Our Case Number: ABP-317742-23 2 ;‘“7

Bord
l?leanélz}

c/o Diocesan Board of Education
Church of Ireland House

Church Avenue

Rathmines

Dublin 6

' Rathmichael National Schoo!
|

Date: 24 July 2024 |

Re: BusConnects Bray to City Centre Core Bus Corridor Scheme
Bray to Dublin City Centre.

Dear Sir / Madam,

. An Bord Pleanala has received your recent correspondence in relation to the above mentioned case.
! The Board will take into consideration the points made in your submission.

If you have any queries in relation to the matter please contact the undersigned officer of the Beard at
| laps@pleanala.ie

Please guote the above-mentioned An Bord Pleandla reference number in any correspondence or
telephone contact with the Board.

Teil Tel (01) 858 8100
[ Glao Aitiail LocCall 1800 275 175
| Facs Fax (01) 872 2684 64 Sraid Maoilbhride 84 Marlborough Street
l Laithrean Gréasain Website www.pleanala.ie Baile Atha Cliath 1 Dublin 1 |

Riomhphost Email bord@pleanala.ie D01 v902 D01 V802



Diocesan Board of Education
DUBLIN AND GLENDALOUGH

Chairman Secretary & Accounting Officer
The Most Reverend Ms. C. Richardson
The Archbishop of Dublin c¢/o The Diocesan Office

Church of Ireland House
Church Avenue, Rathmines, Dublin 6

12 July 2024

An Bord Pleanala
(Infrastructure Division)
64 Marlborough Street
Dublin D01 V902

Re:-  Bray to City Centre Core Bus Corridor Scheme CPO 2023
Case Number ABP-317742-23 and ABP-317780-23

Ref:i- Plot List 1104 (1-6) and 1106 (1-2)

Dear Sirs,

With reference to letters dated 13" and 17™ June last regarding CPO 2023 Bray to City Centre
Core Bus Corridor Scheme, the Diocesan Board of Education (the Board) notes that the ABP does
not intend to proceed with an oral hearing, but invites the Board to make a further submission

at this stage.

The Board has noted the response from the NTA, reference 3.12.10 165 & 166 — Rathmichael
National School & Rathmichael Parish School. The Board believes that the impact of the
construction of the proposed development on the day-to-day activities at the School has been
underestimated and it remains concerned about the restriction, both temporary and
permanent, to its boundaries.

A copy of the submission written by Mr Ciaran Sudway on behalf of the Board of the
Management of the National School is appended to this letter.

The Board requests that this CPO is not approved at this time.

Yours faithfully

OﬂlSMM&\—-

Christine Richardson
Secretary

Registered Charity Number (RCN): 20000844



An Bord Plearaa
€4 Martborough Stieet,
Dublin 1

Re.: NTA ~ Bray to City Centre Core Bus Corridor Scheme
Compulsory Purchase Order 2023 -~ Rathmichael Primary
School/Rathmichael Parish School-Shankill- Plot No's 061 and 062
~ ABP Reference No. ABP-317780-23

Dear Sir'Madam.

[ am responding to the letters from ABP dated the 137 June ang the 177
June 2024. in connection with the above matier and which letters
ndicate that ABP has deciged to deterrmine tha CPO without an Oral
Hearnng and at the same time mviting my chents {o make a further
suomission (o0 ABP i~ respect of the NTA s response to my clent's
original submission. | am instructed by Naom Rousseau. Prinaipal, of
the above school

Before considering the response from the NTA | wish {0 make the
folow:ng ooservanons in respect of the Bord's letter of tne 137 June
2024

1. There are two matlerg pefcre the Bord in connecton with this
Scheme. namely approval of the planning permission. EIS. etc and
separately. the approval of the Compuisory Purchase Qrder
(CPO}. 8§ 217A of the Planning and Devaiopment Act 2000. as
amended, gives the Bord absolute discretion ¢ requast
submiss.ons from any person who may have informat on which 15
relevant to the Bord s decision. The Berd may alsc hold meetings
with the NTA under S 217A (1) {b). | would be grateful o receive
the minutes of any and all such meetngs in respect of this matier.



2 The Bord has ndicated detier o1 13 Jdune 20241 that it has
considered the case and L would Le grateful to receive the details
cf the Bord s consideration of my chent's onging! submissong s¢
that | mught also nave an opporiunity 10 respong (o those
considerdations

3 Inthe current circumstanaes tne Borg has nol avpointed an
Inspector to consicler my chetts submission, and | woule be
grateful /f the Bord could identty. the person or nersons appointed
by the Bord. who nave considered the case’ ard who are
responsible for determ ning e case. | wolle alsc be grateful if the
Bord could indicate whether or not they intend to make a
recommengabion nefore 1ssung a decsion, and wheather or not any
cecision made  wll provige detars as to the ratiunale benind now
that decision was made

4. The Bord s letler oithe 177 June 024 ostensibly relates to the
letter of the 14" June contain:ng an ncor-ect URL address
However, & also includes the aaditional prov.so tha: the Borc
“cannot consider comments that are outside the scope of the
matter in guestion™, 1115 nol clear what tus means or relates 1o
and | would pe grateful to recewve clanfication in this regard.

5 The Bord has gecwes not 1o holg an Oral Heanng in this instance.,
I am concerned that the Bord should have maae hs cecision at
the outset, and not followmng receipl of subnussions front the
landowners af'ected | am consc ous thal at the commencemant of
the recent Oral Hearing nto the latest iteration of Metro North, Til
mdicated i therr apening statement to the Hearing, that the Oral
Heanng was the forum at which landowner's concerns would be
addressed ang consiceren. In the instant case the absence of (he
Oral Heanng depnves my chent from having the cpportundy (o
engage with the acauiing Authonty, ana this may well be
orejudicial

In respect of the NTA s response 1o my chents onigmal submission. |
wish to maxe the followng oosarvations

oIy not Clear who swiowe the WTA s subnission dand i1 ine ausence
of an Oral Hearing. this shoula be established Furthermore it
would have been nelpful i the Bord had issued its own response to
the submissions mace on nehalf of my client, thereby giving my
chent an opportunity to respona the Bords conswderation of the
matie-




2 Table 2 65 refates to objections made in respact ¢f proposec CRPO
plots a. ‘Beaucnamp House™ This s clearly incorrect anc sioppy n
the extreme The NTA mught clarify what they are referring to

3 The NTA has been unavailable to he contacted by phone to
discuss matters arising and the NTA has not indicated whetner or
not they have apoointed an Agent ta act on their behalf,

4 | acknowledge that the NTA has admitted that the schems has no
funding. and coudled with the fact that it does not have planning
permission, the CPO cannot be considered as deing urgentiv
necessary at this ime or ndeed required to serve the pubiic good
The CPO can only be considered to satisfy the constitutional
exigencies of the common good. when it becomes a scheme with
an urgent need to be implementea. Without planning, without
fundmg. and without any detalled design. the canfirmation of a
CPO 15 quite simply premature and dreaches all of the prnzinles
that were considered in Sporrong and Loennrgth v Sweden (19872)
5 EHRR 35. and Sporrong and Skibinscy v Paland. ECHR No
5258299, 147 November 2006. and inaeed the Conventinn of
Human Rights. It is notable that al of the more recent significant
schemeas. including Metro North Gahway Outer Bypass and
Galway City Bypass. failed to progress primarily on the grounds
that erther the plannmng apphlication was eflectively rejected or due
16 & lack of funding o proceed with the Scheme after the CPO was
confirmed It is the delay n proceeding with a confrmed CPO
which offends Eurapean leqgal principles and the Convention of
Human Rights | am atiachung a copy of the Bords recent Order to
annu! a CPO in Waterford on the basis that it's confirmation would
have offended the Constitutional ard Human Righ:s Convantion

| trust that the Bord will consicer this subnussion pes tively and that it waill
refuse to approve the CPQO at this ime

Your sincerely, |

R N-.\

“Ciaran Sudway. FRICS, FSCSI )





