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St. Margaret's The Ward Resident Group
Ward Cross,

The Ward,

Co. Dublin

The Secretary

An Bord Pleanala

64 Marlborough Street

Dublin 1 ( 5.3
D01 V902 (/ p

20" December 2024 Qan d

RE: SUBMISSION ON DRAFT DECISION ON THE RELEVANT ACTION CASE NO.
314485 22

Dear Sir/ Madam,

On behalf of the St Margaret’s The Ward Residents Group (SMTW), we submit our response
to the Draft Decision on the Relevant Action. While we recognise the importance of Dublin
Airport to the Irish economy, the operation of the airport must be conducted responsibly. The
daa’s proposal, as confirmed by the inspector and her experts, was for unlimited flights at
night. This proposal failed to account for the significant adverse impacts that would have
persisted if the daa’s submission had been granted without the additional measures outlined
in the Draft Decision, namely the movement limit and expanded insulation scheme.

This submission will highlight the ongoing deficiencies in the daa's assessment while
welcoming the additional control measures as necessary and essential steps toward
addressing the community's concerns. Fundamentally, we urge the Bord to stand firm and
reaffirm their initial assessment that the daa's application was inadequate in its impact
assessment and failed to propose sufficient control measures.

The daa have publicly stated that they believe the Bord’s decision was mistaken and that
they cannot possibly accept any movement limits at Dublin Airport. Such statements, coupled
with their resistance to operational restrictions, demonstrate an arrogance that exemplifies
how the daa continues to disregard the significant impacts of their operations on the
communities surrounding the airport.

Awakenings and Health Impacts

The assessment highlights the critical significance of awakenings as a metric for evaluating
noise impacts. Single-event disturbances during the night result in immediate and tangible
disruptions to residents' sleep, adversely affecting health and well-being. The daa’s proposal
would exacerbate this issue, resulting in significant adverse impacts due to additional
awakenings at night. Expert evidence demonstrates that the current plans would subject
thousands of residents to recurring nighttime disruptions, which are well-documented to
increase risks of cardiovascular disease, mental health issues, and impaired cognitive
functioning.



Insulation schemes, while helpful in certain scenarios, are fundamentally inadequate for
addressing the severity of noise mpacts in communities directly under flight paths. The
loudness and frequency of nighttime aircraft noise mean that even insulated properties often
experience noise levels sufficient to cause awakenings. Additionally, insulation does nothing
to mitigate the broader community-wide health impacts caused by such disruptions,
especially in cases wrere windows must remain open for ventilation or cooling.

The only effective measure to mitigate this issue is the imposition of a strict movement limit
during nighttime hours. This approach directly addresses the root cause of nighttime noise
disturbances by limiting the number of events capable of causing awake rings. Retaining t fe
13,000 movement limit aligns with international best practices, ensuring Dublin Airport
implements ope rational controls similar to those used at other major airports to manage
aviati onnoise during sensitive nighttime hours .Without such controls, Dublin Airport remains
an outlier, perpetuating a model where there are no effective restrictions on night noise from
aviation to the detriment of affected communities.

Divergent Flight Paths and Inadequate Assessment

The use of divergent flight paths deviating fro mthose assessed in the Environmental Impact
Statement undermines public trust and compliance with planning conditions. This deviation
has subjected previously unaffected communities to significant noise impacts without proper
environmental reassessment. Critically, the significance of these noise impacts has never
been properly assessed, a m ajoromission that compromises the integrity of the decision-
making process.

Moreover, the Irish Aviation Authority (IAA) and AirNav Ireland have confirmed in writing that
there are safe alternatives to the flight paths currently being used. They also clarified that
Dublin Airport Authority (daa), as the sponsor of changes to flight paths, is obligated to
account for planning and environmental noise constraints when specifying the airport's
concept of operations. The daa failed to fulfil this responsibility. Instead, the flight paths
c urently in use prioritise operational requirements of the airport, disregarding the planning
permission granted and the associated noise impacts on surrounding communities.

Recent communication from daa further confirms their unwillingness to address these
concerns adequately. They have stated that they will not commence any review of the flight
paths until the Relevant Action is granted permission. This approach reveals their intention
to have the current flight paths rubbe rstamped by the Bord as approved without undergoing
the proper environmental assessment required. Such actions undermine the transparency
and accountability of the planning process and disregard the significant impacts on affected
communities.

Despite these critical issues, the inspector has been misled by the daa regarding the
evolution of safe flight paths. The daa presented the current flight paths as being driven
solely by safety considerations, while failing to disclose the availability of alternatives that
balance safety with planning and environmental considerations. This failure significantly
undermires the decision-making process. The inspector shoul d have requested formal
submissions from the IAA and AirNav Ireland to verify the daa's claims, rather than accepting
them at face value.

This lack of transparency and proper assessment raises serious concerns about the integrity
of the process. The failure to explore altematives and consider their environmenta |



implications deprives affected communities of meaningful protection and representation in
the decision-making process.

Concerns with the Right to Appeal

We are gravely concemed about the refusal of the SMTW appeal against the Aircraft Noise
Competent Authority’s decision. This decision, inconsistent with the Aircraft Noise Act 2019,
denies communities their statutory right to challenge noise-related decisions that profoundly
affect their lives. Upholding this right is critical to ensuring accountability and fairness.

To ensure the integrity of the Aircraft Noise Act and the confidence of stakeholders, it is
essential that the right to appeal Regulatory Decisions (RDs) is fully upheld. SMTW's case
highlights the urgent need for clarity and consistency in the appeals process to protect the
rights of impacted communities and ensure fair and transparent decision-making. The refusal
of SMTW'’s appeal undermines trust in the system and sets a dangerous precedent where
critical noise mitigation measures can evade meaningful scrutiny. Guaranteeing this right is
fundamental to fostering transparency, equity, and the confidence of all stakeholders
affected by aircraft noise.

The Necessity of Retaining the 13,000 Movement Limit

Expansive nighttime operations at Dublin Airport are simply not feasible given the
overwhelming evidence of the harm caused by nighttime noise exposure. Nighttime aircraft
noise and the resulting sleep disturbance are recognised contributors to a range of serious
health issues, including cardiovascular disease, hypertension, impaired cognitive
development in children, and mental health challenges. These impacts are highlighted
extensively in the report by Dr James Garvey, Consultant Respiratory & Sleep Physician and
Medical Director of the Sleep Laboratory at St. Vincent's University Hospital. Dr Garvey’s
analysis underscores that noise-related sleep disturbances are not merely inconveniences
but direct contributors to long-term public health crises.

The economic consequences of these health impacts are staggering. Studies consistently
show that the costs of noise-related health conditions can amount to billions of euros in
healthcare expenses, lost productivity, and diminished quality of life. Crucially, these costs
are not accounted for when assessing the economic benefits of increased nighttime
operations. Instead, the daa prioritises short-term operational gains while ignoring the
immense societal costs borne by affected communities and public health systems.

A movement limit is not just a mitigation measure; it is a fundamental safeguard to ensure
Dublin Airport operates responsibly. Imposing and retaining the 13,000 movement limit aligns
with international best practices, where night-time operational restrictions are standard at
major airports across Europe. These restrictions reflect a commitment to balance aviation
needs with the well-being of nearby communities. Without such limits, Dublin Airport remains
an outlier, perpetuating harmful practices that disregard the health and welfare of the
surrounding population.

In conclusion, a movement limit is essential to protect public health, ensure responsible
airport operations, and align Dublin Airport with the standards upheld by other leading
European airports. Retaining the 13,000 movement limit is the only effective way to mitigate
the severe health impacts of nighttime noise and uphold the principles of sustainable and
accountable airport management.



Expert Insights
Several expert reports support our position:

¢ Suono has submitted detailed evidence on the inadequacies of t le noise assessment
carried out by daa, highlighting inaccuracies in the noise modelling that undermine
the reliability of the results presented.

e Wave Dynamics has conducted extensive noise mon itoing during the summer of
2024, providing robust data on the actual noise levels experienced by affected
communities, which contrast sharply with the daa’s predictions.

¢ Hendrik van der Kemp provides a critical analysis of the planning process, identifying
deficiencies in the wordirg of proposed conditions and tre lack of consultation
between An Bord Pleanala and aviation authorities. This lack of collaboration has
contributed to significant gaps in addressing operational impacts.

e Gary Rowan, Town Planner and Director of HRA Planning, has provided a detailed
opinion on the critical connection between flight paths and planning permission. He
concludes that these two elements cannot be separated, as the planning permission
granted is fundamentally tied to the environmental and operational impacts of flight
paths. Any divergence from the assessed flight paths must therefore be reassessed
within the planning framework to ensure compliance and mitigate impacts.

o DrJames Garvey, Consultant Respiratory & Sleep Physician and Medical Director of
the Sleep Laboratory at St. Vincent's University Hospital, underscores the severe
health impacts caused by sleep deprivation, particularly its role in long-term
cardiovascular and mental health issues.

These expert contributions collectively emphasise the need for robust operational
restrictions, such as the 13,000 movement limit, to mitigate the substantial health,
environmental, and procedural deficiencies in the current proposal.

Conclusion

Given these unresolved issues, SMTW contends that the Draft Decision on the Relevant
Action fails to meet the necessary criteria for approval. Consequently, we respectfully urge
An Bord Pleanéla to refuse permission. However, should permission be granted, we strongly
advocate for the retention of the 13,000 movement limit as a non-negotiable condition to
protect community health and well-being.

We also note our disappointment that the Board didn’t facilitate requests from the public to
waive the fee for submissions given that the equivalent process held by ANCA did not require
a fee to make a submission.



Thank you for considering our submission. We remain available to provide further
clarification or evidence to support our position.

Yours sincerely,

Liam O’'Gradaigh
On behalf of St. Margaret’'s The Ward Residents Group
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SU3MISSION ON BEHALF OF THE ST MARGARET’S THE
WARD RESIDENTS GROUP

1.0 Assessment of the In adequacy of the DAA Application’in
Addre sing Additi omal Awalenings

.1 Introduction

The Inspector's Report critically evaluates the Dublin Airport Authority (DAA) application to
extend nighttime operations and examines its potential impact on the local population. A core
issue identified is the failure of the DAA to adequately address the adverse effects of additional
awakenings caused by increased aircraft movements. Noise disturbances during nighttime
hours, particularly those causing awakenings, are known to have significant health and well-
being implications, with long-term consequences for quality of life in affected areas.

The Inspector’s findings emphasise that the thres hotl of significance for additional awakenings
is one additional awakening per night caused by aircraft noise. This seemingly small threshold
reflects the acute and immed iate nature of awakenings, which are more impactful t ran other
noise metrics such as Lnight or Highly Sleep Disturbed (%HSD). Without robust mitigation
measures, the Inspector concludes that the Relevant Action (RA) would result in adverse and
significant impacts on sleep disturbance. This chapter details these findi ngs, the inadequacies
in the DAA’s proposals, the critical importance of retaining the proposed movement limit, and
the limitations of insulation measures in addressing noise impacts.

1.2 Signific ane of Addi tonal Awakenings

The Inspector's Report highlights the importance of evaluating noise impacts through the lens of
additional awakenings, a metric that captures the immediate and conscious disturbance caused
by aircraft noise. Unlike broader metrics such as %HSD or Lnignt, which aggregate impacts across
populations or report generalised sleep disruption, the Additional Awakening Assessment (AA)
focuses on tangible disruptions that affect individuals on a nightly basis.

As noted in the report, “Using the AA method, one additiona lawakening is rated as a significant
effect, rather than the %HSD, where the relative change in ATMs would be predicted to have a
nil to minor effect on sleep” (Paragraph 13.10.6). This distinction is critical because the AA
method provides a more sensitive measure of noise impacts, particularly for communities near
the airport where awakenings are more likely to occur due to higher noise exposure.
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The projected figures for 2035 illustrate the severity of this issue. With the Relevant Action in
place, it is estimated that “4,449 more people will experience an additional awakening” compared
to the permitted scenario, while “7,596 more Highly Sleep Disturbed (HSD)” individuals are
expected (Paragraph 13.4.9). The report underscores that ‘the impact of one additional
awakening is considerably more significant than the impact of one person HSD?”, highlighting the
importance of addressing awakenings as a standalone impact (Paragraph 13.4.9). This finding
reflects the immediate, conscious disruption caused by awakenings, which often lead to difficulty
returning to sleep and cumulative health effects over time.

1.3 Determining Representative Internal Noise Levels

For any awakenings assessment to accurately reflect the real-world impacts of nighttime noise,
it must determine internal noise levels that represent an average over the year. This requires
careful consideration of factors such as building insulation and the percentage of time windows
are open, as these influence the degree of indoor noise reduction. The World Health
Organization (WHOQ) Night Noise Guidelines for Europe provide a framework for this calculation
and recommend an average insulation vaiue of 21 dB.

The WHO explains that this value reflects conditions where windows may be open approximately
20% of the year, which reduces the insulation performance of even well-insulated homes. As
stated in the guidelines:

"An average level difference of 21 dB has been chosen, as this takes into account that even in
well-insulated houses windows may be open a large part of the year."

The logarithmic relationship between insulation and window-opening behaviour limits the
effectiveness of insulation schemes in reducing annual average internal noise levels. For
example:

. If windows are fully closed 100% of the time, an insulation value of 30 dB might be
achieved.

. If windows are open 50% of the time, the effective insulation drops to approximately 18
dB.

. If windows are open only 20% of the time, the effective insulation is approximately 21 dB,

aligning with the WHO’s assumption.

This logarithmic relationship means that even with advanced insulation measures, the average
internal noise level is capped by the proportion of time windows are open. Consequently,
insulation schemes have limited effectiveness in addressing noise impacts when windows are
regularly opened for ventilation, temperature regulation, or personal preference.
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The reliance on an average insulation value of 21 dB in assessments underscores the need to
account for realistic living conditions. While insulation measures can reduce indoor noise during
specific periods, they cannot fully mitigate the impacts of additional awakenings over the year.

The decibel scale's logarithmic nature means that even with a substantial improvement, such as
a fully insulated dwelling achieving a 5dB reduction compared to an winsulated one, the overall
annual insulation value may remain marginally above desired levels. Considering windows are
open for 20% of the time, the total annual noise insulation value would average at 22dB. This
represents only a 1dB mprovement over the World Health Organisation (WHO) guideline figure,
high Ighting the challenge of achieving significant reductions in noise exposure when factoring
in real-world variables such as ventilation requirements.

This limitation highlights the necessity of operational restrictions, such as movement limits, to
address the root cause of nighttime noise disturbance.

I .4 Health Implicat’ionsof Addtional Awaken'ngs

The adverse health effects of noise-induced awakenings are well-documented in international
research and are cited extensively in the report. Awakenings disrupt sleep cycles, leading to
fatigue, impaired cognitive function, and long-term risks such as cardiovascular disease and
mental health issues. The Fingal County Development Plan 2023-2029 acknowledges this,
stating that “awakening is summarised as the potential for sleep disturbance, premature
awakening, and difficulty getting back to sleep” (Paragraph 12.6.92).

The World Health Organisation (WHO) also supports the use of noise metrics that account for
single-event disturbances, such as Lmax and additional awakenings, to assess the ful limpact of
noise exposure. The Inspector notes that “the relationship between a single event noise and
long-term health outcomes remains tentative”, but acknowledges that the available evidence
justifies a precautionary approach to minimise additional awakenings (Paragraph 12.6.92).

Without effective mitigation measures, the cumulative impact of nightly awakenings will
significantly degrade the health and well-being of affected communities, particularly those near
the airport. As the report emphasises, “In the absence of a restriction on the aircraft movements
the use of the NQS alone, during the nighttime hours, has the potential to have a significant
negative impact on residents within the vicinity of the airport.” (Paragraph 12.6.120).

I .S5Inadequacyo ft he DAA Applicati on

The Inspector identifies several cri tcal shortcomings in the DAA’s application, which render it
insufficient to mitigate the impacts of additional awakenings. These include:
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1. Insufficient Consideration of Additional Awakenings: The Inspector concludes that “The
information contained in the RD and the RA does not adequately demonstrate
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”
(Paragraph 15.1.2). Insulation measures, while beneficial, cannot fully mitigate the
recurring disruptions caused by awakenings, especially when considering the limitations
of window-opening behaviour.

2. Over-Reliance on Broader Metrics: The DAA’s reliance on %HSD and Lnight metrics is
criticised for failing to capture the acute and individualised impacts of additional
awakenings. The Inspector notes that “the number of ATMs to induce one additional
awakening on average doesn’t follow the same trend as assumed by the %HSD
approach”, indicating that these broader metrics underestimate the disruption caused by
individual events (Paragraph 13.10.6).

3. Projected Long-Term Impacts: The application projects significant increases in nighttime
disruptions, with 4,449 additional awakenings and 7,596 more Highly Sleep Disturbed
individuals expected by 2035 under the Relevant Action (Paragraph 13.4.9). These
figures highlight the insufficiency of the proposed mitigation measures and underscore
the need for operational restrictions.

1.6 Calculating the Number of Additional Awakenings

The Inspector's Report critiques the DAA's application for extending nighttime operations, noting
its failure to adequately address the effects of additional awakenings caused by aircraft noise.
Using data and methodologies from Basner and McGuire’s systematic review in the WHO
Environmental Noise Guidelines and noise monitoring reports from Dublin Airport, calculations
were conducted to estimate the number of awakenings at key receptors for the 2025 Proposed
Scenario. The results underscore the insufficiency of the mitigation measures proposed by the
DAA.

Basner Equation: Probability of Awakening

The Basner equation provides a scientifically robust method for determining the probability of
awakening due fo aircraft noise. It is derived from the WHO Environmental Noise Guidelines
(2018) and is expressed as:

Prob. of Wake or 81 — —3.0918 — 0.0449 - LAS,,.. + 0.0034 - (LAS,,,M)2

For example, substituting a noise level of 40 dB into the equation:
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Prob. of Wake or S1 at 40 dB = —3.0918 — 0.0449 - 40 + 0.0034 - 40)® = 0.55% (rounded to 0.6%)

To calculate the cumulative number of events required to prod uceone awakening, divide 100
by the probability for a single event: 100/0.55~181 ATMs.

Data Sources

Aircraft Movements: Information on nighttime aircraft movements was taken from the
Environmental Impact Assessment Report (EIAR) Supplement Appendix 13B, which
specifies the 2025 Proposed Scenaro under Westerly Operations.

Noise Monitoring: To identify the Lasmax noise levels at the NMTs, we used the information
contained in the Quarterly Noise Monitoring Reports from the daa that are published on
their website. We used the data from page 15 of the April-June 2024
report: https://www.dublinairport.com/docs/defauIt-source/noise-reports/noise-flight-
track-report-april---june-2024.pdf.

Key Receptors: Five Noise Monitoring Terminals (NMTs) were assessed:
o Kilcoskan National School (#26)
o Coast Road (#20)
o Newpark (#28)
o St. Doolaghs (#2)
o Bay Lane (#1)

The five locations provide two under the North Runway on departures Westerly, two under
the South Runway for arrivals from the East and one for departures on the South Runway
Westerly. The wirds are generally 70% from the West. We used the daa’s NMTs for the
receptors. Figure 0.1 is a screenshot from WebTrak (https://webtrak.emsbk.com/dub1)
showing the locations of the NMTs:
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Figure 0.1 Noise Monitoring Locations

Results of Awakening Calculations

Aircraft Movement Data: The distribution of nighttime movements for runways 28L and 28R
under Westerly Operations is shown below:

Table 1 Aircraft Movement Data for 2025 Proposed Scenario

Time Period 28L Movements 28R Movements
00:00-00:59 13 1
01:00-01:59 6 1
02:00-02:59 2 0
03:00-03:59 2 0
04:00-04:59 12 0
05:00-05:59 11 0
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Time Period 28L Movements 28R Movements
06:00-06:59 3 27
23:00-23:59 16 3

Nght Total 65 32

Noise Event Distributions:

The percentage of noise events in each Lasmax band for each NMT is shown below:
Table 2 Distribution of Lasmax Levels at each NMT

NMT 60-64.9 dB 65-69.9 dB 70-74.9 dB 75 -79.9dB 80-84.9 dB 85-89.9 dB
26 1% 5% 39% 50% 5% 0%
20 0% 11% 81% 8% 0% 0%
28 0% 11% 21% 58% 9% 0%
2 0% 5% 47% 46% 1% 0%
1 0% 2% 22% 56% 20% 0%

Awakening Calculations: The number of awakenings was calculated by summing probabilities
across all Lasmax bands, converting outdoor to indoor noise levels using an insulation value of 21
dB as recommended by the WHO. Scenarios with 15 dB, representing an open window, and 22
dB representing an insulated property, as discussed in Section 1.3, were also evaluated.

Table 3 Number of Additional Awakenings for the 2025 Proposed Scenario

Insulation Reduction KNS (#26) | Coast Road (#20) Newpark (#28) St. Doolaghs (#2) Bay Lane (#1)
16 dB 1.8 28 19 3.0 0.6
21dB 1.3 1.7 13 21 0.5
22dB 1.3 1.7 1.3 2.1 0.5
Key Findings

« Four out of the five NMTs fail the “less than one additional awakening” criterion, even with

insulation improvements.
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o St. Doolaghs (NMT #2) and Coast Road (NMT #20) are most affected, with 2.1 to 3
awakenings per night under the proposed scenario.

« The limited improvement from enhanced insulation (22 dB) underscores the necessity of
operational restrictions.

« This assessment has been done with the information available to SMTW Residents
Group, however, the outcome can be applied to a much larger population who live in
proximity to the NMT locations.

Recommendations

The analysis reveals that the 2025 Proposed Scenario would result in significant nighttime
disruptions, exceeding acceptable thresholds for additional awakenings at multiple receptors.
The findings strongly support the retention of strict operational limits as follows to safeguard
public health and well-being.

1. Retain the 13,000-movement limit to minimize nighttime disruptions.

2. Revise Noise Abatement Objectives (NAO) to include a specific focus on additional
awakenings, ensuring no increase in nighttime disruptions.

3. Recognize the limitations of insulation and prioritize operational measures as the primary
mitigation strategy.

1.7 Necessity of a Movement Limit

The proposed movement limit is identified as the only viable solution to mitigate the impacts of
additional awakenings. As stated in the report, “The additional movement of aircraft during the
nighttime hours can operate at Dublin Airport without significant adverse impact on the existing
communities once the appropriate mitigation measures are in place” (Paragraph 15.1.9).

The inclusion of a movement limit is critical for ensuring that the frequency of nighttime flights
remains manageable, minimising the disruption to residents. Without it, the impacts on sleep
disturbance would remain adverse and significant, rendering the Relevant Action unacceptable.

1.8 Lasmax Insulation Criterion

The introduction of an additional qualifying criterion for noise insulation at Condition 6,
specifically for residential dwellings subject to aircraft noise of 80 dB Lamax is @ positive step
towards addressing the impacts of aircraft operations on communities. This measure
acknowledges the significance of providing insulation for residents experiencing peak noise
levels from airport activities during nighttime hours (2300 hrs to 0700 hrs).
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However, a critical concern arises due to the absence of detailed maps outlining where this
criterion will apply. The lack of such spatial information limits the ability of the public to engage
meaningfully during the consultation process. Without clarity on the areas potentially impacted,
stakeholders cannot accurately assess the extent of the proposed changes or voice informed
feedback. To ensure a fair and transparent consultation, it is strongly recommended that noise
contour maps or equivalent visual aids be provided as part of the public consultatio nprocess.

Furthermore, the following clarifications are sought in the final decision,
1. Specification of Noise Footprint Calculation

The wording of the condition must be clarified to ensure that the 80 dB Lamax noise footprint is
based on the loudest aircraft that could potentially operate at Dublin Airport under the current
Quota Count (QC) rules. This would ensure that the measure accounts for worst-case scenarios
rather than being based solely on average or typical aircraft operations.

2. Single Mode Operations Coverage

The condi'tionshould explicitly state that it applies to single mode operations for both landings
and departures in both directions on both runways. This is crucial to ensure comprehensive
coverage, particularly during the periods when single mode operations are domina nt

3. Operational Scenarios for Both Runways

The criterion must include scenarios when the south runway is closed, and the north runway
operates as the primary runway. This scenario, occurring for 3-4 consecutive nights every 6
weeks, has a significant impact on noise exposure for residents in specific areas. Explicit
inclusion of these operational conditions will ensure that the measure remains effective and
equitable for all impacted communities .

4. Accuracy of Noise Modelling

We refer the Bord to S ecton 4.0 of this submission which raises very valid concerns with the
accuracy of noise contours produced by daa. Any qualification contour for insulation must be
based on an independently verified aircraft noise model with adequate calibration again streal
measurements.

While the introduction of this additional qualifying criterion is a welcome development, greater
transparency and clarity are needed to ensure its effectiveness. Providing detailed maps,
clarifying the basis for noise footprint calculations, and ensuring coverage of all operational
modes and scenarios will enhance the robustness of this condition and deliver meaningful
benefits to impacted residents.
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1.9 Conclusion

The Inspector’'s Report unequivocally concludes that the movement limit must be retained to
address the significant impacts of additional awakenings on the population. As noted, “In the
absence of additional operational restrictions and mitigation measures, it is considered that the
proposed development would give rise to significant direct or indirect impacts on the population
and human health” (Paragraph 16.2).

The reliance on insulation schemes is inherently limited by the real-world behaviour of window
opening, as outlined by the WHO’s assumption of an average insulation value of 21 dB. This
highlights the necessity of pairing insulation with operational measures, such as movement
limits, to ensure effective mitigation.

The Bord is urged to consider amendments to the Noise Abatement Objective (NAO) to include
specific reference to additional awakenings. A new objective should ensure no increase in
additional awakenings following the implementation of the movement limit. Retaining the
movement limit, alongside such amendments, will be critical to balancing operational needs with
the health and well-being of the surrounding population.

2.0 Assessment of Divergent Flight Paths from Dublin
Airport’s North Runway

2.1 Introduction

Dublin Airports North Runway represents one of the most significant infrastructural
developments in Ireland’s aviation history. It was designed to bolster Ireland’s connectivity,
increase capacity, and support economic growth. However, its implementation has been fraught
with controversy, particularly regarding the current use of flight paths that deviate significantly
from those assessed in the original Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) and planning
permission process conducted between 2004 and 2007.

The controversy centres on whether these deviations were necessary for safety, as claimed by
the applicant, or whether they represent a failure to adhere to critical planning conditions. The
Irish Aviation Authority (IAA) and AirNav Ireland have confirmed that multiple safe options exist,
including flight paths aligned with the original EIS. Appendix A includes an email from AirNav
CEO Peter Kearney outlining the role AirNav has in the process of designing flight paths. Point
11 of that email states “AirNav Ireland’s role is to develop IFPs which are safe and compliant
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with ICAO and EASA regulations. Associated environmental noise or issues to do with noise
abatement procedures 15 the responsibility of the aerodrome operator.”

IAA CEO Declan Fitzpatrick has also confirmed by email, attached at Appendix B, that “It is not
the role of the regulatory authority to specify the design of the individual flight paths” and that
“IAA do not take on board land use planning or environmental noise issues”. The also confirm
that “As per EU Regulation 139/2014, daa are responsible for the provision of Standard
Instrument Departure procedures (SIDs) and other operating procedures at Dublin Airport.”

These emails confirm that the aerod ome operator, daa, have responsibility to ensure
compliance with planning and environmental noise restrictions and that it is daa who are
responsible for ensuring the flight paths take such restrictions into account. In our view daa have
not met this responsibility.

Furthermore, a recent email from Michelle Molloy, Community Engagement Manager at daa, to
Meath County Councillors is also relevant. Tre email, included at Appendix C, tells councillors
that a change to flight paths “is a very complicated process which involves many stakeholders,
including local communities, and needs to be well-structured and planned.” Given this
acknowledgement and the fact that the flight paths being used since the opening of the North
Runway are vastly different to those expected it is clear that the involvement of local communities
has not occurred and the introduction of these divergent flight paths were neither well-structured
or planned.

What is also relevant is that in this email daa state that the situation has been made more
complex “by recent developments, namely An Bord Pleanéla’s (ABP’s) public consultation
regarding its draft decision on the North Runway Relevant Action application, which was
launched in September and will remain open until December 23. ABP’s final decision in these
issues will have important implications for future airport operations and will need to be factored
into any future considerations regarding flight paths.” Our interpretation of this statement is that
ABP’s approval of the Relevant Action would in fact rubber stamp the divergent flight paths which
were never properly environmentally assessed. In doing so it could grant approval for flight paths
without the proper assessments. In the context of the previous discussion of the IAA and AirNav
positions it is clear that daa have misled the Board with regard to how thoroughly they have
planned the flight paths using the North Runway.

A final point on this emai Ifrom daa is that Ms Molloy states that the outcome of any review of
the flight paths — which should have happened before the runway opened — “may not be vastly
different from where we are today”. This stateme ntprovides insight into daa’s approach to such
matters, in their view the process will not alter the outcome. This predetermined opinion is an

11
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indication of the arrogance of the authority which is further evidenced in their refusal to review
the flight paths until the Relevant Action is granted without the inconvenient movement limit that
the Bord have so correctly included. The attached email confirming that daa consider it
“remature to commence this process before ABP’s final decision on the Relevant Action”.

In the context of the preceding introduction, this chapter examines the legal, procedural, and
environmental issues surrounding the divergent flight paths, analyses the responsibilities of key
stakeholders, and contrasts Dublin Airport's approach with international best practices,
particularly the United Kingdom'’s airspace change procedure.

2.2 Condition | and the Legal Basis for Compliance

The grant of planning permission for Dublin Airport’s North Runway was based on a detailed
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) and a series of conditions designed to ensure the
project’s impacts were fully assessed and mitigated. Condition 1 stands out as a cornerstone of
the legal framework governing the runway's operation, explicitly requiring that:

“The development shall be carried out in accordance with the plans and particulars and
the Environmental Impact Statement lodged with the application as amended by the
further plans and particulars received by the planning authority on the 9th day of August,
2005, including the Environmental Impact Statement Addendum, and the 3rd day of
March, 2006 and received by An Bord Pleanala on the 30th day of August, 20086, the 5th
day of March, 2007 and in the oral hearing.”

This condition directly links the operational use of the North Runway to the details provided in
the EIS and related submissions. The EIS modelled specific flight paths and included
assessments of noise contours, air quality, and other environmental impacts, along with
mitigation measures. These assessments formed the basis for public consultations, planning
approval, and the development of legally binding conditions. Consequently, any material
deviation from these assessed flight paths constitutes a breach of Condition 1 unless a new
planning permission and Environmental Impact Assessment Report (EIAR) are obtained.

The daa published a factsheet on their website titled ‘Facts on Noise Management and Mitigation
at Dublin Airport”

https://www.dublinairport.com/docs/defau|t-source/airport-noise/noise-management-and-
mitigations-facts-final.pdf

On page 3 of the factsheet under the heading ‘Flight Paths’, they state:

"daa was granted planning permission for the construction and operation of North
Runway.

12
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As part of the process, indicative flight paths were used, however these didnot form part
of the planning approval.”

This is an unbelievable statement as can be seen from o urprevious submissions the original
planning granted in 2007 contained an EIS with straight out flight paths and noise contours
associated with these flight paths. As part of the grant of planning, Condition 1 of the 2007
planning grant clearly states that the operation of the North Runway is to be in accordance with
the procedures and operations set out in the EIS and the EIS Addendum submitted.

In the Inspectors report on the Draft Decision at section 12.11.4 it is acknowledged that the flight
paths being flown are divergent and not as indicated in the grant of planning for 2007 .

With respect to the recent Infrastructure Application by daa to Fingal County Council Reg: Ref:
F23A/0781 Part 1-B, Response to RFls by Coakley O Neill, it is acknowledged at page 58 that
with respect to the 2007 grant of permission that:

“The flight routes assumed that the North Runway tracks would replicate those on the South
Runway. These assumed aircraft turned after a straight segment of around 5nm from the end of
the runway.”

At page 59 of this report, it & stated that:

“Modelling agreed for operation of the noise mitigation schemes (2016) that the flight routes
assumed that the North Runway tracks would replicate those on the south runway. These
assumed that 25% of aircraft turned after a straight segment of around 5nm from the end of the
runway with the remaining 75% turning earfier, around 2nm from the end of the runway. This
was based on an analysis of a sample of radar flight tracks.”

We note that these alterations were not part of any planning application to alter the original 2007
grant of permission and no assessment within an EIAR was sent to Fingal County Council for a
revised planning.

Again, in the same report on page 59 under the heading of ‘IA EIAR December 2023’ it is stated
that:

“The flight routes were based on an analysis of actual radar tracks. For the south runway these
were similar to previous assumptions. For the North runway this meant an initial 30 degree turn
shortly after the end of the runway. After the initial turn the routes are similar to previous
assumptions.”

Again, this statemert is unbelievable because of the 30 degrees turn the flights are on a
completely different flight route than those presented in the 2007 grant of planning as are those
for the Relevant Action application.

13
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Therefore, daa are now admitting that the flight paths that are being flown are now not those that
were assessed in the grant of planning of 2007.

2.3 Failure of the Relevant Action to Address Condition |

The Relevant Action process was intended to address certain operational issues relating to the
North Runway. However, it fundamentally failed to meet the requirements of Condition 1 in
several critical ways. One of the most glaring omissions in the Relevant Action is the lack of any
meaningful assessment of the impacts caused by the change in flight paths. Instead, the process
assumed that the currently divergent flight paths were already permitted. This assumption
bypassed a crucial aspect of the environmental and planning assessment process: evaluating
the relative change in impacts between the originally permitted and newly implemented flight
paths.

1. Failure to Evaluate Relative Noise Impacts: Noise was a key consideration during the
original EIS process, with specific flight paths modelled to predict noise levels and their
effects on surrounding communities. These predictions informed noise mitigation
strategies, including residential insulation programs and operational restrictions. By
assuming the divergent flight paths are permitted, the Relevant Action fails to compare
the noise impacts of these paths to those assessed in the EIS. This omission is especially
significant for communities now experiencing increased noise under the new flight paths,
who were not originally identified as being affected.

For example, noise contours in the original EIS were based on straight flight paths. The
introduction of divergent flight paths shifts these contours, exposing previously unaffected
areas to higher noise levels while rendering some mitigation measures redundant.
Without comparing the two scenarios, the Relevant Action provides no evidence that the
new flight paths do not exacerbate environmental impacts, which should have been a
fundamental part of the assessment process.

2. No Baseline for Environmental Comparisons: Environmental Impact Assessments (EIAs)
rely on baseline data to measure the potential changes introduced by a project. In the
case of the North Runway, the original EIS served as this baseline, with the assessed
flight paths forming the foundation for evaluating noise, air quality, and other impacts. By
neglecting to evaluate the divergent flight paths against this baseline, the Relevant Action
process sidesteps a critical requirement of the EIA Directive, which mandates a thorough
assessment of how changes to a project alter its environmental impacts.

3. Implications for Communities Under Divergent Flight Paths: Communities under the newly
implemented divergent flight paths bear the brunt of this oversight. These residents were
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not included in the original EIS’s modelling or mitigation measures and were not consulted
during the planning process. The assumptio n that t he divergent patrs are permitted
effectirely denies these communities their legal right to have the impacts assessed and
mitigated under planning law . This failure is particularly concerning given t hatnoise and
other environmental impacts are known to affect health, property values, and overall
quality of life.

2.4 Relevan ceo fNo'iselm pact Assess ments for Pl ami ng Co mdiance

Noise i npact assessments are central to the planning and operation of infrastructure projects
like the North Runway. They provide the data necessary to balance operational needs with
community protections and ensure compliance with national and EU regulations. The original
EIS modelled noise impacts using specific flight paths to determine which areas would require
mitigation, such as residential sound insulation programs or operational restrictions. This
modelling also informed public consultations, allowing affected communities to voice their
concerns and influence decision-making.

The introduction of flight paths that deviate from the EIS raises significant environmental, legal,
and procedural concerns:

1. Noise and Community Impact: Noise modelling in the EIS informed mitigation measures
designed to protect affected communities. The current flight paths alter the distribution of
noise, potentially exposing new areas to significant disruption. Without updated noise
modelling or community consultation, these impacts remain unassessed and unmitigated.

2. Compliance with the EIA Directive: The European Environmental Impact Assessment
(EIA) Directive aims to ensure a high level of environmental protection by requiring
assessments before projects are implemented. The introduction of new flight paths
without reassessment violates the Directive’s purpose, bypassing the requirement to
evaluate environmental and social impacts.

3. Legal and Procedural Risks: As Gary Rowan, an expert in planning and environmental
faw, noted in his correspondence (Refer to Appendix D):

“The use of any alternative flight paths directly associated with the operational use
of the North Runway which deviate from those submitted and assessed under the
EIS... would result in a deviation from the terms of the existing planning
permission.”

These risks include potential legal challenges from affected communities and further reputational
damage to the Dublin Airport Authority (DAA).

15
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By not evaluating the relative noise impacts of the divergent flight paths, the Relevant Action
disregards this foundational principle of planning compliance. Noise contour modelling for the
new flight paths was not compared to the contours in the original EIS. As a resuit, there has
been no assessment of whether the new flight paths introduce additional impacts or require
updated mitigation measures. This lack of comparative analysis represents a critical gap in the
planning process, leaving communities under the divergent flight paths unprotected and
uninformed.

2.5 Breach of the EIA Directive

The failure to assess the environmental impacts of the divergent flight paths is also a clear
breach of the European Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) Directive. This Directive
requires that environmental impacts be assessed before a project is implemented, with the aim
of ensuring a high level of environmental protection and integrating environmental
considerations into decision-making processes. By assuming the divergent flight paths are
permitted, the Relevant Action bypasses the requirement to assess their impacts, undermining
the Directive’s core objectives.

We also refer to correspondence from Ms Michelle Molloy, daa Community Engagement
Manager, to Meath County Councillors whereby she confirms that the daa have not looked at
alternative flight departure routes in any great detail and has confirmed that the daa has had
discussions with other airports on this issue. However, it is obvious that all of the alternatives
needed to be reviewed and assessed and presented as part of the Relevant Action planning
submission which has not been done. It should be noted that unfortunately it can be taken from
this correspondence that should the Relevant Action be granted permission that this will give
permission for the revised flight paths which cannot be allowed without the alternatives being
presented. Flight paths did not form a part of the change to the original permission of 2007 and
therefore this must clearly be stated by ABP.

This is a very serious issue regarding the Relevant Action submission as no alternatives have
been considered or presented as part of this application but more importantly the daa have
submitted this application stating that the chosen flight routes off the North Runway are as a
result of safety concerns.

This breach is particularly egregious given that the original flight paths were a central feature of
the EIS submitted as part of the North Runway’s planning application. The Directive explicitly
requires that material changes to a project—including operational changes like flight path
deviations—undergo reassessment through an updated EIA. The lack of such reassessment for
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the divergent flight paths violates both the spirit and the letter of the Directive, leaving significant
environmental impacts unaddressed.

2.6 Conseq uences forPu blic Trust and G overnance

The failure to assess the impacts of the divergent flight paths not only undermines compliance
with Condition 1 and the EIA Directive but also erodes public trust in the planning system. The
communities affected by the new flight paths were not consulted, nor were they provided with
evidence that t he changes were necessary or that their impacts were mitigated. This lack of
transparency and accountability creates the perception that operational expediency has been
prioritized over environmental protection and community well-being.

We note that daa reference to consultation in 2016 on possible changes to flight paths and night
operations were done on the basis that there would be a full environmental assessment carried
out as part of a planning application to make the changes. This is not what happened and the
N orth Runway opened before there was any assessment of the flight paths. Furthermore, the
flight paths presented in the 2016 consultation are different to those currently in use.

Moreover, the failure to evaluate the relative impacts of the flight paths sets a concerning
precedent for future infrastructure projects. If material changes can be implemented without
reassessment, it raises questions about the integrity of the planning system and its ability to
safeguard environmental and social interests.

2.7 The Needfor a New Assessment

The assumption that the divergent flight paths are permitted represents a fundamental flaw n
the Relevant Action process. By failing to compare the impacts of the new flight paths to those
assessed in the original EIS, the process disregards the requirements of Condition 1 and the
EIA Directive. This failure is particularly consequential for communities under the divergent
paths, who now face unassessed and unmitigated impacts.

Approving the Relevant Action would facilitate approval of the divergent flight paths that the
Inspector has so correctly noted to be vastly different to the original flight paths used for the EIS
for the North Runway. This would be approval of environmental impacts without any proper
environmental assessment of the impact of the new flight paths. If the Relevant Action is
approved, it must not include approval of the new flight paths and it must condition a separate
assessment to determine the actual impacts and necessary mitigation measures as a result of
the flight paths. Alternatively, the approval could only be based on the same flight paths used in
the EIS for the North Runway.
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IAA CEO Declan Fitzpatrick has clarified that there are various methods to operate the two
runways, depending on the chosen configuration. One such approach, referred to as the
dependent mode, involves a coordinated operation where activities on one runway are directly
influenced by what is happening on the other. Fitzpatrick highlights this mode using London's
Heathrow Airport as an example, where synchronized operations ensure the two runways
function efficiently despite their interconnected nature.

At a meeting with SMTW representatives, Fitzpatrick further stated that the only circumstance
under which the |AA would have supported the straight-out flight paths originally proposed in the
North Runway Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) was if the dependent mode of operation
were implemented. This operational mode, he emphasized, would ensure that the runways'
activities were interlinked, thereby addressing any potential challenges associated with the
original straight-out flight path design.

Fitzpatrick also reiterated this position during the Oireachtas Transport Committee meeting on
May 17, 2023, where he discussed the complexities of operating the two runways and the I1AA’s
considerations for supporting different operational modes. The full transcript of his remarks can
be found at this link:

https://www.oireachtas.ie/en/debates/debate/joint committee on transport and communicati
ons/2023-05-17/3/

This ongoing discussion underscores the importance of designing a robust concept of operations
to ensure optimized performance and mitigate any impacts.

To address these issues, a new planning application and Environmental Impact Assessment
Report (EIAR) are required. This process should include a comparative analysis of the original
and divergent flight paths, providing a clear evaluation of their relative impacts and ensuring that
affected communities are consulted and protected. Without such reassessment, the operation
of the North Runway cannot be said to comply with its original planning permissions, and the
integrity of Ireland’s planning system remains at risk.

2.7 Stakeholder Roles and Responsibilities

The design and implementation of flight paths for the North Runway involve multiple
stakeholders, each with distinct responsibilities. However, the ultimate accountability for
compliance with planning conditions and environmental regulations lies with the Dublin Airport
Authority (DAA). The process involves three main actors—DAA, AirNav Ireland, and the Irish
Aviation Authority (IAA)—whose roles are intertwined but distinct. A close examination of their
roles reveals critical failures in the way DAA has managed and communicated the
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implementation of divergent flight pat hs,leading to misleading claims and a lack of transparency
in the process.

Dubli nAirport Authority (DAA)

As the sponsor for all flight pathchanges, the DAA holds primary responsibility for initiating and
directing changes to the operational use of the North Runway. DAA’s role includes setting the
parameters for flight path design and ensuring that these parameters align with the requirements
of planning conditions, environmental protections, and operational safety. However, the
evidence indicates that DAA has failed to fulfil these responsibilities in several key ways:

1. Failure to Assess Alternatives: The DAA has not provided evidence that alternative fight
paths were considered or assessed before adopting the currently divergent flight paths.
Discussions with AirNav Ireland and the IAA confirm that multiple safe options exist for
the operation of the North Runway, including options that align with the flight paths
modelled in the origina | Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). These options would
allow the runway to operate within the framework of its planning permissions and the
mitigation strategies outlined in the EIS.

Despite this, the DAA did not explore or direct AirNav to consider these alternatives. No
documentation or analysis has been presented to An Bord Pleanala (ABP) demonstrating
that the relative impacts of aiternative flight paths were evaluated. This omission
represents a significant procedural failure, as the consideratio nof reasonable alternatives
is a cornerstone of environmental and planning assessments under both Irish law and the
European Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) Directive.

2. Misrepresentatio n of IAA Requirements. In submissions to ABP, the DAA claimed that
the divergent flight paths were "required" by the IAA. However, this claim does not hold
up under scrutiny. Meetings with both AirNav Ireland and the IAA revealed that the IAA’s
role is limited to ensuring the safety of proposed flight paths; it does not dictate specific
operational procedures. Instead, the IAA evaluates flight paths designed by AirNav based
on parameters set by the sponsor—in this case, the DAA.

The IAA and AirNav confirmed that they were not instructed to consider planning or
environmental constraints when designing the flight paths. Furthermore, neither body was
presented with alternative flight path options to assess. This directly contradicts the DAA’s
assertion that the IAA mandated the divergent flight paths and highlights a significant
misrepresentation of facts to ABP. By claiming that the flight paths were required for
safety, the DAA effectively shielded itself from scrutiny over its own failure to consider
alternatives.

19



.

SUBMISSION ON BEHALF OF THE ST MARGARET’S THE WARD
RESIDENTS GROUP

3. Lack of Transparency: The absence of any assessment of alternatives or evaluation of
environmental impacts associated with the divergent flight paths undermines the
transparency and accountability of the decision-making process. The DAA did not provide
ABP with evidence demonstrating why the divergent paths were chosen over alternatives
that would have complied with the original EIS. This lack of transparency deprives ABP
of the information necessary to make an informed decision and denies affected
communities the opportunity to participate meaningfully in the process.

AirNav Ireland

AirNav Ireland, as the body responsible for air traffic management, designs flight paths based
on parameters provided by the sponsor. AirNav's role is technical in nature, focusing on
operational efficiency and airspace management. While AirNav ensures that flight paths comply
with technical and operational standards, it is not responsible for considering environmental or
planning constraints unless explicitly directed to do so by the sponsor.

In this case, AirNav confirmed that it received no direction from the DAA to design flight paths
that complied with the original EIS or considered the environmental and planning implications of
the divergent paths. Instead, the parameters provided by the DAA prioritised operational needs,
such as capacity and efficiency, over compliance with planning conditions. This omission further
underscores the DAA’s failure to fulfil its responsibilities as the sponsor of the flight path
changes. Refer to email in Appendix A.

Irish Aviation Authority (IAA)

The IAA oversees the safety and regulatory compliance of proposed flight paths. Its role is to
ensure that the procedures designed by AirNav meet safety standards and do not pose risks to
airspace operations. However, the IAA does not mandate specific flight paths or operational
parameters. Instead, it evaluates the safety of the options presented to it.

The IAA has confirmed that it did not require the implementation of the currently divergent flight
paths. Instead, it simply certified that the paths designed by AirNav were safe based on the
parameters provided by the DAA. This distinction is critical, as it highlights the fact that the
decision to implement the divergent paths lies solely with the DAA. The DAA’s claim that the IAA
“required” the paths is therefore misleading and diverts aftention from the DAA’s own role in
initiating and directing these changes. Refer to email in Appendix B.

2.8 Failure to Provide Evidence to ABP

The DAA’s failure to assess or present alternative flight paths is particularly troubling given the
central role this issue played in appeals and submissions to ABP during the Relevant Action
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process. ABP relied reavily on the information provided by the DAA in its deliberations, yet the
DAA did not provide evidence demonstrating that alternative options were considered. Key
omissions include:

1.

No Assessment of Relative Impacts: The DAA did not evaluate or present the
environmental inpacts of the divergent flight paths compared to the original paths
assessed in the EIS. This omission leaves ABP without a basis for determining whet her
the new paths comply with planning conditions or whether they ‘ntroduce unassessed
impacts.

No Submission of Alternative Options. The DAA failed to submit alternative flight path
options for consideration by AirNav, the IAA, or ABP. This omission is particularly
significant given that both AirNav and the 1AA confirmed the existence of safe alternatives
that could align with the orginal EIS.

Misrepresentation of Constraints: By claiming that the IAA mandated the divergent paths,
the DAA misrepresented the nature of the constraints it faced. This misrepresentation
undermines ABP’s ability to evaluate the merits of the Relevant Action application and
assess whether the proposed changes comply with planning conditions.

The DAA’s failure to assess alternatives and its misrepresentation of the I1AA’s role have far-
reaching consequences:

1.

Undermining Planning Integrity: The planning system relies on transparency,
accountability, and evidence-based decision making. The DAA’s actions undermine
these principles, setting a concerning precedent for future projects.

Eroding Public Trust: Communities affected by the divergent flight paths were denied the
opportunity to participate in a meaningful assessment process. The lack of transparency
and consultation erodes public trust in the planning system ard the DAA’s commitment
to mitigating environmental impacts.

Legal and Environmental Risks: The absence of an assessment of alternatives leaves the
DAA vulnerable to legal challenges and regulatory scr uiny. It also risks exacerbating
unmitigated environmental impacts, particularly noise and air quality issues for affected
communities .

2.9In temational Comparson: TheU KAirspace Chamnge Procedure

The UK'’s airspace change procedure offers a robust model for managing changes to flight paths,
emp hasizng e nviroonmental protection and public consultation. Overseen by the UK Civil
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Aviation Authority (CAA), the process ensures that any proposed changes undergo rigorous
assessment and stakeholder engagement. Key elements include:

1. Environmental Assessments: Proposed changes must include detailed assessments of
environmental impacts, such as noise, air quality, and carbon emissions. These
assessments align with the EIA Directive’s principles, ensuring that environmental
considerations are integrated into decision-making.

78 Public Consultation: Public engagement is mandatory, allowing affected communities to
voice concerns and influence decisions. This ensures that airspace changes are socially
and environmentally sustainable.

3. Regulatory Oversight: The CAA oversees the process, requiring airports to provide
evidence to justify changes. Proposals that fail to meet environmental or operational

criteria can be rejected.

The UK model contrasts sharply with the approach taken by DAA, where flight path changes
were implemented without updated environmental assessments or public consultation. This
deviation from best practices undermines the EIA Directive’s objectives and public trust in the
planning system. Now as recently as December 2024, daa representatives are stating to Meath
County Councillors that any future change to flight paths would require a complex process to
ensure all stakeholders including affected communities would be consulted, where was this
consultation on the flight paths being used today. It is daa’s intention to obtain permission for
the divergent flight paths via the back door by simply stating that they are “permitted” in their
application and hoping the planning authorities do not question it. An Bord Pleanala must
recognise this devious strategy for what it is and refuse any permission for a change in flight
paths without the proper process being followed.

2.10 Relevant Action and ABP’s Oversight

The rationale for adopting flight paths that differ from those permitted under the planning
permission for Dublin Airport's North Runway has been attributed to safety considerations by the
applicant, Dublin Airport Authority (DAA). This claim is highlighted in the Inspector’s report, which
states that the applicant asserted that “this new turn north is an airspace safety requirement and
is reflected in the noise contour areas.” However, the lack of independent verification or expert
input from the Irish Aviation Authority (IAA), the statutory body responsible for aviation safety in
Ireland, raises significant concerns about the robustness and validity of this justification. The
following paragraphs summarise the points contained in the report by Planning Consultant
Hendrik Van Der Kemp included at Appendix E.
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Insufficient Verification by An Bord Pleanala (ABP) and the Inspector

Neither An Bord Pleanala (ABP) nor the Inspector demonstrated the necessary expertise to
independently evaluate the DAA’s safety claim. This expe rtse, as the Inspector’s report
acknowledges, rests with the I1AA, defined as the “national aviation regulator, responsible for
safety, security, and consumer protection functions.” Despite this recognition, ABP and the
Inspector failed to take critical steps under the Planning and Development Act 2000 (as
amended), to obtain the required evidence from the IAA to substantiate the DAA’s claims.

Legal Mechanisms Available for Verification
Sections 131 and 132 of the Planning and Development Act provide ABP with explicit powers to
seek additional evidence:

. Section 131 allows ABP to request submissions or observations from any person or body
regarding matters arising in the appeal.

. Section 132 permits ABP to require further submissions or documents if it deems them
necessary to determine the appeal.

These provisions would have allowed ABP to formally request a technical submission from the
|AA regarding the safety justification for the altered flight paths. However, no such request was
made, leaving the Inspector and ABP without the factual basis required to verify the DAA’s
claims.

Reliance on DAA Assertions Without Challenge

The Inspector’s report notes that while a “letter of support for the proposal was submitted” by the
IAA, the technical need for the proposa Iwas not addressed. Furthermore:

. No submissions from the IAA were received on the appeals, despite safety concerns
being a central issue in third-party submissions.

. The 1AA’s role in certifying the technical necessity of the altered flight paths was not
challenged by ABP or the Inspector.

Instead, the Inspector relied on the absence of further correspondence from the IAA to conclude
that the applicant's claims could not be dismissed. This reliance on the applicant’s assertions,
without independent verification, undermines the robustness of the decision-making process.

Core Issue Overlooked in the Appeal Process

The claim that the altered flight paths are a safety requirement was a contested point in many
third-party appeal submissions. These submissions raised concerns about the lack of
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independent verification and the potential implications of unassessed impacts. Despite this, the
Inspector and ABP failed to pursue the matter as a core issue. Key deficiencies include:

1.

Lack of IAA Engagement: The IAA did not provide any detailed submissions on the
appeal. The Inspector’s report acknowledges this absence but does not critically examine
why this crucial statutory body did not substantiate or confirm the safety claims made by
the applicant.

Acceptance of DAA’'s Assertions. The Inspector’s report states: “Having regard to the
absence of any further correspondence from the IAA on the supplementary information, |
do not consider the Board can dismiss the applicant’s assertions on the need for the new
flight patterns.” This conclusion accepts the DAA’s claim at face value without any
independent corroboration, despite the contested nature of the issue.

Failure to Invoke Planning Act Provisions: ABP could have invoked Sections 131 and 132
of the Planning and Development Act to compel a detailed submission from the IAA. This
failure represents a missed opportunity to address a critical issue in the appeals process
and to ensure that the decision was based on verifiable evidence.

Implications of the Lack of Expert Evidence

The failure to obtain expert evidence from the IAA on the technical necessity of the divergent
flight paths has significant implications for the validity of ABP’s decision to grant permission for
the Relevant Action:

1.

Erosion of Decision-Making Credibility: By accepting the applicant’'s claims without
independent verification, ABP undermines the credibility of its decision-making process.
Planning decisions, particularly those involving significant environmental and community
impacts, must be based on robust evidence to maintain public trust and accountability.

Neglect of Planning and Environmental Responsibilities: The absence of IAA input means
that the potential interplay between safety requirements and planning or environmental
considerations was not explored. The Inspector and ABP did not assess whether
alternative flight paths could satisfy both safety and planning requirements, as no
independent technical advice was sought.

Failure to Address Third-Party Concerns: Third-party submissions highlighted the lack of
evidence supporting the safety claims. By failing to investigate these concerns, ABP
effectively dismissed the objections without a proper basis, potentially leaving affected
communities without recourse.
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211 Concluson

The current approach to managing flight path changes for Dublin Airport’s North Runway has
failed to meet the standards of transparency, accountability, and environmental protection
required under planning law and international best practices. The deficiencies in the Relevant
Action process highlight the urgent need for a more robust and evidence-based framework, one
that prioritises compliance with the original EIS and the rights of affected communities.

The claim that the currently divergent flight paths were required by t helrish Aviation Authority
(IAA) does not hold up under scrutiny. Meetings with both the IAA and AirNav Ireland confirmed
that multiple safe options exist for the operation of the North Runway, including options that align
with the original EIS. However, neither body was directed to consider environmental or planning
constraints, nor were they provided with alternative flight path options by DAA.

As the sponsor, DAA bears sole responsibility for initiating and directing changes to flight paths.
The parameters set by DAA failed to address the need for compliance with the original EIS, and
the resuiting flight paths represent a material breach of Condition 1 of the planning permission.
Furthermore, the lack of engagement by An Bord Pleanala with the IAA on this critical issue
undermines the validity of its decision to grant permission for the Relevant Action.

To ensure compliance with planning law and the principles of the EIA Directive, a new planning
application and Environmental Impact Assessment Report (E IAR are required. This process
would allow for a thorough reassessment of the environmental and social impacts of the altered
flight paths and provide an opportunity for public consultation. The integrity of Ireland’s planning
system depends on ensuring that projects like the North Runway operate within the framework
of their approved pemissions, safeguarding public trust and environmental standards.

Given the procedural, environmental, and legal deficiencies in the Relevant Action process,
granting permission would set a dangerous precedent for future planning decisions .The lack of
a transparent assessment of alternatives, combined with the failure to address the environmental
impacts of the divergent flight paths, makes it impossible to justify the Relevant Action within the
framework of planning law and the EIA Directive.

Refusing permission for the Relevant Action is the only course of action that can restore
compliance and ensure that Dublin Airport’'s operations are managed responsibly. This refusal
would compe Ithe DAA to:

1. Undertake a comprehensive and transparent assessment of all feasible flight paths .
2, Evaluate the environmental impacts of each option, ensuring that mitigation measures
are appropriate and effective.
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3. Submit any proposed changes to a new planning application and EIAR, allowing for
regulatory oversight and public consultation.

3.0 THE RIGHT OF APPEAL IN THE AIRCRAFT NOISE
ACT 2019 AND THE SMTW APPEAL OF THE ANCA
DECISION

3.1 Introduction

The Aircraft Noise (Dublin Airport) Regulation Act 2019 (hereafter referred to as the Aircraft
Noise Act 2019) establishes a comprehensive framework for managing aircraft noise at Dublin
Airport, balancing operational needs with the well-being of affected communities. A critical
aspect of this framework is the explicit provision for appealing Regulatory Decisions (RDs) made
by the Aircraft Noise Competent Authority (ANCA), with An Bord Pleanala designated as the
appeal body under Section 10 of the Act.

Despite this, the refusal of the St. Margaret's The Ward (SMTW) appeal of an ANCA decision
by An Bord Pleanala raises concerns about the misapplication of this legislative framework. This
chapter examines how Section 10 of the Aircraft Noise Act supports SMTW's right to appeal and
why the refusal of their appeal was inconsistent with the Act’s provisions. Particular emphasis is
placed on Paragraph 12.1.5 of the Inspector's Report and its acknowledgment that third-party
appeals of Regulatory Decisions are explicitly permitted.

3.2 Appeals Framework Under Section 10 of the Aircraft Noise Act 2019

Section 10 of the Aircraft Noise Act provides a clear framework for appealing Regulatory
Decisions:

1. Appeal Body: Appeals of RDs are to be heard by An Bord Pleanala, Ireland’s national
planning appeals board.

2. Who Can Appeal:
o] The airport authority (Dublin Airport Authority).

o] Any relevant person who submitted observations or comments on the draft
regulatory decision regarding noise restrictions.

3. Grounds for Appeal: Appeals can be made against any RD issued by ANCA on noise
mitigation measures or operating restrictions.
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4, Procedure and Timeline;

o Appeals must be lodged within 28 days of the RD’s publication, along with the
required fee.

o The Board is tasked with reviewing whether the noise mitigation measures or
operating restrictions comply with the "Balanced Approach."

o] The Board has the authority to confirm, revoke, or replace ANCA’s RD.

This framework ensures that stakeholders, including impacted communities like SMTW, are
afforded a clear avenue to challenge noise-related decisions that affect them.

3.3 The SMTW Appeal and theRefusal by An Bord Plearil a
SMTW'’s Basis for Appeal

St. Margaret’s The Ward Residents Group (SMTW) and Malahide Community Forum filed an
appeal against an ANCA RD on the grounds that the noise mitigation measures were insufficient
to protect the local community. They argued that the decision failed to properly balance the
operational needs of the airport with the health and quality of life of residents, as required under
the "Balanced Approach."

Refusal of Appeal

Despite the clear provisions in Section 10 permitting appeals of RDs, An Bord Pleanala refused
to hear SMTW'’s appeal, Case Number 314084. This refusal contradicted both the legislative
intent of Section 10 and the acknowledgment in Paragraph 12.1.5 of the Inspector’s Report,
which explicitly states:

"The Aircraft NoisSe Act and the relevant sections of the PDA, 2000, as amended, permit third
parties to appeal both the Regulatory Decision (RD) and the Relevant Action (RA). Whilst the
process for both is separate, the issues considered in the determinatian of both the RD and RA
are the same for the purpose of this assessment.”

This refusal effectively insulated ANCA’s RD from scrutiny, despite the Act's provision allowing
relevant persons who participated in the consultation process to appeal.

Wh vy the Refusal Was Incorrect

The refusal to admit SMTW'’s appeal was procedurally and legally flawed for several reasons:

1. Explicit Right of Appeal: Section 10 unambiguously provides for appeals of RDs by
relevant persons. SMTW'’s participation in the consultation process qualifies them as a
relevant person entitled to appeal.
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2. Inspector’'s Report Confirmation: Paragraph 12.1.5 confirms the right of third parties to
appeal RDs and RAs, making clear that these processes, though distinct, are
interconnected. An Bord Pleanadla’s refusal disregarded this clarification.

3. Impact of RDs: Regulatory Decisions have immediate and significant consequences for
affected communities. Denying SMTW the right to appeal effectively barred them from
addressing key concerns about noise mitigation.

3.4 Section 10 and the Importance of Upholding the Right to Appeal

The appeals framework established under Section 10 is central to ensuring transparency,
accountability, and fairness in the regulation of aircraft noise. The refusal of SMTW’s appeal
undermines these principles and highlights a misapplication of the legislative framework. The
foliowing points underscore why SMTW should have been afforded the right to appeal:

1. Procedural Fairness: Section 10 explicitly allows appeals by relevant persons, ensuring
affected stakeholders can contest decisions that directly impact their lives. Refusing
SMTW’s appeal was inconsistent with this objective.

2. Legislative Intent: The Aircraft Noise Act seeks to balance operational efficiency with the
rights of impacted communities. Denying SMTW's appeal disregarded this balance and
insulated ANCA’s decision from necessary scrutiny.

3. Interconnected Nature of RDs and RAs: As highlighted in Paragraph 12.1.5, the issues
underlying RDs and RAs are the same. SMTW'’s concerns about noise mitigation
measures should have been addressed at the RD stage, rather than postponed to an RA
appeal.

3.5 Conclusion

The refusal of SMTW’s appeal of ANCA’s Regulatory Decision by An Bord Pleanala was
inconsistent with the provisions of Section 10 of the Aircraft Noise Act 2019. This section clearly
establishes the right of relevant persons to appeal RDs, a point further supported by Paragraph
12.1.5 of the Inspector’s Report. By failing to admit SMTW’s appeal, An Bord Pleanala not only
misapplied the legislative framework but also denied a fair hearing to a community directly
affected by the RD.

To ensure the integrity of the Aircraft Noise Act and the confidence of stakeholders, it is essential
that the right to appeal RDs is fully upheld. SMTW’s case highlights the need for clarity and
consistency in the appeals process to protect the rights of impacted communities and ensure
fair and transparent decision-making.
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4.0 Noise Mo dels and Contour Accuracy

4.1 Corcerrms Overthe Aa uracy ofNois elm pacts Beng Mod eled

Accurate noise modelling is crucial in assessing environmental impacts, ensuring regulatory
compliance, and addressing public concerns. However, recent analyses have highlighted
significant discrepancies between modelled noise impacts and real-world monitoring results,
particu lary during the 92-day summer periods of 2023 and 2024. These inconsistencies raise
serious questions about the reliability of noise models used by consultants engaged by the
Dublin Airport Authority (daa).

These discrepancies were highlighted in our previous submissions, however, the Inspector relies
on the conclusions of Dani Fiumicelli, their noise expert, who dismissed the differences between
measured and modelled noise levels. However, significantly more monitoring has been carried
out over the 92 day summer period in 2024 to allow further comparison to the daa modelled
data.

This dismissal is very concerning to our communities, especially when the difference between
monitored noise and modelled noise is as much as 40%. How can the Bord dismiss these
concerns without any independent verification of the modelling done. Evidence has now been
presented for significant errors in the daa noise model results. These errors cascade throughout
the assessment presented to the Bord and have implications for the quantitative analysis
conducted on which the Bord have based their decision.

We contend that the concerns and eudence of errors in the daa model Ing have not been taken
into account by the planning process to date and as a result the outcome of the noise
assessment is invalid.

4. 2D screpan cy Between Modelled and M easured N ose L evds

Over the two consecutive summer periods, noise monitoring revealed that actual noise levels
consistently exceeded those predicted by noise models. Noise monitoring completed in 2024 by
Wave Dynamics at nine locations to the North and North West of Dublin Airport is presented in
Appendix F. The monitoring has been done over the 92 day period between June 16 and
September 16 which is equivalent to the modelling period used in the daa contour maps .

There is a consistent trend noticed across all monitoring locations, that is measured noise levels
are higher than modelled noise. The difference, approximately 2 dB higher in monitoring data
compared to modelled predictions, is not merely a minor deviation. An increase of 2 dB equates
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to roughly 40% more noise energy, a significant variation with implications for community
annoyance, health impacts, and environmental planning.

The noise monitoring data has been reviewed by Aviation Noise expert Ben Holcombe of Suono.
Appendix G presents a report from Suono and it concludes that the discrepancy between
measured and modelled noise levels is significant and can underestimate the mitigation levels
required.

This disparity undermines the credibility of the noise models and raises concerns about their
assumptions and inputs. The 92-day summer periods, characterised by peak aviation activity,
offer a critical test of the models' robustness. However, the failure to align with real-world
measurements suggests fundamental shortcomings in the modelling processes or the
parameters used to simulate operational conditions.

4.3 Implications of the 2 dB Discrepancy

The 40% increase in actual noise energy compared to modelled predictions has far-reaching
consequences:

1. Community Trust: Residents rely on accurate noise assessments to understand and advocate
for mitigation measures. A 2 dB discrepancy undermines public confidence in the daa’s
environmental assessments and decision-making.

2. Policy and Regulation: Noise modelling informs compliance with environmental noise
directives and local regulations. An underestimation of noise impacts could result in non-
compliance or inadequate mitigation measures.

3. Health and Wellbeing: Noise pollution is linked to adverse health effects, including stress,
sleep disturbance, and cardiovascular issues. Underestimating noise levels risks underplaying
these impacts, leading to insufficient safeguards.

4.4 Contrasting Results from Anderson Acoustics

Adding to the complexity, an October 2024 report by Anderson Acoustics which was shared by
Michelle Molloy Community Engagement Manager at daa, Appendix H, presents noise contours
that closely align with real-world monitoring data. Unlike previous models, Anderson Acoustics’
contours accurately reflect the 2 dB higher noise levels observed in monitoring during the 92-
day periods. This report demonstrates that more accurate modelling is achievable when using
the right methodologies and assumptions.
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Figure 4.1 presents the single mode westerly departure contours for 15 August 2024 from the
Anderson Acoustics report and overlays the roise monitoring results for that day in terms of i
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Figure 4.1 Comparison of Noise Measurements and Noise Modelling on 15 August 2024

At almost all locations there is very close agreement between the measured noise level and the
modelled noise level.

The Anderson Acoustics report exposes a stark difference in outcomes between consultants,

namely Bickerdike Allen Partners (BAP) who prepared the noise contours for the Relevant [
Action. If Anderson’s models are accurate, the noise contours provided by BAP in the Relevant
Action are off by approximately 40%. Such a discrepancy raises questions about the consistency
of methodologies and the oversight of noise modelling practices. It also suggests that the daa’s |
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reliance on BAP might lead to systemic underreporting of noise impacts, skewing public
consultation outcomes and regulatory submissions.

4.5 Key Concerns and Recommendations

Based on the evidence presented, the Bord must reassess the entire Relevant Action
submission received to date as being inaccurate in terms of noise levels generated. Given the
large impacts that will be caused by granting the Relevant Action the Bord must be absolutely
sure the information they have been presented with is accurate.

Currently there is a risk that the noise levels produced and the corresponding population
exposure figures and conclusions drawn on them are underestimating the noise impact by as
much as 40%. In this context the Bord must pause all deliberations, refuse permission and
require the daa to resubmit the entire assessment taking into account the knowledge of their
modelling inaccuracies. In addition, any future assessment should be done taking into account
the following,

1. Review of Modelling Practices: The daa should undertake a comprehensive review of the
noise modelling methodologies employed by their consultants. This review should focus on input
parameters, assumptions, and validation processes.

2. Standardisation and Transparency: Establishing standardised guidelines for noise modelling
and requiring full transparency in methodologies could help ensure consistency across
consultants.

3. Independent Verification: Engaging independent third parties to verify noise models against
monitoring data would add an additional layer of credibility and ensure alignment with real-world
conditions.

4. Adoption of Proven Methodologies: The alignment of Anderson Acoustics’ contours with
monitoring data suggests that their methodologies should be considered as a benchmark for
future modelling exercises.

5. Enhanced Monitoring Programmes: Expanding noise monitoring networks and integrating
these results into modelling processes would help reduce discrepancies and improve predictive
accuracy.

4.6 Conclusion

The consistent 2 dB underestimation of noise levels by daa models during the summer periods
of 2023 and 2024 reveals critical flaws in the noise impact assessments provided to the Bord.
With monitoring data showing 40% more noise than predicted, there is a clear need for
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immediate action to rectify these inaccuracies. The Anderson Acoust ics report demonstrates
trat accurate noise modelling is possible, but it also highlights inconsistencies among the
consultants engaged by the daa. Addressing these issues is not only essential for regulatory
compliance but also for maintaining public trust and safeguarding community wellbeing.

5.0 Fingal & MeathDe vel opment Plans

5. | In traduction

The Fingal Development Plan explicitly supports the introduction of a Noise Quota System
(NQS) as a critical mechanism for managing and mitigating the environmental and community
impacts of aircraft noise. However, this support is conditional and firmly rooted 'n the objective
of alleviating noise-related issues rather than exacerbating them. This nuanced approach aligns
with the Plan’s broader objective of promoting sustainable development while safeguarding the
health and well-being of the community.

Furthermore, both Meath and Fingal Development Plans adopt the Noise Zones for Dublin
Airport. The noise zones related to Dublin Airport were updated in 2019 to allow for more
effective land use planning for development within airport noise zones. The updated policies
relating to development in noise zones were set out in Variation #1 of the Finga |Development
Plan 2017-2023 and these have since been adopted by the current Fingal Development Plan
2023-2029 and Meath Development Plan 2021-2027.

However, since the opening of the North Runway and the divergent flight paths the noise
contours in the Noise Zone maps in both Fingal and Meath development plans are no longer
valid. This is discussed further in this chapter.

5.2 Policy Context:F ngal Dewl oprrent Plan Ob’jective DAOI6

Objective DAO16 of the Fingal Development Plan articulates a clear framework for the
introduction of a Noise Quota System. The objective is to ensure that any such system prioritizes
the reduction of negative impacts from aircraft noise, particularly in relation to sensitive time
periods such as nighttime. The a'imis to encourage the use of quieter aircraft, thereby reducing
the overall noise footprint associated with aviation operations.

Objective DAO16 states:

“Support the introduction of a Noise Quota System at Dublin Airport which seeks to limit
and reduce t e impact of aircraft noise on the local community, particularly during the
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nighttime period, in accordance with the principles of sustainable development and health
and well-being.”

This objective reflects a commitment to a balanced approach that recognizes both the economic
significance of aviation and the necessity of minimizing its adverse environmental effects.

The Inspector's Report on the Development Plan, particularly paragraph 12.4.21, underscores
the importance of a Noise Quota System as a tool for mitigating noise impacts. The report
emphasizes that the system should promote the use of quieter aircraft and limit the long-term
exposure of the population to negative noise impacts. Importantly, the report clarifies that the
success of such a system hinges on its ability to reduce, rather than exacerbate, the
disturbances caused by aircraft noise.

The report notes:

“As previously noted, the development plan policy promotes the move towards a Noise
Quota System as it promotes the use of quieter aircraft. It is important that this move
helps alleviate any long-term exposure of the population to negative impacts from aircraft
noise rather than to exacerbate the impacts.”

This statement aligns closely with Objective DAO16 and reinforces the necessity of
implementing the NQS in a manner that prioritizes community well-being.

5.3 The Need for a Movement Limit on Nighttime Aircraft Operations

To fully achieve the overarching objective of the Fingal Development Plan, the introduction of a
Noise Quota System must be accompanied by a specific limit on nighttime aircraft movements.
As highlighted in the Inspector’'s Report, the mitigation of long-term noise impacts requires not
only the promotion of quieter aircraft but also a cap on the number of flights during sensitive
nighttime hours. Without such a limit, the potential for cumulative noise disturbances remains
significant, even with the adoption of quieter aircraft technologies.

The critical importance of a movement limit is further supported by paragraphs 12.2.47 t0 12.2.49
of the Inspector’'s Report. These sections highlight the Noise Abatement Objective (NAO), which
requires that the number of people exposed to aircraft noise above 55 dB Lnight and 65 dB Lden
be reduced compared to 2019. The Environmental Impact Assessment Report (EIAR) data
presented in these paragraphs clearly indicates that, under the Relevant Action, the number of
people exposed to aircraft noise above 55 dB Lnight would increase in both 2025 and 2035
compared to 2019 levels. This failure to meet the NAO underscores that, without additional
measures, including a movement limit, the proposed operating restrictions cannot achieve the
necessary reduction in nighttime noise exposure.
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Additionally, paragraphs 12.2.57 and 12.2.58 of the Inspector's Report provide a crucial
conclusio n on this matter. The Inspector emphasizes that the Relevant Action (RA) and
Regulatory Decision (RD) do not adequately consider all necessary measures to prevent
significant negative impacts from the increase in nighttime flights. Specifically, the unrestricted
movement of air caft du ing additional nighttime hours (23:00 to 00:00 and 06:00 to 07:00) poses
a substantial nsk of exacerbating noise impacts. The report highlights that neither the RD nor
the RA sufficiently assessed the operational impacts of aircraft noise or evaluated all potential
noise metrics, further raising concerns that the NQS alone would not adequately reduce noise
exposure to acceptable levels.

The Inspector’s conclusion underscores the necessity of introducing a movement limit to address
these gaps. Without such a restriction, the noise abatement objectives cannot be met, and the
health and well-being of the community will remain at risk. This reinforces the argument that a
movement limit is not merely an enhancement but an essential component of any effective noise
management st raegy.

Nighttime is a particu laty sensitive period when communities are most vulnerable to the adverse
effects of noise, including sleep disturbance and long-term health impacts. A movement limit
serves as a necessary safeguard to ensure that the benefits of the Noise Quota System are not
undermined by an overall increase in nighttime operations. By controlling the number of flights
during these hours, the Relevant Action would directly address the cumulative noise exposure
that affects local populations.

The Inspector's conclusion in paragraph 12.4.21 implicitly supports this approach by
emphasizing the importance of reducing negative impacts rather than exacerbating them.
Introducing a movement i mit aligns with this principle and provides an additional layer of
protection for the community. It also ensures that the Noise Quota System is implemented in a
way that truly reflects the objectives of the Fingal Development Plan.

Key Principles for Implementation

The effective implementation of a Noise Quota System under the Fingal Development Plan
requires adherence to several guiding principles:

1. Prioritization of Quieter Aircraft: The NQS must incentivize the use of aircraft with lower
noise emissions, particularly during nighttime operations when co mnunities are most
vulnerable to noise disturbances.

2. Introduction of a Nighttime Movement Limit : To mitigate cumulative noise impacts, a cap
on the number of nighttime flights must be established, ensuring that the benefits of
quieter aircraft are not offset by an increase in flight frequency.
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3. Mitigation of Long-Term Impacts: The system should aim to reduce the cumulative noise
exposure experienced by local populations, with a focus on long-term health and well-
being.

4. Sustainability and Community Focus: The NQS must be implemented in a way that aligns
with the principles of sustainable development and prioritizes the needs of the affected
communities.

5. Compliance with Nighttime Noise Restrictions: The system should complement existing
policies aimed at managing and restricting nighttime flight operations to minimize
disturbances.

5.4 Material Deviation of Aircraft Noise Zones

As discussed, the development plans for Meath and Fingal refer to the Aircraft Noise Zones. The
Aircraft Noise Zones are defined at Table 8.1 of the Fingal Development Plan. Zone A is the
area exposed to the highest noise levels, and this is also where there are restrictions on the
construction of any new noise sensitive developments. To date there has been no variation put
forward to change the Noise Zones in the current Fingal Development Plan and therefore those
as set out above are in force at present and were in force when the Relevant Action was
submitted for planning.

We also note that during the Consultation on Variation #1 we were informed that the contours
represent the worst-case scenario that will occur due to aircraft noise from Dublin Airport. These
contours were developed in consuitation with the daa and included a single mode of operation
in order to provide realistic conservative contours for the Noise Zones for aircraft activity at
Dublin Airport. All of this was relayed to the communities during the consultation process leading
up to the Councillors voting in the Variation #1.

We note that there was no mention of “Very Significant” noise effects which are defined as
residents exposed to greater than 50dB Lngnt and experiencing a greater than +9dB noise
increase above their baseline. This is not included in the Noise Zones or Development Plan
relating to aircraft noise from Dublin Airport and no eligibility contour for this situation are
including in land use planning.

To illustrate the impact that the divergent flight paths and resultant noise has on areas of Meath
and Fingal in the context of the noise zones we have overlaid the Anderson Acoustics single
mode noise contours from Summer 2024, see Appendix H, on the noise zone maps from the
Meath Co Development Pian.
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Figure 5.1 Actual Noise Levels vs Noise Zohes

The 54dB Laeq,16nr cONtour shown as a green line is equivalent to the Zone C definition. Similarly
the 63dB Laeq.16nr cONtour shown as a red line is equivalent to the Zone A definition. Only single
mode contours for North Runway departures are available from the Anderson Acoustic report,
however, the noise zones were produced on the basis of single mode operation from either
runway.

Nevertheless, the image illustrates that due to the divergent flight paths the noise zones are
much larger and cover a different area than the official Noise Zones in particular to the North
and West. It is Important that the Board are aware, as shown above, that Dublin Airport
operations are i nmaterial contravention of both the Meath and Fingal Development Plans as the
noise levels experienced exceed the Noise Zones in both Development Plans. Planning Noise
Zones now exist in areas that do not have excessive noise levels warranting any restrictions,
while other areas are allowed to build in theory even though the noise levels are extreme.
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5.5 Conclusion

The Fingal Development Plan’s support for a Noise Quota System is conditional and strategically
oriented towards alleviating the negative impacts of aircraft noise. Objective DAO18, supported
by the insights from the Inspector’s Report, establishes a clear mandate for implementing the
system in a way that promotes the use of quieter aircraft and reduces noise exposure for the
local community. Crucially, as the Inspector's analysis demonstrates, the introduction of a
movement limit on nighttime aircraft operations is essential to achieving these objectives. The
Inspector’s conclusion further reinforces that the Relevant Action, without such a limit, would fail
to prevent significant negative impacts on the existing population. By combining the Noise Quota
System with such a limit, the Relevant Action can ensure a meaningful reduction in noise
impacts, thereby aligning with the principles of sustainable development and community well-
being.

Both Meath and Fingal Development Plans refer to Noise Zones for Dublin Airport, however,
given the divergent flight paths which were never fully assessed these zones are no longer valid.
Houses have been built below flight paths and in areas where noise levels are so dangerously
high new development is not permitted. This is yet another example of how daa have misled the
planning authorities on the impact of their operations. The Relevant Action cannot be permitted
while it contravenes the development plans of both Meath and Fingal.
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60 NIGHT FLIGHT RESTRICTIONS IN EURCPE AND
THE IMPLLCATIONS OF DUBLINS RELEVANT
ACTION

6.1 Introduction

Night flight restrictions have become a critical aspect of airport operations across Europe, diven
by increasing awareness of the health, environmental, and community impacts of nocturnal
aviation activities. Major European airports, includi ng Schiphol , Heathrow, and Frankfurt, have
progressively implemented stringent measures to limit or ban night flights. in contrast, Dublin
Airport's Relevant Action seeks a significant increase in night flights, raising serious concerns
about proportionality and public health.

6.2 A Compar ative Analyss of Night Fl ghts
Passenger-to-Night Flight Ratio:

o] Frankfurt Airport.. With 59.4 million passengers in 2023, Frankfurt operates a roughly
equivalent number of night flights to Dublin's proposal. However, its passenger base is
nearly double that of Dublin.

o Schiphol Airport: Schiphol handles 61.9 m'lion passengers—almost twice Dublin’s total—
while operating fewer night flights.

o Heathrow Airport: Heathrow manages 79.2 million passengers, more than double Dublin’s
throughput, yet operates fewer night flights annually.
Pro Rata Discrepancy:

o] On a per-passenger basis, Dublin’s proposal for 31,755 right flights is clearly
disproportionate. If Dublin were to operate at a similar ratio to Schiphol or Heathrow, its
night flights would be closer to 15,000 annually.

o] The draft decision’s proposed movement cap of 13,000 night flights aligns well with this
proportionality , ensuring that Dublin maintains operations consistent with its passenger
throughput while mitigating noise poliution and protecting public health.

Alignment with European Trends:

o] European airports are actively reducing night flights to balance operations with health and
environmental concerns. Schiphol has set clear limits and is planning further reductions,
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Heathrow enforces strict caps, and Frankfurt maintains its curfew. In this context, Dublin’s
proposed increase of over 31,000 night flights would position it as an outlier.

o] By adopting the draft decision’s cap of 13,000 movements, Dublin would align with the
prevailing European trend and avoid being seen as disproportionately prioritising
operations over community well-being.

6.3 Public Health and Economic Considerations

The health impacts of night flights are well-documented and widely acknowledged in public
health research, with significant consequences for sleep, cardiovascular health, and cognitive
function. The 2024 Hoge Gezondheidsraad Report (HGR) on Brussels Airport
(https://www.health.belgium.be/sites/default/fiIes/uploads/fields/fpsheaIth__theme_ﬁle/20240506
_hgr-9741_vliegtuiglawaai_en_andere_emissies_vweb.pdf) offers a detailed and evidence-
based methodology for assessing the health costs associated with night-time aviation activity.
This approach provides a robust framework for understanding the potential economic and social
burdens of excessive night flights at Dublin Airport.

Key Health Impacts of Night Flights

1. Sleep Disturbances:

o] Chronic exposure to noise levels exceeding 45 dB(A) Lnignt has been shown to
significantly disrupt sleep, affecting both the quantity and quality of rest.

o] The HGR Report estimates that over 163,500 residents near Brussels Airport are
exposed to these levels, leading to severe health outcomes including fatigue,
reduced cognitive function, and long-term mental health issues.

2. Cardiovascular Diseases:

o] The report highlights a direct correlation between night-time noise exposure and
increased risks of hypertension, ischemic heart disease, and other cardiovascular
disorders. These conditions are exacerbated by chronic stress responses
triggered by nocturnal noise exposure.

3. Cognitive Impairment in Children:

o] Noise pollution from night flights impacts cognitive development in children,
particularly in areas such as reading comprehension and memory retention. These
effects, as reported for Brussels, are long-term and detrimental to educational
outcomes.
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Economic Costs of Health Impacts: The Brussels Methodology

The HGR Report on Brussels Airport provides a structured methodology to quantify the health
costs of night flights, offering a valuable reference for assessing the potential impacts at Dublin
Airport .Key components of this methodology include:

1. Quantification of Exposed Population:

o] The report calculates the number of residents affected by specific noise thresholds,
such as 45 dB(A) Lnight and Lamax > 60 dB(A). For Brussels, this analysis revealed
that nearly 20% of the population in affected areas experiences multiple noise
events exceeding harmful levels every night.

2. Assessment of Health Outcomes:

o Using epidemiological data, the report identifies the prevalence of noise-related
health conditions, including cardiovascular diseases and severe sleep
disturbances, within the exposed population.

3. Economic Valuation of Health Impacts:

o] The costs associated with these health outcomes are calculated based on
healthcare expenses, lost productivity, and reduced quality of life. For Brussels
Airport, the total annual economic cost was estimated to exceed €2.5 billion, driven
primarily by severe sleep disturbances (€1 billion) and cardiovascular conditions.

4, Long-term Cost Implications:
o] The methodology accounts for the cumulative effects of noise exposure over time,
reflecting the increasing burden on public health systems and economic
productivity.

Applying the Brussels Framework to Dublin Airport

Given the similarities in operational profiles and community demographics between Brussels
and Dublin airports, the Brussels methodology offers a relevant and transferable framework for
estimating health costs at Dublin. Key parallels include:

. Population Density Near the Airport: Both Brussels and Dublin airports are situated in
densely populated areas, with thousands of residents exposed to potentially harmful
noise levels.

. Volume of Proposed Night Flights: The proposed 31,755 night flights at Dublin is
comparable to the current levels at Brussels, w here health costs have been shown to
escalate significantly with increased noise exposure.
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Economic Burdens: Applying the Brussels framework to Dublin suggests that the
economic costs of health impacts could similarly reach into the billions annually,
encompassing healthcare costs, productivity iosses, and the intangible costs of reduced
quality of life.

Appendix H presents further detail on the health costs to the Irish economy as a result of aviation
noise at Dublin Airport.

Previous Submissions by the HSE

We direct the inspector to the previous submissions by the HSE Department of Public Health
and Environment Health department to the planning authority and ANCA. In the HSE
Department of Public Health’s submission, it highlights that:

Noise can have negative impacts on human health and well-being.

Environmental noise is among the top environmental risks to physical and mental health
and is associated with a substantial burden of disease in Europe.

There is a plethora of evidence that sleep is a biological necessity, and that disturbed
sleep is associated with a number of health problems.

Noise disturbs sleeps by a number of pathways, and even at very low levels of noise,
physiological reactions can be measured, such as increased heart rate, body movement
and arousals.

It states that the proposed changes to the North Runway Planning Permission may have
significant consequences for Public Health in the surrounding areas.

The submission then discusses the impact of lack of sleep on human health. It states that:

Insufficient sleep and sleep disorders impact daily functioning, mood, cognition and
cardiovascuiar health outcomes such as obesity, high blood pressure, diabetes, stroke
and heart attack.

Prevalence of poor sleep health is high, particularly amongst vulnerable populations such
as racial/ethnic minorities and individuais of lower socioeconomic status. Many factors
contribute to this high prevalence, including environmental factors.

Noise has been shown to fragment sleep, reduce sleep continuity and reduce total sleep
time.

It is therefore important to identify and target determinants of sleep health, including
environmental factors.

Continuous exposure to aircraft noise increases the frequency of waking up during sleep
and decreases slow-wave sleep (also known as deep sleep).
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¢ The auditory system constantly scans the environment for potential threats, and rumans
perceive, evaluate and react to enviro nmental sounds even when asleep.

o During sleep, night noise can be either intermittent (that is d iscrde noise events rather
than constant background noise), or single noise event.

+ When noise is accompanied by vibrations the combination of noise and vibration induces
higher degrees of sleep disturbance than noise alone and other factors such as situational
factors (depth of sleep phase, background noise level) and individual factors (noise
sensitivity), contribute to whether or not noise will disturb sieep.

o Repeated noise-induced arousals lead to impaired sleep quality and recuperation,
delayed sleep onset and early wakening, less deep and REM sleep, and more time spent
awake and in superficial sleep stages.

* Noise may also prevent people from falling asleep again once woken. It is currently
unclear how many additional noise- induced awakenings are acceptable and without
consequence for sleep and health.

¢ When sleep is permanently disturbed and it becomes a sleep disorder, it is classified I'n
the International Classification of Sleep Disorders as “environmental sleep disorder”.

¢ Noise-induced sleep disturbance is an example of an environmental sleep disorder, which
is a sleep disorder that causes complaints or either insomnia or daytime fatigue and
somnolence. The exact prevalence of environmental sleep disorders is not known.

o It is generally accepted that insufficient sleep and sleep loss has a great influence on
metabolic and endocrine functions, as well as on inflammatory markers, and it contributes
to cardiovascular risk.

¢ C-reactive protein, an acute inflammatory marker, a predictor or strokes and heart attacks
has been shown to linearly increase with total and/or partial sleep loss.

¢ Leptin, which is involved in glucose regulation and weight control, decreases with sleep
loss thus increasing appetite and predisposing to weight gain, impaired glucose tolerance
(risk of diabetes) and impaired host response.

e Sleep loss also effects neurobehavioural funciton, especially neurocognitive
performance.

+ Noise also activates the stress response, and long-term noise exposures may lead, in
persons liable to be stressed by noise, to permanently increased cortisol concentration
above the normal range. Increased fik of cardiovascular disease is connected with
stress.

e There is considerable evidence for a relationship between sleep and the immune system,
and the immune response may be impacted by environmental noise during sleep.
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¢ Disturbed sleep leads to daytime sleepiness in 40% of affected subjects. As well as the
potential health implications, daytime sleepiness interferes with work and social function
and can have consequences including cognitive problems, motor vehicle accidents, poor
job performance and reduced productivity.

These submissions support the inspectors conclusion and the Bord’s draft decision to apply a
movement limit at Dublin Airport during the night to prevent against the significant adverse
effects of additional awakenings. Appendix | includes a more detailed summary of all HSE
submissions to date.

Dr Garvey Letter

A submission has been prepared by Dr. John F. Garvey, Consultant Respiratory and Sleep
Physician, on behalf of St. Margaret’s The Ward and this is attached in Appendix J. Dr. Garvey’s
expertise in respiratory and sleep medicine, combined with his role as Medical Director of the
Sleep Laboratory at St. Vincent’'s University Hospital, ensures a robust and evidence-based
assessment of the health implications of noise exposure from Dublin Airport's operational
changes.

Dr Garvey concludes that the proposed amendments to planning conditions for Dublin Airport’s
North Runway pose significant health risks due to night-time aircraft noise. He references
calculations showing that four out of five monitored areas exceed acceptable thresholds for
noise-induced awakenings, even after accounting for noise insulation. Despite responses from
the Dublin Airport Authority (DAA), essential spatial contours detailing the geographic distribution
of noise effects remain absent, highlighting critical gaps in the assessment process.

He notes that North Dublin faces disproportionately high stroke incidence and cardiovascular
vulnerabilities, with contributing factors like hypertension, atrial fibrillation, and smoking. Night-
time noise disruptions are expected to exacerbate these pre-existing health challenges. Elderly
residents, a significant demographic, are particularly susceptible due to fragmented sleep
patterns and increased arousal responses, which elevate cardiovascular risks. These
disruptions are further linked to circadian rhythm disturbances, adversely impacting physical and
mental health, especially in high-stress populations such as caregivers and individuals with
chronic conditions.

Furthermore, noise-induced sleep fragmentation worsens glucose metabolism, exacerbates
mental health conditions, and increases mortality risks in vulnerable populations. Economic
analyses from similar cases, like Brussels Airport, underscore the substantial healthcare costs
associated with noise exposure, including sleep disturbances, cardiovascular diseases, and
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general annoyance. These costs significantly outweigh the purported econo mic benefits of
increased airport activity .

Proposed noise mitigation measures, such as soundproofing schools and bedrooms, present
practical challenges. Issues of ventilation, humidity, and indoor air quality arise, potentially
negating the benefits of reduced noise. Such measures fail to holistically address the
muitifaceted impacts of noise exposure on health and well-being.

To mitigate these risks, the following steps are recommended:

1. Retaih the Movement Cap: Limiting night-time move nments is crucial for minimising
disruptions.

2. Detailed Noise Mapping: The DAA sho uldprovide comprehensive noise contour maps
to evaluate affected areas accurately.

3. Health Surveillance: High-risk groups require targeted monitoring for long-term effects.

4. Community Engagement: Transparent and collaborative approaches are essential to
address public concans and rebuild trust.

5. Incorporate Health Economics: The financial impact of health-related costs should
inform decision-making fra meworks.

The proposed changes present severe health risks, particularly for North Dublin’s vulnerable
populations. Ongoing omissions in data and insufficient mitigation strategies underscore the
need for a more robust, health-centred approach to planning and community engagement.
Comprehensive actions are necessary to balance economic interests with the preservation of
public health and well-being.

6.4T he Case for the 1 3000 Movemenrt C ap

Introducing and retaining the 13,000 movement cap at Dublin Airport is essential to mitigating
these health impacts. By limiting night fights, the airport can significantly reduce the population
exposed to harmful noise levels, directly addressing public health concerns and aligning with
evidence-based recom nendations from the Brussels methodology.

Ensuring Proportional and Sustainable Growth

The proposed 13,000 novement cap aligns Dublin Airport’s operations with its passenger
volume while addressing the public health and environmental challenges posed by night flights.
This limit ensures:

1. Proportionality:
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o A movement cap keeps Dublin’s night flight operations consistent with its scale
and passenger throughput. For example, under the cap, Dublin would handle night
flights at a per-passenger rate comparable to Schiphol and Heathrow, rather than
exceeding these much larger hubs.

2. Compliance with European Best Practices:

o] The cap would align Dublin with the broader European trend of restricting night
flights, avoiding its designation as an outlier that prioritises operational growth at
the expense of public health and sustainability.

3. Community Well-being:

o] By limiting night flights, the airport can reduce noise exposure for residents,
mitigating sleep disturbances and related health impacts, and maintaining trust
with local communities.

4, Operational Sustainability:

(o] Adopting the movement cap provides a framework for sustainable growth,
balancing the needs of the airport with the health and environmental
considerations of its stakeholders.

6.5 Conclusion

Dublin Airport's proposed night flight numbers are disproportionately high and misaligned with
both its passenger numbers and European trends. The 13,000 movement limit in the draft
decision is not only justified but essential for ensuring that the airport operates within sustainable
and proportional limits.

Failing to retain this cap would place Dublin Airport in a misaligned category with much larger
hubs like Frankfurt, Schiphol, and Heathrow, while exposing the surrounding communities to
significant noise pollution and health risks. Conversely, adhering to the 13,000 cap ensures the
airport aligns with best practices, respects public health objectives, and supports sustainable
growth. This limit must remain a cornerstone of the Relevant Action to safeguard Dublin’s future
as a responsible and community-focused airport.
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7.0 INADEQUACY OF INSULATION IN MITIGATING
ARCRAFT NOISEINDUCED AWAKENINGS AT
NIGHT

7.1 Introduction

Aircraft noise at night has a profound impact on the quality of life and well-being of individuals
residing near airports. Night-time awakenings caused by aircraft noise not only disrupt sleep
patterns but also lead to significant health and psychological consequences. These disturbances
are particularly detrimental given the cumulative effects on physical health, mental well-being,
and overall quality of life.

The draft decision of An Bord Pleanala (ABP) must adequately address the insufficiency of
Ihsulation as a standalone mitigation measure for such scenarios. Insulation measures, while
reducing internal noise levels to some extent, fail to eliminate the disruptive effects of sharp
noise peaks and night-time awakenings. This inadequacy becomes especially evident when
assessing properties exposed to noise levels that exceed the one awakening per night threshold,
a crtical benchmark for protecting residents' sleep and heaith.

To address this issue effectively, the extension of the voluntary purchase scheme must be
considered the only viable mitigation measure. Such an approach ensures that residents in the
most severely impacted areas are provided with equitable and sustainable relief from night-time
noise exposure.

The policies and objectives of the Fingal Development Plan (FDP) 2023-2029 emphasize the
importance of sustainable development, aligning with the Regional Spatial and Economic
Strategy (RSES) 2019-2031. The RSES outlines the region’s challenges, including sustaining
eco nonic growth while transitioning to a low-carbon society and aligning population growth with
the location of homes and jobs. Crucially, the strategy highlights the creation of healthy, attractive
places and an enhanced quality of life as essential goals.

The RSES is underpinned by three cross-cutting principles:
1. Healthy Placemaking
2. Climate Action

3. Economic Opportunity
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Health is a fundamental theme running through all policies and objectives, reflecting its status
as a key Sustainable Development Goal of the FDP.

To protect the health of the Fingal community, the Development Plan includes explicit policies
and objectives addressing environmental adverse health effects, such as aircraft noise. At
Section 14.20.17: Noise, the FDP emphasizes that noise assessments must adhere to the
principles of good acoustic design, in line with the Professional Practice Guidance on Planning
& Noise: New Residential Developments (ProPG) 2017. Furthermore, predicted internal and
external noise levels must comply with BSI Standard BS 8233:2014, specifically Table 4: Indoor
Ambient Noise Levels for Dwellings.

The FDP recognizes the critical need to balance economic growth with public health protection.
Aircraft noise mitigation strategies must align with the FDP's vision of sustainable development
and its emphasis on healthy placemaking. Insulation alone fails to meet the health protection
standards outlined in the FDP and related guidance. For properties exposed to severe night-
time noise, extending the voluntary purchase scheme emerges as the only effective and
equitable solution. This approach not only aligns with the sustainable development goals but
also ensures the well-being of affected communities.

7.2 The Ineffectiveness of Insulation in Addressing Aircraft Noise-Induced
Awakenings

Insulation measures, including enhanced glazing, acoustic seals, and mechanical ventilation,
are commonly proposed as mitigation strategies for noise. However, while insulation may reduce
internal noise levels, it does not address critical factors such as:

1. Open Window Scenarios: Many residents prefer to sleep with windows open for
ventilation, especially during warmer months. In such cases, the effectiveness of
insulation is entirely negated.

2. Low-Frequency Noise Penetration: Aircraft noise contains significant low-frequency
components that are less effectively attenuated by standard insulation methods. These
frequencies can still result in sleep disturbances even in insulated properties.

3. High Noise Peaks: Insulation does not eliminate the perception of sharp noise peaks,
which are a primary trigger for awakenings. Even with insulated properties, the sudden
onset of aircraft noise during quiet night-time periods can lead to involuntary awakenings.

Insulation is frequently proposed as a mitigation measure to reduce the internal impacts of
external noise sources, including aircraft. However, the inherent characteristics of vernacular
housing types in Fingal, particularly dormer bungalows and 1%2-story houses, present significant
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chal lerges in effectively insulating against noise intrusion. This architect ural limitation is highly
relevant to the Dublin Airport scenario, where overhead aircraft noise is the primary concern .

The Residential Noise Insulation Scheme (RNIS) and Home Sound Insulation Programme
(HSP)

It should be noted that the Residential Noise Insulation Scheme (RNIS) and the Home Sound
Insulation Programme (HSIP) listed at Section 2.3 Part 2 of Condition 6 of the Draft Decision are
sound insulation schemes required under ABP planning reference PL 06F.217429 to deal with
daytime noise.

However, due to the change in flight paths from those presented as part of that grant of planning,
the Dublin Airport Authority (DAA) has continually altered the eligibility contours for these
schemes. They are presently extending these schemes to deal with the adverse noise situation
occurring ina eas farbeyond the submitted planning compliance contours for daytime noise.

It is most unusual that ABP considers it appropriate to provide the statement at Section 2.3
regarding daytime noise without clearly assessing the adequacy of such noise insulation for
nighttime noise, given the vast differences in the effects and mitigation requirements for
nighttime versus daytime noise.

As per the FDP guidance, at Table 4 of BS 8233, the internal ambient noise levels for nighttime
noise should be considered in three parts:

1. Internal Ambient Noise Levels: At night, internal bedroom noise should not exceed 30 dB
Laeq 8 hours, Which equates to an external noise exposure of 51 dB Laeqs hours (internal noise
evel plus 21 dB, as per Section 1.3 of this report).

2. Maximum Noise Events: Table 4 Note 4 of BS 8233, expanded in the FDP-referenced
ProPG guidance, specifies that Lamaxr of 45 dBA should not be exceeded more than 10
times per night, corresponding to an external noise level of 67 dB Lamaxr. The current
criteria for RNIS and HSIP eligibility, set at 63 dB Laeq 16 hours, are insufficient. Monitoring
results for the North Runway confirm that 67 dB Lamaxr is being exceeded in many
locations within current noise Zones A and B, as defined in the FDP. This demonstrates
the inadequacy of existing insulation schemes for nighttime noise.

3. Nighttime Awakenings: Frequent awakenings caused by noise peaks during the night
further exacerbate the adverse health impacts, as discussed in Section 6.3 of this report.

Given that the RNIS and HSIP fail to neet the criteria for good acoustic design as outlined in
ProPG and BS guidance, these measures are deemed unacceptable for addressing the current
noise challenges. If su chstandards are conside red i nsuffcient for new residential developments,
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it follows that they are equally unsuitable for existing residents exposed to the adverse impacts
of unplanned flight paths.

Vernacular Housing in Fingal and the Challenge of Dormer Windows

Dormer bungalows and 1%-story houses are a common architectural style in Fingal. These
homes often feature sloped roofs with dormer windows that extend outward, providing natural
light and additional headroom in upstairs living spaces. While aesthetically appealing and
practical for the local climate and landscape, dormer windows introduce specific vulnerabilities
to noise intrusion:

1. Proximity to Noise Source: Dormer windows are typically located closer to the roofline
and are oriented in such a way that they are directly exposed to overhead noise sources,
such as aircraft. This direct exposure increases the transmission of sound into living
spaces.

2. Complex Geometry: The geometry of dormer windows—sloping roofs, angled walls, and
window protrusions—creates challenges for standard insulation methods. The
soundproofing measures that may be effective for flat walls and ceilings often fail to
achieve similar results for these irregularly shaped features.

3. Material Limitations: Dormer windows frequently use lightweight construction materials,
including timber frames and glazing, which are less effective at attenuating noise
compared to thicker, heavier materials such as solid walls or reinforced roofs.

4, Multiple Noise Paths: Noise can enter through multiple pathways, including the glazing of
the dormer windows, the roof structure, and the junctions between the dormer and the
main roof. Addressing all these paths simultaneously with insulation is technically
complex and often cost-prohibitive.

5. Ventilation Requirements: To maintain adequate ventilation, particularly in warmer
months, residents often leave dormer windows partially open. This practice renders any
installed insulation ineffective, as open windows provide a direct pathway for noise
intrusion.

Pertinence to the Dublin Airport Noise Scenario

The limitations of insulating dormer-style housing are particularly acute in the context of Dublin
Airport, where:

1. Overhead Aircraft Noise: The primary source of noise is directly overhead, meaning
dormer windows are positioned at the most vulnerable angle for sound intrusion. The
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sloping roofs and elevated position of dormer windows exacerbate the impact of aircraft
noise compared to other housing types.

Night-Time Noise: During night-time hours, when ambient background noise is mini nmal,
aircraft noise events are more perceptible and more likely to cause sleep disturbances.
The inability to effectively insulate dormer windows amplifies this problem, leaving
residents exposed to higher-than-acceptable noise levels even in their bedrooms.

Cumulative Impact: Residents of dormer bungalows and 1'z-story houses often
experience multiple aircraft flyovers per night, leading to cumulative effects on sleep
quality and overall well-being. The failure of insulation to adequately address this issue
further compounds the adverse impacts.

Implications for Noise Mitigation Policy

The inherent difficulty in insulating dormer bungalows and 1%z-story houses has several critical
implications for noise mitigation policy in the Dublin Airport context:

1.

Inadequacy of Insulation as a Standalone Measure: For these housing types, insulation
cannot be relied upon as a primary mitigation measure against aircraft noise. The
structural limitations of dormer windows mean that internal noise levels will remain high
even with significant investment in insulation.

Need for Alternative Mitigation Strategies: Given the ineffectiveness of insulation,
alternative measures must be prioritized, such as extending the voluntary purchase
scheme to include properties exposed to significant night noise levels. This approach
directly addresses the root cause by removing residents from the noise-affected
environment.

Equity in Mitigation: Dormer-style homes are a hallmark of vernacular architecture in
Fingal, and their residents should not be disproportionately disadvantaged by the inherent
limitations of their housing design . Mitigation policies must reflect the unique challenges
posed by these housing types and ensure equitable treatment for affected residents.

The unique architectural features of dormer bungalows and 1%z-story houses i nFingal render
them particularly vulnerable to aircraft noise intrusion, especially from overhead sources like
those associated with Dublin Airport. Insulation, as a standalone measure, is inherently
ineffective in addressing the specific noise challenges posed by these homes. As a result,
alternative mitigation strategies, including the extension of the voluntary purchase scheme, are
essential to adequately protect the well-being of affected residents. The limitations of insulation
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in this context must be explicitly recognized in the ABP draft decision to ensure that the needs
of these communities are properly addressed.

7.3 Properties Exceeding the One Awakening Per Night Threshold

The Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) acknowledges that properties exposed to noise
levels resulting in more than one additional awakening per night experience a significant adverse
effect. For these properties, mitigation is not just desirable but a necessity. However, the ability
to accurately identify these properties hinges on the quality and granularity of the data presented
by the Dublin Airport Authority (DAA). In this context, it is deeply concerning that the DAA has
not generated or presented noise contours corresponding to critical thresholds of 1, 2, and 3
additional awakenings per night. This omission represents a significant shortfall in the DAA’s
analysis and has critical implications for assessing and mitigating the impacts of aircraft noise.

Importance of Generating Awakening Threshold Contours

Noise contours showing the expected number of additional awakenings per night are an
essential tool for assessing the severity of noise exposure and its impact on sleep disturbance.
These contours provide the spatial delineation of areas where noise exposure results in specific
awakening probabilities, enabling:

1. Precise Identification of Affected Properties: Contours for 1, 2, and 3 additional
awakenings per night are crucial for pinpointing residential areas and properties most
affected by noise. Without these contours, it is impossible to identify with accuracy the
zones where significant mitigation measures are required.

2. Quantification of Population Impact: By overlaying these contours with population data, it
becomes feasible to estimate the number of residents exposed to harmful noise levels.
This information is essential for evaluating the scale of the problem and prioritizing
interventions.

3. Transparent Decision-Making: The absence of such data undermines the transparency
of the planning process, making it difficult for stakeholders, including regulatory bodies
and affected residents, to fully understand the extent of noise impacts and the justification
for proposed mitigation measures.

4, Compliance with International Best Practices: Generating awakening contours aligns with
best practices in noise impact assessments, such as those recommended by the World
Health Organization (WHO) and other international bodies, which emphasize the need to
evaluate noise impacts in terms of health outcomes, including sleep disturbance.
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Deficiencies in the DAA’s Noise Assessment

The failure of the DAA to present awakening contours is a significant omission that weakens the
robustness of theEnvironmental impact Statement (EIS). Specific critiques include:

1.

lack of Spatial Granularity". The DAA’s reliance on generalized noise metrics such as
Lrght OF Laeq fails to account for the episodic nature of aircraft noise and its specific role i n
causing awakenings. The absence of awakening contours means that the spatial extent
of areas exceeding the one awakening per night threshold remains unknown.

Underestimation of Impact: By not providing contours for 2 and 3 awakenings per night,
the DAA’s analysis does not adequately address the cumulative effects on residents who
experience multiple awakenings within the same night. These individuals face heightened
risks of chronic sleep disrupt ionand its associated health consequences.

Limited Basis for Mitigation: Without awakening contours, there is no clear basis for
determining which properties should qualify for miitigation measures, including nsulation
or inclusion in the voluntary purchase scheme. This lack of specificity undermines the
effectiveness and fairness of any mitigation strategies proposed.

Opaque Methodology: The omission raises questions about the comprehensiveness and
transparency of the noise assessment methodology employed by the DAA. It is unclear
whether the DAA has failed to generate these contours or whether they have been omitted
from the documentation. Either scenario reflects poorly on the credibility of the analysis.

Implications for Mitigation and Policy Recommendations

The tack of awakening contours directly undermines the ability to fulfil the requirements of the
E IA, which mandates the identification and mitigation of significant effects. To rectify this
shortfall, the following actions are recommended.-

1.

Immediate Generation of Awakening Contours: The DAA must generate and present
contours for 1, 2, and 3 addi'tonal awakenings per night as part of a revised and
comprehensive noise assessment. These contours should be made publicly available to
ensure transparency and enable info rmet.decision-making.

Integration of Awakening Data into Mitigation Planning: The contours must be used to
identify properties and communities exposed to significant levels of nighttime noise-
induced awakenings. These properties should then be prioritized for mitigation, including
inclusion in the voluntary purchase scheme.

53



SUBMISSION ON BEHALF OF THE ST MARGARET’S THE WARD
RESIDENTS GROUP

3. Strengthened Oversight by ABP: An Bord Pleanala should require the DAA to address
these deficiencies as a condition of the draft decision. This would ensure that the
assessment aligns with best practices and adequately protects affected residents.

The omission of awakening contours from the DAA’s submission is a critical failing that
significantly undermines the ability to assess and mitigate the impacts of nighttime aircraft noise.
Without these contours, the spatial and population-level understanding of noise-induced
awakenings remains incomplete, and affected residents are left without the necessary
protections. The draft decision must require the immediate generation and inclusion of
awakening contours to ensure that the impacts of aircraft noise are fully understood and
appropriately mitigated. This step is essential to meet the obligations of the EIA and to safeguard
the health and well-being of the communities affected by nighttime aircraft noise.

7.4 The Need for an Extension of the Voluntary Purchase Scheme

Given the inadequacy of insulation to effectively address night-time awakenings, the only viable
mitigation measure for these properties is the extension of the voluntary purchase scheme. This
scheme should be extended to include all properties exposed to noise levels resulting in more
than one additional awakening per night. The justification for this approach includes:

1. Direct Elimination of Impact: Purchase and relocation remove residents from the affected
noise environment, directly eliminating exposure and the associated adverse effects.

2. Equity and Health Protection: Providing affected residents with the option to relocate
ensures that the significant health and well-being effects of noise are adequately
addressed. It demonstrates a commitment to equity and social responsibility.

3. Alignment with EIA Recommendations: The EIA mandates the identification and
mitigation of significant effects. Extending the voluntary purchase scheme aligns with
these requirements and ensures compliance with regulatory and ethical obligations.

The draft decision must recognise that insulation alone is insufficient to mitigate the significant
adverse effects of night-time aircraft noise, particularly in properties exposed to noise levels
leading to more than one additional awakening per night. These properties require targeted
identification, and mitigation must go beyond insulation. The most effective and viable solution
is the extension of the voluntary purchase scheme to include such properties, thereby ensuring
that residents are not subjected to chronic noise-induced sleep disruption. This approach not
only fulfils the obligations outlined in the EIA but also prioritises the health and well-being of
affected communities.
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7.5 Inonsistencies with Dani’ Fiumi'cdli’s Expert Report

In the Bristol Airport Planning Appeal’, noise expertise was provide dby Mr Fiumicelli on behalf
of North Somerset Council, where he made the following recommendations for noise insulation
schemes:

“Eligibility for Noise Mitigation Grants

Residential properties located within the 54 dB, 57 dB, 60 dB, and 63 dB (A) LAeq, 16hr (07:00-
23:00) contours, as well as the 45 dB (A) LAeq, 8hr (23:00-07:00) contour, should be eligible
for grants covering 100% of the noise mitigation costs.

Noise Insulation Scheme Design

The noise insulation scheme should be tailored to each affected property based on a survey and
must aim to achieve the recommended internal day and night LAeq,t noise levels specified in
BS 8223:2014, without any additional 5 dB uplift. Additionally, the scheme must ensure that
LAmax levels from aircraft noise in bedrooms do not exceed 45 dB(A) more than 10 times
between 23:00 and 07:00.”

These recommendations starkly contrast with Mr. Fiumicelli’s testimony to the Board, where he
characterized the daa’s (Dublin Airport Authority’s) roise schemes as generous. In reality, the
daa’s schemes fall far short of those he proposed for Bristol Airport.

At Dublin Airport, the full insulation scheme only applies to dwellings within the 63 dB LAeq,16hr
contour, compared to the 54 dB Laeq,16nr cONtour recommended for Bristol.

For nighttime noise, the daa scheme applies to dwellings exposed to levels above 55 dB L night,
whereas Mr. Fiumicelli recommended insulation for levels above 45 dB Laeqshr at Bristol.

This disparity rdses questions about the consistency of Mr. Fiumicelli's recommendations for
Dublin and Bristol.

! hitps://gat04-live-1517¢c8a4486¢41609369c68f30c8-aa81074.divio-media.ora/filer ublic/6e/64/6e641c8f-7029-
428 38793-b3cc7956a715/nsew21 proof_of evidence of dani fiumicelli - noise.pdf
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Mr. Fiumicelli also advises that Bristol Airport adopt a revised Noise Quota Count (QC) system,
similar to the one used at London City Airport, which classifies aircraft noise in 1 dB bands rather
than 3 dB bands. He explains:

“A difference of 3 decibels represents a doubling or halving of noise energy. The current QC
system, based on 3 dB bands, assumes an aircraft rated QC/1 has half the noise energy of one
rated QC/2 and twice the energy of QC/0.5. However, this approximation can be misleading. For
example, an aircraft rated 90.1 EPN dB (at the lower end of QC/1) and another rated 95.9 EPN
dB (at the upper end of QC/2) would differ by 5.8 dB, representing nearly a four-fold difference
in noise energy. Yet, the QC difference between these aircraft is only 1. This discrepancy can
lead to an underestimation of the nighttime noise contours and the number of affected people,
despite aircraft complying with the QC system.”

Despite making these recommendations for Bristol, Mr. Fiumicelli did not propose similar
changes for Dublin Airport. The inconsistencies in his recommendations are troubling and
warrant further scrutiny.

This raises a critical question: why should Dublin Airport not receive the same level of
consideration and recommendations from Mr. Fiumicelli as Bristol Airport? In 2024, any
expanding airport, including Dublin Airport, should be mandated to implement the fullest
mitigation measures possible to reduce the impacts on affected communities. Fairness and
equity demand that all affected populations are provided with adequate protection from the
adverse effects of airport noise.

7.6 Conclusion

Condition 3 of the draft decision proposes extending the operating hours for departures from the
North Runway. Originally restricted between 23:00 and 07:00, the new proposal limits departures
only between 00:00 and 06:00, leaving just a six-hour nightly window without flights.

We must highlight to the board that members of our community living under the unlawful,
divergent flight paths—whose homes have been insulated under the RNIS and HSIP schemes—
are currently unable to use their bedrooms between 07:00 and 23:00 due to the intense noise
levels caused by aircraft. This makes their bedrooms uninhabitable. The issue is significant and,
under the EPA EIAR guidelines, is classified as having a profound impact on these homes, even
with insulation in place.

Such conditions are unacceptable, as they severely harm residents’ health and well-being,
depriving them of the basic human right to restful sleep in their own homes. If the noise levels
are already intolerable under the current operating hours, extending these hours will only
exacerbate the problem.
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Despite these critical impacts, the DAA has failed to assess or evaluate this issue in its
application. Moreover, no information on this matter has been presented to the board or made
available for pu bic consultation. Why has this been overlooked?

The draft decision under Condition 6 of the proposed development introduces critical
shortcomings in its approach to mitigating the adverse i npacts of aircraft noise , particularly
during night-time hours. The use of conditional language such as "where possible" in reference
to achieving BS 8233:2014 internal ambient noise levels dilutes the intent and effectiveness of
the proposed noise insulation measures. This deviation from established standards is
inconsistent with the Finga IDevelopment Plan (FDP) 2023-2029, which unambiguously requires
that noise levels "be in keeping with" BS 8233:2014 and is contrary to best practices as outlined
in ProPG guidance.

Furthermore, Condition 6, Part 5, Step 5(e), which ties the identification of mitigation measures
to financial assistance grants, undermines the ability to achieve the required Target
Performance. The implication that financial constraints could justify non-compliance with the
mandated standards is incompatible with the FDP’s emphasis on public health, proper planning ,
and sustainable development. A standard must be upheld in full to protect the health and well-
being of residents, both within and outside the areas covered by the HSIP and RNIS.

Given the inadequacy of the proposed insulation schemes to address the specific challenges
posed by night-time noise, particularly for traditional Irish domestic constructions, alternative
mitigation strategies must be prioritised. As outlined in Section 6.2, extending the voluntary
purchase scheme emerges as the only effective and equitable solution for residents exposed to
severe noise impacts. This measure directly addresses the root cause of noise exposure,
providing sustainable and meaningful relief to affected communities.

Ultimately, adherence to the standards and guidelines set out in the FDP is essential for
safeguarding public health and ensuring proper planning and sustainable development. Any
deviation from these standards compromises the well-being of residents and the credibility of
the planning process. The proposed draft decision must be revised to fully align with the FDP
and recognised best practices, ensuring that noise mitigation measures are not only adequate
but also equitable and sustainable.
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8.0 Appropriate Assessment

8.1 Introduction

The Appropriate Assessment (AA) process undertaken for the proposed planning amendments
to Dublin Airport’s operations, particularly for the North Runway, has raised substantial concerns
about its adequacy and compliance with relevant environmental regulations. This chapter
outlines the critical gaps and deficiencies observed in the AA process, emphasizing the
implications of outdated data, incomplete assessments, and insufficient adherence to EU
directives. Further detailed information is contained in Appendix J.

8.2 Appendix to Main report

The draft decision by the Board relies heavily on two documents reviewed by its ecologist: the
“Appropriate Assessment Screening Report” by AECOM (2021) and an Addendum to the same
report from 2023. However, this narrow scope excludes significant appeal submissions and other
documentation that challenge the adequacy of the AA process. This exclusion undermines the
comprehensiveness and robustness of the assessment.

One of the most glaring issues is the reliance on bird survey data collected between 2016 and
2018. These surveys are over six years old, rendering them invalid under the Chartered Institute
of Ecology and Environmental Management (CIEEM) guidance, which states that surveys older
than three years are unlikely to remain valid. This oversight compromises the validity of the
conclusions drawn about the impacts of airport operations on sensitive species and habitats.

Furthermore, the AECOM report fails to address critical noise impacts on sensitive species, such
as Brent Geese. Research indicates that these birds are highly sensitive to both noise and visual
disturbances, with up to 92% reacting to aircraft noise initially, though habituation reduces this
to 64%. Despite such evidence, the AA’s noise impact assessment is insufficiently detailed and
omits key literature, including studies cited in the European Environment Agency’s “State and
Outlook 2020” report. The Board’s ecologist’s reliance on outdated data and the exclusion of
appeal submissions highlight a fundamental flaw in the AA process, leaving it open to judicial
review.

8.3 Field Surveys

Field surveys form the foundation of any ecological assessment, providing the critical data
needed to evaluate potential impacts on habitats and species. However, the field surveys cited
in the AECOM reports are outdated and insufficient in scope, raising significant concerns about
their reliability and relevance. The surveys, conducted between 2016 and 2018, focus on
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Baldoyle Bay SPA and Rogerstown Estuary SPA. While these areas are relevant, the data fails
to account for the North Runway’s ope ratonal impacts, which only commenced n 2022.

The surveys’ limitations extend beyond their age. They were conducted pimarily during daytime
hours and did not evaluate the impacts of night-time aircraft operations, which are a central
con cen given the runway’s 24-hour usage. Additionally, the surveys were confined to non-
breeding seasons, excluding critical breeding periods where noise and disturbance may have
heightened effects on bird populations. This gap is particularly significant given the well-
documented sensitivity of species such as Brent Geese and Bar-tailed Godwits.

llluminatio neffects from night-time operations are another neglected factor. Artificial light can
disrupt avian circadian rhythms and lead to behavioural changes, yet this aspect is absent from
the assessment. The vantage point surveys referenced by AECOM were imited to disturbance
monitoring and did not encompass broader ecological indicators like habitat degradation or
changes in species reproduction rates.

The lack of thorough field surveys during North Runway operations exacerbates these
deficiencies. Without data reflecting the runway’s actual impacts, it is impossible to make
accurate determinations about the project’s ecological consequences. This incomplete approach
undermines the AA’s compliance with the precautionary principle, which mandates action to
prevent potential harm when scientific certainty is lacking.

84 NPWS Gud ace

The National Parks and Wildlife Service (NPWS) provides clear guidel ines on conducting
Appropriate Assessments, emphasizing the need to evaluate all potential significant effects on
European sites. Despite these guidelines, the AECOM report's scope & unduly narrow, focusing
primarily on noise and visual disturbance impacts while neglecting other crtical factors such as
air and water quality.

The NPWS lists several indicators of significant effects, including reductions in habitat area,
damage to the physical environment, and interference with species’ reproductive abilities.
AECOM's failure to consider these indicators represents a significant oversight. For example,
the impact of aircraft emissions on air quality and the potential contamination of waterways
thro uch de-icing chemicals and PFAS (per- and polyfluoroalkyl substances) is not addressed.
Threse pollutants could have profound effects on habitats like Baldoyle Bay SPA, which are
hydrologically connected to the airport’s drainage systems.

The precautionary principle, central to EU environmental law, requires that any doubt about
potential significant effects necessitates a full AA. AECOM's report, however, appears to
prioritize convenience over thoroughness, dis nissing potential impacts without robust evidence.
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This approach directly contravenes the safeguards established under Article 6(3) of the Habitats
Directive.

In addition to these deficiencies, the report’s reliance on outdated surveys further weakens its
credibility. The NPWS’s guidelines explicitly state that assessments must be based on current
and reliable data. By failing to adhere to these standards, the AA process not only risks
ecological harm but also exposes the project to legal challenges.

8.5 Cumulative / In-combination Projects

Under the EU Habitats Directive, Appropriate Assessments must evaluate the cumulative and
in-combination effects of a project alongside other plans and developments. This requirement
ensures that incremental impacts do not collectively compromise the integrity of European sites.
However, the AECOM report's failure to conduct such an evaluation represents a serious breach
of this obligation.

Cumulative impacts are particularly relevant given the scale of development at Dublin Airport,
which includes ongoing and planned projects like the increase in passenger capacity to 40 million
(F23A/0781) and major drainage works (F23A/0636). Both projects have clear potential to affect
nearby SPAs and SACs, either through increased noise, habitat disturbance, or pollution. Yet,
these developments are not considered in the AA screening process.

AECOM's rationale for excluding cumulative assessments—that the proposed action has no
significant standalone effects—is fundamentally flawed. EU case law, including the landmark
Waddenzee judgment, emphasizes that even minor impacts must be assessed in combination
with others to account for their aggregated effect. The omission of this analysis violates Article
6(3) of the Habitats Directive and undermines the AA’s conclusions.

The NPWS’s guidance explicitly calls for a thorough evaluation of all completed, approved, and
proposed projects within the relevant area. This includes not only direct impacts but also ex situ
effects, such as pollution or habitat fragmentation caused by increased aircraft movements.
AECOM's report fails to meet these standards, leaving significant gaps in the assessment
process.

Without a comprehensive cumuiative impact analysis, the AA cannot rule out significant effects
on European sites. This deficiency not only jeopardizes the ecological integrity of these sites but
also renders the project’s approval vuinerable to legal challenge.

8.6 Conservation Objectives

Conservation objectives for designated European sites, such as Baldoyle Bay SPA, are
established to ensure the protection of species and habitats. These objectives include
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mantaining the population stability of species like Brent Geese, Bar-tailed Godwit, and Golden
Plover, which are of particular co rservation interest. However, the AA process has failed to
adequately consider how the proposed development aligns with these objectives.

Population trends at Baldoyle Bay SPA highlight significant challenges. According to NPWS
data, some species, such as the Bar-tailed Godwit, are classified as “Highly Unfavourable,”
indicating a population decline of over 50%. Others, like the Golden Plover, are “Unfavourable,”
showing declines of 25% to 50%. These trends suggest that the site 1§ already under
considerable stress and that further disturbances, such as increased noise and habitat
degradation, could exacerbate these declines.

The AECOM report's narrow focus on noise impacts does not sufficiently address the broader
range of threats to these species. For instance, habitat bss due to pollution from aircraft
operations, including PFAS contamination and de-icing chemicals, has not been assessed.
Additionally, the potential effects of increased night-time aircraft movements on species’
reproductive behaviours and feeding patterns have been overlooked.

The precautionary principal mandates that where there is uncertainty about potential i npacts,
decision-makers must err on the side of conservation. The AA’s failure to robustly assess the
risks to Baldoyle Bay’s conservation objectives undermines compliance with this principle and
leaves the site vulnerable to further ecological degradation. Ensuring that the proposed actions
align with these objectives is not only a legal requirement but also critical to safeguarding the
long-term viability of the SPA’s biodiversity.

8.7 ANCA Repo rts

The Aircraft Noise Competent Authority (ANCA) has conducted its own AA in relation to noise
impacts from the North Runway. However, this assessment is limited in scope and fails to
address several critica Ifactors, raising significant concerns about its reliability and adequacy.

ANCA'’s AA focuses exclusively on noise impacts and does not consider other potential effects,
such as air and water pollution. This narrow approach ignores the interconnected nature of
environmental impacts and fails to meet the comprehensive standards required under the
Habitats Directive. For example, the potential for PFAS contamination from increased de-icing
operations, as well as its impact on hydrologically connected SPAs and SACs, is not addressed
in ANCA’s report .

Additio rally, ANCA’s reliance on continuous noise thresholds rather than single-event noise
impacts unde rnines the robustness of its assessment . Research indicates that single noise
everts, such as aircraft takeoffs, can have more significant effects on species like Brent Geese,
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which are highly sensitive to sudden disturbances. ANCA’s dismissal of these impacts
contradicts findings from both the Board’s noise expert and independent studies.

The omission of cumulative and in-combination effects further weakens ANCA’s assessment.
Despite acknowledging the potential for such impacts during its screening process, ANCA's final
report fails to evaluate them comprehensively. This oversight contravenes Article 6(3) of the
Habitats Directive, which requires consideration of all relevant factors in determining the
likelihood of significant effects.

In summary, ANCA'’s AA is insufficiently rigorous and fails to provide the comprehensive analysis
needed to ensure compliance with EU environmental law. Its narrow scope and reliance on
outdated data leave significant gaps in the assessment process, rendering its conclusions
questionable at best.

8.8 AA Screening by Planning Authority

The AA screening process conducted by the Planning Authority, as outlined in the Brady
Shipman Martin report, suffers from similar deficiencies to those identified in the AECOM and
ANCA assessments. The report, dated August 2022, fails to adequately address in-combination
effects and relies on outdated data, raising questions about its compliance with EU directives.

One key issue is the report's failure to evaluate in-combination impacts from other projects. For
example, major developments like the airport's infrastructure application (F23A/0781) and
drainage works (F23A/0636) have not been considered. These projects, which are directly linked
to the airport’s expansion, have clear potential to exacerbate noise, pollution, and habitat
degradation in nearby SPAs and SACs. The omission of these factors renders the screening
process incomplete and inconsistent with Article 6(3) of the Habitats Directive.

The Brady Shipman Martin report also relies heavily on bird surveys conducted between 2016
and 2018, without acknowledging their age or lack of relevance to current runway operations.
This oversight ignores guidance from the CIEEM, which recommends that ecological data older
than three years be considered invalid unless explicitly validated by new assessments.

Additionally, the report’s discussion of noise impacts is based on outdated monitoring data that
does not reflect current noise levels. For example, recent monitoring reports from the Dublin
Airport Authority (DAA) indicate significantly higher noise levels than those cited in the screening
report. This discrepancy undermines the validity of the report's conclusions about the potential
impacts on sensitive species and habitats.

Finally, the report's lack of engagement with third-party submissions further weakens its
credibility. By failing to consider public and expert input, the Planning Authority has neglected a
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critical component of the AA process, as mandated under the Aarhus Convention. This exclusion
not only contravenes procedural requirements but also risks overlooking valuable insights that
could enhance the robustness of the assessment.

In summary, the Brady Shipman Martin report's reliance on outdated data, failure to evaluate in-
combination effects, and lack of stakeholder engagement represent significant shortcomings in
the AA screening process. These deficiencies undermine the report's compliance with EU
environmental law and raise serious questions about the validity of its conclusions.

8.9 Red Ki te

The Red Kite (Milvus milvus), a majestic bird of prey, has been successfully reintroduced into
parts of Ireland after being absent for over 100 years. This reintroduction was part of a
conservation programme led by the Golden Eagle Trust and the National Parks and Wildlife
Service (NPWS). One of the key sites chosen for this initiative was Newbridge House in
Donabate, Fingal .

Listed on Annex 1 of the EU Birds Directive (79/409/EEC) and protected under the Wildlife Act
1976 (as amended), the Red Kite is of significant conservation importance. The bird’s return to
Fingal represents a success story for biodiversity conservation, with local sightings of breeding
Red Kite chicks recorded for the first time in a century. This underlines the importance of suitable
habitats, such as woodlands and hedgerows, to the survival and growth of their population.

Despite the progress in reintroducing the Red Kite, concerns have been raised regarding the
potential impact of proposed developments on this protected species. Recent planning
applications have made no reference to the Red Kite or assessed the potential impacts of
construction on its habitat. This omission is evident in the revised Appropriate Assessment (AA)
Screening report addendum, which fails to address the reintroduction of Red Kites to the area.
This oversight is a significant dereliction of AA requirements and contradicts established
conservation obligations.

The proposed developments in Fingal may result in the loss of trees and hedgerows, which
serve as vital habitats for the Red Kite. Previous planning cases have recognised these impacts.
For example, in Strategic Housing Development case ABP-306182-20, the Chief Executive’s
Report from Fingal County Council raised concerns about the bss of trees and its detrimental
impact on the Red Kite. The planning authority ultimately recommended refusing permission for
several reasons, including:

o The excessive loss of trees and hedgerows,

o The resulting reduction in Red Kite habitats, and
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o The inconsistency of the development with local conservation objectives.

The inspector’s report on this case highlighted that Red Kites are known to nest in the area, and
any degradation of their habitat would be contrary to the conservation objectives outlined in the
County Development Plan.

Article 4(4) of the EU Birds Directive (Directive 2009/147/EC) explicitly requires Member States
to avoid pollution, habitat deterioration, and disturbances that could significantly affect birds
protected under Annex 1. This applies both within Special Protection Areas (SPAs) and beyond
their boundaries. The Directive stipulates:

o “Outside these protection areas, Member States shall also strive to avoid pollution
or deterioration of habitats.”

The current development application in Fingal fails to meet these requirements, as it does not
include an assessment of potential impacts on the Red Kite or take measures to prevent habitat
degradation.

Maps from Biodiversity Ireland provide a clear record of Red Kite sightings in Fingal,
demonstrating an increasing presence of this species in recent years. These maps, accessible
via Biodiversity Ireland’s data portal, underscore the importance of the area as a habitat for the
Red Kite. When compared to older records, the data highlights the success of conservation
efforts but also stresses the need to safeguard these gains from the impacts of development.

The omission of the Red Kite from ecological assessments in Fingal's development proposals
is a serious concern. The bird’'s reintroduction represents a milestone in Irish biodiversity
conservation, and its protection is both a legal obligation under EU law and a moral responsibility.
Without proper impact assessments and mitigation measures, development risks undermining
years of conservation work and jeopardising the future of this iconic species in Ireland.

Recommendations for Action:

o Inclusion of Red Kite Impact Assessments: DAA should prepare a detailed ecological
impact assessments, specifically addressing the Red Kite, similar to the addendum
prepared in the ABP-306182-20 case.

o Habitat Protection: Preservation of trees, hedgerows, and other critical habitats should be
prioritised to support Red Kite populations.

o Alignment with Conservation Objectives: All planning applications must align with EU
Birds Directive obligations and local conservation objectives to avoid legal and ecological
conflicts.
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o Monitoring and Mitigation: Ongoing monitoring of Red Kite populations should inform
mitigation measures, ensuring that developments do not conpronise the species'
reintroduction success.

810 Collision I mpact

The potential for increased bird stikes because of the North Runway’s operations poses
significant ecological and safety concerns. Bird strikes have been identified as one of the most
pressing aviation safety issues, with the Irish Aviation Authority (IAA) reporting over 1,800
ncidents between 2017 and 2019. Despite these risks, the AA process has failed to adequately
assess the implications of increased bird strikes on both aviation safety and the conservation
objectives of affected SPAs.

The Birds Directive mandates Member States to take measures to protect bird populations,
including preventing deliberate disturbance and habitat destruction. However, the AA process
has not provided a comprehensive evaluat ion of the potential impacts of bird strikes on key
species. For instance, the lack of up-to-date bird population surveys, particularly for the Western
Irish Sea SPA, limits the assessment’s ability to accurately evaluate collision risks.

Additionally, the AA process has not addressed the potential cumulative impacts of increased
air traffic on bird populations. The rise in night-time flights and associated habitat disturbances
could exacerbate the risks of bird strikes, further threatening the conservation status of species
such as Brent Geese and B ar-hiled Godwit. These cumulative impacts must be evaluated to
ensure compliance with the precautionary principle and the requirements of the Birds and
Habitats Directives.

In summary, the failure to comprehensively assess bird strike risks and their ecological
implications represents a significant gap in the AA process. Addressing this issue is critical to
safeguarding both aviation safety and the conservation objectives of affected SPAs.

8.11 No AA for Narth Ru nwayDe vebp ment

The absence ofan Ap propiate Assessment during the original planning and development of the
North Runway represents a critical oversight that undermines the validity of subsequent
assessments. Despite significant changes to environmental conditions and regulatory
frameworks since the runway’s initial approval, no comprehensive AA hasbeen conducted to
evaluate the project’s full ecological impacts.

EU case law, including the Friends of the Irish Environment v. An Bord Pleanala judgment,
establishes that any extension or modification of a project must be preceded by a full AA if the
original consent did not include one .This principle is particularly relevant to the N orthRunway,
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as its initial approval predated the transposition of the Habitats Directive into Irish law.
Consequently, the current AA process cannot rely solely on assessments conducted during the
original planning stages, as these are both incomplete and outdated.

The lack of an initial AA has also compounded the challenges of evaluating cumulative and in-
combination impacts. For example, significant changes to the airport’s operations, including
increased air traffic and night-time flights, have not been adequately assessed in light of their
potential effects on SPAs and SACs. This omission contravenes Article 6(3) of the Habitats
Directive, which requires that any plan or project likely to have significant effects on European
sites be subject to a comprehensive assessment.

In summary, the failure to conduct an AA during the North Runway’s initial development
represents a fundamental breach of EU environmental law. Addressing this oversight through a
robust and comprehensive AA is essential to ensuring the project's compliance with legal and
ecological standards.

8.12 Breaches of Planning Conditions

The applicant’s non-compliance with planning conditions related to the North Runway’s
operations further undermines the validity of the current AA process. Key breaches include
exceeding the permitted number of night-time flights and operating outside designated flight
paths. These violations not only contravene specific planning conditions but also raise broader
concerns about the project’s adherence to environmental and safety standards.

Condition 3(d) of the original planning permission prohibits the use of the North Runway between
23:00 and 07:00, except under exceptional circumstances. However, monitoring data indicates
that this condition has been routinely violated, with night-time flights occurring regularly.
Similarly, Condition 5, which limits the average number of night-time movements to 65 per night,
has also been breached. These violations have significant implications for noise pollution and
habitat disturbance, particularly for SPAs located under the flight paths.

The breaches of planning conditions are compounded by the applicant’s failure to address these
issues in the current AA process. For instance, the AA does not evaluate the cumulative impacts
of increased night-time flights on species sensitive to noise and disturbance, such as Brent
Geese. Additionally, the applicant's decision to prioritize economic considerations over
environmental compliance raises questions about the project's alignment with sustainable
development principles.

In summary, the applicant’s breaches of planning conditions highlight significant shortcomings
in both the operational management of the North Runway and the AA process. Addressing these
violations is critical to ensuring the project's compliance with legal and environmental standards.
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9.0 Population Datasets

9.1 Population D atasts

in ANCA’s Noise Abatement Objective Report (https://www.fingal.ie/sites/default/files/2023-
08/Noise%20Abatement%200bjective%20Report_0.pdf), Section 7.3 states:

“The calculation of the number of people exposed to aircraft noise shall have regard for
the most recent population data available and assessed against the population exposed
to aircraft noise in 2019.”

It further clarifies:

“The measures shall be calculated using population estimates representative of the
current year or year of interest as well as against a baseline population representative of
the year 2019. This shall be undertaken having regard for guidance published by the
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA).

For example, when measuring the NAO in 2030, a population dataset should be used
which is representative of the population in 2030. If the current year is 2030, then the
population dataset for the current year shall be adopted. If a forecast is being prepared
for the year 2030, then a forecast population dataset for 2030 shall be adopted when
measuring the NAO.

The inclusion of population growth data in the measurement of the NAO will ensure that
land-use planning is considered. Whilst Dublin Airport will need to make efforts to reduce
its noise impacts, by accounting for population growth, this will also ensure that land-use
planning is effective.”

ANCA reiterated the importance of using up-to-date population figures during consultations for
the Noise Mitigation Effectiveness Review Report for 2022. The daa’s consultants, BAP, used
the 2022 census population dataset for noise modelling. This dataset showed that the NAO
thresholds for >65dB Lden and >55dB Lnight were breached in 2022. The report is available on
ANCA’s website: Noise Mitigation Effectiveness Review Report for 2022.

In Section 13B.4.1 of Appendix 13 of the Relevant Action Supplementary EIAR (September
2023), 1t states:
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“Dwelling data has been acquired from GeoDirectory for 2019 Q2, which was the dataset
utilised in the original EIAR. The same dataset has been used for all assessment
scenarios in this EIAR Supplement for consistency.”

This confirms that the 2019 Q2 population dataset was used for the Relevant Action EIAR
Supplement.

In contrast, Section 9-2.4.1 of Appendix 9-2 of the Infrastructure Application EIAR (December
2023) states:

‘“Dwelling data has been acquired from GeoDirectory for 2023 Q3, which was the latest
dataset available at the time of the assessment. Data has previously been acquired for
2019 Q2, which was the dataset utilised in the original EIAR. The 2023 dataset has been
used for all assessments other than those used to compare with the NAO.”

This indicates that the Relevant Action Supplement (September 2023) and the Infrastructure
Application (December 2023) used different population datasets to calculate exposure to >55dB
Lnight.

Given this discrepancy, it is essential for the Board to refuse permission and request that daa
reanalyse populations exposed to >55dB Lnignt using the 2023 Q3 dataset in any future
application. Using the outdated 2019 Q2 dataset has resulted in artificially lower figures. The
figures presented in the Infrastructure Application for 2027 Without PD With NRRA are more
accurate, though they may still underestimate impacts due to projected increases in nighttime
flights and noisier aircraft in 2025 compared to 2027.

9.2 Population > 55dB Lnight (Relevant Action)

The population exposed to >55dB Lnight is critical as ANCA has set the 2019 figure for >55dB
Lnight @s @ benchmark in the Noise Abatement Objective (NAQ) for Dublin Airport.

The table below, compiled from the Relevant Action EIAR September 2023 Supplement,
compares populations exposed to >55dB Lnight under various scenarios (existing population,
permitted developments, and zoned developments) for past and future years. The data is
derived from Appendix 13C of the EIAR Supplement, submitted as part of daa’s response to An
Bord Pleanala's information request for planning application F20A/0668.
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ExistingPopulation > 55cB Lnight 753 1533 1463 197
Permlttedd evelopmerts >55B 197 825 0 1011 0 591
Lnight

Zoned developments> 55dB Lnight 0 800 0 3600 0 290

T otals with growth >55dBL night 950 . 356 -212 -

Key observations:

e The 2025 Proposed Scenario exceeds the 2019 benchmark by 4,541 people (6074 vs
1533), breaching the NAO.

e Even without zoned developments, the existing population and permitted developments
alone surpass the 2019 benchmark.

9.3 Pop datio n> 55dB Ln ght (Infrastructure Application)

In December 2023, daa submitted an Infrastructure Application (F23A/0781) to Fingal County
Council to increase passenger numbers from 32 mppa to 40 mppa.

A comparison of the Relevant Action Supplement and the Infrastructure Application is instructive,
given their close submission dates (September 2023 vs. December 2023).

¢ The "Proposed" scenario in the Relevant Action aligns with the "Without Proposed
Development and With the NRRA" in the Infrastructure Application.

e The "2025 Proposed" scenario in the Relevant Action aligns with the “2027 Without
Development and With the NRRA" in the Infras trwcture Application, with potential
differences only in flight schedules and aircraft types.
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The table below compares >55dB Lnight populations for these scenarios:

2025 2027 No PD
2019 Proposed Wlth NRRA

Existing Population >55dB Lnight 1463

Permitted developments >55dB Lnight 197 825 1011 O

Zoned developments >55dB Lnight 0 1800 3600 2400

Totals with Erowth >55dB Lnight 950 !_._
Notable findings:

e The 2027 No PD With NRRA scenario shows nearly double the number of existing people
exposed to >55dB Lnight compared to the 2025 Proposed scenario from the Relevant
Action.

¢ Including permitted and zoned developments, the total population exposed to >55dB Lnignt
in 2027 is more than three times the 2019 NAO benchmark (5163 vs 1533).

9.4 Conclusion

The analysis highlights critical discrepancies in the population datasets used to assess exposure
to aircraft noise at Dublin Airport. ANCA's Noise Abatement Objective emphasises the
importance of using the most up-to-date and representative population data to ensure accurate
and effective evaluation of noise impacts. However, inconsistencies between the Relevant
Action EIAR Supplement (September 2023) and the Infrastructure Application EIAR (December
2023) reveal a reliance on outdated data (2019 Q2) in some scenarios, leading to potentially
underestimated figures for populations exposed to noise levels above 55dB Lnignt.

Key findings include:
1. Breaches of the Noise Abatement Objective (NAO):

o The 2025 Proposed scenario in the Relevant Action significantly exceeds the
2019 benchmark, breaching the NAO by 4,541 people.

o Even without zoned developments, the combined impact of existing and
permitted developments surpasses the 2019 baseline.

2. Higher Exposure Levels in 2027:

o The 2027 No PD With NRRA scenario in the Infrastructure Application shows
nearly double the number of existing residents exposed to >55dB Lnight compared
to the 2025 Proposed scenario in the Relevant Action.
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o Including permitted and zoned developments, the total exposure in 2027 is more
than three times t he20 19 benchmark.

These findings underscore the urgent need for consistent use of the most current datasets to
provide accurate noise exposure estimates. The outdated 2019 Q2 dataset underestimates the
true population impact, leading to misleading conclusions and potential inadequacies i nnoise
mitigation planning. To address these shortcomings, it is recommended that:

¢ Tle ap plcation is rejected on the grounds that inaccurate info rmaion has been used by
daa.

¢ In any futu e application the daa be required to reanalyse the population exposed to
>55dB Lnight using the 2023 Q3 dataset for all relevant scenarios.

e Future assessments strictly adhere to ANCA’s guidance, using datasets representative
of the year of interest.

This approach will ensure that the analysis accurately reflects current and forecasted population
impacts, aligns with land use planning principles, and supports effective noise mitigation
strategies for Dublin Airport.

10.0 Le aming from the H'story of DAA’s Bro ken Promi ses

The history of Dublin Airport Authority (DAA) reveals a pattern of broken promises that has
eroded trust with local communities. Over the years, commitments regarding noise control,
operational limits, and meaningfu lcommunity engage ment have often been disregarded, leaving
residents feeling disillusioned and neglected.

One significant issue has been the promises to mitigate noise impacts through restrictions on
nighttime flights and other measures. These assurances have frequently been weakened or
abandoned, prioritizing airport growth over the well-being of surrounding communities. Similarly,
while DAA has pledged to engage with stakeholders, the consultations have often been
perceived as perfunctory, with Iitle evidence of community concerns influencing key decisions.

These repeated failures highlight the necessity of instituting enforceable agreements and
independent oversight to ensure accountability. By learning from this history, stakeholders can
work toward a more transparent, collaborative future—one w here promises made to
co mnunities are not just words but actions that uphold trust and mutual respect.
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10.1 Quieter Planes = Less Noise? Not at Dublin Airport

The Dublin Airport Noise Action Plan (2019) highlights a significant shift in aircraft technology
over recent decades, with fleets increasingly adopting quieter aircraft models. In 2003, only 46%
of aircraft operating at Dublin Airport were Chapter 4 and Chapter 14 compliant. By 2008, this
figure had increased to 83%, and by 2017, 90% of aircraft met these quieter standards. Despite
these advancements, noise exposure levels have not decreased as anticipated. Instead, they
have grown exponentially in line with the increase in aircraft movements.

This data underscores a critical flaw in relying solely on fleet replacement as a noise mitigation
strategy. Historical evidence demonstrates that quieter aircraft do not counteract the effects of
increasing flight volumes. For example, from 2016 to 2019, the 45dB Lden Noise contour area
doubled from 370km? to 745km?, while the 40dB Lnight contour grew by 50% over the same
period. These expanding noise footprints occurred even as the fleet replacement to quieter
models progressed.

Further historical data highlights a troubling trend:

e Lden Contour Growth (2006 to 2019): The >=45dB Lden contour expanded from 370km?2 in
2016 to 745.7km? in 2019. Contours at higher noise levels, such as >=55dB and >=60dB,
also saw substantial increases.

* Lnignt Contour Growth (2006 to 2019): The >=40dB Lnight contour expanded from 212km?
in 2016 to 328.4km? in 2019, while the >=50dB contour grew from 38.8km?2 to 52.3km>.

These figures demonstrate that the introduction of quieter aircraft has not translated to reduced
noise impacts on surrounding communities. Instead, the growing number of movements has
amplified the overall noise exposure, negating the benefits of newer aircraft technology.

The role of the Aircraft Noise Competent Authority (ANCA) in facilitating this trend through
policies such as the Night Quota System must also be scrutinized. ANCA's reliance on fleet
replacement as the cornerstone of noise mitigation disregards historical data showing its
ineffectiveness when coupled with ever-increasing movements. Without addressing this
imbalance, noise exposure will continue to escalate, further impacting communities around
Dublin Airport.

The lack of a credibie explanation for the substantial growth in contour areas from 2006 to 2019
raises serious concerns about the reliability of noise modelling and projections. Recorded noise
levels from Chapter 14 aircraft at ground monitors around Dublin Airport remain comparable to
those of Chapter 4 aircraft, further challenging the claim that fleet replacement alone can deliver
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meaningful noise redu ctons. How can DAA’s promises that fleetrenewal will result in noise
reduction be believed when past performance and factual evidence clearly show the opposite?

1 0.2 When a Passernger Capls N ota Passenger Cap

The 32 million passenger cap at Dublin Airport is a planning condition intended to manage
growth and mitigate its impacts on surrounding communities. However, despite this condition
being a formal requirement, its enforcement appears non-existent. The DAA has publicly
acknowledged that it will exceed this cap in the current year, yet there have been no apparent
consequences or corrective actions. Appendix L presents statistics gathered to demonstrate the
disregard for the passenger cap. It also discusses the clear evidence that the passenger cap is
an operating restriction at Dublin Airport that pre-dates the EU 598 legislation.

This situation raises fundamental questions about the value and purpose of planning conditions
if they are not enforced. A passenger cap is meant to serve as a hard limit, ensuring that growth
is balanced against the needs of local communities and environmental concerns. Yet in practice,
this cap has become a symbolic gesture rather t hana binding constraint. If Dublin Airport can
breach the cap with impunity, it und ermines not only this specific planning condition but also the
broader credibility of the planning and regulatory system.

Communities impacted by the airport’s operations are left wondering: what is the point of having
a passenger cap if it is treated as optional? Without enforcement, the cap fails to provide the
protections it was designed to ensure, leaving residents exposed to the unchecked
consequences of over-expansion, including increased noise, congestion, and environmental
degradation.

This lack of accountability sets a troubling precedent. If breaches of planning conditions are
tolerated, what assurance do communities have those other commitments——such as noise
abatement measures or operational limits—wili be honoured? The 32 million passenger cap,
rather than being a planning limit to be complied with, has become an empty promise, further
eroding trust in the DAA and the regulatory framework meant to oversee its operations.

1 Q3 A 6 5FlightPe rN ightLimit That WasNever Ach’ieved

The 65-flight-per-night limit at Dublin Airport was intended to control nighttime operations and
protect local communities from excessive disruption. However, from the outset, this planning
condition has been systematically breached without meaningful accountability . Despite being a
clear requirement, Dublin Airport has consistently exceeded the cap, operating well above the
agreed threshold.
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Fingal County Council, the authority responsible for overseeing compliance, acknowledged
these breaches and took the significant step of initiating enforcement proceedings. Rather than
attempting to comply with the condition, however, the DAA chose to challenge the enforcement
action. In their defence, the DAA argued that the 65-flight-per-night restriction was ambiguous,
suggesting that the condition was not sufficiently clear to require compliance.

This defence raises a troubling question: how can a straightforward planning condition—one that
explicitly limits flights to 65 per night—be deemed unclear? The ambiguity argument appears to
be a tactic to avoid enforcement rather than a genuine interpretation of the condition. Such a
move not only delays resolution but also undermines the purpose of planning conditions, which
are intended to set enforceable boundaries on operations.

The consequences of this challenge extend beyond the specific issue of nighttime flights. If a
simple, numerical planning condition like this one can be deemed ambiguous, it casts doubt on
the enforceability of all planning restrictions. This sets a dangerous precedent where compliance
becomes a matter of interpretation rather than obligation, leaving affected communities
unprotected from the impacts of operational excesses.

For residents living under Dublin Airport’s flight paths, the impact is immediate and severe. Night
after night, they endure the noise and disruption that the 65-flight cap was supposed to prevent.
The failure to enforce this condition not only erodes trust in the regulatory process but also
highlights the imbalance of power between the DAA and the authorities meant to hold it
accountable. Without decisive action and clear enforcement mechanisms, planning conditions
risk becoming meaningless, further enabling unchecked expansion at the expense of community
well-being.

10.4 Insulate Homes Before the North Runway Is Operational? Not at Dublin

A core commitment during the planning of Dublin Airport’s North Runway was to insulate homes
affected by its operations. However, this promise has been rendered ineffective due to a critical
issue: the flight paths currently being used by the North Runway are unauthorised and differ
significantly from the flight paths that were assessed to determine noise impacts during the
planning process. As a result, homes under these unauthorised flight paths—now experiencing
significant noise—were not included in the insulation programme, while homes outside the actual
noise-affected areas received insulation instead.

This divergence represents a fundamental failure in the planning and mitigation process. The
noise impacts and associated insulation schemes were based on specific flight paths approved
during the planning stage. These approved routes were used to justify the project's compliance
with noise limits and to allocate mitigation resources. However, the decision to use unauthorised
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flight paths has undermined this process, exposing communities to unexpected and unmitigated
noise impacts without the protections they were promised.

Mitigation measures like insulation must be based on the actual flight paths that will be used, not
hypothetical or planned routes that are ultimately disregarded. By operating on unautho ised
flight paths, the DAA has not only invalidated the original noise impact assessments but also
breached the trust of affected communities and the "integity of the planning conditions.

This situation raises urgent questions: Why are unauthorised flight paths being used, and why
has this deviation been allowed? How can the mitigation measures designed for one set of fligh
paths be considered adequate when entirely different routes are being flown?

For the residents now bearing the brunt of noise impacts from unauthorised routes, the
consequences are severe and unjust. To address this, there must be immediate action to return
to the approved flight paths or, at the very least, expand the insulation programme to include all
homes affected by the current routes. Allowing unauthorised flight paths to continue without
enforcing mitigation renders the entire planning process meaningless and leaves impacted
communities to suffer the consequences of decisions they were never consulted about.

10.5 How Will Noise Quota Syst ens, Moveme nt Limits And Legal C hallen ges
BeAdd ressed ?

Noise quota systems and movement limits are critical tools designed to manage the impact of
Dublin Airport’s operations on surroinding communities. The Noise Quota System allocates a
finite number of "quota points" to flights based on their noise levels, while movement limits
restrict the number of flights during sensitive periods, such as nighttime hou rs. However, the
effectiveness of these measures depends entirely on rgorous enforcement, which to date has
been inconsistent. Moreover, the Dublin Airport Authority (DAA) has previously demonstrated a
willingness to challenge planning conditions in court, raising concerns about t re enforceability
of these systems.

A notable example of this behaviour is the DAA's response to the 65-flight-per-night limit. Rather
than complying with the condition, the DAA argued that the restriction was ambiguous and
challenged enforcement proceedings in court.This tactic delayed action and allowed operations
to continue unchecked, setting a precedent that planning conditions can be contested instead of
followed.

This history raises pressing questions about how the DAA will approach future enforcement of
noise quotas and move ment l'nits:
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¢ Will Noise Quota Systems Be Enforced? Without independent, transparent monitoring
and meaningful penalties for breaches, there is little assurance that the noise quotas will
be respected.

¢ Wil Movement Limits Be Adhered To? Historical breaches of flight limits suggest the DAA
may attempt to exceed restrictions, potentially claiming ambiguity in the wording of the
conditions.

e Will Legal Challenges Undermine Enforcement? The DAA's past reliance on legal
arguments to contest conditions raises the possibility that it will challenge noise quotas
and movement limits in court, further delaying enforcement.

o Is Ambiguity a Deliberate Strategy? The repeated use of claims that conditions are
unclear suggests a pattern that prioritises operational flexibility over regulatory
compliance, leaving communities vulnerable.

For affected residents, the implications are significant. If noise quota systems and movement
limits can be contested in court, communities are left exposed to increased noise and disruption
without meaningful protections. Legal challenges also create delays during which airport
operations continue unchecked, compounding the impacts on local areas.

To ensure that noise quotas and movement limits are effective, planning conditions must be
unambiguous, enforceable, and backed by a regulatory framework that does not allow for
loopholes or legal manoeuvring. Additionally, there must be robust penalties for breaches and a
commitment to independent oversight to hold the DAA accountable. Without these safeguards,
the promises of mitigation and operational limits risk becoming meaningless, leaving
communities to bear the full burden of unchecked airport growth.

10.6 Conclusion

The inspector's draft decision represents a critical opportunity to address the growing concerns
about the impact of nighttime operations at Dublin Airport. However, the central question
remains: how will this decision be upheld to ensure that the airport's operations do not cause
significant adverse effects on surrounding communities?

The earlier discussion has made it clear that a movement limit of 13,000 flights at night is
essential to mitigating noise and protecting residents. Yet, the effectiveness of this limit hinges
entirely on robust enforcement. Without clear mechanisms for monitoring compliance and
imposing meaningful penalties for breaches, the limit risks becoming yet another unenforced
planning condition.

This raises further concerns:
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¢ Who will be responsible for ensuring compliance with the movement limit? Will there be
an independent body to monitor operations and verify adherence to the conditions set out
in the inspector’s decision?

¢ What penalties will be imposed for breaches? Without significant consequences, there is
little ince ntve for operators to respect the limits.

e How will transparency be ensured? Communities must have access to data on flight
movements and noise kvels to hold Dublin Airport accountable.

The inspector must address these questions in the final decision to provide clarity and
assurance. An unenforced movement limit would not only fail to protect communities but also
undermine trust in the planning and regulatory process. Ensuring enforcement requires detailed,
actionable measures to monitor compliance, penalise breaches, and provide transparency for
impacted residents.

Ultimately, how will the inspector ensure that the decision has real-world impact, safeguarding
communities against the significant adverse effects of nighttime operations at Dublin Airport?
Without a clear answer, the conditions, no matter how well-intentioned, may fail to deliver the
protections they promise.

1.0 PFAS Contamination and Defidencies n Relevant
Action Draft Decision

I1.] Introdaction

This chapter addresses the substantial issue of PFAS (Per- and Polyfluoroalkyl Substances)
contamination at Dublin Airport and the lack of consideration for its impacts in the Relevant
Action draft decision. Despite known contamination risks dating back to at least 2016, cumulative
assessments and in-combination effects have not been undertaken, creating significant
deficiencies in environmental screenings and compliance with regulatory frameworks.

11.2 PF ASContamin ation Bac kgrourd

PFAS contamination at Dublin Airport stems primarily from historical firefighting activities,
particularly at the former training ground and adjacent facilities. Recent investigations identified
alarming PFAS concentrations across groundwater, surface water, and soil:

« Groundwater: Concentrations up to0 4,111 ng/l detected at the former fire training site.
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» Surface Water: PFOS concentrations of 1,430 ng/l recorded near the North Apron,
significantly above acceptable levels.

» Soil/Concrete: Maximum concentrations of PFAS constituents measured at 568 ug/kg.

These findings highlight severe environmental contamination posing risks to nearby Special
Areas of Conservation (SACs), Special Protection Areas (SPAs), and critical water abstraction
points, including those used by Keelings, a major Irish fruit producer.

I1.3 Regulatory Deficiencies and Project Splitting

The Relevant Action draft decision fails to:

1. Address PFAS contamination in any Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) or
Appropriate Assessment (AA).

2. Acknowledge cumulative impacts arising from multiple interlinked projects at Dublin
Airport, including the North Runway, Airfield Drainage Application, and underpass
construction.

3. Adhere to obligations under European and Irish legislation, including:

o EPA National Hazardous Waste Management Plan (2021-2027), which
mandates EIA and AA for projects involving hazardous contaminants.

o Aarhus Convention, breached due to the absence of public consultation and
transparency.

The daa’s practice of piecemeal applications constitutes "Project Splitting," concealing the full
environmental impact of interconnected developments.

I 1.4 Implications for Environmental and Human Health

The contamination has significant implications for water quality and food safety:

« Water Quality: PFAS has migrated into surface water bodies, including the Ward River
and Barberstown water features, which flow towards designated SACs/SPAs.

» Food Safety: Keelings’ fruit production facilities, relying on groundwater abstraction, are
at risk of PFAS contamination. Immediate testing and regulatory intervention are required
to ensure produce safety for public consumption.

o Public Health: Monitoring data indicate a concerning upward trend in PFAS
concentrations, with values for the Sum of Total PFAS increasing from 1,509 ng/l (2021)
to over 10,000 ng/l (2023).
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11.5 MetrdLink and Cu mulativelmpact Assessment

AIE records from Transport Infrastructure Ireland (TIl) related to the MetroLink project
underscore the necessity for cumulative and in-combination assessments. Tll recognises PFAS
risks and acknowledges that their activities may exacerbate contamination. This level of
diligence contrasts sharply with the daa’s approach in the Relevant Action application.

11.6Concl s bn and Recan mendations

The daa’s long-standing awareness of PFAS contamination since 2016, coupled with its failure
to undertake comprehensive environmental assessments, constitutes a serious breach of
regulatory obligations. The following actions are recommended:

1. Full EIA and AA: A comprehensive assessment addressing PFAS contamination across
all Dublin Airport projects.

2. Cumulative Assessment: Inclusion of interconnected projects to assess total
environmental impacts.

3. Regulatory Oversight. Engagement with relevant authoities, including the HSE, Food
Safety Authority, Inland Fisheries Ireland, and NPWS.

4. Immediate Testing: Rigorous testing of water and food products in adjacent areas,
particularly at Keelings, to safeguard public health.

5. Reclassification of North Runway: Given the daa’s concealment of PFAS
contamination, the North Runway development should be reviewed as potential
unautho rsed development.

The absence of PFAS screening in the Relevant A<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>