
\

(II

S. 37
File With

SECTION 131 FORM

Appeal NO: ABP ZI hUb f
TO:SEO

Having considered the contents of the submission d#M/ received
from

Defer Re O/H a

l

Q3 JJ

,I recommend that section 131 of the Planning and Development Act, 2000

AWPlot be invoked at this stage for the following reason(s):. /h /u

Date: 87/ 2LS

Section 131 not to be invoked at this stage. n

Section 131 to be invoked - allow 2/4 weeks for reply. []

S.E.0.:

S.A.0:

Date :

Date:

M

Please prepare BP
submission

to:

Allow 2/3/'iweeks – BP

EO:

- Section 131 notice enclosing a copy of the attached

Date:

Date :AA:
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S. 37
File With

CORR8SFONDENCE FORM/

qppeal No: ABP

M

as followsPlease treat correspondence received on

,ppellant1. Update database with new agent for Applican

A RETURN TO SENDER with BP

2.\Keep Envelope:

3./Keep Copy of Board's letter

2. Acknowledge with BP
3. Keep copy of Board’s Letter U n

a

Amendments/Comments

4. Attach to file

(a) R/S a

(b) GIS Processing []

(c) Processing []

(d) Screening

(e) Inspectorate []

RETURN TO EO n

Plans Date Stamped

Date Stamped Filled in

}][JIL :

a
a

EO:

Date: Date:
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Dillon Corcoran

From:

Sent:
To:

Subject:
Attachments:

Mary Sheridan <marysheridan177@gmail.com >
Monday 23 December 2024 12:12
Appeals2
Observation for relevant action

20241223_120926.jpg; 20241223_120950(o).jpg; 20241223_120939.jpg; 20241223_

120934.jpg

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,

I would like to submit an observation for relevant action. Please see the documents attached.

Kind regards,
Mary Sheridan
086 1629400
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To: An Bord Pleanala

Re: Appeal of Relevant Action DraR Declslon

Case Number: 3 1'H85

Contact Details
Name MARY Sdf/gland

m ess nsdo,>„dN, az,RW roN , A1 Lsa&LAGn‘ /

III fab /, .ka f H&r,Ca

/,a

a

1

Email Address

Date

Z'/„/,'t

Introduction
The Inspector's Report has rightly concluded that the adverse impact of the Relevant Action
on the surrounding communities would be too severe to justify granting permission. The
proposal’s projected increase in night-time activity would result in significant additional
awakeningsJ which are well-documented to cause substantial health and well-being
consequences. including increased risks of cardiovascular disease, mental health disorders,
and sleep-related cognitive impairments. These impacts underscore the urgent need for
stringent controls to protect affected com lnunities.

Given these findings, it is essential that any current or future expansion of airport activity
during night-time hours be strictly linlited by a lllovement cap of 13.000 annual night-tilne
flights, as proposed. However, the severity of the projected health and enviro nl11ental impacts
suggests that a complete ban on night-time flights may ultimately be necessary to ensure the
well-being of affected communities. Night-time operations present ulracceptable risks tc)
health and quality of life, and the evidence strongly supports mininlitsing or eliminating such
activity to meet public health and sustainability goals.

Without such measures. the application should have been refused outright by the plannilrg
authurities, as the adverse impacts clearly outweigh any potential benefits. Therefore, tIIL’
application must now be rejected to protect the integrity of the planning process, tlplrciiLl
public health standards, and ensure that the needs of the local colnmunity are prioritisecl ti\,Fl
operational convenience.

I



The following expanded sumlrlary }Iigtllig}Its iII(’ inatiocjtIacit's cif the DAA applicaticInl the
breaches of planning ct]11dititlnsF ilrlcl thc nt't'cl if Ir ,I c't)nlprt'lrr'nsivc approach to managing
night-time nigllt.'.i. \v}lit.ll ilrrlII< it's tIlt* Ir'tt' ItItt )II fIl tIlt ' 17tflVt’IIlt Int cap as an immediate
measure and ct)nsidel'iltitrll tlr ,I hIll Irilll (in lligtlt't i Irlr Irl)t'r'crti[Ills t€; safeguard public health
and conl111I111itv \veII,ll.e

I'O InadequacY ofDAA Application and Necessity of Movement Limit
• Failure to Address Noise Impacts:

The Dublin Airport Authol'itY CDA A) applicaticin fails to assess or mitigate
the adverse efFects clfnighttinre noise adequately.
Avel-age metrics like ti4, HighIY Sleep Disturbed (RSD) and L„gt,, faII to
captufe acute inlpacts such as awakenings, which have immediate and long-
terRI health consequences,

• Health Implications of Nighttime Noise:
Chfonic sleep disruption contributes to cardiovascular disease. mentdI
Dealt:1 disordersJ and reduced cognitive performance

; The WHO higt}lights that even one additional awakening per night
FepFese pts a significant adverse health impact, ignored in the LA's
proposals.

Projected Impat.Is:

;s : i: : : ftci F : FrI: at : : := th•!1 1 :1:Loli:== : df= :t: : :i :=a ken in g per night
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;};'tIji ’unauthorised deviati011s expose previously unaffected areas to
significant noise impacts, creatillg unasse.';sed risks.

C)

+ Failure to Seek Updated Permissions: ,
The deviations breach Condition 1 of the planning permissionl which
requires adherence to the originally assessed flight paths.
No updated Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) or planning application
has been submitted for these changes.

0

, Community Impacts:
c Affected communities have experienced unrea

proper consultation or mitigation measures.
Local schools have been impacted.
The impact has been devastating for communities with families now feeling
like they have no option but to sell their homes.
Trust in the DAA has been severely eroded due to a lack of transparencY and
accountaDlllty.

e Legal and Procedural Concerns:
c The unauthorised flight paths undermine the planning SYstem’s integ[itY,

setting a dangerous precedent for future projects.
Granting permission under these conditions violates planning laws and
obligations under the EiA Directive.
sion on Permission:
Permission should be unequivocally denied until unauthorised flight paths

;sments are completed.

0

able noise levels without

U

0

8 Conclu
0

cease and comprehensive reasse

3.0 Right ofAppeal in the Aircraft Noise Act 2019
@ Legal Framework:

Section 10 of the Aircraft Noise Act permits appeals of Regulatory Decisions
(RDs) by relevant persons who participated in the consultation process.
SMTW (St. Margaret’s The Ward Residents Group) qualifies as a relevant
person under this framework.

SMTW's appeal against noise-related RDs was inappropriately de11ietl by All

Delrial of appeal prevents critical scrutiny of noise lrritiBatitill llreasul-es alla
exacerbates collIIrrtlnity

Importance of Appeals:
, Aplreals al-c vital for nraintairli11g tralrsparelrcy1 ellsul'ilrg £lcct)tllltal)ility, .llILl

tralancing ail'I)(>rt I)jlel'atiolrs willl coltrl}lulrity weIl’a I't'.
Conclusion :

DollyilIH iII)I)t'ills tlII(!el’lrlines ptlt)lic' tl'IISt illltl vitll,III'S ttIt' AtI’t'I'll it Nt list‘
Act's ilrtellt to provicle alfectcd I)al'ties a vt )icc

f

Inappropriate Refusal of Appeal:
()

Bc)rd Plean61a, despite clear legislative pl'ovisiolrs sup pc>rtilrg it

@
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diselrfralrclriselrr ent
e
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4.0 Noise Quota System in the Fingdl Development Plan

• Policy Objectives:
Objective 1)AO 1 6 511llllt}rts a Nllist' t)lltlt,I Sys,tent (NQS) to reduce aircFaft
nt3iso illrpilt-Is, p.ll’tlrlll,ll'ly tlu!’i11H lligllttilrl£' til)('riltilln'I.
The pl>lirv 1lrit11'i{i'xt.s rl1I111111111ity !rl'illt II, stIst;lin;lhility, an{I the u be f ]F
cjlliott'I' iIi rc raI t .

• Challenges in Implcnrentation:
Withorlt iI cap (iII lligllttilrlc lliEllts, rtllrltlldtivt! rr€iisc inIF)acts will i>''rhi bt

LIes})itc effI>rts ttl i11cclltivize cjtlieter aircraft.
Curl-eIIt plans increase noisc expr>sure above 2019 levels, vtctlatirIH rIot be
ahatenrent objectives.

1 Ie

L

R ecor11

Enforce a nlovemerlt limit alongside the NQS to ensure it effectively reduces
noise disturbances.

Align the system with best practices observed at major European airports.

5.0 Night Flight Restrictions in Europe and Implications for Dublin
European Comparisons:

Major airports like Schiphol, Heathrow, and Frankfurt enforce strict caps or
curfews on nighttime nights.
Dublin’s proposed 31,755 annual nighttime flights far exceed these airports‘
limits relative to passenger numbers.

disruption, cardiovascular risks, and stress.

0

Health and Environmental Alignment:
European airports prioritize reducing noise exposure to mitigate sleep

Adopting the 13,000-flight cap aligns Dublin with international best

e

•

practices, ensuring proportional and sustainable operations.
IIC yIe

The proposed number of flights is
health and environmental risks.
Without the movement limit the Noise Abatement Objective (NAO) set by
ANCA for Dublin Airport cannot be fully achieved.

disproportionate and poses unacceptable

6.0 Inadequacy oflnsulation in Mitigating Aircraft Noise-Induced Awakenings
Technical Limitations of Insulation:

Insulation does not address critical noise issues, such as IOw-fl'equerIL’y0

noise penetration and sharp peaks triggering awakenings.
Dormer-style housing near the airport is Darticularlv susceDtihl

e

0

0

rendering insulation largely ineffective.
Existing Schemes Are Insufficient'

Residential Noise Insulation Scheme (RNIS) and Home Sound Insutdtio il
Program (HSIP) do not meet modern health protectiolr standards.
Insulation is unsuitable for nighttime impacts and calrnot sllbstitute fOI
operational restrictions like rnovement caps.

Alternative Mitigation Measures
Voluntary purchase sclrenres for residents in high-lloise zotlt's S}tOttILi Ilt'
expallded to address the nrost severe illlpaL’ts effectively.

concIusion:
; Insulatic)11 alone ca11nt)t 111itigate nighttilne tttliso itrrjlilcts; t IpulIIt 11111.11

restrictit)IIS llrust rcl11;liII ce11tI'al tl) lIIitigat it)II str,Itt'HiCS,

to lroise

I I


