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Professor Austin Smyth

Transport Analysis & Advocacy Ltd
cfo 21 Kings Road

Belfast BTS 6JF

United Kingdom

Date: 24 April 2024

Re: Bus Connects Templeogue/Rathfarnham to City Centre Core Bus Corridor Scheme
Tempieogue/Rathfarnham to City Centre

Dear Sir f Madam,
An Bord Pleanala has received your recent submission in relation to the above-mentioned proposed
road development and will take it into consideration in its determination of the matter.

Please note that the proposed road development shall not be carried out unless the Board has
approved it or approved it with modifications.

If you have any queries in the mean time, please contact the undersigned officer of the Board at
laps@pleanala.ie

Please quote the above mentioned An Bord Pleanala reference number in any correspondence or
telephone contact with the Board.

Yours faithfully,

R Rmeme D

Eimear Reilly
Executive Officer
Direct Line: 01-8737184
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Kevin McGettigan

From: Eimear Reilly

Sent; Wednesday 10 April 2024 09:23

To: Kevin McGettigan

Subject: FW: Re Bus Connects Templeogue/Rathfarnham to City Centre Core Bus Corridor
Scheme Further Response in response to invitation dated 23rd Feb

Attachments: Follow up TAA Submission on behalf of Terenure Templeogue SCA v2.pdf

Importance: High

Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

From: LAPS <laps@pleanala.ie>
Sent: Tuesday, April 2, 2024 10;13 AM
To: Eimear Reilly <e.reilly@pleanala.ie>
" Subject: FW: Re Bus Connects Templeogue/Rathfarnham to City Centre Core Bus Corridor Scheme Further Response in
response to invitation dated 23rd Feb
Importance: High

From:

Sent: Thursday, March 28, 2024 5:27 PM

To: LAPS <laps@pleanala.ie>

Cc

Subject: FW: Re Bus Connects Templeogue/Rathfarnham to City Centre Core Bus Corridor Scheme Further Response in
response to invitation dated 23rd Feb

Importance: High

Caution: This is an External Email and may have malicious content. Please take care when clicking links or opening
attachments. When in doubt, contact the ICT Helpdesk.

Ff°m=—
Sent: Thursday, March 28, 2024 5:24 PM

To: 'laps@pleanala.ie’ <laps@pleanala.ie>
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response to invitation dated 23rd Feb
Impoertance: High

Case Number ABP-316272-23

Reference: Terenure & Templeogue SCA

28" March 2024
FAQ

Eimear Reilly
Executive Officer
An Bord Pleanila

Dear Eimear
Re Bus Connects Templeogue/Rathfarnham to City Centre Core Bus Corridor Scheme

| received your letter (dated 23rd February 2024) on 1st March 2024 inviting me to provide any response to the National
Transport Authority’s (NTA) response to observations submitted by TAA Ltd on August 15%, 2023, concerning the NTA's
plans for the Templeogue/Rathfarnham to City Centre Core Bus Corridor Scheme,

| am representing Terenure & Templeogue SCA CLG, 88 Parkmore Drive, Terenure, Dublin DBW X657 in their
observation on this issue and the organisation has asked me to make a further observation on its behalf following
publication by An Bord Pleandla (ABP) on your website of the NTA’s response to the original submission | made on its
behalf.

Please find attached our response to that invitation.

Yours sincerely

Professor Austin Smyth

Transport Analysis & Advocacy Ltd.
¢/o 21 Kings Road

Belfast BT5 6JF



Case Number ABP-316272-23

Reference: Terenure & Templeogue SCA

28" March 2024
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Eimear Reilly
Executive Officer
An Bord Pleandla

Dear Eimear
Re Bus Connects Templeogue/Rathfarnham to City Centre Core Bus Corridor Scheme

! received your letter (dated 23rd February 2024) on 1st March 2024 inviting me to provide any
response to the National Transport Authority’s (NTA) response to observations submitted by TAA Ltd
on August 15, 2023, concerning the NTA’s plans for the Templeogue/Rathfarnham to City Centre
Core Bus Corridor Scheme.

| am representing Terenure & Templeogue SCA CLG, 88 Parkmore Drive, Terenure, Dublin DeW
X657 in their observation on this issue and the organisation has asked me to make a further
observation on its behalf following publication by An Bord Pleanala (ABP} on your website of the
NTA's response to the original submission | made on its behalf.

Unfortunately, we have had grave difficulties with the deadline of 28 March. As an experienced
professional in the planning area it is apparent the timescale has been unrealistic and unreasonable.
This is confirmed when a comparison is drawn with the extensions to deadlines afforded to the NTA
by ABP during this process to accommodate its own inability to meet the timetable for submission
deadlines setby ABP. Itis apparent the NTA has been accommodated generously by An Bord Pleanéla
with several extensions to ABP’s timetable, totalling at least 2 months.

We have therefore found it very difficult to respond in a meaningful way.

Rather that respond point by point to the clear ‘yellow boxes’ in our submission, NTA has chosen to
allocate these to 15 categories devised by it.

NTA has only given a direct response to 4 of the 15 categories into which it has grouped our
observations and concerns that form our original submission and that extends to 90 pages.

The 15 areas into which the NTA groups our submission are:

‘1. Request Oral Hearing

2. Templeogue Road Bus Gate
3. Traffic Redistribution

4. Road Safety



5. Rathmines Road Bus Gate
6. Access to amenities
7. Elderly and Disability Access
8. Assessment of Alternatives:
a. Rathgar Road
b. Rathmines Road
9, Alternative options
a. Bus priority signals
b. Park and ride facilities
c. Cashless fare payment
d. Congestion charges
e. Metro
f. Tram / Luas
g. BRT
10. Error in Chapter 3 referring to Option S2-20
11. Predicted increase in trips on the corridor is unprecedented
12. Traffic
a. Diverted to residential areas
b. Traffic Management Measures
c. Increased congestion
13. Robustness of Transport Modelling including validation of predicted increase in cycling volumes
14. Robustness of Business Case
15. Request for additional studies/reviews to be undertaken’

Of these they deal with four, as highlighted;
point 10 {error in chapter 3 (which they admit),
point 13 (robustness of transport modelling)
point 14 (robustness in business case} and
point 15 (further studies).

We have decided to reply in two parts, the first dealing with matters not responded to at all {insofar
as we can see) and the second dealing with the 4 points to which they have responded directly.

In relation to Issue 10, the NTA acknowledges that there is an error in Section 3.3.2.1.2 of Chapter 3
of the EIAR which refers to Option $2-20. This should refer instead to Option 52-10. “To determine
the impact that the Proposed Scheme has on modal share in the direct study area as a result of its
implementation, the weighted average number of people moved by each mode (Car, Bus, Active
Modes) has been extracted from the ERM / LAM. The analysis compares the Do Minimum and Do
Something scenarios both in the inbound and outbound direction in the AM and PM peak hours (8-
9am, 5- 6pm) for each forecast year {2028, 2043). As outlined previously, the same demographic
assumptions (population, employment levels} are included in both the Do Minimum and Do
Something scenarios. The bus network and frequency assumptions are also the same in both
scenarios and are in line with the BusConnects bus network proposals. It is acknowledged, therefore,
that the assessment is conservative in terms of the level of people movement that is predicted in the
Do Something scenario.

The implication of this is that in their response fail to address the issue of our arguments about
unprecedented growths in travel and the inability of the transport system including buses to cope



with such demands and the consequences that has across that sector of the city and into the city
centre.

In relation to Issue 13, the NTA is satisfied that the transport modelling carried out to inform the
design and assessment of the Proposed Scheme, as extensively documented in Chapter 6 of the EIAR
and its associated Appendices, is robust,

This [s simply a bald statement without any evidence to back up the claim in the statement and
therefore fails to address our observations made re. points subsumed into issue 13.

In refation to cycling trips, the following is noted in Section 6.4.6.1.8.1 of Chapter 6 of the EIAR: “The
Proposed Scheme will facilitate a step change in the level of segregated cycling provision in
comparison with existing conditions along the entire length of the corridor. The transport modelling
is conservative in terms of the predicted cycling mode share. This is misleading. Their focus is on
supply of space for cycling. There is no robust demand modelling of cycling employed in support of
their case.

In relation to Item 14, all major publicly funded infrastructure projects, such as the BusConnects
Infrastructure Schemes are subject to the Public Spending Code {gov.ie - The Public Spending Code
(www.gov.ie)) which requires the production of appropriate economic appraisals and business cases.
The Preliminary Business Case for BusConnects schemes is set out at the following link. The
document sets out the keys costs and benefits of the schemes,

This PBC refers to the overall business case for the BusConnects programme across all corridors but
not specific to each corridor. Each will demonstrate its own performance and it is assessment of
that performance for this corridor we are referring to in our submission. [t is anticipated to be one of
the poorest performing schemes within the overall BusConnects programme.

In relation to Issue 15, the NTA notes that comprehensive studies and analysis have been
undertaken to inform the design and assessment of the Proposed Scheme. The requirement or
otherwise for additional reviews is a matter for An Bord Pleanéla to decide. This is an important
consideration for An Bord Pleanéla in arriving at its decision.

Furthermore, the failure to address the other specific points we have made that the NTA itself has
grouped into 11 other arbitrary categories demonstrates lack of respect for a challenging
submission when compared to other submissions, for instance on selected largely supportive cycling
submissions that are given extended coverage in their replies.

We submit NTA should be asked by you to reply point by point to the observations we made and
highlighted in our ‘vellow boxes’ in the submission, so that An Bord Pleanala has all the responses
to hand and you should defer any decision untii they do so.

It would be entirely normal practice that points are responded to in the same order as they are
made and the way NTA has tackled this is contemptuous of the process over which An Bord Pleanala
presides.

Points not responded to at all by the NTA encompass the following. These are numerous and
include {page numbers from our original submission)

1 our questioning the transport and traffic effectiveness of the proposal p11
2 our concern about mobility impaired residents p11



3 the road safety risks and detrimental environmental effect from redistributing freight vehicle
traffic p11

4 the potential for informal park and rides p11

5 why there is no park and ride proposed at Spawell p12

6 why cashless payment is not in place for buses p12

7 no explanation for the remarkable projected growth forecasts of 123% in 2028, with no
comparable outturn in lreland or the UK p26

8 no explanation for the 74% increase in total AM peak hour trips p 26 9;our questioning the
robustness of models that achieve the figures set out in 7 and 8 p27

10 our questioning of the 79% increase in the number of people walking or cycling p27

11 no explanation for the failure to propose a BRT alternative p32

12 no explanation for the rejection of LRT p32

13 no discussion of our contention that demand management measures would be unsuccessful and
that effectively constraining people from making journeys by car without other modes having
capacity would not deliver an effective system p34

14 no explanation of the position regarding working from home p35

15 the inconsistency in nomenclature of options, an unprofessional practice p55

16 our concern that a bus gate is the most stringent form of demand management and may not be
applied uniformly and consistently across corridors p56

17 the robustness of models and business case in the light of 123%and 74% increases p59 18;our
observation that traffic redistribution to surrounding roads is not a defined goal of the project p80
19 any discussion of our concerns about the apparent pattern of traffic redistribution exhibited in
diagram 6.40 or 6.41 p80

Many of these points appear in several parts of our submission for different areas and the list is not
exhaustive.

In the case of points 1 to 6 we can only submit to you that their lack of response is an
acknowledgement that what we say is correct and you should proceed accordingly. For most of the
points, we have to infer that they are unable to answer and to justify key aspects of their scheme.

We think it is unsatisfactory in the extreme that no oral hearing is to be held as this would seem to
be the only route to extract reasoned explanations from NTA of any of these points. We respectfully
ask that you consider this decision again or find some other mechanism to extract answers to which
we can respond to the important issues raised.

A planning system asking any organisation or individual to comment on responses from the
promoter of a scheme in writing is only effective where that promoter (i.e. in this case the NTA) has
in fact commented in a meaningful way that is transparent in their response document to the
organisation or individual asked to comment on the promoter’s responses. Otherwise that system
may lose its credibility in the eyes of the pubic and quite possibly its legitimacy.

Yours sincerely

Professor Austin Smyth

Transport Analysis & Advocacy Ltd.
¢fo 21 Kings Road

Belfast BTS 6JF



Kevin McGettigan

From: Eimear Reilly

Sent; Wednesday 10 April 2024 09:23

To: Kevin McGettigan

Subject: FW: Re Bus Connects Templeogue/Rathfarnham to City Centre Core Bus Corridor
Scheme Further Response in response to invitation dated 23rd Feb

Attachments: Follow up TAA Submission on behalf of Terenure Templeogue SCA v2.pdf

Importance: High

Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

From: LAPS <laps@pleanala.ie>

Sent: Tuesday, April 2, 2024 10:12 AM

To: Eimear Reilly <e.reilly@pleanala.ie>

Subject: FW: Re Bus Connects Templeogue/Rathfarnham to City Centre Core Bus Corridor Scheme Further Response in
response to invitation dated 23rd Feb

Importance: High

From
Sent: Thursday, March 28, 2024 5:24 PM
To: LAPS <laps@pleanala.ie>

Cfm>
Supject: Ke Bus Connects lempleogue/Rathfarnham to City Centre Core Bus Corridor Scheme Further Response in

response to invitation dated 23rd Feb
Importance: High

Caution: This is an External Email and may have malicious content. Please take care when clicking links or opening
attachments. When in doubt, contact the ICT Heipdesk.
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Eimear Reilly
Executive Officer
An Bord Pleanala

Dear Eimear
Re Bus Connects Templeogue/Rathfarnham to City Centre Core Bus Corridor Scheme

| received your letter (dated 23rd February 2024) on 1st March 2024 inviting me to provide any response to the National
Transport Authority’s (NTA) response to observations submitted by TAA Ltd on August 15, 2023, concerning the NTA's
plans for the Templeogue/Rathfarnham to City Centre Core Bus Corridor Scheme.

| am representing Terenure & Templeogue SCA CLG, 88 Parkmore Drive, Terenure, Dubiin D6W X657 in their
observation on this issue and the organisation has asked me to make a further observation on its behalf following
publication by An Bord Pleandla {ABP) on your website of the NTA’s response {o the original submission | made on its
behalf.

Please find attached our response to that invitation.

Yours sincerely

Professor Austin Smyth

Transport Analysis & Advocacy Ltd.
cfo 21 Kings Road

Belfast BT5 6JF
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Reference: Terenure & Tempieogue SCA
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Eimear Reilly
Executive Officer
An Bord Pleanala

Dear Eimear
Re Bus Connects Templeogue/Rathfarnham to City Centre Core Bus Corridor Scheme

| received your letter {dated 23rd February 2024} on 1st March 2024 inviting me to provide any
response to the National Transport Authority’s (NTA} response to observations submitted by TAA Ltd
on August 15%, 2023, concerning the NTA’s plans for the Templeogue/Rathfarnham to City Centre
Core Bus Corridor Scheme.

| am representing Terenure & Tempieogue SCA CLG, 88 Parkmore Drive, Terenure, Dublin D6W
X657 in their observation on this issue and the organisation has asked me to make a further
observation on its behalf following publication by An Bord Pleanala (ABP) on your website of the
NTA's response to the original submission | made on its behalf.

Unfortunately, we have had grave difficulties with the deadline of 28 March. As an experienced
professional in the planning area it is apparent the timescale has been unrealistic and unreasonable.
This is confirmed when a comparison is drawn with the extensions to deadlines afforded to the NTA
by ABP during this process to accommodate its own inability to meet the timetable for submission
deadlines set by ABP. Itis apparent the NTA has been accommodated generously by An Bord Pleandla
with several extensions to ABP’s timetable, totalling at least 2 months,

We have therefore found it very difficult to respond in a meaningful way.

Rather that respond point by point to the clear ‘yellow boxes’ in our submission, NTA has chosen to
allocate these to 15 categories devised by it.

NTA has only given a direct response to 4 of the 15 categories into which it has grouped our
observations and concerns that form our original submission and that extends to 90 pages.

The 15 areas into which the NTA groups our submission are:

‘1. Request Oral Hearing

2. Templecgue Road Bus Gate
3. Traffic Redistribution

4. Road Safety



5. Rathmines Road Bus Gate
6. Access to amenities
7. Elderly and Disability Access
8. Assessment of Alternatives:
a. Rathgar Road
b. Rathmines Road
9. Alternative options
a. Bus priority signals
b. Park and ride facilities
c. Cashless fare payment
d. Congestion charges
e. Metro
f. Tram / Luas
g. BRT
10. Error in Chapter 3 referring to Option 52-20
11. Predicted increase in trips on the corridor is unprecedented
12. Traffic
a. Diverted to residential areas
h. Traffic Management Measures
c. Increased congestion
13. Robustness of Transport Modelling including validation of predicted increase in cycling volumes
14. Robustness of Business Case
15. Request for additional studies/reviews to be undertaken’

Of these they deal with four, as highlighted;
paint 10 {error in chapter 3 (which they admit},
point 13 (robustness of transport modelling)
point 14 (robustness in business case) and
point 15 {further studies).

We have decided to reply in two parts, the first dealing with matters not responded to at all {insofar
as we can see) and the second dealing with the 4 points to which they have responded directly.

In relation to Issue 10, the NTA acknowledges that there is an error in Section 3.3.2.1.2 of Chapter 3
of the EIAR which refers to Option $2-20. This should refer instead to Option 52-10. “To determine
the impact that the Proposed Scheme has on modal share in the direct study area as a result of its
implementation, the weighted average number of people moved by each mode {Car, Bus, Active
Modes) has been extracted from the ERM / LAM. The analysis compares the Do Minimum and Do
Something scenarios both in the inbound and outbound direction in the AM and PM peak hours (8-
9am, 5- 6pm) for each forecast year (2028, 2043). As outlined previously, the same demographic
assumptions {population, employment levels} are included in both the Do Minimum and Do
Something scenarios. The bus network and frequency assumptions are also the same in both
scenarios and are in line with the BusConnects bus network proposals. It is acknowledged, therefore,
that the assessment is conservative in terms of the level of people movement that is predicted in the
Do Something scenario.

The implication of this is that in their response fail to address the issue of our arguments about
unprecedented growths in travel and the inability of the transport system including buses to cope



with such demands and the consequences that has across that sector of the city and into the city
centre.

In relation to Issue 13, the NTA is satisfied that the transport modelling carried out to inform the
design and assessment of the Proposed Scheme, as extensively documented in Chapter 6 of the EIAR
and its associated Appendices, is robust.

This Is simply a bald statement without any evidence to back up the claim in the statement and
therefore fails to address our observations made re. points subsumed into issue 13.

In relation to cycling trips, the following is noted in Section 6.4.6.1.8.1 of Chapter 6 of the EIAR: “The
Proposed Scheme will facilitate a step change in the level of segregated cycling provision in
comparison with existing conditions along the entire length of the corridor. The transport modelling
is conservative in terms of the predicted cycling mode share. This is misleading. Their focus is on
supply of space for cycling. There is no robust demand modelling of cycling employed in support of
their case.

In relation to Iltem 14, all major publicly funded infrastructure projects, such as the BusConnects
Infrastructure Schemes are subject to the Public Spending Code {gov.ie - The Public Spending Code
(www.gov.ie)) which requires the production of appropriate economic appraisals and business cases.
The Preliminary Business Case for BusConnects schemes is set out at the following link. The
document sets out the keys costs and benefits of the schemes.

This PBC refers to the overall business case for the BusConnects programme across all corridors but
not specific to each corridor. Each will demonstrate its own performance and it is assessment of
that performance for this corridor we are referring to in our submission. It is anticipated to be one of
the poorest performing schemes within the overall BusConnects programme.

In relation to Issue 15, the NTA notes that comprehensive studies and analysis have been
undertaken to inform the design and assessment of the Proposed Scheme. The requirement or
otherwise for additional reviews is a matter for An Bord Pleanala to decide. This is an important
consideration for An Bord Pleanadla in arriving at its decision.

Furthermore, the failure to address the other specific points we have made that the NTA itself has
grouped into 11 other arbitrary categories demonstrates lack of respect for a challenging
submission when compared to other submissions, for instance on selected largely supportive cycling
submissions that are given extended coverage in their replies.

We submit NTA should be asked by you to reply point by point to the observations we made and
highlighted in our ‘yellow boxes’ in the submission, so that An Bord Pleandla has all the responses
to hand and you should defer any decision until they do so.

It would be entirely normal practice that points are responded to in the same order as they are
made and the way NTA has tackled this is contemptuous of the process over which An Bord Pleanala
presides.

Points not responded to at all by the NTA encompass the following. These are numerous and
include {page numbers from our original submission}

1 our questioning the transport and traffic effectiveness of the proposal p11
2 our concern about mobility impaired residents p11




3 the road safety risks and detrimental environmental effect from redistributing freight vehicle
traffic p11

4 the potential for informai park and rides p11

5 why there is no park and ride proposed at Spawell p12

6 why cashless payment is not in place for buses p12

7 no explanation for the remarkable projected growth forecasts of 123% in 2028, with no
comparable outturn in Ireland or the UK p26

8 no explanation for the 74% increase in total AM peak hour trips p 26 9;0ur questicning the
robustness of models that achieve the figures set outin 7 and 8 p27

10 our questioning of the 79% increase in the number of people walking or cycling p27

11 no explanation for the failure to propose a BRT alternative p32

12 no explanation for the rejection of LRT p32

13 no discussion of our contention that demand management measures would be unsuccessful and
that effectively constraining people from making journeys by car without other modes having
capacity would not deliver an effective system p34

14 no explanation of the position regarding working from home p35

15 the inconsistency in nomenclature of options, an unprofessional practice p55

16 our concern that a bus gate is the most stringent form of demand management and may not be
applied uniformly and consistently across corridors p56

17 the robustness of models and business case in the light of 123%and 74% increases p59 18;our
observation that traffic redistribution to surrounding roads is not a defined goal of the project p80
13 any discussion of our concerns about the apparent pattern of traffic redistribution exhibited in
diagram 6.40 or 6.41 p80

Many of these points appear in several parts of our submission for different areas and the list is not
exhaustive.

In the case of points 1 to 6 we ¢an only submit to you that their lack of response is an
acknowledgement that what we say is correct and you should proceed accordingly. For most of the
points, we have to infer that they are unable to answer and to justify key aspects of their scheme.

We think it is unsatisfactory in the extreme that no oral hearing is to be held as this would seem to
be the only route to extract reasoned explanations from NTA of any of these points. We respectfully
ask that you consider this decision again or find some other mechanism to extract answers to which
we can respond to the important issues raised.

A planning system asking any organisation or individual to comment on responses from the
promoter of a scheme in writing is only effective where that promoter (i.e.in this case the NTA) has
in fact commented in a meaningful way that is transparent in their response document to the
organisation or individual asked to comment on the promoter’s responses, Otherwise that system
may lose its credibility in the eyes of the pubic and quite possibly its legitimacy.

Yours sincerely

Professor Austin Smyth

Transport Analysis & Advocacy Ltd.
¢/o 21 Kings Road

Belfast BTS 6JF



