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On Inhdf af the LIve 16 Moore Street Commit -. "

prdiniHry _er VoltB+l_Ptjnt

\\’e believe in the pUbIIC interest and Justice as your covering letter states that An Bord Pleanala
sr auld refraIn from rnak Ing a decIsion on the above planning applicatIons until the upcoming High

Court proceedings Issued by Hammenons against the City Cwncil are fully concluded. Likewise no

decision should in rude until such bme as a local area plan (LAP} is drawn up in line with the
requirements of the Dublin Development Plan. Our belief is that the ennre Moore Street Batttefie d
Area satisfies the criteria laid down by the High Court and Court of Appeal fDr protection ard
preservation as a National Monument since Its preservation as a 'theatre .= f conflict' (The NaUona}
Museum) is a matter of National importance.

[hrbHn City£QljrEil:_RF$ Anusu_eat}

We beIIeve asses'.H r'crs carrIed out to date of the foIIotyjng buildIngs are Incomplete, mISleading and
cannot be relied upon. They include:

NOS 11/12/13/18 '. q : : ' e Street

NOS 4-8 HenrY Place

NO IO Henry Place (The White House}

lk3 it Moore Street

No inspection/ evaluation was car lied out of the basement area of this buildIng

No inspecnon/e%luahon was carrIed out on any ancillarY buildings withIn the building plot that
stretches from the rear of No 11 1.' are Street to Moore Lane

No 12 Moor e StI et't

A5 aba.ye

No 1 t Mt#IIn ',tleet

AS above

It is also noted wlthtn the DCC assessment a footnote that lends weIght to our beIIef that 18th
century basements snH exist beneath much of the terrace IC>25 Moore StI eet

' I. CurIOUSly Goal s Insurance Plan of 1893 dcns not record a basement despIte the defHcnon of a
1lghtwell to the front pavement of the property on the l&i7 Ordnance Survey Map‘

In 2014 KevIn Rudden (BSC(Er )'.}, DIr>Enb DIS, Eurlnb CEng MIEI, RCor\sEt) of Garland Consultancy

was commissIoned by The Save Moore Stleet r ampaiBn to inspect No 14 to 17 Moole Street. DespIte

the Ir' tooth.In beIng SIte specIfIc, he was the fIrst professIonal to IdentIfy the pre 1916 party waIt
:.\ tv.'-.'n Nos 12/13 Moore Street. As a dIrect result that wall is now I eLO II ', it i+_' ' for addl'.I .n tO
the RPS, At the re I of No 16 Moore Street Mr Rudden also located and ldenhftpd subterranean brICk

vaLited arches. He /. , . of the VIew that these vaults extended beyond the dem3rcanon tlne af

i ?hi



r
\ aF '1- 11 Monument Nos 14- 17/18 rfloore Street. Tttis belief now has considerable weight added to

it by studying Goad's Fire Insurance Map (1961) an image of which was included as part of DCC's
assess'neat report. Clearly marked on the map and coverIng the rear yards of Nos 12-16 Moore

Street is the Insert gOon 'i & G Campbell Bk Vaulted Arch CommunitY

No 18 Moore Street

DCC's assessment that the buildIng was in 'ruins' during Easter Week 1916 is somewhat
disingenuous. A roofless or windowless structure can be saId to be ruinous What IS certaIn ' ; that No
18 was not a vacant lot in 1916 as has been suggestai. Ttlare is arnple specl3list evidence that proves

that at the very least the brick front wall facade of the building is pre.1916. Both the A ''for J and
Broderick Reports: 2014 confirmed thIS. Indeed, as far back as 2n11 The Shaffrey Conservation

Report submitted under a MinIsterial Consent AppIIcation singled out and noted that the facade is
late 19th century. Despite thIS No 18 IS not recommended to be added to the RPS and it is to r p
demoIIShed as part of the planning applicatIon.

Nos 4-8 Henry Place

, 2018 J rmes Kelly( BAnhSc fllpAnh MScUrd RIBA RIA) of Kelly and Cogan ArchItects was Instructed
by the Save Moore Street Canrpalgn and commISSIoned by DCC to assess a number of buIld,ags on

Henry Place and Moore Street for possible addtnon tI the RPS. The ou/ner of these buildIngs'
developer Hammerson's pIc refused Mr Kelly entry to these bUIldIngs inc Nos + 8 Henry Place. He

was able however from an on-street lnspectron to ascertain that the front wall of thIS bul =Ing was

pre 1916 in origl'I. Ur\hI then the buIldIng was scheduled for demollhon. FollowIng DCC's recent

assessment and far rh 1 Ff : I-' WIth Mr Kelly's fIndIngs, that wall IS now recommended for IIning. ThIS
adds considerable weIght to our beIIef and tha: of the Nahona} Museum of IIe,and that there more
monumental remaIns wi’' !' the site of natranal monument status

FJ > 11) ttl'Ivy place (The While HouseJ

We believe the assessment IS confUSIng and Incorrect. OpenIng up of the render on srnall 3ecnons of

the bUIldIng revealed 19th century brICkWOrk and llnnstone calp leadIng to the Informed assumf)non

tt ' It if not all, then some of the pre 1916 structure remaIned. The ghost out'lne of a staIrcase WIthIn
the bUIldIng was also deemed to be !9th centurY in orIgin. It stands to reason trIen that the
assessment that !t r buIldIng is a post 1916 structure tI not correct Of sustaInable and further

InvestIgatIon of the bUIldIng's fabrIC is needed. Once agaIn, the issess ''ent does not recornrnend

that thIS iconic bUIldIng be added to the RPS

It it. Mitldr'It

In 20 16 Ms Una SImpson of Courtney Deery HerItage Consuitancy Ltd uncovered through test pIts £n
the backyards of the NatIonal Monunrent Nos 14.18 Moore Street bwhat was has been descrIbed as

DUbIIn CIty'S 'P05t MedIeval RubbIsh Dl ln'jl' {See attached supra' Or'e document.I" :rt courtesy of

Ea'’Ion P Kelly Former Keeper oF Antlqu thes, Naaonal Museum of Ireland) There IS no mentIon of thIS

extraold+naly archaeOlogIcal hnd WIthin the plannIng 8ppllcahons. Indeed, to date there has been no
Independent archaeologIcal/ 41 . hltecturaI survey of the Moore StrePt B31tleheld SIte ExIstent
a , ,pssments have been carrIed out by devetoF IPI s, departmental contractors or DCC \, ho's plannIng

department and execuOve have supported the devoloonlent and demollnon of the bUIldIngs on the
SIte as far back as 1'799 when they gav I' permISsion for saId demoIItIon. More recently j2023) DCC
plant 't 'I s gave full pernusslon to the above planr''nB appIIcations before it t' RPS asse5snrents v/ere

carrIed out/ completed in our opInIon this lb hlehly Irregular if not II +'f al
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The ChaleT Hall Report is referenced and relied upn throughout the assessments, and we feel they
are somewhat our reMarK on this document. The Dtx>ley Hall report was merely a 'duktop' reaart

and as far as we are aware the authors did rmt visit or inspect the site in any great detail if at all. It's
also worth noting that Messrs UxieV/ Hall have no specialist archItectural quallhcatons, nor it
seerns any real upeRtse in Dublin and it's place withIn tIn context of the 1916 Rising. Mr tXroleys
speciality is acoonlirB tD his own biograptly ' Irish country housu and the landed class’ . Mr Hall is

known for his work on rew+utionary history ...In CountY Louth. When compared to the technial
knowIetbe and exlnrbse of Broderjck, Hosford, Kelly and Rudden or the h3'fcentJR of front-line

anhaeologkal expertise of Eamon P Kelly we believe the Dc>ole/ Hall Report is lacking substance and
value and its fIndings are not to be depended upon.

The presentation of drawings by Mob ArchItects in their response to the addItion of bUIldIngs to the
RPS (9.Ol.2024) in thIS area, the last e\tint 1916 battleground in our capital city, simply beggars

tnlie£ Ttre extent of proposal demc-lihons {page 4) in and around Henry Place - the evacuation route

taken by the volunteers fleeing for t ' etr IIves from the tximing GPO - is £3ggering. It is little .. antler
that the Departrtent holds that the extent of demolition in the Hammerson proposal is not
acceptable and have asked for a redrawlng of the plan. Four volunteers were i IIed in achon along

Henry Place.17 volunteers were wounded here. Under this plan we are to be left with a wall in
memory of their courage, braverY under fire and sacri-ce. Ttre so-called 'lntegrahon' of the ground
fIx ' facades of the O Brlen Mineral Water Works bUIlding (page 4, consis:- ' j of nothIng more than a
segment of wall beneath an eight-storY high hotel shows a blat Int dIsregard for ItS hIstorIC
Importance as the first building seized by volunteers and a crucial locahon in the story of the
evacuatIon. This IS not the conservation approach to this hIstorIC area tt it : '_I £' :'_ led

representatives wish to see adopted through their dec15ion to add buildIngs to the IISt of protected
struct.Ii es. It is nothing more than a crass cornmerclal approach that WIll result in the destructIon of
an area described by The Nabonal Museum of tre Ind as a 'theatre of confllct' ana 'the most

Important historIC site in mcIlern Irtsh hIstory'. It completeIY undermInes the decision of our elected
representatives to add buildings to the IISt and to protect this historIC area from the .-' '. o'er ?r 'i

wrecking ball The story of the I 'st battle of The RISIng and final headquarters of the GPO Garrison
can best be told or , the very ground and in the streets, laneways and bUIldings where they made
their last stand

'Battiefields are the IOOkIng glass Into the world of our ancestors. The generrbon that won
tndependence IIves iII the ideas we honour, the archItecture we presel ve and the Bdttleh.31 _ 5 ue yet

can save’ (Ron Max'J..' I . Writer DIrector, Gettysberg and of Gods and Generals)

GIven the outstandIng success of K !'’I .iilt:ini JaIl as a toul-lst attractIon and the plans for in reaslag

pedestrlanisabon of the centre of Dublin, P le ?.loore Street area is an ObvIOUS .iI t .' in those contexts
for both htstollc and aesthetIC reason! an’i warrants the least pOSSIble lnterfel enre in ItS styFe and
story

Nbnistnial C lqlsn\ t

There IS IUI appIIcatIon for MInIsterIal Consent to this proposed development.

The arBurnent that 'I .' :8llnlSt'I ':a'. already granted consent tO the O.I': dernolltrcn nf 14 tO 17 -

the removal of the party wall WIth no :18 Moore Street doe', not stand up. That consent was grantPd
to an enttrely dIfferent pl.,n!\Ing applicatIon submItted by Chartered Land for their '. . ' -I 'Paf k to
tl'c Sky' development
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Furthermore that consent new in the face ot Preservation Order no 1 of 2(D7 where the Minister

undertook to protect and preserve the National Monument. That order was adopted t,\ t' e Houses
of the Oireachtas .The protection of the National Monument therefore rests h 'tIl tIle members of r- e

D{reachtas. They are its guardIans in the public interest. The grant of consent to Chartered Lara

ul\dermined and Ignored the standIng of the elected members of both houses as prote,ti3rs of the
',lol\ynwnt. No Minister charged WIth the prOtectIOn of the history and heritage of the State can

unIlaterally grant consent for the demoIItIon of a NaboFal Monument in the private Interest of a
propertY developer and certainly not for the demolition of a Monument t'-e MInIster hImself F.35

undertaken to preserve, it follows that the grant of consent in this Instance was and is an invaIId
consent and in fact leaves the MInIster open to legal challenge in his failure to catnf out hIS duty in
the public interest as guardian of the patrimony of the State.

Ministerial Consent in thIS appllcahon \vas and IS a complete misuse of the ui,' pose 3nd meanIng of
the MInisterIal Consent conditIon in the Act the purpose of WhICh is to protect and preserve National
hlonuments from alteratIon or Interference or neglect.

I all(Itl.,iolr

In all the clrcurnstances it is clear that An Bord cannot in the put- llc Interest support thIS proposed
development if the legISlatIon des gned to protect bb,Id„- gs, structures or IOcatIons of natIonal

historic importance is to have any real meanIng.

m
PatrIck COOney

Save 16 Moore Street Ct lee

46 Shantall I OII,a

Beaulnorlt

DubIIn 9

1214


