HEALTH COSTS ASSESSMENT

Noise Annoyance:

Total number of HA in 2023 at Dublin Airport amounted to 71,388 people as per
https://www.fingal.ie/sites/default/files/2024-08/noise-mitigation-effectiveness-review-report-for-

2023.pdf.
Convert to DALYs by multiplying by the disability weight of 0.02 (WHO 2018):

71,388 x 0.02 = 1,428 DALYs
Convert to euros using the value of a healthy life-year, equal to €132,000:

1,428 x 132,000 = €188,496,000

Sleep Disturbance:

Total number of HSD in 2023 at Dublin Airport amounted to 32,562 people as per
https://www.fingal.ie/sites/default/files/2024-08/noise-mitigation-effectiveness-review-report-for-

2023.pdf.
Convert to DALYs by multiplying by the disability weight of 0.07 (WHO 2018):

32,562 x 0.07 = 2,279 DALYs
Convert to euros using the value of a healthy life-year, equal to €132,000:
2,279 x 132,000 = €300,828,000

Therefore, the health-economic cost due to HA and HSD amounted to €489,324,000 in 2023
alone.
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1.2 Burden of D'isease / Disability Adjusted L ifeYe ars (DA LY)

In 2016 the EU carried out a review and evaluatio nof t heE rvironmental Noise Directive ( END)
titled “Evaluation of Directive 2002/49/EC Relating to the Assessment and Management of
Environmental Noise” (https://op guropa.eu/en/publication-detail/-/publication/7febde6d-9a89-
11e6-9bca-01aa75ed71a1). h section 1.3.2 of the review it references the WHO 2011
publication on the ‘Burden of Disease from environmental noise through the quantification of

healthy life years lost in Europe’

(http://www euro who.int/ _data/assets/pdf file/0008/136466/€94888.pdf). According to the
WHO, a Disability-Adjusted Life Years (DALY) represents one lost year of "healthy" life.

“The sum of these DALYSs across the population, or the burden of disease, can be
thought of as a measurement of the gap between current health status and an ideal
health situation where the entire population lives to an advanced age, free of disease
and disability”

In a Defra 2014 report titled ‘Environmental Noise: Valuing impacts on: sleep disturbance,
annoyance, hypertension, productivity and quiet
(https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment data

ffile/380852/environmental-noise-valuing-imapcts-PB 14227 .pdf), it recommends the use of

disability-adjusted life years (DALYSs) to reflect the value of impact’:

DALY = Years of life lost (YLL) + Years lived with Disability (YLD)

This analysis focuses solely on years lived with disability (YLD). In the DEFRA 2014 report it
assumes that sleep disturbance does not result in premature death and therefore YLL is zero.
However, recent scientific evidence suggests that sleep disturbance can cause premature
death. For simplicity in this analysis, YLL is assumed zero although this should be investigated
further by ANCA.
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For Sleep Disturbance, the value is defined by the following formula:

Valuing sleep disturbance

32. The value of sleep disturbance can be calculated. A full description of the method
is provided in Annex . The overall approach to valuing sleep disturbance is
provided in the following equation:

r._-_l; - - - — L - - -
| Value of sleep disturbance = population exposed x proportion sleep disturbed x disability

weight x health value

This equates to: Total HSD x 0.07 x Value of DALY

The Highly Sleep Disturbed (HSD) population can be calculated using the formulae in Annex Il
of 2002/49/EC (END) which were inserted by EU Directive 2020/367 (https://eur-
lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX%3A32020L 0367).

_ (167885 — 0.9293 * L i, + 00198+ L

2
ARysp air = night )/ 100 (Formula 9)

for aircraft noise.

3.3. For HA and HSD in the case of road, railway and aircraft noise, the total number N of people affected by the
harmful effect y (number of attributable cases) due to the source x, for each combination of noise source x (road,
railway or aircraft source) and harmful effecty (HA, HSD), is then:

Ny = Ej[ﬂj * AE'J‘”.] {Formula 12}

Where:

— AR, is the AR of the relevant harmful effect (HA, HSD), and is calculated using the formulas set out in point 2 of
this Annex, calculated at the central value of each noise band {e.g.: depending on availability of data. at 50,5 dB for
the noise band defined between 50-51 dB, or 52 dB for the noise band 50-54 dB),

— m, is the number of people that is exposed to the j-th exposure band.

The disability weight for Sleep Disturbance has been assigned by the WHO in their 2018
Guidelines as 0.07. This means that being highly sleep disturbed due to environmental noise
reduces a completely healthy individual's health by around 7%.
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For Sleep Annoyance, the value isdefined by the following formula:

\alue ofannoyance =population exposed x p roportionhighly annoyed x disability
weig ht x heath value

This equates to: Total HA x 0.02 x Value of DALY

From Annex Il of 2002/49/EC (END)'.

(~50.9 693+ 10168 % Ly, + 0072+ Ly . 7) /
100

ARy gir = Formulu &)

tor aircrait noise.

3.3. For HA and HSD in the case of road, railway and aircraft noise, the total number N of people affecced by the
harmful effect y (number of att rbueable case} due to the source x, 6r each combination of noise source x (road,
railway or aircraft source) and harm fulef fecty (HA, HSD), is then:

Nyy = Xilny « AR, ] (Formula 121

Where:

~ AR, s the ARof the relevant harmful effect (HAHSD), and is calculated using the formulas set out in point 2 of
this Anne, calculated at the central value of each noise bandfe.g.: depending o n availabilitvof data, at 50.5 dB for
the nose band defined between 50-51 dB, or 52 dB for the noise band 5U-54 dB),

— n;isthe numbirof people that is exposed to the j-th exposure band.

The disability weight for Sleep Annoyance has been assigned by the WHO in their 2018
Guidelines as 0.02. This means that being highly annoyed due to environmental noise reduces
a completely healthy individual’s health by around 2%.
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I.3 HA/HSD

The total number of Highly Steep Disturbed (HSD) and Highly Annoyed (HA) people for various
scenarios have been calculated by the daa using Annex Il of 2002/49/EC (END) and are
presented in tables 13-16 and 13-38 in the EIAR Supplement:

2018 42,260 48,950
2025 Proposed 23,884 29,589
2025 Permitted 22,281 27,474

In ANCA’s Noise Mitigation Effectiveness Report for 2023,
https://www.finqal.ie/sites/defauIt/ﬁles/2024-08/noise-mitiqation-effectiveness-review-report-for-
2023.pdf, it reports on the number of people Highly Sieep Disturbed and Highly Annoyed in
2023:
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Figure 7 - Number of people highly annoyed by year

It is very clear that the predicted 2025 Proposed figures published by the daa in their EIAR
Supplementary Report for 2025 are an underestimation of the true Highly Annoyed and Highly
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Sleep Disturbed figures for 2025. Comparing the predicted HA/HSD figures from the EIAR
Supplementary Report and the real HA/HSD figures from ANCA'’s Noise Mitigation

Effectiveness Reports for 2022/2023:

Year HA
2022 47355
2023 71388

2025 Permitted 55041

2025 Proposed 53854

Passenger numbers have increased in 2024 compared to 2023 and it’s safe to assume that

HSD
21 338. |
32562
22281
23884

the HA and HSD figures will increase even further in 2024.
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1.4 Cost of a DALY

In a recent publication from the Belgian Supe ior Health Council which was requested by the
Federal Minister of Social Affairs and Public Health concerning the issues of noise in the
vicinity of Brussels Airport, a val e of €132,000 was used (reevaluated for the year 2020) as
derived from the work of the Quinet Commission (Commissariat général & b stratégie et a la
prospective. (2013). Evaluation socioéconomique des investissements publics).

httos://www.health.belgium.be/sites/default/files/uploads/fields/fpshealth theme file/20240506

har-9741_vliegtuiglawaai en_andere emissies vweb.pdf

For this review in Belgium, a short study commissioned by “Bond Beter Leefmilieu” was
conducted in 2023 by a French consulting bureau, ENVISA, to assess the health economic
impact of aircraft nose on those living in the vicinity of Brussels airport.

https://wakeupkraainem.be/wp-content/uploads/2023/06/ENVISA Health-Economic-impact-

Brussels-Airport March-2023.pdf

The authors used the same methodology as that used for a study conducted in 2021 by
Bruitparif in Tle de France (Social cost of aircraft noise in ile de France), and their results are in
line with those of the latter. This is the same methodology as p esented above.

Bruit-Parif - lle-de-France Envisa - Brussels
People DALYs Cost People DALYs Cost
€bn/yr €bn/yr {
HA 210,000 4,200 0.553 220,000 4,380 0.578
HSD 188,000 13,000 1.738 109,000 7,630 1.007

CcvD 78,000 9,300 1.222 53,000 6,800 0.9
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Using the HA and HSD figures from the daa’s and ANCA's reports and applying the same
methodology as used in Belgium and France to Dublin Airport, the number of DALYs and
associated costs are as follows:

Dublin Airport 2023 Dublin Airport 2025 Proposed
People DALYs Cost People DALYs Cost
€bn/yr €bn/yr
HA 71,388 1,428 0.188 53854 1,077 0.142
HSD 32,562 2,279 0.301 23884 1,672 0.221
CVD (*) 0.300 0.225
Total 0.789 0.598

(*) Please note that the CVD figures for Dublin Airport include an estimated cost attributed to cardiovascular disease (CVD). For lle-de-France
these amounted to €1,222 million and €900 million for Brussels. Dublin Airport's 2023 real HA and HSD figures are roughly one third those of
Brussels and therefore it can be assumed that there would be a further €300 million annual cost associated with CVD at Dublin Airport.

In 2023, the estimated health cost of just annoyance and sleep disturbance due to aircraft
noise was estimated to be €489 million. For the 2025 Proposed scenario, it is estimated to
cost €363 million.

These health care costs were never addressed by ANCA, and the Inspector has also
failed to consider their impact. The Board needs to be made aware of these costs to
ensure a balanced assessment as per the Balanced Approach.

Adding the €300 million CVD cost to the €489 million HA and HSD costs for 2023, the total
annual amount of health care costs attributed to Dublin Airport for the year 2023 amounts to

€789 million, over a quarter of a billion euros.

These staggering health care costs cannot be ignored by the Board and the only way to
reduce these costs is to have a complete ban on nighttime flights or a very restrictive
movement limit as suggested by the Inspector.

11
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EUS598/2014 Annex | Istates that Competent Authorities may take account of health and safety
of local residents and environmental sustainability:

JANNK I

Assessment of the cost -effectivaess of noise-related operating restrictions

The cost-effectiveness of envisaged noise -relatd operating restrictions will be assessed taking due account of the
following elements, to the extent pos sible.in quantifiable terms:

{1) th e anticpated no isebenefit of the env saged measures, now andin the lfuture .

(2) the safetv of aviation operations, including third-party risks:

(3) tle capacity of the a'iport:

{4} any effects on the European aviation network.

In addition. competent authorities may take dug account ofthe foll owig fau tors:

(1} the health and safery of local reidents living in the vicinity ot the ai port.

{2} envir onmenal so stainabil ity induding wterdependencies be tveen ndseand emis siony

{31 anv diredt, indirect or cataly ‘ticemployment and economic effecs.

It also lists ‘environmental sustainability, including interdependence between noise and
emissions’. The daa have provided no costings on environnental sustdnability or
inte reependencies between noise and emissions. ANCA, as regulator, should insist on these
costings to qu antifythe environmental burden of its draft decision.

The * Arcraft Noise Information Reporting Template Guidance’ document from ANCA states in
section 3.2 Nor'ss Effects Data, that the assess ment of ¢ osts of noise exposure should include
cos & of annoyance and costs of health.

The daa ha vefailed to quantify in monetary terms the costs on health of the population exposed
to noise as a result of aircraft activity at Dublin Airport. This is a serious omission from the cost
effective analysis.

12
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The “Airport Noise Infomration Reporting Template Guidance” document from ANCA states the

following at section 3.2:

3.2 Noise Effects Data
Jsing the noise exposure data. the effects information should be provided:

e Aszessment of any significant effects of noise on sensitive receptors:
e  Aszessment of harmful effects due to long term expesure to noise from airport operations, including:
o Number of people livirg ir dwellings highly annoyed:
o Number of people living in dwellings highly sleep cisturbed:
o Sub-totals per Electoral Divisian
s Where effects are to be reported per Electoral Division. this should ae achieved by
prefixing the elements prezented in the ‘Health' tab to report designatars Tor the Eactora

Ciiiio o

»  Assezzmient of costs of noise exposure. incuding:

We note that the daa did not submit any of these costs which is a glaring omission as
the costs of same are in the order of €789 million euro per year which is alarming.

13
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1.5 InterVISTAS Addend um

The hterVISTAS addendum from September 2023 ,as part of the Supplementary EIAR,
predicted missing out on 0.9m passengers in 2024 and 1.6m in 2025. However, these figures
for 2024 are already out of date and the predicted passenger bsses 'n 2024 didn’t materialise
nor did the €262-million losses. But the health costs will te above €750 million euro.

https://www.pleanala.ie/publicaccess/Responses/31 4485/Applicant's%20response%20includin

9%20EIAR%20Supplement%2014-09-

23/6.%20Dublin%20Airport%20Economic%20Impact%200f%2000erating%20Restrictions%20

-%20Update/InterVISTAS OperatingRestrictionsAddendum 6Sep2023.pdf?r=932508046349

Figure 2-1: Annual Passenger Traffic F orecasts Withand Wihout the Operating Restrictions

Millions of Passengers 2024 2025
2023 Forecasts
Unconstrained 32.0 32.0
Constrained 311 31.8
Difference 09 0.2
2021 Forecasts
Unconstrained 30.8 32.0
Constrained 29.3 30.4
Difference 1.6 1.6

14
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Figure 3-1: Forgone Economic Impact Resulting from Operating Restrictions

§ uTobbesr o El;;él\{:aréll;f:):ﬁs (€ vh\lllﬁﬁf:\s) (€ N(IBiI\I’iAons)

2024 Impact

Direct 440 390 20 40
Indirect 260 230 12 23
Induced 300 260 11 23
Catalytic 2,130 1,880 87 176
Total 3,130 2,760 130 262
2025 Impact

Direct 80 70 4 7
Indirect 40 40 2 4
Induced 50 40 2 3
Catalytic 1,340 1,180 55 111
Total 1,510 1,330 62 125

It may be claimed that the reason the daa didn’t have the 0.9m forgone passengers was due to
the stay in the 65 nighttime flight limit. But according to ANCA’s Noise Mitigation Effectiveness

review report for 2023, https://www.ﬁngal.ie/sites/default/fiIes/2024-08/noise-mitigation-

effectiveness-review-report-for-2023.pdf, figures on page 14 show that 13.9% of aircraft
movements were during the nighttime period. 13.9% of 240,638 equates to 33,448
movements. 65 flights per night equates to 23,725 per year so just an additional 9,723
movements during the nighttime period. The loading factor in 2023 was 139 (33.522m /
240,638). So the additional nighttime passengers in 2023 above the 65 movement limit
amounted to 1,351,497 (9,723 x 139). As the daa catered for 33.522m passengers in 2023,
attaining 32m passengers cannot be attributed to an increase in nighttime movements.

If the Board is to apply the Balanced Approach, there’s zero economic gain up to 2025
from the Relevant Action but over €750million in health costs. How can the Relevant
Action be justified? Why incur such losses for no economic gain and inflict serious

health damage on residents?

15
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1.6 Belgian Su periorH ealth Coun ci Re port

httos //www. hedth.belgium be/sites/default/files/uploads/fields/foshealth theme file/20240506

har-9741 vliegtuigiawaai_en andere emissies vweb.pdf

In the request from the Federal Minister of Social Affairs and Public Health to the Superior
Health Council (SHC), as mentioned above, the following questions were put to the SHC:

a.

What are the direct and indirect effects on public health of the environmental noise
generated by aircraft, both in terms of noise level and flight frequency, in the wider
vicinity of the airport?

Are there any differences in the effects of daytime, early morning and night flights?

Is there any evolution in the assessment of these effects in the international scientific
literature, and have any good studies been conducted on this subject in the vicinity of
comparable airports in Western Europe whose methodology could be useful in
Belgium?

What impact do these effects have on healthcare budgets and organisation?

What are the policy recommendations on this issue?

The policy recommendations in the report highlight the urgent need to reduce aircraft noise
exposure. The main recommendation is a ban on night flights: !

“Given the substantial evidence showing (severe) negative health effects, which are

primarily related to sleep disturbance, the SHC believes that a complete ban on night

flights between 11 pm and 7 am is most desirable from a health perspective fo protect

the well-being of the approximately 163 518 residents within the Lnight > 45 dB(A) noise |
contours of 2019. This measure should at least allow those living near the airport to

benefit from 7 hours, ideally 8 hours, of sleep undisturbed by aircraft noise. In

addition, particular care should be taken to avoid a high concentration of flights in the

shoulder hours early in the moming and late in the evening.”

Regarding flight paths the report recommends the following:

“The flight paths should be aligned in such a way that no one experiences an {
unacceptable nuisance in terms of the number of exceedances of the 60 dB(A) LA,max
threshold, especially at night. In keeping with this concept (i.e. the prime importance of

both peak intensity(LA,max/SEL) and the number of exposures), the herewith related

number of sleep-disturbed people and the number of annoyed people should be kept as

low as possible. Not only should no one be subjected to an unacceptable level of 1

16 l



HEALTH COSTS ASSESSMENT

exposure, but care should be taken to keep the number of highly annoyed people as
low as possible.”

The report recommends no further increase in flight numbers:

“An expansion of the airport with the aim of achieving an increase in flight numbers is
not acceptable given the current high burden on the neighbouring residents in terms of
air pollution and noise exposure.”

The report recommends that the aircraft movements exceeding 60dBA should be reduced to
limit the impact on children’s cognition. The report questions the effect of soundproofing
schools:

“In light of the growing body of evidence that chronic aircraft noise impairs children’s
cognition and learning, the SHC believes that both LAeq and the number of daily
overflights exceeding the 60 dB(A)-threshold that school children are exposed to should
be reduced. It is doubtful whether soundproofing schools would contribute towards
reducing the noise children are exposed to, whilst implementing this measure would
entail that particular care should be taken to ensure sufficient ventilation (see SHC
aavisory report no. 9616 of 2021).”

The soundproofing of bedrooms is called into question stating that it's unrealistic and cannot
be justified due to the lack of ventilation:

“The same holds for the soundproofing of bedrooms: it is unrealistic and cannot be
justified, among other things because the lack of ventilation results in the same
problems as in classrooms. Noise from outside enters through the vents, the ventilation
itself is noisy, and lack of ventilation results in a considerable rise in indoor air polfution,
as well as a thorough of the bedroom biotope (humidity, temperature) — a problem that
will become increasingly serious with global warming — as shown by numerous studies
(Mishra et al., 2018, Xu et al., 2021, Basner et al., 2023).”

The report highlights the relevance of single noise events exceeding 60dBA, and their
frequency compared with average noise levels. This concurs with the evidence of Mr
Fiumicelli.

“The most important indicator for assessing the impact of night and day flights is the
frequency with which the maximum level reached by each flight exceeds 60dB(A)
LA,max and the extent to which this threshold is exceeded. Yearly averaged acoustic
levels (Lden, Lnight, LAeq) are widely used in policy making and follow-up as well as in
communication between stakeholders and residents. The working group insists on the

17
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fact that, from the point of view of the health impact of noise, the number of times a
given event-related noise level is exceeded during a given time period is much more
relevant than average acoustic energy levels. This means that, whilst a reduction in
average noise levels (e.g. Lden) would be welcome, it could not be used as an excuse
for increasing flight frequency. In fact, a decrease ih Lden and/or Lnight at the regional
or at the community level may easily be accompanied by a worsening impact on health,
because it allows for more frequent flyovers e.g. when a few noisy aircraft are replaced
by many more less noisy aircraft. As truly silent aircraft are not a realistic option in the
near future, a high frequency of flyovers leads to a worst case scenario for sleep
disturbance.’’

The report recommends reducing air pollution and exposure to Ultra Fine Particles UFP) in
residential areas near the runways. Currently there is no monitoring of UFP levels at Dublin
Airport.

“It s important that in the early morning and evening, when the air is most stable,
emissions should definitely not increase any further”

The report concludes that the most significant reduction in the health impacts of aviation will
come from a reduction in air traffic:

“Therefore, the most significant reduction in the health impact from air transport
will indeed come from a global reduction in air traffic. As a society, we should
reflect on our (recent) dependency on immediate goods delivery processes and on the
value we place on frequently flying to near or far destinations for business or leisure.
The greening of air transport will essentially depend on our collective ability to reduce
air traffic.”

18
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1.7 Environmental Action Programme (EAP)

The 7th Environment Action Programme (7th EAP) provides an overarching policy framework
for European environment policy up to and beyond 2020 and sets out a long-term vision for
2050.

Priority Objective 3 addresses challenges to ‘human health and wellbeing’, such as air and
water pollution and excessive noise.

Priority Objective 8 — ‘Sustainable Cities’ notes that:

"Europe is densely populated and 80 % of its citizens are likely to live in or near a city
by 2020. Cities often share a common set of problems such as [inter alia] poor air

quality and high levels of noise”.

To safeguard the Union’s citizens from environment-related pressures and risks to health and
well-being, the 7th EAP aims to ensure that by 2020 noise pollution in the Union has
significantly decreased, moving closer to the WHO recommended levels. It notes that this
implies “implementing an updated Union noise policy aligned with the latest scientific
knowledge, and measures to reduce noise at source, including improvements in city design”.

It is very clear from the Dublin Airport Noise Action Plans (NAPs) and the increase in noise
levels at Dublin Airport, that Ireland has failed in relation to the 7" EAP.

On the 12t of May 2021, the EU Commission adopted the EU Action Plan “Towards a zero
pollution for air, water and soil’.

Target 2 of this Action Plan is:

“by 2030 the EU should reduce by 30% the share of people chronically disturbed by
transport noise”. This 30% reduction is from the reference year 2017 and is based on
the EU study (2021) “Assessment of Potential Health Benefits of Noise Abatement
Measures in the EU”.

At section 2.25 of the ANCA SEA draft environmental report by Noise Consultants it clearly
states that “in the case of the European Commission’s Zero Pollution Action Plan (2021), this

19
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overarching EU policy sets clear targets with respect to reducing the number of people
chronically disturbed b ytransport noise. As part of this action pla ntarget 2 states that:

‘by 2030 the EU should reduce by 30% the share of people chronically disturbed by
transport noise [from a 2017 baseline]”.

Stratesic E nvihmye ~s:23ms nt- DraTEnvironmenia Report .
225 i e case oftne Euroman Commission's Zero Lolitiern Acuor. Bani 202 75 OvEE IPRG
=U 00le sets clesr targaEs .ah. rspect ‘¢ recun NG e ruNCET @ Dennie ear oncal)
O siurbel 0ymens00rirose. As o artof this Act on P an Targs: 2siares
By P50 the EU sheuid re duceby 30°% tre srare of peopie chror = ol

fansport noise [fr oma 207 pase ing

Yet ANCA have set the baseline at 2019 figures which was the busiest and noisiest year in the
history of Dublin Airport, a year that Dublin Airport breached its passenger cap handiing 32.9m
passengers.

The Irish Government are at risk of breaching this EU adopted action plan by failing to reduce
harmful noise by 30% from 2017 levels by 2030. By utilising 2019 as the baseline year for
assessing noise at Dublin Airport, Ireland has not adhered to the EU Action Plan and is
therefore on target to breach the 2030 requirements.
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REVIEW OF HSE & ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH
SU3MISSIONS

1.0 HSE ENVIRO NME NTALHEALTHSECTION

1.0 HSE

This chapter includes submissions from various HSE Departments to Fingal County Council
and ANCA.

1.1 Sub missions

* HSE Department of Public Health submission on 01/02/2021 on initial planning
application

e The HSE Environmental Health (EHS) section made a submission, dated 28/01/2021 on
the daa’s planning application F20A/0668 regarding the removal of night-time flight
restrictions at Dublin Airport.

* The HSE EHS also made a formal submission dated September 29t 2021, on the
daa’s revised planning application.

e The HSE EHS then made a sub nission dated February 24t 2022 to the Aircraft Noise
Competent Authority’s (ANCA) public consultation. It is worth noting that the HSE are
not a statutory body for consultation purposes in the ANCA process.

* HSE Public Health Area A Department’s submission on December 20t 2022 on the
proposed Material Alterations to the Fingal Development Plan

I.2HSE DeptOf Public Health Submissi onto PI anning Au thor ity
In the HSE Department of Public Health’s sub mission, 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 hea Ithproblems.




REVIEW OF HSE & ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH SUBMISSIONS

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
cardiovascular 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 individuals 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).

The auditory system constantly scans the environment for potential threats, and
humans perceive, evaluate and react to environmental sounds even when asleep.
During sleep, night noise can be either intermittent (that is discrete 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 sleep.

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 in
the International Classification of Sleep Disorders as “anvironmental sleep disorder”.
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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.
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 inflam matory marker, a predictor or strokes and heart
attacks has been shown to Inearly 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.

Sleep loss also effects neurobehavioural function, 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 risk of cardiovascular disease is connected with
stress.

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.

Disturbed sleep leads to dayti me 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 .

Time studies have indicated that the average amount of time people are in bed is 7.5
hours; therefore the average sleeping time would be somewhat shorter. There is
considerable variation in sleeping time due to factors such as age and genetics.

It is therefore recommended that for these reasons, afked in terval of 8 hous is a
minimal chdce for night ti me protection, this protects about 50% of the
population. It would take a 10 hour period to protect 80%.

The submission then cites the WHO Noise Guidelines and lists the potential adverse health
outcomes associated with aircraft noise:

Ischaemic Heart Disease (IHD):
Hypertension:

Stroke:

Children’s blood pressure:
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¢ Annoyance:

¢ Cognitive Impairment:
¢ Hearing and tinnitus:
¢ Sleep disturbance:

It cites the WHO report’s strong recommendations:

¢ Reduce noise levels produced by aircraft below 45dB Lden, and reduce night noise
levels produced by aircraft to below 40dB Lden, as aircraft noise above this level is
associated with adverse effects on sleep.

¢ To reduce adverse health effects, the group strongly recommends that suitable
measures to reduce noise exposure from aircraft in the population exposed to levels
above these guideline values are implemented.

With regard to replacing Condition 5 with a Noise Quota, the report states:

“This would effectively increase the number of flights taking off and landing between
23.00 and 07.00, and reduce the protected period of time during which flight
restrictions exist in current permission. Sleep is an important biological process for
overall health, and noise has been shown to disturb sleep. In addition to sleep
disturbance, aircraft noise is associated with a number of adverse health outcomes.

Sleep time of 8 hours is thought to protect 50% of the population, therefore reduction of
the restricted flight times to a 6 hour window between midnight and 6am may have an
adverse effect on health outcomes. Proposed noise mitigation measures are welcomed,
however consideration should be given to whether these are sufficient to reduce
night noise levels to recommended levels, especially in the summer months when
air traffic is increased and windows are more likely to be open, modifying
insulation effects.

The current WHO recommendation is to reduce noise levels to below 45dB Lden from
55 dB Lden for the hours between 0700 and 2300 and to reduce to below 40db Lnight
from 40dB -45dB Lnight for night time hours between 2300 and 0700. This is a factor to
consider in relation to the noise level contour, currently proposed by DAA, at night time
noise levels of > 55dB Lnight, to qualify for noise abatement measures for homes in the
vicinity of Dublin Airport. In the case of Vienna airport, homes in the vicinity with
noise levels >54 dB during the day and >45dB at night are eligible for assistance
towards soundproofing.”

The HSE concludes that:
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“The proposed changes may have the cumulative effect of increasing sleep
digurbance in residents in the surrounding area, and increasing overall daily
noise exposure despite proposed mitigation measures, with potential adverse
health outcomes.”

1.3 HSE EHS Submission # Ito Plann’ing Authority
For daytime noise (Lden) the HSE references the WHO 2018 Guidelines stating:

“The WHO 2018 Noise Guidelines strongly recommends reducing noise levels
produced by aircraft below 45 dB Lden, as it states that aircraft noise above this
level is associated with adverse health effects.”

On daytime noise, the submission concludes:

“‘While the EHS welcomes the significant reduction in the people exposed to
airline noise between the 2018/2019 baseline and the 2022/2025 forecast baseline
scenario it still acknowledges that a significant proportion of people, namely
63316 people assessed as highly annoyed and 128 people exposed to at least a
high noise level based on the 2025 baseline scenario, will still be exposed to
airline noise above the WHO recommendation of 45Lden.”

For night-time noise (Lnight) the HSE again references the WHO 2018 Guidelines stating:

“The WHO 2018 Noise Guidelines strongly recommends reducing noise levels
produced by aircraft during night time below 40 dB Lnight, as it states that
aircraft noise above this level is associated with adverse effects on sleep.”

On night-time noise Lnight) the submission concludes:

“While the EHS welcomes the significant reduction in the people exposed to
airline noise between the 2018/2019 baseline and the 2022/2025 forecast baseline
scenario it still acknowledges that a significant proportion of people, namely
19464 people assessed as highly sleep disturbed and 281 people exposed to at
least a high noise level based on the 2025 baseline scenario, will still be exposed
to airline noise above the WHO recommendation of 40Lnight.”

The submission discusses the research by the WHO on the impact of aircraft noise on health:

“The World Health Organisation’s Environmental Noise Guidelines 2018
summarise the research into the impact on health and exposure to aircraft noise.
The critical health outcomes identified were:

For average noise exposure For night noise exposure
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Cardiovascular disease 1. Effects on sleep
Annoyance

Cognitive impairment

Hearing impairment and tinnitus

Adverse birth outcomes

Quality of life, well-being and mental health

Metabolic outcomes

NSO ORWNR

As already outlined above the WHO strongly recommends reducing aircraft noise
Jevels to below 45 dB Lden, and for night noise exposure to below 40 dB Lnight,
as aircraft noise above these levels is associated with the above adverse health
effects.

In order to reduce these health effects, the WHO strongly recommends that
policy-makers implement suitable measures to reduce noise exposure from
aircraft in the population exposed to Jevels above the guideline values for
average and night noise exposure. For specific interventions the WHO
recommends implementing suitable changes in infrastructure. ?

The HSE EHS further state:

“The EHS acknowledges that the increase in people exposed to 50 dB Lden and
45 dB Lnight may result in adverse health effects as outlined in the World Health
Organisation’s Environmental Noise Guidelines 2011. Due to this the EHS feels
that the mitigation measures proposed must be reflected in these increased
numbers in order to reduce as much as possible the number of people exposed.
The EHS also feels that the WHO levels of 45 dB Lden and 40 dB Lnight should be
used when assessing eligibility for schemes such as the sound insulation
improvement works.”

The HSE EHS are very clear that 45 dB Lden and 40 dB Lnight should be used for assessing
insulation improvement works. This is in line with the proposed amendment in the
Development Plan and justifies its inclusion.

1.4 HSE EHS Submission #2 To Planning Authority
The submission concludes:
“The EHS makes the following observations in relation to this proposed development:

e The Conditions 3(d) and 5 were put in place to protect public health so if planning
authority are going to increase the hours of operation they must ensure all who
are significantly impacted have the opportunity of mitigation.
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e All efforts should be made by the DAA to ensure as many people as possible are
protected from the adverse health effects associated with aircraft noise as
outlined above inthis report. This must include reducing aircraft noise levels to
below 45 dB Lden, and for night noise exposure to below 40 dB Lnight.

* The EHS is of the opinion that The World Health Organisation’s Environmental
Noise Guidelines of 45 dB Lden and 40 dB Lnight should have been used for
ground noise assessments.”

The HSE clearly state that Conditions 3(d) and 5 were put in place to protect public health
and any changes to the planning conditions must ensure that mitigation is provided to all
those who are significantly i npacted. Noise levels must be reduced to below 45 dB Lden
and 40 dB Lnight.

1.5 Submission to ANCA

h their submission to the ANCA draft regulatory decision, the HSE EHS section state that in
relation to Condition 1 of the Draft Regulatory Decision:

“The rationale given is not a rationale for revoking condition 5 of the current planning
permission, but is a rationale for the Noise Quota Scheme proposed.”

It further states that in relation to condition 2:

“The rationale given for amending the existing conditions is not given. The reasons
given are for the new controls, which are less stringent than existing.”

The HSE submission states that the existing Planning Conditions are in place to protect public
health and that;

“The operating restrictions already exist and the Draft Regulatory Decision is to revoke
and amend them, there should therefore be a clear rationale for this and clear evidence
that the mitigation measures proposed will ensure there is not a diminishing of health
protection that is compliant with the existingoperating restrictions.”

It is very evident that revoking and amending the existing conditions will result in a diminishi rg

of healt hprotection. From table 7.21 of ANCA'’s Regulatory Decision Report the number of

people Highly Sleep Disturbed increases from 22500 to 37080 by revoking and amending the

existing planning conditions .The populations exposed to night-time noise >55dB Lnight will

increase from 280 to 1059. ‘
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Table 7.21: Population HSD, HA and exposed above the NAO priorities in 2012 and in 2025 for the
modelled runway use and restriction scenarios

Population HSD Population > | Population |Population
55dB L, HA >65dB L,
285

2019 Situation 47,045 1,533 115,738
2025 P01 30.4 mmpa 22,500 280 64,241 19
2025 P02 32.0 mppa 37,080 1,059 79,405 196

The HSE state that if the planning authority and ANCA are going to increase the hours of
operation of the runways, then they must ensure all who are significantly impacted have the
opportunity of mitigation. This is not the case with the current application as only those ‘highly
significantly’ and ‘profoundly’ affected are offered mitigation in the form of insulation.

The HSE also reiterates its previous submissions to the Planning Authority:

“The Conditions 3(d) and 5 were put in place to protect public health so if
planning authority are going to increase the hours of operation they must ensure
all who are significantly impacted have the opportunity of mitigation.”

The HSE references the WHO 2018 Guidelines and notes that 45dB Lden and 40dB Lnight are
“strong recommendations based on a complete review of the health research around
aircraft noise.”

3.3 Aircraft noise
Recommendations
For average noise exposure, the GDG strongly recommends reducing noise levets
produced by aircraft below 45dB L, as aircraft noise abaove this level is associated with

adverse health effects.

For night noise exposure, the GDG strongly recommends reducing noise levels produced
by aircraft during night time below 40dB L, as aircraft noise above this level is
associated with adverse effects on sleep.

To reduce health effects, the GDG strongly recommends that policy-makers impiement
suitable measures to reduce noise exposure from aircraft in the population exposed

to levels above the guideline values for average and night noise exposure. For specific
interventions the GDG recommends implementing suitable changes in infrastructure

They further reiterate their view that:
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“It is therefore important that the noise mitigation measures are made available to all
parties that are significantly impacted by the proposal to ensure protection of health.”

The current proposal has failed to cater for all populations significantly affected by noise. It will
result in a diminishing of heaith protection.

Astonishingly the HSE submissions are not mentioned in ANCA's Consultation Report. It is
also worth noting that ANCA never formally requested the HSE to make a submission to their
consultation process. It is a serious dereliction of their duties to not invite the State agency
whose role is to protect Public Health.

[.6 HSE Pu bic Health Area A Depart ment’s S ubmi ssion to Proposed
Material Al terations to The Fingal Development Pl an

The HSE Public Health Area A made a submission on the Material Alterations to the
Development Plan and made specific reference to PA CH 1.1. They state that:

“International evidence is in abundance demonstrating the increased exposure to
aircraft noise is associated with an increase in diagnoses of cardiovascular disease,
substance misuse/mental health emergencies and insomnia among local residents.

There has been considerable research into the effect of aircraft noise on cognitive

performance in schoolchildren, due to the interruptive nature of high levels of aircraft

noise. Research has suggested effects on reading comprehension and memory.

Cognitive performance affects attention, perception, mood, learning and memory. There

is evidence to suggest that long-term aircraft noise has a harmful effect on memory,

sustained attention, reading comprehension and reading ability. Early studies

highlighted that aircraft noise was also implicated in children from noisy areas having a .
higher degree of helplessness i e. were more likely to give up on difficult tasks than
those children in quieter areas. Reports often indicated that children exposed to long-
term aircraft noise showed a higher degree of annoyance than those children from
quieter areas. Evidence has been presented to suggest that children do not habituate to
aircraft noise over time, and that an increase in noise can be correlated with a delay in
reading comprehension compared to those children not exposed to high levels of
aircraft noise.

A 2021 study was the first to investigate the role of annoyance due to aircraft noise and

of sensitivity to noise in the association between aircraft noise exposure and medication l
use, with a large European study population. The results showed significant

associations between aircraft noise annoyance and the use of antihypertensive, (
anxiolytic-hypnotic-sedative, and anti-asthmatic medication, as well as between aircraft

noise exposure and antihypertensive medication use”.
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The HSE conclude that:

“HSE Public Health Area A strongly supports the development and
implementation of measures to mitigate against excess aircraft noise, and
advocates that such measures are expedited insofar as possible’.

2.0 FINGAL ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH AIR & NOISE
UNIT

2.0 Fingal County Council

This chapter includes a submission from Fingal’s Environmental Health Air & Nosie Unit, dated
15/10/2021, on the daa’s revised planning application.

2.1 Submission to Planning Authority

The submission references the EIAR that has identified that a significant portion of people will
be exposed to high levels of noise:

Moise level exposure = Proposed scenario v's Permitted scenario:

2022- 4% more people are likely to be highly annoyed by the 2022 proposed scenario than that of
permitted scenario for 2022.

2022 -2% more people are likely to be highly sleep deprived by the 2022 proposed scenario than
that of the 2022 permitted scenario.

2025-24% more people are likely to be highly annoyed by the 2025 proposed scenario than that of
the 2025 permitted scenario.

3025- 65% more people are likely to be highly sleep deprived by the 2025 proposed scenario than
that of the 2025 permitted scenario.

2035-19% more people are likely to be highly annoyed by the 2035 proposed scenario than that of
the 2035 permitted scenario.

2035-65% more people are likely to be highly sleep deprived by the 2025 proposed scenario than
that of the 2025 permitted scenario.

The submission references the WHO 2018 Guidelines:

“The 2018 WHO guidelines strongly recommend reducing night noise exposure
levels produced by aircraft during night time to below 40dB Lnight. Aircraft noise
above these levels are associated with adverse health effects. The DAA have

10
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modelled the night time insulation programme on exposure levels of 55dB which
lea ves a significant proportionof people exposed to night time levels above the
40dB exposure level recommended by WHO.’

The submission further states that the removal of Condition 3(d) and the replacement of
Condition 5:

“will have an adverse effect on a large percentage of the population.”
Thesubmissio nconcludes:

“It is recommended that consideration is given to the proposed noise mitigation
measures i.e. to provide an extension of the noise insulation schemes to include
the 2018 WHO Environmental noise guidelines.”

11
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This report represents an addendum to my previous report, d aed 22/11/2023, addressing the healh
impacts of night-time ai rcraftnoise in the context of proposed operational changes at Dublin Airpry: THis
addendum specifically comments on: indep endert calculations of noise-induced awakenngs. It also
addresses specific points concerning population vulnera bilities, circadian rhythm disru pticns, and the
impra cticalitiesof certdinmitigation measures, such as soundproofing in lightof scient fic findings and
heath recommendat ions. It is my opinion, that the fadings underscore the si gnifi@nt health ri sks,
carryng significant haalthca e-related costs, posed by tre pro msed changes at Dubl'n Airport.

Assessmentof Additiond A wakeriings

An ird epencent ana isis by Suono Consultancy Limited indicates that 4 out of 5 Noise Monitoring
Terminals (NMTs) in the affected areas exceed the threshold of less than1 additional awakening per
night, even after accounting for noise irsulatio nim prowe ments(21-22 dB reduction). Despite the Dublin
Airport Autho ritys (DAA) response tothe RFI by /n Bord Pl eanala(ABP), which provided o nlyvague
totals of awa keriingsa aoss the greater Dub linarea without spatial contou rs,th & analysis demonstrates
that large areas of the community wil lexperience significant sleep disturbances. Such contours, detailing
areas expe rencing 1, 2, or 3 additional avakenings, are critical to u ndewtanding the g eogrphic m=d
demograp fc exte ntof the impact, yet vere omitted by the DAA.

The analys’s furt herhighlights specific areas such as St. Doolaghs (N MT2) and Oscar Pappa/Coast Road
(NMT20), where calculated additional awakenings reach 2.1-3.0 per nig ht under the proposed
operat onal sce naio. Th ew values are particularly concerning for residents in thesea raas, paricularly
those wio are already experiencing significant health vulnera bilities.For com nunities such as Kileskan
National School (NMT26) and Newpak (NMT28), where no prior nig ht-tine awakenings were recorted,
even a singl eadditional awakening represents a s b stantialdegradation ih sleep qualty. These e lewated
awak eriinglevels underscore the recessity for rigorous mitigaton measures and theimpleme ntationof
stricter operational limits to minimize sleep disruption and its cascading healt heffects on the population.

These findings call into queston tre adequacy of the DAA’s proposed mitigation s trategies and
e mpha size theim portance of adopting a comprehensive framework that prioritizes minimizing additional
awskenings and the irassociated impacts on vulnerable populations.

Elevated Risks fa NorthDu bin Residents

North Dublin already has a significantly higher stroke incidence rate compared to other European cities,
as demonstrated by the North Dublin Population Stroke Study (see figure below).! Key factas incl e
e evated [revale rce rates of hypertension, atrial fibrilla ton, and smoki rg. Early case-fatality: rates for
primary intracereb al haemorr fage (41%) and subarachnoid haemorrhage (46%) further highlight the
vulnerability of this population. The introduction of additional noise-induced arocusals will Irkelyexacerbate
these pre-existing health challmges.
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Vulnerability of Specific Populations

The assumption that the affected population is uniformly healthy is unfounded. Elderly residents, a
significant proportion of the local population, are particularly vulnerable due to lighter and fragmented
sleep, which predisposes them to frequent awakenings and elevated stress responses. Research also
highlights that an increased arousal index is inversely related to cardiovascular health.t In a region
already facing disproportionate stroke rates, such disruptions may have severe consequences for those
with heightened cardiovascular risk.

Circadian Rhythm Disruption and Actigraphic Findings

Circadian rhythm disturbances caused by night-fime noise have far-reaching health implications, as
demonstrated by actigraphic metrics such as Relative Amplitude (RA), Intradaily Variability (IV), and
Interdaily Stability (1S)." Specific findings include:

. RA: Reduced in groups such as caregivers (~0.02) and individuals with diabetes (-0.06), within
ranges linked to adverse mental health outcomes.

« IV: Increased by 0.08 in elderly individuals exposed to 255 dB Luignt, suggesting fragmented
activity patterns associated with a 22% higher mortality risk per 1 (standard deviation) SD
increase.

« 1S Decreased IS values denote erratic activity-rest rhythms, linked to poor health outcomes,
further exacerbating risks in high-stress populations.

Health Implications of Noise Disruptions

The cumulative effects of night-time aircraft noise include elevated risks for cardiovascular diseases,
including hypertension and atrial fibrillation.™¥ Sleep fragmentation has also been shown to worsen
glucose metabolism in individuals with diabetes and significantly deteriorate mental health in
caregivers.Wivi For the elderly population, increased IV and decreased IS represent clear indicators of
increased mortality risk and diminished quality of life.




E coromic Costs and D isakil ity-adjusted life yeas (DALY 9 As sociakd with Incr eased Noise
E xposure

Supporters of expans on of activity at Cublin Arport often enph zsize the potentialeconom ¢ benefi tsof
increasing the movement cap at Dublin Airport, but ths na rraive negects the substan tal health care-
related co 4s asso ciated with noise expos ure. The health-economic analysis from Brusels Airport
p rovides a critical lens:vi
1. SleepDisturbance:
o 109,000 pegle highly disturbed during sleep resu ted in 7 630 DALY sand an econo me
cost of €1 007 bilion peryear.
2. Annoyance
o Noiseannoyance affected 220,000 hdividuals, a mountingto 4,380 DAL Ysand a cost of
€578 nilli on annud Iy
3. Cardiovascular Diseases.
o Hevated risks for ischemic heart disemse and hygertension were calculated to affect
53,000 and51,000 individuals, respectively, resulting in 6,800 DALYs and a cost of € 00
millon per year.
The Brussels case illustrates the significant healthcare costs of aircraft noise, which sho Ud beweighed
againstthe purported e conomt benefi & of in creasad airport a chvity Agplying sim ilarmethodologies to
Dublin would likely reveal a ralogous, if not greaer, inpacts given the pre -eXistinghealth vulnerabil'ties
in No rthD ublh,

C hallenges with Noise M tigafioni nS chools and Bed rooms

Mitigation measures such as soundp oofing schools and bedrooms are impractical and potentially
counterproductive. The Belgian Superior Health Council report emphasizes that while sound poofing may
reduce noise intrusion, it introduces challen gesrelated to ventilation and indoor gf quality.* For schools,
ensuring adequate ventilation with'insoundp roofed environmentsbecomes a critical concerr, potentially
exacerbating indoor a ir pollution and negatively impacting the learning environment. Similarly, in
residential settings, soundproofed bedramoms face issues of increased humidity, poor air circulation, a nd
rising indoor tenpera tures, all of which d eti mentally a ffectsleep qu alityand overall heal th

Potenfal Benefitsofa N ight-FlightBa n for North Dubin

The implementation of a night-fl ght ban at Dublin Airport, similar to those already esta blisted at mdpr
internationa lairports such as Fran kfur{ Sydney, and Zurich, could yield substantial public he d thb enefig
for the North Dublin region, where the prevalence of stroke and cardiovascular conditions is notably high.
Evidence from Frankfurt Atport, which im planented a night-flight ban from 11 PM to 5 AM, demonstrated
a 27.5% reduc i on in ndise-induce d awakenirgs and improved s eep qual ty among residents. These
benefits were particularly pronounced for individuals whose s & ep schedules coincided wit hthe ban,
reducing the adverse health impacts of disrupted sleep cycles.x

Resea rh also highlights the heightened risks faced by older popuations living ne ara irpors. A large-
scale U.S. sty founttrat older adults (265 years) resid'ingnear arports were 3.5% more likely tobe
hosp itdized for cardiovascular conditions forevery 10 dB increase in night-time aircraft noise €Xpos Lre,
This association underscores the compounded vulnerabi lity of elderly individuals with pre-exist ing
cardiovascular risks X

The recommended duration of sleep, 7-9 hours per night for adults and 9-11 hours for children, is critical
for health and well-being. Noise exposure during sensitive sleep phases— particularlythe early momi ng
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hours—can exacerbate cardiovascular and metabolic risks through mechanisms involving sleep
fragmentation and stress hormone release. The observation is especially pertinent for vulnerable
populations such as those with impaired health or sleep disorders. Extending a night-flight ban into the
morning hours would allow a larger portion of the population to benefit from undisturbed sleep.

The health and economic rationale for such measures is compelling. As demonstrated at Frankfurt and
Zurich airports, night-flight bans not only reduce noise exposure but also mitigate healthcare costs
associated with cardiovascular diseases and sleep-related disorders. Considering Dublin’s unique health
challenges and the international precedent, adopting a longer night-flight ban could significantly enhance
public health outcomes while addressing community concerns about environmental noise.

Recommendations

To address these significant concerns, it is my opinion that the following actions are urgently needed:

1. Retain the 13,000-Movement Cap: Night-ime movement limits are critical to minimizing
disruptions and associated health risks.

2. Comprehensive Noise Mapping: The DAA must provide detailed contour maps of areas
experiencing 1, 2, and 3 additional awakenings to align with international standards.

3. Targeted Health Surveillance: High-risk populations, including the elderly and those with chronic
illnesses, should be closely monitored for the long-term effects of noise exposure.

4. Community Engagement and Mitigation Measures: Efforts must focus on fostering
transparency and collaboration with affected residents to rebuild trust and address grievances
effectively. Mitigation measures should where possible holistically address both noise and indoor
environmental guality.

5. Health-economic Assessment: Incorporate health-economic costs, including DALYs and
associated financial impacts, into decision-making frameworks.

6. Consideration of implementation of a Night-Flight Ban: Implementation of a night-flight ban
would significantly reduce sleep disruptions and protect vulnerable populations. Extending the
ban into morning hours would provide additional benefits for late sleepers.

Summary

The evidence clearly demonstrates the significant health risks posed by the proposed changes to Dublin
Airport's operational hours. These risks are magnified in North Dublin, where elevated stroke incidence
and cardiovascular vulnerability underscore the urgency of action. The omission of detailed noise
mapping and health impact data from the DAA’s response further highlights the inadequacy of the current
approach. Comprehensive mitigation measures, informed by independent analysis and community
needs, are essential to safeguard public health. A night-flight ban, coupled with movement caps and
robust noise mitigation measures, offers a proven strategy to balance economic and public health
priorities.

Kind regards, /"

Dr. John F. Garvey
MCN: 139517 /
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APPROPRIATE ASSESSMENT REVIEW

—

1.0 Appropriate Assessment

|.1 Board’s AA Review

In the draft decision by the Board, a report was provided on the ‘Adequateness of information
for purpose of Screening for Appropriate Assessment’,
https://www.pleanala.ie/anbordp|eanala/media/abp/cases/reports/314/r314485-aooendix—
3.pdf?r=160513.

Section 1.1 deals with the scope of the report. In section 1.1.3 it states that the Board’s
ecologist only reviewed and examined the following two documents:

- Appropriate Assessment Screening Report, AECOM (2021)
« Addendum to Appropriate Assessment Screening Report (2023)

There is no mention of the appeal documents or any of the other submissions. This is clearly a
substandard exercise as significant detailed submissions were made on the inadequacies of
the Appropriate Assessments submitted by the daa. As the Board's ecologist failed to take
these appeals into account, a thorough and rigorous analysis of the AA documents and the
issues raised in the appeals are not addressed in this report. This is a serious failure in the
process and the Board need to be made aware of the inadequacy of this Appropriate
Assessment review.

In section 2.2.3 of the report, it states that the screening report from AECOM included bird
surveys conducted at Baldoyle Bay SPA and Rogerstown Estuary SPA 2016-2018. Note that
the last bird survey carried was in 2018, over six years ago. These surveys are no longer valid
and should be redone and up to date. This is a very serious omission from the Board’s
ecologist to not declare that these surveys are out of date. The Chartered Institute of Ecology
and Environmental Management (CIEEM) is the leading professional membership body
representing and supporting ecologists and environmental managers in the UK, Ireland and
abroad. The CIEEM have provided an advice note ‘On the Lifespan of Ecological Reports &
Surveys’, dated April 2019, mpgllcieem.net/wp-contenMadslzm9/04/Advice-Note.pdf.
The advice note states that:
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“It is important that planning decisions are based on up-to-date ecological reports and
survey data’.

A table is provided in the note detailing the age of the survey and its validity. For surveys older
than 3 years it states:

“The report is unlikely to still be valid and most, if not all, of the surveys are likely
to need to be updated (subject to an assessment by a professional ecologist”,

Likely to be valid in most cases.

Likely to be valid in most cases with the following exceptions:

*  Where a site may offer existing or new features which could be utilised by a mobile
species within a short timeframe (see scenario 1 example);

*  Where a mobile species § present on site or in the wider area, and can create new
features of relevance to the assessment (see scenario 2 example);

*  Where country-specific or species-specific guidance dictates otherwise.

Report authors should highlight where they consider it likely to be necessary to update
surveys within a timeframe of less than 18 months,

A professional ecologist will need to undertake a site visit and may also need to update
desk study information (effectively updating the Preliminary Ecological Appraisal) and
then review the val idity of the report, based on the factors listed below. Some or all of
the other ecological surveys may need tobe updated. he professional ecologist will
need to issue a clear statement, with appropriate just ificaton, on:
* The validity of the report;
*  Which, if any, of the surveys need to be updated: and
* The appropriate scope, timing and methods for the update survey(s).
The likelihood of surveys needing to be updated increases with time, and is greater for
mobile species or in circumstances where the habitat or its management has changed
significantly since the surveys were undertaken. Factors to be considered include (but are
not limited to):
*  Whether the site supports, or may support, a mobile species which could have moved
on to site, or changed its distribution within a site (see scenario 182 examples);
*  Whether there have been significant changes to the habitats present (and/or
the ecological conditions/functions/ecosystem functioning upon which they are
dependent) since the surveys were undertaken, including through hanges to site
management (see scenario 3 example);
®  Whether the bcal distribution of a species in the wider area around a site has

changed (or knowledge of it increased), increasing the likelihood of its presence (see
scenario 4 example).

The report is unlikely to still be valid and most, if not all, of the surveys are likely to need
to be updated (subject to an assessment by a professional ecologist, as described above).

This was also referred to i nCase C-43/10, paragraph 115:
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“In the light of the foregoing, it cannot be held that an assessment is appropriate where
information and reliable and updated data concerning the birds in that SPA are lacking.’

1

It is very clear that the surveys submitted by AECOM on behalf of the daa are out of date and
the surveys are no longer valid and need to be updated. This Planning application cannot be
approved with such out of date surveys and would be a clear area for Judicial Review if
allowed to proceed. The Inspector must inform the Board members of this serious flaw in the
application. It is important to note that the out-of-date surveys were reported on in the appeals’
documentation, but the Board’s ecologist has not had access to the appeals and therefore is
not aware of this major flaw having been highlighted. The Board’s ecologist makes the point
that she considers ‘that the scientific information on European sites, species and habitats is
adequate and up to date (at the time of submission)'. It is interesting that she is of the belief
that the time of submission is important. The Board should be reminded that the surveys were
carried out in the 2016-2018 timeframe and the planning application submitted in December
2020. Further Significant information was requested by the planning authority and received in
September 2021. It is clear that even at the time of submission that the surveys were out of
date. But the Board should be aware that it is the time of the Board’s decision that is critical to
the age of the surveys. If the Board makes a decision on a date and the surveys are already
over six years old, then there’s no possibility that the Board can make a proper determination
based on such old surveys.

Section 2.2.5 of the Board's ecologist’s report references the literature review in the AECOM
report and that studies showed that noise levels of around 60dB(A) or lower are unlikely to
result in disturbance responses. It is worth repeating what exactly the AECOM report states in
section 2.11:

“The University of Hull subsequently produced refined guidance in the Waterbird
Disturbance Mitigation Toolkit (Cutts et al, 2013). It concluded that:

e High level disturbance effects are likely with continuous noise above 72 dB(A)
or sudden noise above 60 dB(A);

 Moderate level disturbance effects are likely with regular noise of 60 — 72 dB(A)
or sudden noise of 55— 60 dB(A); and,

o There is unlikely to be any response by waterbirds to any noises below 55
dB(A)".

Therefore, to be clear, sudden noise such as aircraft noise between 55 — 60dB(A) is likely
to cause moderate level disturbance and sudden noise greater than 60dB(A) is likely to
cause high level disturbance. Sudden noise is considered to be LAmax noise. In humans,
awakenings occur due to LAmax single noise events as opposed to continuous noise. This isa

3
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key element of the report from the Board’s Noise Expert, Mr Fiumicelli. Therefore, it's these
LAmax single roise events that can have major impacts.

The AECOM AA screening eport lists the Brent Goose as an inhabitant of the Malahide
Estuary, Baldoyle Bay, Rogerstown Estuary, South Dublin Bay and River Tolka Estuary and
North Bull Island SPAs. The Waterbirds Disturbance Mitigation Toolkit (Cutts et al), references
the Brent Goose on slide 21 and states that:

“Brent Geese are a species highly sensitive to noise disturbance and they react in a
variable manner to visual disturbance (Smit & Visser,1993). From this study they were
found to react to up to 92% of aircraft passes although this declined to 64% with
habituation. Although there 15 an element of visual disturbance with aircraft, often the
noise is the greater stimuli, especially when the aircraft fly high’.

Section 2.2.8 of the report to the Inspector references the field surveys undertaken and states
that they were undertaken in June 2016 to Dec 2017 and in April and May 2018 at locations in
Baldoyle Bay SPA and Rogerstown Estuary SPA. Whilst Baldoyle Bay SPA is un derreath the
flight path of the South Run way, Rogerstown Estuary SPA is not. Rogerstown Estuary is now
impacted by flights off the new North Runway, but the North Runway only opened in August
2022. Therefore, none of the surveys were carried out during North Runway operations to
determine the impact of its flight paths on the SPAs overflown. This is a serious flaw in the AA
screening and was not picked up by the Board’s ecologist. It is impossible to determine the
mpact on a SPA if no surveys are carried out while aircraft are flying overhead. Therefore, the
Board cannot come to a conclusion that there are no significant effects on the birds impacted
by the North Runway.

h Chapter 11 of the EEA’s ‘European environment — state and outlook 2020’ report, Box 11.3
refers to the effects of noise on wildlife. It refers to a study by Dominoni et al (2016) which
showed that songbird species started their dawn song earlier due to aircraft noise compared to
the same species unaffected by aircraft noise. It was also suggested that noise greater than
78dB(A) can impair acoustic co mmu rication in birds. In conclusion they state:

“our study offers a new perspective on the effects of anthropogenic noise on the
behavior of birds, indicating that birds may be adjusting their mating signals and time
budgets in response to intense anthropogenic noise, both on the level of circadian
rhythms and the level of short-term responses to fluctuating noise levels. Such
individual adjustments to ecological novelty have the potential to affect the fitness of the
singer and thus, in the long-term, might even change population dynamics.”
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This has also been supported by Gil et al (2014) who state that:

“The results show that indeed the overlap of song chorus with aircraft noise was the key
factor that influenced time advancement. Aircraft traffic time was the main predictor of
song advancement: across Europe, those bird populations whose singing time
overlapped the most with aircraft traffic were those that advanced their song timing to a
higher extent. Our results exemplify how behavioral plasticity may allow the survival of
avian populations in areas of high noise pollution. However, such an adaptation likely
involves departing from optimal singing times, leading to higher energetic costs and
amplifying between-species differences in competitive ability and resilience.”

and Sierro et al (2017) who conclude that:

“In relation to long-term noise-induced changes in singing behavior, our results agree
with former evidence that birds advance the onset of chorus in locations where
background levels rise at dawn. Finally, we provide evidence that anthropogenic noise
may induce birds to increase the time singing at dawn, suggesting higher fitness costs
in relation to daily energy expenditure”.

Basically, the birds had to spend more time singing and using more energy to counter the
effects of aircraft noise.

What is very worrying about the Literature Review by AECOM is that none of the above 3
publications referred to in the EEA’s State of the Environment Report are mentioned in
AECOM'’s report. These 3 publications are specifically about the effects of aircraft noise on
birds and yet AECOM omitted them. It is clear that the conclusions from these 3 reports do not
align with AECOM'’s report and the Board’s ecologist has not read any of the appeals’
documentation and therefore hasn’t made a balanced determination on the effects of aircraft
noise on birds. This conflicts with the comment in section 2.2.11 that ‘Based on the scientific
information presented by the applicant, | am satisfied that the Inspector and the Board have
adequate information which conforms to the requirement being objective and of best scientific
knowledge, upon which to base their screening determination’.
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BOX 1.3
Eff ectsof nose on wildi fe

Ithough the focus of the

Environmental Noise Directive 1son
reducing the harmful effects of noise
@ human health, noise also affets
wildlife. Whetter in the terrestial or
themarine environment, many species
rely on acoustic communication for
mportant aspects of life, such as finding
food o locating a mate. Anthropogenic
nose ¢ anpotentially in tefere with these
functions and thus adversely affect
diversity of species, population size and
populatio nd istibution.

One of the most studied effects of

a rthropogenic noise on wi'ldife is its
impact on t Ie singing behaviour of birds
(Gil a rd Br umm, 2013). A study in the
forest near Tegel airport in the city of
Berlin found that some so rgbird species
started their da wnso rg earlier than the
same species si ngingin a nearby forest
that was less affected by aircraft roise
(Dominoni et al., 2016). The a uthorsof
the study concluded that the birds in
the vicinity of the airport started singing
earlier in the morni ngto gain more time
for uninterrupted sing'ng before the
aircraft noise set in. In ad dtion, it was
found that during the day ,ch affincres
avoided singing duri ngaircr afttake-off
vhen the noise exceeded a ce rtd n
threshold, 78 dB(A), furth ersuggesting
that airport noise can impair acoustic
com mun cation in birds. m
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1.2 Field Surveys

The topic of Field Survey is limited to sections 4.20 to 4.24. In section 4.5 it was stated that the
technical report detailing the results of targeted ornithological survey conducted at Baldoyle
Bay and Rogerstown Estuary were provided as an Appendix to the AA Screening Report.
However, no such report was included in the appendices. Therefore, how could the Board’s
ecologist make any determination based on surveys that were never attached to the
application? This is a very worrying outcome and one that the Board members need to be
made aware of.

What is also worrying is that the surveys appeared to focus on disturbances only. Disturbance
event monitoring does not encompass all aspects of the assessment of Likely Effects. The
NPWS Guidelines on Appropriate Assessment list the following significance indicators, one of
which is disturbance:

Impact type Significance indicator

Loss of habitat area Percentage of loss

Fragmentation Duration or permanence, level in relation to original extent
Disturbance Duration or permanence, distance from site

Species population

density Timescale for replacement
Water resource Relative change
Water quality Relative change in key indicative chemicals and other elements

The NPWS list examples of effects that are likely to be significant:

e Any impact on an Annex | habitat

e Causing reduction in the area of the habitat or Natura 2000 site

e Causing direct or indirect damage to the physical quality of the environment (e.g. water
quality and supply, soil compaction) in the Natura 2000 site

e Causing serious or ongoing disturbance to species or habitats for which the Natura
2000 site is selected (e.g. increased noise, illumination and human activity)

e Causing direct or indirect damage to the size, characteristics or reproductive ability of
populations on the Natura 2000 site

o Interfering with mitigation measures put in place for other plans or projects
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It is clear that the operation of the North Runway and in particular at night will lead to an
increase in noise over the SPAs along the Dublin Coast.

The Birds Directive & based on applying the pecautionary principle. Where doubt exists about
the risk of a significant effect, an AA must be carried out. The requirement is not to prove what
the impacts and effects will be, but rather to establish beyond reasonable scientific do ubtthat
adverse effects on site integrity will not result. The safeguards set out in Article 6(3) and (4) of
the Habitats Directive are triggered not by certainty but by the possibility of significant effects.
Thus, in line with the precautionary principle, it is unacceptable to fail to undertake an
Appropriate Assessment on the basis that it is not certain that there are significant effects.

The vantage point surveys were conducted during the daytime period. Therefore, no
assessment could be made of the effects of aircraft movement over the SPAs du rhg the
nighttime period. llumination is also a key aspect of potential effects on birds and there doesn’t
appear to be any mention of this in the application .

Relying on disturbance alone for birds does not capture the potential full effects of low flying
aircraft on birds. One only has to look at disturbance in humans from aircraft noise. Humans do
not get up and run away from aircraft noise, but rather their sleep is disturbed which can lead
to de trmental effects on health. It is impossible to quantify the effects of intermittent noise on
birds throughout the nighttime period just from vantage point surveys.

It is also worth noting that the vantage point surveys were non-breeding surveys. Obviously, |
the intention was not to disturb birds during the breeding season, but it is impossible to state
that aircraft have no effects during the breeding season if no such s urveys were carried out.

In section 5.4 it states that the number of ATMs in 2017 and 2018 was similar to that predicted

under the proposed Relevant Action up to 2035. In 2018 there were 232k aircraft movements

and 238k in 2019. In 2023 there were 240k movements. Therefore, movements have i
increased.

In section 5.5 and 5 6 the AECOM report discusses maximum noise levels at the European '
Sites for future scenarios. In relation to maximum noise levels, it is worth referring to the daa’s
noise monitoring reports. The latest for July-September is available at

https://www.dublinairport.com/docs/default-source/noise-reports/noise-and-flight-track-report-

july---september-2024.pdf, Below is a map of the daa’s noise monitoring terminals (NMTs):
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NMT#20 (Coast Road) and NMT #34 (Portmarnock) are perfectly positioned to monitor noise
levels at Baldoyle Bay and North-West Irish Sea SPAs.

In the July-September noise monitoring report, page 14 presents the Q3 2024 LAmax Number
Above (NA) for various NMTs. For the Coast Road NMT, there were 130.4 aircraft noise
events per day above 70dB LAmax. For the Portmarnock NMT there were 34.5 aircraft noise

events per day above 70dB LAmax. it should
as there are clearly issues with the detection of aircraft move
vements on average per
he Coast Road NMT, yet the Coast Road only

t Road NMT could in fact be over

Doolaghs NMT, there were 363.5 aircraft mo
is under the South Runway flight path, as ist
detected 147.1 movements. So, the movements at the Coas

double the figure listed on page 14.

be noted that these figures are an underestimate
ments at the NMTs. At St
day in Q3. St Doolaghs
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Q3 2024 Lmax and SEL Number
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N&O N&5 N70 N78 NBO N85 {AvdayQl)  N(SEL)7O N(SEL)75  N(SEL)80 N{SEL)BS Ni{SEL}90 N(SEL)95 (Totalin Q1)
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4 Feltrim 435 324 12.7 5.4 12 0.3 435 433 288 124 4.1 11 0.2 4003
5 Balcuitry 10 1.0 0.7 04 0.2 11 10 10 0.6 0.4 0.0 105
6 St.Davids 22 21 11 03 a1 0.0 28 22 20 05 0.2 0.1 256
7 Swurds 1.3 12 08 65 0.1 14 13 11 0.8 0.4 0.1 131
8 Malahide 15 0.6 01 0.0 31 16 04 0.2 0.1 285
10 _St.Margarets NS 2235 219.0 213.5 1128 115 0.2 224.4 222.7 2186 201.1 85.7 4.8 20643
! 20  CoastRd {OP) 1472 147.2 1304 107 05 0.0 147.ﬁ 147.2 1472 128.8 101 0.1 0.0 13530
26 Kilcoska N§ 229.2 226.5 2124 119.0 104 0.1 2293 228.8 226.1 2125 114.1 9.5 0.0 21092
27 Summerhil 0.6 04 0.1 10 05 03 0.0 0.0 95
28 Newpark 227.6 227.0 202.6 1524 19.5 0.8 227.7 27216 217.7 199.7 152.7 14.8 03 20949
29 Ashbourne 9.4 83 21 0.2 0.0 9.5 83 64 16 0.4 01 00 870
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34 Portmarnock 715 67.3 3458 33 0.2 0.0 Wﬁ 77.4 67.9 376 4.2 03 0.2 7131
35 Ball yboughal 2.8 28 28 05 0.0 3.0 2.8 2.8 17 0.2 0.0 277
206 Ratoath 64.9 477 73 0.9 0.1 0.0 64.9 62.9 473 7.8 03 0.1 0.0 5975

Including Permanent NMT instaitations only
Page 14

As well as having 130.4 N70 aircraft events, the Coast Road NMT also recorded 10.7 N75
events and 0.5 N80 events per day. These figures differ from the figures in Table 11 of
AECOM's report. For 2025 Proposed, Table 11 has Baldoyle Bay SPA at 75dB LAmax while
the daa’s own monitor at Coast Road has recorded 80dB LAmax. Table 11 has just 45 events
for N60, yet the daa’s monitor recorded 147.2 N60 events. Table 11 has 2 N72 events versus
10.7 N75 events in the daa’s noise monitoring report. Therefore, it's very clear that Table 11 in
AECOM'’s report is a substant id underestimation of the noise levels recorded at
Baldoyle Bay SPA .

Due to the underestimation of real noise at Baldoyle Bay SPA, it can be assumed that the
noise levels at the other adjacent SPAs are also substantially underestimated.

The research by Cutts et al (2009) is highlighted in section 2 11 and states that

» High level disturbance effects are likely with continuous noise above 72 dB(A) or
sudden noise above 60 dB(A);

Section 3.13 of the AECOM report references Figure 1 of the report which provides N60 noise
contours based on an exceedance of 60dB LAmax at least once per night on average.

10
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From Figure 1 it is clear that the quietest contour is based on 10-24 N60 events. Figure 1 does
not show a contour for an exceedance of 60dB LAmax at least once per night

However, this map is old and has been superseded by the EIAR Supplement from September
2023. Drawing no., A11267_19_DR030_3.0 was provided in the Supplementary EIAR. It is
clear that the size of the N60 contour is far larger than Figure 1 in AECOM'’s report.

11
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However, the map above is based on average noise over the year with the runways operating
in both easterly and westerly modes co mbined. A more accurate way of seeing the effects of
the NB0 contours is to study the N60 contours for easterly and westerly operations separately.
The daa provided such maps in their EIAR Supplementary Report. Please refer to Drawing

no., A11267_19_DR056_3.0, for westerly operations and Drawing no.,

A11267_19_DR055_3.0 for easterly operations.
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As stated above, these maps show contours for a minimum of 10-24 N60 events and rot a
single exceedance of 60dB LAmax at least once per night. A contour showing exceedance at
least once per night would be far larger than the above contours in the EIAR Supplementary
EIAR.

From the easterly and westerly N60 contours from the EIAR Supplementary Report, it is
very evident that the N60 contours extend well beyond those illustrated in Figure 1 of
AECOM’s report.

The N60 contour with a minimum of 10 exceedances encompasses the following SPAs and
SACs:

e Baldoyle Bay SPA and SAC
Ireland’s Eye SPA and SAC

e North-West Irish Sea SPA

e Rockabill to Dalkey SAC

* Malahide Estuary SPA and SAC

¢ Howth Head SPA and SAC

Table 3 in the AECOM report has failed to include Malahide Estuary SAC, Baldoyle Estuary
SAC and Howth Head SAC. This is a serious omission in the AA screening process and the
Board need to be made aware of it due to serious implications of failing to screen all affected
European sites.

Tre North-West Irish Sea SPA was added in the Addendum to AA Screening Report in the
Supplementary EIAR report. In Table 1 of the Addendum, it still lists the air traffic forecasts
showing 32m passengers and 240,000 ATMs for 2025 Proposed. These figures were already
breached in 2023. In 2023, Dublin Airport had 33.522m passengers and 240,638 ATMs (see
page 5 of https://www.fingal.ie/sites/default/files/2024-09/d00001-4a8-XXX-XX-XXX- D-V-XXX-

0003-annua I-conpliance-report-section-19-2023-v1.0 0.pdf). |

The addendum states that only disturbance from over-flying aircraft, collision with aircraft and
emergency fuel dumping were considered for the updated AA Addendum. The other impacts

listed in the NPWS Guidelines for AA Assessment were not considered and therefore the

screening process is deficient, and it cannot be stated that there are no likely significant ,
effects when impacts were omitted from the screening process.

A serious issue with the AA screening process is that it focused primarily on the noise effects I
of over-flying aircraft. The screening report did not consider other cumulative or in-combination
effects of other projects or even the impacts of the increase in aircraft movements on the SPAs
and SACs that are not noise related. 1

14 {



APPROPRIATE ASSESSMENT REVIEW

1.3 NPWS Guidance

The AA Guidance from the NPWS lists the following examples of effects that are likely to be
significant:

¢ Any impact on an Annex | habitat

¢ Causing reduction in the area of the habitat or Natura 2000 site

e Causing direct or indirect damage to the physical quality of the environment (e.g. water
quality and supply, soil compaction) in the Natura 2000 site

¢ Causing serious or ongoing disturbance to species or habitats for which the Natura
2000 site is selected (e.g. increased noise, illumination and human activity)

¢ Causing direct or indirect damage to the size, characteristics or reproductive ability of
populations on the Natura 2000 site

¢ [nterfering with mitigation measures put in place for other plans or projects

An increase in aircraft activity can lead to the potential of the degradation in air quality and
water quality due to Particulate Matter emissions from aircraft. Also, an increase in aircraft
activity leads to more de-icing chemicals being used on-site that can lead to pollution of the
waterways on the airport campus that are hydrologically linked to the SACs and SPAs along
the Dublin Coast. Also, Dublin Airport has a serious historical PFAS contamination issue
and these potential pollution risks have not been assessed in the AECOM screening
report. Section 5.1 of the AECOM report states:

“the only feasible impacts from the proposed Relevant Action are noise and/or visual
disturbance from the over-flying aircraft, and collision risk impacts (i.e. bird strike)”

In section 5.22 the AECOM report considers cumulative and in-combination effects. AECOM
quote the OPR 2021 guidance and state that the assessment of in-combination effects must
examine:

o Completed projects

¢ Projects which are approved but not completed

¢ Proposed projects (i.e. for which an application for approval or consent has been made,
including refusals subject to appeal and not yet determined)

e Proposals in adopted plans; and,

¢ Proposals in finalised draft plans formally published or submitted for consultation or
adoption.
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.4 Cumulative / In-combination projects

However, AECOM fail to list any project that could potentially affect the integrity of the
European sites in a cumulative or in-combination way. The NPWS AA guidelines state in
section 3.2.4 on page 33, that:

“As the underlying intention of the in-combination provision is to take account of
cumulative effects, and as these effects often only occur over time, plans or projects
that are completed, approved but uncompleted, or proposed (but not yet approved)
should be considered in this context (EC, 2002). All likely sources of effects arising from
the plan or project under consideration should be considered together with other
sources of effects in the existing environment and any other effects likely to arise from
proposed or permitted plans or projects. These include ex situ as well as in situ plans or
projects. The scree nirg report should clearly state what in combination plans and
projects have been considered in making the determination in relation to in combination
effects. Simply stating that “there are no cumulative impacts” is insufficient”.

The AECOM report has clearly failed in this regard. No plans or projects have been considered
in relation to in combination effects. AECOM provide the following rationale in section 5.24:

“However, no possible effects were identified for the impacts which could theoretically
arise from the proposed Relevant Action. Where there is no possibility of any effect (as
opposed to a small but insignificant effect), there cannot be any in-combination effect
with other projects or plans as there will be no addition from the proposed Relevant
Action.”

This a flawed conclusion to draw. Firstly, there are possibilities of effects due to the Relevant
Action and secondly it can be the in-combination of other plans and projects that lead to
effects.

Under the EU Birds Directive (Directive 2009/147/EC) and Habitats Directive (Directive
92/43/EEC), a nAppropriate Assessment (AA) is required when a plan or project is likely to
have a significant effect on a Natura 2000 site, either alone or in combination with other plans
or projects. If a project, plan, or program on its own has no significant impact on a Natura 2000
site, there is still an obligation to assess in-combination effects with other projects, plans, or
programs.

This requirement arises because small, individually insignificant impacts from multiple sources
may together result in significant adverse effects on the integrity of a Natura 2000 site.

The obligation to consider cumulative effects is enshrined in Article 6(3) of the Habitats
Directive ,which specifies that an appropriate assessment must consider any plan or project in
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combination with others that might have a significant impact.

EU case law, including the landmark judgment in the "Waddenzee case" (C-127/02),
emphasizes the precautionary principle. This means that if there is any doubt or risk of
cumulative effects, an in-combination assessment is required.

Failure to conduct a cumulative or in-combination assessment is a breach of Article 6(3) of the
Habitats Directive. Risk to Environmental Integrity could be caused by not addressing
cumulative impacts; authorities may inadvertently allow incremental damage to a Natura 2000
site, which is contrary to the conservation objectives of the Birds and Habitats Directives.

If a cumulative assessment is not carried out, the approval of the plan or project could
be declared invalid under EU law.

The "Managing Natura 2000 sites" guidance, https://op.europa.eu/en/publication-detail/-
/publication/11e4ee91-2a8a-11e9-8d04-01aa75ed71a1/language-en, from the European
Commission provides clear instructions on the need for and methodology of in-combination
assessments. It highlights:

¢ ldentifying all relevant plans and projects that could interact with the one being
assessed.

¢ Considering both completed projects and those still in planning or approval stages.

¢ Assessing the cumulative impacts on the conservation objectives of the Natura 2000
site.

So, even if a plan, program, or project has no direct impacts on its own, an in-combination
assessment is mandatory to ensure compliance with the Birds and Habitats Directives. Failing
to carry out such an assessment would violate EU law. To ensure compliance, it is essential to
conduct a thorough cumulative impact analysis, following the precautionary principle and EU
guidance.

The EU guidance states in section 4.5.3:

“A series of individually modest impacts may, in combination, produce a significant
impact. As the Court has pointed out ‘the failure to take account of the cumulative effect
of projects in practice leads to a situation where all projects of a certain type may
escape the obligation to carry out an assessment, whereas, taken together, they are
likely to have significant effects on the environment’ (C-418/04, C-392/96 paragraphs
76, 82)".
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It goes on furtrer to say:

“a plan may have no significant impact on Natura 2000 sites on its own but may be
assessed differently if considered ih combination with an already proposed or
authorised major development project not included in that plan”.

It also states:

“When determining likely significant effects, the combination with other plans and/or
projects should also be considered to take account of cumulative impacts during the
assessment of the plan or project in question. The in-combination provision concerns
other plans or projects which have been already completed, approved but uncompleted
or actually proposed.”

Non-significant effects on their own may be assessed differently in combination with other
plans or projects. This implies that you cannot determine if there are likely Significant
effects UNTIL you do the cumulative / in combination assessments. This has clear lynot
been done by AECOM and ANCA and therefore both assessments are in breach of
Article 6(3).

Dublin Airport has a long list of projects that are newly completed, underway or in the danning

phase but yet these have been completely ignored in this screening process. One major ,
project which is in the planning process is planning application F23A/0781. This application
involves the increase in passenger numbers using the airport from 32m to 40m. It also involves
an extensive list of infrastructure projects and in their entirety is one of the largest projects
undertaken in the State. The increase in passenger numbers to 40m requires the Relevant
Action and therefore the Relevant Action facilitates this project and is an enabler project to
achieve this increase. Ths Infrastructure project will lead to more aircraft movements and
more over-flights of the European sites, leading to an increase in noise and an increase in the
N60 contours. The associated infrastructure works involve major construction projects
including an underpass of the cross runway a rd works to the aprons. There & also a major
drainage application that is before the Board, F23A/0636. This project involves major
construction works also and all these construction projects have the ability to release PFAS
and other pollutants into the streams and rivers around the airport that are hydrological lylinked
to the European sites. Therefore, there can be no dispute that these projects need to be
considered and assessed as a whole and the implications of each on each other. AECOM !
have failed to even list a single project and give the reason why each project is considered not

relevant. This again is a serious flaw in the application and one that the Inspector must inform |
the Board about.
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The OPR guidance asks a simple question in relation to AA screening:

“Is the project likely to have a significant effect, either individually or incombination with
other plans or projects, on European site(s) in view of the site’s conservation
objectives?”

The Board’s ecologist states in her report in section 2.2.14 that:

“In combination effects with other plans and projects has been considered and no
significant in combination effects are likely to occur”.

This is an extraordinary comment to make. Not one single project was considered by the
AECOM report.

It is very clear from the latest noise monitoring from the daa in their noise monitoring reports
and the N60 easterly and westerly contours in their EIAR Supplementary Report and the in-
combination effects of other projects such as F23A/0781 and F23A/0636, that there’s potential
to have both individual and in combination significant effects on the conservation objectives of
European sites.

Therefore, a full AA Assessment must be carried out.

The conclusion stated in section 5.26 of the AECOM report is incorrect. Based on the daa’s
own noise monitoring reports and applying the precautionary principle, likely significant
effects on the SPAs, and in particular Baldoyle Bay SPA/SAC, cannot be ruled out.
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In section 2.2.10 the Board’s ecologist states that the daa’s Screening report is focused only
on the noise impacts and visual disturbance from over-flying aircraft and collision risk impacts.

20



APPROPRIATE ASSESSMENT REVIEW

The Board’s ecologist then goes on to say in section 2.2.11 that she is satisfied that the
Inspector and the Board have adequate information which conforms to the requirement being
objective and of best scientific knowledge, upon which to base the screening determination.

The information provided above, some of which was presented in previous submissions, has
clearly not been looked at by the Board’s ecologist. She has accepted the information from the
daa without any scrutiny and knowledge contained within the appeals. Above we have
presented noise information that clearly shows that noise at the European sites is far greater
than presented by the daa. AECOM's Literature Review only lists publications which promote
their views. They fail to list and discuss the 3 publications mentioned in the EEA’s State of the
Environment report. The AECOM report also fails to take into account other risk factors on the
European sites and fails to consider cumulative and in-combination projects. The bird surveys
are long out of date, and this should have been flagged immediately by the Board’s ecologist
as it fails the basic criteria laid down by the CIEEM in their Advice Note, ‘On the Lifespan of
Ecological Reports & Surveys’. The AECOM report is incomplete, out of date and inaccurate
and these issues were not raised by the Board’s ecologist. These issues must be raised to
the Board as the lack of scrutiny by the Board’s ecologist leaves the Board open to
Judicial Review.
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1.5 Conservation O bectives
Baldoyle Bay SPA:
The Qualifying Interests of Baldoyle Bay SPAare as follows:

* indicates a priority habitot underthe Habitats Directive

004016 Baldoyle Bay SPA

A048  Brent Goose Branis bernicla hrota
A048  Shelduck Tadorna tadoma

A137  Ringed Plover Charadrius hiaticula
A 40  Golden Plover Pluvialisapricana
A Grey P love Pluvialis squatarola
A157  Bar-ta iledGodwit Limosa lapponica
A999  Weltlands

The Baldoyle Bay SPA conservation objectives supporting document,

httgs://www.ngws.ie/sites/default/files/gublications/gdf/004016 Baldoyle%20Bay%20SPA%20

Supporting%20Doc_V1.pdf, lists the site’s population trends for waterbirds:

Table 4.2 Site Population Trends for waterbird Specia IConservati oninterest species of
Bald oyl e BaySPA

Site Special Conservation  Site Population Trend' Site Population Trend®

Interests (SCls) 12 Yr 5Yr
Light-bellied Brent Geese* + 43.7 + 30.0
RingedPlover* - 73 -4.3
Bar-ta iled Godwit* -528 - 70.4
Shelduck + 1415 + 1181
Golden Plover -37.7 - 1.6
Grey Plover - 493 -53.6

* denotes site selection species; 'Site population trend analysis: 12 yr = 1995/96 — 2007/8: “Sitepopulation trend
analysis: 5 yr = 2002/03 ~ 2007/08.

A site’s conservation conditio nis determined using the long-term site population trend and
assigned using the following criteria:

» Favourable population = population is stable/increasing
* Intermediate (unfavourable) = Population decline in the range 1.0 — 24.9%

¢ Unfavourable population = populations that have declined between 25.0 — 49.9% from
the baseline reference value
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 Highly Unfavourable population = populations that have declined > 50.0% from the
baseline reference value

For the 6 waterbird species of Special Conservation Interest, based on the long-term
population trend:

o Bar-tailed Godwit is currently considered as Highly Unfavourable

Golden Plover & Grey Plover are currently considered as Unfavourable
Ringed Plover is currently considered as Intermediate Unfavourable
Light-bellied Brent Geese & Shelduck are currently considered as Favourable

The supporting document also compares the site’s trends to the Island of Ireland and
International trends for the waterbirds of interest:

Table 4.3 SCI species of Baldoyle Bay SPA — Current Site Conservation Condition

BoCCl Site Population Site Current all- Current

0 nsorvation Category” Trend® Conservation Ireland International
Interests Condition Trend® Trend®
Light-bellied Brent Amber 4 Favourable Increase
Geese*

Ringed Plover” Amber =13 Intermediate +21.8 Decline
Unfavourable

Bar-tailed Godwit* Amber Stable

Shelduck Amber + 1415 Favourable +4.46 Stable

Golden Plover Red - 37.7 Unfavourable -22 Decline

Grey Plover Amber -49.3 Unfavourable - 33.1 Decline

* denotes site selection specnes
*After Lynas et al. (2007) ® Site population trend analysis; see Table 4.2; “all-Irefand trend calculated for period
1004/95 to 2008/09; Yinternational rend after Wetland Intemnational (2008).

“The pink and red categories highlight where populations are stable at all-Ireland level,

but where significant declines are seen at site level. In these cases it would be
reasonable to suggest that site-based management issues may be responsible
for the observed declining site population trends (Leech et al. 2002).”

From the above it's evident that the Baldoyle Bay SPA is failing compared to an All-
Ireland level and therefore all efforts should be made based on the precautionary
principle to maintain its conservation objectives.

23




APPROPRIATE ASSESSMENT REVIEW

1.6 ANCA Repo rts

In ANCA’s Appropriate Assessment Determination,

https:/www_fi ngal.ie/sies/default/files/2022-08/AA%20Determination.pdf, dated June 20t
2022, it states that their AA Screening Report identified the following possible effects on
European sites which could arise as a result of noise management measures necessary to
meet the requirements of the NAO and Regulatory Decision:

* The effects of increases in the level and frequency of noise, and visual disturbance
events caused by increases in aircraft overflying of European sites and potentially, also
by this overflying occurring at differing times of the day and night;

* The effects of changes to air quality, particularly increases in the concentrations of
NOx and levels of nitrogen deposition, caused by increased numbers of aircraft
overflying European sites; and

* The effect of emergency fuel dumping from overflying aircraft affecting European sites
directly, or indirectly through surface water pathways.

One important point that the Board’s ecologist fails to highlight in section 2.3 of her report is
that in section 3.4 of ANCA’s AA Natura Impact Statement,
https://www.ﬁnqal.ie/sites/defauIt/ﬁles/2022-08/AA%20Natura%20!mp§ct%208tgtement.pdf, it
states:

“Given the above, and that ANCA’s remit is confined to aircraft noise (as revealed in
Chapters 1 and 2), this AA deals only with the direct and indirect impacts relating to the
management of aircraft noise.”

This statement makes it very clear that ANCA’s AA only deals with the direct and indirect
impacts of the management of aircraft noise. Therefore, ANCA’s AA is a very limited AA
and doesn’t deal with non-aircraft noise related impacts on European sites. This is extremely
important as the Board cannot rely on ANCA’s AA NIS as a full AA assessment. ANCA’s AA
does not satisfy the NPWS and OPR guidelines on AA Screening and Assessment. The Board
should be made aware of the limitations in ANCA’s AA assessment.

In section 3.24 of ANCA’s NIS, reference is made to the research by Cutts et al and the refined
guidance in the Waterbird Disturbance Mitigation Toolkit.

* high level disturbance effects are likey with continuous noise above 72 dB or sudden
noise above 60 dB;

* moderate level disturbance effects are likely with regular noise of 60 — 72 dB or sudden
noise of 55 - 60 dB; and,

* there is unlikely to be any response by waterbirds to any noises below 55 dB
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In section 3.26 of the NIS, it states that it considers the thresholds for ‘continuous’ noise as
being most relevant and representative of aircraft noise. This is a serious fatal flaw in the NIS.
The Board’s Noise Expert, Mr Fiumicelli, goes to great lengths to include research on
awakenings and limiting additional awakenings due to aircraft noise to less than one per night.
Awakenings are based on singie noise events and not continuous noise. It's the single noise
event that leads to awakenings and not average continuous noise.

In ANCA’s AA Screening Determination report, httgs://www.ﬂngal.ie/sites/default/files/2021-
08/20210818-anca-012-2021 -aa-screening-determination-.gdf, it states in section 4.7 that:

«it cannot be ruled out at this stage that there may be projects occurring, or likely to
occur, that could have effects that act in combination with proposals made in the NAO
and RD. For this reason, in combination with the NAO and RD, the potential for other
relevant projects to cause environmental effects will be considered at the Appropriate
Assessment stage”.

However, in section 3.7 ANCA'’s NIS it states:

“The AA Screening Report considered whether there was any potential for the NAO and
RD to have effect on Natura 2000 sites in combination with other Plans (listed in this
Report, paragraph 2.16) that outline policies, promote growth or propose changes in
operations at the Airport. It concluded that the proposals within the NAO and RD will be
complementary to and in accordance with those other Plans, and so therefore not in any
way additional. It also stated that there are no known projects occurring or in
development that are contrary to or additional, to the Plans set out, and this remains the
case.”

And in section 3.8:

“For these reasons, the Screening Report concluded that there was no further need to
consider the potential for increased effects as a result of the NAO and RD acting in
combination with the effects of other projects or plans, within a detailed Appropriate
Assessment. In-combination effects of the implementation of the NAO and RD with
other Plans are therefore not considered further.”

The AA Screening Report clearly stated that the in-combination effects of projects that could
have effects cannot be ruled out and would be considered at the full AA assessment stage. But
the NIS has misinterpreted the AA Screening Report and appears to mix up plans and

projects. Regardless, the in-combination effects of projects that could cause effects have never
been assessed and is a major deficiency in the AA process. Article 6(3) is very clear that any
plan or project likely to have a significant effect on a European site either individually or in
combination with other plans or projects shall be subject to Appropriate Assessment.
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Box 1: Full text of Article 6(3) and 6(4) of the Habitats Directive

6(3) Any plan or project not directlyconnected with or necessaryto the managementof
the s ite but likelyto have a significant effect thereor, either individually or in combination
with otherplans or p rojects, shallbe sy bjecto app roprate assessmert of itsi mplicationsfor
thes ite h viewof the sile's conservatim objectves. In the lightof the conclusionsof the
assessment of the | mplicationsfor the siteand subject tothe provisions of paragraph 4, the
competent national authoritiesshaill agree tothe plan or projectonly afte having ascertained
that it wi Il nola dversepaffect the itegrity of thesite concern ed and. if appropriate after
havi ng obtaired the opinia of the general public.

I ncombination projects have not been assessed by the applicant or ANCA and
therefore the Regulatory Decision is in breach of Article 6(3). The Board must be made
aware of this and the fact that the Board’s ecologist also missed this major point.
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1.7 AA Screening by Planning Authority

AA Screening was carried out by Brady Shipman Martin on behalf of the Planning Authority.
Their report is dated August 2022.

In the report it states:

“As requested in the RFI the potential in-combination effects were also reviewed in the
revised AA Screening Report.”

Brady Shipman Martin have made the same mistake and failed to realise that the in-
combination effects were never assessed. No other projects were considered. They have
failed to understand the meaning of Article 6(3) and in-combination effects. It is not sufficient to
just state there are no effects. This report is dated August 2022 and since then the daa have
submitted their Infrastructure Application (F23A/0781) and drainage application (F23A/0636)
amongst many other planning applications. These two applications in particular have the
potential to inflict Significant effects on the European Sites in-combination with the Relevant
Action. The Relevant Action is required for the daa to achieve its growth predictions and
therefore it facilitates the achievement of 40m passengers per year. Therefore, it's imperative
that any AA Screening should take future passenger numbers into account.

Brady Shipman Martin quote the AA Screening report that below 500m there were no
significant impacts of disturbance. it is worrying that Brady Shipman Martin didn’t take the
opportunity to ascertain the altitude that aircraft fly over the European sites. Baldoyle Bay SPA,
for example, is under the flight path for arrivals from the east on the South Runway. 70% of all
arrivals at Dublin Airport arrive in over Baldoyle Bay. For the other 30% of the time, the aircraft
are departing over Baldoyle Bay.

From the daa’s noise monitoring report from July-September 2023,
httgs://www.dubIinairport.com/docs/defauIt-source/noise-reports/noise-monitoring-regort-iuly-
september-2023.pdf, Table 14 shows the noise captured at NMT #20 beside Baldoyle Bay:
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Ta He 1 4shows the top 10 loudestcorrelated aircrafttypes from tte total count of co rrelated
noise events to N MT20.

HAWK 90 2
B744 80 1
A400 79 2
C130 78.8 1
P80 77.6 2
P180 771 6
B77W 76.9 465
B 764 76.8 188
A332 76 .2 640
A333 76 782
Ta ble 14 LAnax by awcraft typescorrelated to NMT 20, July - Decembe 2023

This shows there were over 3,000 movements greater than 76dB LAmax adjacent to Baldoyle
Bay SPA.

Brady Shipman Martin refer to the ornithological field surveys undertaken at Baldoyle Bay SPA
and Rogerstown Estuary SPA in2016, 2017 and 2 08 -Surprisingly, Brady Shipman Martin
make no reference to the age of these reports and the guidance from the CIEEM.

It & worth noting that the Brady Shipman Martin report was dated August 2022 when the North
Runway opened. They failed to acknowledge that no surveys were undertaken of aircraft
movements from the North Runway. The North Runway is used during maintenance periods at
night on a frequent basis.

Brady Shipman Martin discuss noise levels and state:

“However, the results do indicate a number of incidents of reduction in noise levels and
increase in the 60 dB(A) noise at different sites. However, the number of incidents are
very small and with 2 exceptions at Baldoyle Bay SPA, none of these incidents exceed
72 dB(A) and none exceed 77 dB(A).”
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The table above shows over 3,000 movements greater than 76dB LAmax between July-
September 2023. The noise figures referenced by Brady Shipman Martin are out of date and
not reflective of the real noise levels.

It is also worth highlighting that Brady Shipman Martin make no reference to third party

submissions and therefore have relied solely on the submissions by the applicant and ANCA.

One must ask the question what the purpose of public consultation is in the planning
process when submissions from the public are effectively ignored. This is in
contravention of the Aarhus Convention which sets out rules to promote public
participation and access to justice on environmental issues.
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1.8 Collision Impact

In 2022 it was reported by RTE that the IAA stated that aircraft bird strikes was a growing
problem - https://www rte.ie/news/2022/0620/1305887-bird-strikes-iaa/. In the IAA”s review of
aviation safety performance in 2021 it was reported that there were 1379 bird strikes in the
period 2020-2021, making it the 2 biggest safety concern:

ANNUAL SAFETY PERFORMANCE REVIEW FOR IRELAND

CTOL: Collision with abstacia(s) during take-off and landing
EVAC: Evacuation

USOS: Undershoot/overshoot

EXTL: External load related occurronces

1

1

B ARMS Score: - 10 g
ARMS Score:20-102

EMEN ARMS Score: 500- 2,500 g

LALT: Low altitude operations
ICE: leing

AMAN: Abrupt maneuvie
LOC-G: Loss of control - ground
WILD: Callision Wildlife

|
I |
|
}
|
I 22
CFIT: Controlled flight inte or toward terrain ] 26
GCOL: Ground Collision I 30
ADRM: Aerodrome I 35
Ri: Runway incursion - vehicle, aircraft or person 1 38
RE: Runway excursion [ | 50
FUEL: Fuel relatad B 67
F-NL Fire/smoke inon-impact) [ | 80
TURB: Turbulence encounter | | 93
ATM: ATMICNS 2] 109
ARC: Abnormal runway contact | | 122
NAV- Nawvigation error | ] 157
MED: Medical i) 183
SCF-PP: powerplant failure or malfunction o] 190
UNK: Unknown or undetermined - 198
SEC: Security rolatad | e 238
MAC: Airprox/ACAS alertfloss of /near} midair coll EA 247
LOC-I: Loss of control - Inflight iy | 274
OTHR: Other . | 393
WSTRW: Windshear or thundarstorm BT 410
CABIN: Cabin safety events BRI 489
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BIRD: Birdstrike e R P N P T Tl 1379
SCF-NP: System/component failura or malfunction [non-powarplant] “ 1.880
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Figure B.2.(b) Categarisation of MORSs Involving Irish CAT A during 2020 -2021

There were 1823 bird strikes logged for the period 2017-201 9.

The Birds Directive places an overa rdhing obligation on Member States to take whatever
measures that are necessary to maintain or restore their populations at a level which
corresponds in particular to their ecological, scientific and cultural requirements. It places an
obligation to protect habitats and Article 5 involves the protection of the species themselves by

banning the deliberate disturbance, killing, capture or trade of wild birds and destruction of
their nests.
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1.9 Red Kite

The Red Kite has been reintroduced to parts of Ireland:

hit s://www.irishtimes.com/news/environment/red-kite-chicks-bred-in-ﬁn al-for-first-time-in-

100-years-1.2780462

This programme has been led by the Golden Eagle Trustand the NPWS. One of the sites chosen
was Newbridge House in Donabate. The Red Kite (Milvus milvus), is a bird of prey listed on
Annex 1 of the EU Birds Directive (79/409/EEC) and protected under the Wildlife Act 1976, as
amended.

There has been no assessment of the proposed development on the status of the Red Kite which
has been reintroduced into Fingal in recent years. The revised AA Screening report addendum
makes no reference to the Red Kite which is a serious dereliction of AA requirements.

Below is a map from 2010 showing Red Kite sightings in Fingal:

f
) \“
Balbrig

\\ :

Ashbourne
Ratoath

Donabate

Dunboyne %, sport |

Blanchardstown

Here is a map showing the most recent sightings:
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This data can be accessed at:

httDS'//maps.biodiversitvireland.ie/Map/T errestrial/Species/11445

and

https://records.biodiversitvireland.ie/stats/taxon-stats

The difference in Red Kite sightings is clear to see.

An Bord Pleanala adjudicated on a Strategic Housing Development, ABP-306182-20, where
references were made to the Red Kite n the submission by Fingal County Council. In
summarising the Chief Executive’s Report, the Inspector states:

hitps://www., gleanala.ie/anbordglea nala/media/abp/cases/reports/306/r3061 82.pdf?r=3884473

27107
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“Concerns are expressed at the potential loss of trees. In addition, the loss of trees will
lead to a reduction in habitat for the Red Kite, which are known to nest in area.”

And in the conclusion:

“The planning authority recommend that permission is refused for four reasons:
proposed development is out of scale when compared to the existing village and
contrary to national, regional and local guidance; design is out of character with the RV
zoning, the Village Design Framework Plan and objective RF17 of the County
Development Plan; the configuration of open spaceé is poorly designed and the loss of
trees and hedgerows is excessive; the impact of the development to the Red Kite
(an Annex 1 species) and impact on known bat roosts due to the loss of trees and
hedgerows is contrary to Development Plan conservation objectives.”

it is worth highlighting that the applicant in this case prepared a ‘Red Kite Impact Assessment’
as an addendum to the Ecological Impact Assessment.

Of particular note also is that Article 4(4) of the EU Birds Directive (Directive 2009/147/EC)
requires that even outside of SPAs, Member States shall strive to avoid pollution or deterioration
of habitats of these birds:

“In respect of the protection areas referred to in paragraphs 1 and 2, Member States
shall take appropriate steps to avoid pollution or deterioration of habitats or any
disturbances affecting the birds, in so far as these would be significant having
regard to the objectives of this Article. Outside these protection areas, Member
States shall also strive to avoid pollution or deterioration of habitats.”

There is no reference to the Red Kite in this application which is of serious concern, and no
attempt to assess the impact that this development would have on the Red Kite, nor any attempt
to avoid a deterioration of their habitat, in clear violation of the Birds Directive.
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1.10 NoAA forNorth Runway Development

The Relevant Action application is to amend conditions from a previous grant of planning,
FO4A/1755. FO4A/1755 was appealed to An Bord Pleanala under PLOGE 217429 and extended
under FO4A/1755/E1. At no point during any of this North Runway planning stage / appeal /
consent of the applicatio nwas an Appropriate Assessment carried out in relation to the
application. None. When commenting on the extension application heritage officer for F ingal
County Council, Gerry Clabby in January 2017, referred to section 42(1)(a)(ii)(IV) (we presume
of the Planning and Development act of 2000) to state that an updated EIA and an AA were
not required. This was contrary to the Birds Directive and Habitats Directive under EU primary
law as entered into force at EU level. The Irish Government had failed to transpose it into
National law until 7 months Iater with S.1. No. 342 0f 2017 PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT
(AMENDMENT) REGULATIONS 2017. In a subsequent court case Merriman v Fingal County
Council and others, Barret J did not overturn the extension permission. This leaves us with an
amendment to a grant of planning in 2022, which is based on an EIS that is informed by
surveys and information only up to 2005 and no Appropriate Assessment since 2005 ona
massive planning development.

Happily, the Merriman judgment has been overtaken by Friends of the Irish Environment V An

Bord Pleanala 2018 No. 734 J.R. and Court of Justice judgment C 254/19 which found that an
extension to a permission was a project as defined under the EJA Directive and that definition 1
was applicable to the Habitats Directive. In the CJEU decision which the High Court used to

quash the extension to original grant of planning, the court found:

- That account should be taken of any assessments carried out for earlier consents, this

avoids the same project being subject to several environmentaj assessments, but by

doing so can’t rule out the risk that the consent will have significant effects on the

Natura 2000 site. In this case no earlier assessment was car ied oyt and so must now

be carried out on the entirety of the development subject to the original planning, |
extension of planning and now the amendment of planning with the Relevant Action.

- That any assessments shall contain complete, precise and definitive conclusions |
Capable of removing all reasonable scientific doubt as to the effects of the works; and
provided that there are no changes in the relevant environmental and scientific data,
and no changes to the project and no other plans and projects to be taken into account.
As assessments or conclusions have never been carried out and since grant of planning
in 2007 there have been multiple changes in cumulative impacts, regulatory and
legislative regime, impacts on environment, then these must now be addressed with this
planning application AND in this Separate noise Regulatory Decision. |
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In the Shannon LNG case (as with this extension permission currently under amendment) The
original consent was not preceded by an assessment under article 6(3). Therefore it can’t be
ruled out that such a project might have a significant effect on the Natura 2000 sites, and that
such considerations are such, as to require a consent to be preceded by an Appropriate
Assessment, such an assessment can’t be a simple update of the assessment that may have
been carried out previously — it must consist of a FULL assessment of the implications of the
entire project.

This was summarised in paragraph 59 which stated:

“Jt js for the competent authority to assess whether a decision extending the period
originally set for carrying out a project... the original consent for which has lapsed, must
be preceded by an appropriate assessment....and if so, whether that assessment must
relate to the entire project or part thereof, taking into account, inter alia, previous

assessments that may have been carried out and changes in the relevant
environmental and scientific data as well as any changes to the project and existence of
other plans or projects.... A previous assessment of that project, carried out before the
original consent for the project was granted, cannot rule out that risk unless it contains
full, precise and definitive conclusions capable of removing all scientific doubt as to the
effects of the works, and provided that there are no changes in the relevant
environmental and scientific data, no changes to the project and no other plans or

projects.”

As it is clear that no Appropriate Assessment has ever been carried out for any part of the
North Runway project, it would be impossible for the current NIS(s) in relation to both the
Planning application and the Regulatory Decision to be considered sufficient, as it only
considers the impacts from the amendment of the conditions. Also, ANCA clearly stated that
their assessment was focused on noise impacts only. As no AA has ever been carried out all
potential impacts from the development since 2006 and any cumulative impacts with other
developments granted since then must be assessed in order for a legal and valid Appropriate
Assessment to be completed both by ANCA and by Fingal County Council.
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I.1l B reachesof planning conditions

It must be noted that the applicant has breached planni rg conditions i nrelation to number of
night movements in excess of that permitted under condition 5 and in relation to the permitted
flight paths/ tracks that were assessed in the original EIS and informed the making of multiple
development plans in relation to Spatial planning and t heidentificati onof public safety zones
and policy on public safety zones which are also adopted ih the current Fingal Development

In fact, the applicant as voting members of the Dubilin Airport slot co-ordination committee
have knowingly and wilfully and with full knowledge of their legal obligations, decided to
potentially breach planning and environmental regulations in relation to the operating
conditions included in this application, which are attached to the grant of the parent planning
permission for the North Runway. They have done so after full discussions and risk
assessments, when deciding coordination parameters for Summer 2023/Winter 2023 and
Summer 2024 slots some months 1h advance of the s|ot periods. These conditions that the slot
decisions assessed and decided to contravene are:

3(d) of the North Runway Planning Permission (Fingal County Council Reg .Ref. No.
FO4A/1755; ABP Ref. No.- PLO6F.217429 as amended by Fingal County Council F 19A/0023,
ABP Ref. No. ABP-305289-19). Condition 3(d) and the exceptions at the end of Condition 3
state the following:

3(d). Runway 10L-28R shall not be used for take-off or landing between 2300 hours and
0700 hours except in cases of safety, maintenance considerations, exceptional air traffic
conditions, adverse weather, technical faults in ajr traffic control systems or declared
emergencies at other airports.’

Condition no. 5 of the North Runway Planning Permission (Fingal County Council Reg. Ref.
No. FO4A/1755; ABP Ref. No.: PLO6F.217429 as amended by Fingal County Council
F19A/0023, ABP Ref. No. ABP-305289-19) which provides as follows:

On completion of construction of the runway hereby permitted, the average number of
night time aircraft movements at the airport shall not exceed 65/night (between 2300
hours and 0700 hours) when measured over the 92-day modelling period as set out in
the reply to the further information request received by An Bord Pleanéla on the 5th day
of March, 2007. Reason: To control the frequency of night flights at the airport so as to
protect residential amenity having regard to the information submitted concerning future
night time use of the existing paralle/ runway'

The net effect of the slots’ decisions, is, if and when they were implemented, constituted g
potential intentional breach of the planning permission operating conditions. This fact, that the
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committee including the applicant may have acted with intent to breach Planning conditions,
will not sit well with the Courts. The Courts expect parties to have “clean hands” / not to have
partaken in unfair conduct. Actively assessing the risk of adhering to pianning conditions 3(b)
and 5, when deciding the slot S23 parameters and voting to potentially breach them anyway in
favour of economic market concerns, then carrying those decisions through to W23 and this
decision S23 raises the legal violation of “the clean hands doctrine”. An Bord Pleanéla as a
quasi-judicial body must also comply with legislation under section 34(12) of the planning act in
relation to unauthorised development and whether the breach was carried out in a deliberate
manner, which could be supported by the siot co-ordination decisions.

As the |AA and the slot co-ordination committee have failed to comply with the sustainable
planning conditions put in place by ABP in 2007, it falls to the Board to find that the applicant
cannot benefit from a breach of planning consent and that the current application should be
refused on the basis that no AA was ever carried out on the parent permission in contravention
of the Habitats and Birds Directives. In previous submissions we have made a detailed case
for the invocation of section 34(12) to refuse to accept this planning application as under the
current laws it cannot be regularised.

The Board have a statutory duty to ensure that EU law is applied in its fullest iteration, in its
decision-making process. On some planning consents the applicant has carried out screening,
submitted an NIS but only for piecemeal development and never has it even attempted to carry
out a robust EIA and AA of the entire Airport campus.

This position is no longer tenable and must be corrected. The cumulative impacts of the Dublin
Airport Campus on our NATURA 2000 Network must be assessed. This can also be applied to
a master EIAR. Legal precedent would be case C-392/96 which states:

“The purpose of the EIA Directive cannot be circumvented by the splitting of projects
and the failure to take account of the cumulative effect of several projects must not
mean in practice that they all escape the obligation to carry out an assessment when,
taken together, they are likely to have significant effects on the environment within the
meaning of Article 2(1) of the EIA Directive.”(C-392/96, Commission v. Ireland,
paragraphs, 76, 82; C-142/07, Ecologists en AccionCODA, paragraph 44 ; C-205/08,
Umweltanwalt von Kérnten, paragraph 53; Abraham and Others, paragraph 27; C-
275/09, Brussels Hoofdstedelijk Gewest and Others, paragraph 36)

The problem that is frequently encountered in planning applications is that of carrying out an
AA on a development and having a finding of no significant effect. Then incorrectly carrying out
a cumulative impact assessment by concluding because each development in isolation had a
finding of no significant effect then cumulatively there could be no significant effects. This
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method is manifestly wrong. All effects identified within each development no matter how
significant must be assessed in a cumulative matrix.

The info -gaphic below gives a visual representation of the correct and incorrect methods of
cumulative assessment to be used in AA and EIA assessments.

Taking the correct methodology into consideration we can safely conclude that as previous AA
and EIAR did not apply the correct methodology a robust AA and EIA is now requir ed.Based
on an initial examination of airport planning consents it is clear that AA and EIA assessments

were not always carried out on new development applications.

The South Runway was built in advance of the implementation of the Habitats Directive as was
the old airport building but their current uses and impact on NATURA 2000 sites should be
included in cumulative impact assessments.

In addition to the compliance issues identified earlier, the daa is not in compliance with
condition 10 of the parent permission as Fingal County Council have deemed their compliance
submission unacceptable and not as per the requirements of the condition. This condition
directly impacts on the ability of ABP to assess this amendment application in relation to
aircraft noise, mitigation and compliance with the NAO.

Figure 1: Incorrect method of cumulative assessment.

Cumulative Effects- Incorrect method ofassessment

Level of impact

No significant

effects observed Planning applications are
nat in accordance with
environmental legislation if
Significant #ect level -~ -- - they make the assumption

that;

As the assessments of
developments 1-4°

SR ey 1‘
identified no sigruficant
effects, and subject
development no 5 has no
significant effects, there
can be no cumulative
effects.

D J D f P D p
3 4 5

Development Developmettn
1 2

Figure 2. Correct method of cumulative assessment
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Cumulative Effects- correct method of assessment
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Each of the individual developments above have effects that are not deemed significant in isolation. However when
combined in cumulation, they push effects past the significant threshold
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Very Recent concerns have been raised about PFAS contamination of soils and water
information has come to light of 150,000 tonnes of contaminated soil that may or may not
relate to the North Runway consent being removed and sent to Norway for remediation
treatment. The PFAS contamination can come from firefighting foams and de-icing agents
used during the historical operations and operations of the North Runway.

The impact of PFAS contamination via surface runoff and ground water filtration needs to be
assessed as part of this application. All monitoring data must be made available in compliance
with the planning conditions. The increase in night flights will mean more planes will need to be
de-iced in the colder nocturnal periods. This means an increase in PFAS contamination to
surface waters. The Board cannot seek to make a decision without a full assessment via EIA
and AA of the impact on SAC / SPA and the water body catchments that are receiving waters
of the Airports surface runoff.

The applicant has failed to put definitive evidence before the Board on bird air strikes and
impacts on SPAs. There are no up to date surveys provided in particular for the new Western
Irish Sea SPA. The applicant’s AA screening found no need for a stage two assessment with
absolutely no evidence to base this outcome on. In response to frequency of bird strikes the
applicant’s response is vastly different to the information the IAA have in their 2022 safety
review report which indicated that bird strikes are a major safety issue for the airport and its
impacts on protected habitats and species needs to be assessed. The IAA report gives the
exact numbers of bird strikes in 2022 and previous years. The applicant’s previous response is
insufficient, and a detailed and evidential assessment and report must be completed.
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Insummary the compliance issues which constitute unauthorised development, and the
EIA and AA assessment defic iencies need to be addressed. We hold the position in the
first instance that section 34(12) applies and as such the Board should invalidate/
refuse the decision to grant this planning amendment via Relevant Action.
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1.0 Passenge r Numbers

I.I Dads Passenger Numbers

On the daa’s corporate website, a section is devoted to ‘Investor Relations”

https://www.daa.ie/media-centre/investor-relations-2/.

At the bottom of this section, passenger statistics are provided on a monthly basis-.

Passenger Statistics

( 2023 Passenger Statistics )

All the monthly passenger figures for 2023 can be accessed by clicking on ‘2023 Passenger
Statistics’:
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Clicking on ‘Passenger Statistics December, 2023’ reveals not only the December 2023 figures
but also includes the cumulative Year To Date (YTD) passenger figures:

Dublin Airport - December 2023 Statistics

Region Dec 2023 Dec 2022 % Change YTD 2023 YTD 2022 % Change
Domestic 13,574 11,102 22% 156,570 128,549 22%
Great Britain 805,762 707,981 14% 9,518,467 7,778,809 22%
Rest of Europe 1,244,714 1,160,602 7% 18,672,355 15,980,480 17%
Transatlantic 254,897 238,231 7% 3,906,259 3,248,198 20%
Other International 46,862 72,066 21% 1,019,354 674,346 51%
Transit 632 19,226 -97% 249,589 275,180 -9%
Total Passengers 2,406,441 2,209,208 9% 33,522,594 I 28,085,562 19%
Commercial ATM's 17,321 16,378 6%| [ 233,162 202,773 15%

The figures how that Dublin Airport handled 33,522,594 passengers in 2023, which is a clear
breach of the 32mppa planning condition.

The November 2024 statistics show a further increase in passenger numbers of 5% compared

to 2023:

Dublin Airport - November 2024 Statistics

Region Nov 2024 Nov 2023 % Change YTD 2024 YTD 2023 % Change
Domestic 12,195 12,678 -4% 162,943 142,996 14%
Great Britain 786,037 769,810 2% 8,981,214 8,712,705 3%
Rest of Europe 1,229,461 1,191,001 3% 18,129,892 17,427,641 4%
Transatlantic 240,924 244,484 -1% 3,904,885 3,651,362 7%
Other International 91,358 80,508 13% 1,062,488 932,492 14%
Transit 915 1,235 -26% 8,598 248,957 -97%
Total Passengers 2,360,890 2,299,716 3% 32,250,020 31,116,153 4% j
Commercial ATM's 16,597 16,709 -1% 219,717 215,841 2%

The daa have had plenty of advance notice of these inevitable breaches and were served with
enforcement warnings by Fingal County Council.

On January 24t the daa published figures for December 2023 and total figures for the whole of

2023:

https://www.dgblingirport.com/lgtest—newslgpz4/01/24/a|most-3g-miIlion-throuﬁcLh-dublin-airport-

s-terminals-in-2023
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2®3 h Numbes

Pass engersThrough Terminals 31,908,471
Connecting Passengers 1,081 800*
Other Passengers 532, 222+
Number of Flights 241,595

* This 1,081,800 figure represents the number of people who connected through the terminals
at Dublin Airport (counted once); one person equals one passenger, as opposed to a double
count of such people (as they take two flights (1 arriving and 1 departing) for aviation reporting
purposes.

** Passengers that did not use the terminals include Transit passengers who do not exit the
plane when landing at Dublin Airport, and other categories such as Search and Rescue and Air
Ambulance.

It is clear from the above description that the figure of 31,908,471 only includes 1,081,800
connecting passengers when in fact that figure should be doubled in line with International
Aviation Convention. The daa cite the International Aviation Convention in their letter to An
Bord Pieanala on June 28t 2018, when the daa sought a section 146 (A) request to amend
the 32mppa cap to be applicable to origih-destination passengers only:

https://planningapi.agileapplications.ie/api/application/document/F G/634827
In the letter by the Group Head of Planning, Ms Yvonne Dalton, she states:

“In line with International Aviation Convention such passengers are counted
twice, once as an arriving passenger, and secondly as a departing passenger
even though it is a single person travelling through the airport. For example,
1,000 transfer passengers is actually 500 people travelling through the airport.”

So, the 1,081,800 figure is actua Ipeople and this equates to 2,163,600 transfer passengers.

The ‘Other Passengers’ category includes transit passengers and search and rescue and air
ambulance passengers and their figure of 532,222 has also not been included in the headline
figure of 31,908,471.
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This reporting is flawed and inconsistent with the normal reporting of passenger numbers to
their investors and to the CSO and Department of Transport.

It can only be construed that this is a deliberate attempt to mislead the Planning
Authorities and the Irish public.

On the Dublin Airport webpage, the daa gave ‘massaged’ figures for 2023 -
httos://www.dublinairport.com/latest-news/2024/01/24/almost-32-million-throu h-dublin-airport-
s-terminals-in-2023:

2023 In Numbers

Passengers Through Terminals 31,908,471
Connecting Passengers 1,081,800*
Other Passengers 532,222*%*

The total figure for 2023 is given as 31,908,471 passengers. They deliberately use the term
‘Passenger Through Terminals’ to attempt to lower the number used by the International
Aviation Convention.

They also list connecting passengers but count them singly in the total figures. The
International Aviation Convention definition of passengers counts transfer passengers as both
an arrival and a departing passenger. Therefore, an additional 1,081 ,800 passengers need to
be added to the total figures. Also, the ‘Other Passengers’ are excluded. Therefore, the total
figure for 2023 in line with the International Aviation Convention is 33.522m. as per the figures
provided on the daa’s Investor webpage.

There is undisputed proof based on pre-planning guidance given by Fingal County Council’s
Planning & Infrastructure Department to the daa in February 2020, and the decision by ABP in
relation to the section 146 (A) request and the daa’s own interpretation of the International
Aviation Convention on passenger numbers, that the daa knowingly and deliberately handled
over 33.522 million passengers in 2023.

New Enforcement Complaints have been sent to Fingal County Council for the new breach in
2024.
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I.2D epartment of Transport - State Airport Statistics
The Department of Transport released 2023 aviation passenger numbers.

https://www.gov.ie/pdf/?file=https://assets.qov.ie/295870/3ecfe192-3b13-4451-a590-
abalab3ddc8e.pdf#page=null
Table 1 shows the passenger numbers at Dublin Airport for 2022 and 2023

Dublin Morthly ‘

Passen gerTraffic 2022 2023 % Ch ange
Jan 991 518 | 2,117,352 114
Feb 1,327,953 | 209 123 55
Mar 1,8% 9% | 2482617 33
A 2,392 124 | 2,834,472 18
May 2 404 252 | 3,049,800 17
Jun 2850267 | 3244576 14
Jul 3,067 527 | 3,458,606 13
Aug 3,07 6083 | 3456211 12
Sep 2,782360 | 3112,385 12
Oct 2713345 | 3,001,295 11
Nov 2,210949 | 2299716 a
Da 2,209 208 | 2,40644 1 9

| v 28085,562 | 33522,594 | 19

Tablel: Passenger traffic at Dublin Airport 2022 and 2023.

This again is clear evidence that Dublin Airport has breached its 32m cap in 2023.
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1.3 36m Planning Application

The following planning notice was erected around Dublin Airport on December 18 2024. It is
an application to increase passenger number from 32m to 36m.

FINGAL COUNTY COUNCIL

SITE NOTICE
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The application states that:

“To avoid uncertainties which have arisen in respect of the interpretation of the 32mppa
Conditions, the application proposes that:
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e The 32mppa limitation is enumerated on a terminal count basis (where one person
equals one passenger, and discounting transit passengers, those who do not enter
the terminal(s), and the double counting of transfer passengers); and

s The 36mppa limitation is enumerated on an aviation count basis (where a passenger
is enumerated as a person carried on an aircraft and covered by a ticket in line with
the definition of passenger by the International Air Transport Association (Ref. IATA,
Standard Schedules Information Manual, RP1761b) and includes that a transfer
passenger, is counted as two passengers).”

Just to be very clear, there has been no uncertainty around the interpretation of the 32mppa
cap. The only organisation to part from standard convention has been the daa. Trey are now
stating that they will conform with the 36m application. In the next chapter evidence is provided
to show that the Planning Authority had made the daa aware of their interpretation of the
passenger numbers in pre-planning meetings attended by the daa.

In 2018, the Dublin Airport Authority made a request to An Bord Pleanala under S.146A to
amend the wording of Condition no. 3 (PLGBF. 220670 to remove connecting passengers from

the scope of the condition. The amerded wording sought to include the words highlighted in
bold as follows:

3. The combined capacity of Terminal 2 as permitted together with Terminal 1 shall not
exceed 32 million origin-destination passengers per annum unless otherwise
authorised by a further grant of planning permission.

The daa’s letter can be viewed at:
https://planningapi.agileapplications.ie/api/application/document/F G/634827

In the letter from the daa, they elaborate on passenger types. This line is extremely relevant:

“In line with international aviation convention such passengers are counted twice,
once as an arriving passenger and secondly as a departing passenger eg. 1000
transfer passengers are actually 500 people travelling through the airport.”

Therefore, the daa clearly acknowledged their nterpretation that, in line with Internaional
Aviation Convention, transfer passengers are counted twice.
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Clarification of Passengers Types

_Eor_much_cf_its_history_Dublln_Aimm_ngcaleg_aiprimari|y an origin-destination

airport. This means that Dublin was either the departing or arriving destination for

most passengers. Al the time of the grant of the T2 planning permission, 99% of
passengers were origin-destination passengers.

Connecting passengers are passengers who may travel through Dublin Airport, but
Dublin is not their final destination.

The vast majority of gonnecting passengers are transfer passangers. They may arrive
into Dublin on one aircraft and switch aircraft to complete the sacond leg of their
journey towards their final destination. These passengers remain airsida,‘and have no
impact on transportation requirements at the airport. Inline with international aviation
convention such passengers are counted twice, once as an arriving passenger, and
secondiy as a departing passenger even though it is a single person travelling throqgh
the airport. For axample, 1,000 transfer passengers is actually 500 people travelling

through the airport.

A second type of connecling passenger is a transil passenger. A small number of
aircraft stop at Dublin Airport for technical reasons including to refuel. Passengers on
these flights are counted as transiting through the alrport aithough they do not
generally use the terminal buildings as they remain on the aircraft during the transit
stop. It is much clearer that condition no. 3 doesn't apply to such passengers,
nowever we include them for overall context.

Transfer and transit (collectively referred to as connecting passengers) do not impact
the transportation network. An airport that facilitates connecting passengers may be
referred to as a hub airport.

ABP’s Direction of August 2018 stated:

"It is considered that the alteration sought would be material in planning terms, and
cannot, therefore be considered under S.146A of the Act. The Board considered that
the proposed alteration would enable greater throughput of overall passenger numbers
through the airport. This greater level of activity would have material planning
consequences (in terms of movement and access to the airport, airport capacity, and

also in relation to planning policy relation to the airport) and would go beyond what was
permitted in the permission granted.”

The decision on the S.146A application confirms that the limit of 32mmpa applies
to any passenger type in the terminal buildings.

This new 36m planning application confirms that the daa deliberately misled the
Planning Authorities and Judiciary on passenger numbers. They breached the cap in
2019, 2023 and again at the end of November 2024. Therefore, they are carrying out
Unlawful Development. The Relevant Action cannot be granted while the daa are
knowingly carrying out Unlawful Development and the Board must refuse the Relevant
Action on that basis.
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2.0 O peratin gRestriction

2. 132 mPassenger Cap - Operating Restr'ittion
Article 2(6) of EU 598/2014 defines ‘Operating Re strictiors’ as.

“Operding restrictions’ means a noise-related action that limits access to or reduces
the operational capacity of an airport, includirg operating restrictions aimed at the
withdrawal from operations of marginally compliant aircraft at specific airports as well as
operating restrictions of a partial nature, which for example apply for an identified period
of time during the da Y or only for certain runways at the airport.”

And a ‘noise-related action’ is defined i narticle 2(5):

L1}

noise-related action’ means any measure that affects the noise climate around
airports, for which the principles of the Balanced Approach apply, including other non-
operational actions that can affect the number of people exposed to aircraft nojse;”

ANCA have also stated in g number of pre-planning meetings with the daa n relation to
planning application F20A/0668, that the 32m passenger cap is an Operating Restriction.

In a meeting on February 5t 2020, the minutes of the meetings from ANCA Clearly state that
it's ANCA'’s position that the 32m cap is an Operating Restriction-.

httgs://glanningagi.agllealeications.ie/api/anplication/document/FG/707690

It was highlighted that each application will require a noise assessment and the timescale of possible
regulatory processes needs to be carefully thought through as it is the position of ANCA that there
are 3 Oper atingRestrictions:

1. Condition No. 3 of FO4A/1755 [PL O6F -217429) North Rurway Permission.

2. Condition No. 5 of F04A/1755 {P LO6F.2 1429) North Runway Permission.

3. 32 MPPAPa ssenga Cap on Terminal, 2 Conditi on Na 3 of FO6/1248 (06F.220670) &
Terminal 1 Extension, Condtion No. 2 of FOBA/ 1843 (06F.223469)

ANCA advised that it must consider all O perating Restrictions gs part of the £l 598 Balanced
Approach process.
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The minutes from the P&SI Department of the same meeting also state that ANCA is of the
opinion that the 32m cap is an Operating Restriction under EU598/2014:

httgs://glanningagi.agileaggﬁcations.ie/agi/agglication/dwnent/FG/733927

s Discussion of procedural implications for the making of the planning applications and the
content of same, following ANCA comment that in its opinion, the 32mppa cap included for
in Condition 3 of F06A/1248 (PL 06F 220670) and Condition 2 of FO6A/1843 (PL 06F
223469) is an operating restriction as per the Regulation Act, 2019.

e  As daa plc representatives did not necessarily agree with that interpretation and referred to
legal opinion they have stating such, there is agreement that a further Section 247 pre planning
consultation would take place following the applicant’s consideration of the implications of
the 32mppa cap being an operating restriction.

In another pre-planning meeting on February 14t 2020, it was re-iterated in the ANCA
minutes that their opinion is that there are 3 Operating Restrictions:

httgs://glanningagi.agileagplications.ie/api/application/document/FG/733840

It was re-iterated as per the meeting on February 5 that each application will require an
assessment under the Act and Regulations and the timescale of possible regulatory processes needs
to be carefully thought through as it is the position of ANCA that there are 3 Operating Restrictions.

The minutes from the P&SI Department of the same meeting show that the P&SI Department
questions whether the 32m passenger cap application should be applied under section 34C of
the Planning Act:

httgs://glanningapi.agileagglications.ie/agi/agglication/document/FG/733841

s The P&SI Dept requests that consideration be given to the planning implications that arise if
the ANCA continues 1o consider the 32mppa passenger cap as an operating restriction and
would be reviewing same as part of any EU Regulation 598 process. For example, whether:

o Tt would be necessary to apply for permission to amend/ revoke Condition 3 of
F06A/1843 and Condition 2 of F06A/1248,

o That would be part of the intended S34C application (i.. relating to Conditions 3d
and 5 of FO4A/1755).

o The approach taken by the applicant should be as broad as possible to ensure correct
procedure, transparency and third-party involvement.
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In a meeting on February 25t, 2020, t heminutes from the P&S| Department show that they
advised the daa that for enforcement purposes, they don’t make any differentiation between
passenger types:

h ttps //planringap agl eapplications.ie/api/apd ication/document/FG7 37676

* Discussion on the interpretation of the 32mppa passenger capacity cap with regard {o types of
passengers, in particular the transfer/ transitpassengers.

* The P&SI Deptadvises the applicant that, with reference to ABP decisions and known
international, European and national methods of counting pa ssergers at airports, the 32mppa
passenger cap ncluded in Condition 3 of FO6A/1248 (PL 06F 220670)and Condition 2 of
FO6A/1843 (PL. 06F 223469} is considered to be a cumulative, annual figure comprising all
passengers using (traveling to, through and from) Dublin Adrport.

¢ The P&SI Dept advises the applicant that as the 32mppa cap is considered to be all inclusive
figure, it is not considered possible/ practical for planning assessm entand subsequent
enforceiment purposes to make ary differentiation between different types of passengers.

And in a meeting on September 16, 2020, the daa presented a slide where they acknowledge
that ANCA deem the 32m cap an Operating Restriction:

https://planningapi.agileapplicati onsie/api/application/document/FG/735166

Jpera tingRestrictions at Dublin

North Runway planning permission

+ Condition 3d: No use of North Runway at night (2300 to 0700)

* Condition 5: 65 movement cap at night averaged over 92-day modeiling
period

» Condition 4: Crosswind runway essential use only

T2/T1X planning permissions
» Condition 2: 32mppa cap is deemed an OR by ANCA

¥ DublinAirport

Runway
Document Classification  Class 1 Ganaral

11
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In conclusion, the pre-planning meeting minutes show unequivocal evidence that ANCA deem
the 32m passenger cap as an Operating Restriction under EU598/2014, and that the daa
acknowledged this understanding, and that the Planning Authority included all passenger types
for enforcement purposes.

It is imperative that ABP understand that there’s a clear breach of the passenger cap in 2019,
2023 and now again in 2021. The passenger ¢ap was as a result of a condition of planning
from ABP itself. To ensure the integrity of ABP it must uphold its own planning conditions and
declare the current breach as unauthorised development which must be regularised before any
grant of the Relevant Action.

To ensure the integrity of ABP it must uphold its own planning conditions and declare
the current breach as Unauthorised Development which must be regularised before any
grant of the Relevant Action.
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”

1.0 PFAS Contamination

1.1 PFAS

it has become public knowledge that there’s a sizeable PFAS contamination issue at Dublin
Airport.
httgs://www.irishtimes.com/transport/2023/03/17/dublin-airport-ogerator-examininq-potential-
imgact-of-forever-chemicals/

Also, at a DAEWG meeting on the 15t of March 2023, the daa’s Head of Environmental
Sustainability advised members that:

“daa is examining the potential impact of PFAS at Dublin Airport and is engaging with the

relevant environmental regulators to ensuré best practice in managing this issue”.

https://www.dublinairgort.com/docs/default-source/communitv-enqaqement/ 15-march-2023---
daewg-meeting-minutes—aggroved.gdf
This Relevant Action application makes no reference to PFAS contamination and doesn't take

account of it in any cumulative or in-combination assessment. PFAS has not formed part of any
screening process and therefore the screening is deficient.

It has also been reported that Geminor have been appointed to ship 150,000 tonnes of PFAS
contaminated soil from Dublin Airport to Norway for processing:

httgs://www.energiaktuelt.no/sender-80-000-tonn-gfas-forurensede-iordmasser—til—sikker—
degonerinq.6623054-575505.html

(Translation below)

This work by Geminor also has not formed part of any planning application or environmental
assessment and has involved no public consultation. This PFAS treatment and removal needs
to be investigated by the Board and the current application cannot proceed until proper screening
and assessment has been carried out.




PF ASCONTAMINATION

Surface Water Quality Objectives

In a relatd Airfield Drainage Application (ADP) it is noted at Section 1.1.1 of the Engin eeing
Design Report by Nicholas O Dwyer that the project has been developed in accordance with the

Excavated Material

Itis noted that as part of the Airfield Drainage Application, 306,000 cubic meters of soil is to be
vated and transported off site resulting in a huge increase in construction traffic on the locaj
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F19A/0149
A non-Dublin Airport planning application F19A/0149 was for the:

“Remediation by excavation and removal of circa 22,000 cubic metres of mixed waste
material illegally deposited on Jands at Belcamp. The project will involve site preparatory
works, excavation and infill works, installation of a cut-off wall to the south and south west
and restoration with grass and treeline where applicable. An Environmental Impact
Assessment report (EIAR) and Natura Impact Statement (NIS) has been prepared and
accompanies this planning application and is available for inspection.”

The lands affected belong to the IDA and in section 1.2.1 of the EIAR attached to the
project, it states that the “final step in the screening proceéss is to determine the need for
an EIA on a discretionary basis. It has been determined in consultation with Fingal County
Council (September 26", 2018) that an EIAR should be undertaken. The EIAR allows the
sensitivity of the environment to be assessed and determine whether the project is likely
to cause significant effects.”

F19A/0149 sets a clear precedence. PFAS chemicals are a serious health concern and an EIAR
and AA are necessary.

It is also clear from recommendation #20 in the EPA’s National Hazardous Waste Management
Plan 2021-2027 that an EIA and AA are necessary.

“Ensure that all plans, projects and activities requiring consent arising from the NHWMP are
subject to the relevant regulatory environmental assessment requirements including SEA, EIA and
AA as appropriate.”

However, there is no mention of PFAS in the EIAR or AA for the Relevant Action. There is a
clear requirement to screen this contamination out.
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Appendix

httgs://www.energiaktuelt.no/sender-80-000-tonn-pfas-forurensede-iordmasser—til-sikker—
@_ponerinq.6623054-575505.html
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Sends 80,000 tonnes of PFAS-contaminated
soil for safe disposal

The Karmoy-based recycling company Geminor is participating this
autumn in the removal of large quantities of PFAS-contaminated
masses from Ireland's largest airport, Dublin International Airport.

- PFAS pollution is an extensive prablem in Europe, where industry and especially airports are
affected, says responsible for hazardous waste in Geminor, Bjern Héland.

In collaboration with local partners in Ireland, this autumn Geminor will provide handling,

logistics and final treatment of PFAS-contaminated soil masses from Dublin International Airport.

In total, more than 150,000 tonnes of oarth masses will be removed from the airport in the
project, of which around half of the masses will be handied by Geminor, the company reports in
a press release.

The PEAS-contaminated soil masses are removed in connection with the airport undergoing a
major development project of outdoor area. The project has required extensive mapping,
planning and facilitation in order to be carried out at the same time as normal operation of the
airport.

The PEAS masses are sent to Norway for reguiatory and safe final freatment, explains Haland.

- This is an extensive project and one of the larger individual projects we have been involved in
when it comes to contaminated masses in Europe. The masses aré transported to Norway with
bulk carriers of the order of 6,000 to 9,500 tonnes per transport, explains Héland.

Written by the editors
Published29 September 2023
Updated September 29,2023

Share the article.
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A significa ntand pending
p roblem

The project at Dublin | rternational Airport is an
example of how extensive the curre NtPFAS
challenges are in Europe today, explains
Haland.

-Agreat many aiports and 'ndustrial areas have
been co ntamnated with various PFAS
compounds over many decades. The main
culprit at airpo rtsis foam from fire drills. Today,
tfere are mil ims of tonnes of PFAS-
contaminated masses waiting to be handled
properly Many of these tonnes are located in
Norway. explains Bjorn Haland

Projects like this — which involve handling

per mts. logistics and final processing — often
mean lengthy and demanding processes. Both
tme consimption, costs and a lack of
knowledge mean that ma 1y players are
reluctant to tackle absolutely necessary clean- Cran. OHoa Managing Divactor NS Sie Servips Ltd
up, Haland believes (Y 1s a partnarof Gerunor in the project On the nght

Bo m Halad 16 Gemnor Shoto Geminor

- In Europe today. there is a lack of good

sd utionsfor these polluted masses. It is often compicated for contractors and local waste
companies to handie PFAS. as they ofte nhave to comply w ithin tenational lavs and
regulations.

- The solutio nto the challenges is complex_ but is about more people having to take
responsibility L ;g lead times mean that the actors who get rid of PEAS must plan this
troroughly and early. At the same time, authonities must facilitate a more flexible bureaucracy,
whether we are talking about landfill or other solutions. We are keen to contri hute to this work
internationally, concludes Bjern Haland. responsibie for nazardous waste in Geminor
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1.2 Environmental Management of PFAS Compounds
In April 2024 the daa uploaded 4 documents to their website at
httgs://www.dublinairgort.com/corgorate/environmental-socia|-governance/sustainability

1) Daa Statement April 2024

2) PFAS FAQ April 2024

3) 2021 -2023 Environmental Monitoring Non-Technical Summary
4) 2021-2023 Environmental Monitoring Report

In section 5.1 of the document ‘2021 — 2023 Environmental Monitoring Non-Technical
Summary’, it states:

¢ Groundwater:

o The highest Sum of 20 PFAS concentrations in groundwater were detected at the site of
a former firefighting training ground, where maximum concentrations of 4,111ng/l were
reported.

o Surface Water:

o The highest PFOS concentration in surface water was detected in the Cuckoo Stream at
50.6ng/l (May 2023).

o The highest PFOS concentration in airside surface water (1,430ng/l in March 2022) was
recorded in a manhole to the north of the North Apron. The source of PFOS is indicated
to be from the Former Fire Station at the North Apron.

o Soil/Concrete:

o The highest concentrations of individual PFAS constituents in soils/concrete were

568uglkg in Apron 5H.

These are alarming levels of PFOS / PFAS. The recommendations of the report are:

«Based on the findings of this report, it is recommended to quantify the risk from PFAS
present in soil, concrete, groundwater and surface water at the airport and further
investigations should be carried out having regard to the process outlined in the EPA’s
Guidance on the Management of Contaminated Land and Groundwater at EPA Licensed
Sites. This is likely to include further site investigations to assist in the further development
of the Conceptual Site Model (CSM) to assess potential source, pathway and receptor
linkages, together with a Detailed Quantitative Risk Assessment (DQRA) to inform future
mitigation options, if required.

It is recommended that engagement with the regulators (Fingal County Council and EPA)
continues to assist in informing the scope of the further studies and investigations.”

Itis evident from this report that further site investigations are required to inform future mitigation
options.
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In  section 4.1.3 of the ‘2021 - 2023 Environmental Monitoring  Report’,
https://www.dublinair ort.com/docs/default-sourc inability-reports/2021-2023-
environmentaI-monitorinq-report.pdf, it lists possible receptors:

e Special Areas of Conservation:

o Malahide Estuary (Site code 000205 )

o Baldoyle Bay (Site code 000 199)

o North Dublin Bay (Site code 000206)
* Special Protection Areas:
Malahide Estuary (Site code 004025)
Baldoyle Bay (Site code 00401 6)
o North-West Irish Sea (Site code 004236)
North Bull Island (Site code 004006)

O 0

o

This again is an extraordinary finding as surface water containing PFAS / PFOS discharges to
these SPAs and SACs. What is extremely concerning is that the daa have never screened for

Another erroneous comment in this section is:

“Available information indicates there are likely not an Y groundwater abstraction points or
drinking water users. The main receptors will arise from interactions with surface water.”

However, the EPA’s  Water  Abstraction Register -  December 2023,
https://www.epa.ie/ ublications/monitorin —-assessment/freshwater--marihe/Abstraction-
Register-December-2023-for- ublication.xisx, shows that Ke elngs Retail have 9 abstraction
locations registered with the EPA for the Swords area.

The report only references a single private offsite reservoir which is further awa yfrom the Airport
lands than some of the EPA registered abstraction locations .
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The private offsite reservoir is not close to the rivers discharging water from the Airport lands.

Below is one of the EPA’s abstraction registry points. This abstraction point is adjacent to the
Barberstown 08 water feature which feeds into the Ward River.
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What is of major concern is that Keelings Retail is a major grower of fresh fruit supplying the
Irish market. Their website states that they produce approximately 200 million strawberries each
year, as well as other fruit and vegetables. It 15 paramount that Fingal County Council engage
with the appropriate health authorities and Food Safety authorities to ensure all produce is tested
for PFAS / PFOS and that it is safe for human consu npti on.

The monitoring well GW11 is located at the APEC 5 site directly under the North Runway

“The resuits indicate the highest residual concentrations (up to over 4,000 ng/l) of Sum
of 20 PFAS remain within the original source, i.e. within the APEC 5 boundary, with the
plume primarily extending west to GW14 and north to GW11. Maximum and average Sum
of 20 PFAS concentrations reduce significantly over distances of approximately 150m to
GW14 (1,712; 521 -8ng/l, respectively) and GW16 (257.7; 165.4ng/, respectively).”

Over 4,000ng/! is an astonishing level of Sum of 20 PFAS -And even the measured values at
GW14 and GW16 far exceed the GAC imit of 100 ng/l.

What is also very wo rying is that the trend of PFAS contamination is increasing significantly
over time.
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daa ple
2021 - 2023 Environmental Monitoring Report

PFAS Trends - GW11L
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Sum of 20 ng/l | 878 1125 | 810 1123 | 1238 | 1158 | 1183 | 2213 | 4110 | 1577 | 1878
PFAS
Sum of ng/l | 1509 | 1657 | 1063 | 2157 | 2412 1086 | 2283 [ 3095 | 5643 |6939 | 10169
Total PFAS

The report does not discuss the alarming rise in Sum of Total PFAS.
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Documents released by the OCEI

Following an AIE request to Fingal County Counci'| regardi rg PFAS contamination at Dublin
Airport, Fingal County Council made the decision to release three documents. The daa appealed
the decision to release two of t hedocuments to the Commissioner and the Commissioner found
in favour of Fingal County Council. The decision is available at:

https./océlie/en/om budsman-decision/7db6ad aa-pub licli mited-company-and-fingal-county-
coungcil/

Upon relea se,the daa made the documents available on their website:

h ttps:/www. dublinairport.com/corporate/ai rport-development/north-runva y/environment/soil-
and-water-management

The two docu nrents are different to the documents previously made available by the daa. These
two new documents were undertaken by Fehily Timoney who were retained by RoadBridge to
undertake a Risk Assessment of PFAS contamination on groundwater and surface water at the
former Fire Training facility at the Dublin Airport, North Runway development (APEC 5).
RoadBridge were the contractors responsible for the construction of the North Runway.

The report titled ‘Groundwater and Surface Water Risk Assessment and Remediation Options
Appraisa |, states in section 1.1 that:

“The detected concentrations of Total PFOS at the off-site surface water monitoring points
sampled between January 2018 and July 2021 exceeded the:

* 0.65 ng/l (the annual Average Environmental Quality Standards (EQS) for Inland
Surface Waters for Total PFOS set by S.I. No. 386 of 201 5).”

“A number of the groundwater monitoring locations during the period January 2018 and
October 2018 exceeded the Total PFOS 0.07 ug/l threshold value (defined by the United
States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) Drinking Water Advisories for PFOS and
PFOA).”

In section 1.1 on Conclusion and Recommendations, it states that PFAS contaminated soil was
re moved from the APEC 5 site and used as a general fill to reinstate t e pre-cast concrete R2
and P35 attenuation tanks. The reports states that residual contamination remains within the
APEC 5 site bowndary. Regarding Groundwater, it states that the risk to potential users of
shallow bedrock groundwater is inconclusive.

On Surface water, the report states that the monitoring results for Total PFOS exceeded
0.65ng/l, the Annual Average EQS for Inland Surface Waters as set out in S| No. 386 of 2015.

12
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It also states that there is evidence of elevated concentrations of other PFAS compounds,
showing evidence of environmental poliution.

e PR

Section 5.1.4 lists the potential receptors of contaminants:

o The shallow weathered bedrock aquifer located around or beneath the former fire training
ground (APEC 3).

e The deep limestone bedrock aquifer.

o The North Runway Development site surface water drainage which discharges to
the River Sluice.

e Aquatic life located within the Sluice and Ward Rivers (which flows into the Broad Meadow
River).

e Humans located within close proximity to the site.

o Irrigated Keeling production facilities located approximately 1 km north of the site.

13
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* TheMalahide Proposed Natural Heritage Areas: Malahide Estuary (Site Code 000205)
ard the Broadmeadow/Swords Estuary Special Protection Areas (SPA) (site code
004025). Both sites are located approximately 6 km north east of the project site.

Section 5.2.3 outlines that the risk to on and off-site surface waters and aquatic life will be
medium. It also states that:

“A possible on-going risk is posed to Human Health during and post construction activities
based on horizontal migration away from the source (via groundwater beneath the site)
and potential human ingestion and dermal contact with groundwater or surface water
during or post construction activities.”

There are some ala rming statements in section 5.2 4 regarding Keelings. It states that the GS|
has no records of boreholes being prese rt on site to supplement ir fgation. Yet it is clear fro m
the EPA’s registry of abstraction licenses that Keelings have a number of abstraction locations
on-site.

Keelings is traversed by the Barberstown 08 water feature which is connected to surface water
run off from the Airport lands as can be seen in the Conceptual Site Model for Apec 5:

Roadbridge FCC
Dublin Airport North Runway Remediation Option
Groundwater and Surface Water Risk Assessment

DAA LANDS FOOD CENTRAL BUSINESS PARK
Approsumiy &Y Mapoed Faur Zone Track Rameas Rechange 1o Mewkings Surfice Water Dischipe C.
"-;;- oo Extonts Apprommate | Surtace Water Draine e h.;..urryu.d;n‘::iu:’umumrmzu
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Notes:
Cross Sechon Basex Upon Borehole Clay  Weathered Limestone Borehole  Boreble
Logs 107 105, 104. 106 anet 1 0 Bedrock  Bedrock Screen (asing
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This Conceptual Site Model was developed in 2018 and therefore the daa have been aware
since then of the risks to the contamination of Keelings lands.

Groundwater monitoring results from January 2018 clearly showed elevated levels of PFOS:

No of Guideline

Parameter Units Yeuts Valies Exceedances GW4 GWS5 GW6 BHOS8 BHO9 BH10 BH105 BH107

Total PFOS ng/| 6 10007 1 1,630 | 884 443 201 <Lob | <LODb <LOD <LoD

Total PFOS & PFOA ng/l 6 70° 4 2,434 | 2,354 | 745 | 244.1 | <LOD | <LOD | <LOD <LOD
Note 1: EPA: A Proposed Approach for the Development and Application of Guideline Values for Groundwater

Note 2: United States Environmental Protechon Agency (USEPA) Drinking Water Advisenes for PFOA and PFOS
* <LOD: Below Laboratory Limit of Detecton

Section 3.3 states:

“Monitoring findings from previous investigations confirmed that residual concentrations
of PFOS and PFOA remain within shallow bedrock groundwater beneath the APEC 5
site. A number of the groundwater monitoring locations exceeded USEPA Drinking
Water Advisories for PFOS and PFOA threshold values.

The results of the surface water sampling undertaken as part of the November 2018
DQRA Dublin Airport North Runway: APEC 5 Detailed Quantitative Risk Assessment
indicated that PFOS/PFOA contaminated surface waters migrated off-site via
drainage channels and impacted off-site surface water receptors (River Ward).”

15
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Diversion Application form for Cuckoo Stream

In the accompanying RFI material for the Airport Drainage Application, a Diversion Application
form has been ncluded which has been submitted to Uisce Eireann .In section 12 of this form,
the question is asked ‘Are there potential contaminated land issues? and no response 1S
given as can be seen below. Therefore, the daa have not made Uisce Eirean naware of the
know nlarge scale PFAS / PFOS contamination which is a very serious dereliction of duty.

11 *Confirmation of Land Ownership:

Please confirm the nameand addressof the landowner and provide the.folio de tailsof the land where the diversian
proposed
FI.NGAL CI TY CO UNGL
Nole
1 Enter “My Lana™  this s the case
2 ifland s in cwnership ofa thurd-party. a letter of consentio the proposed diversion worksis required tobe prowvidedby the
third-party la ndowner aspartof this application A formai easement will be requ redrom t hethird -partyjandowner shouldt he
diversion progress
12 “Aro there potential contaminated land issuss? Yes D No D

16
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1.3 MetrolLink

Also included in this submission is AIE material provided by TII. At the Oral Hearing on the
MetroLink project, concerns were raised about the PFAS contamination at Dublin Airport. A

number of the records received by AIE are worth highlighting:

Record 48 (18/07/°24):

Key points are that there are clear information gaps and the daa reports don't present the full
picture. They acknowledge there’s a clear PFAS problem at this location and that PFAS is going

to come out of the ground and tunnel.

From:
Sent: Thursday, July 18, 2024 8:49 AM

Subject: [EXTERNAL] PFAS - talking points for Friday meeting [ALGDMS-MAIN.225982.01430386.FID826971]

As discussed, some structure/talking points ahead of tomorrow's calll:

Why is this important? Context?
Asbestos of the manufacturing world — carcinogenic / consequence

Context of the project: [Jlsubmission — consenting risk and JR risk

PFAS has not been well understood; there's a growing focus on it and the risks it presents

Challenge at Dublin airport — there are clear information gaps: we don't have a clear baseline, or a full data-set; FT report by daa
doesn’t present the full picture

The result? — we're not sure of the full extent of this as a problem

But it's clear: there is a PFAS problem at this location.

PFAS is going to come out of the ground and tunnel (out of d-walls and box excavation); it could be more difficult to control under
TBM

What we're trying to achieve:
* We need to get as much info as possible — boreholes, monitoring — we need to plug the information gaps
« How do we take it out of the ground safely and isolate it?- this ties into mitigation (and the risk of leakage)
« How do we safely dispose of it?

3 key pillars: information, mitigation, disposal

4 immediate steps that need to be prioritised on this workstream as a matter of urgency:

1. The project needs to do monitoring at Dublin airport — Til needs to engage with daa re borehole locations and when this can
be done (asap)

2. Tl need to meet with daa to get a clearer sense of the problem and how they're managing this

3. The project needs to discuss management of this as a waste product and its disposal (PFAS can't be treated in Ireland —
there is no facility here to accept this)

4. J1 will review existing mitigation measures, and explain more clearly how these (& any additional mitigations) will manage the
problem

We need to have a dedicated working group, focused on this subject, that meets regularly to discuss progress updates.

- I'm in meetings until 5pm — could you email Paclo, Nigel and Aidan about having 15 minutes in tomorrow morning’s meeting
dedicated to this subject?

17
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Record 44 (02/07/°24):

This record shows that TIl are correctly looking at the Cumulative impact Assessment and In
Combination Assessment for NIS. This is exactly whatthe daa should be doing with this
Relevant Action application and it's incomprehensible that Fingal County Council did not come
to the same conclus ion

From:

Sent on: 02 J uly2024 20:06:18

o
o R

Subject: RE: Timing on CIA / [Jfesponse [ALGDMS- MAIN.25982.01430386.FID826971]

Thanks-

1 will forward an outline programme for the CIA, however, at a high level it is worth saying the following."

1. The completion of the Cumulative Impact Assessment will be a number of weeks — | currently predict 4 -5 weeks, but
because of the unknown nature of this work and lack of precedent, it is possible we will come across some speed bumps
that will sfow us down;
2. Similar for the In Combination Assessment {for NIS), but this needs to be confirmed by SC who are currently addressing this |
issue for the Bus Comects Blackrock JR.
3. For the other i:isues i.e PFAS, Sludge Hub centre, Ringsend WwTP, Cable Routes and WFD query, we will need c. 2 weeks
to complete.

Overall, a decision to include the additional materialreferenced above would result in a delay in the readvertisement of the Oral
Hearing material.

To my mind we are going out to consultation on a significant quantum of additional material already as requested by the Board.
This is likely to raise further potentially significant querie s/questions/submissions that we will need to address in the response
document. In that context, { would see merit h addressing the ubmission items there (rather than delay the re -
advertisement). Then the Board will be in a position to review our responses to all of these items to decide whether to approve,
RFl or to set up another Oral Hearing.

I hope that this helps

Best Regards
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1.4 Conclusion

The daa have known about PFAS contamination since as early as 2016 during construction of
the North Runway and yet none of their Environmental Assessments since then even mention
PFAS yet alone provide mitigation and remedial measures. There is also a duty to protect the
SACs and SPAs along the Fingal coastline. An Bord Pleanala must ensure that the health of
Irish people is not impacted by the produce from Keeling’s farm which is adjacent to the North
Runway and through which waters from the airport flows along the Barberstown 08 to the Ward
River. An Bord Pleanala should request input from other authorities such as the HSE, Food
Safety Authority, Inland Fisheries and the NPWS should be immediately notified if not already
done so. The dangerous levels of PFAS / PFOS have been known for a long number of years
now and the daa have only recently contacted the relevant authorities. The response from the
daa was to initially remove and bury known contaminated soil from the North Runway site around
attenuation tanks and continue with the North Runway development. This was a major mistake
as the PFAS levels under the North Runway are at dangerous levels. PFAS contaminated soil
has also been found at other sites at the airport and large amounts of contaminated soil from
the Apron 5H development has been shipped to Norway for remediation.

The cumulative impacts of the contamination at the Apron 3H development site should be
assessed in conjunction with this Relevant Action application. The whole airport site needs to be
addressed for PFAS / PFOS contamination as a whole and not the piecemeal approach thus far.
The need for Cumulative Assessment and In Combination Assessment are highlighted in the
advice given to TIl. Til are taking the PFAS situation very seriously and understand their
obligations which are clearly lacking with the daa. TIl acknowledge that their development will
lead to PFAS release into the environment.

The daa have been aware since 2016 of the PFAS issue and decided to literally bury the
evidence in order that the North Runway project would not be delayed. No consultation with
State Authorities was carried out at the time. We note that no full AA was ever carried out on the
North Runway. The daa knew of the PFAS contamination and yet still went ahead without
addressing it and even got a time extension and defended High Court proceedings while still
burying knowledge of this contamination. The North Runway should be classed as
Unauthorised Development, and we ask that the Board make a ruling on this.

An Bord Pleanala are mandated to refuse planning permission based on the total lack of
screening and assessment of PFAS / PFOS contamination and its impact on European
sites.
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1.0 Climate

1.0 Inspector’s R eport

Section 13.8 deals with Climate and Carbon. In 13.8.1 the Inspector incorrectly states that
there will be an increase of just 13 ATMs from 2025 to 2035 between the Permitted and
Proposed scenarios. It is 13,000 additional ATMs and not 13. Please refer to Table 11-1 in the
EIAR.

7

2025 227 240 13

2035 228 240 0

In section 13.8.3 under Conclusion for legislation and policy, the Inspector states that:

“the reductions in CHG emissions associated with the aviation industry is being dealt
with at an ihternational and EU level with an important initiative ReFuelEU set to
significantly address sustainable aviation fuel.”

On December 10t 2024, the Head of IATA ,Willie Walsh, addressed the issue of Sustainable
Aviation Fuel (SAF) at an IATA media day in Geneva,
https://www.reuters.com/business/aerospace-defense/giobal-airlines-could-miss-sustainable-
fuel-targets-iatas-walsh-says-2024-12-10/. With reference to achieving net zero emissions by
2050, Mr Walsh stated:

“We're not making as much progress as we'd hoped for and we're certainly not making
as much progress as we need”

Sustainable aviation fuel makes up only around 0.3% of the world's jet fuel usage and is
projected to onl yaccount for Q7% by 2025, according to IATA data, with experts saying the
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production rate of the green fuel needs to grow quickly for the sector to achieve its emissions
goals.

An IATA study presented at the media day showed that global production of green jet fuel in
2024 was only 1 million tons, https://www.iata.org/en/iata-
repository/pressroom/presentations/sustainability-saf-outlook-registry-gmd-2024/, lower than
IATA's projection a year ago that it would be 1.5 million tons.

Walsh pointed to a lack of biorefineries under construction which could produce the green jet
fuel, many of which require extensive capital expenditure to get built.

It is therefore incorrect to say that ReFuelEU is going to significantly address sustainable
aviation fuel.

It is also incorrect to say that the Relevant Action is not required to comply with any national
GHG emissions targets. Ireland is a signatory to the Paris Agreement. Signatories of the
agreement are obligated to implement “economy-wide absolute emission reduction targets”,
that is, to control anthropogenic emissions so that global warming is limited to well below 2°C
and preferably stays within the limit of 1.5°C. A failure to address all anthropogenic emissions,
including shipping and aviation, would violate the central aim of the Agreement. Legal opinion
obtained by Transport & Environment (T&E) is discussed below.

In section 13.8.6 the Inspector assesses the issues and Significance of effects. The Inspector
points out that the 13,000-movement limit is required to support a reduction in GHG
emissions:

“These results indicate that there will be a doubling of night flights under the proposed
scenario rather than the permitted scenario, although the applicants forecasting has
regard for the total increase of annual aircraft movements (i.e., 13,000).
Recommendation throughout my planning assessment supports the introduction of an
aircraft moment restriction, in addition to the NQS. The move towards less noisy
modern aircraft, in compliance with an aircraft movement restriction, can support a
reduction in CHG emissions and while there will be an increase in emissions, there
would be no further increase and a potential for decrease in the long term. In addition,
the EIAR assumes the worst-case scenario in the number of aircraft movement- i.e., on
a busy summer day, therefore the overall proposed aircraft movement, for 2025,
provides a worst-case scenario for CHG emissions from the proposed development.”

The Inspector also states that a restriction on aircraft movements would impact on the
significance of GHG emissions:

“The Board will note the applicant has not factored in any compliance with the EU
targets for addressing carbon emissions in the aviation sector, although referenced




CLIMATE ASSESSMENT

these within the accompanying documents .Having regard to the proposed
modernisation of fleet mix, in conjunction with the recommendation for a restri cton
on aircraft movements, these would impact the significance of impact of the any
change in CHG emissions.”

The Inspector has chosen to focus solely on the projected increase n GHG emissions in 2025
from the Permitted to Proposed scenario. The Inspector states this as 0.09%. However, the
inspector has failed to take into account all the Proposed emissions as a whole. GHG emissions
were never assessed for the North Runway planning permission in 2007. Therefore, all
emissions must be taken nto account in line with the definition of ‘Future Baseline’ from the
Institute of Environmental Management & Assessment (IEMA) in their guide on ‘Assessing
Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Evaluating their Significance’:

(hitps:/infrastructure. planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-
content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR010056/TR010056-001649-

Climate %20Emergency%20Planning%20and%20Policy%20-%20Appendix%20A%20-
%20IEMA%20Guide-

%20Assessing%20Greenhouse%20Gas%20Emissions%20and%20E valuating %20their%20Si
gnificance, %20Version%202,%20Feb%202022.pdf)

Focusing on 2025 Propos ed,from table 11-6 its GHG emissions of 4,167 ktCO2e equate to:

¢ 7.6% of the Projected National Emissions Inventory for 2025 of 54,657 ktCO2e
e 36.6% of the Future Transport Emissions, 11,390 ktCO2e
e 7.1% of the annual Carbon Budget 2021-2025

These figures are Very Significant

Focusing on 2035 Proposed, from table 11-6 its GHG emissions of 4,187 ktCO2e equate to:

+ 10.8% of the Projected Nationa |Emissions Inventory for 2035 of 38,855 ktCO2e
o 58.7% of the Future Transport Emissions, 7,127 ktCO2e
¢ 10.5% of the annual Carbon Budget 2026-2030

Again, these figures are Very Significant
The IEMA guidance states that:

“The crux of significance therefore is not whether a project emits GHG emissions,
nor even the magnitude of GHG emissions alone, but whether it contributes to
reducing GHG emissions relative to a comparable baseline consistent with a
trajectory towards net zero by 2050.”
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The guidance further states that a project that follows a ‘business-as-usual’ or ‘do minimum’
approach and is not compatible with the UK’s net zero trajectory or accepted aligned practice or
area-based transition targets, results in a significant adverse effect.

It is evident that GHG emissions will rise from the implementation of the Relevant Action and
does not meet the trajectory of net zero. Therefore, this equates to a significance level of ‘major
adverse’.

The IEMA Guidelines draws attention to large scale developments that can affect the Total
Carbon Budget. It uses a threshold of 5% of the Carbon Budget to define the magnitude of GHG
emissions as Significant. Any project of this size can in itself affect the achievement of the
Carbon Budget.

Dublin Airport's contribution in 2025 is projected to be 7.1% for the Proposed Scenario which is
above the 5% threshold, and is therefore deemed as Significant. The Inspector failed to
address this threshold from the IEMA guidelines in her draft report.

The conclusion of the inspector in section 13.8.7, therefore, is not in line with the IEMA guidance
and it is incorrect to say that no significant adverse effects are likely on the Climate:

“ have had regard to the latest CAP 2024, the national and sectoral adaption plans and
frameworks with regard transportation and aviation and any national climate objectives
for the aviation industry and | am satisfied that the Relevant Action will not preclude the
achievement of any of these targets and will not have long term significant negative
impact on climate change. In coming to this conclusion, the Board will note that | have
had regard to international and EU requirements for member states when assessing the
impacts of climate change in the aviation sector. | have also had regard to my
assessment throughout the EIAR and the Relevant Action and the recommendation for
further restrictions to the regulatory condition and Relevant Action for restrictions of
ATMs at night.

| have considered all the written submissions made in relation to Climate Change and
Carbon, in addition to those specifically identified in this section of the report. | am
satisfied that they have been appropriately addressed in terms of the application and
the EIAR accompanying the application that no significant adverse effect is likely to
arise.”

In section 13.20 and 16.2 the Inspector states the proposed development would lead to minor
direct and indirect impacts on climate change which is in contrast to the figures provided above
which contradict this conclusion:
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“Total Annual Green House Gas (CHG) emissions of the Relevant Action is projected fo
increase in 2025 when compared to the permitted scenario and then decrease in 2035.
No specific mitigaion measures have been included in the predicted emissions. The
decrease in the 2035is based on a change in forecasted aircraft scheduling which
indicates there will be an increase in short-haul night flights modelled in 2035 which will
decrease long-haul day flights, leading to lower Continuous Climb Departures (CCD)
emissions in the proposed scenario for 2035 when compared to the permitted scenario.
The scheduling has not been presented in the documentation. This aside, international
aviation towards net zero will ensure the use of climate friendly fuels and having regard
to minor differences of aircraft movement increases between the permitted and
proposed scenario, the long-term impact on the climate 15 considered of minor
significance”.

The Inspector is totally relant on new scheduling, which is not credulous, based on the
assumption that short haul flights will replace long haul flights during the nighttime period. This
flies in the face of the daa’s plans to expand trans-Atlantic routes. This is now the third attempt
by the daa to manipulate the schedules in the EIAR to fudge the carbon emiss iors. The
Inspector is also totally reliant on the acceptance of the Permitted scenarios and ignores all
their emissions. And finally, the Inspector ‘s relying on International Aviation to miraculously
come up with SAF or other magic solutions to solve the emissions. No evidence has been
provided by the Inspector and the Board needs to be aware of this lack of evidence. The only
credible evidence is that the Proposed scenario will lead to a very Significant impact on
GHG emissions.

The figures provided in this chapter show that the daa have failed to properly quantify GHG
emissions and failed to assign the significance as ‘major adverse’ as per IEMA guidelines.
GHG emissions were never assessed in the original EIS from2004 and therefore no
significance baseline was established in the 2007 planning permission . Therefore, all effects of
Qublin Airport’s activities need to be compared, and this results 1h a ‘major adverse’
significance finding.
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1.1 EIAR

Chapter 11 of the revised EIAR focuses on Climate and Carbon. Section 11.1.2 quotes the
Directive 2014/52/EU:

“Climate change will continue to cause damage to the environment and compromise
economic development. In this regara, it is appropriate to assess the impact of projects
on climate (for example greenhouse gas emissions) and their vuinerability to climate
change.”

Annex IV of the Directive, part 5. (f) requires a description of the likely significant effects of the
project on the environment resulting from:

“(N the impact of the project on climate (for example the nature and magnitude of
greenhouse gas emissions) and the vulnerability of the project to climate change;”

It further states:

“The description of the likely significant effects on the factors specified in Article 3(1)
should cover the direct effects and any indirect, secondary, cumulative, transboundary,
short-term, medium-term and long-term, permanent and temporary, positive and
negative effects of the project. This description should take into account the
environmental protection objectives established at Union or Member State level which
are relevant to the project.”

The factors specified in Article 3(1) are:
(a) population and human health;

(b) biodiversity, with particular attention to species and habitats protected under Directive
92/43/EEC and Directive 2009/147/EC;

(c) land, soil, water, air and climate;
(d) material assets, cultural heritage and the landscape;

(e) the interaction between the factors referred to in points (a) to (d).

Therefore, it is clear that long-term effects of the Relevant Action should be taken into account
along with any other past or future projects.
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Insection 11.2.5 the EIAR refers to the Climate Action and Low Carbo nDevelop ment Acts 2015
to 2021 and its target to reduce emissions by 51% by 20 30and reach net zero by 2050.

Section 11.2.21 refers to Fingal County Council’s Climate Change Action Pla n2019 — 2024 and
how the Council “recognises the Climate Emergency as declared by the Dail and commits itself
in this plan to prioritising mitigation of, and adaptation to, climate change across its functions”.

Section 11.3.6 states that the Pe rmitted Scenario was used as the baseline for the GHG
emissions assessment. By using the Pe rmtted Scenario as the baseline, the EIAR is giving the
impression that the Permitted Scenario is acceptable. This is not the case as even with the
Permitted Scenario, GHG emissions will rise. This conflicts with the Government policies to
reduce GHG emissions by 51% by 2030. The baseline should take account of future reduction
targets as defined by the Institute of Environmental Management & Assessment (1 BVIA)
definition of ‘Future Baseline’ in their guide on ‘Assessing Greenhouse Gas Emissions and
Evaluating their Significance’:

(https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-
content/ipc/aploads/projects/TR010056/TR010056-001649-

Climate %20Emergency%20Planning%20and%20Policy%20-%20Appendix%20A%20-
%20IEMA%20Guide-
%20Assessing%20Greenhouse%20Gas%20Emissions%20and%20Evaluating%20their%20Si
gnificance,%20Version%202,%20Feb%202022.pdf)

The IEMA guide refers to three overarching principles that are relevant in considering the aspect
of significance for GHG emissions:

“1. The GHG emissions from all projects will contribute to climate change, the largest
interrelated cumulative environmental effect

2. The consequences of a changing climate have the potential to lead to significant
environmental effects on all topics in the EIA Directive (e.g. human health, biodiversity,
water, land use, air quality)

3. GHG emissions have a combined environmental effect that is approaching a
scientifically defined environmental limit; as such any GHG emissions or reductions from
a project might be considered to be significant”.

This is very relevant n relation to the daa’s Relevant Action application that any G H emissions
can be considered significant.
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To meet Ireland’s reduction targets, Environmental Impact Assessment must give proportionate
consideration to whether and how a project will contribute to or jeopardise the achievement of

these targets. The IMEA guide states:

“The crux of significance therefore is not whether a project emits GHG emissions,
nor even the magnitude of GHG emissions alone, but whether it contributes to
reducing GHG emissions relative to a comparable paseline consistent with a
trajectory towards net zero by 2050".

Therefore, when determining significance, it is important to consider the net zero trajectory in
line with the Paris Agreement’s 1.5°C pathway. Also, the timing of reductions is critical to the
cumulative effect of GHG emissions.

The IMEA guide provides in Figure 5 a graphical form of how to determine significance and how
the GHG emissions align with the UK’s net zero compatible trajectory:

Major

Adverse

GHG Emissions

compliant
trajectory

|

e  Negligible

— e ——

Figure 5: Different levels of significance plotted against the UK's net zero compatible trajectory™

The guide states that:

“A project that follows a ‘business-as-usual’ or ‘do minimum’ approach and is not
compatible with the UK'’s net zero trajectory, or accepted aligned practice or area-based
transition targets, results in a significant adverse effect’.
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The guide provides examples of significance criteria in Box 3:

Box 3: Exampleso f dgn ificance criteria

hotconsidere dto be significant.

Maja adrerse: the project’s GHG impacts are not mitigated or are only compliant with do -minimun standards set
through regulation, and do not provide further reductions required by existing local and national policy for projects
of this type. A project with major adverse effects js locking in emissions and does not make a meamingful contribution
to the UK’s trajectory towards net zero,

Mdaderate adverse: the project’s GHG impacts are partially mitigated and ma Y partially meet the applicable existing
and emerging policy requirements but would not fully contribute to decarbonisation if1 line with local and national

policy goals for projects of this type. A project with moderate adverse effects falls short of fully contributing to the
UK's trajectory towards net zero.

Minor adverse-the project's GHG impacts would be fully consistent with applicable existing and emerging policy
requirements and good prac tie design standards for projects of this type. A project with minor adverse effects is
fully in line with measures necessary to achieve the UK’s trajectory towards net zero,

Negligble: the project’s GHG impacts would be reduced through measures that go well beyond existing and

Benefical: the project’s net GHG impacts are below zero and it causes a reduction in atmospheric GHG
concentration, whether directly or indirectly, compared to the without-project baseline. A project with beneficial
effects substantially exceeds net zero requirements with a positive climate impact.

The p rqposed Relevant Action therefore is considered to be of Major Adverse Significance
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I.2 Emissions Data

In section 11.3.17 the report lists the permitted and proposed ATM projections for 2025 and 2035
in Table 11-1. Note there’s an error with the difference between 2035 Permitted and
Proposed. The variation should be 12,000 movements (240,000 minus 228,000 = 12,000).

2025 227 240 13

2035 228 240 0

Please also note that the number of movements forecast in 2025 Proposed, 240,000, is larger
than the number previously forecast, 236,000. Therefore, this revised application has more
aircraft movements and therefore obviously more emissions.

The number of aircraft movements in this significant information submission is different
compared to those previously published. In the previous EIAR, table 13-1 was as follows:

ears a Passenge =d Difference Move

2022 Permitied 19.6 n/a 166 51
2022 Proposed 21.0 14 176 82
2025 Permitted 304 n/a 27 60
2025 P;t;;ose-d- - 3240 1.6 236 98
2035 Pemitted 32.0 nia 236 60
2035 Proposed 320 0.0 236 95

In the latest EIAR table 13-1 has been revised as follows:

10
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2075 Permitied  31.8 m 227 60
2025 Proposad~ 32.0 0.2 240 114
2035 Parmited  32.0 wa 278 B0
2035 Proposed 32.0 3] 240 114

2025 Pe mitted is the same, 2025 Proposed has increased by 4k movements, 2035 Permitted
has reduced by 8k movements and 2035 Proposed has increased by 4k movements. The 8k
reduction in 2035 Permitted makes no sense whatsoever and no reason is given. 2035 Permitted
is at 32m passengers, the same as 2035 proposed. It is clear that the 2035 Permitted figure
is yet another error.

The IEMA guidance states that:

“The crux of significance therefore is not whether a project emits GHG emissions,
nor even the magnitude of GHG emissions alone, but whether it con tributes to
reducing GHG emissions relative to a comparable baseline consistent with a
trajectory towards net zero by 2050.”

Tre guidarce further states that a project that follows a ‘business-as-usual’ or ‘do minimum’
approach and is not compatble with the UK'’s net zero trajectory or accepted aligned practice or
area-based transition targets, results in a significant adverse effect.

It is evident that GHG emissions will rise from the implementation of the Relevant Action and
does not meet the trajectory of net zero. Therefore, this equates to a significance level of ‘major
adverse’.

The analysis provided in this submission on the draft decision uses the latest GHG emission
projections fro mthe EPA in their May 2024 report (https://www.epa.ie/publications/monitoring--
assessment/climate-change/air-emissions/EPA-GHG-Projections-Report-2022-2050-May24--

v2.pdf).
In the EPA report, it states that under the ‘With Additional Measures’ scenario, Transport

emissions are projected to decrease by 26% over the period 2022 to 2030 from11.8 to 8.7 Mt
COzeq.
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Figure 10 Greenhouse Gas Emissions Projections from the Transport Sector under the With
Existing Measures and With Additional Measures scenarios out to 2030

14 Inventory Projections
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Note these projections do not include aviation emissions but these are a good proxy for what
the sector should be aspiring to.

The ‘With Existing Measures’ scenario forecasts Ireland’s emissions including all national
policies and measures implemented by the end of 2020. These include measures in the National
Development Plan (NDP) and Climate Action Plan 2019.

The ‘With Additional Measures’ scenario includes government policies and measures to reduce
emissions such as those in Ireland’s Climate Action Plan 2021. This was published in November
2021.

The EPA report states in section 4:

“The Climate Action and Low Carbon Development (Amendment) Act 2021 sets a
national climate objective of achieving a climate resilient and climate neutral economy by
the end of the year 2050. An interim target has been set out to achieve a reduction of
51% in total emissions (including LULUCF) over the period 2018 to 2030.

The projections show that implemented policies and measures in the With EXxisting
Measures (WEM) scenario can only deliver an 11% reduction in greenhouse gas
emissions by 2030 compared to the 2018 level. The WAM scenario, including policies
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and measures from the 2024 Climate Action Plan, is projected to deliver a 29% emissions
reduction over the same period.

Both projected scenarios indicate that even with implementation of all chinate plans and
policies Ireland will not meet the 51% emissions reduction target by 2030.”.

Tables 11-3 and 11-4 present the projections of the Landing and Take Off (LTO) phase and
Climb, Cruise and Descent phase (CCD) Emissions of the Permitted versus the Proposed
scenarios.

What is alarming 15 the difference in values to what was presented in the previous E IAR. For
example, 2025 Permitted LTO emissions jump from 314,268 to 397,835 and 2025 Proposed
Jjumps from 326,482 to 414,489 tCO2e. The same Is true for 2035 Permitted and Proposed and
for the equivalent CCD emissions. There is no explanation as to these sizeable differences in
emissions.

And recall from table 11-1 above, 2025 Permitted aircraft novements have stayed the same
while 2025 Proposed movements increased by 4k.

There’s no explanation why 2035 Permitted LTO emissions are higher than 2035 Proposed even
though there are 12k more movements in the Proposed scenario.

The CCD emissions are just as confusing and non sensical. It is very apparent that these figures
cannot be trusted. An 11.43% reduction in 2035 CCD e mssions between the Proposed and
Permitted scenarios even though the Proposed scenario has 2k more movements.

The Board cannot trust these values and consequently this Relevant Action application
must fall, or the Board must get an hdependent evaluation of the emissions.

Table 11-6 presents the projected total GHG emissions for the Permitted and Proposed
scenarios for 2025 and 2035.

% Variation
Permitad Proposd Variation {permittad to
proposed)
2025 4,119,144 4, 167017 47,872 1.16%

2038 4646,010 4, 187.473 -458,537 -8.87%

13
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What stands out is that these figures are far higher than the ones presented in the 2021 EIAR,
which are included below for comparison.

The individual figures have increased by nearly 1 million tCO2e, but no explanation has
been given as to the significant increases.

% Variation

Permitted Proposed Variation {permitted to
proposed)

2025 3,101,502 3,203,276 101,774 3.28%

2035 3,185,352 3,128,361 -56,991 -1.79%

The variation between 2025 Proposed and Permitted has reduced from 101,774 to 47,873
tCO2e. And as a result, the % variation also reduces from 3.28% to 1.16%.

There is no explanation given as to the significant change in GHG emissions. The number of
ATMs has only increased by 4k movements in 2025 Proposed in the significant information
request. That is just a 1.7% increase in ATMs. That does not account for the one third increase
in GHG emissions. Without an explanation, these figures cannot be verified or trusted. Alarm
bells should be going off with such a change in GHG emissions. It is very evident that the figures
do not stack up in comparison to the figures given in the 2021 EIAR.

The analysis in the Climate chapter focuses only on the variation in GHG emissions between
the Proposed and Permitted Scenarios. But from the IEMA guidelines all GHG emissions need
to be assessed.

A good proxy is the Projected National Emissions Inventory compiled by the EPA:

https://www.epa.ie/ ublications/monitorin --assessment/climate-chan e/air-
emissions/Irelands 2024 GHG Emission Projections 2023-2050 _incLULUCE .xlsx

WAITA Nl A AR FA D

Year Projected National Emissions Inventory (kt COze)
2022 60605
2025 54657

2035 38855

14
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Focusing on 2025 Proposed, fromtable 11-6 ts GHG emissions of 4,167 ktCO2e equate to
7.6% of the Projected National Emissions Invento ryfor 2025 of 54,657 ktCO2e, which is very
significant.

For 2035 Proposed, its GHG emissions of 4 187 ktCO2e equates to 10.8% of the Projected
National Emissions Inventory for2035 of 38,855 ktCO2e, which again is very significant.

In table 11-8 the GHG emissions are compared against the Future Transport Emissions
Inventory.

2025 1018 12.490 0.81%

2035 -57.0 11.000 -0.52%

The figures of 12,490 fo r 2025 and 11,000 for 2035 are incorrect and are from lIreland’s
Geenhouse Gas Emissions  Projections 2018-2040  published  in 2019,
https://www.epa.ie/ ublications/monitorin —-assessment/climate-chanqge/air-
emissions/ireland 2019 GHG Emission_Projections 2018-2040.xIsx, and not the more recent
2024 publication, m;ps://www.epa.ie/publications/monitorinq--assessment/climate-chanqe/air-
emissions/Irelands 2024 GHG Emission Projections 2023-2050 incLULUCF .xIsx.

The correct figure for 2025 is 11,390 and 7,127 for 2035 .

In fact all the figures for table 1 18 are incorrect. This table is the exact same as table 1-
8 in the 2021 EIAR.

Total emissions in 2025 Proposed are 4,167 ktCO2e which is 36.6% of the Future Transport
Emissions, 11,390.

Tota lemissions in 2035 Proposed are 4,18 7ktCO2e which is 58.7% of the Future Transport
Emissions, 7,127 .

These total emissions are highly significant and highlights how aviation compares to all other
forms of transport.

It has been impossible to quantify the variation in GHG emissions between the Proposed and
Permitted scenarios for 2025 and 2035 as the figures are not reliable. The onus is on the Board
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to independently interrogate the daa’s schedules and have the GHG figures recalculated and
restated. The figures cannot be trusted for the reasons given.

The applicant attempts to assess the GHG emissions in relation to the net zero trajectory. It only
focuses on the variation between the Proposed and Permitted scenarios. The Permitted figures
cannot be trusted. Therefore, the overall trajectory of the Proposed scenario cannot be properly
assessed.

16
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1.3 Large Scale Developments
In section 6.3 of the IEMA Guidelines special attention 15 drawn to large scale developments:

“that in themselves have magnitudes of GHG emissions that materially affect the UK’s or
a devolved administration’s total carbon budget’.

It further states that:

“An indicative threshold of 5% of the UK or devolved administration carbon budget in the
applicable time period is proposed, at which the magnitude of GHG emissions irrespective
of any reductions is likely to be significant. A project that meets this threshold can in
itself materially affect achievement of the carbon budget.”

Dublin Airport clearly falls under the category of large-scale development. In section 12.9 of this
report, we stow how Dubiin Airport is Ireland’s number 1 Carbon emitter according to
https://climatetrace.org/.

Sectio n6.4 of the IEMA’s Guidelines discusses how to contextualise a project’s carbon footprint.
Figure 6 provides examples of good practice approaches:

Project’s carbon
footprint (GHG
Emissions
magnitude)

Policy goals
Local National e.g. policy

e.g. borough e.g. UK carbon measures to

council carbon budgets and net decarbonise
budget Zero trajectory electricity
generation

Sector-based

e.g. rail sector

emissions and

reduction goals
in the UK

Performance
standards
e.g. UKGBC's
net zero carbon
home

Figure 6°.Good practice approaches for context uaising a project's GHG emissions

One approach is the use of the UK’s Carbon Budget and Net Zero Trajectory. We used this
method for Dublin Airport and compared all emissions from the 2025 and 2035 Proposed
scenarios to Ireland’s annual Carbon Budgets.
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Carbon Total Budget  Annual Budget 2025 & 2035 % Contribution

of Proposed
Scenario

2021-2025 . st S - R | 7.1%
2026-2030 200 40 4187 10.5%

The analysis shows that the 2025 Proposed scenario equates to 7.1% of Ireland’s annual Carbon
Budget and 2035 Proposed equates to 10.5%

As stated by the IEMA, all emissions can be considered significant. The cumulative effect
of all emissions at Dublin Airport due to all aircraft movements are significant and above
the IEMA’s 5% threshold.

Budget (MTCO2e) (MTCO2e) Proposed
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1.4 SEA Report

A new report was published in 2024 by the SEAI,
https -//www.seai.ie/s ites/default/fle s/publicationsén ergy-in-irelavd-2024.pdf. It estimated that:

“Ireland’s emissions from International aviation amounted to 3.4 MtCO2eq, equivalent to
approximately 11% of national energy-related emissions.”

Ta ble7.1: Energy-related CO:zeq by sector (share)

gha 2013 | 2014 | 2015 | 2016 | 2017 | 2018 2019 | 2020 | 2021 | 2022 | 2023
[MtCOzeq]

Electricity 1170 1153 1213 1286 1205 1070 945 886 1036 1014  8.03
generation

L 1092 1120 1169 1221 1205 122 1222 1029 1097 1164 1168
(excl. int.

aviation)

Industry 339 361 359 37 383 405 397 402 404 38 362
Residential 707 627 &1 700 651 7.00 673 734 687 575 535
Services 150 141 154 145 1.3 151 150 1.3 141 139 135
Agriculure 059 053 051 054 055 059 0.61 062 062 085 078
. . 0.08 0.07 007 0.06 0.07 0.08 0.07 0.06 0.06 0.05 0.06
Fisheries
Other 048 044 053 042 047 052 046 048 047 047 042
Total

. 35.72 35.06 36.77 38.24 36.92 36.67 35.02 32.99 34.79 3411 3127

{excl. int.
aviation)

Internationd 202 224 254 260 306 331 334 119 1132 304 344
aviation
Total
{incl. int.
aviation)

37.74 3730 3930 40.84 3998 3993 3836 34.17 36.12 37.15 34.71

It also showed that Jet kerosene contributed 22.8% of energy rela ed CO2 emission in transport:
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‘Table 7.3: Quantities and shares of energy-related €0,eq emissions in transport {share)

GHG [MtCOeq] 2013 | 2014 | 2015 | 2016 | 2017 | 2018 | 2019 | 2020 | 2021 m

Diesel / gasoil 734 780 846 916 929 969 982 850 907 948 938

Jet kerosene 203 225 255 261 307 332 336 120 134 306 _3_16

354 335 317 296 267 243 230 170 181 206 219

Gasoline
. 002 002 002 002 002 003 003 003 005 007 008
Electricity
i 001 002 002 002 003 003 003 003 003 004 005
Biodiesel
0.01 001 001 005 005 005 004 004 004 004 004
Natural gas
LPG 000 001 001 001 001 000 000 000 000 000 000
. 000 000 000 000 000 000 OO0 000 000 000 000
Bioethanol
. 000 000 000 000 000 000 000 000 000 000 000
Fuel oil
Total 12.96 13.46 1424 14.83 15.14 15.55 1559 11.51 1235 1476 15.20

Jet Kerosene use in 2023 surpassed the previous yearly high in 2019:

Table 5.4: Final energy in transport sector by energy types (share)

Energy [TWh] | 2013 | 2014 | 2015 | 2016 | 2017 | 2018 | 2019 2020 | 2021

Diesel / gasoil 2750 2925 3172 3432 3480 3631 3680 3183 3398 3550 35.10

Jet kerosene 785 870 984 1010 1188 1283 1298 463 518 1184 1336

1393 1318 1250 1166 1052 959 908 673 713 812 865

Gasoline

Biodiesel 086 104 114 100 152 148 190 18 187 237 313

Bioethanol 033 031 035 038 034 032 030 023 024 027 038

Electricity 004 004 004 005 005 007 009 010 015 022 033
004 003 005 025 024 026 020 018 019 019 018

Natural gas

LPG 002 002 003 003 003 002 002 001 001 002 002

Fuel oil 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Total 50.57 5258 55.67 57.79 59.38 60.87 6136 45.53 4874 5853 61.14

Jet Kerosene accounted for 21.85% of ali transport energy use:
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Figuwe 5.7°S haresof energy typesin transport final energy
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It's imperative that these highly significant GHG emissions from aviation are kept in line with

Ireland’s obligation unde rthe Paris Agreement.

As stated by the IEMA, all emissions can be considered significant. The cumulative effect
of all emissions at Dublin Airport due to all aircraft movements are significant and above
the IEMA’s 5% threshold, as shown here by the SEAI. Dublin Airport is Ireland’s number
1 emitter of GHG emissions when emissi ors from airlines are included, and they must be
hghlighted as ‘Very Significant’. Any alternative makes a mockery of Ireland’s duties to
reduce carbon emissions. If the number 1 emitter of GHG emissions isn’t designated as

Very Significant’ then there are serious questions to ask about the Board'’s expertise on

Climate.
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1.5 Presentation from UCC (MaREI) to Engineer’s Ireland

On December 17t 2024, the Energy Policy and Modelling Group from UCC showcased their
work at an event hosted by Engineers Ireland, https://www.marei.ie/energy-policy-and-
modelling-group-ucc-research-showcasing-event/. A presentation by Dr Vahid Aryanpur
provided some interesting highlights on aviation and its impact on emissions.Dr Aryanpur’'s
presentation can be accessed at
https://www.linkedin.com/feed/update/urn:li:activity:7275083113133707266/.

Dr Aryanpur highlighted key metrics in aviation in Ireland from 2013 to 2023:

What's happening? (Departure flights 2013-2023)
Air travel demand takes off by 68%, reaching 32 billion passenger-kilometres
Short-range flights climb by 29%, medium and long-range soar by over 70%
Occupied seats increase by 4-24%
| Air travel per capita in Ireland is twice the EU average (the gap grows)
Irish air passengers fly further & further than 10 years ago

He also highlighted possible future pathways:

Future Flight Pathways

& Fossil fuel reliance scenarios:
Cumulatively emit over 100 Mt CO,, consuming 30%+ of Ireland’s carbon budget—
equal to the entire road transport budget!

1 ReFuelEU scenarios:
Cleaner fuels could help reduce emissions but still consume 20% of the total carbon
budget!
Zero-emission fuel solutions face significant feasibility issues

The Key Takeaways from the presentation:
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Ireland’s international aviation accounts for

o 9% of total final e rergy consumption

e 11% oftotal energy-relatedCO ,em issions

e 20% of oil imports Future pathway (2050)

* Aviation emissions could consume 19% to 40% of Ireland’s total carbon budget

» Alow-demand scenario can cut aviation fuel use by one-third compared to BAU Risks
and concerns

 Aviation emissions threate nto disproportionately deplete Ireland’s carbon budget »
Decarbonisation pathways based on zero emission fuels face significant feasibility
issues

¢ Aviation remains a blind spot i nireland’s climate goals

These figures back up the SEAI figures and show that aviation emissions amount to 11% of
total energy-related CO2 emissions. Therefore, as per the IEMA guidelines this must be
categorised as ‘Very Significant’ as it's above the 5% threshold.

The presentation also compared average trips per capita in Ireland vs the EU:

Average trips per capita Inlreland & the EU

2013 2018 2023 2013 2018 2023

* Air travel trips per capita is higher than the EU (~double)
* Gap over he EU grew from 1.0 to 1.6 trips per capita
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1.6 Mott MacDonald’s revised schedules

In section 11.7.2 it states that the reduction in nighttime flights will fall mainly on the home-based
carriers and affect short haul flights primarily. But it further states that the short haul flights that
are removed from the night schedule are expected to be replaced with long haul flights during
the day. There is no evidence in any of the data submitted by the daa to back up this statement.
This is a critical part of the revised Climate chapter, and this acceptance has a significant impact
on the emissions reported.

11.7.2

In 2025, under the Proposed Scenario, an increase in flights is expecied to lead to an increase in GHG
emissions compared to the Permitted Scenario. However, in 2035, a decrease in emissions is expected
between the Permitted and Proposed Scenarios. While there are the same number of flights in each
scenario, some of the short-haul night flights that have been modelled as part of the Proposed Scenario
do not occur under the Permitted Scenario (as per the Mott McDonald impact of the Operating
Restfrictions Report which concludes that Permitted Scenario has a disproportionate impact on the base
carmiers with mostly short haul flights being affected) and are expected to be replaced with long-haul day
flights, therefore leading to increased CCD emissions under the Permitted Scenario. This increase in
short-haul flights and decrease in long-haul flights under the Proposed Scenario for 2035 (relative to the
Permitted Scenario) results in lower CCD emissions associated with these flights.

The Board cannot rely on a comment like this and must interrogate the daa’s forecasts and
satisfy themselves on where a sizeable number of new long-haul flights are going to come from.

The Mott MacDonald report from the revised 2021 EIAR shows that up to 51 nighttime flights will
be lost due to the Permitted Scenario in 2025. These will include some long-haul flights but will
primarily be short haul.

Dublin

arrier
Aer Lingus

ine Night

0 p i
Pax Scheduled 4 2 -45%

Ryanair Pax Scheduled 47 23 -51%

Stobari Pax Scheduled 2 0 ~100%* Minor retime

Air Moldova Pax Scheduled 1 1 0%

Aegean Pax Scheduled 2 1 -50%

Air France Pax Scheduled 1 1 0%

Cathay Pacific Pax Scheduted 1 L] -100%* New after 2022
Ethiopian Airlines Pax Scheduled 4 3 -25%

M Pax Scheduled 1 1 0%

Lufthansa Pax Scheduled 3 2 -33%

Aeroflot Pax Scheduled 1 1 0%

United Airfines Pax Scheduled 1 0 -100%* 10min retime
Tomsonfly Pax Charler 2 2 0%

TNT Cargo 1 1 0%

Bluebird Carge Cargo 1 1 0%

FedEx Cargo 1 1 0%

DHL Cargo 2 2 0%* Retime not possible
upPs Cargo 2 2 0%* Retime not passible
XM Cargo Cargo 2 2 0%* Refime not possible
Total 116 65 -44%

GA/Positioning 5

Totsl

-
N
-
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The updated Mott MacDonald report lists the number of short hau land long-haul movements for
2019, 2025 Proposed and 2025 Permitte d(constrained).

Dublin ForecastN ight Movene ntDemand 23:00 - 07:00(based on bisy day schedués)

Flight Type 2019 2025 Constrained
Fax S cheduled 101 103 59
Short haul 84 87 50
Long haul 7 16 9
Fax Charter 3 2
Cargo 9 24 &
S¢ heduledsub-total 113 129 65
Other 3 4 Q
Total 116 133 65

It highlights that 7 bng-haul movements will be lost between 2025 Proposed and 2025 Permitted.
This is a significant number of long-haul flighs, and this reduction would have a significant
impact on lowering the emissions for2025 Permitted compared to 2025 Proposed. Yet the daa
is trying to argue that there will be more long-haul flights in the Permitted scenario leading to
higher emissions.

Another important point made in the September 2021 Mott MacDonald report is the pattern of
demand for flights. It states that long haul a rivals are concentrated in the early morning period
and departures from mid-morning to early afternoon .

» Long raul arr ivds are concentrated in the morning period, with an early peak
in the 05.00 hour and a broade rpeak around 08:00. De partues a respread
from the mid-moming toearly afternoon . This patie rnof demand is ty picd of
transatlantic serv ces, where evening departures from North Ame rea fly

ovarnight to arrive in DUB in the morning. Arrival times in DUB te rd to be
e arlie than at other Europe an drports due to Ireland’s close proximity to North
Ame rca and itstime zone being 1hea riér than Central European T ime

Therefore, the demand is for long haul arrivals in early morning and departures from mid-
morning. This contradicts the statement in section 11.7.2 that short haul flights are
expected to be replaced with long haul day flights. Therefore, this expectation of more
fong-haul day flights is pure fiction, with the intention of distorting the GHG emission
figures. The Board should reject this application on tre grounds of deceitful manipulation
of the GHG figures. None of the figures can be trusted.
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1.7 EEA Dashboard

The European Environment Agency (EEA) provide a dashboard for viewing GHG gases
(https://www.eea.europa.eu/data-and-maps/data/data-viewers/greenhouse-gases-viewer).

Geographic entry Gas
Filters | Ireland v | |All greenhouse gases-(C... ~
Trends by aggregated sectors in Ireland ==

3K
o
o 2K
o
(o]
(W
3
4
1K
OK

1990 1994 1998 2002 2006 2010 2014 2018 2022

International Aviation

It is evident that Ireland’s aviation emissions reached a new peak in 2019 at 3,344 kt COZ2eq,
having peaked previously in 2007. Using the data from the EEA dashboard, emissions from
International Aviation rose from 1,751 to 3,344 ktCOze from 2012 to 2019, an 100% rise in
emissions in that 7-year period.

Domestic Transport increased from 10,825 to 12,197 ktCO:e, which is an increase in absolute
emissions of 1,372 ktCOze, equivalent to a 12.7% rise in emissions.
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This highlights that International Aviation emissions grew 100% from 2012 to 2 019 compared to
a 12.7% rise in Domestic Transport emissions.

The data proves that | rte rnatinal Aviation emissions attributed to Ireland were hcreasing at an
alarming rate pre Covid and needs to be addressed mmediately if we are to meet the net zero
target by 2050.

The Relevant Action will increase these GHG emissions even further and therefore these
emissions have a significance of ‘major adverse’ as per the IEMA guidelines.
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1.8 Climate Change Advisory Council

The Climate Change Advisory Council (CCAC) is an independent advisory body tasked with
assessing and advising on how Ireland can achieve the transition to climate-resilient biodiversity-
rich, environmentally sustainable and climate-neutral economy. The Council works to provide
contributions in critiquing, informing and shaping Ireland’s response to climate change.

The Council also has a Carbon Budgets Working Group tasked:

“with assisting and advising the Council in development of a methodology and evidence
base for carbon budget proposals, in particular to provide modelling and analytical
support for the development of carbon budget proposals. The Carbon Budgets Working
Group will provide the Council with key findings, recommendations and outputs for
consideration in the context of the Council’s role in submitting carbon budget proposals
to Government for the finalisation of Carbon Budget 3 from 2031-35 and a proposal for
Carbon Budget 4 from 2036-40, which are due by the end of 2024°.

The Council published a Working Paper on their website, Working Paper No. 25, dated
December 2023, titied “Carbon Budgeting in Selected Countries”.

In the Executive summary under ‘Blind spots’ it references the current exclusion of aviation
emissions from Carbon Budgets:

“National level carbon budgets are devised by calculating a share of the remaining
global carbon budget, and make implicit judgments regarding responsibility for historical
emissions based on a given temporal range. Modelling parameters that are used to
devise mitigation pathways also include important assumptions about risk, climate
feedbacks, the cost of damages and the relative cost of inaction. These choices
inevitably determine the scope and temporal range of the chosen carbon budget. Other
potential ‘blind spots’ in carbon budgeting include the inclusion of large-scale negative
emissions or carbon dioxide removal technologies, the exclusion of aviation, shipping
and non-territorial emissions from carbon budgets, or assumptions about future offshore
mitigation potential. If aviation and shipping emissions, along with other non-
territorial or consumption emissions, are not properly reported and accounted for
in the carbon budgeting process, and strategies put in place to address them,
they may evade scrutiny or mitigation planning. Of particular relevance to Ireland is
the ongoing debate about whether to use a different metric for methane, a potent
greenhouse gas with a shorter lifetime than CO2. If non-CO2 mitigation contributions
are not fully implemented in a timely manner, this affects the timing of reaching net-zero
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CO2 which must occur much sooner. The literature reviewed argues in favour of
including all GHGs in carbon budgets as CO2 equivalent.”

In the ‘Conclusions and lessons karned’ section it highlights a number of impo rtart lessons to
be learned from other countries:

‘Aviation and shippirg emissions should be reported transparently and
mitigation strategies for these sectors included in the annual Climate Action
Plan. Non-territorial emissions should be reported on an annual basis by the
EPA or the Council.”

Further on page 18 it states:

“It is particularly striking that Ireland, with such a large (international) aviation
sector, has no climate policy in respect of aviation emissions, a point which has
been criticised by a number of civil society organisations and researchers. As
Cormac O Raifeartaigh noted in 2022, the emissions associated with a return
flight from Dublin to New York are not counted in the national emissions budget
of either country. For this reason, there 15 little incentive for nations to reduce
emissions associated with international flights.

Until aviation and shipping emissions, along with other non-territorial or
consumption emissions, are properly reported and accounted for in the carbon
budgeting process, and strategies put in place to address them, they will simply
evade po litical scrutiny or mitigation efforts. According to the Climate Action
Tracker website, aviation emissions should decrease by 90% by 2050, compared
to present. Of the countries considered in this study, only France has
implemented a clear policy to reduce aviation emissions by banning short-haul
domestic flights if the journey can be completed in less than 2.5 hours by rail.
The Dutch government has recently secured a legal ruling allowing it to
implement a lower cap on the annual number of flights at Schipol airport from
500,000 to 460,000. By contrast, Ireland’s Climate Action Plan 2023 does not
include any measures for the aviation sector aside from a post-2030 commitment
to promote sustainable aviation fuels. The Dublin Airport Authority is proceeding
with its plans to get planning approval to increase the numbers of passengers it
can accommodate annually from 32 million to 40 million.”

Dublin Airport is on target to handle over 33m passengers in 2023. A comparable year in terms
of passenger numbers is 2019 when 32.9m passengers travelled throug hDubli nAirport
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Using the EEA dashboard, the GHG emissions for 2019 amounted to 3,344 kt COze. This figure
is in line with the emission figures given by the daa in their 2021 EIAR:

% Variation
Permitted Proposed Variation (permitted to
proposed)
2025 3.101,502 3,203,276 101,774 3.28%
2035 3,185,352 3,128,361 -56,991 -1.79%

But the EEA figure is in contrast to the new figures published in the latest revised EIAR
Supplement submitted as part of the significant information request:

% Variation
Permitted Proposed Variation (permitted to
proposed)
2025 4,119,144 4167,017 47,873 1.16%
2035 4,646,010 4,187,473 -458,537 ~8.87%

This is further damning evidence that the daa’s revised figures cannot be trusted.

Another flaw with the daa’s GHG emission calculations is that the 2025 and 2035 scenarios are
assessed based on the passenger cap of 32m. The assessment has failed to take into account
Government Policy to increase passenger numbers and is therefore not compliant with EIAR
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legislation and guidelines. Dublin Arport is on course to handle 33.2m passenger in 20 23.The
daa lodged a planning application in 2019 (F19A/0449) to increase passenger nunbers from
32 mto 35m but withdrew this application in 2020 when Covid struck. Future scenaros should
be included inh AA screening and assessment.

The daa have also formally announced a new 40m passenger planning application to be lodged
before the end of 2023. Details are available at https:/dublinairport.exhibition.app/.

From the daa’s forecasts submitted to ANCA in their reporting template, 39.5m passengers
(273180 movements) are forecast in 2035 with the cap removed for the Permitted scenario and
43.4 m passengers (298614 movements) are forecast in 2035 with the cap removed for the
Proposed scenario. Based on these movements with the 32m passenger cap removed, 25,434
additional movements are expected in 2035 with the Relevant Action.

Using the 2040 forecasts in the ANCA reporting template and the scenarios without the 32m
cap, 317926 movements are forecast for the Proposed scenario and 288512 movements for the
Permitted scenario, resulting in an additional 29414 movements with the Relevant Action.

Combining the 2035 and 2040 scenarios with the cap removed together with the revsed figures
from the daa for the scenarios limited to 32m:

Year Permitted Pro posed Variation % Increase
2025 227 000 240,000 13,000 5.7%

2035 (wih cap) | 228000 240,000 12000 5.3%

2035 fio cap) [273,180 298 614 25,84 9.3%
2040 ho cap) 288512 317 98 29 44 10.2%

The % increase in ATMs between the Proposed and Per nitted scenarios acts as a good proxy
for the % increase in annual GHG emissions shown in table 11-6.
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1.9 Paris Agreement

The NGO Transport & Environment (T&E) commissioned a legal opinion highlighting that
Shipping and Aviation are subject to the Paris Agreement:

https://www.transportenvironment.org/discover/shipping-and-aviation-are-subject-to-the-paris-

agreement-legal-analysis-shows/

Ireland has excluded shipping and aviation from its first two Carbon Budgets but that does not
absolve the responsibility to take these emissions into account in line with the Paris Agreement.

T&E commissioned a legal briefing that shows that shipping and aviation are included. Unlike
the Kyoto Protocol, the central pillar of the Paris Agreement is a temperature goal. Signatories
of the agreement are obligated to implement “economy-wide absolute emission reduction
targets”, that is, to control anthropogenic emissions so that global warming is limited to well
below 2°C and preferably stays within the limit of 1.5°C. A failure to address all anthropogenic
emissions, including shipping and aviation, would violate the central aim of the Agreement.

T&E provide a link to the legal advice:

https://www_ transportenvironment.org/w|
UPDATED-Legal-Advice-Final-3-5-21-corr-1.pdf

as well as a legal briefing:

https://www.transportenvironment.org/wp-content/uploads/2021/10/Briefing-paper-NDCs-legal-
advice-Aviation-Shipping-Final-2021-2.pdf

The briefing argues that shipping and aviation are clearly subject to the obligations of the Paris
Agreement and must be included in Nationally Determined Contributions (NDCs) of signatories.
It is the obligation of the signatories to ensure emissions are in line with the temperature goals
of the Paris Agreement and this obligation cannot be handed over to international offsetting
organisations.

The briefing states that:

“The European Union already includes outgoing aviation emissions in its NDC. The UK
has recently included international transport emissions in its carbon budget,
demonstrating that states are realising their legal responsibilities in regards to these
emissions.”

T&E report on the UK’s decision to include shipping and aviation emissions in their NDCs:

32




CLIMATE ASSESSMENT ,

https://www.transportenvironment.org/discover/uk-closes-loophole-plane-and-ship-emissions-
carbon-budget/
Unfortunately, Ireland is a laggard in this regard. However, shipping and inte rnatimal aviation

emissions are not excluded from Ireland’s t Hird Carton. Therefore, it's imperative that they are
added and accounted for .

The legal briefing concludes:

“The legal advice is clear: Parties must report all emissions from shipping and aviation in
their NDCs.”

“There is no legal basis for excluding them.”
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[.10 Climate Trace

At COP27, Climate Trace (https:/climatetrace.org/), a non-profit organisation provided data on
the largest Green House Gas (GHG) emitters among a wide selection of countries including
Ireland. It showed that Dublin Airport was the largest GHG emitter in Ireland, emitting an
estimated 1.02MT CO2e100.
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At COP28, Dublin Airport is once again ranked as Ireland’s #1 GHG emitter.
https://climatetrace.org/explore/co2e100-2022-ireland-irl
Disturbingly the emissions for 2022 are estimated at 2.68 MTof CO2e100.

| Ireland
Dublin Airport

2.68::
. CO,e100

Ireland
Moneypoint powerstation

2.22::;
. CO,e100

Rankl
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= lIreland
s Aughmlsh Alumina Refinery

109z
CO 2100 1

Raik 3 ‘

This puts the Cli mate C hapter in the revised EIAR Supplement into perspective and provides
unequivocal proof that the GHG e nissions fromDublin Airport are ‘Significant’.

According to ClimateT ace,org, reland had 76.42 MT of CO2e100 in 2022. Therefore, Dublin
Airport accounted for 3.5% of all GHG emissions in the country i n 2022

According to ClimateTrace,org, Ireland had 15.79 MT of CO2e100 due to the Transport sector
i 2022. Therefore, Dubli n Airport accounted for 17% of all Transport GHG emissions in the
country in 2022.

Total aviation GHG emissions were estimated at 2 97 MT CO2e100 n the whole of Ireland.
Therefore, Dublin Airport accounted for 90% of the total aviation GHG emissions in Ireland.

Note these figures do not include non-CO2 warming effects.

In a comparison with UK airports, Dublin ranked 3", ahead of Manchester and Stansted with
only Heathrow and Gatwick with higher emissions:
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.11 Non-CO2 Effects on Cli mateChange

In the Planner’s report, it dismisses the impact of non-CO: effects on Cli mate Change.

In a scientific paper from January 2021 titled ‘The con tibution of global aviation to anthropogenic
climate forcing for 2000 to 2018
(https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii’S1352231020305689?via%3Dihub), the
authors state that 3 5% of total warming n 2011 was associated with aviation and that roughly
two thirds of warming due to a viationat that ti me was caused by non-CO2 sources. The aviation
industry has been solely focused on COz2 reduction, neglecting the recessity to reduce non-CO:2
aviation effeds on Climate. In a Nature article publisked 1h July 2022
(https://www.nature.com/articles/s41558-022-01404-7), the authors state that:

“The aviation sector needs to neutralise CO. emissions and reduce non-CO: climatic
effects. Despite being responsible for approximately two-thirds of aviation’s impacts on
the climate, most of aviation non-CQO; species are currently excluded from climate
mitigation efforts”.

Carbon offsetting will not be sufficient at reducing aviation’s effects on Climate Change. The
authors state:

“We demonstrate that simply neutralizing aviation’s CO2 emissions, if nothing is done to
reduce non-CO; forcing, causes up to Q4 °C additional warming, thus compromising the
1.5 °C target”.

The effects of non-CO. effects is also referenced by the EU Commission

(https://ec.europa.eu/clima/eu-action/transport-emissions/reducing-emissions-aviation _en#tab-

0-0):
“Aviation also has an impact on the climate through the release of nitrogen oxides, water
vapour, and sulphate and soot particles at high altitudes, which could have a significant
climate effect. A November 2020 study conducted by the European Aviation Safety
Agency (EASA) looks into the non-CO:. effects of aviation on climate change, and fulfils
the requirement of the EU Emissions Trading System Directive (Art. 30.4). Overall, the
significance of combined non-CO. climate impacts from aviation activities,
previously estimated to be at least as important as those of CO: alone, is now fully
confirmed by the report”.

This contradicts section 11.3.15 of the EIAR which states that the “the science is uncertain, and
these additional impacts are not included in EU or international policy making at present”.
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The EASA report confirms that the EIAR has grossly underestimated the effects of aviation on
Climate Change by not considering the effects of non-CO: effects. The report provides three
possible options to address non-CO: effects:

e EASA environmental certification standards

¢ Reductions in fuel burn

Monetary charge ievied on aircraft NOx emissions
Inclusion of non-CO: effects under EU ETS

e ATM management

In the ‘Report from the Commission to the European Parliament and the Councif (https://eur-
lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:52020DC0747&from=EN), it states:

“The significance of non-CO: climate impacts from aviation activities, previously
estimated to be at least as important in total as those of CO: alone is fully confirmed by
the report. This results in a need to consider how to best to address them further to
contribute to the EU's climate objectives and the Paris Agreement, complementary to
climate action already being taken. This would allow moving towards policies targeting
aviation’s full climate impacts. This would also result in co-benefits regarding local air
quality”.

Non-CO2 effects are therefore a known issue and one that should have been included in the
EIAR whilst analysing the significant effects of aircraft activities on Climate Change.
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1.12 Transport & Envi rorment

In an article (https://www.transportenvironment.org/state-aviation-ets/) produced by Transport &
Environment (T&E), one of Europe’s leading NGO’s campaigning for cleaner transpo rt t states
that figures for 2019 show that, unlike other sectors cove redby the EU ETS, aviation emissions
continued to grow by a nestimated 1 5% in 2019. This compares to a fal of 8.9% in the emissions
from other sectors covered by the ETS, such as power, coal, steel and cement. The figure of
1.5% growth in 2019 only covers flights within Europe and excludes flights to and from Europe.

The article states that:

“Reflecting the growth in emissions from this sector, airlines are an increasing presence among
top emitters in different member states. In 2018, airlines were top 5 emitters in 13 member states
(top 10 in 16 member states). In 2019 aiflines were top 5 emitters in 14 member states, with
Vueling reaching 5th spot 1h Spain. The aviation sector, including airports and airlines, is
increasingly being recognised as a major emitter in states, after years of its emissions flying
under the radar. This has led to increasing calls for these emissions to be included in national
climate targets, a move supported by T&E.”

The article states that since 2013, aviation emissions have increased 27.6% compared to a
19.7% decrease for other sectors in the ETS. Between 1990 and 2018, total EU aviation
emissions grew from 1.5% of EU emissions to 3.6%.

W Aviation emissions have grown 28% in Europe since 2013
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Interestingly the article lists both Ryanair and Aer Lingus among the fastest growing aifline
polluters in 20 19:
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¥ Fastest growing major airline polluters in 2019
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1.13 EuroStat — Growth of G HGEm‘issiors

EuroStat has reported that GHG emissions have risen in Q1 of 2022 compared to the same
quarter in 2021 (https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/web/products-eurostat-news/-/ddn-20220816-1):

Growth rates of total green housegas emissions for the economy
(% change compared with the same quarter of the previous year)

W 012019-Q12020 1 @12021-Q1 2022
3
)]
F43
n

15
10
5

0

T 01 01 1 1 - ~J*1
10 ) " i i z

-i8 |

20

25

-0

%

S FPLLE LR RIA I PO AP FPESESE PP ES

It states:

“ Among the Member States with increased emissions in the same comparison period were
Bulgaria (+38%), Malta (+21%) and Ireland (+20%)".

Ireland is singled out with the 3™ biggest increase with a 20% increase:
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In an updated report from Eurostat on November 15t 2023,
https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/web/products-eurostat-news/-/ddn-20220816-1 EU economy
GHG emissions fell by -5.3% in Q2 2023.

Ireland is named alongside Malta, Latvia, Lithuania, Cyprus and Croatia as the only EU countries
that had an increase in emissions. Ireland registered a +3.6% increase.

Growth rates of greenhouse gas emissions by the economy and GDP, Q2 2023

(% change compared with the same quarter of the previous year)
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In a related article in the Examiner, https://www.irishexaminer.com/business/economy/arid-
41270623.html, it highlights how this rise in emissions shines light on Irish airlines. The article
states:

“Speaking to the Irish Examiner, a spokesperson for Eurostat said that while national
breakdowns are not published, "emissions from transport indeed contribute to the overall
emissions, in particular in countries with large resident airlines," highlighting emissions
from Ryanair, Europe's largest airline, as well as Aer Lingus - which are both registered

in Ireland.”
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1.14 Chatham House Report

A Chatham House Report titled ‘Net Zero and the roleof the aviation indu stry’dated November
15", https://www.chathamhouse.org/2023/1 1/net-zero-and-role-aviation-industry, focuses on
the struggles of the aviation industry to reduce its carbon emissions n line with the Paris
Agreement and ret zero.

The report highlights the supply-side issues on lack of scale for viable alternatives stating they
are still in the R&D phase. The report atte npts to assess low managi'rg demand for flights ca n
help set the industry on the net zero trajectory. The nodel developed demonstrates that acting
prudently, and reducing demand for flights in the short term, would offer the best chance of
enabling the sector to play its role in achieving net zero.
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1.15 OurWorldIinData Per Capita CO2 Emissions

Ireland ranked 8t worst in the world on per capita CO2 emissions from International Aviation

Per capita CO, emissions from international
aviation. 2018

International aviation emissions are here allocated to the country of departure of each flight.

E2 Table Map Chart ® Show selection only

Per capita CO, emissions from international aviation kilograms

Country/area 1 2018
Iceland 3,505.6 kg
Qatar 2.472.7 kg
United Arab Emirates 2.195.1kg
Singapore 1.741.0 kg
Malta 991.6 kg
New Zealand 640.3 kg
Mauritius 599.8 kg
ireland 574.1 kg

Switzerland 513.3 kg
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1.16 Co nclusion

The chapter on Climate and Carbon in the EAR is sernously flawed when assessing the
significance of GHG emissions . The latest IEMA guidelines clearly demonstrate that the
additional GHG emissions from the aircraft movements from the Relevant Action will lead to a
significance of ‘major adverse’ as these emissions do rot follow the net zero trajectory.

The omission of realistic future years scenarios demonstrates a serious flaw in the Climate and
Carbon chapter. tis Government Policy to ncrease passenger numbers and the daa itself has
publicly stated that they will submit a 40mppa planning application before the end of 2023 and
have launched a portal to showcase it, https.//cublin airport.exhbition.app/ . Failure to include
future years without the 32m passenger cap is contrary to EIAR legislation and guidelines .

The Inspector has failed to properl y quantify GHG future emissions and failed to assign the
significance as ‘major adverse’ as per IEMA guidelines.

The Inspector has also minimised the effects of non-CO: effects on Climate Change and
achieving the net zero target.
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2.0 PROJECT IRELAND 2040

2.0 NPF

The Relevant Action facilitates growth at Dublin Airport, especially at night, and this
contravenes the objectives of Project lreland 2040 with regard to Balanced Regional
Development. This imbalance in development has also been raised in a recent publication
from Oxford Economics for the Shannon Airport Group.

The National Planning Framework (NPF) is a high-level strategic plan to guide future
development and investment. It also sets targets around social outcomes. The NPF recognises
the importance of noise management which is implemented through the following Objectives
52 and 65:

National Policy Objective 52

“The planning system will be responsive to our national environmental challenges and ensure
that development occurs within environmental limits, having regard to the requirements of
all relevant environmental legislation and the sustainable management of our natural capital.”

National Policy Objective 65

“Promote the pro-active management of noise where it is likely to have significant adverse
impacts on health and quality of life and support the aims of the Environmental Noise
Regulations through national planning guidance and Noise Action Plans.”

These two objectives are critically important for the Board to take cognisance of and to
understand their importance. Objective 52 is very clear that development must exist within
environmental limits and Objective 65 is clear that significant adverse impacts on health and
quality of life needs to be proactively managed.

Based on these two over-arching objectives, the Relevant Action must be refused in
order to protect the environment and health of local residents.
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2.1 Project Irelan d2040

The Department of Housing Planning and Loca IGovernment, on behalf of the Irish

Govern rent, prepared and published the finalised National Planning F amework under Project

Ireland 2040, the overarchi rg policy and planning framework for the social, economic and

cultural development of | relard.

Project | reland 2040 sits above the Regional Assemblies and Local Gove rrment:
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National Planning Framework (Department of Housing, Local Government +
and Heritage)

Regional Spatial and Economic Strategy (Regional Authorities)

Development Plan (Planning Authorities i.e. County and City Councils)

Local Areas Plans (Planning Authorities)

From the NPF’s website, https://www.npf.ie/project-ireland-2040-national-planning-framework/,
the objectives of the National Development Planning Framework are:

Guide the future development of Ireland, taking into account a projected 1 million
increase in our population, the need to create 660,000 additional jobs to achieve full
employment and a need for 550,000 more homes by 2040;

Of the 1 million extra people,

25% is planned for Dublin, recognised as our key international and global city of scale
and principal economic driver,

25% across the other four cities combined (Cork, Limerick, Galway and
Waterford), enabling all four to grow their population and jobs by 50-60%, and
become cities of greater scale, i.e. growing by twice as much as they did over the
previous 25 years to 2016, and

with the remaining 50% of growth to occur in key regional centres, towns, villages
and rural areas, to be determined in the forthcoming regional plans — Regional
Spatial and Economic Strategies (RSESs).

Enable people to live closer to where they work, moving away from the current
unsustainable trends of increased commuting;

Regenerate rural Ireland by promoting environmentally sustainable growth patterns;
Plan for and implement a better distribution of regional growth, in terms of jobs
and prosperity;

Transform settlements of all sizes through imaginative urban regeneration and bring life
/ jobs back into cities, towns and villages;
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e Co-ordinate delivery of infrastructure and services in tande mwith growth, through
joined-up NPF/National Investment Plan and consistent sectoral plans, which will help
to manage this growth and tackle congestion and quality of life issues in Dublin and
elsewhere

A key st rae gyis targeting a level of growth in the Northern, Western and Southe rnregions
combined to at least match that projecte din the Eastern and Midland region:

Ireland’s Three Izghm’ Targeting 2 greater propoction (40%] of
Targeting alevel of growth in the future housing development to be
o s Northern ern

ry within ard ciose io the exinting
antd Southern Regions comiined. ‘foatprint’ of built-up areas.
10 3t leant mateh that projected n
the Exstern and Mickand Region.

Section 1.2 of the plan sets out a new strategy for managing growth:

49



CLIMATE ASSESSMENT

“From an administrative and planning point of view, Ireland is divided in to three regions:

the Northern and Western, Southern, and Eastern and Midland Regional Assembly
areas. We need to manage more balanced growth between these three regions
because at the moment Dublin, and to a lesser extent the wider Eastern and Midland
area, has witnessed an overconcentration of population, homes and jobs. We cannot
let this continue unchecked and so our aim is to see a roughly 50:50 distribution
of growth between the Eastern and Midland region, and the Southern and Northern
and Western regions, with 75% of the growth to be outside of Dublin and its suburbs.”

And supporting ambitious growth targets to enable the four cities of Cork, Limerick, Galway
and Waterford to each grow by at least 50% to 2040 and to enhance their significant potential
to become cities of scale.

National Policy Objectives 1a-1c clearly outline how growth should be dispersed throughout
the country:

" National Policy Objective 1a

The projected level of population and
employment growth in the Eastern and
Midland Regional Assembly area will be at least
matched by that of the Northern and Western
and Southern Regional Assembly areas
combined.

" National Policy Objective 1b

Eastern and Midland Region: 490,000 -
540,000 additional people i.e. a population
of around 2.85 million;

Northern and Western Region: 160,000 -
180,000 additional people i.e. a population
of just over 1 million;

Southern Region: 340,000 - 380,000
additional people i.e. a population of
almost 2 million.
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National Policy Objective 1c

Eastern a rd Mdla rd Region: around
320,000 additional pele in empl oyrre rt
i.e. 1.34 million in total;

Northern and Western Regisn : araund
115,000 additio ral people in employment

i.e. 450,000 (0.45m) in total;

Souttern Reg on.around 225,000
additional people in employment i.e.
880,000 (0.875m) in total.

Table 2.1 summarises the NPF and where growth should occur:

Table 2.1  The NPF at a Glance: Targeted Pattern of Growth, 2040

National Policy Eastern and Midland Northern and Western
Objective

+160,000 - 180,000 people

1. Growing
Our
Regions

2. Building
Stronger
Regions:
Accessible
Centres of
Scale®

3. Compact,
Smart,
Sustainable
Growth

+ 490,000 - 540,000 people
{2.85m total)

+320,000 in emnp loyment
1.34m total)

Dublin City and Suburbs:
+235,000 - 290,000 people

(& least 1.41 million total)

Region aBpatial and
Economic Strategy toset
out a strategic development
framework for the Region,
leadng with the key role
of Athlone in the Midlands
and the Drogheda-Dundalk-
Newry cross-border
network

50% of new city housing
within existing Dublin City
and suburbs footprint

30% all new housing
elsewhere, within existing
urban footprints

+ 340,000 -380,000 people
(2m total)

+225,000 ine mjoyment
{880,000 totd

Cork City and Suburbs:
+105,000 - 125,000 people {at
least 315,000 total)

Limerick City and Suburbs:
+50,000 - 55,000 people (at least
145,000 total}

Waterford City and Suburbs:
+30,000 - 35,000 people (at least
85,000 total)

Regional Spatial and Economic
Strategy to set out a strategic
development framework for the
Region

50% new city housing on within
existing Cork, Limerick and
Waterford Cities and Suburbs
footprints

30% all new housing elsewhere,
within existing urban footprints

{1m total)

+115,000 in employment
(450,00Ctotal)

Galway City and Suburbs:

+40,000 - 45,000 people (at-

least 120,000 total)

RSES to set out a strategic
development framework
for the Region, leading
with the key role of Sligo in
the North-West, Athlone
111 the Midlands and the
Letterkenny-Der ry cross-
border network

50% of new city ho using
within existing Galway City
and suburbs footprint

30% all new housing
elsewhere, within existing
urban footprints
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2.2 Report from Shannon Airport Group

On the 10 of November 2023 the Shannon Airport Group published a report from Oxford
Economics on the The Economic Impact of the Shannon Airport Group:

snngroup

It is very important to put this report into context. Oxford Economics were employed by the

https://www.snnairportgroup.ie/news-media/latest-news/2023/oxford-economics-impact-report-

Department of Transport, Tourism and Sport to conduct a ‘Review of Future Capacity Needs at

Ireland’s State Airports’. The final report was published in August 2018:
https://assets.gov.ie/22659/d2cbb36779534 74 1adde4be4f0943a7d . pdf

Therefore, they are a very reputable body with experience of the Irish Aviation industry and
having a record working for the Department of Transport, Tourism and Sport. In that context
they are perfectly positioned to conduct a non-biased report into areas of the Irish Aviation

industry.

The press release from the Shannon Airport Group is very relevant to Ireland’s National
Aviation Policy and how it adheres to Project Ireland 2040:

“Shannon Airport Group makes a major economic contribution to the Mid-West region
and Ireland, and has the potential to do even more in the future. However, one of the

areas we note in our report is that Ireland’s aviation policy has to date failed to

create a level playing field for Ireland’s regional airports to flourish. Given that
airports can drive regional growth, and that Project Ireland 2040 aims to rebalance
growth across Ireland, there is a strong argument for providing state aid to Shannon

Airport.

“There is strong evidence that airports can have a positive impact on local and regional
economies and Governments are recognising the benefits of having a balanced aviation

sector. If a country has an excessive reliance on a single airport, it can
concentrate economic growth and any disruptions could cause a significant
impact on the tourism sector, as well as the economy as a whole.”

The press release goes on further to make a series of recommendations, one of which is:

« Government should update the Irish Aviation Policy published in 2015 to help

it achieve the long-term growth targets set out in Project Ireland 2040.
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The press release also quotes the Ministe rof State at t he Department of Transport, Jack
Chambers TD:

“Shannon has a key role to play in rebalancing Ireland’s aviation landscape,
alleviating the congestion at Dublin Airport and delivering balanced regional
development for our country.”

In the Executive Summary, Oxford Economics discusses the policy environment and
challenges for Shannon Ai rport:

“While the outlook for growth in the aviation sector is positive, Ireland’s aviation
sector is one of the most concentrated in Europe. DublinAifport forms a higher
share of aviation activity than across comparator European nations and has captured
almost all of the recent growth in passengers across Ireland. It may be that this is partly
due to the aviation and economic policy decisions made by the Irish Government ,such
as excluding regional airports serving more than one million passengers from financial
support provided under the Regional Airports Programme and decisions by the
Commission for Aviation Regulation to fund continuous capacity expansion at Dublin
Airport without consideration of the impact this has on national infrastructure and
regional balance.”

“Rebalancing passengers to regional airports, such as Shannon, wil bring a
range of benefits to the Irish economy. A strong regional airport assists in building a
more vibrant business environment, helping to unlock growth. If a country has an
excessive reliance on a single airport, any disruptions, such as labour shortages,
natural disasters, or technical failures, could cause a significant impact on the tourism
sector, as well as the economy as a whole.”

“Supporting regional airports will also enable the Government’s wider regional
growth objectives, as set out in Project Ireland 2040. However, our baseline forecast
indicates that the desired spatial rebalancing of economic growth 1§ unlikely to
materialise without substantial intervention, with population and employment expected
to continue to be concentrated across the Eastern & Midland region (including Dublin).”

“The National Aviation Policy predates the Project Ireland 2040 development
strategy, and a review of aviation policy is needed to accommodate the
Government’s ambitions for rebalancing regional growth across Ireland. There

would also be a series of environmental benefits that would support the
Government’s efforts to tackle climate change, such as reducing noise in
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residential areas or pollution from large-scale expansion projects in Dublin
Airport.”
The above statement from Oxford Economics clearly states that a review of aviation policy is
needed as it’s failing the core aims of Project Ireland 2040 to support balanced regional
development and growth across Ireland. It also the environmental benefits of reducing noise
and pollution.

Section 3.4 of the Oxford Economics report is focused on passenger numbers. Since 2011
Ireland saw an 8.9m increase in passenger travelling through its airports, which is a 60%
increase. But the report outlines that Dublin Airport accounted for 85% of passengers in 2022
up from 79% in 2011. Dublin Airport accounted for all of the net increase between 2011 —
2022. Shannon’s market share declined from 5.8% in 2011, to 4.4% in 2022.

Fig. 19. Passengers by airport, Ireland, 2011 to 2022

Million %
100 -

70 -
2011 2013 2015 2017 2019 2021 2011 2013 2015 2017 2019 2021

= Dublin M Shannon m Cork m All other airports
Source: CSO, Oxford Economics

In section 4.2 of the report, it highlights how Ireland’s aviation sector is one of the most

concentrated in Europe. Only the Netherlands has a larger share of passenger concentrated at

a single airport.
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Fig 22. Market share of the largest airport, selected countries, 209
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Source: CSO, Intemational Airports Review, Statistia, Oxford Economics

The report discusses the Dutch Government's plans to cap the number of flights at Schiphol to
address emissions and noise issues. This demonstrates the willingness to tackle market
dominance and one that Ireland could adopt by adhering to Project | eland 2040 to promote
balanced regional development.

The EIAR submitted fails to examine any alternative to expansion at Dublin Airport with
respect to using the other airports in Ireland, which would have a significant positive
impact on the environment surrounding Dublin Airport. This blinkered approach is not
environmentally acceptable and is contrary to the Environmental Assessment
Legdslation.
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3.0 FLEET RENEWAL

3.0 Fleet Renewal

The daa are solely relying on fleet renewal to deliver a reduction in noise over time. There is
no reduction in the number of flights on the South Runway at night and forecasts show that
they will grow as the Night Quota System facilitates growth in ATMs. There is also future
growth during the daytime with the new North Runway.

The Dublin Airport Noise Action Plan (https://www fingal.ie/sites/default/files/2019-
04/NAP%20Final.pdf) references the change in aircraft types from 2003 to 2017.

¢ In 20083, 46% of aircraft were Chapter 4 and 14,
e In 2008, 83% of aircraft were Chapter 4 and 14
e [n 2017, 90% of aircraft were Chapter 4 and 14

In 2017 over 90% of aircraft using Dublin Airport were the quietest types (Chapter 4 and 14) compared
to 83% in 2008 and 46% in 2003°.

A similar depiction of fleet modernisation at Dublin Airport since 2003 is given in the daa’s
2019 Compliance Report for ANCA, https://www fingal.ie/sites/default/files/2021-02/dublin-
airport-noise-supplementary-compliance-report-final180121-chapter-assessment.pdf.

!Hm-
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56




CLIMATE ASSESSMENT

Yet noise exposure levels grew exponentially in line with movement increases.

So, if fleet replacement didn’t work in the past, why do ANCA/ABP solely rely on fleet
replacement to Chapter 14 levels to reduce noise if movement levels are to increase? This is
clear evidence that fleet replacement does not counter the effects of ever-growing movements
which is facilitated by ANCA’s Night Quota System .ANCA must interrogate the histo rcal data
and explain why with the adoptio nof quieter aircraft, noise levels grew exponentially due to the
increase noise contour footprint.

¢ In 2016, the 45dB Lden contour was 37 Okn?
¢ In 2019, the 45dB Lden contour grew to 745km?

This is a doubling of the size of the 45dB Lden contour in just 3 years.
e In 2016, the 40dB Lnight contour was 212km?

e In 2019, the 40dB Lnight contour grew to 328km?2

This is a 50% increase in the size of the 40dB Lnight contour in just 3 years.

Here’s a comparison of the Lden contours areas from 2006 to 2019:

>=45 370 703.2 745.7
>=50 148 209.3 218.7
>=55 57.6 67 85.9 88.3
>=60 22.1 27.3 33.5 35.6
>=65 9.1 104 116 122
>=70 3.7 3.9 41 44
>=75 16 16 1.7 1.7

Here’s a comparison of the Lnight contours areas from 2006 to 2019:
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>=40 212 304.4 3284
>=45 90 118.2 122.2
>=50 28.3 38.8 48.4 52.3
>=55 11.3 14.7 16.8 18.6
>=60 4.7 5.6 5.8 6.4
>=65 1.9 23 2.3 2.5
>=70 0.9 1 1 1

There has been no explanation given due to this growth in contour areas even though the
percentage of quieter aircraft grew to over 90% in that timeframe. And why this will not be the
case in future years. The modelling by the daa for the quieter aircraft cannot the trusted. The
recorded noise levels from the Chapter 14 aircraft are in line with those of Chapter 4 on the
ground at the noise monitors surrounding Dublin Airport.

ANCA provided a report titled a ‘Review of Applicant’s Fleet and Forecast Assumptions and
Curfew Commentary’ in Appendix G of their draft decision. The projections of future aircraft
mix were analysed by ‘Altitude Aviation Advisory'. Altitude Aviation Advisory did not develop
passenger forecasts for Dublin Airport but simply used Mott MacDonalds forecasts. No
independent analysis of Mott MacDonalds forecasts has taken place. ANCA, as independent
Noise Regulator, and the Board are therefore taking the daa’s passenger forecasts without any
due diligence.
Forecast Parameters
We have not developed passenger forecasts for Dublin Airport.
- Instead, we have used the Mott MacDenald central unconstrained ATM
forecast.

- Additionally, we have adopted the Mott Macdonald 2018 ATM shares by airline,
reported for Aer Lingus, Ryanair and British Airways.

Also worryingly from Altitude Aviation Advisory:
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- We hae nothad access to detdled data on actual flight operatims at D ublinfonly
pl anned scheduls ) and have not beenab leto consulidirectly with the DAA or
aiflineson their p lans

The report provides a forecast of the various aircraft generation types. Circa 25% of aircraft in
2025 will be Generation 2, the year used for the Regulatory Decision. The projections are for
90% replacement by 2037 which Is less than the whole fleet replacement modelled by the
Phenomena project . Therefore, the estimated reduction in health burden of 22-23% will be
reduced at Dublin Airport.

Projected Dublin Passenger ATMs by Aircraft Generation
Sour ce DAPA Centra Tor Avigtian, Allitude andl vss and assu mplons
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The report provides modelling of the projected fleet development for Aer Lingus. Themajority
of the fleet are narrow body aircraft. The projections show that the A320neo is not coming on
stream until 2026, after the time period considered in the daa’s application.

59



CLIMATE ASSESSMENT

Projected Aer Lingus Fleet Evolution, by Adrcraft Type
Marcowbody Alrcrsft Types
Source: GAPA Cantre for Aviation, Altiude Anslysis & Bssumptions
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These forecasts are predicated on the following assumptions:

2021: Average age of existing A320 is ca. 14yrs with min age of ¢a. 10yrs and max age of ca. 20yrs. ‘

2021-27- We assume A320 aircraft are used to cover capacily on some of the routes previously operated by Stobart/CityJet. :

A320/ A320neo 2021-27: We assume a gradual phase out of the existing A320 aircraft beginning 2023. i

H 2021-31: We assume an order will be made for A320neo aircraft (or allocated o Aer Lingus from existing group capacity), and that these will begin to replace the A320 (with :
gradual growth of the combined A320/A320neo fieet).

= 2028-37: We assume continued gradual growth of the A320neo fleet

The modelling of Ryanair’s fleet is as follows:

Projected Ryanair Group PATMs Distribution at Dublin Airport by Aircraft
Type
Sources OAG, Allitude Analysis & Assumpbons
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The projections show thatthe B737-8 200 Max has approximately a 35% share by 2025, the
time period considered in the daa’s application.

These forecasts are predicated on the following assumptions:

m—— Rz E 88 ——

! L= 20 2: Thisaircraftis now certifiedfor service once agin, Ryanarhas 173

: : outstanding orders for thetype, witha s chedile for deliveres over 202224

i {source: CAPA).

i = 2021-27: We as sumethe aircraft ae d eliveredas per the schedule ove th'is
B737-8 200 penod Further, we assume that Ryanair is able tosecure deliver yslots for

MAX fu rtheraircraft over 2025-27.

= 2028-37: We assume futher aircraft of this type will be ordeed, and that
delive fieswill contirue over this period {gradually replacing B737.800
airirames). We assu me deliveriescome at a faster rate thanretirements of
other aircraft types leading to neffleet growth cansistent with sho riterm

! proje ctionsby the company butat a lower rate than seen historcally.

e p—— i

v-ramsnenazy anae

ANCA'’s reduction in noise levels outco mes presented in its NAO are not achievable based on

the results from the Europe wide Phenomena project.

In the conclusion of the Phenomena report, it highlights that the study included the review of
300 Noise Action Plans (NAPs). The review indicated that a “wide variety of measures are
focused on noise mitigation both from the receiver as well as the noise source perspective.
These often combine operating restrictions, such as a curfews with a penalty regime, noise
monitoring and infrastructure development including lengthening the runway to avoid low
flights over residential areas”.

It is worth noting that the NAP for Dublin Airport never attempted to provide any
meaningful reduction in noise levels, as curfews or penalty regimes were never
considered.

The Phenomena study concludes for Aircraft noise that the best single solution with
respect to health burden reduction is the introduction of a night curfew at all airports.

Aircrat

The best single so lutbn with respect to health b urdenreduction is the'introdiction ofa night curfew
at all airports, 1.e. an EU-wide ban on nght flights. Althoudh this has a large red uctionin health
burden, it has also a very high cost.

Health burden reduction in 2030 37-60%

Benefit to cost ratio over 2020-203 5:0.1-0 .2
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