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File With

SECTION 131 FORM

Appeal NO: ABP 3itqQ gS-22– Defer Re O/H E

Having considered the contents of the submission dated(n a)rO S f 20 z'{

from

i recommend that section 131 of the Planning and DeveFopment Act, 2000

at this stage for the following reason(s):. AO Aebc gt\LQAq\ \ SS4eS

ral,c Date: eNtaq{20zq

For further consideration by SEO/SAO

Section 131 not to be invoked at this stage. E

Section 131 to be invoked -- allow 2/4 weeks for reply. H

S.E.0,: Date:

S.A.0: Date:

M

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

to: Task No:

Allow 2/3/4we9ks – BP

EO; Date:

AA: Date:



S. 37

1 CORRESPONDENCE FORM

Appeal No: ABP 3 iLIL+gT- 22-

J

File With

M

Please treat correspondence received on a)jog l2c)zq as follows:

1. Update database with new agent for Applicant/Appellant

2, Acknowledge v,ith BP 23
3, Keep copy of Board's Letter E

1. RETURN TO SENDER with BP

2. Keep Envelope: =

3. Keep Copy of Board’s letter []

Amendme.t,/C,,„m„,t, Rank raitt

O

+o S.13\PSPOn SQ

4. Attach to fIle

(a) R/S n
(b) GIS Processing []

(c) Processing []

(d) Screening

(e) Inspectorate

n
=

RETURN TO EO []

UPlans Date Stamped
nDate Stamped Filled in

Al+h I, A/„ItAA

DateC)'t [at+ 1 Z;



'ames Sweeney

From:
Sent:
To:

Subject:
Attachments:

Bord

Tuesday 2 April 2024 09:50
Appeals2
FW: Observations on New Noise Contour Maps
Response to New Noise Contour Maps.docx

From: frank reidy <frankreidy@hotmail.com>
Sent: Saturday, March 30, 2024 5:03 PM
To: Bord <bord@pleanala.ie>
Subject: Observations on New Noise Contour Maps

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

A chara,

Please find attached our response to New Noise Contour Maps.

Regards

Frank and Gabrielle Reidy





TIle Rath.

Kils3liagh art.

Co. Meath

Eircode K67F\’30

A chalz.

We are shocked to see {bat the noise contours have extended hugei\ into our comrnuni{\ and that a very

significant llurrlber of dwellings are now included \\ ithin the noise eligibiJir} contours. Firstly. \\e note that
there \vas no notice of this fact in an) of the planning notices for this application to date. \tan) members of our
communir) are no\v inside these conn)urs but > et \vere ne\ er publicly noritled until the} attended a putltic
meeting held b) St \Targxets The \Yard residents' group. None of the newspaper or site notices informed the
public. Secondly. the people \\ ho no\\ know the) are u ithin the contours have not been given the opportunir! to
make a submission observation as the) do not qualify because they did no i make a submission previous!) as
the> thought the} \\ are unatTecte& An Bord Plean£ia did not gi\e a public notice of this $ignitlcant additional
information. The above is toialt} unacceptable and unjust to the communities aFFected

\Ve note tha{ !he correspondence from Torn Phillips & Associates refers to the ARCA Regulatory Decision

regarding eligibility to the noise insulation scheme and suggest that the change in contours is as a result of their
assessing that £he increased area is as a result of them considering this nc\\ area which conlains dwellin us to

ha\ ing "yen sjgnincan!" etTect s. we note that the DA A ha\ c never carried out signifIcant test criteria \vi thin
an\ of the ET AR the\' have submItted and therefore they have no! mei \\ itil the EIA directi\e. This is a

fundamcrttai na\\ in the assessment as the EiA directive is clear. all significant impact on environment must be

ideniifi€d. quantified and m i£igatictn proposed. Itiaf has not happened to JaN. For areas under the North
Rurlu-a) this in\al\es comparing the scenario with no Rights from the >;oKh Run\ra>- to a scenario where there
uil! be night flights. This has not been done.

Tom Philtips refers continuousl} to the regulator) decision by AXCA in his correspondence. Ho\\ever. what is
not contained in his conesponcJence but is within the El AR relaling to these noise contours is that the proposal
does NOT meet the Noise Abatement Objec£i\e of ANCA in future ) ears. The proposed :0:5 Scenario \yjli fai
the NAO when compared to 3019 uI len the total of the existing population. p€rnlilted de\eloprnents and zoned
de\eiopnlen is are summed together. -:D:5 exceeds :0]9 by 4.54 i peopie L 1533 v 6074).

\\'h) ha\ : the noise contours gro\yn? St $targareis The Bird residents carried out noise monitoring on the
north runu a) flight path and found the noise k\eis to be far beyond those PREDICTED b)- DAA, Their noise

predictions are not accurate and unfounded and the) are trying to obtain permission b) manipuiating
numbers. \\'hy can the> not submit actual noise results along the flight path which has been in operation since
August :032. The communit) could do £his

ftet'erenc€ is lnacie kl the noise zones on Firlga! de\cio!>merIt plan. These noise zones must no\v be re\ isec! due
to the proposed Right path a\er our area. Flng3i County Council consider tha{ there should be no residential
development aIIa\\ ed in noise zone A as it is considered harmful to health or other\\ise considered unacceptable

due to the high levels of aircraft noise. How even the fight path no\\ being oper3ted b)- DAX is puning man)

existing residences in Noise Zone A and B ulrich is just not acceptable from a health point of \ icu

The noise insulation grant as proposed is not HI for purpose and is totall} insufficient to protect for night
noise, \tea5urements of noise in bedrooms ofhousina alread\ insulated indicate that the noise leteis 9\ceed the

recorIIrrIerRl3tiart in PingU De\ eloprnent Pian are not sufficient !o proiect human health.

In summar} p tanning is ,in aftenttough! for DA A. Their actions sho\v that the} do not respect planning
!egisiation or decisions of An Bord Pican£i,I. This application must be refused.

Yours Sincerejy.

Sig,,d FFh„k kt,J Date: 3 o /c,3 / & 8 Jq

C /rSigned
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