
Comhairle Contae Fhine Gall 
Fingal County Council 

Sheelagh Morris, MFGM 
Millhead 
St. Margarets 
Co.Dublin 

An Roinn um Pleanail agus 
I nfrastruchtur Straiteiseach 
Planning and Strategic 
Infrastructure Department 

Date: 4 February, 2021 

ACKNOWLEDGEMENT of RECEIPT of SUBMISSION or OBSERVATION on a PLANNING 

APPLICATION 

THIS IS AN IMPORTANT DOCUMENT! 

KEEP THIS DOCUMENT SAFELY, YOU WILL BE REQUIRED TO PRODUCE THIS 
ACKNOWLEDGEMENT TO AN BORD PLEANALA IF YOU WISH TO APPEAL THE DECISION OF 
THE PLANNING AUTHORITY. IT IS THE ONLY FORM OF EVIDENCE WHICH WILL BE 
ACCEPTED BY AN BORD PLEANALA THAT A SUBMISSION OR OBSERVATION HAS BEEN MADE 
TO THE PLANNING AUTHORITY ON THE PLANNING APPLICATION. 

PLANNING AUTHORITY NAME -

PLANNING APPLICATION REFERENCE NO. -

FINGAL COUNTY COUNCIL 

F20A/0668 

A submission/observation in writing, has been received from Sheelagh Morris, MFGM, 
in relation to the above planning application. 

The appropriate fee of €20.00 has been paid. (Fee not applicable to prescribed bodies). 

The submission/observation is in accordance with t he appropriate provisions of the 
Planning and Development Regulations, 2001 -2013 and will be taken into account by the 
Planning Authority in its determination of the planning application. 

AN BORD PLEANALA 
LOG· C)!b <?08 - v1.., 
ASP· ________ _ _ 

Sw o ds Office 

iwn Offce 
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Reg. Ref. F20A/0668 

Catherine Egan 
for Senior Executive Officer 

Area: 

Development: 

Swords 

A proposed development comprising the taking of a 'relevant action' 
only within the meaning of Section 34C of the Planning and 
Development Act 2000, as amended, at Dublin Airport, Co. Dublin, in 
the townlands of Collinstown, Toberbunny, Commons, Cloghran, 
Corballis, Coultry, Portmellick, Harristown, Shanganhill, Sandyhill, 
Huntstown, Pickardstown, Dunbro, Millhead, Kingstown, 
Barberstown, Forrest Great, Forrest Little and Rock on a site of c. 
580 ha. 

The proposed relevant action relates to the night-time use of the 
runway system at Dublin Airport. It involves the amendment of the 
operating restriction set out in condition no. 3(d} and the 
replacement of the operating restriction in condition no. 5 of the 
North Runway Planning Permission (Fingal County Council Reg. Ref. 
No. F04N1755; ABP Ref. No. PL06F.217429 as amended by Fingal 
County Council F19N0023, ABP Ref. No. ABP-305289-19), as well as 
proposing new noise mitigation measures. Conditions no. 3(d) and 5 
have not yet come into effect or operation, as the construct ion of 
the North Runway on foot of the North Runway Planning Permission 
is ongoing. The proposed relevant action, if permitted, would be to 
remove the numerical cap on the number of flights permitted 
between the hours of 11 pm and 7am daily that is due to come into 
effect in accordance with the North Runway Planning Permission 
and to replace it with an annual night-time noise quota between the 
hours of 11.30pm and 6am and also to allow fl ights to take off from 
and/or land on the North Runway (Runway 1 0L 28R) for an 
additional 2 hours i.e. 2300 hrs to 2400hrs and 0600 hrs to 0700 hrs. 
Overall, this would allow for an increase in the number of flights 
taking off and/or landing at Dublin Airport between 2300 hrs and 
0700 hrs over and above the number stipulated in condition no. 5 of 
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Reg. Ref. F20A/0668 

the North Runway Planning Permission, in accordance with the 
annual night time noise quota. 

The relevant action pursuant to Section 34C (1) (a) is: To amend 
condition no. 3{d) of the North Runway Planning Permission {Fingal 
County Council Reg. Ref. No. F04A/1755; ABP Ref. No.: PL06F.217429 
as amended by Fingal County Council F19A/0023, ABP Ref. No. ABP-
305289-19). Condition 3(d) and the exceptions at the end of 
Condition 3 state the following: '3(d). Runway 10L-28R shall not be 
used for take-off or landing between 2300 hours and 0700 hours 
except in cases of safety, maintenance considerations, exceptional 
air traffic conditions, adverse weather, technical faults in air traffic 
control systems or declared emergencies at other airports.' 
Permission is being sought to amend the above condition so that it 
reads: 'Runway 1 0L-28R shall not be used for take-off or landing 
between 0000 hours and 0559 hours except in cases of safety, 
maintenance considerations, exceptional air traffic conditions, 
adverse weather, technical faults in air traffic control systems or 
declared emergencies at other airports or where Runway 1 OL-28R 
length is required for a specific aircraft type.' The net effect of the 
proposed change, if permitted, would change the normal operating 
hours of the North Runway from the 0700hrs to 2300 hrs to 0600 
hrs to 0000 hrs. The relevant action also is: To replace condition no. 
5 of the North Runway Planning Permission (Fingal County Council 
Reg. Ref. No. F04A/1755; ABP Ref. No.: PL06F.217429 as amended by 
Fingal County Council F19A/0023, ABP Ref. No. ABP-305289-19) 
which provides as follows: 5. On completion of construction of 
the runway hereby permitted, the average number of night time 
aircraft movements at the airport shall not exceed 65/night 
(between 2300 hours and 0700 hours) when measured over the 92 
day modelling period as set out in the reply to the further 
information request received by An Bord Pleanala on the 5th day of 
March, 2007. Reason: To control the frequency of night flights at the 
airport so as to protect residential amenity having regard to the 
information submitted concerning future night time use of t he 
existing parallel runway'. With the following: A noise quota system 
is proposed for night time noise at the airport. The airport shall be 
subject to an annual noise quota of 7990 between the hours of 
2330hrs and 0600hrs. In addition to the proposed night time noise 
quota, the relevant action also proposes the following noise 
mitigation measures: - A noise insulation grant scheme for eligible 
dwellings within specific night noise contours; - A detailed Noise 
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Monitoring Framework to monitor the noise performance with 
results to be reported annually to the Aircraft Noise Competent 
Authority {ANCA), in compliance with the Aircraft Noise (Dublin 
Airport) Regulation Act 2019. The proposed relevant action does not 
seek any amendment of conditions of the North Runway Planning 
Permission governing the general operation of the runway system 
(i.e., conditions which are not specific to nighttime use, namely 
conditions no. 3 {a), 3(b), 3(c) and 4 of the North Runway Planning 
Permission) or any amendment of permitted annual passenger 
capacity of the Terminals at Dublin Airport. Condition no. 3 of the 
Terminal 2 Planning Permission (Fingal County Council Reg. Ref. No. 
F04N1755; ABP Ref. No. PL06F.220670) and condition no. 2 of the 
Terminal 1 Extension Planning Permission (Fingal County Council 
Reg. Ref. No. F06N1843; ABP Ref. No. PL06F.223469) provide that 
the combined capacity of Terminal 1 and Terminal 2 together shall 
not exceed 32 million passengers per annum. The planning 
application will be subject to an assessment by the Aircraft Noise 
Competent Authority in accordance with the Aircraft Noise {Dublin 
Airport) Regulations Act 2019 and Regulation (EU) No 598/2014. The 
planning application is accompanied by information provided for the 
purposes of such assessment. An Environmental Impact 
Assessment Report will be submitted with the planning application. 
The planning application and Environmental Impact Assessment 
Report may be inspected or purchased at a fee not exceeding the 
reasonable cost of making a copy, at the offices of the Planning 
Authority during its public opening hours of 9.30 - 16.30 (Monday -
Friday) at Fingal County Council, Fingal County Hall, Main Street, 
Swords, Fingal, Co. Dublin. 

Location: Dublin Airport, Co. Dublin. 

Applicant: daa pie 

Application Type: Permission 

Date Received: 18 December, 2020 

THIS IS AN IMPORTANT DOCUMENT! 

KEEP THIS DOCUMENT SAFELY, YOU WILL BE REQUIRED TO PRODUCE THIS 
ACKNOWLEDGEMENT TO AN BORD PLEANALA IF YOU WISH TO APPEAL THE DECISION OF 

THE PLANNING AUTHORITY. 
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Please note that all planning applications, including submissions/objections will be 
published on the Council's website. 





The Secretary 

An Bord Pleanala 

64 Marlborough Street 

Dublin 1. 

Friday ist September 2022 

Dear Board members 

Millhead 

St Margarets 

Co Dublin 

K67 A364 

We attach our submission to appeal the grant of permission by Fingal County 

Council, F20A/0668, for the reasons and information lodged today, with you 

and respectfully request an Oral Hearing, due to the serious implications for us, 
"'----

living In the runway zones. 

This appeal comes to this juncture, following 23 years from the start of the 

planning process with F04A/1755, to the IAA to ATC, Dept of Transport, 

Minister for Housing, An Bord Pleanala oral hearing in 2004, ( F04A/1755) to 

the European Parliament, and the High Court, The Transport Committee, The 

Dail and Seanad sessions on EU598/14 , meeting with Minister Shane Ross, 

then current Minister for Transport. 

Notwithstanding the aforementioned information submitted at the initial 

planning stage with Fingal County Council, the residents now have 'first hand 

'experience of the extreme noise effects of the new runway (it has already 

opened at the time of writing). 
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The effect we are currently experiencing can only be considered an 

overwhelming wave of noise which is totally deafening. Despite the various 

methods by which DAA have tried to argue the mitigating effects of Insulation, 

it will be simply impossible to insulate against the tremendous noise we are 

currently dealing with in Kilreesk and Millhead. Although the current slot 

allocation is from 7am to 1pm, the effects are considerable and prohibits any 

sort of living a normal life. 

DAA knew this and they knew that the only option for these homeowners was 

for them to accept the 'Buy Out' proposals put forward by them. This is 

especially apparent as the proposed usage of this runway as outlined by 

Bickerdike Allen & Partners outlines 60% departures and 21% landings on this 

runway during full operation. With this level of usage along this flightpath, we 

must concur with the original inspector's report insofar as the viability of any 

community in this area will be fully 'relinquished' because of this. Despite the 

noise issue, the emissions from these aircraft nearby will be fatal for any 

person choosing to stay. As it stands currently, we can see the plume of 

emissions emanating from the engines as the planes pass nearby and the air is 

now continuously polluted with the smell of spent fuel. 

I would sincerely ask that the inspector visit Kilreesk lane to experience what 

we are dealing with here. The DAA have fooled the planning authority with the 

issue of multiple contours, model's, scenarios, and assurances. It is 

extraordinary that we have now been forced into such a corner that the only 

option is to succumb to the VBO which was agreed in house between DAA and 

Fingal. I do note however that no Government approval has been formally 

issued to date. 

In relation to the VBO, the DAA have failed to honour the previous Planning 

conditions and indeed the accompanying planners report which clearly states 

that it should be dealt with on a CPO basis. 
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This has not been adhered to despite repeated calls and representations from 

the Residents and their representatives. There is no proper redress for the 

costs involved in moving, no allowance for inflation since its inception, no 

provision for cost-of-living crisis, housing crises, legal costs allowance, proper 

moving costs allowance and a general assurance that all costs to the 

homeowner will be covered in full. This is only fair and equitable. The DAA 

have failed to properly address the sacrifice being made by the homeowners. 

The have also developed a half-hearted scheme to arrive at the market value 

of the homes by analysing homes in Nau I, Ballyboughal etc 20/30km's away 

and applying a% to equate to our location close to Dublin City. It is simply 

unprofessional and not in accordance with any accredited methodology. We 

implore that the Bord proposes a proper scheme providing proper valuation 

and redress and cost reimbursement. We also ask that the Bord extends the 

scheme to take account the additional period involved in securing same. 

In order however to put our position to An Bord Pleanala in the clearest way 

possible and in the spirit of transparency, Democracy and the provision of a 

fair voice to 22 families we hereby request that an Oral Hearing be arranged to 

deal with the various complex issues as outlined heretofore. 

Sheelagh Morris 

Greg Farrell & Melisa Gannon 

Helena Merriman. 

MFGM 
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Appendices 

Support Documentation. 

MFGM 
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1. Longitudinal Data finally received from DAA - Halloween 

2018 and location map. 

2. HSE letter received as submission on removing Condition 3 

(d) and 5 in relation to night time sleep and health. 

3. ABP copy of letter received, following request to meet to 

discuss Condition 9, and the ambiguous wording and refund 

of costs. 

4. Submission from Roderic O Gorman, Minister for Children on 

F20A/0668 as support to our statement - night time hours 

11pm - 7am. (not 12 - 6am) 

5. Additional information requested from the Board - clearly 

indicating issues with INM methodology and Noise Contours, 

Night Noise and Ground Operations Aircraft Noise. 
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M~GM 

S"F MARGARE1S 

Appeal Decision PF.1692/22 - F20A/0668 

Decision Date 8th August 2022. 

& Request for Oral Hearing . 

TO 

AN BORD PLEANALA 
In relation to 

F20A/0668 - Relevant Action 

To remove Condition 3(d) & Condition 5 

F04A/1775 : PL0GF.217429 -August 2007. ( ABP) 

Relating to the Night -Time Restrictions at Dublin Airport. 

Dated: August 30th 2022 
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This Appeal and request for an Oral Hearing is lodged on 

behalf of Three Families 

Helena Merriman, Kilreesk St Margarets, Co Dublin 

Melissa Gannon, & Greg Farrell , Kilreesk House, Kilreesk 

St Margarets, Co Dublin. 

Sheelagh Morris, Millhead, St Margarets Co Dublin 

{ In the flightpath of Runway 10L-28R) 

The townland of Millhead and Kilreesk Lane is now subject to 
the cumulation of aircraft and ground noise and all other 

airport operational noise , on the opening of the North 

Runway, parallel to runway 10R-28L. The impacts of a busy 
airport with two runways operating fully for 16 hours a day 

with increased ATMs from 7am - llpm and then night time 
with 65 Movements on Runway 10R-28L is now a reality since 

24th August 2022. There are 18 homes on Kilreesk Lane with 

three homes in Millhead, Some of the families living here, 
are here for 3 generations. 
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Millhead and Kilreesk Lane are located at the end of North 

Runway, and is in the flightpath , now operational with the 
centre line of the runway used for take off and landings with 

7 selected paths under direction of ATC and IAA. 

Should this Application be granted by An Bord Pleanala , this 

will mean the 65 ATM ( Aircraft Traffic Movements) will 

increase with no limit as the methodology of Quota Count 

does not limit or specify the number of ATMs that will 

operate on a night basis - 11pm - 7am ( night time hours) 

Currently only 65 movements are permitted on 

Runway 10R-28L and NO schedules flight on 10L-28R 

From 11pm - 7am. ( night time hours) per 

An Bord Pleanala grant of permission PL0GF.217429 

The mitigation measures put forward are totally inadequate 

for those adversely affected within 3 km of the runway area 
and airport. These mitigation measures must be changed to 

reflect the dire impact on those most affected, in the spirit of 
fair process and proper planning. 
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GLOSSARY 

ANCA - Aircraft Noise Competent Authority 

ABP - AN Bord Pleanala 

ATM -Air Traffic Movements ( include aircraft taking off and landing aircraft as individual 
counts) 

ATC - Air Traffic Control. 

DRD - Draft Regularity Decision - issued by ANCA - the subject of this submission. 

FCC - Fingal County Council 

FPGOR - Flight Path/Ground Operations Residents. 

FDP - Fingal Development Plan. 

NAP - Noise Action Plan 

NAO - Noise Abatement Objective. 

SID - Standard Instrument Departure. 

END - European Noise Directive. 

CAR - Commission for Aviation Regulations. 

SID - Strategic Infrastructure Development. 

SID - Standard Instrument Departure -Aviation tool for aircraft take off. 

WHO - World Health Organisation. 

AQS-Aircraft Quota System. 

VDPS - Voluntary Dwelling Purchase Scheme - set up by daa and FCC in December 2016 

VDIS - Voluntary Dwelling Insulation Scheme for homes within the 63dB laeq16 contour. 
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Following grant of permission with the imposition of 31 conditions by ABP in August 2007, 
the applicant applied to cherry pick the night time restrictions, and request removal under 
SID. ( Strategic Infrastructure Development) Condition 3(d) and Condition 5 in August 
2008. This was refused to the applicant by ABP. 

Case Rrr. No: 

------------------, 
An Bord Pleanala. 

J nspcctor's Report. 

06J4'.PCOOS6. 

SID Pre-.application whether 
project is or is not st ratcgic 
infrastr-ucturc development. 

Proposed Development: Revisions Co the JH!rm1ssmn for a 
new par.aUel runwa) ~ranted under 
PUM.lt'.217429. 

I A.~- -A~- n-t.-

l 

Es.~ntially the pmposcd development involves removing condition 5 and altering 
the wording of C(.mdition 3 of Pl.o6f.217429. The pmsJlf!t.1.ivc applicant states 
that this C(lnstitul~~ a material chanl?e of use. 

Planning pcnnission was granted by the Jloard for the new paralld nmway under 
PL06F.217429. That application was lodged before the Plannin~ and 
Ocvelopm,.·111 (Strategic lnfr.&Slnteturc) Act, 2006 became OJX.,"nllivc. 

The runway ha.~ not lx.-cn <.-onstructcd. As there i~ no existing US< of the runway, 
the altcr.11ion of the terms of PI .ot,T• .217429 would not com;titutc a maLcrial 
change of u.-.c, in my opinion. 





6 

Refusal by ABP for SID application to remove Condition 3{d) and Condition 5. 

The runway has not been constructed. As there is no existing use of the runway, the 

alteration of the terms of PL06F.217429 would not constitute a material change of use, in 

my opinion. 

The above states the fact. There is no runway constructed, no existing use of the runway, 
therefore the request , at time of lodgement was invalid as there was no structure to base 

the material change sought. The local authority have given a grant of permission on 

F20A/0668 on 8th August 2022. 

At time of lodging application to remove Condition 3d and Condition 5 in December 2020 , 

The North Runway has not commenced operation and therefore disrespects the planning 

protocol and those administering the planning procedures. This change to the planning 

condition is therefore unacceptable, as it is viewed as an opportunity of entitlement, by the 

Applicant DAA, to bypass the future process, after the runway opens with the current 
conditions set out by ASP in August 2007. With the setting up of ANCA, and prior to the 

commencement of operation of Runway 10L-28R , sought to remove the night time 
restrictions, to include in the required NAO ( Noise action abatement) and the new NAP ( 

Noise Action Plan due to be renewed in 2023) This seriously compromises the affected 

residents under the flight path, with legal consequences accruing. The Conditions should 

have to be complied with as per the decision by ABP in August 2007 ( Condition 3(d) and 

Condition 5) on the commencement of operation of 10L-28R. 

In 2016 daa announced the new runway construction and operation. ( following a lapsed 

period of 9 years from date of planning permission - August 2007) On December 20th 2020, 

an application was submitted to FCC to remove the night time restrictions, in place to 
protect us for 8 hours - night time 1100 - 0700. ( following Variation No. 1 to the FDP, a 

variation passed by FCC to change zonings in the current development plan). 

We are rigorously and ultimately objecting to this decision by ANCA and FCC, based on the 

adverse affects to our health, both physical and mental to date and going forward. We 

find this decision by the applicant to be extremely distressing and disrespectful to those 

involved in the original application F04A/1755 to safeguard the future of their homes and 

livelihoods and quality of life. 

The mitigation solutions put forward have not truly considered the impact on the directly 

affected residents. 

Daa see this as a right to passage ,just a process, to force the community out of their way, 
to obtain their objective - just as it started in Barberstown Lane in the 1960's and 1970s. 

Their sense of entitlement to trample on the community and those adversely affected is 

clearly communicated to the public, by their press releases, all done in a timely fashion. 
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This places those living in Dunbro and Millhead and Kilreesk Lane in an uncompromising 
position, in relation to health and well- being and future uncertainty, and referred to as 
statistics by the Applicant and ANCA in their reports and draft decision. The mitigation 
measures fall far short of the health risks and mental anxiety and futures of those directly 
affected. 

- What is this Decision about. 

This application is part 2 of the original planning application F04A/1755. Part 1 was to 
obtain the planning permission initially, to proceed with the construction of the runway, 
with the intention of defying and breaching the conditions in its entirety. The grant of 
permission was approved subject to the 31 conditions, fully adhered to. This is a legal 
planning document and all parties subject to the adherence of all 31 conditions. To breach 
and cherry pick the night time restrictions removes the health safe guards Condition 3(d) 
and Condition 5 in favour of economic benefits and is not acceptable to the human health 
of the any, one and all , affected residents co-existing on the boundaries of the airport. 

Extract from ABP - Board Direction - 27th August 2007 

In deciding not to accept the Inspector's recommendation to refuse permission, the Board 
considered that adequate information had been submitted in the Environmental Impact 
Statement, in further information submitted both to the Planning Authority and the Board 
and at the oral hearing to enable it to make an assessment of the significant impacts of the 
proposed development on the environment and its acceptability in terms of proper planning 
and sustainable development. The Board considered that in overall terms, the 
inconsistencies or deficiencies in information referred to by the Inspector were not so 
significant as to warrant a refusal of permission or could not otherwise be addressed by way 
of condition. In particular, the Board was satisfied, on the basis of the information submitted 
and the conditions attached, and, having regard to the fact that there are no planning 
restrictions on the current operation of the airport runways, that- (1) there would be no 
significant deter ioration in noise conditions at night time in the vicinity of the airport due to 
the proposed Option lb operating mode for the runways (non-use of new runway and of 
cross runway at night) and the restriction on night-time aircraft movements by way of 
condition, (2) in relation to day time noise, there would be some improvements relative to 
current or future noise impacts with the existing runway system to be offset against 
disimprovements in other areas/respects and the net effects would not be significant in 
terms of public health and safety such as to warrant a refusal of permission 

The words - by way of condition, is the key here. 

This permission was granted on the above grounds. ( Non-use of new runway and of cross 
runway at night) 
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3. On completion of construction of the runway hereby permitted, the runways at the 
airport shall be operated in accordance with the mode of operation - Option 7b - as 
detailed in the Environmental Impact Statement Addendum, Section 16 as received 
by the planning authority on the 9th day of August, 2005 and shall provide that -

(a) the parallel runways (10R-28L and 10L-28R) shall be used in preference to the 
cross runway, 16-34, 

(b) when winds are westerly, Runway 28L shall be preferred for arriving aircraft. 

Either Runway 28L or 28R shall be used for departing aircraft as determined by 
air traffic control, 

(c) when winds are easterly, either Runway l0L or l0R as determined by air traffic 
control shall be preferred for arriving aircraft. Runway l0R shall be preferred 
for departing aircraft, and 

(d) Runway 10L-28R shall not be used for take-off or landing between 2300 hours 

and 0700 hours, 

except in cases of safety, maintenance considerations, exceptional air traffic 
conditions, adverse weather, technical faults in air traffic control systems or declared 
emergencies at other airports. 

Reason: In the interest of clarity and to ensure the operation of the runways in 
accordance with the mitigation measures set out in the Environmental Impact 

Statement in the interest of the protection of the amenities of the surrounding area. 

And replace with the following under a "Relevant Action" 

'Runway 10l-28R shall not be used for take-off or landing between 0000 hours and 0559 
hours except in cases of safety, maintenance considerations, exceptional air traffic 

conditions, adverse weather, technical faults in air traffic control systems or declared 
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emergencies at other airports or where Runway 10l-28R length is required for a specific 

aircraft type.' 

The net effect of the proposed change, if permitted, would change the normal operating 

hours of the North Runway from the 0700hrs to 2300 hrs to 0600 hrs to 0000 hrs. 

The Relevant Act ion also is: To replace condition no. 5 of the North Runway Planning 

Permission 

5. On completion of construction of the runway hereby permitted, the average number of 

night time aircraft movements at the airport shall not exceed 65/night (between 2300 hours 

and 0700 hours) when measured over the 92 day modelling period as set out in the reply to 
the further information request received by An Bord Pleanala on the 5th day of March, 

2007. 

Reason: To control the frequency of night flights at the airport so as to protect residential 
amenity having regard to the information submitted concerning future night time use of the 

existing parallel runway." 

And replace with the following: 

A noise quota system is proposed for night time noise at the airport. The airport shall be 

subject to an annual noise quota of 7990 between the hours of 2330hrs and 0600hrs. In 

addition to the proposed night time noise quota, the Relevant Action also proposes the 

following noise mitigation measures: - A noise insulation grant scheme for eligible dwellings 

within specific night noise contours - A detailed Noise Monitoring Framework to monitor the 

noise performance with results to be reported annually to the Aircraft Noise Competent 

Authority (ANCA), in compliance with the Aircraft Noise (Dublin Airport) Regulation Act 2019 

ANCA issued their decision, on 20th June 2022 . ANCA have not only considered the 

requests, but went far and beyond the request, permitting 16,260 noise Quota counts 

between 2300pm - 6.59 am ( 8,270 in excess of what was requested) and now the subject 

of this submission. This consultation is just another process that will be logged and 
submissions from the victims ignored, as part of the planning process to justify the 

outcome and a mere tick box exercise. 

The amount of 16,260 NQC equals = 44.54 aircraft movements per night - (16260 divided 

by 365 days) Currently we have over 100 flight per night on the southern runway ,so we 

need the full and true explanation as to HOW MANY FLIGHTS WILL BE OPERATING AT NIGHT 
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- LTO ( Landing and Take off} . We note the AQC of O is given to aircraft below 81 db 

and there is no limit on the number of that category operating at night. 

Daa, funding ANCA, sought approval from ANCA to change the night t ime hours, imposed 

by ABP , based on an economic reason to t rample on those adversely affected, in terms ot 
health and well being with no meaningful dialog and consultation on a resolution. This 
leaves those in the direct noise zone of L TOs traJ)ped and powerless, with health 

implications now and going forward. 

fhe Applicant has assumed the right to direct and instruct ANCA ( part of FCC) to produce 
a NAO ( Noise Abatement Objective) under their cNAO proposals with their data, in parallel 

to removing the night time restrictions, with a dual approach. It is important to note here, 

that Dublin Airport currently has no restrictions and when the NAO is live, this will then 

introduce restrictions to Dublin Airport. 

So this planning application has three objectives. 

• Deal with flight path issues not addressed with the community of St Margarets. 

• Introduce a NAO with the least number of restrictions to suit the airport operator 
and direct its content and procedure and implementation , to the detriment of 

Dunbro and Millhead and Kilreesk Lane. This will place the airport operator as a 

regulator as well as the body to be regulated . So the question is, who regulates the 

regulator. The NAO is required as part of the European Directive 598/2014 and the 
END. ( European Noise Directive) . In the Dail, during the debate on the setting up 

of the new Aircraft Noise Competent Authority, Minister Shane Ross, stated that the 

residents concerns would be taken care of. This has not been the case, as we find 

ourselves in this process. 

• Remove the night time restrictions - non use of schedules flights on runway 10L-28R. 

Should this be granted, night time hours will be defined at Dublin Airport as 12pm to 

0600 hrs - giving 6 hours sleep to those adversely affected - effectively removing 2 

hours sleep and tranquil rest time, required for health and well-being. Night time 

per the WHO is 11pm to 7am in the morning 

• Note the Decision from FCC states under : 

Conditions and Reasons - Part 1 - Definitions 
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As part of the planning conditions, a voluntary noise insulation scheme and voluntary buy 
out scheme were paramount, in the interests of those impacted by the day time noise -16 

hours 7am - 11pm - on the operation of the new runway, as a mitigation measure. This 
was catered for in the interest of the health and well-being of those adversely affected. 

7. Prior to commencement of development, a scheme for the voluntary noise insulation 
of existing dwellings shall be submitted to and agreed in writing by the planning 

authority. The scheme shall include all dwellings predicted to fall within the contour 
of 63 dB LAeq 1Ghours within 12 months of the planned opening of the runway for use. 
The scheme shall include for a review every two years of the dwellings eligible for 
insulation. 

Reason: In the interest of residential amenity. 

8. The runway hereby permitted shall not be brought into use until noise insulation 

approved under conditions numbers 6 and 7 above has been installed in all cases 
where a voluntary offer has been accepted within the time limit of the scheme. 

Reason: In the interest of the amenities of residences and schools in the area. 

9. Prior to commencement of development, a scheme for the voluntary purchase of 
dwellings shall be submitted to and agreed in writing by the planning authority. The 

scheme shall include all dwellings predicted to fall within the contour of 69 dB LAeq 16 

hours within twelve months of the planned opening of the runway for use. Prior to the 
commencement of operation of the runway, an offer of purchase in accordance with 
the agreed scheme shall have been made to all dwellings coming within the scope of 
the scheme and such offer shall remain open for a period of 12 months from the 
commencement of use of the runway. 

Reason: In the interest of residential amenity. 
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Now the daa have , in this application breached those conditions by way of moving the 
planning goalposts, to have 24 hour operation on both runways, ( scheduled and 

unscheduled) and the VDPS and VDIS remain the same, with the applicant claiming 

entitlement to do so. The interpretation of the conditions enabled the daa and FCC to devise 

a scheme that has been put forward as a premium of 30% on top of the daa's valuation of 

homes, that has been put forward creates a perception daa and FCC that is truly false. The 
extension period of three years will benefit the applicant not the homeowners and place 

them in a prolonged limbo , causing stress and anxiety with the future uncertain, to 

eventually force them from their homes. The use of the "Red book Value" plus 30% by way 
of "looking good" for the public relations, and the public is a clinical way of dealing with 
people, with very real issues and roots in their environment. 

Condition 9 needs to be revised to take the needs of those adversely affected into account . 

Condition 7 also needs to be revised with higher standard installation , to cover all costs of 
high quality products which have increased in price, due to the current environment. 

The first media coverage of the proposed change to 24 hour flying, was reported in "The 
Northside people " - 6th January-12 th January 2021 - front page - Main headline. 

DUBLIN AIRPORT WANTS NIGHT HOURS CHANGE 

Daa, who own the airport, say they want to change what it claims are "onerous conditions" 
for the hours during which it can operate. 

Daa is proposing that North Runway would only be used between 6am and midnight, meaning 

that there would be no flights on the new runway during the core midnight to 6am night time 
hours. 

"We had originally wanted to have these two onerous conditions removed entirely" says daa 
Chief Executive Dalton Philips. 

"But having engaged with the local community and listened to their views we have revised our 
previous position and are now proposing very significant mitigation measures. 

Under daa's new proposals the overall effects of night-time noise at Dublin Airport are less 

than envisaged under the planning permission granted in 2007, and do not exceed those of 
2018. 

DAA used 2018 as the base line data to project aircraft noise going forward, when in fact, 
2019 had the highest volume of air traffic at Dublin Airport , exceeding 32 million 
passengers. 
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Within the planning application, daa is also proposing a new €7million insulation scheme for 

dwellings that are most affected by night-time noise. The proposed scheme would see grants 

of €20,000 paid to the owners of up to 350 eligible houses. 

million will no longer cover what was on offer, which is not good enough for those trapped 

under the flight path and between the runways in the Longitudinal Corridor as Covid and 

changes to the supply and demand of building products has risen 50% to 100% in many 

products used for insulation and building. 

Daa has already established an insulation programme for about 200 local households and has 

established a voluntary scheme to purchase up to 38 properties that will be most affected by 

the operation of the North Runway at a significant premium to their market value if the 

runway was not being built. 

"The new proposal balances the requirements of the Irish economy with the valid concerns of 

the local community", according to Mr Philips. 

The premium of 30% is a coating to cover up the low value, DAA intend to offer, looking 

good to the general public. Also this 30% is subject to tax implications. The valid position 

of the homeowners was not a priority in the global project. 

This statement to the public is deceitful and simply false information, to create a perception 

the applicant has the right to change the conditions. Night time core hours are from 11pm 
to 7am per the WHO . There has been no meaningful engagement with the "community" 

and daa expect to remove the night time restrictions, placing each adversely affected 

homeowner in a comprising position. 

Anca have agreed , in their ORD ( Draft Regulatory Decision) with the word ing of UP TO 

€20,000 and anything over that amount will be borne by the affected homeowner. The article 

states a different view to the public. So the value of removing the night time restrictions has 

been placed at €20,000. 

In keeping with the conditions, all parties were to adhere to 16 hours scheduled flights on 

North Runway with NO SCHEDULED FLIGHTS from 1100 to 0700 in the morning. ABP only 

granted the permission on that basis. 

To say that 

Under daa's new proposals the overall effects of night-time noise at Dublin Airport are less 
than envisaged under the planning permission granted in 2007, and do not exceed those of 

2018 is simply false, as in 2018 there was no scheduled or non scheduled flights on a North 
Runway, as there was no North Runway open. So to compare the existance of a runway 

with assumptions and forecasts v the non existance of a runway in 2018, is creating a false 

perception to the public and to those affected and distorting the facts. 
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The Planning Conditions state 

(d) Runway 10L-28R shall not be used for take-off or landing between 2300 hours 
and 0700 hours, 

except in cases of safety, maintenance considerations, exceptional air traffic conditions, 
adverse weather, technical faults in air traffic control systems or declared emergencies at 
other airports. 

We have seen the disruptions at Dublin Airport this summer, due to increased traffic in the 

aftermath of the height of covid restrictions, turn into a nightmare for passengers travelling 
to Europe and transatlantic, due to delays, and issues at other airports, thus causing a 

domino affect on Dublin Airport with delayed arrivals and take off and late arrivals and late 

take off. This is considered as disruptions, emergency and safety issues for the airport 
operator, Dublin Airport. 

This will extend into the night time hours, as a resolution, and therefore impact on the 

health and well being of flight path residents. This is considered acceptable per the 
conditions but not for those sleeping . 

One of our homeowners commences work at 7 am and is up at 6am, going to bed at 10pm 

So in this case, the sleep time is reduced to 5 hours with the exceptions not included. 

So from 10pm - 12pm or perhaps 12.30am the 30db level will not be available for slumber 
environment , thus losing the first 2.5 hours of sleep time. 

The exceptions above and the proposals to breach the planning permission will open runway 
lOL -28R - 24 hours a day and also 10R-28L . ( with the exceptions in place.) 

This is a major shift from the legal agreement by Daa initially to obtain the planning 
permission in the first instance. 

NIGHT TIME HOURS IS 1100 TO 0700 AM 
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The WHO guidelines clearly states the night time hours and this was clarified at the oral 

hearing and corrected. 

4.4. WHO Guideline Values 

The WHO guideline values in Table 4.1 arc organized according to specific environments. 
When multiple adverse health effects are identified for a given environment, the guideline values 
are set at the level of the lowest adverse health effect (the cri11cal health effect). An adverse 
health effect of noise refers to any Lemporary or long-tenn deterioration in physical, 
psychological or social functioning that is associated with noise exposure. The guideline values 
!represent the sound pressure levels that affect the most exposed receiver in the listed 
lcnviroruncnt. 

The time base for LAeq for "daytime" and '•night-time" is 16 h and 8 h, respectively. No 
separate time base is given for evenings alone, but typically. guideline value should be 5 10 dB 
!tower than for a 12 h daytime period. Other time bases arc rcconunended for schools, prc:.chools 
and playgrounds, depending on activity. 

The available knowledge of the adverse effects of noise on health is '>-ufficient to propose 
guideline values for community noise for the following: 

a. Am1oyance. 
b. Speech intelligibility and communication interference. 
c. Disturbance of information extraction. 
d. Sleep disturbance. 
c. Heuring impairment. 

Extract from the WHO guidelines for community noise 1999. 

The applicant is attempting to influence a perception that night time is core hours 12pm -

6am and remove 1100-11.30 from any aircraft noise monitoring ( 30 minutes) as part of the 

AQS. (aircraft quota system) . 

Night time is 8 hours - 11pm to 7am . The applicant titles the hours 11.00 - ll.30pm and 

0600 - 0700 as shoulder hours. 

Fact is - 1100 - 11.30 is night time and 0600 - 0700 is also night time for the purpose of 

sleep and rest, health and well-being. 

This has been stated in Fingal County Council grant of condition on 8th August 2022 ( page 
10 under Part 1- Conditions 

Night time: Thew hours at night between ( 23:00 {local time) to 7:00 ( Local time) 
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Extract from Ruport Thornley Taylor Document - June 2007 - Oral Hearing for F04A/1755 

1 The Development currently sought by the Applicants 

The EIS considered a range of operational scenarios Between the submission of the EIS 
and the opening of the hearing, one operational scenario known as Option 7B has been 
favoured by the applicants and it was confirmed by the applicants to the hearing, through 
their council Mr O Donnell, that the applicant would be content to be restricted to the use 
on the new runway in accordance with the assumptions of Option 7b In Summary these 
Assumption are : 

(4) No operations at night defined according to the noise contour period as 2300 - 0700 on 
runway 10L-28R with very limited exceptions. 

ifhe definition of night for t hese purposes was confirmed by Mr O Donnell as 2300- 07 .00 
not 2300 to 0600 as referred to in the EIS Addendum 2. The Exceptions were clarified by Mr 
Andrew Evans as follows: 
Where safety, maintenance considerations air traffic demand and environmental 
considerations require the proposed runway at night "is to be interpreted such that in 
clarification of the term "air traffic demand" this was included to cover broader airline 
traffic issues not necessarily covered by the safety and Environmental issues at Dublin . 
These demand might occur as a result of widespread traffic disruption over a large area 
perhaps as a result of adverse weather , technical problems with Air Traffic Control systems 
or declared other emergencies at other airports . It does not mean air traffic demand or 
capabili!Y 

So it is very clear from the Oral hearing and conditions agreed, daa agreed to the night time 
restrictions 1100 - 0700 with exceptions - clearly documented as no scheduled flights due 
to air traffic demand or capability. 

Dublin Airport will have three runways to operate fully for 16 hours a day and will increased 
ATMs will follow at Dublin Airport. So the 2018 comparison in terms of ATMs is not true and 
factual . Night time will permit 65 movements on South Runway , in the interest of local 
residents sleep, health and well-being. 
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Chapter S 

• Consultation as perceived by the applicant to the community and to the 

local authority and the public. 

The applicant Daa give the perception that the community of St Margarets have been 

engaged with, in the matter of aircraft noise and the impacts considered in their mitigation 
solution, of a voluntary insulation scheme and voluntary buy out scheme. The term VDIS 

and VDPS say it all. The homes and lives of residents under the flightpath and parallel to 

the runways are titled "dwellings" These "dwellings" are homes, some for 3 generations 

to the families, who have an identity with the area and rural setting, in the shadow of the 
airport. Over the last three FDP's ( Fingal Development Plans) St Margarets has been taken 

off the rural village list in North County Dublin by FCC. In place of RV ( rural Village) St 

Margarets was first changed to RVI status and then Special Policy area, and then included in 

the Dublin Airport Masterplan, and finally now the St Margarets Special Policy Area. This 

has evolved over the last twenty- three years in the formation of the FDP with Dublin 

Airport. ( Daa own Dublin Airport) There are currently plans put forward by FCC for the 
future of the village, as a cultural area, in conjunction with Dunsoghly Castle. 

Tfhis is now being actively persued with our Councillors to preserve our village as zoning Cl 
- Community Infrastructure. 

The applicant has always used the media to state, the local community were engaged with 

r and considered in the planning for this new runway. The process for the planning of the 

new runway, has proved to be the opposite, with those directly adversely affected, being 
considered insignificant in the vision and execution of the runway and airport expansion to 

date. No meaningful engagement, or consideration has been afforded to the residents 

most affected. What has been experienced has been roadblocks, frustration and a process 

that excludes the real issues for us. 

All those who actively engaged by DAA to engage with those directly impacted are no 

longer agents or representing DAA, as the process was flawed and biased. 

If we read the press release on the Northside People again on 6th January, two weeks after 

the applicant applied to breach the conditions on night time restrictions, ( Chapter 3 - page 
9) and compare it with the words of the CEO of Daa, Mr Dalton Philips , on 14th February 

2019 - it relates a very different address to the flight path residents: ( now gone) 
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Whether it is one household or 200 households under the flightpath, I am really sorry for, 

them, I really am, but that is a matter for them" 

He also stated " it was not right that we are not allowed to fly between 6am and lam" and 

stating that the MS0 is buzzing at that time and so should the airport" 

t can assure the reader, this was no laughing matter for those adverse1y affected by the 
impact of runway 10L-28R then under construction. In fact we view it as a veiled threat 

and deliberate attempt to remove their responsFbilFty and duty of care by the apptfcant in 
this application. Once the runway opens, Daa will be relieved of their responsibility as this 
moves to the IAA and ATC. 

Auess"to information a~ Understanding a 'text book impact. 

There was great difficulty in viewing the documents on the planning file, for this application 
, and in receiving them , making it difficult for those adversely affected ta receive the 
planning files. To view the significant data, metrics, assumptions, models, noise metrics, 
projected calculations as best we could, in our limited knowledge of aviation, we had to 
purchase hard copies to gain some understanding of what is proposed. The cost was 
substantial as the files uploaded were not in order and impossible to download properly 

with the vast number of pages per document/documents. This raises the question of easy 
access to the information, that was so negatively significant, in the future health and well 
being of adversely affected residents. The actual impact of North Runway will only be 
measured when the ATMs commence, on the granted permission of 16 hours per day , in 
addition to the South runway. The Applicant is seeking to bypass this real time analysis and 

assessment, and go direct to 24 hour flights at Dublin Airport ( scheduled and non 
scheduled those being the exceptions) The Health impacts from studies in Frankfurt and 
Zurich , where .night .studies were. completed, gives a r.obust account of those impacts. 
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The planning permission with 31 conditions was imposed on all parties, and daa, due to 
their position, with a view of entitlement, have chosen to trample on those Health and well 
being safeguards put in place for the flight path and parallel runway homes that are 
adversely affected. This application is about four different and separate airport issues. 

1. Removing the night time tranquillity required for sleep and rest, imposed by ABP in 
2007. - 8 hours 2300- 0700 am. ( removing 2 hours sleep time each night x 365 
days a year for eternity) 

2. Introducing the flight paths as part of the runway- this should be a separate planning 

application. Once the runway opens for scheduled flights, DAA will no longer be 
accountable for noise issues as this will fall on the IAA and Air Traffic Control ( ATC). 
This is not acceptable as this runway and permission is the property of DAA. 

3. Precursor to application for increasing passenger numbers from 32million to 40 
million in 2025. This was originally part of the discussions with FCC and ANCA to be 
included in this application, but was deferred until 2025, when passenger numbers 
are due to be at peak again and in anticipation of this planning approval. 

4 Introduction of the Noise Quota System instead of ATMs at Dublin Airport. Dublin 

Airport has no restrictions currently. The operation of the new runway brings into place 
restrictions for the first time . The NQS is a matter for each airport to implement under the 
NAO and daa have proposed a cNAO to ANCA to agree upon, when in actual fact, there is 
no NAO in place and is a requirement to do so by ANCA without the night time restrictions 
in place per the planning permission document. In the DRD - Anca have not only approved 

the 7990 AQC's but increased the figure to 16,260 - an increase of 8,270 prior to the NAO or 
the 2023 Noise Action Plan formulated. This places those directly under the flight path the 
direct targets of constant maximum aircraft noise - 24 hours a day, with no relief, and 
denies the right to tranquility and the right to a proper nights sleep. 

This is not a comparative method as ATMS and NQS are totally opposite. This will mean. 

Instead of measuring the actual events, ( ATMs) the operator will take noise droplets and 

place them in a computerised reading to produce a figure, that the programmed NQS 

computer accepts to transfer to a data report for EASA and covering EU legislation. This 

will be the justification for increased ATMs which will no longer be considered. 

Meanwhile the actual events are ignored, and the NQS becomes the only Aircraft noise 
baramator recognised 

Meanwhile those adversely affected are subjected to an aircraft taxiing, reaving, 

powering up , and thrust noise for take off and landing every one to 2 minutes - ground 
and air - changing depending on weather . Most of the flights take off into the west, 
leaving St Margarets the most impacted. 
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1.6 hours a day on North and South runway - maximum that could be: 30 ATMs x 2 

runways x 16 hours - Day time. 

960 ATMs ( ATM ever-y 2 mins) 

8 hours x 2 runways x 30 ( possible ATM) every 2 minutes as NQS has many aircraft with 

0 Noise coun 

480 ATM ( ATM ever-y 2 mins) 
L-..-~~ 

iTotal worst case scenario 1,440 flights ~er day - excluding the cross runway. 

4. Daa have proposed this AQS would be reviewed every five years by ANCA and FCC -

when there is a limit of a 6 months season placed on QC points, and this is at the 

discretion of the airport operator, how they are assigned. The AQS is not designed 

for those under the flightpath or parallel to the runways, as it does not consider the 

number of SEL's and lamax levels, envisaged to cause sleep deprivation and health 
issues. The contours used are the Lnight and Lday to support the noise 

measurements and this is not acceptable for those trapped in between the runways 

and under the direct flight path ( the Longitudinal contour - 0 - 3000 ft) . A grant of 

permission would present a position of entrapment for those in the Longitudinal 
corridor with no solution going forward. The Voluntary Buy Out scheme is flawed and 

not acceptable and does not recognise the loss that will be experienced. The 

Insulation Scheme, we have been told will not be effective for those in the 

Longitudinal corridor. Note there is no contour to represent this in this plannin 

application. 

In advance of this application FCC had changed the FOP - 2018 ~2023 to introduce" Land 

Use Management" as a tool to apply for a "Relevant Action" to remove the night time 

restrictions. The Land use management was not part of the planning permission and the 

removal of conditions 3(d) and 5 effectively deems the whole planning permission invalid, if 

permitted. 

FCC in collaboration with daa have devised a VDPS and VDlS without the meaningful and 
agreed input from those adversely affected, now leaving them in a future time sensitive 

limbo with a gun to the head situation. The wording of the conditions relating to the 

insulation and the Home Buy out were open to interpretation and so, the affected 

homeowners were excluded and considered collateral damage in the vast economic 

benefits to the country. -Too Small to matter - insignificant and the Applicant too big to 

fail. 
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Dunbro was not initially included in the VDlS until pressurised by the homeowners and 

finally included in the scheme. Six of the homes are insulated an Dunbra, with my 
knowledge at time of writing. The property of Sean Fox, the family home has not been 
insulated to date, due to the questions arising on the future aircraft and ground noise that 
will impact further, when the North Runway becomes operational. 

A Statement of Need was completed by the Applicants consultants, stating the dB level 
was at 62.6 ( just 0.4 of 63dB - the band that permitted eligibility for the insulation scheme) 

Foxhill Bungalow - Survey date - 31.5.2018 - from 1100 - to 11.45. - Anderson Acustics. 

When one considers that Dunbro was not initially considered a noise zone for insulation and 
the Statement of Need puts the residence of Sean Fox at 62.6 is important to note. No 
noise monitor was placed in Dunbro to monitor the noise from the current runway 

( showing 62.6 bizarre and raises questions why not? ) 

THE SETTING UP OF ANCA AND ITS ROLE 

( Extract from EIAR Appendix 13A) 

As part of aviation legislation, Directive ( EC) 2002/49/EC of the European Parliament and of 

the Council of 25th June 2002 relating to the assessment and management of environmental 

noise, as amended by the Commission Directive ( EU) 2015/996 of 19th May 2015 

establishing common noise assessment methods. 

The regulations are to be known as the European Communities ( Environmental Noise) 

Regulations 2018 and came into operation on the 31st December 2018. They require the 

production of strategic noise maps and set agglomerations, major roads and major airports. 

They also require the production of subsequent action plans. 

The EU introduced EU Regulation 598/2014 in 2016. This repeals 2002/Ec2 which set out 

procedures and rules for the introduction of noise related operating restrictions to the 

busiest European airports. This previous regime for managing noise airport noise place 

the responsibility with the airport operator. The entry into force in 2016 of EU Regulation 

598/2014 represents a shift in responsibility 'from the airport operator to a separate 

'ndependent statutory entity or competent authority to oversee the delivery of the new, 

more prescriptive approach to airport noise management. 

NOTE HERE; DAA were responsibte for noise management at Dublin Airport. 





22 

NOTE: Dublin Airport has enjoyed the monopoly of setting their own standards on 

aircraft noise and other up to the present day. NOTE. ~ THE.RE are NO RESTRLCTlONS 
CURRENTLY at DUBLIN AIRPORT 

This is set to change with the legislation of the setting-up oft-he A-NCA { The Air<:raft 

Noise Competent Authority) reporting to Europe under EU598/2014. 

So this application is more than changing the 2 conditions and permitting 24 hour flights 

at DubJln Airport. The .current runway wm be .permitted to operate 24 hours a day as 

they currently do. This is to change the way the airport operates 24 hours a day. 

This application is about transferring the responsibility for noise and airport activity to~ 
ANCA, IAA and ATC- should this application be granted and accepted. 

The wording on the application fails to state that this is the setting up of noise regulations 

by daa, worded and composed by daa for the NAO as daa are the only candidate making 

the recommendations. This is a biased approach and does not consider those between 

the runways and in the flight path, where mitigation measures cannot realistically be 
achieved. 

13A2.5 

Regulation ( EU) No 598/2014 under Article 5 requires that member states shall ensure that 
the Balanced Approach is adopted in respect of aircraft noise management at those airports 
where a noise problem has been identified. 

To that end, they shall ensure that the Noise Abatement Objective ( NAO) for that airport is 

identified. To that end, they shall ensure that the Noise Abatement Objective ( NAO) for 

that airport is defined. This then allows the measures available to reduce the noise impact 

to be identified, and the likely cost-effectiveness of the noise mitigation measures to be 
thoroughly evaluated. 

So here we have the role of ANCA to set up a NAO to be thoroughly evaluated, in parallel 

to this Relevant Action with daa as the only candidate application. 

The applicant is using this planning application to influence ANCA with their cNAO 

projections and assumptions on planning permission that does not current ly exist, 

to ignore curren·. and legal gran~ of planning permission , conditions 3(d) and Condition 5 

that clearly breaches what was committed to. All parties were subject to the planning 

permission set out to be adhered to by ABP in August 2007. DAA set the bar, by submitting 

their preferred base lines, noise mapping, assumptions, projections estimates, 01 a runway 
that rad not yet opened for operation 
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This is borne by the fact that daa have placed a €20,000 amount for additional insulation for 

those homes as the compensatory figure I for the loss of a night time tranquility and health 
impacts and have failed to change the VDPS I again failing to recognise the consequences 
for the runway victims of this life changing decision. 

OTE the cost of products has increased , so will the €20,000 amount also increase to cove 
he materials of high standard t hat are reguired. 

13A.2.6 

The Aircraft Noise Act amends the Planning and Development Act 2000 as amended ( PDA) 

to cater for the situation where development at Dublin Airport may give rise to aircraft 

noise problem and where an airport wishes to revoke, amend or replace operating 

restrictions at the airport. 

13A2.8 

The Aircraft Noise Act was enacted 22nd May 2019. It was subsequently amended on 1 st 

September, following the removal of Airport Infrastructure from the Seventh Schedule of 
the PDA and thus the strategic infrastructure development planning process is no longer 
applicable to it. 

The amended PDA was put in place by FCC to apply to remove ( not replace ) Conditions 

3{d) and condition 5. ABP refused permission to daa in 2008 to remove the night time 

restrictions under SID. So an attemative solution was arrived at. 

We see in 13A2.8 the Noise act was amended to remove airport Infrastructure for the 

Seventh Schedule of the PDA and SID planning is no longer applicable to it. 

So we see new legislation introduced , through FCC to justify and present a false 

perception that these conditions 3(d) and condition 5 can just be overturned by the 
applicant to drctate to the newly set up ANCA - part of FCC to p·resent a future CAO as 

being legal and acceptable, totally disrespecting the conditions currently in place on PL06F 
217429 issued in August 2007. 
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13A2.9 

FCC have been designated as the competent authority for the purposes of aircraft noise 

regulation at Dublin Airport by Section 3(1) of the Aircraft Noise ( Dublin Airport) 
Regulations At 2019 . 

The words of the ANCA Director Ethne Fenton. 

There are a few misunderstandings about our function - primarily we are not deciders of 
whether planning permission for development is granted or refused to Dublin Airport " 

The DAA , who are the managers of Dublin Airport pay for the running of the Authority" 

This says it all - ANCA have no teeth in respect of the development and noise management 
of Dublin Airport - therefore just another organised body to get around the European 
Regulations. DAA will dictate the standards and regulations to the detriment of those most 
adversely affected. Once set up and passed, daa will be absolved of any responsibility for 
the health and well being of the runway victims. This will transfer to ANCA ( paid by DAA) 
and IAA and ATC. 

Therefore the needs and requirements of those directly affected must be addressed as 
the decision made by Fingal County Council , as part of ANCA and DAA, was totally 
based on ANCA Regulatory report received June 2022 

This legislation, the Aircraft Noise (Dublin Airport) Regulation Act 2019, allows for the 

airport to apply for a Relevant Action to amend, revoke or replace operating restrictions. 

The 2016 consultations made clear that daa would seek a review of Condition 3d and 5. The 

main focus of the consultations at that time was proposals on runway use and flight paths, 
and related effects (including noise) and mitigation measures. 

The wording used is very important here - There conditions are being REMOVED 

It must be noted DAA fund ANCA ( Aircraft Noise Competent Authority) and ANCA do not 
have the power to grant or reject planning permission That is the role of Fingal County 
Council who benefit from 24% of their revenue from Dublin Airport. ( per the planning 
report submitted) 

This is confirmed from the words of the New Anca Director -Ethne Fenton , on the Fingal 
County Council Website. 

"There are a few misunderstandings about our function - primarily we are not deciders 
of whether planning permission for development is granted or refused to Dublin Airport" 
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The DAA, who are the managers of Dublin Airport pay for the running of the Authority" 

It is DAA who are looking for this planning , now granted by FCC in conjunction with ANCA 
on the issue of Aircraft Noise. 

The setting up of ANCA- a prescriptive body under the payroll of Daa, gives no confidence 
to us, adversely affected , this body will not give a balanced approach to the noise 
problem this "RELEVANT ACTION is seeking for us, under the flight path and parallel to the 
runways. It will in reality give the airport operation full monopoly to do as they want and 
label us as irrelevant and insignificant. 

DAA have used this so called "Relevant Action "as part of the original planning permission 
to cover three issues. 

1. Remove Conditions 3(d) and Condition 5. 
2. As the paymaster, daa, direct ANCA in setting up the NAO per their perceived 

entitlement to remove the conditions, which is not part of the current grant of 
permission, with their proposals, assumptions, projections and leaving behind 
those also impacted in the current permission F04A/1755 that is active and in place. 

3. Ensure the restriction that will be imposed, following the set up of the NAO will have 
the least number of restrictions for the operators at Dublin Airport going forward, 
with selected baselines. ( 2018 used instead of 2019 in their application) 

4. Each Union Airport sets up its own NAP and NAO and report to the EU. - as part of 
the END. This is being directed by daa, funding ANCA and collaborating with FCC. 
This is a long term plan for the future and expected application in 2025 to exceed 32 

million passengers and increase to 40MPPA. Where are the residents directed 
affected - in a Voluntary insulation scheme increased up to €20,000 as the figure of 
justification for losing night time sleep and health implications and no change to the 
Voluntary Buy out scheme. Dun bro is not part of the VDPS and was not part of the 
VD/5 until pressurised into it. This demonstates the applicants view, that is of 
insignificance and irrelevance. The most affected residents must be part of this 
decision, in relation to their future lives and health and not ignored. 
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We appeal to An Bord Pleanala to view the information 

received in this application , in its entirety and place 
yourselves in the kitchen of our homes, and balance the 

economic rationale with the human cost, to us, the loss of 

our control over our homes and our futures, should the 

removal of Condition 3(d) and 5 be permitted and a NAO put 
in place that ignores the true SEL- LAMAX that will bombard 

us night and day with longitudinal measurements not 

considered part of the noise maps as key. As the airport 

develops, the uncertainty of what is to come for adversely 

affected homeowners, creates an invisible daily stress to 

each person living in Dun bro and Millhead and under the 
flightpath. 

THE DUAL APPROACH TO SET UP A CNAO AS PART OF THIS 
APPLICATION. 

The EIAR is really a quantity surveyors report to ANCA and FCC, with the 

entitled assumption that Condition 3(d) and Condition 5 to receive the 

expected grant of permission from ANCA and FCC. We witnessed this when 

FCC granted permission in 2004 for the original planning application for the 

runway. This was subsequently appealed to ABP. The detailed EIAR, which is 

a complex document, fu ll of graphs, charts, assumptions and projections. 

While the EIAR covers the current planning to a lesser degree, it focuses on 

the removal of the conditions 3(d} and 5 putting forward facts and figures to 

fall within the broad regulations under the EU Directive and the END. 

So the micro affect on a small population becomes lost in the macro 

development plan- the destruction of the lives of health reduced to a statistic 

in the report-with a solution of VDPS or Insulation - not fit for purpose. 
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The END ( European Noise Directive) places the responsibility on each union 

airport to produce their own NAP and CAO as airports are all different. This 

gives freedom to each airport to compile the noise management and 

development , once the local authority and respective ANCA - Airport Noise 

Competent Authority are in agreement. ANCA are the competent authority 

to regulate and monitor aircraft noise as part of the balanced approach as part 

of the EU Noise Regulations. But if the scales is not calibrated to start with, 

there can be no balance for the residents under the flight path and between 
the runways. 

This application has a dual approach, to remove Condition 3(d) and Condition 

5 as if already in place, before the runway opens for operation, and set up the 
limited restrictions going forward to use for 24 hours a day. 

As affected homeowners, we are fully aware of the daa strategy to use 

stepping and incremental planning applications to achieve a significant and 

potential devastating impact on Dunbro residents and flight path residents 
who will be adversely affected. 

This subject is also covered in other chapters as it interacts with the Insulation 

and proposed VDPS put forward, and agreed by daa, FCC and now before 

ANCA to review. These should be rejected and homeowners individually 

spoken to in a personal and meaningful engagement with regards to the 

impact on them personally and for their futures with a solution that is 
satisfactory to the impacted and the relevant authorities. 

The planning of the expansion of Dublin Airport has been open ended, since 

the 1960's with FPDs and Planning Applications to FCC, with no terms of 

reference for the homeowners and this cannot be permitted in this application 

to continue, after the decision is reached. The issue of Flight path residents 
and Dunbro should be dealt with as priority in this application, and not left 

open ended. We expect ANCA to recognise the fate and uncompromising 
position this places a small population of people in, for ever more. 

ANCA have stated Condition 7 and 9 are enshrined in the planning 

permission and cannot be changed, and wording interpreted as DAA and 
other relevant parties decide . But it is acceptable , after bringing in 

legislation through the planning Act under a" Relevant Action" to remove 
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condition 3{d) and 5. This we consider to be biased and discriminate when 
only the 2 chosen conditions by daa are set to change, per this decision. 

FLIGHTPATHS 

Runway Usage. 

Table 3: Future Runway Usage Once the North Runway is constructed and operational 

Dublin Airport will operate during the daytime (07:00 - 23:00) in accordance with 

Conditions 3a-3c per the mode of operation Option 7b, as detailed in the Environmental 

Impact Statement Addendum, Section 16 as received by the planning authority on the 9th 
day of August, 2005. 

This provides that: 

(a) the parallel runways (10R-28L and 10L-28R) shall be used in preference to the cross 
runway, 16-34, 

(b) when winds are westerly, Runway 28L shall be preferred for arriving aircraft. Either 

Runway 28L or 28R shall be used for departing aircraft as determined by air traffic control, 

(c) when winds are easterly, either Runway lOL or lOR as determined by air traffic control 

shall be preferred for arriving aircraft. Runway l0R shall be preferred for departing aircraft, 

and except in cases of safety, maintenance considerations, exceptional air traffic conditions, 

adverse weather, technical faults in air traffic control systems or declared emergencies at 

other airports. In practice it is expected that, unless capacity requires mixed mode, the 

runways will operate in segregated mode during the day with arrivals using either Runway 

lOL or Runway 28L and departures using either Runway lOR or Runway 28R depending on 

wind direction. The few movements by Code F aircraft are an exception to this, as they will 

always use the North Runway. It is also proposed that departures by Category A & B aircraft 

heading south during westerly operations will use the South Runway, and those heading 

north during easterly operations will use the North Runway. A method of determining mixed 

mode runway usage on the main runways {North and South) for modelling purposes has 

been developed. The modelled runway usage has been determined on an hourly basis 

Most of the time the runways will operate in segregated mode, i.e. one runway for all 
arrivals, the other for all departures, 

However, there will be occasions during peak hours when runways will need to operate in 

mixed mode, i.e. both runways used simultaneously for arrivals and departures. The change 

from segregated to mixed mode and back to segregated mode will be determined by ATC 

and once changed to a particular mode the airport is likely to operate in that mode for at 
least two hours. 
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Activity switches from segregated mode to mixed mode where activity is such that any of 

the three following single runway capacity limits are exceeded: 1. More than 35 arrivals in 
one hour. 2. More than 44 departures in one hour. 3. More than 48 movements (combined 

arrivals and departures) on one runway in one hour. In mixed mode, where each individual 

runway handles both arrivals and departures, departures will operate using the compass 

departure principle. This means that if a departure is using a route that turns to the north 
then the North Runway will be used, and conversely if it is using a route that turns to the 

south, the South Runway will be used. For westerly operations when in mixed mode as few 

arrivals as possible will use 28R, while not exceeding the single runway capacity limit of 48 

combined arrivals and departures on runway 28L. For easterly operations when in mixed 
mode as few arrivals as possible will use l0R, while not exceeding the single runway 

capacity limit of 48 combined arrivals and departures on runway l0L. 

When using the North Runway most aircraft will not use the full length on departure, and 

instead join the runway from the 1st intermediate taxiway. he exception are Code E and 
Code F aircraft, which will typically use the full runway length. All departures on the existing 

South Runway will use the full runway length. During the night-time period (23:00-07:00) 

for scenarios based on what is currently permitted the South Runway is the preferred 

runway. 

It is worth noting the level of aircraft ATM envisaged on the two runways 35 arrivals and 44 
departures in one hour, will then switch to segregated mode - that is 79 movement in 1 

hour, 60 minutes - more than one every minute. Code Fare the larger aircraft and will use 

the new North Runway- these will use the new flight path and subject residents under the 

flightpath to higher levels of SEL and Lamax. 

Code Fare the larger aircraft and therefore noisier with increased db levels - LAMAX and 

SEL. 

Flight Paths 

"Alternative flight path divergence were assessed, and these are included within the 
'Alternative Processes - Chapter 4 Reasonable Alternative considered. - Aecom Non Tech. 
Summary EIA 

- Alternative flight paths : departing aircraft follow specific paths at take-off 

The Aircraft Noise Regulation 568 Assessment identified that the scenario with the lowest 

number of people exposed to change that potentially cause significant adverse effects 

caused by the change in noise levels is Scenario 2. 

Lowest number of people exposed - that's us. 
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Scenario 2 

06.00 -23.59 When winds are westerly Runway28L shall be preferred for arriving aircraft. 

(coming in over Malahide, Portmarnock side) Either Runway 28L or 28R shall be used for 

departing aircraft as determined by air traffic control. ( taking off over St Margarets) 

Again the lowest number of people exposed to westerly take off-which is the majority of 
the time - determined by ATC- US 

When winds are easterly, either Runway 10L or 10R as determined by air traffic control shall 

be preferred for arriving aircraft. (Blowing from Malahide side) either runway lOL or lOR 

as determined by air traffic control shall be preferred for arriving aircraft. 

Runway lOL shall be preferred for departing aircraft 

This means that most of the Aircraft take off will take place on l0L - flight path over St 

Margarets. We are the area identified with the lowest number of people exposed to 

change that potentially cause significant adverse effects caused by the change in noise 
levels 

DAA are aware we are the minority and therefore it seems Ok to trample on homeowners 

with no direct meaningful and honest engagement. 

2.5 Flight Routes 

2.5.1 Flight Routes - Current Airport Layout 

For the main runway arriving aircraft have been modelled as using a continuous descent 
approach with a glide slope of 3 degrees. Based on an analysis of radar data in 2018, 
approaching aircraft are generally lined up with the extended centreline of the runway at 
least 17km from the runway threshold Consequently the main runway approach routes 
have been modelled as straight out to this point. Before this point arrivals are modelled 
using 7 routes which cover the broad swathe of directions that the arriving aircraft 
approach from. The modelled current arrival routes are shown in pink on Figure DR033. 

Category A & B Aircraft - Departures The IAA have stipulated that Category A & B aircraft, 
which are predominantly turboprops such as the ATR 72, are not required to remain 

within the existing environmental corridors to the same extent as the larger jet aircraft 

types. They therefore commonly turn off the extended runway centreline to the north or 

south shortly after the end of the runway. A review of radar tracks for recent activity has 

resulted in a set of routes for these aircraft types shown in red on Figure DR033. 

We are those homes and households adversely affected by the runway take 

offs and landings on the new flightpaths associated with 10L-28R and also the 
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current flightpaths and the associated noise and sleep disturbance this will 

bring. Not required to remain within the existing environmental corridors as the same 

extent as the larger jet aircraft types - SEL affect on sleeping households. 

Category C & D Aircraft - Departures Currently the airport has a total of 11 Standard 

Instrument Departure (SID) routes for westerly operations and 10 for easterly operations. 
although in both cases a number are initially the same before separating some distance 

from the airport. As the point at which they separate is distant from Dublin Airport, the 

aircraft will have attained sufficient height to not cause significant noise disturbance on the 

ground by this point. Given this similarity, for noise modelling purposes a set of seven initial 

departure routes have been created from the western end and four initial departure routes 
from the eastern end. For departures during periods of easterly operations the INKUR and 

SU ROX routes initially follow the ROTEV route until well beyond the extent of the noise 

contours, therefore all movements that head north west after their initial turn have been 

assigned to ROTEV, along with the movements that head north. Additionally the PEUG route 
is initially the same as the NEPOD route, therefore both PELIG and NEPOD movements have 
been assigned to NEPOD. 

For Category C & D aircraft, which are jet engined aircraft these routes have been 

supplemented for departures to the west by routes that turn earlier, although not as early 

as Category A & B aircraft routes. This assumption originally arose from a detailed study of 

radar data from 2010, which found that many of the larger aircraft on runway 28 actuall 

performed their initial turn earlier than described by t he SIDs. This is because after reaching 
an altitude of 3000 ft, they are vectored off b'f1 ATC. Two additional 'Early Turn' routes were 

therefore created for each route with initial turns to the north, south, or east, i.e. the 

ROTEV, NEPOD, LIFFY and DEXEN routes. Traffic has been distributed equally between the 

three turning points, the two early turns and the SID, for each route. Recent radar data has 
been reviewed and these assumptions are still considered to be appropriate for current 
activity at Dublin Airport. 

The modelled current Category C & D routes are shown in blue on Figure DR033. This 

approach is in accordance with EU 2015/996 which states that "The backbone track defines 
the centre of the swathe of tracks followed by aircraft using a particular routing. For the 

purposes of aircraft noise modelling it is defined either (i) by prescriptive operational data 

such as the instructions given to pilots in AIPs, or (ii) by statistical analysis of radar data as 
explained in Section 2.7.9 - when this is available and appropriate to the needs of the 
modelling study." 
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2.5.2 Flight Routes 

70% of take offs will occur over St Margarets, with Mill head, Kilreesk 

experiences SEL and LAMAX levels of 80db to 90db as aircraft take off into the 
wind. 

The winds are predominantly westerly around Dublin Airport. 

The flightpaths of the runway come under the IAA ( Irish Aviation Authority) 

and the ATC ( Air Traffic Control)once operational, so therefore the daa can 

abdicate responsibility for aircraft noise and sleep disturbance, as is the 

current case with the current south runway, if these night time restrictions 

are removed. 

North Runway Airport Layout 

Aircraft have been modelled as approaching along a glide slope of 3 degrees. Arrival routes 
for the existing South Runway have been modelled the same as the current routes. Arrival 

routes have been created for the North Runway which broadly replicate those for the South 

Runway. The modelled arrival routes based on the future North Runway airport layout are 
shown on Figures DR034 and DR035. 

Category A & B Aircraft - Departures Once the North Runway is in use Category A & B 

aircraft will continue to turn off the extended runway centrel ine shortly after the end of the 

runway, however they will not be allowed to turn across the other runway. A new set of 
departure routes has therefore been developed for Category A & B aircraft. From the 

southern runway this replicates the current routes, but with no turns to the north. For the 

North Runway the routes have been designed to replicate the current routes to a large 
extent but with no turns to the south as shown in Figures DR034 and DR035. 

Category C & D Aircraft - ( Jet Engines ) Departures For Category C & D aircraft a number 

of the modelled routes have been used to represent more than one of the SIDs, so 

combining the traffic on some of the SIDs onto a single modelled route. The departure 
routes to the west are supplemented by early turn routes, similar to the current routes. In 
order to achieve a safe minimum separation between flights from the two main runways, 
when both are in operation, departure routes have been used which include a course 
divergence of at least 15°. This means that the departure routes from the two main 
runways differ in course (head in different directions) by at least 15°. A set of departure 
routes from the North Runway has been developed, taking into account the resulting 
noise. The result is routes with an early turn to the north. When heading east all of the 

routes turn 15° at 1.06nm from the end of the runway. When heading to the west the 
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routes to DEXEN, INKUR, NEPOD, PELIG and SUROX turn 30°, while those to ABBEY and 

ROTEV turn 75°, all at 1.18nm from the end of the runway. The departures on the South 
Runway continue along the extended runway centreline before turning. The modelled 

current Category C & D routes are shown in blue on Figures DR034 and DR035. This 
approach is in accordance with EU 2015/996 which states that " In many cases is not 

possible to model flight paths on the basis of radar data - because the necessary 

resources are not available or because the scenario is a future one for which there are no 

relevant radar data. In the absence of radar data, or when its use is inappropriate, it is 

necessary to estimate the flight paths on the basis of operational guidance material 

Necessary resources are not available to model flight paths on the basis of radar data, the 

scenario is a future one - so assumptions made in this case which will adversely affect 

those between the runways and under the flight path. This is not acceptable, to base a 

CNAO on assumptions. The airport operators strategy- just do it and deal with the fall 

out later The residents will be expected to be the fall out and considered irrelevant. 

2.5.3 Dispersion Aircraft on departure are allocated a route to follow. In practice, this route 

is not followed precisely by all aircraft allocated to this route. The actual pattern of 
departing aircraft is dispersed about the route's centreline. The degree of dispersion is 

normally a function of the distance travelled by an aircraft along the route after take-off an 

also on the form of the route, When considering many departures, it is commonly found 

that the spread of aircraft approximates to a "normal distribution" pattern, the shape or 
spread of which will vary with distance along the route. ( Don't turn off until reaching 

3000ft at least) - all the longitudinal SEL/ Lamax experienced by Dunbro, Millhead and 
Kilreesk. 

2.5.4- Route Usage 

The actual aircraft movement logs for years that have already occurred provide destination 

airports for each departure movement. This has been combined with an assessment that 

has been carried out of which departure route is used for each destination which utilise the 

direction it is from Dublin. The forecasts for future years generally include departure route 
information for each movement, which has been used. Where departure route information 

is not available, a departure route has been assigned based on the destinat ion airport. 

2. 7- AEDT Validation Results from the Dublin Airport Noise and Track Keeping (NTK) system 

have been used for noise validation purposes. Specifically, the results from Noise 

Monitoring Terminals (NMTs) 1, 2 and 20 between January and December 2018 have been 

used. The noise levels from the monitors are automatically correlated with aircraft 

movements using the radar track keeping system and the average determined by aircraft 
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type and operation. A number of parameters are measured by the system, for this validation 

the Sound Exposure Level (SEL} of the individual aircraft movements has been used. To take 

into account the measured levels the AEDT software has been used to predict the level at 

the NMT locations using the recommended AEDT aircraft type. This has been compared to 

the measured averages for the aircraft types when separately arriving and departing. Where 

the differences between the measured and predicted results were found to be significant 

then adjustments were made to the modelling to minimise the differences. Seventeen 

aircraft have had modifications made to their arrival and departure noise assumptions. The 

modifications are detailed in Table 4 below. 

Aircraft Type Arrivals Departures AEDT Type Adjustment (dB) AEDT Type Profile Adjustment 
(dB) 

A306 A300-622R -3.1 A300-622R 30KFT +0.6 A319 A319-131 -1.4 A319-131 30KFT +0.9 A320 

A320-211-0.7 A320-211 USER -1.3 A320neo A320-211 -2.0 A320-211 USER -3.2 A321 A321-

232 -0.4 A321-232 USER -0.5 A332 A330-301 -1.3 A330-30130KFT -1.1 A333 A330-301-1.1 

A330-30130KFT-0.8 ATR72 5D330 +1.5 5D330 STANDARD[2] +0.1 B734 737400 +0.4 737400 

30KFT-0.1 B738 737800-2.7 737800 USER -1.2 B738MAX 

737800 USER -1.2 B738MAX 7878max -3.0 7378max USER -1.5 B752 757RR -0.4 757RR 

30KFT-2.3 8772 777200 +0.2 777200 30KFT +1.5 B773 777300-0.8 777300 30KFT -2.4 B787 

7878R -0.3 7878R 30KFT +0.1 E190 EMB190 -0.8 EMB190 30KFT +0.5 RJ85 BAE146-3.3 

BAE146 STANDARD[2] -1.6 DH4[1] 5D330 0 DHC6 STANDARD[2] 0 [1] 

The issue for residents is the SEL noise levels experienced in close proximity of the flight 
paths which is overlooked and disregarded in the Planning report and not addressed 
appropriately . 

- The proposal of a noise quota system does not equate with actual noise from an aircraft 
and cannot be considered as like with like when you are woken from sleep or prevented 
for going to sleep. The data is generated from the aircraft manufacturers as a baseline. 
The issue for residents is the SEL noise levels experienced in close proximity of the flight 
paths which is overlooked and disregarded in the Planning report. The longitudinal noise 
levels will not be covered in the ANQ System. 

The QC system was introduced in 1993 , aircraft are classified into different categories 
depending on their ICAO noise certification data. Certified noise levels are measured in 
Effective PERCEIVED Noise Decibels ( EPNdB) a specialised noise unit used for aircraft 
noise certification tests and are referred to as the Effective Noise Levels { EPNLs). 
So the noise will be taken from each event from a mechanical noise unit, perceiving and 
estimating, and not the actual noise experienced by the night time or day time human 
ear under the flight paths and between the two runways . 
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To cast back to DAA 's application to ANCA and to FCC, the Ground noise and the air noise 
were separated . The accumulation of both ground and air noise for LTOs must be 
measured on operation, not on QC which is not correct. 

tfhe certification procedure, specified in Chapter 3 of ICAO Annex 169, requires the 
aetermination of arrival and departure EPNLs, see Figure 1. Three reference 
measurement points are specified: approach, under a 3-degree descent path 2 km from 
~e runway threshold; lateral, 450 m to the side of the initial climb after take-off, at the 
longitudinal position where noise is greatest; and flyover, under the departure climb path, 
6.5 km from start-of-roll (SOR). 

~igure 1 Aircraft noise reference points (in relation to illustrative noise footprints) 

Final approach Arrival footprint 

/ sow 

Climb 

Threshold 

r Classifications for departures are based on the average of the lateral and flyover EPNLs, 
and for arrivals after subtracting 9 EPNdB from the approach EPNL. Further technical 
details can be found in ERCD Report 0204 10. 

Taken from Quota Count validation study at Heathrow Airport CAP1869 

So the noise of aircraft taxiing, waiting to depart and ground noise are not included in 
the QC- and will be very different. 
So actual ground noise and LTO combined - do not equate to the QC system as per ICAO 
for human ear with varied sensitive and health issues. 
Children and adults with learning and focus issues with disabilities, health issues, will be 
severely affected , which has not been considered. 

Submissions from Minister for Children and the HSE confirm , in the planning submissions 
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An Bord Pleanala PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT ACTS 2000 TO 2006 Fingal County 
Planning Register Reference Number: F04A/1755 An Bord Pleanala Reference Number: PL 
0GF.217429 

Condition 3 and 5 clearly state: 

3(d) Runway 10L-28R shall not be used for take-off or landing between 2300hours and 
0700 hours, except in cases of safety, maintenance considerations, exceptional air traffic 
conditions, adverse weather, technical faults in air traffic control systems or declared 
emergencies at other airports. 

(d) Runway 10L-28R shall not be used for take-off or landing between 2300 hours and 0700 
hours, except in cases of safety, maintenance considerations, exceptional air traffic 
conditions, adverse weather, technical faults in air traffic control systems or declared 
emergencies at other airports. 

Reason: In the interest of clarity and to ensure the operation of the runways in accordance 
with the mitigation measures set out in the Environmental Impact Statement in the interest 
of the protection of the amenities of the surrounding area. 

The proposed" Relevant Action "removes this protection of the amenities of the 
surrounding area. 

Example of Response from daa following sleep disturbance - abdicating 
responsibility for the night time disturbance. 
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The Environmental Corridor ( noise preferential route) for departing aircraft using 
Runway 28 extends from the end of the runway in a straight line out to 5 nautical 
miles and has a height of 3, 000ft. The corridor has a width of 180 metres at the 
runway end extending to 1,800m at 5 nautical miles. This means that an airliner 
departing Runway 28 must stay within the corridor until it achieves an altitude of 
3,000ft. Once this altitude has been achieved aircraft may leave the corridor with the 
permission of air traffic control and route to their exit point from Irish Airspace. 

Your complaint of the 21/07/2020 was the rescue helicopter and are involved in 
rescue missions 2417 so don't fall under the normal environmental corridor 
restrictions. 

The Irish Aviation Authority's Air Traffic Control Service makes the decision on what 
runway is to be used based on meteorological conditions at the time, usually wind 
direction and strength. For safety reasons aircraft must land and take off into the 
wind. Dublin Airport is licensed by the Irish Aviation Authority to operate twenty four 
hours a day and therefore there is no cut off time for flights using the airport. 

All aircraft arriving and departing Dublin Airport come under the direction of the Irish 
Aviation Authority (/AA) who design the airspace, provide air traffic control services 
in Ireland and it is they who are responsible for the routing of aircraff. Nonetheless, 
we in Dublin Airport have regular meetings with the Irish Aviation Authority to 
continuously review the track keeping of aircraft in the vicinity of the airport. 

Your complaints have been logged in our noise database. The reduction of aircraft 
noise on neighbouring communities is the joint responsibility of the airport authority, 
Irish Aviation Authority and the airlines that operate at Dublin Airport. I can assure 
you that we take concerns regarding aircraft noise ve,y seriously and strive to do all 
we can to minimise any adverse impact on both the communities and the 
environment by the operation of Dublin Airport. In that regard we welcome all 
feedback concerning aircraft noise. 

This response confirms the following; 

• Dublin Airport is licensed by the Irish Aviation Authority to operate 
twenty four hours a day and therefore there is no cut off time for flights 
using the airport. 
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• All aircraft arriving and departing Dublin Airport come under the 
direction of the Irish Aviation Authority (IAA) who design the airspace, 

provide air traffic control services in Ireland and it is they who are 
responsible for the routing of aircraft 

• So we then note the response: 
• Nonetheless, we in Dublin Airport have regular meetings with the Irish 

Aviation Authority to continuously review the track keeping of aircraft in 
the vicinity of the airport. 

• I can assure you that we take concerns regarding aircraft noise very 
seriously and strive to do all we can to minimise any adverse impact on 
both the communities and the environment by the operation of Dublin 
Airport. In that regard we welcome all feedback concerning aircraft 
noise. 

Lately, the responses have been changed to " Dear Complainant " Our 
experience here in St Margarets, the issue of Aircraft noise is not of 
importance to daa. It is easy to spread and place the responsibility on other 
aviation and local authority bodies. We are considered insignificant. 

We have experienced this over the years where daa state issues are for FCC 
and FCC state issues are for DAA the Dublin Airport Operators. 

The reduction of aircraft noise on neighbouring communities is the joint 
responsibility of the DAA , airport authority, Irish Aviation Authority and the 

airlines that operate at Dublin Airport and now ANCA 

Joint or multiple responsibility does not work for residents, adversely 
affected in Dunbro and Millhead under the flight path who are not given any 
priority in this grant of planning permission and proposed removal of 
condition 3(D) and condition 5. This is DAA 's planning approval and the 
applicant should be made responsible for the health and well being of their 
closest neighbours, to adhere to the original conditions. 

While the Inspector recommended refusal of planning for North Runway, in 
2006, the Board however, acknowledged the impacts on the local residents 
and imposed the night time restrictions as a necessity to protect the 
residential households, under the flightpaths, in the interest of health and 
well-being. Night time per the WHO is 1100 to 0700 am not 6am to 12midnight 
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Should this "Revelant Action " be granted to DAA by An Bord Pleanala 
the residents impacted in between the runways and under the flight 
path will be become permanently irrelevant . This will not be acceptable 
in terms of health and well-being. 

\ 1 ')0 5 
'iequest daa to undertake a review of Departure Noise Abatement Procedures and 
o publish the findings 

~1.1br,N 
Noise Abalement Operating Procedures 

Progfl.'!. ' 
Draft report on NADP compreted by OAP w,u, r,nal recommendations oemg 
compiled for planned issue rn 03 2021 

Exrtracts from the Noise Action Plan 2018 - 2023. 

Action 5 request daa to undertake a review of Departure Noise Abatement procedure 
and publish its findings - final recommendations due in Q3, 2021. 

Subl:ael 
Noise Abatement Ooerating Procedures 

Progrrs~ 
daa motntor Engine Ground Running Preferenhal Runway Use and 
Departures Procedures Tn,s ,s publicly reported on tt,e daa website ard via 
the Annual Compliance report The mon,tonng and report ng of Reverse 
thrust and Take Off Chmb Procedures { NADP) 1s currently under review 
subJect to determining the technology requirements being determined and 
implemented 
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The NAO has now been comp_leted and adopted by ANCA and came 
into OJ?.eration in June 2022 - when permission was granted to DAA 
to remove the night time restrictions. This is prescriptive , biased, 
and Sl?_ecific to satisfy the ticking of a box for EU598/2014 l?_er END. 

(Environmental noise directive) This excludes those in the flight 
'l?_ath longitudinal corridor. 

~ta meeting with ANCA on 2:F August at FCC offices, ANCA 
stated they did not take into consideration 

Condition 7 

7. Prior to commencement of development, a scheme for the voluntary noise insulation 
of existing dwellings shall be submitted to and agreed in writing by the planning 

authority. The scheme shall include all dwellings predicted to fall within the contour 
of 63 dB LAeq 16 hours within 12 months of the planned opening of the runway for use. 
The scheme shall include for a review every two years of the dwellings eligible for 
insulation. 

Reason: In the int erest of resident ial amenity. 

9. Prior to commencement of development, a scheme for the voluntary purchase of 
dwellings shall be submitted to and agreed in writing by t he planning authority. The 
scheme shall include all dwellings predicted to fall within the contour of 69 dB LAeq 16 

hours within twelve months of the planned opening of the runway for use. Prior to the 
commencement of operation of the runway, an offer of purchase in accordance with 

the agreed scheme shall have been made to all dwellings coming within the scope of 
the scheme and such offer shall remain open for a period of 12 months from the 
commencement of use of the runway. 

Reason: In the interest of residential amenity. 

When we asked why Condition 7 and 9 were not part of the NAO , 
we were told DAA did not request Condition 7 and 9 to be_part of it. 
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So the health and welfare and future of those trapped in the flight 
path and between the runway was ignored. 

We see in the EIS from DAA for the planning to FCC , the ground 
noise and Fly over noise ( air) noise separated and calculated 
separately. 

The method of reporting aircraft A TMs has be split for the purpose 
of getting the best result in the NAO and with the Planning 
Authority. 

So the noise from roll, to taxiing to thrust reverse and take off are 
treated as separate to the turn off at 3000 ft. 

So the longitudinal and ground noise has not been captured to 
reflect the Lafmax and ground noise for the minority of humans 
living in the flight path corridor. 

The contours are an average over as wide area from the noisiest to 
the quietest. 

~ct1on 10 
Engage proact,vely ,.,,,th commun,t,es 1f1rough the Oublm A1rport Env,ronmenr 
Worlcmg Group (DAEWGJ arld the St ftAargarel's Community Liaison Group 

Subset 
ManrtOl'll'\Q & Commurnty Engagement 

Progrc!'>S 
Due to Co.,,,,d restnc!lons these community meetings now take place 
electronicatty The OAEVVG meets on a quarterly basis {March. June 
September. and November). and CLG meets bimonthfy (February, Apnl May 
July September, and December) tn addition. special briefings relating to 
spec,f1c issues of interest to local communities also take place When 
easement of restnct1ons permit Dublin Airport's bimonthly drop 1n d1nics at 
local venues wdl resume but 1n the 1numm ongoing engagement continues j 
via OU( dedicated freephOne and ema I -= 

There has been no face to face meetings , since before Covid with DAA. In the 
interim the applicant lodged their application to remove the night time restrictions and 
change the planning permission . The residents and their representative are 
conveniently were shut out, to permit the applicant to proceed , with no meaningful 
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engagement in place now or after the lodging of the original planning F04A/1755 in 
2004. Emails, on line data and zoom meetings are not accepted forms of 
consultation when the impact will be life changing for those directly affected. 

Sut sot 
Monitoring & Community E:ngagement 

Progress 
Noise contours prOduced for 2018 and 2019 Thrs information wall be made 
publicly available v,a the daa website OngOJ'lg annua, No,se reports w,11 be 
completed 

ifHE NOISE CONTOURS CANNOT BE RELIED UPON WITH 15 DIFFERENT NOISE 

MEASUREMENT METRICS USED IN THE EIAR. EACH ONE HAS A SPECIFIC 

MEANING AND CAN BE USED OR NOT USED IN PRODUCING NOISE CONTOURS. 

Noise contours are a factual tool based on computer based 
predictions of noise generation involving various variables including 
numbers of movements, mix of aircraft types, patterns of runway 
usage and flight paths. 

If any of these variables are changed, then the contours will change. 

' The Noise Zones represented on the Fingal Development Plan are 
purely a development control tool designed to minimise conflicts 
between airport operations and new developments. They are 
based on a scenario of mixed use of both east-west runways. A 
different scenario would generate different contours 

THIS IS THE EXPLANATION WE RECEIVED FROM DAA ON THE LODGEMENT OF THE 
PLANNING APPLICATION F04A/1755 

A FACTURAL BASED TOOL, PREDICTIONS INVOLVING VARIOUS VARIABLES, INCLUDING 
NUMBER OF ATMS, MIX OF AIRCRAFT AND PATTERNS OF RUNWAY USAGE AND FLIGHT 
PATHS . 
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PURELY A DEVELOPMENT TOOL DESIGNED TO MINIMISE CONFLICTS BETWEEN AIRPORT 

OPERATORS AND NEW DEVELOPMENTS. 

rTHIS IS NOW DEFUNCT AS ANCA HAVE PERMITTED THE REMOVAL OF THE ATMS TO 

REPLACE WITH THE AQC SYSTEM ( AIRCRAFT QUOTA COUNT SYSTEM) WHICH PERMITS 

AIRCRAFT UP TO THE AIRCRAFT MANUFACTURERS TO MAKE THAT BAROMETER FROM 0 

16. NOTE UP TO 81 EPNDB IS CONSIDERED ZERO - 0 SO AS MANY AIRCRACT UP TO 81 
DB CAN NOW FLY BETWEEN THE HOURS OF 11PM - 7AM IN THE MORNING WITH NO 
LIMIT. 

So it is quite clear the contours are based on data input into the computers and produces a 

result best suited to the needs of the operator and misleading in terms of what the human 

ear hears at 2am in the morning or 5.45 am or 11.45 pm when attempting to sleep. Our 

Aircraft Acoustic Engineer, Karl Searson, proved at the oral hearing in 2006, the contours 

did not include the SEL and Lamax the fast and slow constants. This was the reason the 

Board of ABP inserted the night time restrictions, due to the missing data by daa, in 

additional information in 2006. Daa only received the grant of permission, subject to the 

night time restrictions, in the interest of the closely affected residents health and well-being 

for night time sleep and down time. Daa assume the entitlement to leave all the other 

conditions as is and change condition 3(d) and 5 as a continuation and open ended planning 

permission, to achieve their commercial goal. This tramples on the lives and rights of those 

victimised living parallel, in between, and in the flight paths of the runways. 

irhis was permitted making a change to the FOP - in the form of a variation no. 1 for land 

use planning. 

In the words of Housing Minister Darragh O Brien on 

the Defective Concrete issue for homes in Donegal, he 

stated the scheme put in place would permit the 
Donegal homeowners to " Rebuild their homes and 

more importantly rebuild their lives - People can move 

on with their lives" 

Since the 1960's the people of St Margarets have been 

held captive by daa, with uncertainty, and now with 

the grant of planning permission by Fingal Count 
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Council and ANCA, this labels those most affected as 

collateral damage and insignificant in the economic 

and commercial aviation and business world. 

Art1on 11 
Promote me enhancement of the No,se Flight Track System to mclude where 
appropnate add,tionaf fixed and/or mobrle no,se monttonng term,nals 

Su b!>ct 
Mon,tonng & Community Engagement 

P oqre 
daa are currently n the process of complettng a Noise Fhght Track Mon,tonng 
System upgrade 10 ANOMS Expected completion by 315121 with add1t1ona1 
capab1ht1es to be brought onllne over the short to medium term A Noise 
Monitonng Terminal expansion that accounts for the Northern Runway 1s 

currently being developed based on ll'le Departure and Amval paths for the 
new runway {SIDS & STARS Expected completion of the study and 
commencement of placement 1s expected before end of 2021 

Extract from the NAP states that the Noise Flight Track Monitoring System will be upgraded 
and this has occurred. We cannot be confident that the factual and correct information is 
available to the viewer and those adversely impacted. This has already been proved in 
relation to a call to DAA aircraft noise line, test flight overflying the North Runway, on 16th 

October 2021, at approx. 01.15 am which was denied by DAA, and then removed from the 
radar reports . It was subsequently confirmed thereafter in their response letter, dated 28th 

October 2021. 

Copy of email and letter dated 28th October attached to this submission 

Email dated 16th October 2021 

Response to noise complaint dated 28th October 2021. 

The fact the a Noise Monitoring Terminal Expansion that accounts for the Northern Runway 
was expected to be completed before end of 2021 and in place, based on the departure 
and arrival paths for the new runway . This time line is conveniently very close to the 
results of the 2 month consultation process and the issue of reviewing it for affected 
residents . Also the noise monitoring expansion has not been put in place . There are no 
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noise monitors in Dun bro, at date of writing this submission. There are no noise monitors 
at Millhead or Kilreesk. 

I understand a noise monitor has now been placed on the roof of St Margarets National 

School as confirmed at our meeting with ANCA on Tuesday 23rd August. las 

Rev,ew of Cu, \;nt fl,PR corr dor ~ 

V\lork 1s currently ongo,"g to vahdate the noise corridors currenUy set up within the 
OAP NFTMS for the e1ust1ng runways This validation 1s using 1~e EIDW as the 
reference document This states that 

Cat C and D aircraft usmg Rurnvays 28L 16 and 34 shall operate w,th,n 
env,ronmental comdors which ar& based on runway take-off flrght path areas The 
corndors have a width of 180 M at the departure end of the clearway. diverging ar 
12 5% on each s,da to a maxrmum width of 1800 M and extendmg ,n length to 5 NM 
from the pomt of ong,n The comdors extend vert,cally from surface to 3000 ft AMSL 

The corridors apply for departures from each runway and for approaches to the 
rec,procal runway except for circling approaches 

25TH OCTOBER 2016 - PUBLIC MEETING - GAA CENTRE ST MARGARETS. 

Flight Track Monitoring for new runway with options and preferences put forward by daa's 

consultants. This was the first time the true impact of aircraft and take off and landings 

would impose upon Millhead, and Kilreesk with consultants indicating levels of 80-90db. 
There was significant inconsistancies with the noise experts present - with contours v LDEN 

and Lmax over our homes. It was stated by the experts the sound insulation will not work. 

At a special CLG meeting in the Maldron Hotel on 10th November 2016, 

DAA with FCC presented their duel VDPS and VDIS which was the first time, we were 
informed of its formation. 

DAA and FCC utilised this meeting to present the final details, agreed and formulated by 

DAA and FCC to sign off on Conditions 7 and Conditions 9 on the VDPS and VDIS. 

Following up on the Flight Paths meeting with their options and preferences, we requested 

the Longitudinal data, to align with what the noise consultants had said on 25th October, 
and this was not available. 
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This was continuously requested at the CLG meet ings and denied and only presented to the 

Secretary and Chair of SMCRG on 31st October, 2018. 

Copy of Document attached to this Submission in Appendix 1. 

' ' n- T u r D 

RFI 119 - COA Monitoring 

lntrodJct101rl to v DA 
CDA refers to Continuous Descen1 Approach - 1h1s 1s a method of aircraft approach 
used by a,rltnes operating at airports 1hat ,s designed to m1rnm,ze the environmental 
impact of arnval operations Operations are rn violation of this procedure when they 
fly distances of level flight that exceed the cntena on approach to the airport 

Dublin Airport ,s currently in the process of rev1ev.,mg and validating the cntena lo 
fac.lItate COA mon1tonng and have implemented COA rules 1n line with intemattonal 
best practice into ANOMS A toal penod of tmp1emental1on will be completed over 
Q2-Q3 2021 that w,11 advise engagement with relevant stakeholders and interested 
parties ahead of Implemenlatron 

As the EIAR and additional information was lodged in September, this 

information needs to be added so that ANCA can fully assess the facts, and 

the real impact on flight path residents. in relation to the operation of the 

runways - 16hrs a day and 8 hours per night - full 24 hour period on both 
North and South Runways. 

The annual compliance report in relation to 

Engine Ground Running 

Preferential runway use 

Departure Procedures 

This Annual Compliance report should be presented to every directly affected 

homeowner in layman's terms to explain the true impacts on their daily 
lives, 24 hours a day, going forward. It is not enough to have an annual 

compliance report, published and then responsibility to those affected 
absolved. 
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CDA Rules to be app 1('J for trul pc nod 
Operations are deemed to have incurred a CDA v10,at1on when they lly more than 1 
segment of level fhght on approach to the atrport In the UK at the three South East 
Airports Heathrow Gatwick. and Stansted ANOMS has been used to moasure CDA 
since circa 2005 The ,mage below shows a copy 1n the Oubhn system of the rules 
used in tne three a rports Pending review and vahdation of the rules the 1,,a1 period 
deta,led above will be implemented with these lim,ts and thresholds The COA rules 
will be applied to all runway approaches W1th the 1nte'1t to provide nigh level overall 
and 1nd1v1dual runway compl,ance levels Adjustment over the triaJ period may be 
required to fac1l tate operaltona constraints 

We don't have easy access to this. Now that DAA operates under the ANCA 

NAO, These reports will be part of the NAP, The annual statistics, and 

produced post the noise and environmental effects. 

The trial period of implementation will be completed over Q2 and Q3 2021 

that will advise engagement with relevant stakeholders and interested parties 
ahead of implementation. 

What are the results in layman's terms and who will be advised of 
engagement. Are we considered relevant? 

ANCA have confirmed in dialog meetings that the balanced approach is not for 

communities, it is a "balanced approach as set out in perceived European 
legislation agreed with ICAO, IAA and CAA excluding the human element. 

Monitoring and reporting of 

NAPD - Reverse Thrust and Take off Climb procedures currently under review 

- subject to determining the technology requirements being determined and 
implements. 

This is very vague and conveniently under review. Can we see the results of 
these procedures and what is envisaged for residents parallel to the runway 
and in the 3000ft flight path. 
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The ANOMS system wtll process all arr val operations tor the a rport agamst the 
proposed COA rules deta1led above to determine if a CDA has occurred Details w II 
be stored w1th1n the ANOMS database from where the rele'lfant metrics and reports 
can be generated to advise av1ahon stakeholder engagement follOW1ng the tnal 
penod completton Agreed rules w,n only ~ applied to ANOMS following this 
stak.eholder engagement for all current operational runway approaches and North 
Runway 

So Stakeholder engagement, excluding the communities in St Margarets, and Portmarnock 

is this ethical and moral. Those in the flightpath zone are considered insignificant and 
collateral damage in the micro zone and diluted as part of the Macro rational presented and 
unchallenged. 

This should be explained in simple details to our impacted residents. It is too technical in 

nature to understand for the ordinary resident. The result will be following the trial period. 
Where to the affected home owners fit in on this final process agreed. 

"""" _...... -· 
Blckcrdlkc 
Allen 
Partners 

A320 Aircraft. - SEL 80 db and 90DB Departure Runway 28L- NADP Assessment. 
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l '16 3 28 For !he CtOlos~,..,o Runway sl1a11t11 arr val rou'.l'S ha,-e been w.ed w,," a set cl mooet1e-d departure 
'OUtt !I 10( Category A & B anrl Catog()(}' C & D ,rcraft INhoCll 1\:1110 bean dL .... eloped ba~I on lhe 
t>Ut st~ SIDs 

136 3 29 For the Soum R.111 .... ay based on an 1nalys1!i. cl radar data n l 18 .~ppro.,chir,g a rcralt are!}•! e<a y 
,nod up w,th too eX1ondfld cert,et,ne of tN, '"".,..,l' at lt>ast 17 kn· from ,,,., runway threshold 
Co" ,1::quf'rit,y v·, South R1J11way nppr )a~,n routP' ha~ hef•n •nOdclled as stra,qht oul to Um; p<.,nt 
B11f0fe th,s , ,o,nt amvals ar6 rr.od,. P.<1 ,1~,ng 7 CNt~ wh eh c ~er the t oad swa1"ttl ul d ·od,on. thJt 
the :imvmg a,rr.r.ill approach from F1iqhts I .•~" been r-.ually d,str ,butu, M IWPP' IN' 7 routl. Ttio 
modl'IIOO current .1mval routf am sl'IOwn in p,r1k on F,91110 13B-2 

l'.38) , ... Fm dopa1J•r,; on the South R1.nway l~P current ,c,1.1tes u~ed ~ary with ;i rcralt t~pe ;mc1 tr-sunat,on 

We note there are 7 routes that cover the broad swathe of directions that the arriving 
aircraft approach from. Flights have been equally distributed between the 7 routes. 

We have experienced this, now the runway is open with no uniform direction aircraft take 
off and land on North runway, 10L - 28 R . 

3B 3.31 Calf!<.) ry A & 8 a•H.rafl, which atE• pr lorrnnanlly turboprop~ <.ur.h as th1 ATR 72 aro 111.1I roq~1u. I by 

1ho IM lo tema, w~h,n the flx,,u, g enwonn~nt.il ,.;orndon. ta tho same cxlE>nl as II o l;vqer jet a ruJft 
•y~s Thoy the elo•,, comm,,nty turn o rf ttu, ext1and J r1.nw.1y :nlrr',n,.. to 1t·,1 nc ·th or ~r, rth st1'Jl"lly 
,r \e, lhe b'nd of the rurway A rov,ow of radar !reek~ for r t"CIJnt ar1,v1ty has r, ~U~L<l 1n " wt of route::. for 
those mrcraft typ,1,; shown ,n rod on Figure 138-2 

38 3 12 Cu•renUy the a,rpon has a total >I 11 Sland,wl ln strulTI<!rl Ocparturo (SID) routos tor w ..,11,11y OP4)ra!lons 
and 10 fOf Past~rty operation, ar ·,evgh "' t,oll CJS"!i a nurrt,, · 1ro lf'•Mlly lhl' '>d•ne ,nt after thoy 
"'1vo left tho study 1rca. G1111 r t11,s sim,lanly for no ·-•J - ldelllll<J 111irr,osn-. a SCI of Sl'II• n ,~ ,1 :ll '1CJ)Jr10tu 
route:, hJvo been created fi om the \'<cstern end and four '"~,al Clep:irture ro1.itos froM ttio e~1em end 
Table 138-14 sho"'s which route has beon llSed t o ""'dl:!I eact, SID and g 11e!; !I e n11ta .J rt,<.l ,on of !he 
rou1~ 

So we have 11 standard Departure Routes ( SID} for westerly operations and 7 initial 
Departure routes have been created from the western end and Four initial departures 
routes from the Eastern end. 

So for us at Millhead and Kilreesk, there appears to be no set flight direction, and we 

have registered from 80db to 94db on a noise monitor from the flights on north runway at 
Millhead, from 25th August - to 28th August 2022. 
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TaMJ 138 14. Dep,JTturo Routos Used to Mcxft1I S/Ds 

BA'•'ll 
OlPA,._ 

DEXEN 

INKUR 

l FFY 

OLONO 

ftlll..1 

PESfT 

Nf VRI 

ROTF1, 

S\JROX 

' 1'.Ves:e,·1 Operat,ons Only 

ROT[V ROTl.:V N, rth 

NEPOD NH•OO Scuth ---------------DtXcN 0 EXE N Ca" ---------------INKUR HO' L V 

L 'FFY I IFFY l HI ---------------NEPOD NEf-'00 South --------------------PUIG 

NEPOD 

ROTE\' 

ROT[V 

SUROX 

ROTL\/ 

ROTEV 

W 8' t 

South 

01th 

NoM 

Nortn 

So how do these impact on us residents - what is the real time impact . Obviously each SID 

will impact the take off noise level and is it possible to forecast the SIDs that will be used? 

Is it the IAA, or ATC that determine which take off SID is used, or is it dependant on route. 

13B 'l 33 For Categc:wy C & D aircrafl. which are Jet engined a rc,aft lhe~e roule:. hJvo been supp emontod for 
departuro~ to t"o we=.t by routM that 1,,rn earner al\l~ugh •ot a~ early as Ca!ogo,y A & B 11cratt tO•J'.~~ 
This ac;sump110n 0119,narry drose from a dela 'cd revlO','I of 2010 radar data and has been onfirmod as 
,emain~19 appropriate by a review of receN radar data Tnese tev,ews found that many of ttie CAtego,y 
C & D on runway 28 actually p('fforme<) their 1n,hal turn eart1cr than descr·bed by the SIDs n, s 1s 
because after reaching an a!lrlude of 3000 ft t~ey are vec1ored off by A -c. Two add,I onal Early Tur~ 
routns were therr-f°'o creatf.'d for each route W1th tn1t.a l turns to lhn north south or east, 1 e tl'e ROTEV. 
NEPOO LlfFY and DEXE:N routes Tra!r1c has been d,stribuled equally between the three lurn,ng p<llnt,; 
, e lho two eany !urns and the S D fer eac,, ro.,te 

13B 3 34 The modelled current Category C & D routes are shown n blue on Figure 13B 2 

A and B Category are turboprops are not required to stay in the flight corridor, in the way jet 
engine aircraft are. -This Category of aircraft are exempt, for noise related nuisance per the 

daa in their responses at present. Nonetheless, it must be highlighted that turboprops do fly 

low over Millhead and Kilreesk and the nuisance noise is very real, particularly at night. 

C & D are jet engine aircraft. C and D on runway 28 performed their initial turn earlier that 

described by the SIDs Standard Instrument departure. 
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130 3.37 OrJC:o the N• "h Runwc1y :; 1r •~o Category A & B aircraft "'" continue to I rn off U ♦'xler-111rd runway 
rw1tre1 nA ~'1ortly lillte< the or.d ,,f IN• r Jnway howcvnr lhll)- w t· not be a owerl to turr ac,oss lho olher 
rurway I e It , 'I cannot tLm .,urth off the S001h Ruro1way .ind vice vp1:;,1. A news t of departure routes 
ha:; therafao beun d.,11,· 1,ec for Category I\ & a aircrar, From the Sou1n Rum11dy lh,s rep :atos thl' 
r.urrent mu105 but with no tums to tho north. For 1ho North Rur way ltif route<, have been de:;1911, -11 to 
replic;\te 1h, current ro,11~ 11'1 c 1o-,ely as J)O','> bJe but With no turns to the .o ,th as ..,how-n n 
F•Jure:; 138 '.l 1nd '3B 4. 

13B.3.38 For Category C & D aerc,ah a numht!r of th(HTIOdo 1ee routes have oecn used lo repro:;ont more than 
one ol thu S10s so combining !he traffic on some of the SID!! onto a s1nql11 modelled route The rlr.panure 
routes to lh-1> ,o,esr are supplemm:ed by ear•y turn routes. :; m ,a, to tt • current route:, 

na 3.39 In order to a ·h111ve a sa'e m,n mum separat,on between departures and ;imvals perforJT11ng a go around 
and baseo on pubhc consultal on and a subsequent detailed r.afety assessment by the Air Traffic Service 
P1011,dcr. a course d,ver!1'nce of at least 30 1s required. As 11,e runways a,e parlilf"cl this , ,eeess·tated 
an ear1y tum by depar1u,es from the North Runway 

138. 3 40 An a11dlys1s was unclortaken to determine the best ,n llal turn ang·es taking into account the resulting 
I\Ofse 1nd Irie local corr,murnly wa-. consu-led on tile op! ons The ana1ys1s concluded that that f0t 
departu,e~ to the v,, ist I here we<o llfl',ted d,lferenre~ l>Clwoon tne various h,rn nngle apt,ons. but c1n 
1n,ua· tum or 15 or JO 10 the no,th was favourable ,nterms of the overall nu1J1bcrs of scn:;ilive receptors 
under the fhghl path This was supplomenled with a 75° mrtial tum lot departures hpad1ng lo the north 
or west off the North Ru,.way ,n west<!rlY departures. For deoar1ures lo the east an ~,11a1 turo of 1 s• to 
ttie north was the mor;t 'avourablo option Ttle PtJl>i.,. tonsi,llahon resu~ed in the 15 75· d,vorg~nce to 
lhf> west off Norlh Ru ,I/JI.' and i 5 IO_!ho east ao1no 1orward for futhN ana.t~I!> 

When was this consultation conducted with the local community, what local community. 
This only meeting to present the preferred and options was on 25th October 2016 to St 

Margarets Residents and there was no preferred routes - all residents were going to be in 
excess of >80db due to our location. We were informed that Insulation would not mitigate 
the Lamax noise. 

NOTE NQS has a noise quota count of zero - 0 for EPNdB up to 81 db. So as many ATMs 

can take off and land with the O figure, therefore those with O count ( NQC) can take off 

every two minutes without using any of the 161 200 NQCs that have been set , per ANCA's 

NAO, funded by DAA, under EU598/2014 legislation and set up by the Dept. of Transport 
following Dail legislation. 

What does that look like initial turn or 15 or 30degrees to the north was favourable in term 
of the overall numbers of sensitive receptors under the flight path. The public consultation 
resulted in 15/75 degrees divergence to the west off North Runway and 15degrees to the east 
going forward for further analysis. 
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, JB 3 41 The subs,iqul'nt ool.:Hed ,w~pa :A 'lf•s19n ,nd cal<'d that a ,:our~e d 1ver9 OC4' of at klast 30 wJ~ r t>QU 8" 

!or wesIer·11 LI, o.-:irturr,s n cvder to alk!W for <;11fer11 req",,e,,,ents a!>soc1ated w1h po!ot'lra missed 
approac.hl>-. 0< go uounds •1,1; f,1ul SN of d,v rguJ'\te was u,Nefore selected to bt: 30 ano 75 tr, tl'o 
·.-.&st and 15 to the east 

13B 3 42 A c;et ol doParture rout~ fromt"P North Run1"<ay was then developed that rephcatcd the current route'i 
;J!, closely as p<)'\t;Jble, l'<hrle at ow ng for these init,al turns Thc> resu t 1s routes w,th an ear '/ !urn to the 
north. When hoacllnq eibt all of !he rni,tos tum 15 al 1 06nm from the end of the runway When heild,ng 
to I1,e west the routes to DEXEN INl(UR. NEPOD, PEL!G and SUROX turr- JO' wh11e those to ABBEY 
and ROTEV turn 75 ,11 JI 1 18nm from the end of the rur,way 

t3B 3.43 Tho depanures on tt,& South Runway con1mue along lhe extended runway centTel,ne before tur-,ng 

136 1.44 The modelled current c .. 1egory C & D roules are !>l'lOwn ,r nr11e on Figures 138-3 and 13B-4 

HB J 45 This al)(Yoach 1s ,n .iccordance with EU o ,,echvo 201 "1'996 wt1,c11 su,es that In many c11s~ ,s no1 

possrble to model 11,ght paths on the bas,s of radar dala because lho necesi;cll'y resources are rol 
available or because tn-e sceNr,o 1s a future one for whch there are no relovant radar datJ In Iha 
ab-;enco cl radar dat ::i or wr en 1s uso is ,nappropoale, rt '"' neces~ary to esttrT1Jte l he ""Jt-1 paths on 
the basis ol operational gu•darce m;-iterial 

The approach is in accordance with EU Directive 2015/996 which states that "In 

many cases is not possible to model flight paths on the basis of radar data - because the 

necessary resources are not available. So the scenarios are a future one which there is no 

relevant data. This validates why condition 3(d) and condition 5 should stay in place, per 
the planning permission from ABP in August 2007. 

138.3 46 Aircraft on departuro are allocated a route to fo·low. In practice. th s ·cute rs nol followod prnc,sely by JII 
aircraft alloc",..,tcd to th1S route. Tt"' aclual pallem of dep;in,ng a,retaft 1s dispersl.'<l abo JI tne roule 'i 
u:nlreline The degree of d SP\.,1s10n ·s normaty a function of lhe c•~tM P trav<'IIOd by an aircraft along 
tho routo after take-off anc 'illS0 on the f01m of lhf. rout~ 

i 3B 3 47 When com,idor ng many departures 11 ,s commonly fo und tt·at t ho spread ol Jtrcrc11t ,1pproxIma1es !o a 
"normal d,sIr,t>u1ton" p,l11orn lhe shJpe or $proad of 111, t, eh w1 I vary w t" d ,sIan,.;c along triA route A 
s,mpllf ed n1Jtl ,ema11cal model can be adopted ta repr<.-soot a norrr.al diW1b.1t,on ol evonts baseo on 
slanoard dev1Jt1or~ FU Dlff'd•ve ;;>0 '\51996 adv1bl::!o ,ne u~e of seven "dIsperse<1" tr,icks as~.u ed w~h 
each departure route. t ►·cse compr11,e the Centre no of wc.h route 1no the three Sub Tr dcks E•1t11er s do 

3B.3 48 Tho allocflt,on of ·novements to oa h track for this .tbse~srrtlf1I was as fol lows. 

Seven Dispersed tracks with each departure route. So basically there are 7 SEVEN 
departure routes for St Margarets. 
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28 r of dcp.inurcs ,, tong tho Cr-r,tru" 

Er.- . 'ninfr.cr. 1 ri1 , 1 Au.~1tmt'111 R~ 
~ ... ~ ••38 

n 2•,. of d~parur, s a•on•J uach oftht IW•> '"'" Sut Tra, ks L"lhur :,1d,• ,I II , Contr, nt ind o•~ct 
'Yd d,si.incr O" 0 71 ~tand.11d llov1r1t,u11 

• 10 &•·• of d1 VIL rM ~IOIKJ each of ttIe 2.,. pa,r of Sub Trac;.~ t11tht•( l>I0e ,,f H , Cc11tr1<I rie c1r1d 0lf5,£JI 
by,, o,star~ of 1 43 stilndJrd OOV'111G,, 

• 3 1' of dop.1rtu·,1-. along cuch of tn'l two ovtcr Sub T1 ~k!I c"flhc.-1 s,de of !Im Coriire,,,, • <1n<l of! c1 
by a 1,stance ,,1 'l 14 lilndard IJ,,,v a11, r,., 

138 3 41) Th,s dh,pors,on mode hJs b04·n appl,od wlh o dcpan1Jre ofl'sot prof lo whch compt1S!!'; 1te 11t.41ld;lrd 
dov,ations of the magn lude of 1ho d1soorsron for long1h..,; of ,;tra ght and curved track The-,'> 11 ive OO(l'l 

ootermned f•O!l' :i dnta,I11a an:iIr,,~ o' rad:u trar.kS for l)f'rat1oris n 2016 et Dut,t n Operations m 2018 
lla\O 000'1 rov,cwoo ·l"J l ourid to follow a l,i!TII <lr dl!llrib\J',1011 

us 3.45 This approach 1s in accordance with EU o,,cd1vo 201 'i:996 ...,t,•r.l'I states that 'In many ea:.~ ,s --.ol 
possible to rnodel fltgrit paths on the bas~ of rad,u data oocause the necel>l.c1•y rosources arc not 
avc1,lablo or t)(>Cause the sceMno s ;i futu•c ort for wf, J1 tr,ere ;ire no relovanl radar data In trt 

absl'nce of radar data r when 1s L so 1s n.1pp1opr ale. I s nece<:c;ary to es11m.1te tt ,e 'light p~ths on 
tl't1 basis of 0P'!rat,onat guidance rNtenal 

Note: In accordance with EU Directive 2015/996 which states that it is not possible to 

model flight paths on the basis of radar data, because the necessary resources are not 

available or because the scenario is a future one for which there are no relevant radar 

data. So in the absence or when its use is inappropriate , it is necessary to estimate the 

flight paths on the basis of operational guidance material, 

So we see here - estimated, projected, assumptions - which create noise contours that 
cannot be relied upon and will be subject to change, once the new runway is operational. 
In the meantime, the adversely affected residents are expected to accept this data and 
also ANCA have now made decision to input into their NAO. This is not real time 
information that can be validated. 

138 :l 65 Tt11s ,s "' I ne ,~1th E J 0trt'('.hvo 2 15·oq13_ wr d1 requ,rc ,. ''JI A I 111µut v,),, i•s lffrt:t,ng tho em,ss1on 

llR ]( , 

13B 3 ul 

L 

lc1,cl of a ·, 1ur :c 1 ,d r ·J II" , J:,vs1t1on of l h ~our•:c, slrn I b, dutc m,nod with i t tea-;t II u ,lCC\ir icy 
corr1Jspo11·hng to an uncertainty of± 2dO(A) m tho on~ss1on rvct of t'1c source 

For lhe •l':<.cntly mtrQ\lur ed nml hrtu(I) ll' 111ft lypos Hl II "lvrcco ts •which Jre nu• conta,rod w1U ,n the 
AEDT f"lod& as!>urncltons h.:i~, I •& n,.11.JE for their expeclL-d ,o i.e leVL ., Th,s is baY d on 1 
cor1r1dnSon with c IIn I tho c.urrent generation aircraft 1h11 s being d1roc1Iy replacod or tho rnost srn lar 
ai1ciaf1 type ava able , AEDT 

Tt,e expected Cl" 1n91r., " ' n., se ·evols are pr,manly based on a comparison of aver.1ge certrflC.l' on noiso 
lr v11h, b61w~ tl I une ~1 and n l0der1a -d J •crar, lyP"!S from •1 •J FASA Aprvoved N ,so I evvl. 

datatns,, u,cortakc•1 in 2019. A summary )I t,,r>,;e r.. y1ven rn Table 138-10 For a11c1alt whose 
c;crt11cat,on 1 01s~ lnvi:k were not ava,rable the. assumptions are based oo those usod by the ERCO for 
the A1 rl0!1s Comms'>lon 2014 i• 
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TaOJ 139-fli s~mmary of Entn&:; m f:ASA Or1raba5e fer Ro)(;. or A1rvatt Typo~ 

II 

731100 1.206 'J3 l 8J ;> ~58 
A•rt) AJ;>, 175/ ')6 0 666 96!, 

A>~J AJ? 1n,10 56 1 ea 7 84 1 "" .. - --
A,rtJ, ,S 11..\30 1 1 81' sa J ') I 1 18 4 

A.lfbus AJ3().PO()n, o 5 11 4 889 '.!IS 4 

Atrbo..$ AJ'iO ~ 0 40 91 0 850 11;', 

Ban"baro1t11 CS100 16 87 I 80 8 97 4 

fmt)(I"( f 190 89 92 3 84 D 92 5 

£.mbtae, E 190-E:l 30 86 1 16.8 9 1 4 

138 3 .68 For arn11als 1he apprO<:ICh level was ut ,hed For depaf1..1105 tho avcrago of the lal, rnl ard !lyovef le11el!:> 
was u11 ,sed For each modrrn sod aircraft IYPf.' ~ r-ru an ass1,rt1plJ0r1 wa:. ,,.,Odcd, tt,o arnval and 
departur nolS8 levP1l. we.-~ !IC p.tralely compa•ed "''lh the ro cvant current a,rcraft lyP<> T"ese 
d1fferenc1>s were ltlttn added to the adJustments -;et out 10 Tab'P 138-1 S to g,ve the resu ta"l .ld;ustmonts 
presorted 1n Table '38-17 

138 J 68 For amval!. the .ipproa,h level was util sed For cepa'tllrcs 11'\e a~erage of the late• :ii ano l'yov&r leve s 
was ut1hsed For c:1ch modorn sod ;urcr1ft l :Yfl0 ~rf ,l ai.sumption .,.,as • O<'lded, trio amval ancl 
departure no,se tev111s were separately compa,ed with the relevarl current a,rcraft IYJ>P. These 
<!iffere ices .,.,e,e tren added to the adjustmMtS sol out ~ Tab"3 138-15 to g,ve !Me resultant ad1ustrrenls 
oresCOILd n Table • '.lB-• 7 

rao1e !J /3.17 rxner.tell (,l!c1ngu m Noise Leve/5 oorwcw1 Curront .,nd Modam,soo Aircmft Types 

• 
737700 Bormard,et CS100 H -4 l 

A,rt,us A32t AdliuS AJ21"L'O 7~ 5 4 - ---
A1rt,us A.Ii I Airl)us A32TLR -2.4 5 4 

AU'bos A33(\-300 Airbus A330·900neo , 1 .4 8 -
Airbus A330-300 A"1)u A3SO•QQO ·O 15 

Soe•nci 777 lOO 8<>(1 119 7 /7X (! ~ H 
FmOm"i' f190 EmbraorE 19C r7 1 !) -ii2 

' Based on -,321neoc1>rt' .ca' ., no,se levels 
Ba ■d ,n ERCO ~\ulTlf,liOII\ 

The db level at night per the conditions, will have dB level of zero for scheduled flights as no 
ATMs are permitted between 1100- 0700 am . 

The reduction in aircraft noise is welcomed for the 16 hour operation on both runways and 

the 65 ATM$ only at night on the South runway. 

138 4 6 Each d.,.,01 ,nq 1i-d commuMy bulld,ng has bee1 ncludoo m lho AEDT model as a rcce~Cl" A 
representat111e sot of raccptors ~as oeen c.reatod ror t:.ich perrn.1teo cev •IOpmc"t nd t on ,d ,anc ~rea 
basl'd on srle pfans and other pub-1«:ly ava 1Jble tF'lo 111a1,on NOlse evcts have been pred ~1ed at eact1 
of the&e re--:P.ptor locations 
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This is the current routes for take off and landing aircraft - August 2021 

1tt.·. ~ 

U:qary U :IA.~·l'l 

~ ebt.<•1tP-.-11 

..... h.l;n 

Bickerdike 
Allen 
Partners 

--Cmr,gt to t tf1""' n.N 11:\lr.W.a, 0,.,,1N;ins 

figure 138-3 
M i11in Runway Mldto'IN Routt1 

Change to permitted runway operations. - North and South runways. Centre line over 
Millhead and right hand side of Kilreesk Lane. 
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Change to permitted runway operations-future mixed mode. 

... ... 0nt'rfl.JY' N AIi 

Bickerd1ko 
Allen 
Partners 

n..a.-, 
t .,..,,...,oPN-- tlt'Cl lt, w ,. Oprr-tOf'li 

, .,_,.. na-4 
M.,....._. ... .,,._b>, ,tlRoutc~ 

IIA./tll••ModP 

For those under the flight of the runway, in St Margarets, it would appear from the data put 

forward none of the data will make a difference, as we look at the Longitudinal data finally 
received on 28th October, 2018. 

The following refers to Millhead, Kilreesk Lane and out to the Ward. 

....-.---~--. ...... 
c....- ............. 

Al1119 NOl-01 
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And the corresponding Lamax and SEL levels. 

The fact that daa withheld this information, and agreed a VDPS and VDIS with FCC, with full 

knowledge of the impact of the North Runway and its flight paths, without our meaningful 

participation and meaning engagement, with those most impacted, between the runways, 
and parallel and in the flightpaths, highlights how the DAA view our position in our 

community and our homes. These night time restrictions cannot be permitted, on the basis 

of the above. Daa expect those adversely affected to be forced out of their homes b 

default under their " voluntary scheme" There is nothing voluntary about what has been 
proposed in Condition 7 and Condition 9 of the Planning PL06F .217429 . 

The fact that ANCA granted DAA everything in the planning application F20A/0668 and 

more, in June 2022 in the NAO and then FCC granted Planning permission on 8th August, 

giving no priority to the health and welfare of those trapped in the Longitudinal corridor and 
the confines of the runways is both immoral and irresponsible. 

DAA are a developer and will expand their lands for airport development , commercial 

profits when homes have been acquired, as happened to the 8 families, forced to move, for 

the construction of North Runway in the late 1960s. There was no consideration for those 8 

families and there is no serious consideration given to those now trapped, and forced to 
choose with living in an 80-l0db aircraft noise zone or sacrifice their lives, their homes, 

their identity , into the future. 

It is not acceptable to remove the two conditions that permitted the grant of planning 

permission, by ABP in August 2007, by eradicating anything and everything, in their way, by 

using all and every updated legislation, at their disposal. This is the Imbalanced Approach 
not - the Balanced Approach- and discriminates against just and fair democratic process, 
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Health Impacts 

Aircraft Quota System proposed as mitigation tool for NAO -
Balanced Approach. 
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The applicant is proposing to use the Aircraft Quota System as part of their mitigation 
process, along with the above. 

At point of updating this document for ABP, we were informed by ANCA that they are not 

aware if DAA are going to operate the NQC system , prior the this appeal. 

To replace Condition no. 5 

On completion of construction of the runway hereby permitted, the average number of night 
time aircraft movements at the airport shall not exceed 65/night (between 2300 hours and 
0700 hours) when measured over the 92 day modelling period as set out in the reply to the 
further information request received by An Bord Plean6la on the 5th day of March, 2007 

Reason: To control the frequency of night flights at the airport so as to protect residential 
amenity having regard to the information submitted concerning future night time use of the 
existing parallel runway 

TO: A noise quote system is proposed for night time noise at the airport . The airport shall 

be subject to an annual noise quota of 7990 between the hrs of 2330 and 0600 hrs. 
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ANCA have granted the total of 16,260 Aircraft Quota counts, an increase of 7,990 as part of 
their ORD. 

This application is about four different and separate airport issues. 

1. Removing the night time tranquillity required for sleep and rest, imposed by ABP in 
2007 with disregard for the WHO guidelines. 

2. Introducing the flight paths as part of the runway- this should be a separate 

planning application. 

3. Precursor to application for increasing passenger numbers from 32million to 40 

million in 2025. This was originally part of the discussions with FCC and ANCA to be 

included in this application, but was deferred until 2025, when passenger numbers 

are due to be at peak again and in anticipation of this planning approval. 

4. Introduction of the Noise Quota System instead of ATMs at Dublin Airport. Dublin 

Airport has no restrictions currently. The operation of the new runway brings into 

place restrictions for the first time . The NQS is a matter for each airport to 

implement under the NAO and daa have proposed a cNAO to ANCA to agree upon, 
when in actual fact, there is no NAO in place and is a requirement to do so by ANCA 

ithout the night time restrictions in place per the planning permission document. 

Daa have proposed this AQS would be reviewed every five years by ANCA and FCC­

when there is a limit of a 6 months season placed on QC points, and this is at the 
discretion of the airport operator, how they are assigned. The AQS is not designed 

for those under the flightpath or parallel to the runways, as it does not consider the 

number of SEL's envisaged to cause sleep depravation and health issues. 

The following statement is now key, in this grant of permission by ANCA and FCC. 

rrhe NQS is a matter for each airport to implement under the NAO so DAA have 

can devise their own measurement that ticks the boxes for EU Legislation and th~ 
END. 

Please refer to Condition 10 on the planning conditions - F04A/1755 - PLOGF.217429 
where it states: 

A noise and flight track monitoring report shall be submitted to the planning 

authority on a quarterly basis and shall be made available for public inspection. The 

results of the noise and flight track monitoring shall be used to re-evaluate noise 

impacts and the application of mitigation measures, including (a) the Noise 

Insulation Scheme (including residents and schools} and (b) the property buy out 

scheme bi-annually. 

Reason: To protect the amenities of the area and to ensure ongoing monitoring 
and verification of the proposed noise mitigation measures. 
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An extreme example put forward by the AEF ( Aircraft Environmental Federat ion - UK) 

One Concorde on departure has the same equivalent noise energy to 120 Boeing 757's 

taking off every 2 minutes for 3 hours and 58 minutes. 

The Concorde noise energy lasts for 2 minutes 

3 hours disturbed sleep instead of 1 large aircraft with a 2 minutes disturbance. 

The Stages of Sleep 

A lh, • ., • comb,ne to 
rr e 1 S • • 1> C...,.,. .... ~ 1$ 

dbou! 9v m 'lu1e:. lor1<1 O'I dve<age 

but """ o. u to 121) rm1111tcs 

For most P"'OJl •• , gc :,o rights s.'ftµ Is 
111 i und 4-5 cyr.Jes long 

GooJ Qua!!~ ,lfv'p MIU le<l both non-REM 
& REM e-•~· 1n lll'lO!l!rrUf'ed cytles 

St 19 , 4 & 5 IAIII Ix exl• r•k1 in a 
t>ea thv .:e.11 eM1•onmt,f' 

The EIAR and Submission F20A/0668 

Don't justsl.ep 
Sleep Well 

The full documentation covers many subjects ranging from the economic need, to the 

operations at night and day-24 hours x 365 days, to aircraft noise and the mitigation 

proposals of the aircraft quota system, to operate for the unforeseeable future of Dublin 

Airport. Also the Candidate Noise Abatement Objective proposals to include the land use 

management - agreed on by FCC and the Noise Quota System in place, for ANCA to agree 
with, prior to FCC making a decision on this legally invalid planning application in Irish line 

with the EU598/2014 Directive. The EUS98 directive was only brought into Irish legislation 

on 29th May 2019 with the President of Ireland signing off on the Aircraft Noise Regulation 
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Act 2019 . Prior to that a NAP ( Noise Action Plan ) was passed in January 2019 that will 

overlap with the opening of the new runway, due to expire in quarter 2023. 

Also in the mix is the Voluntary insulation and Voluntary home buy out scheme, ( VDPS) 

which is already part of the planning conditions, with very ambiguous wording, 

conveniently open to interpretation of the applicant and FCC. This was agreed to, without 

t he meaningful consultation with the adversely affected homeowners, under the new 

flightpath, placing a gun to their heads. So we see the current conditions being used for a 

new planning application to breach the health safeguards imposed on the airport 

operators, daa by ABP in August 2007. 

The conditions relating to the School and home insultation and the home buy out were 

part of the Laeq16hr metrics used in the original planning, F04/1755 in 2004- 2006. 

AIRCRAFT NOISE 

Page 38 of Volume 4 - Inspectors report. - from the Oral Hearing 2007. 

Mr. K. Searson (Disc 2 - 09/10/06 Submission 88 and B81) detailed noise measurements 
taken at a number of homes of persons in St. Margaret's Concerned Residents Group. He 
raised issues relating to the further information submitted in response to the Board's 
request, the INM model and use of fast and slow time weighting. The prediction package is 
incapable of predicting arrival LAF,max levels at, or close to any of the appellants' 
properties. Reliance on this prediction method means that it is not known how many 
decibels will need to be attenuated. Any buy-out of properties should take. into account the 
creeping background levels which the expansion of the airport has caused to date. Modern 
up to the minute acoustical engineering criteria and radical thinking needs to be employed. 

Mr. Searson answered questions on the noise measurements he undertook and the WHO 
document to which he referred (1995 document). He confirmed that the properties at which 
he took the measurements did not receive insulation from the original scheme. Mr. Searson 
stated that the SEL and LAeq are not affected by fast or slow. To get a reduction by 1 or 2 
decibels would be relatively easy however it gets progressively more difficult in getting a 
further reduction. He confirmed that the phrase 'creeping background' is used in a 
conventional sense and not with reference to LA90 levels 
Mr. Walsh answered questions on his submission including clarification of how frequency of 
flights at night would not affect LAmax levels and stated that the LAeq and A weighting is 
not ideal for' .a ircraft noise and stated that the D or E scale would more accurately reflect 
human perception. He also clarified that he referred to the 2000 WHO document. 
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Page 41 of 60 - Vol. 4 inspectors report. - Oral Hearing 

Questions to Planning Authority Mr. Flanagan stated that Mr. O'Kelly's review of both the 
proposal and the planning authority's assessment of the issue of noise is independent and 
unsolicited. He stated that by reason of the documentation submitted to the planning 
authority, further information and clarification of further information it is the Council's 
understanding that Option 7B is the preferred use of the runways. Conditions 5 and 7(c) 
reflect this preferred option. In terms of engine testing the Council feels constrained by its 
commitment in the LAP and a cautious approach to be taken to engine testing. Therefore it 
would still recommend its removal from the northern part of the site prior to 
commencement of development. It is accepted that some form of criterion is appropriate in 
terms of night time use of the runway and that the planning authority's decision is not 
explicit in this regard. Mr. O'Kelly's recommendations for an LAeq 1hr. 55dBA level are 
considered practical. Mr. O'Kelly stated that the EIS quotes SEL levels. The LAmax is assessed 
under fast time constant. He accepted that the LA f max would give higher readings t han the 
LA s max for a given variable trace and that it is possible that there could be deviations 
between the two of between 3 and 5 dB. He accepts that the INM uses the LA s max but 
doesn't apply to the SEL from which the lAeq contours are derived. He accepts that the 
British Standard and WHO Guidelines recommend that the fast time constant be used for 
LAmax. Mr. O'Kelly stated that ISO 1996, which advocates the A weighting and the LAeq 
being the best descriptor for environmental noise, was voted and accepted by 27 countries 
including Ireland. The LAmax may supplement it. He does not necessarily accept that the 
LAmax is a more likely descriptor for sleep disturbance. Mr. O'Kelly notes that the measured 
levels at monitoring station 20 are considerably lower than the predicted levels. He also 
gave details as to the location of the monit or in Portmarnock. He accepted that it is 
relatively close to the DART station. The issue of independent monitoring was raised. He 
accepted the computations provided by the applicant as satisfactory. Mr. O'Kelly accepts 
that it is possible that inside bedroom levels of over 45dB LAeq could be recorded at night at 
properties of the_St Margaret's Concerned Residents Grou.Q. While it would be desirable to 
have it lower such comparable levels prevail for l000's of properties. He stated that the 
NRA Guidelines for the construction of new roads sets a Lden of 60dBA and note that in 
many cases this may not always be attainable. It is a design goal. Mr. O'Kelly stated that the 
INM model is considered to be one of the best in the world. It is automatically calibrated 4 
times a day. He would reject Sharps Redmore's recommendation that the measurement be 
treated with caution. Actual noise measurements are being taken at 7 locations. Mr. O'Kelly 
stated that it would be desirable that noise levels be monitored at particular schools. He 
accepted that windows and ventilations units in schools must be treated properly. He 
accepted that a baseline study is useful but that the contour for 2003 is useful. Mr. Walsh 
noted t hat could be a difference of+/- 1 km for a ldB difference. Mr. O'Kelly would like to 
see night-time flights limited. He considered that there would be difficulties having an 
absolute night curfew at the entire airport. He confirmed that night-time is seen as 11.00 -
7.00 and not 11.00 - 6.00 as written. He stated that the conditions attached to the grant of 
permission should be clear and that operational use of the proposed runway as outlined in 
Option 78 should be explicitly stated. Mr. O'Kelly is not aware of the number of deviations 
from flight paths and he confirmed that he did not look at St.Margaret's in terms of flight 
deviations. 
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Dr. Hogan (Submission BJ) gave details of the health impact assessment carried out. He 
stated that there is no risk of noise induced hearing loss due to aircraft outside the airport. 
He also addressed the issues of interference with speech communication, conversation, 
sleep disturbance, health impacts including mental health, effects on residential behaviour 
and annoyance and impact on schools. Noise insulation of schools within the 60dB contour 
is recommended. He concluded that in terms of the health effect of environmental noise 
there is some limited evidence of effects on blood pressure, cardiovascular risk, school 
performance, mental health and sleep disturbance. Many effects are only demonstrated 
with ambient noise in excess of 70dB. Given the number of residences within this contour 
the effect is negligible. There are few, if any, residences exposed to these noise levels and 
therefore the human health impact of noise from the proposed facility is assessed as 
negligible. Dr. Hogan also commented on the submissions made by Dr. Staines and Prof. 
Stansfeld on behalf of the Portmarnock Community Association. He stated that there is 
enormous common ground between a Health Impact Assessment and an EIS. The 
assessment of health effects cannot be performed by medical people alone. There would be 
input from noise and air experts, toxicologists etc., all of whom had input into the EIS. 

Flight path residents will experience non restricted flights from 7am -11pm on both 

runways when the new runway becomes operational with non use permitted on the new 

runway for 8 hours 11pm • 7am and reduction to 65 movements ( includes both take-offs 

and landings in this figure) when the new runway opens - to permit rest and sleep in the 
interests of human health. 

DAA fully agreed with this, and then submitted an application to squash these night time 

restrictions in August 2008 under SID ( Strategic Infrastructure Development) which was 
refused ( See documents attached from ABP file ) 

PER THE WHO ( WORLD HEALTH ORGANISATION ) - NIGHT TIME IS CLEARLY 

DEFINED AS 1100 TO 0700 - 8 HOURS. 

DAA never intended to abide by this permission, and have cherry picked what they don't 
like and expect residents to abide in full. This demonstrates the view of DAA towards those 

adversely affected , deeming them insignificant, and trampling on them, with the power of 

entitlement, using the tools of planning and legislation, tailor made to suit all their 
requirements. (Variation No 1 to the FDP - December 2019) . 

At the Oral Hearing in 2006 Mr Kelly stated the INM which derived the noise contours used 

( Laeq 16 hour) was based on the Las max (slow) which gives lower readings. Compared to 

the Laf max ( Fast) this gives a different reading 3-Sdb higher. So the applicant used the 

metrics giving a more favorable result for the creation of their contours used at the Oral 
Hearing. 
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Night time hours • is 11pm • to 7 a"' - and the introduction of a AQC ( Aircraft Quota 
Count) does not change that fact. To overturn the conditions - and replace with an 

Aircraft quota count system tramples on the residents directly affected with other so called 
mitigation measures already agreed by Fingal County Council, excluding most of those 
impacted. This effectively removes the two conditions, not replaces them. 

Aircraft Quota System may have a plausible argument, that aircraft will become quieter in 
the next 5 years, but this QC will allow more ATMs, and therefore no benefit to flightpath 
residents and those parallel to the runways. It is the manufacturers who certify the QC on 
their aircraft. So this raises many questions: 

So who will independently verify the valid QC count? 

How wil/ this be done? 

What happens if an airline I aircraft goes over their quota? Will there be sanctions, and 
penalites for airlines who breach their limits as encouragement does not guarantee 
compliance. 

What happens in this case? 

Will Airlines/ aircraft be prohibited from using Dublin Airport. 

There are currently 9 cargo aircraft operating schedule at Dublin Airport. Cargo Aircraft tend 
to be older and noisier aircraft. 

Are there any penalties for airlines, cargo carriers for breaching the count? 

Where is the process and procedures in this scenario ? 

Where is the independent and balanced approach for residents? 

How many aircraft are permitted to retain the lower QC rate as the EPNdB borders the next 

barometer- eg. 82db - will be it considered below 81 and left at QC - O instead of the next 
0.025 

The Aircraft manufacturer sets the QC to each aircraft on their own criteria. It is our 

understanding that the manufacturers can be incorrect and select a lower QC that does 

not reflect the decibel level actually produced when operating and flying. The operation 
EPNdB can also vary greatly. 

ANCA have agreed this is the case - so the Aircraft noise implications and experienced 
technically can be incorrect and therefore a heath and safety issue. 
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ANCA have now set up their NAO for Dublin Airport ( June 20th 2022) . 

The NAP report has been a written report with facts and figures and does not reflect the 
true impact, as single events on those adversely affected. This is produced by daa to FCC 
and now, will be reviewed by ANCA - part of Fingal County Council. 

DAA produce the data- DAA are the managers of the airport-A CNAO framework proposed 

to be set up by ANCA - DAA fund ANCA - ANCA are part of Fingal County Council - despite 
the aspiration, that both are independent. We as residents see this all part of DAA and 

there is no independent Aircraft Noise Competent Authority for the health and well being 

of those trapped in the Longitudinal Corridor. The "balanced Approach" we are told by 

ANCA is a prescriptive directed European organisation, to bridge the gap, for airport 

operators, DAA being Dublin Airports . European Airports have the full control to set up a 
specific, tailor made individual format to suit their particular operation. ANCA do not 

consider the communities around the airport. There is no balanced approach for the areas 
that are not densely inhabited. 

Runway Usage. 

Table 3: Future Runway Usage Once the North Runway is constructed and operational 
Dublin Airport will operate during the daytime (07:00- 23:00) in accordance with 

Conditions 3a-3c per the mode of operation Option 7b, as detailed in the Environmental 

Impact Statement Addendum, Section 16 as received by the planning authority on the 9th 
day of August, 2005. 

This provides that: 

{a) the parallel runways (10R-28L and 10L-28R) shall be used in preference to the cross 
runway, 16-34, 

(b) when winds are westerly, Runway 28L shall be preferred for arriving aircraft. Either 
Runway 28L or 28R shall be used for departing aircraft as determined by air traffic control, 

(c) when winds are easterly, either Runway l0L or lOR as determined by air traffic control 

shall be preferred for arriving aircraft. Runway l0R shall be preferred for departing aircraft, 

and except in cases of safety, maintenance considerations, exceptional air traffic conditions, 
adverse weather, technical faults in air traffic control systems or declared emergencies at 
other airports. In practice it is expected that, unless capacity requires mixed mode, the 

runways w ill operate in segregated mode during the day with arrivals using either Runway 

lOL or Runway 28L and departures using either Runway lOR or Runway 28R depending on 

ind direction. The few movements by Code F aircraft are an exception to this, as they will 

lways use the North Runway. It is also proposed that departures by Category A & B aircraft 
heading south during westerly operations will use the South Runway, and those heading 

north during easterly operations will use the North Runway. A method of determining mixed 

mode runway usage on the main runways (North and South} for modelling purposes has 

been developed. The modelled runway usage has been determined on an hourly basis 

Most of the time the runways will operate in segregated mode, i.e. one runway for all 
arrivals, the other for all departures. 
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However, there wil l be occasions during peak hours when runways will need to operate in 

mixed mode, i.e. both runways used simultaneously for arrivals and departure . The change 

from segregated to mixed mode and back to segregated mode will be determined by ATC 

and once changed to a particular mode the airport is likely to operate in that mode for at 
least two hours. 

Activity switches from segregated mode to mixed mode where activity is such that any of 

the three following single runway capacity limits are exceeded: 1. More than 35 arrivals in 

one hour. 2. More than 44 departures in one hour. 3. More than 48 movements (combined 

arrivals and departures) on one runway in one hour. In mixed mode, where each individual 

runway handles both arrivals and departures, departures will operate using the compass 

departure principle. This means that if a departure is using a route that turns to the north 

then the North Runway will be used, and conversely if it is using a route that turns to the 

south, the South Runway will be used. For westerly operations when in mixed mode as few 
arrivals as possible will use 28R, while not exceeding the single runway capacity limit of 48 

combined arrivals and departures on runway 28L. For easterly operations when in mixed 

mode as few arrivals as possible will use 10R, while not exceeding the single runway 

capacity limit of 48 combined arrivals and departures on runway 10L. 

When using the North Runway most aircraft will not use the full length on departure, and 
instead join the runway from the 1st intermediate taxiway. The exception are Code E and 

Code F aircraft, which will typically use the full runway length. All departures on the existing 
South Runway will use the full runway length. During the night-time period (23:00 - 07:00} 

for scenarios based on what is currently permitted the South Runway is the preferred 
runway. 

It is worth noting the level of aircraft ATM envisaged on the two runways 35 arrivals and 44 

departures in one hour, will then switch to segregated mode - that is 79 movement in 1 

hour, 60 minutes - more than one every minute. Code Fare the larger aircraft and will use 

the new North Runway - these will use the new flight path and subject residents under the 
flightpath to higher levels of SEL and Laf max ( fast constant) 

Code Fare the larger aircraft and therefore noisier with increased db levels - LAF - MAX and 
SEL. 

A noise quote system is proposed for night time noise at the airport . The airport shall be 

subject to an annual noise quota of 7990 between the hrs of 2330 and 0600 hrs. 

Now INCREASED TO 16,260 in ANCA's ORD. 
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October, 2005 

A briefing was prepared for MPs by the AEF on the 'Night Noise Quota Count 
Scheme'. The briefing was prepared in connection with the Civil Aviation Bill in 
Oct 05, but is of general relevance to the night flights issue. 

(Aircraft Environmental Federation) 

Summary 

The Night Noise Quota Scheme professes to be a regime that will encourage the 
uptake of quieter aircraft but its numerous shortcomings in fact allow far more 
planes to fly at night, while maintaining the same supposed 'noise climate'. 

While these planes may indeed be marginally quieter, it is the number of noise 
events, rather than a token reduction of a few decibels, that causes the misery 
of sleep deprivation to residents living under flight paths. It is essential, 
therefore, that the cap on numbers of movements at night is retained. 

Although the Bill [Civil Aviation Bill] as currently worded merely enables the 
Secretary of State to set a limit based on noise rather than movements, given the 
strong business lobby for a quota-only system AEF suspects it will only be a 
matter of time before the movements limit is abolished altogether. 

Explanation 

The Scheme rates all aircraft types according to their respective noisiness of landing 
and and take-off using a measure called EPNdB 'effective perceived noise' in 
decibels. Band of EPNdB are assigned a Quota Count (QC) rating, this being done 
on an exponential scale. 

For each reduction of 3 in EPNdB the QC is halved: 
EPNdB over 101.9 is QC/16 
EPNdB 99 - 101.9 is QC/8 
EPNdB 96- 98.9 is QC/4 
EPNdB 93 - 95-9 is QC/2 
EPNdB 90 - 92.9 is QC/1 
EPNdB 87-89.9 is QC/0.5 

EPNdb 84-86.9 is QC0.25 

EPNdb 81-83.9 is QC 0.125 
EPNdB less than 81 is exempt (ie QC of zero). 

A limit is placed on the total number of QC points per 6 month season (how these 
are assigned per night is at the discretion of the airport operator). Thus under a pure 
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quota count ~stem, if planes rated at 96 EPNdB were replaced with Rlanes rated a~ 
95 EPNdB, twice as man could be flown during the restricted Reriod. 

The environmental objective is to keep within a given 'average noise' limit for the 
whole night, measured in Leq. Leq stands for Level equivalent and is calculated by 
adding together the noise energy of all the noise events across a given time period 
and then taking the continuous level (ie it irons out the peaks and troughs). 

An extreme case will illustrate the way Leq works. One concorde on departure 
had equivalent noise energy to 120 Boeing 757s - so one [Boeing 757] plane 
every 2 minutes for 4 hours, produced the same Leq as 2 mins of concorde 
followed by 3 hrs 58 mins of silence. 

There is no official noise index for showing night noise in the UK (although Leq is 
officially recognised during the day period between 0700 and 2300). However, the 
Government believes that producing 'noise maps' for airports at night using Leq 
contours is an adequate way of expressing aircraft noise, and has produced maps 
for the London airports in its recent consultation on the night noise regime. 

his method is an inadequ?te as a way of assessing tt e impact of a small 
number of noisy events distribut d over a long and otherwise tranquil period. 
This is explicity stated by the World Health Or anisation in their guidelines for 
noi e levels: 

"Where there are no clear reasons for using other measures, it is recommended that 
LAeq, T be used to evaluate more-or-less continuous environmental noises. 
However, when there are distinct events to the noise, as with aircraft or railway 
noise, measures of individual events such as the maximum noise level (LA Max) or 
the weighted sound exposure level (SEL) should also be obtained in addition to 
LAeq, T." )[NB: 'LAeq,T' is simply a fuller description of 'Leq' -the 'A' indicating the 
weighting scale used and T specifying the time period] (WHO Guidelines for 
Community Noise, Executive Summary, p2.) 

'As planes get marginally quieter many more will be allowed to fly at night under a 
pure quota count scheme. But it is the frequency of noise events that can ruin a 
night's sleep. If I am woken up by all noise events over 90 dB, I will not be pleased to 
hear twice as many, even if they are 92 dB rather than 95 dB. Hence it is essential 
that a numbers limit on night movements is retained. 

Other problems with the QC system: 

It is misleading to equate a 3dB reduction with a halving of 'annoyance', even 
for the individual event. EPNdB is a measure of 'noise energy' and it is by no 
means certain that a halving of noise energy results in a halving of noise heard 
by the human ear, despite the name. 

Research over many years has show that halving the noise energy, ie reducing the 
noise level 3d8, by no means halves the perceived noise. The ear detects it only as 
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a slight reduction. For noise to sound half as loud, the noise level must be 
reduced by about 1 OdB. 

It is because the perceived loudness is not proportional to noise energy that the 
'logarithmic' scale of decibels was introduced into the science of acoustics. 

QCs are assigned according to certified rather than actual measured noise. 
There is evidence that actual ractices are often noisier - sometimes one 
whole QC band noisier. Dff applies a reduction on arrival noise by 9 EPNdB. This 
has some justification given the way noise is certified, but it fails to account for the 
different quality of noise and the different set of people affected by departures. 
It has the effect of artificially lowering the QC of arrivals - and most of the 
movements at night are arrivals. 

A fuller explanation, with reference to the most recent change in quotas at Heathrow, 
Gatwick and Stansted is given on the DfT web site. While this is informative and 
factually correct, it does not (of course) explain the flaws inherent in the system. 

Take note of extract from the above - which demonstrates our point of incremental 

change to get over this hurdle of removing the night time restrictions. 

This method is an inadequate as a way of assessing the impact of a small number of 
noisy events distributed over a long and otherwise tranquil period. This is explicity 
stated b the World Health Organisation in their guidelines for noise levels: 

"Where there are no clear reasons for using other measures, it is recommended that 
LAeq, T be used to evaluate more-or-less continuous environmental noises. 
However, when there are distinct events to the noise, as with aircraft or railway 
noise, measures of individual events such as the maximum noise level (LA Max) or 
the weighted sound exposure level (SEL) should a/so be obtained in addition to 
LAeq, T." )[NB: 'LAeq,T' is simply a fuller description of 'Leq' - the 'A' indicating the 
weighting scale used and T specifying the time period] (WHO Guidelines for 
Community Noise, Executive Summary, p2.) 

Ref: AEF 2005 report ( Aircraft Environmental Federation ( UK). 

, .... 

The applicant refers to Section 4 for discussion. 
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The Noise Quota System is designed to limit the overall amount of noise produced by 

aircraft using an airport based on the Noise Quota Allowance for a given time period. 

There is a restriction in place on runway 10L-28R with NO scheduled night flights between 

2100 and 0700 per the planning permission F04A/1755 as defined in a legal planning 

document in August 2007 by ABP following an intense Oral hearing by residents from St 
Margarets and Portmarnock. ( SMCRG and UPROAR) 

DAA proposals are based on the system currently in operation at the UK London Airports 

Why UK airports and no European airports such as Schipol , Berlin, Frankfurt - European 

airports - UK has now exited the EU. Are there comparisons for other EU airports put 
forward.? 

A QC ( Quota count) value is assigned to each individual aircraft movement, based on noise 

levels provided on the aircrafts Noise Certificate . Current QC Bands are 

0.125 - quota count of zero - less than 90dB 

0.25 Quota count of 0 -less than 90 dB 

0.5 less than 90 EPNdB 

1 

2 

3 

4 

8 

16 

a lower QC for aircraft with lower noise levels, higher QC for noisier aircraft. 

For each reduction of 3 in EPNdB the QC is halved: 
EPNdB over 101.9 is QC/16 
EPNdB 99-101.9 is QC/8 
EPNdB 96 - 98.9 is QC/4 
EPNdB 93 - 95-9 is QC/2 
EPNdB 90 - 92.9 is QC/1 
EPNdB less than 90 is QC/0.5 
EPNdB less than 87 is exempt (ie QC of zero). 

A reduction of 3EPNdB does not halve the noise. 
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There is no Correlation to explain what the relationship is between la/max , SEL , lasma 

SEL Laeq 16hr - Lden lnight This appears to be another noise measurement, simplYa 

for the airport operator to have as many ATMs as they decide to. 

A limit is placed on the total number of QC points • (how these are assigned 
per night is at the discretion of the air ort operator). Thus under a pure quota 
count system, if planes rated at 96 EPNdB were replaced with planes rated at 
95 EPNdB, twice as many could be flown during the restricted period. 

iTHERE ARE 9 different QC values put forward , 

Aircraft have a separate QC values for arrival and for departure. 

Will the quota counts be based on ATOW or Aircraft Landing weight. 

( Aircraft Take off Weight) 

The proposals for a Night Quota System are for an Annual Night Quota (ANQ) applied to a 

.Sh Night Qouta period (23.30 - 05.59) ANCA have now agreed 16, 260 for the applicant 

ahead of any CAO being formulated. 

Draft implementation proposals are provided in Section 5 ( refer to another Section) and are 

based on those in Stansted currently. 

THESE WILL BE FINALISED IN ADVANCE OF THE ANQ COMING INTO PLACE SHOULD THE 

RELEVANT ACTION APPLICATION BE GRANTED PERMISSION -,making assumption of grant of 

permission. The bar has been set now at 16,260 an increase of 8,270 per annum with the 
DRD. 

5o has the ANQ been finalised at this date of writing this submission. Is Condition S now 

currently being breached, with a pending appeal to ABP. We have not received any 

notification on this. 

So DAA are redefining the night hours by reducing night time, thus removing 
91 minutes from the night time hours per the WHO and standardised and 
accepted night time sleep and rest hours. 

The applicant is dictating the terms, redefining the hours, and dictating to 
ANCA a system, that is in place in the UK, now outside the EU in relation to 
the ICAO and EU END ( European Noise Directive) as a result of Brexit. 
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The DAA consider that a movements based constraint would not promote the use of 
quieter aircraft during the night consistent with achieving the effects based outcomes of 
the cNAO 

They state that use of the QC system will incentivise airlines to modernise . This is purely 
a statement to justify the AQS, as this would be a natural progression with new 
generation aircraft getting better anyway. 

The cost of a new A321 neo ( supposed to be quieter) is approx. 118.3 million dollars and 
$129million . Wide body A330 -200 is listed at $238.5 million while the freighter version 
costs $241.7 million ( taken from 2018 prices from website} The Boeing aircraft used 
by Ryanair - took delivery of 65 Boeing 737max in 2022 - price of each $124.8 million 

737-200 max - reduces emissions but what does that mean in LAf-max to us under the 
flight path and experiencing from 80 - 94db with aircraft take off and landings at Millhead 
and Kilreesk, St Margarets. 

What the QC does is to say to airlines, the quieter your aircrafts the more ATMS you can 

have, thus increasing the night time activity per 8 hour period. Remember the current 

restrictions in the planning only permits 65 movements on the current runway with ZERO 

- no flights on the new runway in the interests of the health and well being of the near­

by communities, and those significantly and adversely affected by SEL levels of take off 

and landings, during night time hours 2100 - 0700 . 

Considerations for the development of the Night Quota include: 

The implementation of EU598. 

Development of an Annual Noise quota Allowance 

The duration of the Night Quota period and shoulder hours? 

Implementation and management processes 

Other special cases such as allowances by runway, or by night 

So the applicant is making assumptions around their proposals on a NQS that is UK based, 

outside the EU now, for implementation by ANCA under the EU598/2014 Directive in their 
NAO - to satisfy ICAO with wording and format to suit the criteria of the END 

The above states the following: 

A noise quota allowance annually has to be developed, and that is up to the DAA. 
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Decision and confirmation on the NQ night quota period and the shoulder hours - which 
should be 10-llpm ( 2200 - 2300) and not 1100 - 1200, as night begins at 2300 and lasts 
until 0700. 

How will this implemented and managed- by who -who will validate the process and who 
will oversee it independently. 

We have been informed by ANCA that these reports and Monitored by ANCA under the EU 
regulation of EU598/2014 and the END. But reports and figures and statistics from 
computer monitors have no relation or comparison to what the human ear hears and the 
disruption to sleep experienced . Computers and humans are not the same . 

FCC are part of ANCA - DAA fund ANCA and the balanced approach must be equally for 
residents and for DAA and airlines. So there is a conflict of interest there 

We have the triangle affect 

DAA to ANCA To FCC 

Controlling Noise acceptance, planning applications data to comply with EU598/2014 and 
all interacting with IAA, ATC, Dept of Transport EPA, ICAO, - with no one body 
responsible for the HEALTH and WELFARE of those in the Flightpath zone around St 
Margarets and those adversely affected in Portmarnock . We note that Malahide has 
been spared. So we see the 2 communities that originally brought the Appeals to the Oral 
Hearing in 2006 now been targeted. We are considered insignificant by EU598/2014 by 
the actions of ANCA and DAA and FCC in their mitigation schemes, which is totally that 
their discretion. 

If we look at condition 9 issued by ABP in PL06F. 217429 it states: 

9. Prior to commencement of development, a scheme for the voluntary purchase of 
dwellings shall be submitted to and agreed in writing by the planning authority. The 

scheme shall include all dwellings predicted to fall within the contour of 69 dB LAeq 16 

hours within twelve months of the planned opening of the runway for use. Prior to the 
commencement of operation of the runway, an offer of purchase in accordance with 
the agreed scheme shall have been made to all dwellings coming within the scope of 
the scheme and such offer shall remain open for a period of 12 months from the 
commencement of use of the runway. 

Reason: In the interest of residential amenity. 
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Prior to commencement of development, a scheme for the voluntary purchase of dwellings 

shall be submitted to and agreed in writing by the planning authority. 

So the wording is ambiguous and open to the interpretation and discretion of the planning 
Authority and DAA the Airport Developer and operator. 

On 19th September 2007 and reminder letter dated ist October 2007, we requested a meeting 

with DAA to discuss this wording and also costs that should have been returned to us. 

This is the response received ( copy of letter included in Appendix) - Paragraph 2 . 

Once the Board has made its decision on an appeal, its jurisdiction is spent. The interpretation 

and enforcement of the terms of the Boards order is the responsibility of the planning 
Authority in this instance, Fingal County Council. 

So FCC were the custodians of this condition to ensure that those trapped in the noise zone, 

where noise insulation will be totally ineffective - but the scheme put forward, 

excluded the very families targeted. It was agreed with Daa and FCC, despite contact 

from our legal representatives, prior to the formation of it. We were totally ignored 

and considered insignificant. Note the FDP was changed to allow a variation to 

overturn condition 3d and Condition 5 - but the other conditions remain the same. 

Once the conditions change, all affected conditions change. 

In relation to the planning issues it would not be appropriate for the Board to comment beyond 

what is contained in the decision as set out in the order, nor therefore address your 
concerns regarding enforcement of conditions and interpretation regarding maps to 
the planning authority. 

( ABP Letter dated 5th Oct. 2007 to Helena Merriman - St Margarets Concerned Residents 
Group) 

There has been no enforcement by the planning Authority , as the planning for T2 was 
breached and an addition 10 year extension was permitted to DAA. Also the breach 
of 12{d) where a Waste Management Plan was not signed off prior to 
precommencement of the development to construct the runway by the planning 
Authority was considered just an error and excused by Justice Max Barrett in the 

Commerical Court in 2017. So where is there any enforcement to protectfamilesJ in 
the flightpath area. There are none. There has not even been a noise monitor set 
up in Millhead and Kilreesk to gather vital data. We are now experiencing 80 - 94 db 
with aircraft ATM since 24th August 2022. 
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The scheme shall include all dwellings predicted to fall within the contour of 69 dB LAeq 16 

hours within twelve months of the planned opening of the runway for use. Prior to the 
commencement of operation of the runway, an offer of purchase in accordance with 
the agreed scheme shall have been made to all dwellings coming within the scope of 
the scheme and such offer shall remain open for a period of 12 months from the 
commencement of use of the runway. 

There has been no offer of purchases made , as we were considered outside the 69db zone 
so while the scheme was set up, it was Voluntary-VOLUNTARY 

Now the Decibel levels are an issue for health and well being, Daa and the planning authority 
have isolated and trapped those impacted into 2 choices 

Live with the noise - with a Sound insulation scheme that will be totally inadequate for our 
night time and day time requirements 

OR 

take an unacceptable and paulty buy out scheme set up the DAA and FCC - that discounts 
the trauma, the loss of identity, the ties with our families, the area, the past generations, the 
homes and lives we have built up, the sweat and hours spent in raising the deposits, the 

payment of mortgages, the fragmentation of our community, the trauma of having to uproot 
and start again somewhere else as strangers . The price of our homes and lives cannot be 
quantified in monetary terms. While we are not against progress and airport expansion, the 
manner in which this scheme and the Insulation Schemes , considering us insignificant is 
inhumane and commercial theft by all concerned - with the tools of legislation. 

In the 1960s 8 fa miles were forced out of their homes in the same way, with no consideration 
for their health and well being and their replacement of their homes. 

The stress levels of each of those families trapped cannot be measured with health 
implications in trauma alone in monetary terms. To DAA we are insignificant 
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What are the Special cases - Allowances per runway - or by night - this needs to be 
expanded on in the interest of the adversely affected residents. 

Whilst analysis indicates that source, operating procedure and land use measures meet the 

CNAO- proposed by daa - ( Candidate Noise Abatement Objective) , Daa is proposing an 

NQS to provide further assurances around the control of noise at night and to encourage 

the continued update of the fleet operating at Dublin Airport to comprise of quieter aircraft 
( consistent with the ICAO balance approach) 

So what assurances are always there , and defines this as further control of noise at night? 

The QCS encourages more flights per hour with quieter aircraft to fit into the now 

increased 16,260 granted by ANCA in their Draft Regulation Document over the original 

request of the 7990 figure. So how many flights, ATMs do DAA see in the 16,260 figure in 
2023, 2024 and 2025 and 2026 2027 2028 2029 and 2030. 

What is the actual figure of night time ATMs - actual SEL events in the figure of 16260 
AQC. 

With an appeal pending DAA will control the ATMs at night until this heading and decision 

has been reached . DAA have indicated they do not have to adhere to Condition 5 and the 
NAO is now in place, since June 2022. This flies in the face of proper compliance of ABP 
conditions on PL06F 217429 

SO THE QUESTION - DOES THE NAO supersede this planning permission, and if so, this is 
totally in conflict with the planning laws and democratic position of Fingal Citizens. 

Notwithstanding the above overwhelming policy support for the proposed 

Relevant Action, the potential for impacts on local communities as a result of 

the proposed Relevant Action has been assessed in great detail through the 

course of preparing this application . In this regard, the proposed, the 

Relevant Action seeks to apply the balanced approach to aircraft noise 

management at the airport and by introducing new noise mitigations and 

transparent monitoring safeguards. As a result, it is considered that the 

proposed Relevant Acton will provide an acceptable balance for all 

stakeholders and ensure that noise will continue to be controlled at the airport 
upon the commencement of use of North Runway. 

In the DAA application, we are labelled as receptors. ( those homes affected) 
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The above taken from the Planning report - makes a statement to the 
humans living directly under the flight path on the boundary of daa lands. 

• Only those significantly and adversely affected on the flight path, with 
aircraft take off and landings at 1000- 3000ft altitude and 
experiencing up to 90db - SEL measures and more, can answer that 
statement. No meaningful consultation has taken place with those 
persons/ humans. 

• Are homeowners considered as stakeholders, living under the flight 
paths . - insignificant in the masterplan ? 

• Noise will continue to be controlled at THE AIRPORT when North 
Runway opens - so Daa control, report, monitor the data, the 
perception, the Noise problem, and the actual incident noise impacts 
all will continue to be tailor made reports by the Authors and also the 
approvers ( ANCA J 
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Health Impacts 
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Figure 2: Noise reac1ron chart. updated versron. Taken from Bab,sch. 2013. 
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AGE GROUP RECOMMENCED NUMBER OF HOURS OF SLEEP 

Newborns (0-3 months) 

Infants (4-11 months) 

Toddlers (1-2 years) 

Preschoolers (3-5) 

School-age children (6-13) 

Teenagers (14-17) 

Young adults {18-25) 

Adults (26-64) 

14-17 hours • 
12-15 hours . 

• n 

Seniors (65 and older) 
M«-rcol.t c~ 

•l 11 , ·,, ,rt c,: ,,: °' t e ~· ,VI'; 11 g s ,:=nu , '!. ~ u •d 1 , 1 ,i -.f , ' 

' 15 

research. an ntroduc·1on to the phys1olog1ca1 aspects of sleep and 1t descnoes 
r ~Lf s1:k ,,tic dc•l 1 • ... l'kC 1,x :: 11:; by '. h ,., ::, , c lr-,;$ c',•pr -1 •: :011 0 r 

fragmentation may hnk to potential health outcomes. hese include heart ·ate 
cha1ge· ::;l:e·at ns , ... sv - •at et c tL, [,: -r l - t .,n of " , nsra· r: · c •orie •:· ,t f. 

g ucose 'sr.anagc-ert, cc1::. ·1, t 1-.:: appe· ,t('. eg._. at 1q t· o·ror1e3 ep' 1" a id 

ghrel111 •r>rrivre Pftects of sl0 "'p o c;s. qlucos€> roq,ilatron ard d1abe•es and 
, a J L~:1, ,r c, 1•1.,11•J . I ·f·~. t Jt •1 ., ' I -t 1 r ,ad .-,, ·,: ,, 

noise seris1t11f1tv, the •e1at1CY1sti ,o bet I/'. een annovance and card1ovac::rular 

d ,., ~0
• ,e "o r ~r:::r UPC "r' -•• t • d t 'I I n·t rtcrcnce 

~," 'V"th, ,1,,1 J, s J :,•d f 11-,,:- .-.t·hf rt 1i+ a , -;;i, f ,..., _,;e -~rt d c. .,c. ed. 

w1~ 11 tnE. consensi..s u :,ng t l at : r e J ~e ot .)1sdb:I :y A .... Ju:>tCd Life ,ears ,.Jr\Ll s, 1s 
Jt prese~t ; .... e ..,...ost 'lpp•np•,ate -re· .. "J-1 for ✓a .... "9 . ... n ef'ect~ :,' nn sr BE'C" c;e 

u- IS di L, "L ,e j ... J _ ', 1c. r (;;{l 1l,t d 'KI L \/3 Ud·~ rte~ • j f t ~d., 

outcornE>s •t 1s co11s•dered usef J w l1!"'l ma~1ng corno~r sari-, between the total 
r ·1p,ct r c--i lt ~,• . d JI $ -·,:r _ Il l f r ,, -,r 11_ \,( I~·, 'Of L•iln !-,•" 

for COl"1Mumt .es Pear auoo,ts. tre health efects cos· o' chem ical ard part1cula!e 

:: • ;•a If ca-t:ecrrrp.~l(;i.. to t wnca··c·f<"!, ' _ co 10· 111 L' S0 1,e ["'\t·,b -;l.:s 

concerning this system include, •or cxamp-c, that 1t 1s seen as tocus •rg 
d ·i::ror,.,, t nrc ar c-c- t or I)" ·p,:-asurect· e O tcor,r-~ ::i~d p-,r- r t·n .. ! r lor 

dea,mg with co-morrno11 es . 
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These Extracts have been taken from the a report by the CAA - Aircraft Noise, Sleep 

Disturbance and Health Effects - CAP1164 - 33 pages. 

The diagrams and the report clearly show the impact of aircraft noise on a sleeping person 
and households. We do accept there will be 16 hours of operation on the North Runway, 
but that will be relieved with 8 hours to refresh and regenerate for the next day. 

The cumulative long term effect of aircraft noise over a 24 hour period x 7 days x 365 days a 
year, with the knowledge, it is going to increase, in ATMS . The reduction in aircraft will 
do little to balance the increased number of aircraft taking off and landing at Dublin Airport 
and increased ground activity - over the next 3 years - 5 years and 10 years. 

Thl'rl , :; (' J ev,d-·:nce to suggest tllat ma r p ,11 l arl 1 noyed at le>.- It.-,{ I of • r.-: ft noise to I, ,;• 

I an 1 th p l desp t, th ntrod,, ,ur f r,1at 1, 1, , • ., 1 oisy plan~, The 

sl oNed t 1c san per, t"nla:;;e oi responden1;; highly annove J at 54dB 
Lt q ,._ ,,,e.• pre. Jsly affected -,t - dB L, l 111193::.1 

< ?Ille re ,t ·\r 'rs agree ,., I t 1e ll •• ,r rra11y coP.rnw ,11,., that tt ,,,, 11..ld b, in p .1 t, relat d to tt· 

increase i1 I • nun7b r of ·1 ,, t: incidt" ,ts i:,peritr , d V.'hi " a1rport 11, 1se maps r ay • o, no, 

, -r- tours shrinking t>v• - t1rre tht.:rt has oeen 11<, v1dence oF a reduction rn ,mrnur11ty, 0n nns 

t anq 1n e•1 o re as a re~ult of flig 1tpath rh,rngP' or inten ' · 1.1 r or u , 150 .,p J to be a 

s1ur·iflcant fl tor 111 •pl J ning c ,m1rn .. 1~1ty .in l .1 , T!' is pJ u,l,irly r'lf 3 ,t gi ,.ent , _urrent 

re r~an, , l 1t>11 I U 1 .1irspace to ,1 cmm d.lte prer,•ion n I cl 011 bernri pursu, J as p t of ., ~ur"pt 

v.id r,rm of a t Jff c manaqement. G 1en th weater ~r un.H.;~ o ~dk I t» based ~ g<.1t1on Fli it·,t 

pan,, have bec.,rit narrowe This d I have c. dvan ..i,ies .r<1 disad·.antages I hile ·I could lt>c:1d tc, J 

cl • "d.,e r :ht" nu 1:ier ~1 peo,J, o :t rflown compJred I, a mort d ~P• l'C~ approact t tends to 

cor - •1trate more '11ahts r,er r>mn,11n1t1t ~ r J di r tly under the fiightpat,1. 
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Aircraft noise is a public health issue. It can impact memory and learning in children, disturb 
sleep, and cause serious long-term health problems including cardiovascular disease. A I "rg_e_ 

< I 'tuch around Heathrow Airport found that people living under the flightpath were 10-20% 
more at risk of stroke and heart disease than those not living under the flight path. There is also 
emerging evidence of impacts on mental health, linked to increases in stress and anxiety. A large 
body of health evidence is reviewed in AEFs 2016 report • 1 c, c J\J(, , 1 j Lt I ~ 1 1 

videni i I , md Cl 1r. The World Health Organisation (Europe Region) issued its 
Environmental Health Guidelines in October 2018 which make specific health-based 
recommendations for limiting night and daytime exposure to aircraft noise. 

Aircraft noise can impact memory and learning in children, disturb sleep, and cause serious long­
term health problems including cardiovascular disease. 

Actions to tackle noise 

Because aviation is exempt from noise nuisance claims, there is little legal protection for people 
affected by aircraft noise. AEF's published guides explain the relevant legislation and role of 
regulators and other bodies, how to complain about aircraft noise, and how to make your views 
known in the airspace change and planning processes. With the exception of Heathrow, Gatwick 
and Stansted where the Secretary of State uses discretionary powers to impose noise 
regulations, most airports and airfields in the UK are regulated by the planning system, with 
variable results. Some airports have planning conditions or agreements limiting operating hours 
and numbers of movements for example, but others can operate under established use rights 
with few restrictions. In some cases, certain activities or developments can operate under 
deemed or temporary permissions that don't even require a planning application. This means 
that many ongoing noise issues are dependent on local resolution between communities and 
airports. 
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The Independent Commission on Civil Aviation Noise (ICCAN) became operational in January 
2019, with a remit to be "an impartial, authoritative voice on aviation noise matters". However, 
following an independent review of ICCAN's objectives, functions and outcomes, the Government 
took the decision to dismantle the Commission in September 2021. 

AEF's role 

AEF is calling for the introduction of quantitative noise limits and targets including delivery of the 
WHO's recommendations to protect health. We also support the introduction of quieter 
technologies through the imposition of tougher noise standards for manufacturers (we play an 
active role in the UN ICAO's Committee on Aviation Environmental Protection where these 
standards are set), as well as incentives and regulations to remove old, noisy technology from 
the fleet. We provide a voice for communities on national policy matters, and currently attend the 
Department for Transport's Airspace and Noise Engagement Group (ANEG) and its Airspace 
Strategy Board, which oversees the modernisation of UK airspace. 

The Applicant has used the UK as their comparison to put forward their assumptions, 

projections, operating data, for a runway that is not yet open. Looking at health studies in 

Germany (The Sleep Study -STRAIN Cologne and Frankfurt Airport) it is very clear the health 

impacts of removing Condition 3(d) and Condition 5 as set out by ABP in the planning 

permission. The effects on health were robustly presented by UPROAR at the Oral Hearing 

in 2006, thus leading to these night time restrictions. 

While our school, in St Margarets may have the best sound insulation possible, indoors for 

teaching and learning, this will be cancelled , if a child, student is denied a full nights sleep 

and restful night time period, or study environment with ambient noise levels for learning. 

Air Quality and GHG ( Green House Gases) 

As a homeowner, it is very difficult to understand this subject and 
even more so the chapter in the EIAR. 
To make a submission on this issue of Air quality that impacts on 
those humans under the flight path and on the ground, parallel to 
the runways, a study was undertaken to under the pollutants around 
Dublin Airport and the impact of them. References were taken from 
the WHO { World Health Organisation) and other information, 
available online. Surprising, was the lack of information on 
Benzene, a harmful pollutant to human health and note the 
applicant has not included this pollutant in this EIAR. 
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Page 36 - Vol. 4 Inspectors report. 
Mr. Bailey stated that noise has less compounding factors than air quality in 
terms of studies. Prof. Heffron answered questions on epidemeology vs. 
toxicological studies of airports. He confirmed that benzene is the mos 
dangerous compound but is not an airport specific emission. Protection factors 
are used when extrapolating what is acceptable in terms of impact on human 
health and a conservative policy is adopted in setting standards. It is being 
reduced by 1 ug per year until it becomes nought in 2010 thereby giving a 
setting of Sug/m 3. There is a 100% margin of tolerance included. As such a 
reading over Sug/m 3 would not be a material concern as the protection factor 
set for levels of benzene are significantly below the level at which concerns in 
terms of human health would arise. Ms. Lawton noted that benzene levels 
were recorded at 5.18 at St. Margaret's in 2003. Mr. Bailey stated that the 
annual average of benzene is the correct measurement not a monthly 
measurement. 

Appendix 11A Required Aircraft Model Substitutions 

11.1.1. As outlined in Chapter 11 Climate and Carbon, 
some aircraft models were not available with the 
Aviation Emissions Calculator or the i ,n , 11 t-l'aht 

~ <.1r, , ... 1 , • , , , which were used to calculate GHG 
emissions associated with Air Traffic Movements (ATM) 
In these instances , the closest available model produced 
by the same manufacturer was selected s proxy. 

In the Fleet Mixes Annex 2 

The Boeing 737 freighter is not a scheduled flight. 

The A380 - 800 and A350 - 900 are not scheduled and included the 
GHG models. 
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When you fh1 atmosfai,.,ynur cmt!,\·i011:> are rnlculated m pr ed~elv a!> poss1hlc. The 
1..alcu/at,011s 111d11de the effect~ uf the diJ]ere11l pollutt111L, according to the /ate~t scient,ftc 
knowledqe, e!ipccially to their impart at l11gh altitude. Al the !,Gn,e time every 
c 011sumpt10n of a given flight A plane mav have w rake a dcto111 becm1w! of fog. the load 
may be higher or lower than averaqe. Variatwns like these cannot be i11cl11ded in the 
calculut1011. 

So we note from the Atomosfair Flight Emissions Calculator, the results are based 
on assumptions of future weather forecasts, scientific knowledge on different 
pollutants put forward. 

ote in the Oral hearing - Angela Lawton stated thr1t the Benzene levels wer 
ecorded at r St Margarets at 5.18 in 2003 

'--------------~-~ 
hat is the level of Benzene c1t St Mar arets and at the rece tars in 2018 and 2021. 

nd ro·ect in 2022 and 2025 . 

( Extract taken from the Atomsfair Flight Emissions 
Calculatorj 

Emissions calculator 

When you fly at11105fdir, your emissions c1re calculJted JS precisely as possible. ThC' 
calculatwns include the effects of the different pollutants acronhng to the latec;l 
c;cienlifk knowledge, especic1lly to their impact at high altitude.At the scunc time every 
calculat1011 hns its limits: one> can only calculate a presumably fuel consumption of a 
given flight. A plane may havP tot I, letour bt:>cause ol fog, the load rnc1y he higher or 
lower than average. Variations lik 1h, ~ cannot be mcludcd in the calculation. 

D.1ta on airplc111e types, engines, flight routes, etc., wa,;; generated in scicntif 1c resear eh 
project::. and verified by the Federnl Environmental Agency in Berhn. 
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What factors are used in the 
calculation of emissions? 

l\lot .ill flight" are the s-ime. It is obvious that a flight from Frankfurt to Honolulu rduse<. 
more envit 0111m ntal d,un,tgl thdn a flight from Hamburg to Cologne. In short, a number 
of factms other than the dist rnce of a tlight must be tdken into account to calc.ulatc the 
impact of one :single air-passenger on the \'\'orlcl',; c.hm:itc, dnd thm to determine how 
much an ''cltmostuir ticket' should cost. 

, r t t' t-

The emis:sions cLtlculator contains stored data on all relevant information. Because the 
c.1lc.ul.1tor ll'>l5 data ~et-; or high c.cient1fic quc1lity, a Pi-m,11-D,H1men, or rough result is 
completely avoidctl. The d,lt.i that is emheddcd 111 the calculator has been verified by the 
Get man Federal Enviromnental Agency. 

VDPS 

There is nothing onerous about Condition 3(d) and Condition 5 -as the wording is very 
clear. 

The Onerous conditions, were condition 7 and 9 . The flight path residents have been 
excluded from the start to clarify these, and to participate in a meaningful way 
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The following extract from the EIS with levels extracted for particular receptors relevant for 
our submission. 
13 Kilreesk lane 
11 Millhead 
36 Portmellick 
34 Harristown - ( take off point on South Ruway Western side) 
29 Dunbro 

A, r (. al · ·, c a:a ' 10 EfAR re,vsec, Sep:£;1-ter 2021 

e evar · "-C'. or : o remov'= q• :-:u .~ r~stnct ,or:s - C-.r ... ~ :J' 3, d .. • Co ... : io 5. 

Oo: .r res .. ·> 

Pei 1:~1;. ·roposeo De c, . .. ': ... Proposeo Ptrr· ': ·t:.:- Pc: •Y ::ec 
recep'.or Ar~, 2022 2C2~ 2.025 2035 20J~ 

1 .&. ~/ I ""~a 12 0 2 .3 0.3 0.2 0.2 

B lf"'"l 0.1 0.2 0 .2 0.2 0.1 0.1 

29 " ·, bro '.ll o 1 0 .2 0.2 0.1 ".l .i. A rcra•: or r ' r 
36 Po, ... .... , e cl 0.3 0.3 0 .4 C , (' 2 O.? Ta• e o' • cl ~ b posirn 
3-l ~,rr s· J: 0.5 r.s 0 .6 0.6 ".: 0.4 Ta .,. o" .,- r : s- ·t 

so . ~ 1 s Horr s:o r ~'"..-r 

Ttt:- : , f re , ,..,.eo ~n be exr. .. ec r ac 1...,. r ~e jr ~ 1 ar l ~ ,.,.·.· •• ~ ;- .3-t~ ~r ~·t:-L 

Analysis 2. 

What is Particulate Matter (PM)? 

rr 

I r a, 

Particulate matter, or PM, is the name given to or liquid particles 
that are suspended in the air we breathe. These particles can come from 
natural sources (such as pollen), or from human activities ( 1 , : , ! 1, : 
ombusf t,11, 

Large PM (think: sand, pollen, or smoke) can be seen by the naked eye, but 
PM with a diameter of less than 10 micrometers (or PM10) is often too 
ma 1 

1 ;1:.pe1 , I '• l f1 I .:Ii \" 11 11 'f. 1 I I r f ' L 1 pti0na' 1l'.;1 

roncentration•, (as it does in Delhi and Beijing~ it can form a visible h,ue 
egar die.-,.-, of w l 1ell 1er , •i- 11ot '.'/'..: , 11 "I Le ny Vt'>Udl changes in our ai r qu 1 it 

nhaling hi f, level<; of fine pa1iiculat0 matter can f-ic1vc 

Dublin Airport experiences many weather issues with fog, during the winter 
months. 
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PM2.5 Basics 

When scientists, doctors, politicians, and environmentalists talk about 
particle pollution, they're usually talking about PM2.5 (particulate matter 
with a diameter of less than 2.5 microns). This super-fine, largely invisible 
pollutant is more than 30 times smaller than a single stand of human hair. 

Due to its microscopic size, PM2.5 is easily inhaled and has the potential to 
travel deep into our respiratory tracts. Once there, it can cause chronic 
irritation, trigger allergies and asthma, and increase our risk of developing 
serious infections and disease such as . More recent studies have also 
linked high particulate pollution levels to and 

In addition to the density of air pollution, our sensitivity to PM2.5 depends 
on the nature of the chemicals or organic compounds present. Although we 
know high levels of PM2.5 are unequivocally bad for our health, t he exact 
level at which they become problematic and the severity of the health 
effects of ambient PM2.5 are still being explored. Less severe symptoms of 
elevated PM2.5 include chronic skin, eye, and throat irritation, headaches, 
persistent allergy symptoms, and more frequent respiratory infections. 

Be in the Know 

Is the "fresh air" you're letting into your home truly healthy? Will opening a 
window help or hurt your asthma? Should you consider buying an air 
purifier, humidifier, or fan? 

It's easy to feel overwhelmed by information about air pollution if you don1t 
have the tools to change your environment. If you live in an area with high 
particle pollution, don't panic. Monitoring your indoor air quality at home 
and work is one way to take control of your health and the air you breathe. 

When it comes to air quality, knowledge is power. 
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What is PM, and how does it get into the air? 

I .. 

HUMAN HAIR 
50-701-1m 

1111,rmosJ 1n d1a•ril"ta 

90 µm {111 oerons) in dmmeter 

FINE BEACH SAND 

PM 2.s 
Combustion particles. or9,m1c 

compounds mct.ils <'le. 
<2.5pm (rtl. .·,u,%/lllCl,m 11?1N 

I 

PM10 
Dust. pollen. maid. etc. 

< 10 ~tm (microns; r d•ameter 

Size comparisons for PM particlesWhat is PM, 
and how does it get into the air? 

PM stands for particulate matter (also called particle pollution): the term for a 
mixture of solid particles and liquid droplets found in the air. Some particles, such 
as dust, dirt, soot, or smoke, are large or dark enough to be seen with the naked 
eye. Others are so small they can only be detected using an electron microscope. 

Particle pollution includes: 

• PM10: inhalable particles, with diameters that are generally 1 O micrometers 
and smaller; and 

• PM2.s: fine inhalable particles, with diameters that are generally 2.5 
micrometers and smaller. 

o How small is 2.5 micrometers? Think about a single hair from your 
head. The average human hair is about 70 micrometers in diameter 
- making it 30 times larger than the largest fine particle. 
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Sources of PM 

These particles come in many sizes and shapes and can be made up of 
hundreds of different chemicals. 

Some are emitted directly from a source, such as construction sites, unpaved 
roads, fields, smokestacks or fires. 

Most particles form in the atmosphere as a result of complex reactions of 
chemicals such as sulfur dioxide and nitrogen oxides, which are 
pollutants emitted from power plants, industries and automobiles. 

Particulate matter contains microscopic solids or liquid droplets that are so small 
that they can be inhaled and cause serious health problems. Some particles less 
than 1 O micrometers in diameter can get deep into your lungs and some may 
even get into your bloodstream. Of these, particles less than 2.5 micrometers in 
diameter, also known as fine particles or PM2.s, pose the greatest risk to health. 

What are the Harmful Effects of PM? 

Particulate matter contains microscopic solids or liquid droplets that are so small 
that they can be inhaled and cause serious health problems. Some particles less 
than 10 micrometers in diameter can get deep into your lungs and some may 
even get into your bloodstream. Of these, particles less than 2.5 micrometers in 
diameter, also known as fine particles or PM2.s, pose the greatest risk to health. 
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Extract from EPA report - reading on 14th October 2021 
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6.57 

56 .86 

• 4.38 r 
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Where is the Station and how far from the receptors ? 

Station 55 Dublin Airport Swords, Co Dublin. 
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Extract from EPA website-14th October 2021. 

What We Monitor 
hi r , , ii notE'Ct1on Agency maragt'S ·ru.' nilt10nal amb1crit m• qua I •y 111onitorinq 

retwo k We also r.easu·e the lcvEls of a 1u'llbcr of atr'10SPh1:r1c.: pollutants The> pollutan• of 
no >t corce r a·e 1hos whosf' rran sou Te 1s t, aff c s Jch as Particulate lvlat:er a 1d Nit, oger 
Dioxide 

Particulate matter (Pfv110 and Pfvf 2.s} 
PM are particles in the air typically measured as PM ,. and PM , with diameters of 1 0µm (microns) 
or 2.5µm. In Ireland, the main sources are solid fuel burning and vehicular traffic. Other sources 
are soil and road surfaces, construction works and industrial emissions or natural sources such as 
windblown salt, plant spores and pollens. These direct emissions are known as primary PM. 
Particulate matter can be formed from reactions between different pollutant gases (secondary 
sources). 

Small particles can penetrate the lungs and cause damage. There are high levels of PM •o in many 
cities and towns. 

Nitrogen dioxide (N02) and Nitrogen oxides (NOx) 

Emissions from traffic are the main source of nitrogen oxides in Ireland along with electricity 
generating stations and industry. Nitrogen dioxide can affect the throat and lung. The main effects 
are emphysema and cellular damage. 

It impacts visually as it has a brown colour and gives rise to a brown haze. Oxides of nitrogen 
contribute to the formation of acid rain and of ozone. 

evels 1ri Ireland are rnoderntL' but c1re 111creasir' due to growth 111 traffic numbers 

Ozone(O:) 
Ozone is a natural component of the atmosphere. Most ozone is found high up in the stratosphere, 
the layer of the atmosphere between 12km and 50km above sea level. Stratospheric ozone is 
essential to life on earth as it protects us from harmful rays from the sun. 
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Ozone is also found in the troposphere, the layer of the atmosphere next to the earth. Exposure to 
high concentrations of tropospheric ozone causes chest pains, nausea and coughing in humans. 

Long term exposure to moderate concentrations causes a reduction in lung capacity and can 
worsen heart disease, bronchitis, emphysema and asthma. Tropospheric ozone contributes to the 
greenhouse effect and subsequent global climate change. 

Levels of ozone in Ireland are moderate. 

Sulphur dioxide (SOJ 
The main source of sulphur dioxide in Ireland is burning coal and oil to heat homes and industries 
and to produce electricity. 

lt is an irritant gas which attacks the throat and lungs. Prolonged exposure can lead to increases in 
respiratory illnesses like chronic bronchitis. It contributes to the formation of acid rain which 
damages vegetation and buildings. 

Levels in Ireland are low to moderate. Levels have decreased over recent years due to increased 
use of low-sulphur "smokeless'' coal, increased use of natural gas instead of solid fuels and 
reduced industrial emissions through IPC licensing. 

Carbon monoxide (CO) 
The main source of carbon monoxide in Ireland is traffic. It is absorbed into the bloodstream more 
readily than oxygen, so the relatively small quantities in inhaled air can have harmful effects. 

Prolonged exposure can cause tissue damage and individuals suffering from cardiovascular 
disease are particularly at risk. Levels in Ireland are low. 

Benzene (C5H(3} 
Benzene comes from petrol emissions and the evaporation of petrol at petrol stations. It is a 
carcinogen. 

Acute short-term inhalation may cause drowsiness, dizziness, headaches, as well as eye, skin, and 
respiratory tract irritations, and, at high levels, unconsciousness. Levels of benzene are low in 
Ireland. 

Lead(Pb) 
The main source of lead in air has historically been from petrol engine exhaust emissions. High 
concentrations can affect mental and physical development in children. Long-term exposure to 
low levels of lead can affect the nervous system. 

These is no details on Benzene levels around Dubin Airport. This does not appear to be 

addressed . So where are the Benzene levels for the receptors included in this submission. 

Fol lowing taken from East Midlands Airport 

Benzene is present in aviation fuels and the operation of aircraft (and 
vehicles) at the airport all contribute to the ambient concentration of 
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benzene. The Government's Air Quality Strategy establishes a very 
stringent target to safeguard health. 

Reducing aircraft emissions 

The way in which we control aircraft whilst they are on the ground and in 
the air can significantly affect emissions. 

Our Air Traffic Controllers and airline partners work together to adopt 
rigorous measures, ensuring that emissions •o air are minimised. This 
includes delaying an aircraft from starting any engines until it is known that 
take-off clearance will not be delayed. When taxiing to and fror-- •he runway 
many of our airline partners also manoeuvre using just one eng1nP. 
The technique which we prom::Jte among 
arriving aircraft also contributes to reduced aircraft emissions 

Jet emissions contain particulate matter that affects the environment. According to 
studies, combustion of jet fuels culminates into the release of benzpyrene as a 
byproduct of incomplete combustion that normally comes out with soot (Rojo, 
2007). This chemical is highly carcinogenic and has been shown to be a causative 
agent of many cancers as well as tumors in human beings culminating from skin and 
lung adsorptions. Besides, combustion of jet fuel has been associated with the 
production of high amounts of sulphur dioxide, a harmful gas that can cause severe 
irritation of the eyes and airway tracts. Literature indicates that jet fuel contains high 
concentrations of sulphur, nearly 1oooppm as compared to 1oppm in diesel (Mark J. 
& Mark W., 2000 ). During combustion, this is converted into the harmful sulphur 
dioxide, which is transmitted into the atmosphere thereby compromising quality of 
air. 

Other harmful emissions include volatile organic compounds (VOCs) and carbon 
dioxide. VOCs can include, for example benzene, which is carcinogenic, and some 
forms of aldehydes that can cause forms of skin, eyes, and air tract irritation (Mark J. 
& Mark W., 2000). Volatile organic substances usually originate from vaporized fuel 
or incompletely combusted material that exits as exhaust gas. In some instances, the 
volatile compounds attach to particulate materials and escape into the air, 
culminating into compromised air quality around the airport. Carbon dioxide 
emanates from the combustion of organic fuels. It is a major contributor to climatic 
deterioration and global warming. 
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Sources indicate that this chemical is produced in large quantities from aircraft 
activities in the United States and other highly developed airports that have a lot of 

jet activity (Rojo, 2007). rill' re.suiting emissions find tlwir way into tlw 
en\'ironnwnl, adn·rseh affecting_ the qunlitJ of air. This readily predisposes the 

)OJHilations lhing around nirports. air travd v.ersonncL and traYellers: to dangerou~ 
('tn-ironnwntal and health eonn•rns. Accordin to tlw Danish Ecoeounril (201~). jl't 
emissions usualh· affect a radius of twenty-five miles around the airport arl'a. This 

implies that communities, animals, and crop plants are dusted with toxic jet 
emissions within a distance of twenty-five miles away from the airport every day. 

l'ypically, air orts s )ew toxir )ollutants in hundreds of tons annually all on•r th 
,,oriel. Flow of air currents ensures that the toxic pollutants also reach water bodies 
where they negatively affect marine life. 

Conclusion 
Various pollutants caused by aviation practices affect tihe quality of air around 
airpmts posing a real health _problem . Aircraft mo\'cments while on tlw ground, 
c.luring landing and taking off, produe(' significant )ollutant emissions, which affl'l'l 
the guality of air around air orts. Besides, road traffic, other machinery, such as 
forklifts, cranes, and others, are also significant sources of air pollutants around the 
airport, posing a health risk to surrounding communities, air travel personnel, and 
travellers. Nitrogen dioxide, benzpyrene, sulphur dioxide, carbon dioxide, and 
volatile organic compounds are examples of harmful environmental pollutants 
caused by aviation. It is important to establish positive mitigation policies by all 
stakeholders, governments, and aircraft manufacturers to come up with proactive 
approaches aimed at air pollution reduction around airports. 

Above from Reference : BohatALA.com - website research. 14th October 2021. 

Benzene is a proven carcinogen. Its synergistic action with 
other pollutants can damage different components of the biosphere. 
Literature comparing the air quality standards of benzene, its monitoring 
methods and global concentrations are sparse. This study compiles the 
worldwide available air quality standards for benzene and highlights the 
importance of strict and uniform standards all over the world. It was found 
that out of the 193 United Nation member states, only 53 countries, 
including the European Union member states, have ambient air quality 
standard for benzene. 
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Even where standards were available, in most cases, they were not 
protective of public health. An extensive literature review was conducted to 
compile the available monitoring and analysis methods for benzene, and 
found that the most preferred method, i.e, analyzing by Gas 
Chromatography and Mass spectroscopy is not cost effective and not 
suitable for real-time continuous monitoring. The study compared the 
concentrations of benzene in the indoor and outdoor air reported from 
different countries. Though the higher concentrations of benzene noticed in 
the survey were mostly from Asian countries, both in the case of indoor and 
outdoor air, the concentrations were not statistically different across the 
various continents. Based on the analyzed data, the average benzene level 
in the ambient air of Asian countries (371 µg/m3) was approximately 3.5 

times higher than the indoor benzene levels (111 µg/m3 ). Similarly, the 
outdoor to the indoor ratio of benzene level in European and North 
American Countries were found to be 1.2 and 7.7, respectively. This 
compilation will help the policymakers to include/revise the standards for 
benzene in future air quality guideline amendments. 

Addressing Air Pollution resulting from Aviation 
The International Ch·il A, iation Organization ([CAO) is mandated with the setlin 
up of international standards that govern the emission of certain pollutant gases and 
smoke for new aircraft engines. That notwithstanding, on1y minimal impro,·C'mPnts 
have occurred in the aviation industry in the reduction of harmful gas('s and 
emissions, as compared to other sectors that also use fuel (]CA.0, 201 ). 

Consequently, there is a need for more proactive approaches to mitigate the problem. 
For example, the adoption of better engine types that encompasses selective catalyst 
reduction mechanisms and the recirculation of exhaust gas to ensure maximum 
combustion. Most gaseous and vapor emissions have been associated with 
incomplete combustion of fuels (Environmental Protection UK, 2012). 

Therefore, increasing the number of recirculation cycles will ensure complete 
combustion and a reduced amount of harmful emissions. 

It is also important to develop proactive policies that are consistent with specific 
concerns associated with air quality and environmental conservation similar to 
related approaches in other industries, such as automobile. 
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Currently, policies governing aircraft activities and environmental concerns are less 
stringent than those that govern other sectors of the economy involved with fuel 
combustion, such as factories and the automobile industry (Kularatna & Sudantha, 
2008). This could be partly because most pollution by aircrafts takes place in the 
higher atmosphere compared to automobiles and other engine activities on the 
earth's surface. Integrating related aviation policies with those of the transport 
industry will achieve a common approach to environmental conservation. 

Stakeholders, governments, and aircraft manufacturers should also review, develop, 
and adopt better aircraft technologies on a continuous basis to reduce the extent of 
air pollution and environmental concerns. In addition, plans should be in place to 
cater for expansion activities to reduce the overstretching of existing limited 
resources with increase in air travel demand 

J .1. General 

Volatile organic compounds (VOCs) are generally defined by the physicochemical 
properties like vapor pressure, molecular structure, air/water partition coefficient and boiling 
point. American Society for Testing and Material have defined VOCs by vapor pressure; 
"VOCs are organic compounds that have vapor pressure greater than 0.01 33 kPa at 298 K" 
( ). The European Union have also defined 
VOCs with respect to vapor pressure; "VOCs must have a minimum vapor pressure of 0.01 
kPa at 293 K" ( ). World Health Organization (WHO) have defined 
VOCs with respect to boiling point; Very volatile organic compounds (VVOCs) have boiling 
points in the range of <Oto 50-100 C, Semi-volatile organic compounds (SVOCs) have it in 
the range of240-260 °C to 380-400 °C and the Volatile organic compounds (VOCs) have 
boiling points in the range of 50- 100 °C to 240-260 °C ( ). 
The VOCs emitted in the atmosphere include saturated and unsaturated hydrocarbons, 
organic alcohols, aromatic hydrocarbons, halogenated organic compounds and sulfur 
compounds ( ). Out of these, organic compounds like benzene, 
toluene, ethylbenzene and xylene, commonly called as BTEX compounds, are found to be 
higher in the ambient air ( 

, ). Among the BTEX compounds, Benzene demands special attention. The US EPA risk 
assessment guidelines of 1986 had classified benzene as a "known human carcinogen" 
(Category A) ( ). The current carcinogenic risk assessment guidelines given by 
US EPA in 2005 has characterized benzene as a known human carcinogen based on human 
exposure evidence along with other supporting evidence from animal studies. Occupational 
based human exposure studies have concluded that exposure to benzene leads to toxic effects, 
both by oral and inhalation exposure ( ). Considering the toxic profile and the 
ubiquitous nature, it is necessary to monitor and regulate benzene in the ambient air. 

1.2. Properties of benzene 

Benzene remains in the vapor phase in the air. The lifetime of benzene in 
air ranges from a few hours to days and is dependent on the environmental 
conditions and the presence of other pollutants. The most important mode 
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of degradation of benzene in the environment is 
through oxidation by hydroxyl radicle and subsequent removal by rain 
( ). The physicochemical properties 
of benzene are shown in 

2.4. Europe 

It is suggested that all the 28-member states in Europe should comply "vith 
the limit set for benzene at 5 µg/m~ (annual) as per the Directive 
2008/ o/EC on ambient air quality and cleaner air for Europe. Among the 
European Union countries, France has the lowest long-term objective limit 
for benzene at 2 µg/ m3 (Annual) ( 

). Scotland and Northern Ireland set out an objective value of 
3.25 µg/ m3 ( ), Sweden and Malta 
have a standard for annual mean with upper threshold: 3.5 µg/ m3 and 
lower threshold of 2 µg/ m3 ( 

). Among countries of Europe other than the EU 
member states, Albania has a permissible limit of s µg/ m3-8h in primary 
and secondary standards ( 

) and Belarus has limits 10 µg/ m3 (calendar year) and 40 
µg/m3 (24h) ( ). Certain countries like Moldova and 
Ukraine follows standards of the Russian Federation with a maximum 
allowable concentration of 100 µg/ m:3 (24 h) ( ). 

WHO Guidelines . 

Benzene in air exists predominately in the vapour phase, with residence times varying 
between a few hours and a few days, depending on the environment, the climate and the 

''"' concentration of other pollutants. Reaction with hydroxy radicals is the most important mean 
of degradation. It can also be removed from air by rain. Sources Benzene is a natural 
component of crude oil, and petrol contains 1-5% by volume. Within the European Union the 
maximum al lowable concentration is 5%. Benzene is roduced in large quantities from 
etroleum sources and is used for the chemical synthesis of ethyl benzene, phenol, 

cyclohexane and other substituted aromatic hydrocarbons. Production in 1988 was estimated 
to be 20 million tonnes worldwide and 5 million tonnes within the countries of the European 
Economic Community. Production in the USA and Japan in 1990 was estimated to be 5.4 
million and 2.8 million tonnes, respectively (1 ). Benzene is emitted during its production and 
from coke ovens. Besides these industrial sources, emission also occurs from different 
combustion sources, such as motor engines, wood combustion and stationary fossil fuel 
combustion. The major source is exhaust emissions and evaporation losses from motor 
vehicles, and evaporation losses during the handling, distribution and storage of petrol. 
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Cigarette smoke is an important source of benzene in indoor air, and median benzene levels 

have been found to be higher in the homes of smokers (10.5 µg/m3 ) than those of 

nonsmokers (7 µg/m3 ) in the USA. Corresponding figures from Germany were 11 and 6.5 
µg/m3, respectively. The levels in the USA were higher than the corresponding median 

outdoor concentration, 6 µg/m3, and the mean personal exposure was also higher at 15 

µg/m3 (2, 8). The mean concentration of benzene in indoor air in homes across Canada was 

7.4 µg/m3, with a maximum value of 68 µg/m3 . The mean concentration in outdoor air 
was 4.4 µg/m3 (3). Passive sampling in households in Germany (Duisburg) showed an 

average concentration of benzene in children's bedrooms of 9.5 µg/m3 compared to 1.8 

µg/m3 outside the windows (9). Indoor air concentrations are enhanced in dwellings nea 

petrol stations (10). Studies of benzene concentrations in the interior of vehicles while 

driving have shown values of 10-120 µg/m3 in Germany, 37-57 µg/m3 in Sweden, 30-115 

µg/m3 in the Netherlands, and mean values of 12-50 µg/m3 in the USA (5). Conversion 
factors 1 ppm = 3.19 mg/m3 1 mg/m3 = 0.313 ppm 

The study area has been defined modelling study include a selection of residential 

properties and other sensitive locations such as schools and community facilities . A total 

of 52 existing receptors were modelled that may be affected by the operation of the runway 
system. 

1. How do we know the baseline used for Air quality and greenhouse gases is correct 
for this assessment If the information is correct, then the LTO cycles will double 

when the new runway opens for operation . Residents will experience CO2 ( 

nitrogen dioxide) and Particulate Matter ( PMl0 and PM2.5) with hydrocarbon ( HC) 

emissions have been derived based on the anticipated aircraft operations in idle 
mode. 

:i . The Air Quality states that APU emissions have not been assessed . 

The assessment also considers the additional surface passenger journeys as a result of the 
relevant action. 

This will increase road traffic from the south and west -with the growth of cargo and the 
relocation of Dublin Port to the western side of Dublin Airport, with OHL, TNT UPS and 
other carriers, increasing cargo activity at Dublin Airport- Currently there are nine (9) 
scheduled cargo ATMs at Dublin at night. 

As a result of a second runway operating, this will increase the number of Aircraft related 
activity, Aircraft equipment, aircraft stands etc. 

GHG Gases - & EPA. 





105 

The GHG assessment study area considers all GHG emissions from fuel used by 

aircraft during the additional LTO and climb cruise descent ( CCD) phases and from 

additional surface access passenger journeys as a result of the proposed Relevant 

action. 

There is no specific criteria for determining the significance of GHG emissions. As 

such, the projected National Emissions Inventories for Ireland ( EPA 2019) as 

compiled by the EPA have been used for the level of effect of GHG emissions as a 

result of the proposed Relevant Action on the global climate. 

None of the affects are of major significance as the GHG emissions associated with 

this Relevant Action to not represent >1%of the projected National Emissions 
Inventory Jori]either of the assessment years. 

The total amount of GHG for 2018 was 60.51million tonnes of GHG and aircraft 

emissions are not recorded and are exempt. This equates to 605,100 tonnes 
representing the >1 % that is stated in this application. 

60.510,000 divided by 52 = 11,636.53 per week= 1,662.36 per night.( Tonnes) 

The EIS states: The significance of GHG emissions impact of the Revelant Action 

considering the receptors sensitivity ( global climate) is anticipated to be minor, 

which is considered to be of low significance. 

DAA offset carbon levels under the EU Emission Trading Scheme and the /CAO 

Carbon Offsetting and reduction Scheme for International Aviation ( CORSJA) 

This issue for residents living parallel to the runways and in the flightpaths needs 
to be addressed appropriately . 
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£PA 2019 GHG [m,u ,on, F'IOJ<'CIIOM Rc-po,t Junr 2019 

Table 2.Z. Historical a nd projected emissions for the non-ETS and ETS sectors (kt CO,e<i i,:l for With Existing 
MC'osurcs a nd With Add1t1onol M rr1surci StCnil roO~ 
~ 

Non-ETS sector ETS ~octor Total 

2005 •u .' . . I 

2008 .:, ••• 0) :?0383 79 613:l:83 
2009 4~i 8, :;2•5 3G " : , 23 

2010 . o: . ,I ;5 1 -l ~ 

2011 .: 1: ) 35 .. ~ ., j A ·s iii 
u 
C 2012 .: , -a ; 66 · r ) 7 ,7 1' 53 
2 2013 .:1 1 I -~8 15(; •·1 •.11 .. -i 

2014 .:1 • • :s . "\ ' 7 ~ . <e_ 

2015 .i. . .1 · if. I . ., I, 1 ~ 

2016 .. 17 ' ~ 6 ·--' - . 

2017 .i .~ •) 35 ;i.,913 37 -.-... : .... -

W, 1h E• ,! "g ll't:a .,.•es , . 

2018 -! ... ..: . ; o· 1- ., 
I 6B" 

2020 " .... I 1 ; , I ' ' 
l '· -~a 

2025 4 ~.:i ..: I i .!. I J.!_ : \,] 

2030 .: •f, . 2 l 6,l :,1~6 6i 

2035 ,L .: 5'l • J 20 l I o· 
'8 2040 . • 3 5-! :?95 6 1' .:7 ;o .. 
u 
t With Ade ·.on., • Mea~ .. •es . ,. .. 1 

0. 
2018 .. -- , l i7 ·- ,l .:7 ~ -~ 

2020 , ... ·,• 2:> .. ,_:- ._ I • 7 c-;3 ._ " 1 " 

2025 ,l : I 01 1 , .. 
2030 .! I ' .... ~ 2-! i 3.!.:S 26 S.:5'-' ·• 
2035 ~- i&c; · a:, 55:, . ' 
2040 )/C t7 ' 310;,, 5506(;00 

, .. p( 
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Comparison of typical L TO-Cycle emissions with aircraft engine- and airport­
specific emissions for grg_e.k airports 

tNTRODUCION 

Aircraft and a rport related emiss ons have received considerable attention in recent years, both 

on national and international agendas. Although most of aircraft e 'l11SS1ons are released dvrmg 

cru se at altitudes higher than 1.000 m 10~1tside the atmospheric boundary layer), t he effect of 

aircraft emissions at ground lever is of major un portance since Most airports are close to urban 

areas [l]. In this work, ground-level emissions are estimated for three representative Greek 

airports, in Thessaloniki, Rhodes and Kavala for t he year 2000. The LTO cycle defines t he a rcraft 

act1v1ty of 11terest. Emissions du mg fl ght at cruising altitude are not vlithin the scope of this 

study. In the f irst step of an LTO cycle t he aircraft descends from cruis ng altitude, approaches 

the cycle: taxi out/idle, take-off and climb out. These five LTO cycle operating modes are 

defined by the existence of standard power settings for a given aircraft, so the modes 

represent an appropriate basis for estimating emissions. A schematic view of an L TO 

cycle is presented above -Aircraft activities during the LTO cycle. 

Up to now, aircraft emissions in Greece have been estimated using average emission 

factors (in kg/LTO) per aircraft type based on standard/typical LTO cycles in terms of 

thrust settings and time spent in the specific mode [2]. This work focuses on the 

calculation of aircraft engine-specific emission factors, developed for selected 

airports. The resulting emissions are compared with the results of the simple 

methodology and the differences are discussed. 
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In conclusion This issue for residents Jiving parallel to the runways and in the 
flightpaths needs ta be addressed appropriately. 

Extract from Oral hearing - 2006. 

Volume 4- Inspectors report - page 32 . 
Dr. Staines stated that it is the purpose of the EIS to show whether any health effects 
would occur. He stated that Health Monitoring such as that carried out by the RIVM 
(Dutch Environmental Health Agency) in the region of Schipol Airport entails two elements 
including detailed environmental monitors including noise, emissions and flight patterns 
and ongoing health studies of the populations. The programme has been built up 
gradually over time. Dr. Staines stated that in terms of the National Air Quality Standards 
the theory is that the levels are set below the level at which effects on human health are 
detectable. Emission levels are set at what can be achieved not at a level at which human 
health would be affected. 

Mr. Stanley (Submission AA) stated that St. Margaret's is within the zone affected by the 
flight path during take-off/climb out and approach/landing and so will be the main 
location where aircraft emissions may impact on air quality beyond the site boundary. 

What is the total LTO ( in kg/LTO) for Dublin Airport for 2018 and 2019 when 

Dublin airport had 31.5 million passengers As stated above it is the projected 
National Emissions Inventories for Ireland has been used in this application. 

This includes COZ emissions. 

Extracts taken from ABP Oral Hearing 2006. 

Questions to Planning Authority (Disc 1-05/10/06) Mr. Stanley stated that the airport and 
airlines are working to best international standards. The standards are an amalgam of 
opinions of various interested parties including the medical profession and aircraft 
manufacturers. With advancing technology aircraft become more efficient and pollution will 
decrease. Aircraft are less polluting than 20 years ago. Technology can only move at a 
certain rate. Every aircraft has to be registered and ensured that they are safe. By being safe 
they are less polluting. It does not pay to economise on maintenance grounds. He suggested 
that the WHO guidelines are taken into account in establishing the international standards . 

. The operation of the runway is under the 
control of the DAA. Mr. Stanley stated that the Stakeholder's Committee could influence 
how the runways are used and issues relating to fumes/odours should be raised with same. 
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He stated that the application of fines to the airline for deviations off the flight path does 
not benefit the community. 

Air Quality - Page 35 of 60 Volume 4 of Inspectors reports 
Prof. J. Heffron addressed the potential human health effects of air pollutants arising from 
aircraft emissions (submission AM). The relevant limit concentrations of benzene, carbon 
monoxide, nitrogen dioxide and PMl0 are within the relevant limit concentrations for the 
protection of human health as set out in (a) Air Quality Standards Regulations 2002, S.I. 
No,271 of 2002 based on EU Air Quality Directive, Dublin 2002 and {b) Air Quality Guidelines 
for Europe, 2nd edition, WHO, Copenhagen 2000. The EU has been relatively conservative in 
terms of PMlO levels. The EU standards take into account the extra sensitivity of children 
and elderly and have a high safety factor built in. 

Page 36 - Vol. 4 Inspectors report. 
Mr. Bailey stated that noise has less compounding factors than air quality in terms of 
studies. Prof. Heffron answered questions on epidemeology vs. toxicological studies of 
airports. He confirmed that benzene is the most dangerous compound but is not an airport 
specific emission. Protection factors are used when extrapolating what is acceptable in 
terms of impact on human health and a conservative policy is adopted in setting standards. 
It is being reduced by 1 ug per year until it becomes nought in 2010 thereby giving a setting 
of Sug/m 3 . There is a 100% margin of tolerance included. As such a reading over Sug/m 3 
would not be a material concern as the protection factor set for levels of benzene are 
significantly below the level at which concerns in terms of human health would arise. Ms. 
Lawton noted that benzene levels were recorded at 5.18 at St. Margaret's in 2003. Mr. 
Bailey stated that the annual average of benzene is the correct measurement not a monthly 
measurement. Mr. Bailey stated that Portmarnock is downwind of the airport and would 
not generally be affected by pollutants from aircraft which would be at altitudes in excess of 
200m over the area. In the instances of inversion where there are foggy conditions with 
light winds the mixing layer would be at c.150 metres which would prevent pollutants from 
aircraft at the higher altitude from descending. Ozone formation generally takes place 
considerable distance downwind of urban areas as have to have chemical processes going 
on. 

Mr. O'Faircheallaigh stated that the operation on an individual day is controlled by the Irish 
Aviation Authority through Air Traffic Control. The operation of the runway is under the 
control of the DAA. Mr. Stanley stated that the Stakeholder's Committee could influence 
how the runways are used and issues relating to fumes/odours should be raised with same. 
He stated that the application of fines to the airline for deviations off the flight path does 
not benefit the community. 

Air Quality - Page 35 of 60 Volume 4 of Inspectors reports 
Prof. J. Heffron addressed the potential human health effects of air pollutants arising from 
aircraft emissions {submission AM). The relevant limit concentrations of benzene, carbon 
monoxide, nitrogen dioxide and PM10 are within the relevant limit concentrations for the 
protection of human health as set out in (a) Air Quality Standards Regulations 2002, S.I. 
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No,271 of 2002 based on EU Air Quality Directive, Dublin 2002 and (b) Air Quality Guidelines 
for Europe, 2nd edition, WHO, Copenhagen 2000. The EU has been relatively conservative in 
terms of PMl0 levels. The EU standards take into account the extra sensitivity of children 
and elderly and have a high safety factor built in. 

Page 36 - Vol. 4 Inspectors report. 
Mr. Bailey stated that noise has less compounding factors than air quality in terms of 
studies. Prof. Heffron answered questions on epidemeology vs. toxicological studies of 
airports. He confirmed that benzene is the most dangerous compound but is not an airportj 
specific emission. Protection factors are used when extrapolating what is acceptable in 
terms of impact on human health and a conservative policy is adopted in setting standards. 
It is being reduced by 1 ug per year until it becomes nought in 2010 thereby giving a setting 
of Sug/m 3. There is a 100% margin of tolerance included. As such a reading over Sug/m 3 
would not be a material concern as the protection factor set for levels of benzene are 
significantly below the level at which concerns in terms of human health would arise. Ms. 
Lawton noted that benzene levels were recorded at 5.18 at St. Margaret's in 2003. Mr. 
Bailey stated that the annual average of benzene is the correct measurement not a monthly 
measurement. Mr. Bailey stated that Portmarnock is downwind of the airport and would 
not generally be affected by pollutants from aircraft which would be at altitudes in excess of 
200m over the area. In the instances of inversion where there are foggy conditions with 
light winds the mixing layer would be at c.150 metres which would prevent pollutants from 
aircraft at the higher altitude from descending. Ozone formation generally takes place 
considerable distance downwind of urban areas as have to have chemical processes going 
on. 

In Conclusion, the projections put forward based on the Atmosfair calculations, and data 

supplied by the airlines with proxy models used, and considering the variances that occur 
due to weather, verification of aircraft load details, the results are not acceptable to those 

most adversely affected, in this submission and are only projected. 

- Also the emittance of the Benzene levels which was a key issue in the Oral hearing in 

2006 , must now be addressed with levels validated for the receptor areas surrounding 

the runway and under the flightpaths. What are the levels at the receptors currently? 

This should be supplied to the Planning Authority for completeness sake, in the full interest 
of the health and welfare and should be validated independently. 

The lack of information , raises concerns for those adversely affected by approach to 

change the night time restrictions while this is not permitted under the Planning conditions 
as set out by ABP in August 2007. 

The night time impact of Benzene and other harmful air pollutants, CO2 and PM2.5 and 
pml0 must be fully explored. 
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No,271 of 2002 based on EU Air Quality Directive, Dublin 2002 and (b) Air Quality Guidelines 
for Europe, 2nd edition, WHO, Copenhagen 2000. The EU has been relatively conservative in 
terms of PMlO levels. The EU standards take into account the extra sensitivity of children 
and elderly and have a high safety factor built in. 

Page 36 -Vol. 4 Inspectors report. 
Mr. Bailey stated that noise has less compounding factors than air quality in terms of 
studies. Prof. Heffron answered questions on epidemeology vs. toxicological studies of 
airports. He confirmed that b~rizepe istlw ropst dangeroui;; qo_rnpoundc'butJs riqt an afrport 
~peciff!:;,ernfs$ion. Protection factors are used when extrapolating what is acceptable in 
terms of impact on human health and a conservative policy is adopted in setting standards. 
It is being reduced by 1 ug per year until it becomes nought in 2010 thereby giving a setting 
of Sug/m 3 . There is a 100% margin of tolerance included. As such a reading over Sug/m 3 
would not be a material concern as the protection factor set for levels of benzene are 
significantly below the level at which concerns in terms of human health would arise. Ms. 
Lawton noted that benzeneJevelswererecordecLat s.18at,St. Margarees1n 2003. Mr. 
Bailey stated that the annual average of benzene is the correct measurement not a monthly 
measurement. Mr. Bailey stated that Portmarnock is downwind of the airport and would 
not generally be affected by pollutants from aircraft which would be at altitudes in excess of 
200m over the area. In the instances of inversion where there are foggy conditions with 
light winds the mixing layer would be at c.150 metres which would prevent pollutants from 
aircraft at the higher altitude from descending. Ozone formation generally takes place 
considerable distance downwind of urban areas as have to have chemical processes going 
on. 

In Conclusion, the projections put forward based on the Atmosfair calculations, and data 

supplied by the airlines with proxy models used, and considering the variances that occur 

due to weather, verification of aircraft load details, the results are not acceptable to those 
most adversely affected, in this submission and are only projected. 

Also the omittance of the Benzene levels which was a key issue in the Oral hearing in 

2006 , must now be addressed with levels validated for the receptor areas surrounding 

the runway and under the flightpaths. What are the levels at the receptors currently? 

This should be supplied to the Planning Authority for completeness sake, in the full interest 

of the health and welfare and should be validated independently. 

The lack of information , raises concerns for those adversely affected by approach to 

change the night time restrictions while this is not permitted under the Planning conditions 
as set out by ABP in August 2007. 

The night time impact of Benzene and other harmful air pollutants, C02 and PM2.5 and 
pmlO must be fully explored. 
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The Sound Insulation and VDPS Schemes. 

This chapter should be viewed in conjunction with the Flight Path Data and the impact of 

health and the proposed AQS as part of the sound insulation scheme put forward by daa 
and FCC. 
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The Sound Insulation and VDPS Schemes. 

This chapter should be viewed in conjunction with the Flight Path Data and the impact of 

health and the proposed AQS as part of the sound insulation scheme put forward by daa 
and FCC. 
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This is an assumed cost once again and the specifics of a scheme are not available. It is 

envisaged that daa will have a set of contractors selected, and the contractors will be 

responsible for the works and results. The applicant only refers to bedrooms, our living 
rooms and kitchens are areas of activity for reading, working etc. particularly with the 
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This is an assumed cost once again and the specifics of a scheme are not available. It is 
envisaged that daa will have a set of contractors selected, and the contractors will be 
responsible for the works and results. The applicant only refers to bedrooms, our living 
rooms and kitchens are areas of activity for reading, working etc. particularly with the 
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changes Covid has brought with working from home. This is aspirational and needs to be 
specified in full . This is in addition to the VDIS , so that than means that those with no 
insulation at present, who have deferred or still waiting, will have up to an additional 

amount of €20,000 added to the cost for their home to insulate every room, window, door 
and velux roof window. The scheme is very vague. 

This scheme should be an additional to the current conditions when the North Runway 
opens leaving no flights on North runway from 11pm to 0700 am as per the conditions. 

The scheme aspires up to l0db of a reduction in aircraft noise. When one looks at the 
longitudinal data received from daa in October 2018, this insulation will be considered 
useless to achieve a noise decibel level at night of 40db and 4Sdb during the day. 

~ 
4.4. WHO Guideline V11lu~s - •• 

1-.c \\'HO g111ddinc ,·muc-s ui Tnb!" 4.1 ate 011•am1cJ Jccord.i1,1: to 'f'C'\'.tlic wviu,nmcni.~ 
'ha, multiple u.dvcr•c h<-4ilh cfk,ts .ire 1dm11fi«I foe a g1vm crwrrunmomt, 1tw,, i,:u1dclmc \1Ulle$ 

are $0! ill 1hr Jcn,l of Ill<:' loum adven,, b ... d th cffn.1 11l11t cri1i,..i hnlll1 dTrctl An .idvci;e 
~tb e ffect uf no•~ ref<"!~ \0 111} ten.pot~ or 0111,;-1crm dt-tcm,r.u<m in rh)~.:m. 
r-)<hologkal OJ 5•itial functioning tlut is .d\Oeilllt'd "-ilh n,.)i\C c,r<,,un. nie 11u1cklmi: ,·,due~ 
rcr rc!,(Tlt the '<1tmd prc-.urc lei cl, that atlect the mm.I np,.'54".! rttcn <7 in thi; listc.1 
i:1wironmr111 

T11c- 11,n~ b.t.JC for L.\cq lor ·'d11y1imc,~ aod ··ruiht-timc- IS 16 h and 8 h, rc<rcctivdy. No 
M'JIW.>I<' time h:,,,c, is ~•'- 0 f,,r c, ,enl n_,, alone-, &Ul typ,r■II) , ~u1Jc'1fll" V3l\le ihould be , JO ,m 
i"'"tt than for a 12 h 1ui time rcriod Ollkr 1im~ bases arc m:rmmniJcd lor ~d,uols. ptt"S.:houl, 
illN i>I,\} )lrot.111,h. ,kpcn,lini; on :1,1iv1ty. 

Q AnnO>iiJK~ 

I:> S~ ime1Hll1bih1, and cmnmunicauon imcrkrmcc 
C l>istwhm;:c Of ,nfotrolll.fon CXtr XI Oil-
d. Sleep di:s\uthaocc 
c H~tting im~hmrnt 

Following the grant of planning permission in 2007 and 
recommencement of the construction programme in 
December 2016, homes were identified within the 63 -
69db contour ( Laeq) from the Oral hearing. 

The Statement of Need completed a survey by Daa's Noise 
Consultants Anderson Acoustics. 
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The aircraft noise measurement- externally were measured 

under Laeq16hr ( from /NM lntergrated Noise Model) 2022 
summer noise levels at dwellings. 

Together with the external noise level from /NM these have 

been used to estimate the overall sound insulation 

performance of the building envelope and the internal 
aircraft noise level using the method set out in 85 EN 12354-

3:2000 Upgrade measures have been applied with 

estimations of the subsequent improvement in sound 
insulation performance. 

Where possible the daa Noise Insulation programme aims to 

achieve a 5 to 10 db improvement in sound insulation 

performance and to meet the World Health Organisation and 

8S8233:2014 recommended daytime internal ambient noise 
levels of 35to 40d8 laeq16h within dwellings, depending on 
room type. 

Anderson Acoustics { Contractor} for the applicant carried 

out a statement of need, for a home at Dunbro Lane, giving 

a reading of 62.6dB - just 0.4 below the 63dB. - externally. 

At Dunbro, a mobile NMT conducted a test and reported 

33% of aircraft at 72dB Lamax between 22July to 7th August 

at Dunbro Lane in 2019 . The average was 60-63dB laeq. 

Note: The year 2018 was chosen for the EIAR and this 

application as a benchmark to project, analysis and assess 

future data for the INM software to produce assumptions to 
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work with for the purpose of North Runway. Why was 2019 

not chosen, as more aircraft activity was recorded at Dublin 
Airport in terms of ATMs. was 2018. 

Dunbro was initially not included in the VDIS and only added 

to the programme, following pressure from the residents 
originally left out of the programme. Clearly the 63dB 

contour included the area between the two runways 

following the grant of permission in 2007. 

One household is awaiting a real time up to date noise 

measurement when the north runway becomes operational 
as the current VDIS is not suitable. 

In 2006, Searson Associates, ( Acoustic Engineer) for SMCRG 

using the same equipment as DAA in Dun bro in July-August 

2019 conducted a noise measurement at one of the homes. 

The readings revealed the Laf max meaurements that gave 
the true result. 

This was taken prior to the Oral hearing using a Bruel & Kjaer 
real time analyser. 

So the daa's data of real noise level is questionable and can 
be argued with as depending on interpretation of dBs and 
use of different noise metrics. 

So taking into consideration the readings from 2006, with 

the South Runway only in operation to the west, can daa 
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stand over their noise insulation programme , in its current 

form and specification for Dun bro, and up to 3000 ft on the 
flight path. 

Once the NAO comes into effect and we are told it is now in 

place, DAA no longer are responsible for the Aircraft Noise , 

as this will be the responsibility of ANCA under the 

EUS98/2014 that is not specific, and open to interpretation 
by Dublin Airport to set their barometer to massage the 
figures for approval by ICAO and the END 

The level of noise on the runways and flightpaths is now the 
responsibility of ATC and IAA - so DAA walk away. 

This have been strategically formulated and the process 
arrived at today is considered trampling on those considered 
collateral damage . 

VDPS - "Voluntary Home Buy out Scheme" 

The extreme mitigation measure of offering a Home Buy Out 
Scheme to those adversely affected by l0L - 28R will be part 

of the NAO formulated with daa and ANCA. The Inspector 

was fully aware of the compromised and check-mate position 

those under the flightpath would find themselves in. The 
Board on receiving additional information did grant the 
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planning for 10L-28R on the basis of restricted night flights to 
give a respite of 8 hours for sleep and rest and also allowing 

for a Home purchases buyout scheme which was to be 
totally voluntary. 

We note in the analysis of the noise impact in the various 

aircraft noise metrics used, understate the impact - t.he 
effect is not sfgr,iffcant ( as daa are using the daytlrne data , 
as lf the runway is operating and extending_ it to night ti.nise. -
based on the operation of North Runway. ) The Lafmax 

and SEL are used very sparingly with 15 different noise 

metrics used in different formats and scenarios. So the 

impact of night time aircraft disturbance is being minimised. 

q_ Vn11t tu •'-"""°"';~C'lk"Al u( tk'\~ksprurnr. a dl~aw:. f{• the ..,-otu:cury pun ... b.lw 

of d" rlLftF, ,h;ill Ix ruhnillC'd l o :mJ •~rcc.i "1 Wntm~ "->" lbe plAMonp 
.a1.1th..1-n1, The 1ai:hc:tnt- JuD i"n..-1 \.fdr.• ill d\\clhnr rn:..:fo.:k'd t,, hD -..11:h..n 1ht 
~,1'1'11t'Ur crf~Q dB L Acq ..... Wllllm tvr, C'J\l't!, ll'li'ilda .. ,I tb:- rJ:llFmcd~mnc of 
th<- nmwar for uc Pru,r u:, tb;o , vct1m1;0..c,tll.'"1Jt cf t~r.at.n-n of the run\\.l)', 
Ml ol'f'"t of~~•'< .n -14·,c.~ .. e \Ji."itb the .aprctd ,;-i:Jrmt' JgJI ha\'e kraJ 
tr...Jt, ~• all dwclln1i,;, «'fflil>~ ,.,rtJun tl,., ,..,,,.. of die' v:b..n>: on,.l ,.,. h ,,ffc, 
-.h-1] re-ru.uo upcn k -c- z p:r. ..J uf l2 mottth.., ~rotn tb< 1o.1V1).fht'flC-Crncm at u.~ uf 
tire. ~,...t}' 

The VDPS was crafted by DAA and FCC - without the real and 
meaningful engagement of those whose homes were 
blighted in the flightpaths of the North Runway. 

The VDPS was presented at a special CLG meeting in 

November 2016, signed off December 2016, the same day 

the pre-commencement works started on North Runway. 
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The Applicant has left this VDPS unchanged, apart from 

extending the period from one year to three years to accept 
their offer, from the date of operation of the runway. The 

additional €20,000 added to Insulation is a PR exercise and 
the public think it is a cash incentive , which distorts the truth 

to the benefit of DAA, where the Public are not aware of the 

true facts and health impacts. This may be the additional 

ANCA requested - as a further mitigation measure. But this 

will do nothing for those trapped in the flight path area. 

The Daa plan to lodge an application for expanding Dublin 
Airport from 32mppa to 40mppa in 2025 - 3 years from the 
opening of the runway. 

During that time the flight path residents will be subjected to 

16 hour ATMs on both runways with the current conditions 

adhered to and if permitted to breach the night time 

conditions, 24 hour flights on both runways with the " NQS" 
that we cannot translate into ATMs. 
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Condition 9 also states: 

Prior to the commencement of operation of the runway, an offer of purchase in accordance 

with the agreed scheme shall have been made to all dwellings coming within the scope of 

the scheme and such offer shall remain open for a period of 12 months from the 
commencement of use of the runway. 

Reason: In the interest of residential amenity. 

It is important to highlight, the runway is now open for full 
operation since 24th August last, and the daa have failed to 

engage with those adversely affected in any meaningful way. 

The daa scheme is totally rejected as it does not include the 
loss of a home, an identity, our deeply rooted past, and 

aspirations for the future. The health impacts of this causing 

huge distress, for fight path residents faced with a gun to 

their heads - to surrender their homes and disappear, like 
the 8 families forced from Barberstown and Kington in the 
1960-1970s or live in a noise vacuum of aircraft noise. 

Pondering on the words of Dalton Philips - Chief Executive of 
daa-

liVfretf-terit ls one bouseholdor 201:ihousehoJdsundertheflightp,ath.1 I am really sotf:yjor 
them,Jrea/ly am, but thafis a fru1ttei for tnem" 



I ' 

I' 

, ' 

I ( 

'I 



- 120 

Spea1<in~ at a Oireachtas Joiht Committee on Health on Wednesday 6,th October, the H~alth 

Minister; Stephen DonnoHy, stated , 11 people do not resist chctnge; theyreslstloss. " 

The loss in terms of detrimental significant health and well being is being considered as 

collateral damage, by daa who are fully aware of the significant impact, for a small number 

of the Fingal citizens, too small to matter, t o Dublin Airport, in this EIAR. 

Vortex Impact 
3.3.37 The other potential elleGt from alrtlomealrc,alt vibration is vortex damage to buddtn~. 

3.3 38 Aircraft In Right creates voroces. circulating currents of air that are shed Imm the aircraft wings. For the 
most part. these wruces ere djsstpated by the effect9 or the wjnd and attnospherk: turbulence before 
they reach the ground and, whllii! they may more often be heard after an all'Cfaft has passed. they 
seldom have any physical Impact at ground tevet Oocaslooally however voroces may persist tong 
enough to make contact w1lll buildings undeme_au, the Jhght pattt In extreme cases, the variation en 
pressure rMtNn these vortices can cause some damage to roofs if tiles or slates are not sufflclently firmly 
secured. In piucbce, such events may be encountered due to lhe pasSdS)e of larger wl<le·bodted jeta 
Which <ireate lhe largest vortJOes and dunn9 landing when aircraft are reiahvely close to the ground. 

3.3.39 The Issue of wake vortex damage was considered :n some debit! ,n the 2004 EIS21 that supported lhe 
application for the permitted North Runway. The previous EIS was based on an a$Surnpt1on of 348.358 
movements per annum, s,gn1ficantly hlgher than Iha number now envisaged in 2025 tor the proposed 
Relevant Action wh,Ch is 236,000 movements per anm.tm. In granting pemusslon for North Runway 
under tho$e assumpllons, the wake vortex impacts of that nu,nber of operallons was evadetnUy 

Chapter 14 gives details of another impact from airborne aircraft - vortex damage to 

buildings Roof tiles or slates may be damaged due to the passage of larger wide-bodied jets 

which create the largest vortices and during landing when aircraft is relatively close to the 
ground. 

The noise level of 97d8 C max occurring on average at least once over 24 hour day over 

the year has been taken as a threshold for potential significance of vibration effects due to 
airborne aircraft events. 

This needs to be tested in real time, as the baseline threshold again is very high indeed and 
exceeding what is expected in DB levels take off or approach to North Runway. 
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Lmks 

Vortex damage to house roofs from over-flymg 
planes 
There have bei!~ a ;0nsK1erallle NHl'be.r of 'lt ider,·s, ~P-n! hou~es have been oamaged 
o~ 110 • :es, caused b; planes fi mg overhead 

Tl1e reasOll 1s, el. understood. Planes cause 11.·ooler ce ri the air tney"" l tvoug11 
an<J ltiese can cont1r11,,e for some lime. and descend to the ground espeoal,y ·I 
there s little W"'d to brea~ lhem \JO 

TM effect is often tnat t•'es or sle' es a•e sLo·eel off roofs anel can the'! cause 
llJ<l'f a~ 111e1 la! lo the grouM. The house holller is 1en \,11" a damaged ·oor 
n need or urgent repa r 

Tt-e airports see tneir.serves as not oe111g ~aore ror the dama9e ana say It ts 
up to the a,rknes to pr0,11d11 comperisation 

Ho-,. eve· at a nu'TltiN of airports mere 1s a scheme ltvou;ll 1• hleh nou~eholda<s 
whose roofs are damaged can ohla '1 prom, cornpen,a:tcn. 

Oeta11S ol tl'le B1n111noha111 Airport VQltu Protectior, Scl,em. ano the V? ~ l Jflet. 

The potential risk of vortex damage is very real . What will be the process, to report and 
make application in respect of damage caused by aircraft taking off and landing close to 
homes in that area to DAA - As this has been identified as a potential risk, provision must be 
made. There are a number of homes, close to the end of the runway. 
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J • c1 clec: d . cs; ble lo see t 1e pa!n of 
;;., :1 , ·111 in · : sl v 1,a·,e ling tc son-1: 
far c:. ~-~t he OJ h I!> dea,h marke 
c,. n. • ,, 1 c I ·c1t ha& ~ c'"f."ed .. dM a"O 

erPatns r ie r:r a rg per od :1I:er 1'1e 
e c·a•: 12. c-d ,re vap:1.ir I a I s. 
technical~ ,.··?, n a';.. ~ rcra .. , ""':: 
\C':ice •• 1.· h..,•·dred~ o·m l.::s p.:.r h:iu· 
:i-c str;, .1 h -• 1e \C1 :es g,;ne ,ted o, t e 
I'• ings, J f , age IJ" ·h ~,.19" the air 
a11d iW I . ;_, :r h1 fr:m Ire F~I 

lt£. - t: _ ,,_ J 

• 

T j s1u,¥•• ~- l:'e'"l~r t " ral ..,g corie,s c'" tre \'utic-::s, n-1.1:1-, I,: a tor 
l ~ ·;;, c,, o· ihe, :r : .~· ·., c: a long ·11re :o dissipa·e as ·rie ;:- s ·t e n l"e .... 
: 1 t~h-•c t.; s. 1 

Close• IC t1,e qro.,nd Iara;, ;; ·cr,.1: t av,;-
,.,,"':h £ ~ c: '"'d 1h; er~ 1; n1u::ti 
:luc~.~• c,~, t _ ·or: re-· • st - .• gen-=rBti':d are 

f ., ~ t ·1uic.::.:>r The 

• ·· t 11 :al i::er 1 s H I arge a rcrna 1~ 

1r 11•0 ,- 1,-- it ~ ~n I h-
a •c•af: \' aK-: 1- ~ ·h- 1rou • T " 
fo Co: 0: ·he\ •I n . ... :, I - ,, -◄~-- vf 
'hi: r;;io1;; close 1: 1·1e 1 gl't pa:h 

T; e main r sk I ., tors 

T -~ "' ~.,f ..... ·1:1. fe .I-=~ t:>•;.;n air _ - "t ,.-? \O't :e::. ~a, be as::.es~;,d b; 100 ... 1:19 
?\ rious kno·:. fact··-

• Is the la::at.'J' ,: t ,ui'ding un I h 
... ,,1i1ar, -~ r ba .. - ._ -~ ght pal _ ,,,, -", F • 
-:en:r~ I 'le ana . p ·o 6K1r = o I s 

al" - a 
f Q C:L f 

pc, ... t 

l ·,1 i1 :t c• 
" 11' - 2of l "<2 
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Ho~ the d-,n,:,ge is c.-~used: 

On a clear day it Is possib•e to see the path of 
an aircraft high in ttie sk\' travelling lo some 
far off destination The oath is Ciearfy marl(ed 
by a ,-apour lra f that hes a defined ~ldth and 
remains in the sky for a long period after the 
aircraft has passed The vapour trail is 
lechnica!ly knowo as an aircraft wake 
vortices At many hundreds of miles per hour 
Iha strength of the vortices generated b',' t ,e 
v/ings and fuselage cutting through the air 
and aodao too by the thrust fro-r the iet 
eng:nes are eno mou:s, 

The disturbance generates spiralling cones of air (the \'Ortices), much lii-;e a tornado 
The force of the vortices takes a long time to dissipate a& there is ~ttle 'n the upper 
atmosphere to slow it down 

Closer to the ground large aircraft travel 
much slo~yer. and the atmosphare is much 
thicker so t'1e vortices tnat are generale<l ara 
less powerful and diss,pates qukk&r The 
most critcal period is whel"I a large aircraft is 
corning into land, when it s common for the 
aircraft wake vortex to reach the ground Tile 
force of the vortex can suck tiles or slates off 
the roofs close. to the flight path 

The main risk factors 

... 

The risks of being affected by an akcraft ,vake vortices can be assessed by looking 
at various know fact-ors 

• Is the iocation of the building !Jflder the fl ght path ,nto a major afrport or 
military atr base? The fifght path can be up lo 10 degrees either side of the 
ce11tre line and up to 6i<m from the touchdown point 





-

r 

-

123 

T··e s , 3 o· t "" g c:t·e:t€: J t an air,:,a:t •· · ai.= '-'0 t '-es :a'"' l;e assessed o, loo 1~ . . 
:=.t. ano,·s .,n .. , .. ·a-~t ... s 

• s ·ne local ,:r ; : t:· :: • u, ding unce tre- •1 igh'. o,tl r : ,J a 1'·ajor a roo · :, 
·1 ita· y a:· oa .o-e 1 ~he : g1t pati- cari .:ie ,1µ L 1: i,;e,gr%s eit·ier s ae ~f l"e 

:er·ro:: :ne a'"' j _o :a G-< .. r 'r : ·,, t··e ·.;_::."cc n 1:c·--1 

• ., 

• T • e c 0 e :tic'"' c' 3 nd r g r,: ore da ·11age 1s created t;y a re raft ,: orrh g 1 : ,:: lano 
:har- ;a-; ·1g o·: c_e '.O t e sha c·:1 rate cf de :e~.: re c.! , e t.:> ··,e s:ee·, rate ,;• 
cli"'O •. ·1er :a~. " ·2 0f. C,:~•1n~ i11 to a~ d tre a c·af: ?re lo•;·e· :;e; one t •1e enc 
of t'·e u:--·. a:-

• T"e sl:e a,... d •, e gh: of ' rie a r,:ra ft 
f.·,c t.·e speed 2t , ~ ell t:·e, lane ,:a.1 
•·•a!<e a big dil"ere"'::e I: s :··= , .. ,e­
ooc!iec a : raft 'ha: ,e,: orc ·he n-os: 
sh~.-:s as •I-ere are more sura : es ,:~ 
:he a r::raf: ·-: ge~era:e H·e vort,,:es 

...,_ -

• T·;, '.'!eathe· <:one ;icr s ·•ave a maJor e~e::t. ,. ino, anc, o:t : 1eaU•e :)rea -;s 
~P :" e, str,.1c:urn of a •,·:t"f.ex qu c:<e r thar still :lea· cone ·.lors. 
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The risks of being affected by an aircraft wake vortices can be assessed by looking 
at various know factors 

• Is the location of the building under the flight path into a major airport or 
miiitary air base? The flight path can be up to 10 degrees either side of the 
centre line and up to 6Km from the touchdown point 

+ 

• The direction of landing More damage is created by aircraft coming in to land 
than taking off due 10 the shallow rate of decent. relative to the steep rate of 
climb when taking off. Coming in to land the aircraft are lower beyond the end 
of the runway 

• The size and weight of the aircraft 
and the speed at which they 1and can 
make a big difference It is the v1ide­
bodied aircraft that record the most 
strikes, as lhere are more surfaces on 
the aircraft to generate the vortices 

• The weather conditions have a major effect. Windy and wet weather breaks 
up the structure of a vortex quicker than still clear conditions. 



r ' 



124 

Vortex strikes 

u nli~e -..,rri,:ane for,:e ;.r,• inds ,:. '"1:h affe,:t tne o;:-r ,,e:e ·s of a roof esµec1a I/ 11, e­
•idge a ~o \.erg..-.. if •c a·: , a-<e •.,) 1.i-:es da•~1age oc:u·s - ·he cent•e of a ro')f s ~pe 
as 1- e edges of t- e roof oreak lip tr-e vo'l•.:es rather :."an , elp : The a\·erage •, ,Jrtex 
s appr•)X 5~0mn, •, ·de . •, travel at ab,:i.,t 5 K~::its ar d ast 'Or 2pprox 3 mhmes in 
:!ear a ;- 1) r ce- it c:r·es h to :o":a,:t : 'h a 0ooi 'lie , ort ces c?.n ex,H :he, ·oral 
for::e o: .. p ·c -12r•O'\ ,,,= or just ore ,J' :-- ·o s'?te:: or t -:s fc, a :ractr ::n of a seco"':t 
bef~•e t'·e _. t: ea1 lD a" d -,ses :r"' ,;:ner·; ;. '·•,e I es or s a:es a e nc: ' xed 
secure'y. the s-.d ·--g anc h i;;t,ng ac:·o .., o' :""e vor:ices can if: ti-em <'.)LI o: place 

Fixing specification 

To resis: :he :::irce of ihe ,. ,:,r t;ces i7 ls es$e~t.a !h,r ·re rles a"'d s:ates ::a" " OI Ii': at 
,he tail of 1-e : le ors a,e and can " Dt rota~e Th1s car be ach:eved , •h ; les oY 
behg head "ai ed to ihe batten and tai •: iopec , '•h a -igid cl ip - ... e sp•a ,e ,.__i:: tiles 
,he more fixing can be im,ta led p-?r sc,.ars- metre o· r::io· Pa n : les snou a be ·,x,;,d 
.. .. 1\t' e ·he- r "' 9 ~":I"., na ·s . •l't, a ' "' c~ strong na: heao c• sc•e~ ed ==-or coub!e laµ 
slate cen·•e na,fing .':·!h r:ng shan .. '"'ai1s '!i'lou!d be adeq .. ,ate Roe•!> ,:fad I itr ·•1e:al 
sheeti:-g ,::• b:.ti t up svs:erns c: r•:t appear to !':>e \'U r e~ab e ' O ai·c·ai , c11 e ,::rt : es 
damags- as :1, ... s>11a ·ootpr rl of a ,rcrtex ri: ;i tive w t:·e !a•ge s,11·ace area c· 'he 
;)ane • II a!:;.: tre oad t•J spr'3ad :o a -greater ~1,n•ber r:/ f1xmgs. 

Program of repairs 

T··e 1:.:.<1st r g roofs that are _,ndef ·he fiig ~,1 pa:h into •1a1:, UK a,rnor·s. ;,tar;in9 1·:.:11 
_0 0 0011 ~eaihro e"•• a e ii -.. -? y :O b.; Su l)je,: t to a p,anned o p og :l ""'ned roof 
'eplace r-1e~! schen'e - o•"ever ·or a I f'lew bui di"gs unaer a flig•· t path ,t is U·e 
respons,b .:y of the def g"er· spe::if e· :o ensure rhe correct 1xing spec fc.al or :s 
~~ea io ensure no r::.of can'?.ge ,::: ca~::: ed b~ the eifec· ai•c•aft I a<e . o t:ces I'"' 
ci1cst irstances t~e a ·p·:rt at./hc• ty . 11 be ab!e to ad" se if the srze of aircraft using 
:he a rpor: S 3'1 5Swe a,d ·r eexact 'le o· •he · g ·t pa'.hs • '• •t, ths r ' :::r•,·ati,:~ the 
2ss·stan,:e of Ir e •oc; tile or slate mari,. fcict.ire· shoL 'd r ex'. be soug',t '.o determine 
:he ~orrec~ fLx .. g specif cat on fo r :h.;: roof 

This potential risk of damage to our homes must be assessed fully and residents assured of 
a planned or programmed roof replacement scheme for North Runway. 
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Vortex strikes 

Unlike hurricane force \'•inds. which affect the perimeters of a roof (especia lly the 
ridge and verge). aircraft wake vortices damage occurs in the centre of a roof slope 
as the edges of the roof break up the vortices rather than help it The average vortex 
is approx 500mm wide, will travel at about 5 Knots and last for approx 3 minutes in 
dear air Once it comes into contact 1,vfth a roof the vortices can exert their total 
force of up to -1200N/m2 on just one or two slates or tiles for a fraction of a second. 
before they break up and loses their energy If the tiles or slates are not fixed 
securely. the sucking and twisting action of the vortices can lift them out of place 

- . ,A..-

Fixing specification 

To resist the force of the vortices it is essential that the tiles and slates can not lift at 
the tail of the tile or slate and can not rotate. This can be achieved with tiles by 
being head nailed to the batten and tail clipped with a rigid clip The smaller the tiles 
the more f1Xing can be installed per square metre of roof. Plain tiles should be fixed 
with either ring shank nails with a thick strong nail head or screwed For double tap 
slate, centre nailing with ring shank nar1s should be adequate Roofs clad with metal 
sheeting or built up systems do not appear to be vulnerable to aircraft wake vortices 
damage as the small footprint of a vortex relative to the large surface area of the 
panel will allow the load to spread to a greater number of fixings 

Program of repairs 

The existing roofs that are under the flight path into major UK airports, starting with 
London Heathrow. are likely to be subject to a planned or programmed roof 
replacement scheme However fo.r all new buildings under a flight path it is the 
responsibility of the designer/ specifier to ensure the correct fixing spedfication is 
used to ensure no roof damage is caused by the effect aircraft wake vortices. In 
most instances the airport authority will be able to advise if the size of aircraft using 
the airport is an issue and the exact line of the flight paths. With this information, the 
assistance of the roof tile or slate manufacturer should next be sought to determine 
!he co rrect fixing specification for the roof 

This potential risk of damage to our homes must be assessed fully and residents assured of 
a planned or programmed roof replacement scheme for North Runway. 
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SUMMARY 

Conclusion 

We are appealing to An Bord Pleanala, following up on the Oral hearing in 2006 to respect 
our position and uphold the planning permission F0A.1755 -PL06F217429 to make a" 

Balanced Decision" that includes us. 

This is a journey that began in 1997 and continues to your Door today for this Appeal, for 

the health and well-being of the flight path residents and those parallel to the runway 

We respectfully request this application for night time restrictions fully includes those in the 

Longitudinal Corridor, the missing contour, until those flight path residents are treated as 

significant stakeholders for the sacrifice that is expected of them, on the grounds of fair 

process. For 23 years we have sought meaningful engagement, taking us to the High Court 

and Europe. 

and just engagement for the commercial and profiteering future on the grounds, those 

most adversely affected have been disregarded. 

The Concerns of affected Fingal citizens, struck between the runways must not be 

minimised and all their concerns and issues dealt with recognition, respect for them as 

human individuals not just labelled as dwellings or receptor reference numbers as with 

those under the flightpaths. 

The Conditions imposed by ABP in August 2007 should remain in place, in full, until 

residents are dealt with fairly and appropriately. 

Meaningful engagement is required for those directly affected by airport development, 

runways and flightpaths now and for the future. 
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DUBLIN AIRPORT 

A11219-N01-DR 

01 November 2018 

--
'LONGITUDiNALANALYSIS' - LAMAX AND SEL NOISE LEVELS 

1.0 INTRODUCTION 

Bickerdike 
Allen 
Partners 

, I 

.) 

Bickerdike Allen Partners LLP (BAP) have been retained by daa to predict the levels of airborne 

aircraft noise from individual movements close to the airport. That is from departing aircraft 

shortly after take-off and from arriving aircraft shortly before landing. This information has been 

provided in accordance with a request from the St. Margaret's Concerned Residents community 

group. 

BAP have predicted the noise for six key aircraft types that either currently operate, have 

operated, or are forecast to operate in the future at Dublin Airport. The noise levels have been 

predicted for both arrivals and departures at eight points ranging from O.S to 4 km, in 0.5 km 

steps, from the west end of the permitted North Runway along the extended runway centreline. 

The points are shown in the attached drawing A11219-N01-01. This note reports these 

predicted noise levels and details the methodology used in their calculation. 

2,0 METHODOLOGY 

Noise levels have been calculated using the Federal Aviation Administration {FAA) Integrated 

Noise Model {INM) version 7.0d. The same software was used for the noise mapping of Dublin 

Airport undertaken for the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) in 2017. 

Noise levels have been calculated in terms of both LAmax and Sound Exposure Level (SEL). I.Amax is 

the maximum instantaneous sound pressure level ofan aircraft movement. SEL is a measure of 

the total noise from an aircraft movement. The SEL noise level for an aircraft movement is the 

sum of a_ll the noise energy for the event expressed as an average noise level for 1 second. This 

is shown in the figure below. By adding the SELs of all of the operations at the airport over either 

16 hours or 8 hours for the daytime and night time periods respectively and then averaging you 

get the lAeq,raverage noise contours. 

Al1219--N01-0R 
01 November 2018 
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Figure 3.1: Aircraft time history, showinq maximum level L_._ and associated Sound 
Exposure level (Set.)" 
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Partners 
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The predictions assume the permitted North Runway is in operation. Arrivals have been 

modelled as using Runway 10L and departures have been modelled as using Runway 28R, both 

of these overfly the area to the north-west of the airport. Arrivals and departures have been 

modelled using straight routes, that is along the extended centreline of the North Runway. 

Noise levels have been calculated for six key aircraft types: 

The Boeing 737-800 and the Airbus A320, which are the current most common aircraft types 

at Dublin Airport and in 2016 they performed around 3 7% and 23% of the total movements 

respectively; 

The Boeing 7?i7 MAX8, which is forecast to be the most common type in the future, but 

doesn't yet operate in significant numbers; 

The Airbus A330-300, which is the current most common wide-body aircraft and in 2016 

performed around 2% of the total movements; 

The Airbus A380, which is the largest aircraft forecast to operate at Dublin, but doesn't 

currently operate at Dublin; 

The Boeing 737-200, which is an older aircraft type that used to operate in large numbers, 

but no longer operates at Dublin. Noise levels have been provided for the Boeing 737-200 

to illustrate how aircrafttechnology improves overtime and that each generation of aircraft 

is quieter than the previous. 

A112l~N01-OR Page2of5 
01 November 2018 
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The INM noise modelling software includes a database of aircraft types and associated noise 

performance data. It is possible to refine this default data by a validation procedure to better 

predict aircraft noise around an airport based on actual noise monitoring data where this is 

available. At Dublin, t he permanent noise monitoring and flight track keeping system provides 

this opportunity. 

BAP have validated the default INM noise predictions for the most common aircraft at Dublin 

by comparing predicted noise levels with the noise levels measured at the airport's noise 

monitoring terminals (NMTs). Based on the validatfon exercise modifications have been made 

to the default INM noise predictions for the Boeing 737-800, the Airbus A320 and the Airbus 

A330-300. An aircraft type for the Boeing 737 MAX8 is not included in the INM, therefore the 

noise levels have been predicted for the Boeing 737-800 with an allowance made for the lower 

noise levels of the MAX8. This allowance has been based on the assumptions used by ECRD in 

their work for the Airports Commission in the UK1. 

Departures by the single aisle aircraft have been modelled as using intersection take-offs, 

whereas departures by the wide-body aircraft have been modelled as using the full runway 

length, as is expected to be case once the runway is operational. 

3,0 RESULTS 

The 4max and SEL noise levels rounded to the nearest decibel are given in Tables 2 and 3 below. 

The approximate heights of the aircraft are summarised in Table 4, rounded to the nearest 50 

feet. 

1 Baseline and Local Assessme11t Methodology Addendum, December 2014: 

https://asset,.pul;>lishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uplopds/attachment clata/file/38 

9579/noise methodology addendum.pdf 

A11219-N01·DR Page 3 ofS 
01 November 2018 
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AirctaftJyp~ - ---..-
Operatlon i>.5 1.0 1.5 z~o: 2.5 ~o 3.5 4.0 

k«i· km 
. ' 

lm km leil km icm km , , ,•, 

Airbus A320 86 83 78 78 77 77 76 76 

Airbus A330-300 91 90 89 88 87 83 82 
I 

81 

AirbusA380 89 88 87 86 85 84 83 83 
Departure 

Boeing 737 Max8 87 84 81 79 78 77 77 76 

Boeing 737-800 90 87 83 81 80 80 79 79 

Boeing 737-200 96 94 93 92 90 87 86 85 

AirbusA320 94 90 87 85 83 81 80 79 

Airbus A330-300 97 93 90 87 86 84 83 82 

AirbusA380 95 91 89 
Arrival 

87 85 83 82 81 

Boeing 737 Max8 94 90 87 85 83 81 80 79 

Boeing 737-800 94 90 87 85 83 81 80 79 

Boeing 737-200 94 90 88 86 84 82 81 80 

Table 2: l.o.m&)( Noise levels at Assessment Locations 

·, Noise Level, dBfA) SS. 

Operation Alr~T~ 
., 

l).S 1.D 'l.S 2i,O 2.5 3,0 .9.5 4.0 
km km : tm ktri km km 'km 1cm. 

Airbus A320 94 92 89 88 87 87 86 86 

Airbus A330-300 99 98 97 96 95 92 91 90 

Airbus A380 97 96 95 94 93 92 92 91 
Departure 

Boeing 737 Max8 95 93 89 88 87 86 85 85 

Boeing 737-800 97 95 92 90 89 88 88 87 

Boeing 737-200 104 103 101 100 97 95 94 93 

AirbusA320 99 96 94 92 90 89 89 88 

Airbus A330-300 101 99 97 95 94 93 92 91 

Airbus A380 100 98 96 94 93 92 91 91 
Arrival 

Boeing 737 Max8 96 94 92 91 90 89 88 87 

Boeing 737-800 97 95 93 91 90 89 88 88 

Boeing 737-200 97 95 94 93 91 90 90 89 

Table 3: SEL Noise Levels at Assessment Locations 

A11219-N01-DR 
01 November 2018 
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Approximate.alrcraftnet,h~ ft 

·operation Airtteft Type - - - ~ 

O;.S l..O 1,5 2 .. 0 2.S ~o a~ 4;0 
;: 

km km krn km km km ~ · km 

Airbus A330-300 1,000 1,100 1,200 1,250 1,350 1,500 1,700 1,850 

Departure AirbusA380 1,000 1,100 1,200 1,250 1,350 1,450 1,500 1,550 

Other aircraft 1,050 1,400 1,550 1,600 1,700 1,800 1,850 1,900 

Arrival All aircraft 150 250 350 400 500 600 650 700 

Table 4: Aircraft Heights at Assessment locations 

SUMMARY 

The noise levels for arrivals and departures by six key aircraft types have been predicted for 

operations on the permitted North Runway. 

Duncan Rogers David Charles 

for Bickerdlke Allen Partners LLP Associate 

A11219-N01-DR 
01 November 2018 

Peter Henson 

Partner 
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4.0 SUMMARY 

Bickerd1ke 
Allen 
Partners 

The noise levels for arrivals and departures by six key aircraft types have been predicted for 

operations on the permitted North Runway. 

Duncan Rogers David Charles 

for Bickerdike Allen Partners U.P Associate 

A11219-N01-DR 
29~' August 2018 

Peter Henson 

Partner 
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Feidhmeannacht na Seirbhise Slainte 

Health Service Executive 

Date: 

pur reference: 

Licence Type: 

Name and address of applicant: 

location of facility: 

Reference No: 

EIS/EIAR submitted: 

Planning Authority to whom 
EIS/EIAR has been submitted: 

Dear Sir/Madam 

Environmental Health 

Unit 4 & 5, Nexus Building, 

Block 6A, Blanchardstown Corporate Park, 

Dublin 15 

Tel +353 {0)1 8976140 

E~mail: Gera1dine.ocallaghan3@hse.ie 

28/01/2021 

1516 

Planning Application 

DAA PLC. 

Dublin Airport, Co. Dublin 

F20A/0668 

Yes 

Fingal County Council 

Please find enclosed the HSE consultation reports in relation to the above planning application. If 
you have any queries regarding any of this report the initial contact ls Ms Geraldine O Callaghan, 
Principal Environmental Health Officer, who will refer your query to the appropriate person 

Yours faithfully, 

Geraldine O Callaghan 
Principal Environmental Health Officer 
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Our reference: 
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Name and address of applicant: 

Location of facility: 

Reference No: 

EIS/EIAR submitted: 

Planning Authority to whom 
EIS/EIAR has been submitted: 

Introduction 

Environmental Health 

Unit 4 & 5, Nexus Building, 

Block 6A, Blanchardstown Corporate Park, 

Dublln 15 

Tel +353 (0)1 8976140 

E-mail: Geraldine.ocallaghan3@hse.ie 

28/01/2021 

1516 

Planning Application 

DAA PLC. 

Dublin Airport, Co. Dublin 

F20A/0668 

Yes 

Fingal County Council 

The following HSE departments were notified of the consultation request for the licence application 
on 7t11 January 2021 

• Emergency Planning - Brendan Lawlor 
• Estates - Helen Maher 
• Assistant National Director for Health Protection - Kevin Kelleher/ Laura Murphy 
• CHO - Mt?llany Mcloone 

This report only comments on Environmental Health impacts of the licence application. 

Environmental Health Submission 

EHS Ref: 1516 

Planning Ref: F20A/0668 Fingal County Council 
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Description of Project: 
The proposed Relevant Action is to remove the numerical cap on the number offlights permitted 

between the hours of 11pm and 7am daily that are due to come into effect In accordance with the 

North Runway Permission and to replace them with an annual night-time noise quota between the 

hours of 11.30pm and 6am and also to allow flights to take off from and/or land on the North 

Runway for an additional 2 hours i.e. 2300 hrs to 2400hrs and 0600 hrs to 0700 hrs. Overall, this 

would allow for an increase In the number of flights taking off and/or landing at Dublin Airport 

between 2300 hrs and 0700 hrs over and above the number stipulated In condition no. 5 of the 

North Runway Permission, In accordance with the proposed annual night time noise quota. 

Air Quality: 
The EHS have assessed chapter 10 which looks at Air Quality with particular attention on 

concentrations at nearby human health sensitive receptors. For the EIAR an air quality Impact 

assessment was undertaken to assess the Impact of emissions on local air quality primarily due to 

the proposed change in aircraft movements. 

The assessment focuses on the impact and effect of changes to long-term and short-term 

concentrations of nitrogen dioxide {N02) and Particulate Matter (PM1o and PM2.s). These are 

considered to be the pollutants of greatest concern from aircraft emissions 

The first thing the EHS noted was Dublin airport's own pollution monitoring which is outlined in 

section 10.5.1.1. From this data we can see that the annual mean N02 and PMlO concentrations 

monitored at Dublin Airport are consistently below relevant air quality standard values, typically 

(epresenting around 50 - 60% of those values, as displayed in Table 10-4. 

The DAA have also undertaken the measurements of N02, and benzene (C6H6) using passive 

sampling by diffusion tubes at several offslte locations in the vicinity of Dublin Airport. The annual 

data for these measurements are shown in Tables 10-5 to 10-7 and they demonstrate that the Air 

Quality Limit Values for the pollutants monitored are not being exceeded. 

EHS notes that for the detailed modelling study a total of 52 existing receptors were modelled that 

may be affected by the operation of the permitted North Runaway, the details of which can be 

found in Table 10-11 and Figure 10-1 of the EIAR. 

Section 10.6 outlines the predicted annual mean N02, PM1oand PMz.s concentrations for Permitted 

and Proposed scenarios and associated impacts. All of the predicted N02 levels fall well below the 

Limit Values. There was no exceedances of the annual mean Limit Values for PM10 and PM2.s the 

values for which were all well below the annual mean limit Values. 

The EHS Is satisfied with the conclusion in the EIAR which states that the model was based on a 

conservative assessment and even with this worst case scenario the annual mean concentrations 

of all the pollutants considered 'are below the relevant limit Values for all of the assessed receptor 

locations. Concentration changes between the permitted and proposed Relevant Action show 

residual effects to be Not Significant. 

Water: 

The EHS have assessed chapter 12 which looks at the likely significan~ effects on the water 

2 





environment of the proposed development. The EHS is satisfied that the proposed development will 

not have any significant effect on the water environment. 

Noise: 

The EHS have based their assessment on Chapter 13 - Air craft noise and Vibration (Air) on The 

World Health Organisation's Environmental Noise Guidelines 2018, as endorsed by the European 

Commission through Directive 2020/367. 

The WHO 2018 Noise Guidelines strongly recommends reducing noise levels produced by aircraft 

below 45 dB lden, as it states that aircraft noise above this level 1s associated with adverse health 

effects. 

The EIAR based its Noise surveys on tutu re forecast scenarios for the selected years of 2022 and 

2025. It compared the situation with the Relevant Action with three situations, that in 2018 (2018 

Baseline), that In the corresponding future year with the North Runway operational and the ,current 

conditions in place (2022 or 2025 Baseline). 

With the above in mind the EHS looked at the results of t he noise surveys in Section 13.4. The World 

Health Organisation's Environmental Noise Guidelines 2018, provide a method for calculating the 

number of people highly annoyed-by airborne aircraft noise which has been used in the EIAR. The 

aim of this method is to give an overall picture of the noise exposure by assessing a percentage of 

people as being highly annoyed at different noise levels. For example, around 10% are assessed as 

being highly annoyed at a noise level of 45 dB Lden, increasing to around 67% at a noise level of 75 

dB Lden. 

The EIAR states that the number of people exposed to aircraft noise increased from the 2018 
Baseline to the 2019 Baseline. Consequently, the number of people assessed as highly annoyed by 

aircraft noise also increased, specifically by 5% fr.om 110,234 to 115,740. The number of people 

e,cposed to at least a high level of noise (i.e. 65 dB lden or above) increased from 251 to 285. 

However when the EIAR compares the 2018 baseline and the forecast 2022 Baseline the number of 

people exposed to aircraft noise is forecast to reduce for all contour levels. Consequently, the 

number of people assessed as highly annoyed by aircraft noise also decreases, specificallY, by 41% 

from 110,234 to 65,22.7. The number of people exposed to at least a high level of noise (I.e. 65 dB 

Lden or above) decreases from 251 to 133. 

This number Is further reduced in the 2025 Baseline scenario to 63,316 people assessed as highly 

annoyed and 128 people exposed to at least a high noise level. 

The EIAR also identifies the number of non-residential receptors exposed to the thresholds. There Is 

a reduction of one between 2018 and 2019, and a further reduction of 3 is forecast In the 2022 

baseline scenario. There was no change In the 2022 and 2025 Baseline scenarios. 

While the EHS welcomes the significant reduction in the people exposed to airline noise between 
the 2018/2019-basellne and the 2022/2025 forecast baseline scenario it still acknowledges that a 

sirniflcant proportion of people, namely 63,316 people assessed as highly annoyed and 128 people 
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exposed to at least a high noise level based on the 2025 baseline scenario, will still be exposed to 

airline noise above the WHO recommendations of 45Lden. 

The WHO 2018 Noise Guidelines strongly recommends reducing night noise exposure levels 

produced by aircraft during nlght time below 40 dB Lnight, as it states aircraft noise above this 
level Is associated with adverse effects on sleep. 

The World Health Organisation's Environmental Noise Guidelines 2018 provide a method for 

calculating the number of people highly sleep disturbed by airborne aircraft noise which has been 

used by the EIAR. This aim of the method is to give an overall picture of the noise exposure by 

assessing a percentage of people· as being highly sleep disturbed at different noise levels. 

The EIAR states that the number of people exposed to aircraft noise increased from the 2018 

BaseUne to the 2019 Ba$eline, for all contour levels. Consequently, the number of people.assessed as 

highly sleep disturbed by aircraft noise also increases, speclfically by 11% from 42,260 to 47,044. The 

number of people exposed to at least a high level of noise (i.e. SS dB Lnight or above) Increases from 

753 to 1,533. 

However when the EIAR compares the 2018 baseline and the forecast 2022 Baseline the number of 

people exposed to aircraft noise is forecast to reduce for all contour levels. Consequently the 

number of peop.le assessed as highly sleep disturbed by aircraft noise also decreases, specifically by 

53% from 42,260 to 19,690. The number of people exposed to at least a high level of noise (i.e. 55 

dB Lnight or above} decreases from 753 to 284. 

This number is further reduced in the 2025 Baseline scenario to 19,464 people assessed as hlghly 
sleep disturbed and 281 people exposed to at least a high noise level. 

The EIAR also ldentlfies·the number of non-resident_ial receptors exposed to the thresholds, of these, 

only residential healthcare facilities are highly sensitive to noise at night. There is a reduction of 2, 

from 4 to 2, between 2018 and 2019, the forecast is to remain the same In the 2022 and 2025 

Baseline scenarios. 

While the EHS welcomes the signlficant reduction in the people exposed to airline noise between 

the 2018/2019 baseline and the 2022/2025 forecast baseline scenario It still acknowledges that a 

significant proportion of people, namely 19,464 people assessed as highly annoyed and 281 people 

exposed to at least a high noise level based on the 2025 baseline scenario, will still be exposed to 
airline noise above the WHO recommendations of 40Lntght. 

The World Health Organisation's Environmental Noise Guidelines 2018 summarise the research 

into the impact on health and exposure to aircraft nose. The critical health outcomes identified 

were: 

For average noise exposure 

1. Cardiovascular disease 

2. Annoyance 

3. Cognitive impairment 
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For night noise exposure 

1. Effects on sleep 
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4. Hearing impairment and tinnitus 

5. Adverse birth outcomes 

6. Quality of life, well-being and mental health 

7. Metabolic outcomes 

As already outlined above the WHO strongly recommends reducing aircraft noise levels to below 
45 dB lden, and for night noise exposure to below 40 dB Lnight, as aircraft noise above these level 
is associated with the above adverse health effects. 

In order to reduce these health effects, the WHO strongly recommends that policy-makers 
implement suitable measures to reduce noise exposure from aircraft in the popu1atlon exposed to 
levels above the guideline values for average and night noise exposure. For specific interventions 
the WHO recommends implementing suitable changes in infrastructure. 

The EIAR also looked at the number of dwellings exceeding the threshold for potential vibration 

effects due to airborne aircraft. The EHS is satisfied that there will be no dwellings which 

experienced noise levels in excess of 97 dB LCmax at least once per day. This is down from 4 

dwellings identified in the 2018 baseline scenario. 

With WHO's recommendation on specific interventions on implementing suitable changes in 

Infrastructure In mind the EHS the has assessed how the EIAR outlines ways in which the airport is 

reducing noise. These actions are welcomed by the EHS, they are out lined in section 13.5.2. They 

include the following. 

• Land Zones: These are areas of land identified by the DAA to restrict unsuitable 

development in the noise 20nes. The EIAR states that with the north runway set to become 

operational in 2022, updated information has become available relating to aircraft noise 

performance and flight paths. Due to this it was considered appropriate to update the noise 

zones for Dublin Airport to allow for more effective land use planning for development 

within airport noise zones. The Noise Zones and policies relating to development In Noise 

Zones are set out in Variation No. 1 to the Fingal Development Plan 2017 - 2023. 

• Residential Sound Insulation Schemes: Dublin Airpo_rt operates an Insulation scheme for 

dwelllngs exposed to 63 dB LAeq,16h or greater. The 63 dS lAeq,16h contour ellgibillty as 

part of the North Runway scheme will be reviewed every two years following the opening of 

the North Runway as required by the planning conditions. 

• Schools Sound Insulation Scheme: A voluntary insulation scheme is on offer for all schools 

and registered pre-schools which fall within the predicted 60 dB LAeq,16h contour. 

• Dwelling Purchase Scheme; Eligibility for the Scheme is based on the predicted 69 dB 

LAeq,16h contour. Flve dwellings are currently located in this contour, however the daa has 

voluntarily extended participation in the Scheme to a further 33 dwellings. 

5 





Additional noise mitigation measures are outlined in section 13. 7. Again these are welcomed by the 

EHS. They include. 

• An Annual Noise Quota (ANQ) system to replace the limit of 65 flights per night. 

• A preferential runway use system. 

• A night noise insulation scheme. This scheme will provide a grant of €20,000 to fund sound 

insulation improvement works, for dwellings meeting either of the following criteria: 

o Forecast to be exposed to night-time noise levels of at least 55 dB Lnight in the 1.025 
Relevant Action scenario, or 

o Forecast to be exposed to noise levels greater than 50 dB Lnight in the 2022 

Relevant Action scenario, accompanied by an increase of at least 9 dB when 

compared to 2018. 

• Noise Monitoring Framework. The proposal is to implement a framework for monitoring the 

noise performance with respect to any Noise Abatement Object ive (NAO) set by the Aircraft 

Noise Competent Authority (ANCA). Performance will be reported annually to ANCA, in 

compliance with the relevant sections of the Aircraft Noise (Dublin Airport) Regulation Act 

2019. While this is welcomed by the EHS the proposal doesn't outline what measures can or 

wlll be taken if poor performan~es are identified. 

Ground Noise and Vibration: 

The EHS have assessed Chapter 14- Ground Noise and Vibration, which assesses the likely 

significant effects from ground noise. Ground noise specifically includes noise associated with 

aircraft on the ground at Dublin Airport. This excludes any start of roll or reverse thrust activities, 

which are considered to be part of the air noise and covered in Chapter 13. The main aircraft ground 

operations include aircraft taxiing and aircraft using auxiliary power units (APUs) when on stands. 

The EHS are satisfied with the EIAR's statement that "Aircraft ground activities do not typically 

produce any significant vibration effects at sensitive receptors outside of the airport site, and 

therefore the assessment of vibration due to aircraft ground operations has been scoped out of the 

EIA." 

Section 14.3.4 looks at Methodology for Determining Baseline Conditions and Sensitive Receptors. 

The EIAR states that "the study area contains all receptors exposed to ground noise levels of at least 

50 dB Lden or 45 dB Lnfght. This Includes all of the receptors that experience potential significant 

effects. Although significant effects can in theory be found down to 45 dB Lden and 40 dB Lnight, the 

change In noise level required for this finding was not experienced at any of the assessed receptors." 

The EHS If of the opinion that The World Health Organisation's Environmental Noise Guidelines 

2018 should also have been used for ground noise. As stated already In this report The WHO 

strongly recommends reducing noise levels produced by aircraft to below 45 dB Lden, as aircraft 

noise above this level ls asso<:iated with adverse health effects and for night noise exposure, the 

WHO strongly recommends reducing noise levels produced by aircraft during night time below 
AO.dB Lnight, as aircraft noise above-this-level is associated with adverse effects on sleep. 
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The EIAR first looks at the baseline Lden modelling comparing the 2018 baseline and the 2022 

Baseline the following was found. The number of people exposed to at least a low level of ground 

noise (i.e. 50 dB Lden or above) decreases from 26,361 to 23,826, and the number of people 

exposed to at least a high level of ground noise {i.e. 65 dB Lden or above) decreases from 6 to 3. 

Going forward to the 2025 Baseline Scenario, there is a small increase compared to the 2022 

Baseline to 24,518 people exposed to at least a low ground noise level and no change to the 3 

people exposed to a high ground noise level. 

Whife the EHS welcomes the reduction in the people exposed to ground noise between the 2018 

baseline and the 2025 forecast baseline scenario it stlll acknowledges that a significant proportion 

of people, namely 24, 518 people assessed as being exposed to S0dB Lden or above and 3 people 

exposed to 65dB Lden or above. 

The results from the Lnight modelling comparing the 2018 baseline and the 2022 Baseline the 

following was found. The number of people exposed to at least a low level of ground noise (i.e. 45 

dB Lnight or above) decreases from 3,424 to 631, and the number of people exposed to at least a 

high level of ground noise (i.e. 55 dB Lnight or above) decreases from 29 to 6. Going forward to the 

2025 Baseline Scenario, there are further reductions to 578 people exposed to at least a low ground 

noise level and no change to the 6 people exposed to a high ground noise level. 

While the EHS welcomes the significant reduction In the people exposed to ground noise between 

the 2018 baseline and the 2025 forecast baseline scenario lt still acknowledges that a significant 
proportion of people, namely 578 people assessed as being exposed to ~SdB Lnlght or above and 6 

people exposed to SSdB Lnight or above. 

Section 14.5 outlines the measures already in place at Dublin Airport that reduce or mitigate the 

ground noise effects of aircraft operations. This include: 

• Reducing the noise at source by the increased use of new quieter airpla nes; 

• Land use, planning and management which looks at noise zones and residential sound 

insulation schemes; 

• Operational procedures where Du~lin Airport have in place a range of operational 

procedures which serve to minimise ground noise and; 

• Operating restrictions relating to the North Runway Permission. 

Section 14.6 of the EIAR looks at the assessment of effects and significance. 

While the EHS assessed all the scenarios covered in the EIAR it was decided to only address the 

Worst-case Vear 2025 Apron SH Lden Metric and Lnight Metric In this report as these scenario 

have the potential to effect more people and as such mitigation measure to best counter this 
should be lmpleme·nted. For clarification Apron SH Is a separate planning application which has 

been submitted to the planning authority that seeks to develop an area In the north east of the 
airport site, which will result in 10 aircraft stands being located there. 

The EIAR states that comparing the 2025 Apron SH scenario with the 2025 Basellne, the number of 

people exposed to at least a low level of ground noise (i.e. 50 dB Lden or above} is forecast to 
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increase from 24,518 to 31,430, and the number of people exposed to at least a high level of ground 

noise (i.e. 65 dB Lden or above) is forecast to increase from 3 to 6. 

The EIAR states that comparing the 2025 Apron SH scenario wtth the 2025 Baseline, the number of 

people exposed to at least a low level of ground noise (i.e. 45 dB Lnight or above} is forecast to 

increase from 578 to 10,623, and the number of people exposed to at least a high level of ground 

noise (i.e, 55 dS lnight or above) is forecast to increase from 6 to 35. 

The EHS acknowledges that the increase in peoi:,Je exposed to SO dB Lden and 45 dB Lnight may 

result in adverse health effects as outlined In :rhe World Health Organisation's Environmental 

Noise Guidelines 2018. Due to this the EHS feels that the mitigation measures proposed must be 

reflected In these increased numbers in order to reduce as much as possible the number of people 

exppsed. The EHS also feels that the WHO levels of 4S dB Lden and 40 dB Lnight should be used 

when assessing eligibillty for schemes such as the sound insulation improvement works. 

Land/Soil including groundwater: 

The EHS have assessed chapter 18 which looks at the likely significant effects on Land and Soil 

impacts as a result of the proposed Relevant. The EHS is satisfied that the proposed development 

will not have any significant effect on land and soils. 

Conclusion: 
The EHS makes the following observations In relation to this proposed development: 

• All efforts should be made by the DAA to ensure as many people as posslble are protected 

from the adverse health effects associated with aircraft noise as outlined above in this 

report. This must Include reducing aircraft noise levels to below 4S dB Lden; and for night 

noise exposure to below 40 dB lnight. 

• The EHS if of the opinion that The World Health Organisation's Environmental Noise 

Guidelines of 45d8 Lden and 40 dB lnight should have been used for ground noise 

assessments. 

All correspondence or any queries with regard to this report; including acknowledgement of this 
report, should be fotwarded to Ms. Geraldine O Callaghan, Principal Environmental Health Officer, 
at the above address 

Geraldine O Callaghan 
Principal Environmental Health Officer 
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Ou, Rl'I.: 061-.21742Y 
R~. Ret F04A/l 755 

\Is. I kkna \kmman, 
( :J l<.IJ ll)t:f~llll, 

'-)1, :Vlargarct' s l'oncl.'mcu Residents' (;roup 
t.l illvrc\\. 
i\lillhca<l. 
'.'I l. M argarct" s. 
CCI. Dublin. 

:'i'i, ( k111hcr. 21l0 .., 

Dear \-ladam, 

(\Ha.\la u.:~ i,i~ ~1 irpt,1·t ;and3, ,, ; ,,.: ·,\.ea&, , .~.l ! 1! ;.1~\t:-.:..s i:i 

length llnd 75 metres in width located on lands of 
approximald~ 261 hectares in the townlands of :\·lillhead. 
Kingstown. Dunbro, Barberstown, Pickardstown, Forrest 
Great, Forrest Little, C'loghran. Colliustown, Corballis, 
Rot·k aucl Huntstown, north and rrortl1-wcst of the airport 
terminal building. 

l h,1n· been asked b:> An Hon] PlcmiMa to refer lU your two letters Jatcd the 19111 

ScptcmlJL·r. ~OU-. and your further rL,rninucr letter dated the l '' Octohcr. 2007 in 
relation to_ ll1L· above-mentioned appeal. 

U1ll'C the Hoard has made its decision on an appcaL its jurisdiction is spent. Tile 
m1c1vrelation and cnforce111cnt of the 1c11ns of' the Board's order is the 
responsibtlil j ol' the planning, authority. in this inst,mcc, Fingal County Council. 
In relation to the planning issues it would not be appropriate for the Board lo 

t ommcnt beyond whal is containcJ in the Jc.:cision as ~cl oul in the order, nor 
\\ ouhl 11 bc .1pprnpriatc to meet \\ ith participants in the appeal. You should. 
tllcrcfor<..:. address y,.>ur concerns n:ganJin!,( cnforccmcnl of conditlllns and 
interpretation regarding maps to the planning authority. 

In rdaliun to your kllcr rcgurcli11g costs, \\'ith respect no undertaking ,(,,·as given 
h) Ille Inspector at the oral hearing though it is acknowledged that the issue 
arn ,~. The Board's decision not to grant costs in this casl! is linaL 

I trnst 1h is i:- of' assistan(c, 

Yours faithrull j, 

.Josephine ~)'CS, 

~l'nior EXt'cutin· Officer. 
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29th January 2021 

Re: Planning application F20A/0668 

To whom it may concern, 

We would like to make the following submission in opposition to the application by DAA PLC, 

reference F20A/0668, proposing the amendment of two planning conditions (attached to the 

planning permission for the new North runway). 

We have paid the submission fee. 

Kind regards, 

Roderic O'Gorman, TD, Cllr Pamela Conroy and Cllr Daniel Whooley 

Change in Time Restrictions goes against European Directive 2002/49/EC 

Dublin Airport Authority's proposal to amend condition no. 3(d) of the North Runway Planning 

Permission (Fingal County Council Reg. Ref. No. F04A/1755) from the following: 

'Runway 10L-28R shall not be used for take-off or landing between 2300 hours and 

0700 hours except in cases of safety, maintenance considerations, exceptional air 

traffic conditions, adverse weather, technical faults in air traffic control systems or 

declared emergencies at other airports.' 

I 
,t,~ 

green 
party 

con1haont.;s gla1 
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So that it reads: 

'Runway 10L-28R shall not be used for take-off or landing between 0000 hours and 

0559 hours except in cases of safety, maintenance considerations, exceptional air 

traffic conditions, adverse weather, technical faults in air traffic control systems or 

declared emergencies at other airports or where Runway 10l-28R length is required 

for a specific aircraft type.' 

Violates Directive 2002/49/EC of the European Parliament and the Council relating to 

environmental noise assessment and management. According to Directive 2002/49/EC, the 

definition of the day-evening-night level Lden states that: 

- the day is 12 hours, the evening for four hours, and the night eight hours. The 

Member States may shorten the evening period by one or two hours and lengthen the 

day and/or the night period accordingly, provided that this choice is the same for all 

the sources and that they provide the Commission with information on any systematic 

difference from the default option, 

- the start of the day (and consequently the start of the evening and the start of the 

night) shall be chosen by the Member State (that choice shall be the same for noise 

from all sources); the default values are 07 .00 to 19.00, 19.00 to 23.00 and 23.00 to 

07.00 local time, 

- a year is a relevant year as regards the emission of sound and an average year as 

regards the meteorological circumstances. 

The redefinition of a night-time noise quota between 11.30 pm and 6 am is not legally sound 

as it violates the directive's definition of "night" being 8 hours and it "night" unless provided 

the European Commission with a change from the default option by member states, is 

between 23.00 and 7.00 local time. This proposal must be adapted to fit within the Directives 

boundaries. 
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Switching from a Noise monitoring system to a night-time flight restriction system 

The planning application aims to replace condition no. 5 of the North Runway Planning 

Permission (Fingal County Council Reg. Ref. No. F04A/1755; ABP Ref. No.: PL0GF.217429 as 

amended by Fingal County Council F19A/0023) which provides as follows: 

'On completion of construction of the runway hereby permitted, the average number of 

night-time aircraft movements at the airport shall not exceed 65/night {between 2300 hours 

and 0700 hours) when measured over the 92-day modelling period as set out in reply to the 

further information request received by An Bord Pleanala on the 5th day of March 2007. 

Reason: To control the frequency of night flights at the airport to protect residential amenity 

regarding the information submitted concerning future night-time use of the existing 

parallel runway'. 

With the following: 

'A noise quota system is proposed for night-time noise at the airport. The airport shall be 

subject to an annual noise quota of 7990 between the hours of 2330hrs and 0600hrs. In 

addition to the proposed night-time noise quota, the relevant action also proposes the 

following noise mitigation measures: -A noise insulation grant scheme for eligible dwellings 

within specific night noise contours; - A detailed Noise Monitoring Framework to monitor 

the noise performance with results to be reported annually to the Aircraft Noise Competent 

Authority {ANCA), in compliance with the Aircraft Noise {Dublin Airport) Regulation Act 

2019.' 

This proposal does not follow the standard for similar passenger traffic Airports (see the grid 

below) where Tegel Airport in Berlin has a blunt flight policy during their "night-time" period 

of 22.00 to 5.00. 



) 



-

,..-..1 

AIRPORTS WITH SIMILAR PASSENGERS PER YEAR 

Airport 
Country Passengers/year 

No Noise Flight No 

Name restrictions based cae_ flights 

Berlin Tegel 
Germany 35.6 million 

Take-offs and landings are not permitted 

Airport between 2200 (2150 off blocks) and 0500. 

Dablin 
Ireland 32.6 milUon 

Airport 
Total night curfew from 23:30 to 06:00 has 
been implemented since 1968: 

Orly Airport France 31.8 million no arrival may be scheduled between 23:30 
and 6:15, and no departure between 23:15 
to 06:00. 
Flight movements between 23:30 and 05:30 

Vienna 
must be gradually decreased until a 

International 
Austria 31.6 million maximum of 3,000 flight movements per 

year (an average of four landings and four 
take-offs per ni~ht) 

Lisbon 
Portugal 31.1 million 

Night-time flight cap of a maximum of 26 

Airport movements daily_ maxin~ at 91 weekly. 

Palma de 
Spain 29.7 million 

Mallorca 
X 

Flight curfew for planes that fall 
into a quota count (QC) over QC4 

Manchester UK 29.3 million (Ex.: Boeing 747) and fines for 
planes that exceed 81 dB 
between 23.00 & 06.59 

A similar airport in passengers/year is Vienna International. The airport is considered best 

practice in terms of efforts of community engagement and mediation. This engagement has 

led to several paths of dialogue with residents. One tool is "Neighbourhood Committee", 

which provides communication with the residents. This committee is composed of the airport 

managing director and the mayors and district heads of the surrounding neighbourhoods. 

Another non-profit organisation ea lied "Ve rein Dialogforum" functions as an information and 

communication platform financed by the airport. 

The mediation agreement handles several important topics, like night flight restrictions, noise 

caps, and environment fund and noise prevention programmes. The Forum discusses all these 





-
topics in order to reduce the nuisance from air traffic to a minimum. Municipalities and 

citizens have the opportunity of putting in place actions that go much further than the 

measures indicated in the law. 

A consequence of the "Ve rein Dialogforum" is a flight movement cap between 23.30 and 5.30 

pm with a maximum of 3,000 night-time flight movements per year (4 movements per night) 

These proposals by the Dublin Airport Authority on the implementation of a noise-based 

monitoring system are not standard practice among airports of similar passengers per year, 

where most have either a direct stop on night-time flights (Tegel Airport, Orly Airport) or a 

maximum flight movement cap (Vienna International, Lisbon Airport). Rejecting this proposal 

and maintaining the current restrictions is what residents prefer and standard among similar 

airports. 

Dublin Airport Authority is also not following the best practice, as set out by Vienna 

lnternational's "Verein Diafogforum" & "Neighbourhood Committee", and aggravated 

residents who will be affected by the proposed changes. If the Airport Authority is to bring 

residents along with their proposed chances, they are doing so with great failure. Using more 

tools to create dialogue among communities where feedback is having an influence on 

decisions is key to greater harmony between both groups. The DAA should look at Vienna as 

an example of successful Airport-Community dialogue and take some of the successful 

policies and implement them in Fingal. 

Noise impact in Dublin 15 

As things currently stand, the opening of the North runway, in conjunction with the 

restrictions which were made a condition of the planning permission for that runway, would 

result in a reduction in noise levels experienced by many people living in Dublin 15. Those 

living in areas like Hollystown experience excessive noise as a result of current operations at 

the airport, so a change which would have resulted in a reduction in noise is a welcome one. 
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However, if the current restrictions are changed, as per this planning application, then those 

living in this area will not benefit from a reduction in noise levels when the north runway is 

opened. Instead, the level of noise that they are experiencing will remain the same and they 

will experience new night noise. This is unacceptable. 

Grants for noise mitigation 

Despite the fact that those living in Dublin 15 will experience longer periods of noise than 

they do at the moment, if this application is approved, it is unclear from the maps submitted 

as part of the application if they will qualify for noise mitigation grants to insulate their 

homes. The maps are of extremely poor quality and hard to read. It is unclear what process 

has been used to decide which homes are to be insulated and which are not. 

Additionally, from reading some of the submissions already made in relation to this 

application it is clear that noise mitigation measures are not successful. We would therefore 

argue that the best way to mitigate noise is to leave the planning conditions as they are and 

refuse this application. 

Delay in documentation being made available 

Although this planning application was lodged and went live on Fingal's website on the 18th 

December 2020, there has been a significant delay in some of the documentation going 

online. A large quantity of information relating to the application did not go online until 

11/12th January which means that those submitting observations did not have the full time 

period to consider all documentation. We would raise a query as to whether this failure to 

follow fair procedures could open up the final determination to the risk of a successful 

judicial review challenge. 





-
Lack of public consultation 

As part of the Dublin Airport Management Plan, dated May 2018, the DAA states at section 

5.3 that they are "committed to engaging with the local community in order to inform and 

discuss developments relevant to the airport". The last public consultation undertaken by 

the DAA was in 2016. At that time, many of the homes in Dublin West which will be affected 

by the proposed application had not yet been built. 

It is paramount that DAA engage in a proper, full public consultation ahead of any changes 

to their planning conditions being granted. 
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1.... Our Ref: PL 06F.217429 
P.AAleg.Ref: F04Afl 755 

.- Your Ref: 

Helena Merriman 

/ 

St. Margaret's Concerned Residents Group 
Millview 
Millhead 
St. Margaret's 
Co. Dublin 

9th January 2007 

Appeal Re: New runway including associated taxiways, internal road network, 
substations, navigational equipment, site works. Demolish derelict 
house and outbuildings. Relocate monument. Remove halting site. 
Dublin Airport, Co. Dublin. 

Dear Madam, 

Enclosed for your information is a copy of a statutory notice issued by the Board 
in relation to the above-mentioned appeal. 

Yours faithfully, 

Executive Officer 
Direct Line:01-8737131 

Encl: 

BP77 

-c:::: 

An Bord Pleanala 

64 Sri1id Maoilbhrfde. 
Baile Atha C11a1h I. 

Tel: (011 85X X /(/(I 
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Our Ref: PL 06F.217429 
P.A.Reg.Ref: F04A/1755 

• Your Ref: Dublin Airport Authority PLC 

RPS Planning & Environment 
Block E, Fifth Floor 
Iveagh Court 
Harcourt Road 
Dublin 2 

9th January 2007 

Appeal Re: New runway including associated taxiways, internal road network, 
substations, navigational equipment, site works. Demolish derelict 
house and outbuildings. Relocate monument. Remove halting site. 
Dublin Airport, Co. Dublin. 

Dear Sir/Madam. 

I have been asked by An Bord PleamUa to refer to the above-mentioned appeal. 

The Board has examined the appeal and is of the opinion that certain information 
is necessary for the purpose of ena--:,ling it to determine the appeal. 

In accordance with section 132 of the Planning and Development Act, 2000 you 
are required to submit, on or before 5th March, 2007 the following further 
information: • 

NOISE 
INM Methodology 
1) Your-response to question 1 of the Section 132 notice received by the 
Board on the 30th August, 2006 relating to !NM methodology and the 
infonnat:ion provided at the Oral Hearing between October 2nd and 4th 
including withdrawal of -details submitted are noted. Please submit 
.revised details regarding comparison of the measured noise events 
recorded at the monitors situated 6.5km. from start of roll on runway 
10R/28L with the INM predictors -for key aircraft types. In addition 
please include data on landings. 

Noise Contours 
2) With respect to the airborne aircraft please submit revised noise 
contours in the following 3 dB steps ie. 48, 51, 54, 57, 60, 63, 66 and 69 
dB using appropriate settings for Refinement and Tolerance in the Run 
Options of the INM model and allowing for dispersion: 

a) Figure 44, Part 4 of the EIS as amended by Figure 4.2.1 of the Section 
132 response - Current Noise Exposure:Daytime. 
b) Figure 46, Part 4 of the EIS as amended by Figure 4.3.1 of the Sections 
132 Response - Future Noise Exposure: Daytime (No second runway). 
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This contom should take into consideration the replacement of Boeing 
737-200 aircraft by Boeing 737-800. • 
c) Figure 57, Part 4 of the EIS as amended by Figure 4.4.1 of the Sections 
132 response - Future Noise Exposure: Night-time (No second runway). 
This contour should take into consideration the replacement of Boeing 
737-200 aircraft by Boeing 737,.800. 
d) Figure 58, Part 4 of the EIS as amended by Figure 4.5.1 of the Section 
132 response - Future Noise· Exposure (With second runway). This 
contour should take into consideration the replacement of Bqeing 
737-200 aircraft by Boeing 737-800. 
e) Appendix 1 -as amende;d by Figure 4.6.1 of the Section 132 response -
Noise Contour·for Option 7B in the Appli~ant's response to Grounds of 
Appeal received by the Board on the 12/06/06. The said contours should 
be on the same ordnance base map as the figures above. 

Population Statistics 
3) The population and household statistics provided in response to point 
4(e) of the Section 132 notice as mentioned above which were discussed 
at the oral hearing would appear to be inaccurate. Submit revised 
population and household statistics for each of the 3dB contour bands. 

4) Please detail a criterion for which 'significant effects' on schools should 
be assigned (a) without noise insulation and (b) with noise insulation. 

Night Noise 
5) Quantify the potential for increase in night flights on the existing 
10R/28L runway which could derive from the growth of air traffic at the 
airport arising from the proposed runway relative to that which would 
occur without the new runway. 

6) Paragraph 16.1.2.35 of the EIS states that a system of assessing the 
increase in noise level would be used to assess night-time noise impact. 
As there appears to be a noise change when comparing night•time use of 
the existing runway between "with development" and "no development", 
please detail which category in the accompanying table to which 
significance should be attached. 

Ground Operations Aircraft Noise 
7) Your response to question 6 of the said Section 132 notice received by 
the Board on the 30th August, 2006 relating to ground operations aircraft 
noise and the information provided at the ·Oral Hearing between October 
2nd arid 4th are noted. The correction given at the hearing would appear 
to be incomplete as the distances stated would appear to be in error. The 
distance from engine start~up to noise sensitive location NSL 1 is given as 
7007 metres and to NSL 6 as 15,007 metres. The distance from aircraft 
taxiing to NSL 6 is given as 165 metres with a noise level shown being 
less than the noise level_ at .200 metres. Please clarify and submit revised 
details and figures. 

Environmental Protection Agency 
8) The applicant is advised/requested to consult with the Environmental 
Protection Agency to ascertain if there is any requirement to obtain an 
IPPC licence for the relocation of the engines testing area. In the event of 
a licence being required this fact should be referred to in the. revised 
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