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On behalf of the Save 16 Moore Street Committes Fes: € — Type:

Time: 1380 By: _de,.)

Preliminary Procedural Point

We believe in the public interest and lustice as your covering letter states that An Bord Pleanala
should refrain from making a decision on the above planning applications until the upcoming High
Court proceedings issued by Hammersons against the City Council are fully concluded. Likewise no
decision should be made until such time as a local area plan {LAP} is drawn up in fine with the
requirements of the Dublin Development Plan. Our belief is that the entire Moore Street Battlefie/d

Area satisfies the criteria laid down by the High Court and Court of Appeal for protection and
preservation as a National Monument since its preservation as a 'theatre of conflict’ (The National

Museumy} is a matter of National importance.
Dublin City Council: RPS Assessments

We believe assessiments carried out to date of the following buildings are incomplete, misleading and
cannot be ralied upon. They include:

Nos 11/12/13/18 Moore Street
Nos 4-8 Henry Place
Mo 10 Henry Place {The White House)

No 11 Moose Street

No inspection/ evaluation was carried out of the basement area of this building

No inspection/evaluation was carried out on any ancillary buildings within the building plot that
stretches from the rear of No 11 foore Street to Moore Lane

No 12 Moore Street
As above
NO 13 Moore Stieet
AS above

it 15 also noted within the DCC assessment a fooinote that lends weight to our belief that 18th
century basements still exist beneath much of the terrace 10-25 Moore Shieet

'1. Curiously Goad's Insurance Plan of 1893 does not record a basement despite the depiction of a
lightwell to the front pavement of the property on the 1847 Ordnance Survey Map'

in 2014 Kevin Rudden {BSc{Engz), DipEng, DLS, Euring, CEng, MIEL, RConsEl} of Garland Consultancy
was comnmissioned by The Save Moore Stieet Campaign to inspect No 14 to 17 Moore Street. Despite
the inspection being site specific, he was the first professional to identify the pre 1916 party walt
veen Nos 32/13 Moore Street. As a direct result that wall Is now recommended for addiion to
the 8PS, At the 1+ 11 of No 16 Moora Street Mr Rudden alto located and identrhed subterranean brick
vauited arches. He v s of the view that these vaults extended beyond the demarcanon line of
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NatonalMonument Nas 14- 17/18 Moore Street. This belief now has considerable weight added to
it by studying Goad's Fire Insurance Map (1961) an imag eof which was included as part of DCC's
a sas smentrepo rt Clearly marked on the map and covering the rea ryards of Nos 12-16 Moore
Streetis the ins cription') & G Campbell Bk Vaulted Arch Communi ty'

No 18 Mooe Street

DCC'sassessment that the building was in 'ruins'during Easter Week 1916 is somewhat
disingenuous. A roofless or windowless stru ctur e canbe said to be rui nows. What s certain 15 tha No
18 w asnot a vacant lot in 1916 as ha been suggested. Thereis anple spec ialistevidence that proves
that at the very least the brick front wall faca deof the buildng is pre-1916. Both the Ho<fo dand
Broderick Reports..20 ¥ confirmed thi s.indeed, as far back as 201 The Shaffr ey Co nsevation

Report su bmtted under a Ministerial Consent Application singed out and noted th atthe facade 15
late 15th century. Despite thisNo 1815 not recommended to be added to t he RPSand it is to be
demolished as p artof the planning application.

N s 4-8 Henry Place

2018 | amesKelly{ BArchSc DipArth MScUrd RiBA RiA) of Kelly and Cogan Architects was instructed
by the Save Moore Street Campaign and commissioned by DCC to assess a number of buildings on
Henry Place and Moare Street for po ssibleadd itionto the RPS. The owner of these buildings'
developer Ha mnerson's plc refu sai Mr Kelly entry to these buildings inc Nos 4 -8Henry Place, He
was able however from an on-street inspection to ascertain that the front wallof this bui 'dingwas
pre 1916 inori gin. Until hen the buitd ing was sc heduledfor demolition. Following DCC's recent
assassment and co ncurrencewith Mr Kel §'s findings, that wallis now recommended for listing. This

addsconsiderable weight to our belief and that of theNational Museum of Ireland th atthere more
monumental re mans within the site of national monument status.

No1 0 HenryPlace (TheW hite House)

We believe the ass essmentis confusing and incorr ed. Opening up of the render on small sections of
the building revealed 13th century brickwork and hmesto necalp leading to the in formedassumpbon
that ifn ot all, thensome of the pre 1916 structu reremained. The ghost outline ofa staircase wthin

the building was also deemed to be 15th century n origin. It stands to reason then that the
assas ment tha t hebuilding 15 a post 1916 st ructure 1snot carrect or sustainable and further
invesh gdon of the buildings fabric 1s needed. Once agan, the asess mentdoes not recommend
that this iconic buslding be added to the RPS

Tl:\‘ Midden

in 2016 Ms Linzi Simpson of Courtney Deery Hentage Consu itaicy Ltd uncovered through test pitsin
the backyards of the Natio ral Monument Nos 14-18 Moore Streetwhat was has been described as
Dublin City's 'Post Medieval Rubbish Dunp’ (See att ached supportingdocum antationcourtesy of
Eamm P Kelly Former Keeper of Antiguities, Naional Museum of | reland Thee is no mention of this
extraord inay achaealogical find within the planning applications. ind eed,to date there has been no
indep endert archaedogical/ architecturd survey of theMoore St reetBa ttidh dd site. Existent

a ssessmert shave beencarried out by devdo pes, depatmental contractors or DCC who'splanning
department and executive have suppored the developrent and demolitt onof the bui Iding on the
site as far backas 1999 when t hey gavepermussi o for said demoition. More recently (2023) DCC
plan ners gave ful permission to the above pl anningapplicat ors before t he S assess ment were
carried out/ completed. in our opison this  highlyier egula if not 1Hegd,
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The Dooley Hall Report is referenced and relied upon throughout the assessments, and we feal they
are somewhat over reliant on this document. The Docley Hall report was merely a 'desktop’ report
and as far as we are aware the authors did not visit or inspect the site in any great detail if at all. It's
also worth noting that Messrs Dooley/ Hall have no specialist architectural qualifications, nor it
seems any real expertise in Dublin and it's place within the context of the 1916 Rising. Mr Dooleys
speciality Is according to his own biography ' Irish country houses and the landed class’ . Mr Hall is
known for his work on revolutionary history ...in County Louth. When compared to the technical
knowledge and expertise of Broderick, Hosford, Kelly and Rudden or the half century of front-line
archaeological expertise of Eamon P Kelly we believe the Dooley Hall Report is lacking substance and
value and its findings are not to be depended upon.

The presentation of drawings by Mola Architects in their response to the addition of buildings to the
RPS (9.01.2024) in this area, the last extant 1916 battleground in our capital city, simply beggars
belief. The extent of proposed demolitions {page 4} in and around Henry Place - the evacuation route
taken by the volunteers fleeing for their lives from the buming GPO - is staggering. It is little wonder
that the Department holds that the extent of dempolition in the Hammerson proposal is not
acceptable and have asked for a redrawing of the plan. Four volunteers were & lled in action along

¢ Place.17 volunteers were wounded here. Under this plan we are to be left with a wall in
mamory of their courage, bravery under fire and sacrifice. The so-called 'integration’ of the ground
floor facades of the O Brien Mineral Water Works building (page 4) consisting of nothing more than a
segment of wall beneath an eight-story high hote! shows a blatant disregard for its historic
importance as the first building seized by volunteers and a crucial location in the story of the
evacuation. This is not the conservation approach to this historic area that our elected
representatives wish to see adopted through their decision to add buildings to the list of protected
structures. It is nothing more than a crass commercial approach that will resuit in the destruction of
an area described by The National Museum of treland as a 'theatre of conflict’ and ‘the most
important historic site in modern Irish history’. it completely undermines the decision of our elected
representatives to add buildings to the hist and to protect this historic area from the developer's
wrecking ball. The story of the last battle of The Rising and final headquarters of the GPO Garrison
can best be told on the very ground and in the streets, laneways and buildings where they made
their last stand.

‘Battlefields are the fooking glass into the world of our ancestors. The generation that won
tndependence lives in the ideas we honour, the architecture we preserve and the Battlehealds we yet
can save’ {(Ron Maxwel|, Writer Director, Gettysberg and of Gods and Generals)

Given the outstanding success of Kimainham Jail as a tourist attrachon and the plans for in:reasing
pedestrianisation of the centre of Dublin, the Moore Street area 1s an abvious in those contexts
for both historic and aesthetic reasons and warrants the least possible interference in its styie and

story.

Ministerial Consent
There is no apphcanon for Mirusterial Consent to this proposed development.

The argument that the rinister has siready granted consent to the part demohtion of 14to 17 -

the removal of the party wall with no 18 Moore Street does not stand up. That consent was granted
to an entirely different planning apphication submitied by Chartered Land for thew us 'Park in
the Sky' development.

1234




Furthermore tha consent fi ewin the face of Preservation Order no 1 of 2007 where the Minister
undertoak to protect and prese rvethe National Monum ent.That oder wasadopted by theHouses
of the Oireachtas The protection of the National Monument therefore rests witht hemembers of the
Oireachtas. They a reits guardians in the public interest. Thegrant of cansent to Chartered Land
undermined and ignored the standing of tie elected members of both houses as pr otect irsof the
‘Aoru ment.No Minister charged with the protectionof the history and heri tageof the State can
uhilaterally grant consent for the demol inonof a National Monument in the private interest of a
prope rtydeveloper and certa nly not fa the demolition of a Monument t heMinister himself ha
undertaken to pr eserve it follows that the grant of consent in this instance was and is an inv ald
cansent and in fact kavesthe Mnister open to legal challen gein his failue to carry out hts duty in

the public in rest as guardian of the parimony of the State.

Ministerial Consent in this applicationwas and is a comp bte mis ue ofthe purpae 1nd meaning of
thaMinister i3 Consent condition in the Act the purpose of which isto protect and preserve National
Monumentsfrom alteration or interference or neglect.

Con clusion

i all the circumstances it is clear that & Bord cannot in the pu bic interest support this proposed
deveiopment if the legistation des.gn edto protect buildings structures or locations of national
historic i mporiance is to have any real m eanng.

Fof_oo

Patri ckCooney

5a vels Moore Street Cliee
46 Shantall v Drive
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