data today as we have not yet had reasonable time to
consider it in detail before making our oral submission. We would expect
sufficient time to be allocated by the inspector at the end of the hearing for
‘observers’ responses, to this new data to be heard.

We have struggled with the ABP imposed structure of splitting our oral hearing
presentation, into two separate sections Module 1 and Module 2, which are to
be presented on separate days. We are residents and not tunnel experts, and
to us, most items in our submission are related to the Metrolink tunnelling,
excavation, soil, noise, property and vibration. We ask for your understanding in
relation to this, as we speak today.

We, ‘Hampstead Residents CLG’, acknowledge the importance of having the
opportunity today, to speak at the ABP oral hearing for the Metrolink project.
Our residents support the concept of the Metrolink project and have actively
sought honest and frank dialogue with TII/NTA.

In the past we have had positive engagement and consultation with the
predecessor of the Metrolink project, -MetroNorth, many years ago. This
concluded with a Railway Order (RO) being granted.

Hampstead Residents CLG consist of a group of 19 homes, consisting of 18
dwellings on Hampstead Avenue, and one at 114 Ballymun road. Our Avenue in
its entirety, borders Albert College Park.

Within 20 meters of Hampstead Avenue, and in the south west corner of Albert
College Park, a proposal by TII/NTA, is to position a large Metrolink excavation
and construction site. This, at completion, will be the only combined ‘Vent



Shaft’, Maintenance facility, Evacuation and Emergency access and parking
space, -which will support the entire Metrolink line. -which is located yards from
a central Dublin residential area, and within a public park!

After the associated very significant construction time, the tunnelling, the
excavation, and disruption - it will bring, absolutely no tangible benefit to our
residents and the wider community, and Dublin. All that will remain after its
construction, are the negative aspects of a ‘useless structure’. It will then remain
in Albert College Park as the same useless, negative and expensive Metrolink
structure for many generations to come.

We were very disappointed with Dublin City Council abandoning Albert College
Park, especially when we observe the Office of Public Works are seen to be
protecting Stephens Green.

At the outset we wish to make a general observation in relation to TII/NTA’s
formal response to our Metrolink Submission: -

Our residents, in good faith submitted what we considered a fair and critically
constructive Submission in November 22. We believe that TII/NTA’s formal
response to our submission was rejectionist, and negative. It appears to us that
no items from our submission were acknowledged by TII/NTA as a valuable or a
worthwhile contribution. In fact, many of our contributions and questions were
not even addressed and many answered incorrectly.

We conducted a review of other ‘observers’ submissions and the associated
TII/NTA response. It appears to us, that this ‘TII/NTA negative attitude’, is a
theme throughout.

We make a basic but important point:- TII/NTA cannot be ~100% correct and
our Residents cannot be ~100% incorrect. We ask the Inspector to adjudicate
impartially and rectify this imbalance.

We will now address each and every one of TII/NTA’s responses to all of the
items in our submission. We expect that by doing this we will highlight this
imbalance and erase any potential ‘plausible deniability’ that TII/NTA may
subsequently try to retort with.

ltem No1l (&2).

We disagree with TllI’'s assessment that the appointment of RINA (independent
expert) occurred at the correct time in the project cycle. We believe there were
technical changes dynamically occurring during ‘earlier phases’ of the Metrolink



project. These ‘dynamics’ had subsequent profound impacts to tunnel
design/alignments and other infrastructure. An early involvement by RINA
would have helped residents understand better what to expect and the
consequential impacts. This would have assisted with our understanding of the
complex tunnelling designs, excavation locations and scale, noise and
vibration related issues. This would also have helped with our understanding
of design changes as they manifested. Early assistance by an Independent
Expert, would have allowed our residents to engage with meaningful
communication and ideas, prior to design aspects being ‘locked down’, by
TI/NTA.

This basic commonsense, early engagement with our residents, was rejected by
TI/NTA, at the outset.

TII/NTA have also not addressed the item (in our submission) in relation to
ignoring our residents request to be involved and contributing to the actual
definition of the independent expert ‘scope of work’.

ltem No3.

We note, from TII/NTA’s response to Item No3 in our submission, which states
“TII/NTA held ‘two meetings’ “with our residents' representatives. This was to
discuss Metrolink Tunnelling and related construction aspects, including
vibration and noise, and a data presentation, etc. We must point out that
these ‘two meetings’ that are referred to, were in fact simple ‘on-line conference
call’ meetings. Notwithstanding the fact that Covid19 necessitated social
distancing during some of this time period, we must point out that there were
years before and after Covid where there were no ‘face to face’ restrictions.

In contrast, during the MetroNorth project (15 years ago), the Project Director (&
other engineering staff) made several in person visits to our area such as
Corpus Christi Parish Hall, and even homes, on Hampstead Avenue. They
presented, consulted, and communicated face to face. They listen to us! A
Railway Order was granted in 2010/11.

Sadly, during the current Metrolink project, absolutely no face to face interaction
has occurred, at our local residents level.

In respect to the two ‘on-line meetings’ a large portion of the time provided by
TI/NTA, were in fact taken up by themselves making presentations.
Additionally, elected representatives, invited by TII/NTA made speeches. The
outcome was: - residents had little ‘air time’. We believe these ‘on-line meetings’
were simply a TI/NTA ‘box ticking exercise’.

Therefore, we are adamant, that our Residents have NOT had such an ‘open



and inclusive Consultation’ experience as is publically communicated by
TI/NTA. We were NOT, made feel integral to the ‘consultation’ process.

Item No4.

TH/NTA have failed to address our Item No4. This is related to the plan for a
large excavation site in Albert College Park.

Our important point here is that 2 days before closure of the consultation phase
(Emerging Preferred Route ‘consultation’ March-May 2019), there emerged from
TII, new but critical tunnelling/excavation information. This was a ‘hand drawn
sketch’ of a proposed intervention shaft, located in the South West corner of
Albert College Park, meters away from our residential area. :-

s

The importance of the ‘sketch’ of the proposed excavation in the Park was
huge for our residents. It outlined, a large construction site on our doorstep,
with NO associated local benefits for our residents or the wider community.
We ask the inspector to investigate this, and the associated NO consultation.

We believe that TII/NTA definition of the word “consultation” is mistaken.
Oxford Dictionary: - “The act of discussing something with somebody or with a



group of people before making a decision about it”

[tem NOob.

In Item No5, TII/NTA state, that they strongly disagree with our residents
position that “matters of concern have not been addressed”.

We strongly challenge this statement, and formally request TII (again) to furnish
detailed and genuine consultation material, pertaining to the ‘alleged
consultations’ on the Intervention Shaft proposed for Albert College Park. We
ask that TII/NTA also submit any technical investigations of other potential
options, or ideas, with supporting data. We ask the inspector to instruct TII/NTA
provide a detailed answer on this.

Item NOB6.

The TII/NTA response to our Item No6, has failed to understand or address
several of our substantial issues.

Our residents have clearly stated that they believe the proposed ‘Albert College
Park Intervention Shaft Public Consultation Feb/March 2020’ was again a ‘box
ticking exercise’ and in essence ‘pseudo consultation’. It related merely to an
already ‘done deal’ and the ‘consultation’ referred simply to aesthetics,
appearance, park amenities, environmental aspects -of a vent shaft. No other
ideas/options/investigations were presented by TII/NTA.

Please refer to the actual ‘consultation’ questions issued by TII/NTA below: -



METRO Have your say

The Albert College Park, Tunnel Intervention Shaft Report provides further details on the proposed shaft and
should be read in conjunction with this consultation leaflet, The report is avallable on www.metrolink.ie and
hard copies are available on request. You may make & submission on the website or return this questionnaire
to the address below by 5pm on Thursday 12 March.

We would like your views on the following topics:

(i) The environmental impacts arising from the construction stage,

(il The park smenity when the tunnel intervention shaft is operational.

earance of the tunnel intervent:on shaft.

s there any other information or comment you would like to provide abeout the prog
ntervention shaft?

TII/NTA have not directly addressed the fundamental issue that we have
outlined several times in our submission : -No consultation occurred in relation
to the actual existence of the proposed shaft. This shaft will bring with it huge
excavations, noise, vibration etc. TII/NTA have presented no other ideas or
alternative, for consultation.



TII/NTA have also refused to address the very clear issue in our submission
relating to how they presented to the public ‘the data’ they gathered from the
vent shaft ‘consultation’ in Feb/Mar 2020: -

TII/NTA organized an online meeting with the Hampstead Residents
representatives (and they invited elected representatives). TII/NTA at the
meeting characterised the ‘consultation’ feedback data they attained as positive
and that it actually supported an intervention shaft. However, the topic/questions
in the TII/NTA ‘consultation’ leaflet was only related to an intervention shatft,
and nothing else! Answers to these focused questions, were then presented by
TI/NTA as ‘positive’ to a shaft. They said, “out of 195 responses 120 were
positive to the shaft!..and 57 of the respondents were negative”.

Our residents venomously contest the way this ‘survey’ was conducted, and we
believe the resulting data, is not reflecting the opinion of our residents or indeed
the wider community. Tll have failed to understand or chosen to simply ignore
this important item in our submission. We ask the Inspector to investigate the
lack of consultation on this major tunnelling and excavation project with
urgency in our area.

TII/NTA also state in their response to Item No6, “many of the observations
(objections) that Hampstead Residents raised to the vent shaft in Albert College
Park would apply to a station if constructed at this location”.

Hampstead Residents at the outset have clearly stated we support Metrolink
and we acknowledge that excavation/construction/tunnelling, close to our
residential area will be disruptive. But we also expect that TII/NTA put in place
world class mitigation measures in order to minimise any such disruption.

Once work starts on any proposed site in Albert College Park, it must continue
to completion, and does not adapt a ‘start stop’ approach over numerous years.
Additionally, any work on the site proposed in Albert College Park must be only
related to this site. This site must NOT be used as a staging ground/storage
facility/access route for other parts of the Metrolink project. These are a very
Important conditions that we ask the inspector to apply to the RO.

We acknowledge that there will be significant disruption from
excavation/tunnelling/construction and other associated works. However, if
our community has to endure many years of disruption, excavation and
construction, we believe we deserve a useful structure such as a Metrolink
station that will be beneficial for our residents, and our wider community, our
university, our schools, hospitals, businesses etc.



[tem No7.

We have already responded to many TII/NTA comments in Item No7 relating to
the Albert College Park Intervention shaft ‘consultation’ in Item No6.

In relation to TII/NTA lengthy list of benefits of Single v Twin bore tunnelling.

We believe that TII/NTA initially started out the design of this Metrolink Project
incorporating a ‘twin bore’ tunnel design.

Now the list of benefits of ‘Single over Twin bore’ provided by TII/NTA, basically
illustrates the ‘single bore’ design is totally superior in almost all aspects. In our
submission we questioned this fundamental u-turn.

Unfortunately, TII/NTA have failed to answer exactly why!

TI/NTA have listed numerous advantages of the single bore tunnelling system,
and basically ‘none’ for the twin bore. Based on this logic, then surely the
‘selection’ of a twin bore system at the outset of this project looks like an
incredibly bad design choice, by TII/NTA.

We now formally ask the inspector to get to the bottom of this and attain the
requested detailed information that our Residents Association (GADRA)
requested some years ago and that we requested in our submission relating to
the ‘Twin bore to Single bore’ tunnelling selection. This tunnelling design
change had huge ramifications on the Metrolink Project, and consequently
impacted many communities along the route, there was no consultation!

TII/NTA have not addressed our concern relating to how anti social activities will
be prevented, in or around a Metrolink structure that may be placed in Albert
College Park.

TI/NTA have not addressed our concern in relation to how graffiti will be
prevented and/or addressed if it happens on or around a Metrolink structure that
may be placed in Albert College Park.

The below Items should not in any way be seen as an endorsement by
Hampstead Residents for a Vent shaft. These points apply to any
Metrolink structure, like a Metro Station, that may be located in the Park.

Item NOS8.
EIAR Noise and Vibration: -

TII/NTA states the baseline noise readings are suitable and sufficient, and noise



sensitive locations were modelled along HampsteadAvenue. Based on the
TII/NTA data we cannot agree! We have worked hard to retrieve the noise data
from TIHI/NTA multi layered and cross referenced documents. We have
eventually identified and consulted the relevant documents.

REF:-sampling locations (in our general area) as per TII/NTA documentation.
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We note from the above that AT27 is the location of a Car park of the sports
facility adjacent to a housing estate in Ballygall. This is on the opposite side of
Ballymun road and not near Hampstead Avenue. There appears to be NO
baseline monitoring points covering Hampstead Avenue (bar AT64 at the corner
of R108). The AT27 location is listed ‘as applicable’ to Hampstead Avenue in

the table below:-

Predicted CNL, dB Construction Noise
Receptor o Predicted Magnitude of Impact
Activity Ret I Weekday| Saturday
Day Morning Saturday Morning (07:00 -
Ref Description Day 107:00- | (07:00- Weekday Day (07:00 - 19:00) 13:00)
19:00)

AT25
AT2S
AT2S
AT

AT27

1-6 Albert College Lawn

7 - 12 Albert College Lawn
13 - 16 Albert College Lawn

AT27
AT27

4/5 Albert Cottages
6/7 Albert Cottages
1-4 Hampstead Avenue

1
2
3
4
5 Hampstead Avenue
6
7
8
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Above ground

From the above table, the noise ‘Predicted magnitude of Impact’ to the Circle K
service station located on Ballymun road is “Not Significant”. Circle K is
approximately located only 50 meters from the proposed Metrolink construction
site in Albert College Park! However houses at 1 to 4 Hampstead Avenue,
which are over 100 meters away from the proposed Metrolink site have a worse
‘Predicted Magnitude of Impact’ of “Slight to Moderate”. TII/NTA have provided
a very casual response to this Item in our submission.

Hampstead Avenue is located within 20 meters of one of the largest proposed
construction and excavation sites on the entire Metrolink route. TIl appear to



have chosen to apply a distant sampling location as “applicable” to Hampstead
Avenue.

In respect to the EIAR VoI3 ENV Baseline noise. With reference to geographical
sections in ‘Albert College Park’. Unattended Location Daytime locations UT31,
UT32. These assessment zone locations are not in/next to Albert College Park.

JH/18/9975NR02

Ut

Location

Paved area to front of residential

ik building off R108 in Whitehall

vithin grounds of
:F»uuldmg off
= Ballygall

Night Night
time, dB time, dB ‘ 4
Lacas L 8t [

Ballymun

UT32 and UT31 are on the opposite side of R108, from the Albert College
proposed excavation site. We ask the inspector to instruct TII/NTA to review and
respond in detail. As they failed to do so in our submission.

ltem NOO9.
EIAR Noise and Vibration:-

Tl states that:- “with regard to night time working, Metrolink have already
considered the receiving environment and will implement measures to mitigate
night time noise” ...using acoustically clad ‘physical’ structures.



We disagree that no night time noise (or vibration) data is required.
Hampstead Avenue is extremely quiet at night. No system, structure, material
on Earth is infallible or unbreakable! A structure or material can degrade, get
damaged or malfunction. A breach of process, by operators can occur. Sensors
can fail, etc. All these could lead to slow or sudden noise breakout at night time.
How will it be determined if ‘noise breakout’ is starting to occur at night if there is
no baseline night time reference data. TIl must perform night time noise (and
vibration) baseline readings. All data must be publically accessible. We ask the
inspector as part of the RO, to instruct TII/NTA to attain related nigh time noise
data recordings, in our area - 24x7 weekdays and weekends.

TII/NTA have also not responded to our reasonable request that the inspector places a
condition in the R.O., that proposed excavation/construction in Albert College
Park is a ‘dark & quiet’ site at night. We now formally ask the inspector to
make this a condition of the RO.

ltem No10.
EIAR Noise and Vibration:-

We welcome the statement from TII/NTA that the results of the proposed Noise
and Vibration monitoring programme (during construction) will be available to
the Independent Engineering resource and Hampstead Avenue residents.

We welcome the fact that the contract documents will include penalties and
incentives to contractors (during construction) to ensure adherence.

However, we would argue that in order to limit ‘noise and vibration’ ...that
deliveries to and from the proposed excavation site should be strictly limited to
standard working hours. (not ‘generally’...as stated by TII/NTA) We ask the
inspector to make this a condition of the RO, :- deliveries to/from site, are
performed only during standard working hours.

We welcome the statement that TII/NTA will work with established community
groups (eg GADRA, ACRA etc) to identify projects at community level, exploring
mechanisms to support affected communities etc.

However this potentially could come to nothing, if funding is not ‘ring fenced’ to
support such initiatives.

We believe that the item above, must be included in the Construction
Environmental Management Plan (CEMP). We ask the inspector to include
affected community ‘ring fenced’ funding as a condition of the RO, and that a
relocation scheme is available to affected residents if required.

Item No11.



Operational Noise/Vibration and Dust (Air quality):-

We welcome the additional detail TII/NTA have provided in respect to the
potential negative noise vibration and air quality-ingress and egress at
ventilation fan locations.

However the issue of management of this system appears vague and remains
unanswered. As per Tll documentation, there is a potential of noise Breakout
from ventilation shaft/grilles at surface level. Attenuators, anti vibration
mountings/couplings etc, are included, by design engineers to try and address
this.

The question, (as we stated in our submission) is that we are concerned with
the lack of detail we have found in the definition of the actual monitoring and
management of these systems themselves. We would expect that these
systems when new, will be efficient and work as intended, but mechanical
systems degrade over time, electronic components can drift out of tolerance,
cause poor performance and ultimately fail, etc. What residents are concerned
about is not just at commissioning stage, and early operation phase but also the
subsequent years after. A plan is required for the monitoring and maintenance
(plus preventative maintenance), of the systems that control and prevent the
potential of noise breakout, from ventilation grilles (at surface level), due to
failing attenuators, aging anti vibration mountings/couplings, open doors, etc.
We ask the Inspector to include this as a condition of RO.

ltem Nol1l2 and 13.

Operational Noise/Vibration and Dust (Air quality):-
In relation to dust/air emanating from the grilles at surface level.

We acknowledge TII have provided detail on the ventilation systems, but we
believe the concern in our submission may have been misunderstood.

We re-state our observation again:- Consider large volumes of warm air from
the Metrolink tunnel forced out of the vent grilles in cold weather. There is a
potential when the warm air meets the cold outside, that ‘clouding’ or ‘fog’
plumes could occur. If this happens near or adjacent to traffic or a pedestrian
footpath or cycleway, it could lead to a potential safety risk.

We believe the EIAR in this situation does not provide detail on how the hot air
and fumes, will be managed.

Mechanical and electrical systems wear out and can slowly become less
efficient and obviously often fail. In our opinion we believe TII/NTA is naive to
state that “operational noise levels will be calculated and specific attenuation



designed for each system”...and imply monitoring sensors are not required.

We argue that, a simple modern car has numerous sensors embedded in it and
when they trigger an alarm, they are a source of NCT failures. We thus argue
that high quality calibrated, managed and monitored noise, air and vibration
monitoring sensors should be integrated into any of the proposed Metrolink
structures, at ground level ventilation points, or areas of potential breakout.
Especially when these are located close to residential areas. We ask the
inspector to include this as a condition of RO.

ltem No14.
Tunnelling and excavation, public liaison:-

We welcome TII/NTA statement that their staff will remain responsible and
accessible. However TII/NTA have not clarified or elaborated that a transparent
‘trouble ticket system’, based on ISO, will be put in place. Some aspects we
suggest:- Each case (issue reported) must have a unique identifier, an owner
(TH/NTA or agent), a severity level and with an associated ‘time to closure’.
Such a system must monitor for repeat of similar cases, manage and escalate
accordingly. The individual that raised the case must have access to the case
progress, and have input into the ultimate closure of the case. Overall
transparent reporting must be provided regularly to all stakeholders, and
reviewed/sanctioned by senior TII/NTA management. An appropriate
government department must retain overall stewardship and responsibility. We
ask the inspector to ensure a world class trouble ticket system is in place,
suitable for such a Metrolink tunnelling and excavation project and this is
placed as a condition of RO.

ltem No15.
Temporary Land take proposed for Albert College Park:-

We welcome the TII/NTA clarification that the blue areas do not relate to
removal of any trees or hedges, in the TII/NTA maps (Ref Map A&B item 16)and
that we had attached to our submission. We acknowledge that TII/NTA have
stated that no trees along the Hampstead Avenue boundary are planned to be
removed (Ref:- Map A and B in item 16 below) .

However we would require that the word ‘planned’ is removed from the
statement...and revised as:- “No trees along the Hampstead Avenue boundary,
and the blue area (maps indicated in ltem16) will be removed.” We ask the
Inspector to place this condition in the RO.

ltem No16.
Temporary soil impacts proposed for Albert College Park:-



In this section where we referred to the Construction Report (page 94 and 95 of
Vol.5, Chapter 5, A5.3). TII/NTA have chosen not to respond to our request, that
a condition be placed on the use of lands in ‘blue shaded areas’ (Map A) in the
above mentioned report. We requested in our submission that any of the soil
impacts to park lands that are indicated by TII/NTA in maps and specifically
allocated for football field re-alignment (according to TII/NTA) ...is only for
football field re-instatement (Map A). This land should not at any stage be used
for temporary construction, storage, support uses etc for a Metrolink facility that
may occur in Albert College Park.

In previous communications, TII/NTA themselves have stated the above
indicated Map A, is only for football field re-instatement, however TII/NTA have
chosen not to respond to our request for this clarification in our submission. We
ask the inspector to include this as a specific RO condition.

ltem Nol17 and 18.
Hydrogeology and the management of flood risk:-

We acknowledge and welcome the response from TII/NTA “that flood risk is
minimal’.

We acknowledge and welcome the response from TIl “that in order to
manage/mitigate all environmental risk at Albert College Park, the appointed
contractor will be required to set out their proposals in the Construction
Environmental Management Plan. (CEMP)”

In the EIAR it specifically mentions water gathering/holding etc, but it lacks
detail on exactly how this will be employed to mitigate flooding/water run off.
In our submission we pointed out there was little detail in relation to this, eg:-
where exactly will this water be “held” and managed etc. This is a concern for
our residents as significant water ‘run off’ occurs year-on-year, from Albert
College Park.



Flood risks, may be compounded by soil excavation works, concrete
structures etc. We ask the inspector to instruct TII/NTA to provide exact and
appropriate water management details in order to fully mitigate any risks to
properties on Hampstead Avenue.

Item No 19, 20.
Excavation related issues -rodent infestation:-

We acknowledge and welcome that TII/NTA state that vermin control will be
implemented at all Metrolink sites.

As per the response: -Chapter 10, Section 10.5.1.10... notes that rodents will be
displaced as a result of construction activities.

However in our the submission, we were specifically talking about the Metrolink
excavation activities disturbing and impacting a very significant area of
ground and soil which may cause rodent migration into nearby areas -such as
residential properties on Hampstead Avenue.

We accept TII's comments that “there will be a reduction in level of rodents and
the subsequent risks” on or near the Metrolink excavation site. This could be,
because these disturbed rodents have migrated elsewhere, and away from the
disturbed soil/ground of Albert College Park, and into surrounding gardens and
properties on Hampstead Avenue.

We still require a specific answer from TII/NTA on how they will deal with the
rodents that have migrated towards our residential properties. We ask the
inspector to instruct TII/NTA to outline a realistic rodent plan for the area, and
not just the construction site in Albert College Park.

ltem No21, 22.

We acknowledge and welcome the comments from TII/NTA, that indicates
emergency access and egress to any Metrolink structure, and excavation site
in Albert College Park will be from the R108 (Ballymun road).

We have found it difficult to find a specific definition and sufficient detail on how
fumes/smoke (toxic) and emergencies will be managed in the EIAR. The
TII/NTA response to our submission lacks detail.

For example, how can the proposed system filter and clean, the potentially huge
amounts of smoke/fumes from a major tunnel/station accident.

It seems according to TII, in response to our submission, the management of
fumes /smoke, and emergencies is up to the construction contractor and



appointed Metrolink operator, to put in place a health and safety plan, -which will
be vetted/sponsored by TII/NTA.

We suggest that TII/NTA show confidence in their own
systems/processes/contractors tasked with residents safety. We thus require
the following TII/NTA statement (in quotes) replaced with the statement
underlined below:-

“It is not anticipated Hampstead Avenue would be impacted or closed, nor
residents requested to evacuate from their homes”.

Hampstead Avenue will not be impacted or closed, nor residents requested to
evacuate from their homes.

This revised ‘TII/NTA’ statement, we believe should be a condition of the RO.

Item No 23.

TII/NTA have outlined that the Scheme Traffic Management Plan (STMP)
Appendix A9.5 of EIAR supports and promotes travel for construction staff and
constraints the use of private cars to access work compounds, and excavation
sites. This is welcome!

However, the implementation and its policing are indicated by TII/NTA to be the
responsibility of the appointed contractor.

It appears to us, the EIAR does not deal with how non private traffic /commercial
traffic/ visitors/non-compliant construction staff are exactly managed. It does not
deal with how the contractor’s policing of STMP is monitored, the system
improved, and penalties imposed if non compliances are identified. TI/NTA
seem to also partly offload the issue to the Gardai.

As we stated in our submission, Hampstead Avenue residents (and other
residential communities in the area) are already sensitive to local parking issues
and we have difficulty getting the Gardai to address the current issue promptly.
We strongly believe that any Metrolink project in our area has the potential to
compound this problem.

Our residents do not have the time and resources to proactively monitor, identify
and report parking issues associated with Metrolink to the Gardai. Therefore we
ask that TII/NTA provide a suitable proactive solution and resource it properly.
Any issues with Metrolink associated parking, must be addressed
spontaneously. This system should be also included in a Metrolink ‘trouble
ticket’ system.




Item No 24.

We welcome the statement from TII/NTA that “no Metrolink associated access
traffic is provided off Hampstead Avenue, with both accesses now provided off
Ballymun road to the tunnelling and excavation site. (RO drawings, structure
book 3of 3)”

TH/NTA have not addressed or commented on the necessity of the proposed
post construction phase, vehicle parking within Albert College Park, and the
sensible suggested alternative of potentially using the hard shoulder on
Ballymun road.

Item No 25 ,26.

In consideration of TII/NTA’s response to our submission ltem25, we believe it
fails to address our direct questions and concerns relating to Non-disclosure of
Information, surprise change of design (vent shaft) and its associated
excavation, tunnelling, noise, and vibration etc. TII/NTA refused to allow our
residents an extension in order to allow affected areas process this new
information, at the end of the Preferred route deadline of 21 May 2019.

Despite TII/NTA’s statement that they “met with the Hampstead Residents
group twice”. We repeat again, this is simply untrue. They have not “met” with
us! They held two ‘video conference calls’ over a period of several years! At
these two calls many other elected representatives were invited ‘to dial in’, we
were just one of the many invitees. We could state with confidence that we the
residents had only had a small minority of the time allotted in which to speak.

TI/NTA did not, in the years before or after the above mentioned two
conference calls, request any face to face meeting with Hampstead Avenue
residents. This experience, seems similar with other residents associations.

Again we reiterate, that we hope that the inspector can see for himself/herself,
from the unanswered items in our submission, the difficulty that we the residents
had in attaining information, and being afforded time in which to understand and
respond to changes and impacts such the proposed large excavation and
tunnelling site nearby. We were never made feel a valuable contributor to the
process.

Item No 27.

In response to our comments in Item 27 relating to our residents ‘arduous task



of trying to review Metrolink 1000’s of online page and technical drawings’.
TI/NTA have responded that a summary exists in EIAR Volume 1 Book 1.

As we hope all present here today can appreciate, we the residents cannot rely
on any summary detail, that could through it, seek to potentially minimise
apparent impacts of Metrolink to our lives for years to come.

Thus we felt compelled to try and read through the huge amount of on-line detail
and in doing so it has helped form our view in Items 25/26 above.

ltem No 28.

In respect to TII/NTA’s response to Item 28 in our submission, “the appointment
of the Independent Expert RINA was appointed at the most appropriate time”. In
this reply ...it's evident to us, that TII/NTA fail to understand and have failed to
listen to our residents who at the outset clearly asked for an Independent
Engineering expert prior to when TII/NTA had the design considerations
finalized’.

In item 28, TII/NTA have not answered our claim that our residents group and
other residents groups were ignored when we requested to be involved in the
actual generation of the ‘scope of work’ that was to define the role of the
independent engineering expert, when it was eventually provided.

TI/NTA disagrees with our claim that “no proper consultation” has been
delivered and they quotes EIAR chapter 8, in relation to vent shaft consultation.
(TIHI/NTA then referrs to their answers to Item 3,4,5,6,7) .

We fundamentally disagree. The EIAR chapter 8, does NOT outline a stateable
or justifiable consultation process!

ltem No 29 and 30.

TIH/NTA’s answer to several items in our submission was a simple referral to
comments provided in previous items. However TII/NTA have not addressed
these items directly in previous items. We find this response dismissive.

In items 29 and 30, we summarized some issues that we had in attaining simple
answers or information from TI/NTA. Just some examples:-

Our residents association had to forcefully request information we required
under freedom of Information. (FOI).

Our residents association had to lobby (elected reps) to get TII/NTA to place RO
application docs in local libraries (some residents do not have internet).



Eight days before the submission deadline of 25/11/22 TII/NTA’s Agent (Apex)
Agent, on Hampstead Ave, refused to allow us access to new info not in the
public domain, and this could have coloured our submission. A deadline
extension was requested, but was refused by TII/NTA.

The inspector must ensure the RO conditions are monitored for compliance.

Closing Summary:-

Hampstead Residents CLG, would like to now formally close our oral
submission to the ABP Metrolink oral hearing. We expect media personnel in
this room, will report fully on what has been said today, and especially that
Hampstead Avenue residents have always sought positive, genuine and
inclusive engagement and consultation with TII/NTA. Unfortunately, in this
regard, we have been very disappointed.

We also expect our elected representatives to understand fully and support the
iIssues we have outlined.

We fully acknowledge that the Metrolink project is necessary for the wider good

-for the population of Dublin City and Ireland. We acknowledge there is going to
be significant disturbances, but these must be alleviated by proper and sufficient
world class and quality mitigation measures.

We strongly believe that many of the issues we have raised in our submission
could have been addressed, or mitigated against, early in the project cycle,- had
genuine consultation, been provided.

We ask the Inspector, based on the oral statements from our group and many
other residential groups in our area that he/she must instruct TII/NTA to fully and
openly review the Metrolink route from Griffith Park up to Collins Avenue Metro
stations. We simply want our residents and the wider community to be afforded
genuine and inclusive consultations. We believe this will help provide the best
possible Metrolink design for our all our communities, and attain wider public
buy in and support.

Thank you for listening. Hampstead Avenue CLG.



