S.37
File With

LSECTION 131 FORM—!

Appeal No:_aBr > N} bs S~ DeferRe O/H [

TO:SEO

Having considerad the contents of the submission datedireceived )X ) /2 ) uﬂ
from

D)’) /CI’\&J MC'\QGEL& [recommend that section 131 of the Planning and Deavelopment Act, 2000
&®/not be invoked at this stage for the following reason(s).__ e~ ) Las=ra O

E.o.:;’\\ Q\ Date: Q%)( ’2_)7/’4

To EO:

Section 131 not to be invoked at this stage. ]

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

S.E.O.: Date:
| S.A.O; Date:
M

Please prepare BP - Section 131 notice enclosing a copy of the attached
submission

to:

Allow 2/3/4weeks — BP

EO: Date:

AA: Date:




S. 37

File With
{ CORRESPONDENCE FORMJ

.ppeal No: ABP 3214 Lo
n
'lease treat correspondence received on = j / 2,) ﬂ%— as follows:
{. Update database with new agent for Applicant/Appellant
2. Acknowledge with BP = 4. RETURN TO SENDER with BP
3. Keep copy of Board’s Letter [ , 2. Keep Envelope: -

3. Keep Copy of Board's letter 1

Amendments/Comments

4. Attach to file
(@) RIS | (dy Screening [ RETURNTOEO [

(b) GIS Processing L (e) Inspectorate [
(c) Processing

Plans Date Stamped O
: Date Stamped Filled in ]
EO: . :
| —— p— V

Date: 22 | /o |21y T |eeeda [ ¢,
[




| | | ANBORD PLEANALA
. {L.DG-

030

———— e

| 23 DEE 2004
Re: Appeal of Relevant Action Draft Decision | Fee: & Wpe: o~
N \

r
‘ !
Case Number: 314485 } [ Time: Jé_4,5_ By:.gﬁﬁy_\f)‘ |

)

e e s

To: An Bord Pléanala

Contact Details: |

Name ’
Micdnzl  Mae CanL

Address \Wod o T House. T oo
k\n_gat_\_a\%w Co Dypun  KeM kEA |

Contact Number OC& b 1%& L _2.,:1 2 1

il Address
Email A Wy e g e\ M oe ¢ ale a)qmc‘“\\u COom\
Date

22

Introduction L |
The Inspector’s W;pnrt has rightly concluded that the aidverse impact of the Relevant Action

DEc ) o |

on the surrounding communities would Be too Severe to justify granting permission. The
proposal’s request for additional hours of operation on the north runway and a projected
increase in night-time activity would result in si gnificant additional awakenings, 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,

Proposed operatipns on the north runway from 6am to midnight presents unacceptable
risks to health and quality of life, and in particular will cause further catastrophic and
unreasonable sle¢p disruption for residents and families already suffering due to north
runway flightpaths.

The following summary points highlights the inadequacies of the DAA application:

1.0 Inadequacy of DAA Application
* The Dublin Airport Authority (DAA) application fails to assess or mitigate the
adverse effects of nighttime noise adequately. Average metrics like % Highly Sleep
Disturbed (HSD) and Lugw fail to capture acute impacts such as awakenings, which
have immediate and long-term health consequences?,




2.0 Insulation Limitations:

The inspector has defined that mafe than 1 additional awakening per night as a
result of gircraft noise is a significant adverse impactz

Insulatiop measures cannot fully mitigate nighttime noise due to factors like open
windows, low-frequency noise, and peak noise events. The WHO average insulation
value of 21 dB assumes windows are open 20% of the year, making insulation less
effective. '

The introduction of a new insulatich criteria of 80dB L., is welcomed, however,
without § detailed set of maps indicating who qualifies for this the decision is

incomplete.

The proposed grant value of €2{),400 is considered inadequate to fully insulate
those homes that qualify. Comparisans to other EU countries are incomplete and do
acknowledge the fact that copstruction costs in Ireland and particularly Dublin are
close to the highest in the EIL Thgt}:cheme should be redesigned to cover the full
cost of insulation. : -

Residential Noise Insulation Scheme RNIS]) and Home Sound Insulation Program
(HSIP) do not meet modern health priotection standards. Insulation is unsuitable for
nighttimﬁ’ impacts and cannot substitute for operational restrictions like movement
caps. ! |

|

[ |
3.0 Necessity of the Movement Limit and Rejection of the Additional North Runway

Operating Hours: - an

The movement cap of 13,000 nighttime flights is critical to reducing noise impacts
and protecting public health. Withbut this r:apl noise exposure levels will rise
significantly, endangering the/well-bding of nearb;} residents.

The proppsed additional operating hours from ‘6am to 7am and from 11pm to
miduight jon the north runway are [completely imacceptable. The flightpaths in
operation from north runway are causing huge suffering, distress and sleep
dismrbanli:e for tens of thousands of eople in Fingal and Meath.

Adding a further two hours to the sthedule wheh most people are trying to sleep
only makes and unreasonable situation even worse. The flightpath issue must be
solved firstly before any other changes can be considered. For context, there were
40 departures between 6am and 7am on Monday 16 December 2024. This is the
busiest hour of each day at thfli‘ airport. It would be disastrous if these 40 departures
were switthed to the North Runway because they would now be taking a divergent
turn and flying low {on full power while turning} over communities who should not
be under or near to a flightpath. Thelvolume and frequency would be much greater
in the surq‘mer period.

4.0 Unaatharise+ Flight Paths and Breach of Planning Conditions

1

|

https:/ /www.europarl.europa.eu /RegData/etudes /STUD/ 2026/650787 /IPOL_STU(202 0}650787_E

N.pdf

? The inspector has ¢oncluded "in conjunction u@ith the board's independent acoustic expert that the
information containgd in the RD and the RA doés rjot adequately demanstrate consideration of all
measures necessary to ensure the increase in flights during the nighttime hours would prevent a
significant negative impact on the existing population.”
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7.0 Recommendations
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Implications for Dublin
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| impacts that nighttime aircraft noise presents, a
I ould be strongly considered.

Implement the Naise Quo Fm to incentivize quieter aircraft and ensure

proportional operations. |

Reject the proposed additionﬁl houfs of operation on the north runway for reasons
outlined.

projected health and enviroﬁ nenta
complete ban on night-time
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