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Having considered the contents of the submission dated/ received a, /J L/za

recommend that section 131 of the PEanning and Development Act, 2000

@not be invoked at this stage for the fo{lo\,'/ing reason(s):. neD /\X_O LEG8 O'zeN
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To EO:

Section 131 not to be invoked at this stage. a

Section 131 to be invoked – atlo'# 2/4 weeks for reply. []
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1 S.A.0:. Date:
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submission

• Section 131 notice enclosing a copy of the attached
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>peal N„ ABP :3 J L+U R==

lease treat correspondence received on -TI--T} A-- as follows:

. Update database with new agent for Applicant/Appellant

• Acknowledge with BP 'Z3 1 1. RETURN TO SENDER with BP
i. Ke£i copy of Board’s Letter [] . 1 2. Keep Envelope: n

3. Keep Copy of Board’s letter []

Am endmerlts/Commerns

4. Attach to file

(a) R/S

(b) GIS Procl
(c) Processi

(d) Screening []
(e) Inspectorate []

RETURN TO EO []

Plans Date Stamped

Date Stamped Filled in
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Lisa Quinn

From:
Sent:
T () +
Subject:
Attachments:

B BEYER <bbeyer2021 @gmail.com>
Friday, December 20, 2024 1 :49 AM
Appeals2
David Smyth Observation for 314485
David Smyth Observation for Relevant Action Ref 314485.docx

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

Hi James,

Please find observation for David Smyth.
Fee already paid
Ref: 314485 Relevant Action

Thank you,

Bernadette
085-8640064
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strlngent control\ to protect affected cunlmunltlcs. "

(?iven these nndln&;s, it is essorthaI that anY current or future e\pansI, in or dtrport ILtl\11)
during nIght-time hours be strIctly limIted by a movement cdp of 13.DaD dnnujl nlght.uil
nighu, as pFOPO sed. Howcverl the severitY of the projected health and cnvlronnlent l1 lmp4cu,
suggests that a complete ban on night-tIme ntHht5 m3y ultlnlate ly be ne,'e,,wry to en,uh the
well-being of affected conlmunltlc5. Ni},ht-tjnle oper,rtlt,ns present unjtLeptltllc r1,k,, to
health and quaIItY of life, and the evidence strongly supports mlnlntlxlnt; or tllrn,nltlng \u,h
actl WIly to meet pUbIIC health and su slain,I}llllly HO,IIS.

Without sut-h measures. the appIIcatIon should have been refused uutrIRht hy thc plannIng
authorIties. as the adverse iIUP,ICtS clearly out\veIj:h any potentIal benenb Therefore. the
applicatIon must now be re jcrIed to protect the intehrlty of the lrlinnlnB pru,-e\\ uphold
pubIIC health standards, ind ell',are th.It tIle need\ ul the local tonlnlulllty dre prlprltl\cd uver
operational convenience.

I



The followIng expanded \umnrary hl};hIll,hL\ the lnadequacle\ of the DAA appIIcatIon. the
brejche\ of plannIng condItIon\. and the need for a contprehen\IVe apprtrach {d nlanaglng
nIght-tIme fIIght'„ WhICh Includes the retentIon of the nlovemcnt cap as an immedIate
nIC,I sure and cIIn\ttleratlon ofa full ban IIn nIght-tIme operatIons to safeguard pUbIIC llcdltll
and community welfare,

1.0 Inadequacy of DAA Application and Necessity of Movement Limit
• Failure to Address Noise Impacts

The Dublin AIrport AuthorIty (DAA) appIIcatIon faIls to assess or mltIEatc
the adverse effects of nIghttIme noIse adequately
Average metrics IIke q:, HIghly Sleep DI\turhed (HSD) and L„,', , fail to
capture acute Impacts such as awakenIng\ \&'}lleh have lnrirled13t,' and IIlIIE
term healtll consequences

• Health Implications of Nighttime Noise
ChronIC sleep dIsruptIon contrIbutes to cardIovascular dlqca\c, mcntdI
health dISorders. and reduced cognItIve performance.
The WHO hightIRllt.s 01l11 even one addItIonal awakenIng per nIght
represents a signlnc,Int adverse he3ltII impact, IFtnt)red in the DAA's

e

proposals.
Projected Impacts.

The Inspector has defIned that more than 1 dddltltin,it awakening per nIEIIt
as a result of aircraft noIse is a SIgnIfIcant adverse inlpdct.
The Inspector has concluded "in conjunctIon WIth the board's independent
acoustIC expert that the Information contaIned in tIle RD and the RA does not
adequately demonstrate consIderatIon of all measures necessary to ensure
the increase in nIghtS durIng the nII:hUlme hours would prevent a SIgnIficant
negatIve Impact on the exlstlnf' populatIon."

In$ulrtion Lirnitdtions
InsulatIon measures cannot fully mItIgate 111ghttlnre not be due to factors IIke
open windows. low-frequency noise. and peak noIse evunts
The WHO dvcrage Irl\uldtliln b-aILIe of 2 1 dB a$',unres WIndows are open 20Q8
of the year, making In\ul.tittln It'\\ FfFrttlVU.
The lntroductllrn rIf a new In\uldtilln trltt't la t>f80dB L\\y„ is welcomed,
however, WIthOUt a detdllt.d bet tif map., llldlcatlng wtlo quaIIfIes for thIS tIle
decISIon is inctlrnplete
Furthermore, the brant value of cao,000 IS consIdered lnrdequate to fully
Insulate t:lose hornes th31 quaIIfy. Ctlalpdrl\ons iIt uLtlcr EU countries are
lnronrplete and do acknuwludge thu fact ttldt constructIon costs in Ireland
and particularly DubIIn are close to the hIghest in thc EU.
It is fundamentally wrong that anybody who is so slbnincantIy affected by
the negdtlve impd1.-IS of noise from the proposed development sllould have
to carry the cost of any mitIgatIon works needed,
The scheme should be redesIgned to CI)ver tIle full cost of InsulatIon.

Necessity of the Movement Limit
The movement cap or 13,000 nIghttIme nIBhL'i is crItIcal to redUCIng noise
impacts and protectIng pUbIIC health-
without this 'cap. noise exposure levels \VIII rise slgnlncan{ly, endangerln};
the well-beIng of nearby resIdents.

e
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• Conclusion on Permission
The permISSIon slljluld be denIed due to the DAA's tnsufnrlent nlnsr
mItIgatIon measures and FaIlure to address core pubIIC health rISk',

2.0 UnauthorIsed Flight Paths and Bredell of PIJnning CondItions
Donation from Approved FlighT Paths

The DAA has Implemented fll£ht paths that devIate SIgnIficantly from those
approved in tIle EnvIronmental Impact Statement [EIS)
These unauthorIsed devIatIons expose prevIOUSly unifTected areas to
SIgnIfIcant noise impacu,, credtlnF, unaqscqsed rt\ks

Failure to Seek ltpdated Permissions
The devlat Ions breach Conditlol\ t of the plannIng permIssIon. WhICh
requIres adllerence to the orIgInally assessed nIl,ht paths
No updated Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) or plannlnF, appIIcatIon
has been submItted for the\c r hanges

Conrmunity Impacts
Affected cnmnrunltles have e\perlenced unrea'iondbte noise levels WIthoUt
proper consultatIon or mItIgatIon measures
Ltltdl schools have been Impacted
The impact has been devast.lbnl for cumnrunltle\ with farnllles now feeling
IIke they have no option but to sell theIr honres.
Tru\t in the 1)AA IIdS been severely eroded due to a lack of transparencY and
accountabiIIty

Legal and Procedural Concerns.
Tllt. ur\authorIsed fIIght pdlh'i underrnlne the plannIng SYSLenl'\ lnteHntY.
setting a dangerous precedent tor turure projects.
Granting permlsslon under these conditIons VIolates plannIng laws and
obIIgatIon\ under the EIA DIrectIve

Conclusion on Pernlis5ion
Permlsslon should be unequtvucally denied untIl unauthorISed fllght paths
cease and comprehenSIVe reassessment5 are completed'

©

©

B

•

•

3,o Right of Appeal in the Aircraft Noise Act 2019
Legal Franre\\ ark

'’ Section 10 of the Alrrraft NoIse Act pcrnlIL\ appeals of RegulatorY Decisions

[RDs) by relevant pen,ons who partIcipated in the consultatlon pFOcess

SMTW {St. Margaret's The Ward Re\Idents Grc'upI quallhes as a televant
person under thIS fraluework.

Inappr EItTl:a::):=:LTlle?::ls,.Nlatt.d ROb b&'i s in.lpproprla cctV {leltttH by An
Bc>rd Plean31a, despIte clear leglsl3tlve provlblc’ns supportt11F: It- ,

Denla} ljf appeal prevenU crlUcal scrutIny of noise mitigatlon lned'’ures and
exacerbate\ com nrulllly dtsenfrdncht\t’ment.

0

I n) P o rtF 1;ire : t J= F: : : j A 1F ( ) r n 1 3 1 n t a I n 1 nEt rdn \ parent ben \ urIng aLL I IUll tdI IIl it ) pIn J

•

b;fantlnB dlrport operatlc)nI, WIth colnrnunlty welfare.

ConcluTi::yl11g appeals underlnlne\ pubIIC trust and VIOlates ale AIrcraft NoIse
•

•

B

Act's lntrnt to provIde affected parties a voice
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I.O No1 qc Quot.t SF\lrn1 in the ring,II Pevclopnrcn! I’Ian

- policy S,Il:::I= tAO 16 SUPPI)It\ n Nt,I\r Qurlt.I s) \t,,m iN( ) .) I,I ri ,I I, . all( r.Iii
n111 sr lnlp,Irls. partIcularly durlnl: nIRhttlnlc lrpt’r.ltl''n-
The poIIcy prlnrlt17e\ communIty hrdlth, Su\raIn ltllllr', . an I thr II\'' III
quIeter aIrcraft

Challenges in Implementation
WIthOUt a cap on nIghttIme nIHhL'i. cumulative ntlj\e ImpIrIs tVIII pt r-l~!
despIte efforLS to lncentlv17e quletrr aIrcraft
Current plans increase noise exposure dbtrve 2G 19 levels. vlol3tlng nllj\t'
abatement ohluctlves.

Recommendations
Enforce a movement IImIt alonE SIde thc NQS to en'bure it uffrcttvrl b- rt Ll11' , ,
noIse dIsturbances
AIIgn the system \nth best practIces observed at major Euro rIcan 31rt"'rt\

e

e

s.a Night Flight Restriaions in Europe and Implic.r lions for Dublin
European Comparisons

Major aIrports IIke Sclllphol. Heathrow. and Frankfurt enforce \trlct caps or
curfews on nIghltIme nIghtS
DubIIn’s proposed 31.755 annual nIghttIme fIIghtS flr ,-\reed the\t' Jl rpIIrl\
IImIts relanve to passenger numberq

Health and Environmental Alignnlent
European aIrports pnunU7e redUCIng noise r\pt)sure to nlltli,.IIe - !' , }'
dlsrupiron. cardIOvaSCUlar asks. and stress.
AdoptIng the 13.ac)Q'nIght cdp aligns DubIIn with InternatIonal b.,(
practIces. ensunng proportIonal and sustainable operatIons

Conclusion

The proposed number of fIIghtS is disproportIonate and Fuses undCcrptJhlt.,
health and envIronmental rISks,
WIthOUt the moventent IImIt the NoIse Abatement Ohlecuvc (NAO) but by

e

a

8

ANCA for DubIIn AIrport cannot be full)’ 3chie\’ed

6.0 Inadequacy of Insulation in Mitigating Aircraft Noise-Induced Atr&kenings
Technical Limitations of InsulatIon•

' InsulatIon does not allUre\\ crItIcal noI',t- 1\\ue\. such as low.frequenk)
noise penetratIon and sharp peaks trlgHtrlng a\ydkrnlngs
Dormer-style hou\lnR nc.rr the aIrport I', partlcul.rrly qu*ceptIblc Io not\e
renderIng In\ulatron largely IncfT,', II\ r

' Existing Schemes Are Insufficient
ResidentIal NoIse Insutrlttln Stht'nIC (RNIS) Ind Horne Sound Ill.ul ju,JII
Program (HSIPJ dn not nIoct mtldern hcrlth protectIon \ldnrJdrd,
insuld{Ion is un'lultrhle for llIHtlttlnte Impacts and cannot ',uh\IIitIte f,Ir
opuraUon aI rustrlrtlnn\ like ntovt'ment caps

Alternative Mitigation Measures
Voluntary purchase \t-hcme\ tor re\Ident\ in hIgh-noIse /one\ \h,lulU be
expanded in addrr\\ the nln\t \eb crc lnllr,ICt\ cffrctlvrty

•

• Conclusion
InsulatIon alone crnnut rnltl}: IIe niphttlrne noi\c tri tpd,t~, op€r.ltr,in.Ii
restrIctIons mu\t rrnr,lin central to n tIll liatIon btritrql,'',

4
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7 a IIe.ItII I and 1 n\ trot\mcq t.II Imp.IrIS
e NoI\r.In£lut rd tlr.III tr RI\h\

( hIt'nIt rtpi\ure tII nIl,hltrmc dIrt ran nf'iv ini nav\ the nsl\ "I
tai 1l1,Ivr\( III.II rll\r'4\c h\pcrtcn stott and mritIal tv 411l1 1\sun
Chlldrt’n's I lunltl\c dr\rlltpmrnl jq allver\cl) dna InI tmplnnB mem ’a
]tirulwR drIll tl\rrall prrfl'Imam?

Ironarutc I n\t\
}l1saIth rT.laird to\t\, lnt lut)lttE hcdlthr arr csp+ n\rs and rr Ju hI
productI bIt) , are \uh\t,Intl.d and looK trrnr
For r\ample. Bru\\et\ AlrT+jIn \ hralth ttl\t anJFl\ \unea\ um'l4t lmF& t\
at Publln tltulti nar h t ThOm 4nnuatl\

Population [\posed
’ TIle DAI analt ql\ has noI u-ed thr turtrttNPlti11"n data\ct\ in

drlcrn\lnlnR the Imp,nt\ ThI\ undrrr\tlmateq thF Imp&t on the
tomnrunltlc\ around thc dllpwl

PubIIc llcdlth SubmissIons .

1.\ „1, 11, 1 tlllnt tlraIth agent tr\ tmph iI\1/C\ tIat nldsP 11l'I-" HI anD

I = = : ::: = =dr : : 1: : fI := :: :tn= 1= =L=== =II+ : 1 : : : :\t : I IIt if dr bfI \ ) pmr at antI
pubIIC health pIt'tu tIan

+

+
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8.O Other Environmental Impacts

Use of Outdated Surveys:

d ( ) en : IP:cr;: : :: :: Fy Ar IT;;T :: : J :tA: : 11 : : :1 : : = = : : tuit: dc: it: : 1 : : IIt tOtal SUN cyst hat
FalluFe to update SUFveY', undermInes the valldlry of the a\\e<,smerlt and

No AAJ=E=;;v:::ttF£J== IEITSI;;I'=[cal hJbltat' Jnt}~p'' '' '
The fA dld nt)! a\ses\ the full scope of the North Runway developmcnt
focuslnl; onIY on IImIted aspects of the proposal ’ t
SIXnlnca,nt components of the development were excluded, iedvlng rnaior
pnlentlallmpacLq unexamlned - -'

No Cumulative or In-combination Assessment:

th : NA(fn!: I bTn1: :: =11it: £uJT = :: : :T: : TnP: IE11: : :1; in : rf; : ITin : type : I=TiEd
The absence of an ln'comblnltlon assessment vlolales key leg,11

Fjq.uIEements and rlsks underestlmatlng the overall ertvlronnlental impact
of the devetnpment

Non-Compliance with Legal and Regulatory Standards;
The faltuFe to provlde an accurate. comprehenSIve. and up.to.d31e AA
breaches obIIgations under the EU }lahltab Dlrectlve

The plannlng process h.1\ been compromISed by thIS omission. exposlng the
development to potentIal legal challenges

•

•

8

•

• Potential Environmental Risks:

The lack of thorough assessment could lead to sIRnlncdnt unmitlg3ted
lmpdcts on protected habItatS and specIes. IncludIng cumulatIve degradatlcln
of local ecosystems

9.0 RecommendatIons and Final Position
' Cease Unauthorised Flight Paths

Imm&dlal ely halt unauthorIsed devIatIons and revert to the fllght paths
approved under the orIgInal EIS
Conduct a new EIA to assess the ImF)ICtS of any proposed devIatIons

• Retdin Movement Limit
MaIntaIn the cap of 13,000 nIghttIme flights to prevent further degradatIon
of cnmnlunlty health and well-beIng
Implement the NoIse Quota System to Incentlvlze quIeter aIrcraft and ensure

•

proportIonal operatIons
Refuse PermIssion

GrantIng permISSIon under ihese CIrcumstances undermInes plannlng
IntegrIty and pubIIC trust
Upholdlng plannIng law and ensurIng transparent. evIdence-based
assessments are essentIal for future aIrport operatIons

6


