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1 INTRODUCTION

This document presents a summary of views expressed by the public and interested parties in their
feedback received during the Public Consultation on the Preferred Route Alignment and Junction
Strategy for the M28 Cork to Ringaskiddy Motorway Scheme. The public consultation ran from the
4th April 2016 to the 13th May 2016. This document reflects the concerns and opinions of the
public and interested parties and not those of Cork County Council, Transport Infrastructure Ireland
or the Project Team. This report is a record of the submissions received and does not attempt to
address the issues, concerns or opinions contained therein. The project team have reviewed all
feedback and will, where relevant and feasible, take this feedback into consideration in the further
development of the scheme design.

1.1 PROIJECT BACKGROUND

Cork County Council (CCC), in partnership with Transport Infrastructure Ireland (TII, formerly NRA),
are currently developing a Motorway Scheme for the upgrade of approximately 12.5km of the N28
National Primary Route, from its junction with the N40 South Ring Road at Bloomfield to the Port in
Ringaskiddy.

The existing N28 is predominantly a single carriageway road and suffers from significant congestion
leading to considerable delays and queuing at peak times at certain locations. Existing average
annual daily traffic on the N28 between Mount Oval and Rochestown Road is 25,000 vehicles per
day. Due to growth in the area served by the N28 and with the redevelopment of the Port of Cork
facilities at Ringaskiddy, it is estimated that this will rise to 38,000 vehicles per day by 2035.

The National Ports Policy introduces clear categorisation of the ports sector into Ports of National
Significance (Tier 1), Ports of National Significance (Tier 2) and Ports of Regional Significance. The
Port of Cork has been identified as a Tier 1 Port of National Significance.

The N28 corridor itself is part of the Trans-European Transport Network (Core TEN-T Network)
accessing the Tier 1 Port of Cork at Ringaskiddy. This requires that the port is served by a high
quality road, either a motorway or expressway.

To meet TEN-T minimum standards, a road must be;

»  designed for motor traffic, which is accessible from interchanges or controlled junctions;
= that prohibits stopping and parking on the running carriageway;

*  that does not cross at grade with any railway or tramway track.
In addition, the design of the route must take account of the predicted future year traffic demand.

To meet these requirements, it is proposed as part of the M28 Cork to Ringaskiddy Motorway
Scheme, that the section of N28 between Bloomfield and Barnahely will be designed and designated
as a motorway, including a dual carriageway cross-section and grade separated interchanges at the
junctions.
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The upgrading of this route is required not only to protect the economic viability of the corridor but
also in support of the sustainability of the wider Cork region. The upgrading of the N28 to motorway
standard is of national significance and has been identified in the Government’s document ‘Building
on Recovery Infrastructure and Capital Investment 2016-2021°.

1.2 CONSULTATION PROCESS

Cork County Council has consulted widely on the project to date. Since work was re-initiated on the
M28 Cork to Ringaskiddy Motorway Scheme in 2013, opportunities for public consultation on the
scheme have included:

= December 2014 - Preferred Route Corridor for M28 Cork to Ringaskiddy Motorway Scheme

= October/November 2015 — Carr’s Hill Interchange and associated Works on the M28 Cork to
Ringaskiddy Motorway Scheme

In April 2016, public consultation was held on the Preferred Route Alignment and Junction Strategy
for the M28 Cork to Ringaskiddy Motorway Scheme.

Cork County Council raised awareness of the Consultation in the following ways:

*= Inviting elected officials to a briefing prior to the public display ;

Publishing information on the Preferred Route Alignment and Junction Strategy on the
dedicated project website;

= Advertising of the Public Open Day on the Preferred Route Alignment and Junction Strategy;

=  Hosting two Public Information days on the Preferred Route Alignment and Junction Strategy.

This section of the report provides further details on each of the above consultation components.
1.2.1 Cork County Council Elected Representatives

In recognition of the mandate given to elected representatives and the critical role they play in
representing the public and the public interest, elected representatives were briefed on the
Preferred Route Alignment and Junction Strategy for the M28 Cork to Ringaskiddy Motorway
Scheme in advance of the public display on 4™ April 2016 at the Maryborough Hotel, Douglas.

1.2.2 Project Website

Information on the Preferred Route Alignment and Junction Strategy for the M28 Cork to
Ringaskiddy Motorway Scheme as presented to the elected representatives and the public was
published online on 4™ April 2016 on the project website www.n28cork-ringaskiddy.com.

1.2.3 Advertising

An advert was placed in the Irish Examiner and Evening Echo newspapers on 26" March and the 2™
April 2016. A copy of this advert is included in Appendix A.
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1.2.4 Public Information Day

Two public information days were held to discuss the Preferred Route Alignment and Junction
Strategy for the M28 Cork to Ringaskiddy Motorway Scheme as follows:

=  Monday 4th April 2016, from 2.00pm to 8.00pm, at the Maryborough Hotel, Douglas

=  Tuesday 5th April 2016, from 2.00pm to 8.00pm, at the Carrigaline Court Hotel

More than 700 consultees attended the information days.
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2 FEEDBACK FROM CONSULTATION RECEIVED

There were 193 written submissions received on the Preferred Route Alignment and Junction
Strategy for the M28 Cork to Ringaskiddy Motorway Scheme. The following section is a compilation
of the issues raised. Everything included in the section below is taken directly from public consultee
feedback. As similar themes and issues were raised in a number of submissions, a summary of issues
is presented in some cases while in other cases issues raised are quoted directly from submissions.

2.1. COMMENTS ON THE BROADER SCHEME AND ROAD NETWORK

Some public consultees expressed support for the need to upgrade the road between Cork and
Ringaskiddy in order to relieve congestion, assist the development of the port at Ringaskiddy and
adhere to the TEN-T Strategy. Some felt that the development of the proposed motorway is
excessive and that the existing N28 should be upgraded to facilitate local and port traffic. Others felt
that public money would be better spent on the upgrade of local and regional road schemes in areas
such as Carrigaline, Clarke’s Hill and Coach Hill. Some expressed their difficulty in supporting the
level of expenditure on a scheme that does not address traffic congestion and network capacity in
communities adjacent to the project. Some public consultees believed that the net benefit of the
proposed project had not, to date, been demonstrated to outweigh the environmental and social
costs to adjacent communities.

2.1.1 Capacity of the Bloomfield Interchange and N40, associated safety implications and
general motorway comments

Public consultees felt that the M28 project should not proceed until the overall N40 Demand
Management Study and a strategy for dealing with the existing congestion on the N40 is developed.
Some thought that this should have been made available to the public in advance of the submission
date for feedback on the preferred route alignment. Some public consultees felt that the M28 works
should not proceed until the Dunkettle Interchange is operational. Some expressed concern with
respect to the capacity of the Bloomfield Interchange to cater for existing and future traffic and
questioned if a road safety audit had been carried out on this interchange. Public Consultees
believed that any time saving achieved by traffic on the proposed motorway would be lost at
Bloomfield Interchange and the N40.

Public consultees were concerned that an increase in traffic numbers, and in particular Heavy Goods
Vehicles (HGVs) would lead to additional noise, air pollution, vibration and increased risk of
accidents along the proposed M28, which would potentially impact negatively on the health and
quality of life of communities living adjacent to the proposed road. Some questioned the location of
a motorway through residential areas and queried if alternatives to using the N28 had been
explored. Some proposed that the completion of an outer ring be considered which would include
the construction of a new road travelling west from the Shannonpark roundabout and north or
south of the Airport to link up with the North Ring route. Some asked that a Risk Management Plan
be prepared to address issues in relation to the estimated changes to quantities and type of traffic
that would use the M28. Public consultees asked that mitigation measures proposed as part of the
project would not just satisfy a minimum design standard, but would be of acceptable standard from
the impacted communities’ perspective.
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Public consultees questioned the validity of the traffic figures used in the M28 scheme traffic models
and felt that these should be reviewed and updated to verify the 2016 design.

Public consultees questioned if the additional surface area of the proposed road would present a
flood risk in the Owenaboy catchment area.

There was concern that tolls were being considered for the M28 and N40 and that the removal of
traffic from the Shanbally and Ringaskiddy areas would be negated if the M28 were to be tolled.

2.1.2 Port of Cork relocation to Ringaskiddy

Some public consultees stated that the Port of Cork (POC) should remain where it is and not move to
Ringaskiddy. They stated that while the POC has access to a rail link at its current location, there is
no rail link at Ringaskiddy and questioned whether a rail link had been explored. They felt that the
proposed M28 would not be required if the POC did not move. Some questioned the validity of the
Port of Cork Company POCC planning application, given that the completion of the M28 is a
condition for the full development of the port. Some public consultees felt that the M28 and
Dunkettle Interchange should have been considered as part of the Environmental Impact Statement
(EIS) for the POC development.

2.1.3 Public Transport and Sustainable Development

Public consultees queried how the proposal would impact on public transport and if existing
scheduled bus routes would be affected, or if existing bus-stops would be moved from their current
locations. Some public consultees stated that there is a lack of green alternatives to transport in the
current proposal and that carpooling options, bus and cycle lanes should be included as part of the
scheme along what would become the old N28. They felt that the lack of allowance for bus and
cycle lanes on the scheme encouraged more vehicle use.

2.1.4 Non-Motorway Users and Signage

Public consultees were concerned that the proposal to upgrade the N28 to motorway status would
mean that Non-Motorway Users (NMUs) — i.e. those not allowed to use the motorway, such as L-
drivers, Motorbikes under 50cc and slow moving vehicles, will no longer be able to use the
N28/M28. They also queried how NMUs travelling on the N40 be able to access the Rochestown
and Douglas areas if the N40 remained the N40, but the N28 becomes the M28.

2.1.5 Land take for the Motorway

Public consultees sought clarification on whether the N28 would be widened between the
Bloomfield interchange and the Carr’s Hill Interchange and if the road would be closer to their
homes as a result. Details of the proposed land take and any houses required to be compulsorily
purchased for the motorway scheme were requested.

Some public consultees were concerned that the design team were not working from the most up to
date information. They thought that the team may not be aware of planning permissions along the
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preferred route alignment. Some expressed disappointment that the proposed route would mean
that planning permission would not be granted on family owned lands in the scheme corridor.

2.1.6 Noise and Air Pollution

Public consultees were concerned that additional and increased noise would be generated from the
construction of and the traffic on the proposed M28 upgrade. Some residents stated that they were
already affected by considerable noise from the existing N28, which was not adequately addressed
as part of the original construction of the N28. They were worried that this would be exacerbated by
the wider motorway and the additional northbound M28/N40 lane bringing the road closer to
homes. Public Consultees expressed their disappointment that details of noise mitigation were not
available at this stage and called for effective high quality sound barriers and low noise road
surfacing to be included throughout the project. Public consultees felt that sound barriers should be
installed along the entire Mulcon Valley corridor and M28 corridor.

Public consultees were concerned about the health risk to residents, workers and communities along
the M28 corridor as a result of the pollution from fumes connected with the increased traffic
volumes, in particular HGVs using the proposed M28.

2.1.7 Visual Impact of the Road

Public consultees were concerned that the road would have a significant impact on the unspoiled
countryside. They felt that every effort should be made to minimise the visual impact through the
use of vegetation and trees, as well as locating the road below the existing ground level where
possible.

2.1.8 Safety Barriers

Public Consultees were concerned about safety along the proposed M28. Some felt that the future
traffic merging from Bloomfield Interchange and crossing with traffic coming from the N40 (tunnel
direction) would not be safe. Public consultees asked that central barriers be installed along the
M28 and that walls be installed along the length of the M28 to prevent pedestrian access.

2.1.9 Speed Limits

Public consultees queried what the speed limit would be on the Motorway. Some requested that
speed be limited to 60KPH between Bloomfield Interchange and the Maryborough Hill Overbridge.

2.1.10 Construction Stage

There was concern raised about how traffic, construction noise and dust would be managed during
the construction period so as to minimise the impact on residents along the M28 preferred route
corridor. Some questioned if traffic would be maintained on Maryborough Hill during the
construction of the widened bridge at Maryborough Hill. Others questioned whether traffic would
be maintained on the Maryborough Hill on-ramp and Mount Oval off-ramp during the construction
of the alternative ramp arrangements.

MCT0597RP0O059F01 6
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2.2 NORTHERN END OF SCHEME - BLOOMFIELD INTERCHANGE TO
SHANNONPARK ROUNDABOUT

2.2.1 ROCHESTOWN ROAD ROUNDABOUT

Public consultees were supportive that the Mount Oval off ramp would remain open and that an
alternative to the Maryborough Hill slip road had been proposed. Some, were concerned that there
would still be large volumes of traffic coming from the Bloomfield Interchange onto the R610 and
the Rochestown Road Roundabout. Some felt that visibility at the bottom of the Rochestown off-
ramp for traffic accessing the R610 is poor and believed that it should be improved to increase
safety. Some felt that St. Patrick’s Roundabout is not capable of dealing with current traffic and
guestioned its capacity to deal safely with current and future traffic. They felt that both St. Patrick’s
Roundabout and the Rochestown Road should be upgraded to cater for future traffic flows.

Some public consultees felt that the proposals will make it more difficult to access to and from
estates along Rochestown Road and asked that traffic lighting be upgraded to facilitate this access
and egress. Some stated that those trying to exit from St. Patrick’s Church experience long delays as
traffic from Douglas and the N40 gets priority. Others stated that the Maryborough Estate was
currently used as a rat-run, and they were concerned that this would be made worse by the
proposed scheme.

2.2.2 Belgard Downs, Delford, Kiltegan, Lissadell, Maryborough Heights, Newlyn Vale,
Rochestown Rise, Wainsfort

Public consultees questioned the need for the proposed additional northbound N28 to N40 lane and
some called for its abandonment. Some questioned why a new bridge was required to
accommodate the proposed northbound lane. Some asked if the Rochestown Road overbridge
could be widened to accommodate the proposed additional northbound lane, and in particular
widened on the St. Patrick’s Church side to move the road further away from houses. Concern was
raised about the height and proximity of the proposed additional northbound lane. Public
consultees were worried that the construction of an additional carriageway would bring the road
closer to existing homes along the existing N28 corridor, and would mean more vibration, noise and
air pollution. They were also concerned that an increase in elevation of the new road would
adversely affect the privacy of adjacent homes and that the view from homes would consist of a
continuous flow of traffic

Public consultees expressed a lack of trust in Cork County Council and TIl with respect to addressing
the issue of noise. They outlined how residents of Belgard Downs, Delford, Kiltegan, Lissadell,
Maryborough Heights, Newlyn Vale, Rochestown Rise, Wainsfort and other estates adjacent to the
N28 have made numerous representations to Cork County Council and TII (formerly NRA) with
regard to this issue. Some specifically referred to the lack of communication around the recent
removal of trees adjacent to houses between the N28 and Newlyn Vale.

Some public consultees referenced the 2012 Strategic Noise Mapping of the area which outlines
areas with high noise levels and the Cork Agglomeration Area Noise Action Plan 2013-2018. They
felt that, with traffic on the proposed additional northbound lane and the increased traffic on the
widened M28, noise levels would increase and that the noise would continue throughout the night
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due to traffic traveling to and from the POC. Some public consultees were concerned that the
location of the change of speed limit was adjacent to their home and that there would be additional
noise generated from the acceleration and deceleration in the vicinity of this sign.

Some public consultees felt that any noise mitigation measures proposed as part of the M28 project
would be beneficial in reducing existing noise levels as well as mitigating expected future noise levels
and should be advanced as a matter of urgency.

Public consultees stated that effective sound barriers should be combined with landscaping to
ensure that they are not visually obtrusive. Others stated their preference that any retaining wall or
sound barriers should be restricted to ensure no negative impact to daylight to the rear of their
houses.

Some public consultees queried if the wooded area between Rochestown Rise and the N28 would be
impacted by the works and requested that the proposed lane be realigned to ensure that
encroachment of the proposed M28 on the mature woodland would be minimal. They felt that this
woodland acts as a barrier to noise and air pollution from the existing N28 and that the view of
woodland screened the visual impact of the road. They pointed out that the woodland was a well-
used amenity with diverse wildlife. Some requested that as much as possible of the local woodlands
and the Mulcon Valley should be retained for recreational purposes and for the protection of any
wildlife habitats that exist there and that this information be provided to the public.

Public consultees were concerned that the land take for the widened M28 might encroach on some
of their homes or gardens.

Some public consultees were concerned about the construction period and questioned if their
estates would be used as construction bases. They queried how noise, dust and traffic would be
managed so that residents would not be impacted. They were also concerned that there might be
structural damage done to homes as a result of the proximity of the road.

Public Consultees felt that the proposal would impact negatively on their community and quality of
life and also result in a significant devaluation of their homes and felt that they should be
compensated for the disruption and loss of value to their homes

2.2.3 Maryborough Ridge

Some public consultees welcomed the removal of the link to and from the M28 via Maryborough
Ridge. Others were disappointed by its removal, and in particular the removal of the realignment of
the L6477 and roundabout at the junction of the L6477 and the Garryduff Road. They felt that this
roundabout should be completed, as the visibility at this junction is limited.

Public consultees considered that the exit from Maryborough Ridge was dangerous and should be
upgraded as part of the scheme, particularly in light of proposed development of zoned lands within
Maryborough Ridge.

Public consultees requested details of the noise mitigation measures and boundary treatments
proposed for the Maryborough Ridge estate with respect to the proposed M28.
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Some public consultees queried the land take of the proposed roundabout south of the
Maryborough Ridge estate. Some highlighted the requirement to maintain foul and storm sewers at
the Maryborough Hill Bridge during the construction stage.

2.2.4 Anti-social Behaviour

Public consultees considered that that careful design of the boundary treatments on the M28 could
address some existing occurrences of antisocial behaviour such as stone-throwing from the
Maryborough Hill Bridge onto the N28 and crossing of the N28 and gathering of youths in areas
between Lissadell and the Downs. They also requested that any redundant parts of the existing
Mount Oval and Maryborough Hill ramps left after scheme completion would be landscaped.

2.2.5 Clarke’s Hill and Coach Hill

Public consultees welcomed the advancement of the Clarke’s Hill improvement scheme and right
turning lane from Rochestown Road to Clarke’s Hill. They felt that the condition of both Clarke’s Hill
and Coach Hill was not adequate to accommodate the type and intensity of traffic that currently use
them and felt it unjust that large budgets are being expended in delivering high standard
infrastructure to strategic port traffic while Clarke’s Hill and Coach Hill have not been upgraded.

Public consultees were concerned that there would be limited space available on the Rochestown
Road due to the proposed right turning lane to Clarke’s hill. They were concerned that emergency
vehicles and buses would not have enough space to pass and that this would lead to tail-backs.
Others suggested that the scheme should ensure that cars would be able to pass buses on Clarke’s
Hill and asked if Bus Eireann had been invited to comment on the proposals.

Public consultees asked that the proposed design at Clarke’s Hill considers the difficulty that
residents in the vicinity of the Rochestown Road-Clarke’s hill junction already face trying to access
and leave their homes. They felt that the widening of the road and inclusion of a right turning lane
from Rochestown Road to Clarke’s Hill would worsen this situation. They requested that the safety
of this junction be reviewed and that appropriate signalisation and traffic control measures be
implemented at this location, taking their safe access and egress into account.

2.2.6 Mount Oval Village

Public consultees expressed support for the upgrading of the Mount Oval off ramp. Some public
consultees were concerned that the Mount Oval through-road would not have the capacity to deal
with increased future traffic levels. Some were concerned that the construction of the proposed
redesigned ramps would lead to issues of subsidence in their existing dwellings at Rowan Hill.
Others felt that they would be sandwiched between the existing access road and the redesigned
M28 off-ramp and asked if they would be compensated for what they felt would be a substantial loss
to the value of their property as a result. Public consultees felt that existing traffic calming measures
should be reviewed prior to the new proposal and additional speed ramps installed. Some queried
what speed limit would be applied to the new Mount Oval off-ramp. Others requested that better
lighting and signage would be used on the redesigned off-ramp. Some requested that the existing
road sculpture at the bottom of the Mount Oval off-ramp be retained and repositioned to a
prominent position adjacent to the redesigned Mount Oval off-ramp so that residents can still enjoy
and take pride in it, as well as use it as a landmark of the Mount Oval village.
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Public consultees were concerned that there would be increased noise and air pollution as a result of
the increased levels of traffic and proximity to the proposed M28 and redesigned Mount Oval off-
ramp. They were concerned that the proposals would remove existing trees, which provide noise
and visual screening and requested that appropriate noise reduction measures would be included as
part of the M28 scheme. They requested that any such measures would reduce both existing and
future traffic noise and would also be visually acceptable. Some requested that any trees removed
as part of the construction process should be replaced with trees native to the area and in such a
way as to ensure that natural light would not be blocked from homes.

Public consultees requested that the area of the existing Mount Oval Off-ramp should be filled in
and landscaped and others questioned what boundary treatment would be erected between the
M28 and Mount Oval.

Some public consultees requested that an on-ramp to the M28 from Mount Oval be provided as part
of the works, which, they suggested, would alleviate traffic congestion on Maryborough Hill, Clarke’s
Hill and Rochestown Road. Others queried if a connection could be made between Mount Oval
Village and Broadale to lessen the length of the return journey.

2.2.7 Closure of Existing Maryborough Hill On-ramp and Proposed new Maryborough Hill
link road and On-ramp and Carr’s Hill

While some public consultees welcomed the Maryborough Link Road proposal as an alternative to
the existing Maryborough Hill on-ramp, others felt that the existing Maryborough on-ramp should
remain and be redesigned and upgraded as necessary. Some felt that closing the existing
Maryborough Hill on-ramp would impact negatively on the traffic congestion in the area. They felt
that residents would not travel south to join the M28 northbound as this would increase journey
times, and that the proposal would encourage people to travel through Douglas or through
Maryborough Woods estate, adding to the traffic congestion in the area and the village. They also
felt that the new Maryborough Hill link road used to access the M28 would add distance and
therefore cost as well as increased journey time and car emissions. They felt that all these
represented a negative impact on their quality of life without any corresponding benefit from the
motorway.

Some public consultees questioned why the existing Maryborough Slip Road remained open if it is
unsafe. Others questioned why it was to be closed and the proposed link road located in close
proximity to it, at a location where there are currently traffic congestion issues. Some suggested
that sight lines to the proposed link road are not adequate from the flyover bridge and that if the
bridge was widened to include a right turning lane to the existing Maryborough Hill on-ramp that
congestion in the area would be improved. Some felt that the original proposal of accessing the
M28 via Maryborough Ridge was a superior option and that the current proposal represented the
‘path of least resistance’. They felt that the process of losing a family home by compulsory purchase
was very stressful and felt that no houses would have to be compulsorily purchased if the option to
access the M28 via Maryborough Ridge was chosen.

Public consultees felt that there would be increased traffic on the Maryborough Hill as a result of the
newly proposed Maryborough two-way link, which would lead to an increased risk of accidents
occurring. They felt that Maryborough Hill road and pedestrian and cycle paths should be upgraded
to cater for this increase, particularly between the Maryborough Hill Bridge and the junction with
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Garryduff Road. Some recommended that the link only be one way from Maryborough Hill to the
M28.

Some public consultees were concerned that the proposed link road would impact negatively on the
viability of the Douglas Golf Club, noting that it provided extensive sporting facilities for those living
in the Douglas and surrounding areas and is an essential part of the sporting, social and commercial
life of the locality. They highlighted the importance of the club as a green amenity facility in the
Douglas Area was confirmed in Cork County Councils DLUTS study and asked that the design of the
M28 and Maryborough Link road take account of the impact of any encroachment on the clubs lands
or development adjacent to the course boundaries. Some public consultees felt that there would be
a risk of being hit by stray golf balls along the Maryborough Link Road. Others felt that this land was
of ecological and cultural importance and that the construction of the proposed link road would
have a serious impact on the wildlife and historical heritage in the area.

Public consultees were concerned that lighting of the Maryborough Link Road would cause light
pollution to their houses with the risk of causing sleep disorders. They also felt that the lighting of
this road might facilitate anti-social behaviour.

Public consultees were concerned that traffic on the Maryborough Link road would back up from the
roundabout due to traffic on the Carr’s Hill Road having priority. They suggested that a free flow lane
from Maryborough Hill to the M28 should be provided in order to prevent such queuing. Public
consultees felt that the point at which the proposed northbound merging lane meets the M28
should be as close to the joining position of the original Maryborough onramp as possible.

Public consultees queried if the T-junction from Maryborough Hill to the Maryborough Link Road
would be signalised. Some felt that there should be a roundabout at this junction to avoid backing
up of traffic both on Maryborough Link road and Maryborough Hill.

Some public consultees questioned if the proposed Maryborough Link Road takes future
development into account, noting in particular the capacity for development of 450 housing units on
the Castletreasure site adjacent to the Douglas Golf course.

Public consultees asked that details of the new Maryborough Hill Bridge be provided so that any
impacts on adjacent properties could be assessed. Details of the proposed landscaping, boundary
walls and noise mitigation measures were also requested. Some also queried how traffic would be
catered for during the construction of the Maryborough Hill Bridge.

Some public consultees questioned if the recent purchase of a property adjacent to where the
proposed link road would commence was linked to the current proposal.

Public consultees felt that the existing width and condition of Carr’s Hill Road (R609) would be
insufficient to cater for increased traffic as a result of the proposed Carr’s Hill junction. They
questioned if impacts had been assessed and if mitigation measures were proposed.

MCT0597RP0O059F01 11



Preferred Route Alignment and Junction Strategy -
Consultation Report RPS

2.2.8 Ballinrea Road (Board of Works Road)

Public consultees queried whether Ballinrea Road, also referred to as the Board of Works Road,
would retain access to the N28. They felt that this road should be upgraded as part of the proposed
M28 project, particularly at the junction with Ballinimlagh and the N28.

2.3 SOUTHERN END OF SCHEME - SHANNONPARK ROUNDABOUT TO
RINGASKIDDY ROUNDABOUT

2.3.1 Shannonpark Interchange Roundabout

Public consultees were concerned about the visual impact of the embankments proposed at the
Shannonpark Interchange. Some felt that the interchange and proposed M28 would be very close to
a cluster of homes to the east of the existing Shannonpark roundabout. Some felt that their homes
would be sandwiched between the old N28 and M28. Public consultees felt that the elevated
structures and embankments proposed as part of the Shannonpark interchange would severely
impact on their quality of life, including loss of privacy, noise pollution and devaluation of their
property. Some requested that their property be purchased and that they be compensated for the
inconvenience of having to move to facilitate this development. Some public consultees requested
that access be maintained to their lands if affected by the proposed interchange.

Some public consultees felt that a 3D model of the proposed structure should have been available to
give them a feel for the scale of the interchange and how it would impact on the surrounding
properties. They were disappointed that the height of the proposed structure was not available and
felt that a tunnel should be constructed and not a flyover to minimise the visual impact on the rural
setting.

Public consultees expressed concern about the impact on air quality from exhaust fumes from traffic
gueuing at the proposed Shannonpark interchange and its effect on health. They questioned what
the existing emission levels were and what the proposed emissions would be when the development
was complete. Some questioned if redevelopment of the area adjacent to Shannonpark Interchange
was planned and if this would be residential or industrial and would resources for residents be
included in the scheme including paths, lighting and bus-stops. There was concern with respect to
the safety of pedestrians and cyclists crossing at the Shannonpark interchange. Public consultees
questioned if risk management in case of emergencies had been reviewed for the M28 in relation to
residents adjacent the Shannonpark Interchange. Some questioned if footpaths would be included
on the flyover crossing the interchange and if these would be extended to Carrigaline.

Some public consultees queried if the interchange would be controlled by traffic lights or be free-
flow. They felt that including traffic lights would result in considerable delays to traffic travelling to
and from Carrigaline. Some felt that the proposed lane for traffic merging from Carrigaline to the
M28 is too short. Others commented that there were enough roundabouts in Carrigaline without
the addition of those at the Shannonpark Interchange.

Public consultees felt that the proposed Shannonpark Interchange would not be sufficient to cater
for the anticipated development of up to 1,000 houses at the Shannonpark housing development,
and that this would lead to additional traffic queuing and congestion in the area.
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Some public consultees queried where traffic would be diverted if there was an accident on the M28
between Shannonpark and Carr’s Hill.

Public Consultees felt that the existing R611 should be upgraded to 2 lanes southbound from the
interchange to Carrigaline to relieve the existing bottleneck, which they felt would be exacerbated
by increased traffic from the proposed M28.

Some public consultees requested that the Cork County Council greenway cycleway between
Carrigaline and Passage West be taken into account in the design of the project.

2.3.2 Shannonpark interchange to Shanbally Interchange

Public consultees felt that Cogan’s Road (L6472) should remain open as it is a very well used road
and established link for traffic between Carrigaline, Passage West and Monkstown. They felt that
closing it would drive traffic towards the Shannonpark interchange, increasing this already
congested junction. Some contributes felt that while neither the L6472 nor the L2490 is safe, that
the L2490 has a particularly restricted pinch point at the railway bridge and that the junction with
the N28 for right turning traffic to Passage West/Monkstown/ Moneygourney is more dangerous
and difficult to negotiate than the left turn onto the N28 from the L6472. They felt that this is likely
to be exacerbated with the anticipated development of 1,000 houses at the Shannonpark housing
development. Some felt that the closure of the L6472 would increase traffic along the Fernhill Road
(L2490).

Some public consultees supported the closure of Cogan’s Road but questioned what would be done
with the redundant section of road after the closure. They were concerned that this would become
a target for illegal parking, illegal dumping or anti-social behaviour.

Public consultees asked if the road alignment could be moved further south away from homes in the
area of Raffeen Quarry. Some queried if the quarry would be re-opened to provide material for the
motorway and if there would be blasting in the quarry to provide material for the motorway
construction. If this were to be the case they were concerned that there would be damage, noise
and pollution as a result and questioned what measures were in place to ensure that they would not
be impacted. Some requested that a pedestrian and cyclist underpass could be provided at Raffeen.

Public consultees were concerned that the Preferred Route Alignment impacts on the Hibernian
Soccer Club and asked if pitches would be affected.

2.3.3 Shanbally Roundabout

Public consultees were concerned that the structure at Shanbally Interchange would present a
significant visual impact in a predominantly green area. They were also concerned that there would
be an impact on the wildlife of the area as a result of the construction of this structure. They were
also concerned about the noise generated from traffic in the area and due to the construction of the
structure.

Some public consultees felt that the proposed Shanbally Interchange will have a significantly
negative impact on zoned industrial lands at Raheens and requested that access be provided to
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these lands by including a roundabout on the southern side of the M28 Shanbally Interchange, which
links to the L2492 in the Coolmore area. They felt that providing this roundabout and link road
would significantly improve connectivity for existing and future road users in the area. They
proposed that its inclusion would mean that the L2492 could be closed to through traffic and negate
the need for the underbridge at Marian Terrace.

Public consultees requested that boundary treatments to the roads in the vicinity of the Shanbally
interchange would ensure the security to industrial sites in the area is maintained. They queried
whether the eastern link from the Shanbally Interchange to the north of the proposed M28 would be
blocked and how this would be achieved.

2.3.4 Barnahely Roundabout and R613

Public consultees were concerned that there would be an increase in freight traffic along the R613
between the Barnahely Roundabout and the western Deep Water Berth (DWB) access and that this
would represent a significant risk to pedestrians, cyclists and road users. They were also concerned
that the increase in HGV traffic along this route would result in increased levels of noise, dust,
exhaust fumes and congestion in the area and that the vibration caused by this traffic would impact
on their homes. They asked if these impacts had been assessed and what mitigation measures
would be put in place.

Public consultees were concerned that the current M28 proposal only connects to the Port’s East
Terminal Access. They felt that without an upgrade to the existing R613, the use of the port’s
western DWB access will be compromised. They felt that this would mean that the primary function
of the M28, to serve the port was not fulfilled and that the overall potential of the M28 scheme
would therefore be limited and the economic development of the region constrained. They also felt
that not upgrading the R613 as part of the scheme would impact on port efficiency and limit the
port’s flexibility to deal with an emergency incident. Surveys were presented to support their
assertion that DWB traffic would continue to use the N28 rather than using the R613, which, they
felt, would give rise to safety, environmental, social and traffic issues and would negatively impact
on the residents of Ringaskiddy in the long term.

Public consultees were further concerned that the preferred junction option that had been
developed for the port’s East Terminal access, in consultation with Cork County Council and the TII
differed from the roundabout shown in the current proposal.

There was concern expressed that a single lane each way is proposed from the Barnahely
roundabout to the eastern port access and not 2 full lanes each way, which was assumed at the Oral
Hearing for the expansion of the port at Ringaskiddy. They were concerned that a single lane would
not be sufficient, particularly if other developable lands are opened up by the M28 along that
section.

Some public consultees were concerned that the land requirements for the Barnahely roundabout
would impinge on the adjacent sites, reducing the area of land that would be available for further
development.

Public consultees felt that there would be congestion and queuing on the Barnahely roundabout at
change of shift times from the adjacent industries.
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2.3.5 Old Post Office Road and Lower Harbour National School

Public consultees were concerned that the closure of the Old Post office Road would remove direct
access by car between Ringaskiddy village and residents of Old Post Office Road, Tower Road and
attendees of the Lower Harbour National School. They felt that the increased journey length to
access the school from the village is unacceptable. They were concerned that families and the
elderly community living to the south of the proposed M28 would be isolated from the village of
Ringaskiddy and would have to navigate a highly trafficked roundabout at Loughbeg roundabout to
access the village. Many were concerned that the proposed closure of the Old Post Office Road to
vehicles would isolate homes on the Old post office road to access from the emergency services as
these vehicles are unable to turn from the School Road onto Old Post Office Road. Others felt that
due to this inability to turn from the School Road onto Old Post Office Road that they would be
unable to access their home with their boat as they currently do throughout the year.

Public consultees felt that the proposed 4m deep and 150m long pedestrian underpass would
discourage walking or cycling access to the village as people would be concerned about using such
an imposing structure and worried about their security. Some suggested that an over bridge would
offer more security and transparency.

Public consultees stated that the Lower Harbour National School promoted the Department of
Education initiative of encouraging children to walk to school and encouraged the “Walk on
Wednesday” practice. They noted that the children from the school use the local community hall,
oratory and green area in the village, and felt that having to use the proposed underpass would
discourage these activities and deprive the children of these vital resources.

Public consultees were concerned that the proposed underpass would be vulnerable to flooding.
They described the proposed access to the Lower Harbour National School from the R613 as little
more than a farm track that was vulnerable to flooding, some stating that the road to the west of
the school had been flooded for several weeks during Winter 2015. Some were concerned that this
road would become much busier as people tried to avoid the roundabouts on the M28, resulting in
increased risk to safety. Others stated that the school road cannot be transited by any bus or vehicle
larger than a twenty- seater bus and is virtually impassable at school collection and drop-off times.

There was concern that an under pass would attract an antisocial element to the area, and that the
creation of a cul-de-sac would lead to illegal dumping. Some were concerned that the underpass
would be gated and locked at night, which would lead to further isolation of residents of Old Post
Office Road.

There was concern expressed that the proposed route transects a site purchased to facilitate the
amalgamation of the Shanbally and Lower Harbour National schools. Public consultees pointed out
this was the only viable site located for a school development in over a decade of intense efforts and
negotiations. They felt that financial compensation for the loss of the site was of little benefit to the
school given the scarcity of alternative suitable sites available in the wider Ringaskiddy area. They
felt that the future educational needs of the community have been put at risk by the proposed
development and that this would impact directly on the community. They expressed the opinion
that children in the community have a right to expect that their educational needs will continue to
be respected and supported by the agencies of the state.
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There was particular concern that, in the event of a major emergency within the Lower Harbour
area, the closure of Old Post Office Road would limit evacuation of pupils and staff to a single route.
Cork County Council’s Major Emergency Plan envisages that children and staff remain in the school
until they are evacuated by buses provided by the emergency services. Should this single access
route be impeded for any reason in the event of an emergency, then there is no alternative route
available for vehicular access. Public consultees felt that if the proposed changes are implemented
on Old Post Office Road, then the School Road should be upgraded to ensure that it can be readily
transited by larger vehicles to facilitate the swift and safe evacuation of staff and pupils in the event
of an emergency. The upgrade should include for widening of the road or introducing passing points
to facilitate two-way traffic.

Some public consultees felt that it is unacceptable to separate the Warren Castle and the Martello
Tower from the community. They noted that the access to the Martello Tower is located in
Ringaskiddy and is within the corridor of the proposed M28. Some asked if a small parking area and
access to the tower could be provided during construction of the M28, thus providing a tourist
attraction conveniently located beside the car ferry.

2.3.6 Loughbeg Roundabout

Some public consultees were concerned about the access arrangements to Ringport Business Park.
They felt that the current proposal would compromise the capacity of the entrance and plans for
expansion within the park and were concerned that this be designed to standards that would
accommodate HGVs using the entrance and that the road lining arrangement would not limit access
to the residential estate to a left-in, left-out arrangement. They suggested that access to the
Ringport Business Park should be either via direct access from the Roundabout or via an alternative
alignment to the proposed access road from the Loughbeg Road. They outlined the security
requirements of the site and requested that any new boundary treatment be high level stone faced
wall. They requested that the Bord Gais Networks pipe and the wastewater treatment plant on their
site would not be affected by the proposal and that any necessary works would be carried out as
part of the contract. They were concerned that the proposal would impact on the land available for
parking within the site. They also requested access to the EIS when available.

Some public consultees asked that the Loughbeg roundabout be signalised, to ensure that traffic
from the local roads can gain access to the M28.

2.3.7 Ringaskiddy Roundabout to Barnahely Roundabout

Public consultees were concerned that non-port traffic would avoid using the single lane between
the Ringaskiddy and Barnahely roundabouts as they would be delayed by HGV traffic from the port.
They felt that non-port traffic would travel through Ringaskiddy village to join the motorway at
Barnahely, thereby overtaking the slower HGV traffic and this would negate any improvement with
respect to traffic in Ringaskiddy village.

Public consultees felt that there should be footpaths provided on the single-carriageway between
Barnahely and Loughbeg roundabouts.
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2.3.8 Ringaskiddy - General

Public consultees expressed the view that the residents of Ringaskiddy have accommodated a lot of
disturbance over the years with little return. They felt that they had waited a long time for a roads
scheme to remove the traffic congestion from the village, but that the proposed scheme presented
more issues than it solved. They felt that the proposed scheme is facilitating industry to the
detriment of the local community and with no benefit to the local community. Some found it
difficult to understand why the M28 was needed in the area — effectively creating a third route
parallel to the N28 and L6474 serving the same area.

Public consultees felt that the village of Ringaskiddy would be sandwiched between the Port of Cork
and the proposed M28 and that sections of the community would be isolated from the village,
contrary to proper planning and sustainable development of the area. They felt that the proposed
alignment would be constructed through a green belt and is in contravention of the stated objective
of the Carrigaline Electoral Local Area Plan 2011 which seeks “to protect, maintain and enhance the
residential amenities of the existing community at Ringaskiddy village”.

Public consultees felt that the proposed route would be too close to homes and that the peace and
privacy of living in the countryside would be replaced by heavy traffic running close to their
property, creating noise, vibrations, dust and exhaust fumes continuously. Some asked if prevailing
winds would increase the impact of noise along the M28. Public consultees were concerned that
emissions from exhaust fumes and dust from traffic would impact on their health and that the
proximity of the motorway would present a safety risk to their children. They felt that the proposed
road and associated mitigation measures would impact on the views from their homes and may
impact on the light to their gardens if trees are planted as landscaping to the proposed route. There
was also concern that there would be infestation of their homes by rodents during the clearing of
the site during the construction stage.

Public consultees felt that the proposed route would impact negatively on their property values and
that the 2008 route option was a better option in that it was further away from houses and did not
divide the village of Ringaskiddy. They felt that this had been abandoned to avoid birds and wildlife
and that people deserve equal consideration.

2.3.9 Motorway Service area

Public consultees were concerned that the location of the Motorway Service Area (MSA) was
depriving the residents of Ringaskiddy of the last foreshore view from the village of Ringaskiddy.
Some questioned the reasons for having a motorway service station at the end of a road. Others
guestioned why the public are paying for the MSA and not the POCC.

Some public consultees questioned the location, type, scale and land take required and demand for
the Motorway Service Area. They felt unclear as to the intended function of the MSA, whether it
was intended to serve all road users or as a HGV rest area primarily supporting the Port of Cork.
They stated that the proposed MSA has the potential to include shop, restaurant and food facilities
in addition to the HGV rest area spaces and welfare facilities. They were concerned that the
proposed MSA would generate local traffic and referenced the Spatial Planning and National Roads
Guidelines that stipulate that facilities included in service areas should be of a type that avoid the
attraction of short, local trips or the locations becoming destinations for local customers. They
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stated that the impact of the proposed MSA on the Ringaskiddy Mobility Management Plan should
be assessed. They outlined that as part of the Freight Mobility Management Plan for Ringaskiddy,
that there would be a Vehicle Booking in System (VBS) in operation. Scheduled VBS slots will be
provided to drivers and they stated that it would be unlikely that additional rest periods would be
included with the daily planning given that many drivers are local to the area.

2.4 PUBLIC CONSULTATION

Some public consultees were satisfied that the team took feedback from previous consultations on
board and returned with revised options for the northern end of the scheme, while others were
disappointed that some issues raised in submissions were not addressed in the current proposals.
Some expressed disappointment that individual responses to written submissions were not
provided.

Public consultees felt that there should have been more detailed information available at the open
days including information on noise mitigation measures, noise barriers, land take details, details of
how much closer the proposed works would be to homes, details and cross sections of the revised
bridge details and environmental information. Some felt that a full scale-model of the proposed
scheme should have been available.

Public consultees thought that the location of the Public Open Day in Carrigaline displayed a lack of
respect to the Ringaskiddy community. They felt that a venue should have been chosen in
Ringaskiddy as some people were unable to travel to Carrigaline to attend.

Some public consultees were concerned that people were unaware of the consultation as there
were no signs on Maryborough Hill making people aware of the consultation. Others felt that the
information should have been made available online ahead of the consultation day so that people
could review and digest the plans and have their questions for the project team on the consultation
day. Some felt that answers provided by the project team at the open days were vague. Others felt
that the public consultation was more a form of news management by Cork County Council.

Public consultees welcomed the publication of the consultation report on the project website.
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3 NEXT STAGES OF PROJECT DEVELOPMENT

3.1 WHAT HAPPENS NEXT

A detailed examination of the consultation submissions has been undertaken and the issues raised
are currently being considered by the Design Team in the finalisation of the M28 Cork to Ringaskiddy
Motorway Scheme.

The Final Scheme will be put on public display in advance of the publication of the Motorway Order
and Environmental Impact Statement. It is expected that the final scheme will be displayed before
the end of 2016.

Once the Final Scheme has been designed, the extent of property required will be determined. This
will allow the Motorway Order (MO) to be prepared. The Motorway Order will identify property
that is required to be compulsorily purchased for the development of the M28 Cork to Ringaskiddy
Motorway Scheme.

An Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the scheme is currently being prepared and will be
finalised once the scheme design has been completed.

It is envisaged that the MO and EIS will be completed before the end of 2016.

Subject to approval, it is expected that the MO and EIS will be published in January 2017, starting the
statutory planning process.

The EIS and the maps and schedules associated with the MO will be on display in the offices of the
local authority for a period of not less than one month following publication. Formal submissions
may be made at that time to An Bord Pleandla (ABP) and for a period of not less than two weeks
after that display period.

An Oral Hearing on the project may take place, if required by ABP.
ABP may approve the scheme, approve with modifications or reject the scheme.

Subject to ABP approval and availability of funding, the scheme then advances to the procurement
and construction phases.

Construction may include a number of contracts in advance of the main construction contract for
the scheme, such as diversion of existing services, site investigations, archaeological investigations
and site fencing.

It is estimated that main construction contract will take at least 2 years.
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bed aparimands and 1 no. 2
bed apartment. Alsa, plan-
iy permission for the son-
strustion of a 2 staruy eutan-
sien on fop of The asdsting
building i conlain 1na. 2
had malsenetta apartrment. 1
i, & bed malsonatte spark-
ment and 2 rad. 3 bed apart-
ments. Algo, planning pee-
mission far slsation
changes shong John Fed-
o Sireel 1o imChus addi-
ticnal windowes a first floor
kel the revision of &
groursd Tigar windos 1o a
door and all ancitary site
warks al na. B8 John Red-
el Sreal, Cork. The
manning soplizstion may ba
inapected, or purchsed af a
Toa not secaading the rea-
sonable cost of making a
wapy, al the offices of the

Situations
Vacant

ARCHITECTURAL Tuchni-
clan reguired for measured
surveys i drawing wark,
part time with a vew to full
lirme pos. Pleass aend T 1o
.pdrich&ig‘nﬁm-:il
Ouimier diivers wanited Crast-
field caba Glanmira, quality
wanrk Tel ﬂ@ﬁ-&m

Taxl Driver noedod fullfpart
Day/night. 087- 4511196,
Tani driver required, also tax
1o lense, Ph 0674549168

Yeliow Cabs

tequine 1 mwner drher,
tanihacknay DB7-2E1TEED,

Eﬂumg

R

RGN reisred far Blaies Hill

Nursing hama, full time,
sia starl. Tel

21-4304229,

18 Fas Safe
Pass Douvsas

Apré,T 8, 813141516331 22
Ve, Theurs Fri, Sal.

0218620101 /0870541311

ManuslHandilng Fres Paring.

Courses

Fuenry Ties, Thurs an! Bat.
Little |sland Cork Parking
and Lunch, Book anfine af
afmss infmursesisafe-pass.
carky or call 1850 315 415,

A FAS SAFE

Gourses

PASS COURSE
85

EVERY SUTURDWY
FREE FARKING
Ph. (47 6719072,

Gork College Of
Therapy

85 South Main 5t Cork
G1-2r5541 Intematonally
recomn sed CIDESCO ard
CIETAC coursns, PRCRS now
avalisle, e full tire
{1 yaar} ar part timg
{2 yaars). Tultion in beauty,
Bl derapy, waking,
alecirolysis, spry tanning,
nall art, acrlic @nd gel nails,
Irecfiary hemd massaga

killing and refracher
coursas 10 epille e
apartavced theraplsts
Contact we will your
reuinernents. Esl 1983 Cur
exgariames {8 your guaranize

Cork 021-4274455
email ads@eecho.ie

Tatm

Doncughmens Barney s
3 mnd cons, B5-B4180680

mcaravans

FESENERGEARNEE AR R

Fountains lcwn beach,
rabils homas oo siks frrn €0
- £37K, &7 T520050

Kiflerglin Hollday Park,
e homes far salc, suit
o budpes, 086 313305

Summeddiald Pack Youghal,
choazs of Moaile Homes On
Sig froem €12k - €30k,

Tel: (187 7675816,

4 - Draws &
Raffies

Nmm Harrlars, Black-
all, Eagter Draw Rezults,
2015.!51 1&1 P. Guserin; 3nd
DEA Joe OFShea, Snd 1002
W, Fraymm; dib 1081 RL
Frayne; it 257 Anna
D'Callaghan: Eih 653 Sarah
O'Zuliwan; Tih 537 Heather
ol [ Quinkam; &th 1382 B
Prake; Sk 1358 WD Four-
ket 90th B3E Anniz Fielel
118k 07 Gratsen Buckley.
12t 753 Peter Barry, 13ch
1278 EHogan. 1dth 714 G
O'Heill. 15tk B54 dacab &
Rosa. 16th 1575 Hartnelt,
1710 269 R Culnnana. 18th
1266 D Hallinan, 19th 280 G
Foloy, 20h 1104 & Kallahar
2181 1370 ) Golgan. 22nd

&
Personal @
| ] Al R W 3 ]

Glen- Eire Cabs

(2 1-d500500 MayTedd Fis
Cabs 021-4552008; Bally-
wolane Eire Cabs
031-4552007 Glanmire area
0 1=500E00%, Mohon Paird
Cabs 021-4515151;
Rachestawn Taxis
021-4841111; Freaphong
Taxls 1800 4841117, Corks
largast flaat undor ang roof
Taxi, Hackney &nd Mini Bus,

A Royal Orchid, 1ba bes] Thai
fazaage in kiallow by K & F
Ph: 086 -100S0T8

Beauty tharapees and mas-
seuse Tal 0&7-6r 3022

Darknya Thal Massaga, @
€ 35 par four. Tel ’
080-8084872, 0ET-DO4006 .

Midieton Thai Massage.
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TRADES &
SERVICES

Bathrooms

DAVE REA

CHECKERS

JASON TRAVIS
& HIS BAND

DERRINASAFA wil s || CORTONT - OUCHOT LT
D Driscoll v P o ey l-llﬂ'lli . ﬂ::“:
G ey | G O g
POULADUFE: Sun 3o | epiiner coveeding €150, o
| Byrwe v L Sulliven risinbsh i1 sl the Reggsirar of

Companies it e Company bis

AVALE Sun 230 F. Coomey | cesstd 10 camy o
¥ K Doncrvan

TAARTIN st Spm F Calnan

¥ 8 Nyhan Sun 3pm Johe | Sompenies 4ei, 146 i strike

Sories v Hoel O Dnnovan | e mme of thi Carepany of
Shorien ¥ el U Donovn | 05

TOGHER  fam 130 §
n'lkhml!sw

Public Notice

OUNTY CI

PUBLIC NOTICE

MIR CORK T0 RINGASKIDIY MOTORWAY
S(HEME - PUBLIC CONEULTATION

Thee preposed M25 Cork o Ringashidiy Motureny Scheme
frus Bioambeh] lnterchange Village s 4
infrmstructare project ind & curvently at desgn

g,

Cnrie County Counl, in partnershag: with Transpart

Imfrmstrichre (reland Germerly MHADL i Rolding public

Infermatinn days om the shave project on the follnwing deies

* Donday, 4t April 2006 at the Maryhornagh Hocel
& Spa, Dougles frem 2 Dlpos bo 2 O0pa

» Tuewday, Sch April 2018 al ibe Carrignline Cowrt
[Eots] from 2 Ol o B e

The inliowisg infirmsbon will be presemied:

* The owernll M2 scheme from the W4T South Rlng Rusd
tn Hingaskidiy,

- propased junctions for the route

& Thee vipdbrtend progeeaks Tor acoses o the serihens end of
the scheme between Rochesiown ad Can's Fll

Cark Coanty Coumecil mtafl and the prajeet team will ke
avsdalibe b aniwer fisstens sl disooss the proposals m
rplor

Cork Cempty Conmecil i mvitiigf weilien feedback from
mlerepied partiss oo the proposals fom dth Apedl f B8k
May 2016,
Submissloss an e selwme shoold be forwarded by post o
oo
Cork Cousty Couneil,
Cork National Ronds Office,
[Richsond, Glanmire, Co. Caoric
Email; &
wwrwn 2B ringaskiddy.cun®
* Hote: Indormation om the propoasls will ke
uphinidid 10 dhe wbaite at 2.00pm on Monday,
At April 2016,

Irigh Examinar
Saturday 02 04 2HE
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