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S. 37
FiFe With

I SECTION 131 FORM

Appeal NO: ABP:3 \ D\ U S S Defer Re O/H

TO: SEO

Having considered the contents of the submission dated/ received J L /24
from

recommend that section 131 of the Planning and D3v3Topment Act, 2000

@/not be invoked at this stage for the fo11 ou/ing reason(s): . bReD I-LLC c©8 U-'=b

Date

X

Section 131 not to be invoked at this stage. a
Section 131 to be invoked - allo'# 2/4 v/33ks for reply. Ll

S.E.O.: Date:

I S.A.0:. Date:

M

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

to:

Allow 2/3/4weeks - BP

EO: Date :

RA: Date :
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S. 37

CORRESPONDENCE FORM
File V/lth

3pea! No: ABP 3 J hb Y==

lease treat correspondence received on Z/ as follows:

. Update database with new agent for Applicant/Appellant

. Acknowledge with BP X==>
;. Keep copy of Board’s Letter

1. RETURN TO SENDER with BP

2. Keep Envetope: a
3. Keep Copy of Board’s letter []

n

Amendments/Cornmerlts

4, Attach to file

(a) R/S
(b) GIS Pro'
(c) Proce

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

RETURN TO EO []

Plans Date Stamped

Date Stamped Filled in

A\w)EO

Date



Jwg
£?aragh Cassells

From:
Sent:
To:

Subject:
Attachments:

Gregory Hughes <coldwinteroffice@gmail.com>
Sunday 22 December 2024 22:14
Appeals2
Appeals regarding ABP CASE 314485 Dublin Airport
IMG_2223.jpeg; IMG_2225.jpeg; IMG_2226.jpeg; IMG_2227.jpeg; MG_2224.jpeg

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

Dear Sir / Madam,
Please find attached our submission attached regarding case 314485 to ABP. There are two emails
for this submission.

We have already made a submission regarding this case but if we need to pay a further €50
submission fee please contact us to obtain payment asap?
Regards,
Gregory Hughes mob 0830032759
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• Fnilure to Address Noise Impacts'
I'he- Dublin Airport Authority fDAA) appIIcatiOn
fdts to assess or mItigate the adverse effects of
nighttime noise adequately

Average metrIcs like % Highly Sleep Disturbed
(HSD) and L,.d. Pdf 1 to capture acute impacts such
as auf'akenings, \which have immediate and long-
term health consequences

• Health Im plications of Nighttime Noise
Chronic sleep disruption contributes to
cardiovascular disease. mental health disorders,

and reduced cognitive performance.
The WHO highlights that even one additronal
awakening per night represents a signifIcant
adverse health impact, ignored in the DA A’s
proposals

• Projected Impacts:
The inspector has defined that more than 1
additIonal awakening per night as a result of
aircraft noise is a signIficant adverse impact.

The inspector has concluded “in conjunction with
the board's independent acoustic expert that the
information contained in the RD and the RA does
not adequately demonstrate consideration of all
measures necessary to ensure the increase in

nights during the nighttime hours would prevent
a significant negative impact on the existing
population .“

• Insulation Limitations:

Insulation measures cannot fully mitigate
nighttime noise due to factors like open windowsT
low-frequency noise, and peak noise events.

The WHO average insulation value of 21 dB
assumes windows are open 20% of the year,
making insulalion less effective

The introduction of a new insulation criteria of

80dB LA,„„ is welcomed, however, without a
detailed set of maps indicating who qualifies for
this the decision is incomplete.

Furthermore, the grant value of €20,000 is
considered inadequate to fully insulate those
homes that qualify. Comparisons to other EU
countries are incomplete and do acknowledge the
fact that construction costs in Ireland and

particularly Dublin are close to the highest in the
EU
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noise from the proposed dcvcl€>plnc11t should
ha\ e to carry tIle cost of an\ mitigation works
needed
The schclrrc should be redesjgned to cover the full
cost o I' insulat Itln

• \cccsqjt\ of the \to\ crucllt I,inI it
rhc 11}o\c111L*nt cap Il1- 1 3.f )( if I nigllttimc nights is
crItical to rcdtlcillp tItttHe illljxlcts. and prc)tccting
public llcaltl1

\\'ltlrout tllls cal). noise c XIII)sure levels will rise
sign lllcalltly. endangering the well-being of
III:art>\ resIdents

• Conclusion on Permission :
The permission should be denied due to the
DAA's insutllcient noise mitigation measures and
failure to address core public health risks

2.0 Unauthorised Flight Paths and Breach of Planning
Conditions

• Deviation from Approved Flight Paths:
The DAA has implemented flight paths that
deviate significantly from those approved in the
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS).

These unauthorised deviations expose previously
unaffected areas to signifIcant noise impacts,
creating unassessed risks.

• Failure to Seek Updated Permissions:
, The deviations breach Condition 1 of the planning

permission, which requires adherence to the
originally assessed flight paths,

,_ No updated Environmental Impact Assessment
(EIA) or planning application has been submitted
for these changes.

• Community Impacts:
Affected communities have experienced noise
levels without proper consultation or mitigation
measures.

, , Local schools have been impacted.
The impact has been devastating for communities
with families now feeling like they have no
option but to sell their homes.

Trust in the DAA has been severely eroded due to

a lack of transparency and accountability.

. Legal and Procedural Concerns:
The unauthorised night paths undermine the
planning systelnfs integrity, sealng a dangerous
precedent for future projects

0 under these conditionsGrantIng penTllSSIOn

\’jolates plannlng laws and obligations under the
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• C 'tlnclu\illn OII I)cl'nI i\slttII
1>cr1111.slttr1 5l1111118 llc uncq UI\ creally denIed until
utlautllt,rI-cd 11l8111 lwlttl\ cease and

c01111,rcllc11qI\ c rcasscqq111cnts arc completed

LLE

3.o Right of \l1l11.al in the ..\iITrnft >lljqc ,\ct 21119

. I real l"r:lltlc\\111'k
scctlt III it) tII' tIle Aircra II N(>lsc Act permIts
a1,peal. ol- l{cgulattjry I)cclslcill$ ( 1<!)s ) by
rt,it.\ aIIt lrcrslrn s \\ tIll partIcipated in the
COIIS.tIlt ati on process

SM-1-W ( st Margaret's, I'he Ward Residents
Group) qualifies as a relevant person under this
frame\\-ork

• Inappropriate Refusal of Appeal :
. SN{TW’s appea! against noise-related RDs was

inappropriately denied by An Bord Plean£la,
despite clear legislative provisions suppoFtlng It'

, Denial of appeal prevents critical scrutinY of nolse
mitigation measures and exacerbates comrnunltY
disenfranchisement.

• Importance of Appeals:
_ Appeals are vital for maintaining transparencY,

ensuring accountability, and balancing airport
operations with community welfare.

• Conclusion
, Denying appeals undermines public trust and

violates the Aircraft Noise Act’s intent to provide
afFected parties a voice.

4.0 Noise Quota System in the Fingal Development Plan
• Policy Objectives:

, Objective DA016 supports a Noise Quota System
(NQS) to reduce aircraft noise impacts,
particularly during nighttime operations.

The policy prioritizes community health9

sustainability, and the use of quieter aircraft.
• Challenges in Implementation :

, Without a cap on nighttime flights, cumulative
noise impacts will persist despite efforts to
fncentivize quieter aircraft.

Current plans increase noise exposure above 2019
levels, violating noise abatement objectives.

• Recommendations :
Enforce a movement limit alongside the NQS to
ensure it effectively reduces noise disturbances.

Align the system win best practices observed at

major European aIrports.

. '- .t



Daragh Cassells

From:
Sent:
To:

Subject:
Attachments:

Gregory Hughes <coldwinteroffice@gmail.com>
Sunday 22 December 2024 22:17
Appeals2
ABP CASE 314485
IMG_2229.jpeg; IMG_2228.jpeg; IMG_2227.jpeg

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

(2nd email regarding this case due to size).

Dear Sir / Madam
Please find attached our submission attached regarding case 314485 to ABP. There are two
emails for this submission
We have already made a submission regarding this case but if we need to pay a further €50
submission fee please contact us to obtain payment asap?
Regards ,
Gregory Hughes mob 0830032759

Gregory Hughes
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5.0 Night Flight Restrictions in Europe and Impllcatlons
for Dublin

• European Com paris;ons
Major airports like Schiphol. Heathrowl and
FrankfUrt enforce strict caps or curfew’s on
njghttime nights

DuBlin's prod>sed 3 ] ,755 annual n{ghninre nights
hr exceed these airports' limits relative to

passenger numbers,
• Health and Environmental Alignment

European airports prioritize reducing noise
exposure to lnitigate sleep disruptIOn,
cardiovascular risks, and stress.

Adopting the 13,000-flight cap aligns Dublin with
international best practices, ensuring proportional
and sustainable operations.

• Conclusion:
. The proposed number of flights is

disproportionate and poses unacceptable health
and environrnenta1 risks

Without the movement limit the Noise Abatement
Objective (NAO) set by ANCA for Dublin
Airport cannot be fully achieved.

6.0 Inadequacy of Insulation in Mitigating Aircraft
NoiseInduced Awakenings

• Technical Limitations of Insulation:
Insulation does not address critical noise issues,

such as low-frequency noise penetration and
sharp peaks triggering awakenings.

Dormer-style housing near the aIrport is
particularly susceptible to noise, render{ng
insulation largely inefFective.

• Existing Schemes Are Insufficient:
Residential Noise Insulation Scheme (RNIS) and
Home Sound Insulation Program (HSIP) do not
meet modern health protection standards.

c. Insulation is unsuitable for nighttime impacts and
cannot substitute for operational restrictions like
movement caps.

• Alternative Mitigation Measures:

., Voluntary purchase schemes for residents in high-
noise zones should be expanded to address the

most severe impacts effectively.
clusion

Insulation alone cannot mitigate nighttime noi'

impacts; operational restrictions must remain

cenfral fo mitigation strategies.
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SectIon II) t,I'ltlc A lrcrall Nt)lsc Act perlnIts
appeals ot- l{cFtllatory I )ccI!;,it)ns ( IiI )s ) by
role\ a1 it 1lcr KIlns \\ III) participated in the
consllltat ion process

SM-1-W ( St. Margaret's, The Ward Residents
Group) qualitIes as a relevant person undeF thls
fralne\\ orit

• Inappropriate Refusal of Appeal:
SMTW’s appeal against noise-related RDs was
inappropriately denied by An Bord Pleanala9
despite clear legislative provisions supportlng it.

, Denial of appeal prevents critical scIutiny of noise
mitigation measures and exacerbates cornmunltY
jjqenfranchiserrlent

• Importance of Appeals:
_ Appeals are vital for maintaining transparency,

ensuring accountability, and balancing airport
operations with community welfare.

• Conclusion
, Denying appeals undermines public trust and

violates the Aircraft Noise Act’s intent to provide
affected parties a voice.

4.0 Noise Quota System in the Fingal Development Plan
• Policy Objectives:

, Objective DA016 supports a Noise Quota System
(NQS) to reduce aircraft noise impacts,
particularly during nighttime operations.

= The policy prioritizes community health,
sustainability, and the use of quieter aircraft.

• Challenges in Implementation :
, Without a cap on nighttime flights, cumulative

noise impacts will persist despite efforts to
incentivize quieter aircraft.

Current plans increase noise exposure above 2019
levels, violating noise abatement objectives.

• Recommendations :
_ Enforce a movement limit alongside the NQS to

ensure it effectively reduces noise disturbances.

AljgTr the system with best practices observed at

major European alrWrts.
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