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Introduetion
The Inspector’s Report has rightly concluded that the adverse impact of the Relevant Action
on the surroundibg communities would +e too severd to justify granting permission. The
proposal’s reque§t for additional hours of operation on the north runway and a projected
increase in night4tirne activity would resujt in significant additional awakeni,mgs, which are
well-documented; to cause substantial $ealt:h and well-being consequences, including
increased risks bf cardiovascular disea+e, mental health disorders, and sleep-related
cognitive impairrnents.

Given these findings, it is essential that ady current or future expansion of airport activity
during night-time hours be disallowed bu+ at the very least strictly limited by a n}ovement
cap of 13,000 annpal night-time nights, as $roposed.

runway nightpath!

Proposed operadbns on the north runwak from 6am to midnight presents unacceptable
risks to health a+d quality of life, and id particular wHI cause further catastrophic and
unreasonable sle4p disruption for residehts and families already suffering due to north

The following sudmaly points highlight, th, inadequacies of the DAA application:

1.O Inadequacy of DAA Applimtion
e The Dublin Airport Authority (BAA) application fails to assess or mitigate the

adverse effects of nighttime noise adequately. Average metrics like % Highly Sleep
Disturbed (HSD) and L'„ fail to capture acute impacts such as awakenings, which
have immediate and long-term health consequences1.
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The insdector has defined that mg he than 1 additional awakening per night as a
result ofHircraft noise is a significan+ adverse impact=.

2.O Insulation Limitations:

e InsulaUob measures cannot fully ndUgate nighttime noise due to factors like open
low-frequency noise, and beak noise events. The WHO average insulation
:1 dB assumes windows atF open 20% of the year, making insulation less

caps

window
value of
effective.!
The {ntrdductinn of a new ! IIgutajtab criteria of 80dB L.„„„ is welcomed, however,

without b detailed set of rrlaps in4icaUng who qualifies for this the decision is

;ie-';;iiIPOsed g,,nt value qf €2b,doo is considered inadequate to fully insulate
those ho+les that qualify. Corhpadsabs to other EU countries are incomplete and do
acknowlqdge the fact that co}rstrqcdon costs in ireland and particularly Dublin are
close to !!he highest in the EU. The $cherrIe should be redesipred to cover the full
cost ofingulation.
Re$identibt Noise Insulation $cheme ,[RNIS) and Home Sound Insulation Program
(HSIP) dd not meet modern health,p4otechon standards. Insulation is unsuitable for
nighttimd impacts and canno$ substit+ute for operational restrictions like movement
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3.0 Necessity of the Movement Lim+t and #ejection of the Addidonal North Runway
Operating H+urs: I
, The mov4ment cap of 13,ooa nighttthe flights is'critical to reducing noise impacts

and prot+cting public healtB. Withbut this cap; noise exposure levels will rise
signiHcarthy, endangering the}weil:bqing of nearby residents.
The prc)pk)sed additional op4ratingjhours from 6am to 7am and from llpm to
midnight :on the north runday are jcomplete ly &nacceptable. The flightpaths in
operation! horn north runway atel causing huge suffering, distress and sleep
disturbanbe for tens of thousahds of deople in Fingai and Meath.
Adding a further two hours tH tha s+hedule when most people are trying to sleep
only mak+s and unreasonabl4 sitr4adon even wotse. The flightpath issue must be
solved firgtly before any othe} changs can be considered. For context, there were
40 departjrres between 6am hnd 7a'+n on Monday 16 December 2024. This is the
busiest hOUr of each day at th4 airllob it would be disastrous if these 40 departures
were switbhed to the North Rbnw4y because they would now be taking a divergent
turn and dying low {on fun pqwer WHile turning) over communities who should not
bJ under &'r near to a flightpa&l Thojvolume aid frequency would be much greater
in the su4tner period.

•

4.o Unauuhori,,4 Flight P,th, and BT,,ch +f Planning Conditions

https://www.euro] lrLeurop&eu/RegDau/eMP4/s'l'uD/2020/6S0787/IPOL_£rue2020)650787_E
N.pdf
z The inspector has +oncluded "in conjunction Qidl the board's independent acouaic expert that the
information containEd in the RD and the RA clods dot adequately demonstTate consideration of all
measures necessary to ensure the increase in High is during the nighttime hours would prevent a

significant neWdve }mpa on the existing popu}a+on-"
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The DAA has implemente4g nigh I paths that deviate significantly From those
approved in the E] ttal These unauthorisedlpact Statement (EIS),
deviations d areas to significant noise impacts, CFeatingexpose P
unassessed risks,
The d of the planning permission, which requirestrona

d flight paths. No updated Environmental Impact
ppliqhdon has been submitted for these changes

Id are periencing unreasonable noise levels without•

;ures. Local schools have been impacted. Theon

r cqhmunities with families now feeling like they
om

undejmine the planning system’s integrity, setting a•
dangerc precedent for lture !jprojects. Granting permission under these
conditioNs violates planning lbWs a obligations under the EIA Directive.
There are multip le possibi of compliance with the pertinent ICAOin•

approved only the one chosen by daa asS. IAA hasregulatio recel' a

Aerodron,Ie Operator.
Any inference or implication instructed or caused (iaa to deviate from theLt9

route apptoved in their plann}#g peI ission is not correct

5.o Night Flight +estrictions in Eu+be an# lmplicabons for Dubnn
and Frankfurt enforce strict caps or curfewsMajor airports like Schiphol, lthrde

le flights. Dublin's: Ipoded 31,755 annual nighttime nights far exceedon nigh
these a limits relative pass#nger numbers.

luciqE noise exposure to mitigate sleep disruptionEuropean lorts prioritrzeIP

cardiovas€ular risks, and str.
Adopting :,the 13,000-flight bp alij Dublin with international best practices,e

ensuring proportional and SI linabib operations
Without tbe movement limit tHe Noi ge Abatement Objective (NAO) set by ANCA fore

lort cannot be fully Hchiev ddDublin

lvironmental IIn6.O Health and
noise increases the risks of cardiovascularChronic e£posure to nighttimH airl•

disease, II he#!th issues. Children’s cognitive development isierten$iorI. and mel
adversely bffected, impairing mod learning, and overall performance.
Health-relhted costs, inclu heal care expenses and reduced productivity, are•
substan, and long-term. Fb IP Ie, Brussels Airport’s health cost analysis
suggests similar impacts at Dut$in co+d reach €750m annually

the d})rrect population datasets in determining theThe DAA analysis has not usle

impacts. This underestirnates the impKct on the communities around the airport
iizes that noise-induced s)eep disturbance is aEvidence ftom health agencies: LP

@

significant environmental health riskIHgnoring these risks contravenes principles of
!th protectionsustainabl+ development and dabiic q

e

7.0 Recommendations

Immediatejy halt urrauthota

under the driginal EIS
At the VI least, maintain thIel

degradadoh of comnlunity heal

devi#ons and revert to the night paths approved

cap # 13,000 nighttime nights to prevent further
and Rvell-being, however due to the severity of the
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projected health and enviroi+nent4 impacts that nighttime aircraft noise presents, a
cornplete ban on night-time flights #lould be strongly considered.
Implement the Noise Quot4 Syst#m to incendvize quieter aircraft and ensure
proportional operations.
Reject the proposed additionbl hog's of operation on the north runway for reasons
outlined.
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