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Having considered the contents of the submission dated/ rmaa 23 ) ?L

recommend that section 131 of the Planning and Development Act, 2000
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hot be invoked at this stage for the following reason(s):. A b)

Date:

To EO:

Section 131 not to be invoked at this stage. a
Section 131 to be invoked – alloy/ 2/4 weeks for reply. []

S.E.O.: Date:

S.A.0: Date:
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Please prepare BP
submission

• Section 131 notice enclosing a copy of the attached

to:

Allow 2/3/4weeks - BP

EO: Date :

AA: Date :
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1. Update database with new agent for Applicant/Appe]lant

2. Acknowledge with BP z–A 1 1. RETURN TO SENDER with BP

3. Keep copy of Board’s Letter n . ] 2. Keep Envelope: D
3. Keep Copy of Board’s letter []

Amendments/Cornmerns

4. Attach to file

a(a) R/S

(b) GIS Proces:

(c) Processlng

(d) Screening []
!) Inspectorate []
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Introduction
The Inspector’s Report has rightly concluded that the adverse impact of the Relevant Action
on the surroundi bg communities would +e too severe to justify wanting permission. ThF
proposal’s reque# for additional hours of operation on the north runway and a projected
increase in night+time activity would resujt in significant additional awakenings, whieh are
well-documented} to cause substantial bean:h and well-being consequences, including
increased risks bf cardiovaseular di sea+e, mental health disorders, and sleep-related
cognitive impairrnents.

Given these 6ndibgs, it is essential that a4y current or future expansion of airport activity
during night-time hours be disallowed bu+ at the very least strictly limited by a movernent
cap of 13,000 annpal night-time Rights, as $roposed.

Proposed operatibns on the north runwap from 6am to midnight presents unacceptable
risks to health abd quality of life, and iq particular will cause further catastrophic and
unreasonable sle4p disruption for residents and families already suffering due to north
runway aightpathl

The following sudmary points highlights th, inadequacies of the DAA application:

I.O Inadequacy of DAA AppHmtion
8 The Dublin Airport Authority (BAA) application fails to assess or mitigate the

adverse effects of nighttime noise adequately. Average metrics like % Highly Sleep
Disturbed (HSD) and L,„,,„ fail to upture acute impacts such as awakenings, which
have immediate and long-term health consequences=.
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than 1 additional awakening per night as a
adverse impact=.

2.0 Insulation Ljmitations:
© tigate

Idl
a

nighttime noise due to factors like open
noise events. The WHO average insulation

open 20% of the year, making insulation less

e

IB

.lcatrng
criteria of 80dB L„„„ is welcomed, however,

who qualifies for this the decision is

o,doo is considered inadequate to fully insulate
to other EU countries are incomplete and do
costs in Ireland and particularly Dublin are

should be redesigned to cover the full
ctIon

le highest in the Eiclose to errle

cost of ation.
Noise Insulation gcheme [RNIS)Residen

(HSIP) dd not meet modern hI llth pdotection
1 t) Inighttim4 impacts and canno1

caps.

IP and Home Sound Insulation Program
standards, Insulation is unsuitable for

for operational restrictions like movement

3-0 lejectionNecessity of be Movement U all
Operating H+urs:

The mov4ment cap of 13.000 ,e

:nhIng public heal'and pro' but
significanEly, endangering thejwell-bqing

hoursEdrdThe prop{
comDletelvmidnight

operatio ni
leoDledisturban'

Adding a
only
solved fi

40 depa ll
busiest hd
were swr
turn and

of the Additional North Runway

8

•

flights is critical to reducing noise impacts
this mp, noise exposure levels will rise
ofnearb$ residents.

from 6am to 7am and from 111>m to
irlacceptable. The flightpaths in

causing huge suffering, distress and sleep
in Fingal and Meath.

the s}hedule whet! most people are b)'ing to sleep
sitliadon even wo lse. The nightpath issue must be
chan as can be considered. For context, there were

7a{n on Monday 16 December 2024. This is the
airport it would be disastrous if these 40 departures

>ecause they would now be taking a divergent
jite turning) over communities who should not

1r near to a fltghtpa bl The}volume and frequency would be much greater

+ Iner period.

•

be under
in the su]

4.o Unaudlorise4 Flight Paths and Breach +f Planning Condi6ons

h,tp„//w„„w.,„,h.europaeu/RegData/w4/sruD/2020/650787/IPobJniC2020)650787-E

, The inspector has +oncluded -in conjunction \lid the board's independent acouaic expert that the
information cont,iI,Ed in the RD and the RA dogs dot adequately demQnstl ate coT15ideration of all
measures necessary: to ensure the increase in flighb during the nighttime hours would prevent a
significant negative jmpact on the existing papUa$on-'

b (I fN
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• The DAA has implementel
approved in the Environ,
deviations expose previousl'
unassessed risks.
The d :h Conbb

aljy a:
n

flighq paths that deviate significantly from those
ltal j}npact

areas to significant noise impacts, creatingFjl

of the planning permission, which requirestion
flight paths. No updated Environmental Impactess

lppliqbtion has been submitted for these changes
d are peHencing unreasonable noise levels without

tres. Local schools have been impacted. Theon

:or cdhmunities with families now feeling like they
hom
undejmine the planning system's integrity, setting a
lture llprojects. Granting permission under these

an# obligations under the EIA Directive.
of compliance with the pertinent ICAOrn

Id anp approved only the one chosen by daa as

instructed or caused daa to deviate from thelat

lg pe4nission is not correct

Statement (EIS). These unauthorised

impact hi been devastati

have no option but to sell the
The una lorised flight pathl
dangero precedent for
conditiorG violates planning 11
There ace multiple possibl

IAA has recei'regulatiot
,e Operator.

Any inference or implication
route approved in their pIann

ictions in EuNlbe an& Implications for Dublin5.o Night Flight
Major airports like Schiphol, w, and Frankfurt enforce strict caps or curfewsIP

on nigh le flights. Dublin’s: opc4ed 31,755 annual nighttime flights far exceed
thes passqnger numbersorts' limits relative
Eu

!dud$ noise exposure to mitigate sleep disrupdon,
aIrports priorItIzee

risks. and strlcardiovasl

Ip ali IAdopting ,the 13,000-flight Dublin with international best practices,e

linablk operations.ensuring proportional and
Without the movement limit tHe Noi ge Abatement Objective (NAO) set by ANCA for+
Dublin AiITort cannot be fully Hchiev gd.

6,O Health and Environmental Imp
to nighttimChronic• noise increases the risks of cardiovascularalrl

i he#kh issues. Children’s cognitive development is
learning, and overall performance.mo

healt#care expenses and reduced productivity, are
exal#rple, Brussels Airport’s health cost analysis

lin coqld reach €750m annually
lnect population datasets in determining thethe

pe irnp#ct on the communities around the airport
izes that noise-induced sleep disturbance is a}mp

risklllgnoring these risks contravenes principles of
lth protection.tbIic

Th:'DAA £nalysis has not useb
EiS underestimatesimpacts.

Evidence Im health agencies
significant environmental head
sustainable development and

7 .O Recommendations
Imrnediatdy halt unautho=+

under the +riginal EIS
At the vel least, maintain thIe

degradatiab of cornnlunity hl

deaahons a„d „V,,t to the flight p,th, ,pp„„ed

cap & 13,000 nighttime flights to prevent further
h and Well-being, however due to the severity of the



projected health and envirod+nentd impacts that nighttime aircraft noise presents, a
eompiete ban on night-time f§ghts #rould be strongly considered.
Implement the Noise Quot4 Syst#m to incenavize quieter aircraft and ensure
proportional operations.
Reject the proposed additionbl ho4s of operation on the north runway for reasons
outlined.


