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Our Case Number: ABP-314485-22

. Planning Authority Reference Number: F20A/0668 An
Bord
Plean£la

Gerry Sweeney and others
Forest House
Forest Road
Swords
Co. Dublin
K67 WH41

Date: 17 April 2024

Re: A proposed development comprising the taking of a 'relevant action’ only within the meaning of
Section 34C of the Planning and Development Act 2000, as amended, which relates to the night-time
use of the runway system at Dublin Airport
Dublin Airport, Co. Dublin

Dear Sir / Madam,

An Bord Pleanala has received your submission in relation to the above-mentioned appeal

Please note that you are not required to pay a fee when making a submission where you have been invited
to make comments by An Bord Pleanala.

A refund for the amount paid will be made to the debit/credit card used to make the transaction

Yours faithfully

NZ-
Patrick Buckley
Executive Officer
Direct Line: (01) 8737167
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Glao Aiti(IiI LoCall
Facs Fax
Laithrean Gr6asai n Website
Rfomhphost Email

(01) 858 8100
1800 275 175
(01) 872 2684
www.pleanala. ie
bord@pleanala.ie

64 Sraid Maoilbhride 64 Marlborough Street
Batle Atha Cliath 1 Dublin 1
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ABP Case Number : ABP-314485-22

Planning Authority Reference Number : F20 A /0668

My Name : Gerry Sweeney

My Address : Forest House
Forest Road ,
Swords
Co Dublin

K67WH4 1

Email : gerry.macsween.2018@gmail.com



Hello Mr Buckley ,

I note your recent letter and appreciate the opportunity of being able to review the latest
submission from the dm. I would like to make a small number of hopefully helpful
observations from a South Swords perspective.

Observation 1

You will observe from the new "revised" contour maps set out above recently submitted by the
daa that the insulation eligibility contour for the South Swords region has retreated closer to
the Northern Runway. South Swords is a significant urban region bordering Dublin Airport
with an estimated population of 12000. 1 could not find specific reference in the accompanying
text to the rationale for this material change. I am also not aware of any "on the ground"
comprehensive noise data collection being carried out in this region in 2023? it then
occurred to me that a new well designed earth berm must be planned adjacent to the eastern
portion of the northern runway and the impact of this welcome addition must have been
factored into the revised noise/insulation projections.

I would request that you ask the duo to confIrm this positive development to be indeed the
case, as I could not Dnd explicit reference to it in the text.



Observation 2
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take ofT Into the ust Daytime arrIvals WtO use both runways and the vast m8Iorrty of dayt#ne d€Wlure3 WIll use
the South Runway in easBerly operatIons as sIx>wn in Plate 2 below
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This observation has particular significance because of the proposed extended duration of
"daytime" operations.

You will, of course, recognize the extract taken above from the original EIAR, prepared by
Bickerdike AIIen Partners, submitted with the original application to Fingal County Council. I
believe the detail in this EI AR is extremely important as this IS the basis on which FCC
Planning & ANCA assessed the application from a "balanced approach" perspective and
ultimately gave their approval. You will note from the associated text that the formulations and
recommendations were based on an in-depth historic analysis positing winds blowing from
the "Easttt approximately 30% of the time and, by corollary, blowing from the "West"
approximately 70% of the time. The significance of this key detail is that it implied that
"balanced approach equity" mandated aircraft taking off during "daytime operations" 70% of
the time on the Northern Runway ( high noise & air pollution experience for South Swords )
and hence by logical implication 30% of the time on the Southern Runway ( modest noise &
air pollution experience for South Swords ).

You will then understand my surprise when I read in the latest submission, prepared by Tom
Phillips & Associates,



I

" The fact that 80% of the time, the \rind blows .from the FI ’e’x/ nrecurs thaI the contortrs to the
U’esl of' the Sottth Run\rav are shorter than those to the East .
and again
" On 80% of daytime hours. the \rind bIo\rs .fyonr the FI ’ex/ and depctrtttres head \restxrard .ti'oln
the Northern Run\va\’ ( due to condition 3b)."

What I believe to be a very valuable asset, sadly almost completely unused by the planning
applicant noise specialists to date, is the very valuable daily "om the ground noise experience"
of the human noise monitors who live near Dublin Airport.

Based on my actual recent daily experience, living close to the Northern runway, ... I believe
that

• The Bickerdike Allen Partners (West/East) 70% / 30% wind direction projections ARE
materially correct . . .. . . but that nonetheless

• during daytime operations in the second half of 2023 aircraft DID take off 80% (or
more) of the time on the Northern Runway.

How can these apparently contradictory statements be reconciled?
There are some plausible explanations ?

•

•

•

•

AirNav does not monitor, nor does it believe it to be its responsibility to monitor
compliance with the (West / East ) 70% / 30% "rule" for "balanced" airport noise
management?
AirNav will always operate to the "simplest" operational plan consistent with its own
rules & aircraft safety?
Under AirNav current operating guidelines aircraft MAY take off "with" rather than
"into" the wind provided the wind speed does not exceed 8 knots?
When wind direction approaches due North or due South, AirNav current rules allow it
to be agnostic in its selection of the Northern over the Southern runway for daytime
take-off operations?

The combination of these factors with “selective dominant bias" MAY be currently the
reason why statistics show some 80%+ ( some recent stats suggest 85% ) of daytime
operations take-offs being from the Northern Runway?

The current predominant use of the Northern Runway for daytime take-offs represents an
unacceptable level of deviation from the original mandated ( West / East ) 70% / 30% "rule"
which has been the basis of planning approval for dual runway use since 2007. By way of
example an 80% Northern Runway take-off proportion represents a 33 % reduction in the more
acceptable "moderate" noise pollution levels in South Swords: while an 85% proportion pushes
this to a devastating 50tY, reduction !

I would request that, as part of anY planning adjudication, ABP mandates that a robust dual
runwaY daytime usage monitoring system is put in place whereby adherence to the "balanced
approach'1 70% / 30% rule for daytime dual runway operations can be ensured without
contpromising aircraft safety.



Observation 3

My understanding is that the proposed new residential dwelling insulation scheme does not
have an explicit noise mitigation threshold target for those dwellings ( quoting from the Tom
Phillips Report ) "exposed to noise above the priority value" and "exposed to potentially
harmful levels of aircraft noise". The partial assistance currently proposed is also capped at a
monetary limit. I spoke recently to an aircraft noise acoustics expert attached to one of our
universities and he explained that there are very significant challenges to incorporating
workable roof insulation measures effective against nighttime aircraft noise. A research facility
associated with this institution will be researching this very topic in the near future.

I would request that ABP, in adjudicating on this application, ensures that appropriate &
independent peer revived mcuimum domestic dwelling noise standards are explicitly set for
any residential noise insulation scheme ( particularly in relation to night time aircraft noise
), that these standards do not operate subject to a monetary cap and that they are rolled out,
tested and deemed flt for purpose in advance of any implemented increase in airport night
IIO ise

Thanking you for your assistance.
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Planning AuthoritY Reference Number : F20A /0668

My Name : Gerry Su-eene}
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Co Dublin
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Hello Mr Buckley ,

I note )-our recent letter and appreciate the opportunit\- of being able to re\'ie\\- the latest
submission from the dad. 1 \\-ould like to make a small number of hopefull\- helpful
observations from a South Su-ords perspecti\'e.

Observation 1

=
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You \\’ill observe from the ne\\' "re\-ised" contour maps set out above recentjy submitted by the
dad that the insulation eligibility contour for the South Su’ords region has retreated CII> scr to
the Nolthern Run\\’av. South Su-ords is a significant urban region bordering Dublin Airport
u-ith an estimated population of 12000. 1 could not find specific reference in the accompanying
text to the rationale for this material change. I am also not a\\are of an\- "on the ground"
comprehensive noise data collection being carried out in this region in 2(J23'1 it then
occurred to me that a new- u'eII designed earth benn must be planned adjacent to the eastern
portion of the northern run\\av and the impact of this welcome addition must have been
factored into the revised noise/insulation projections

1 \vvultl request that You usk the dna to coufirnl this positive de\’t’loIntI.'p'f to be indeed the
case. a\ I could not DrIll explicit reference to it in tIlt ta\t.



Observation 2
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Wlturl tIle WInd is C9rulrrg from tIle adsl (approxlnutely 3D pertenl oI the tIme). 81rcrdft WIll arrIve flultr the west and
take off Into IIla east DaylIIne urrlvuls WIll use both runways and it to vast IIU]Otlty at dayllnle departures WIll use
tIle South Runway in a8sterly operuttons as shown in Plate 2 below
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Thorn WOuld be vary IImIted use of the cross Iunway. and urxlor tho Porrnltted Scen8rlo North Rtln,vay would not
be used bolween Ill)m and 6am FrJrther horn the aIrport. tho DIOXlnrlty of IOcatIons to the departure routes would
also InfluenCe the nOISe levels

This observation has particular significance because of the proposed extended duration of
"da}’tinre'’ operations.

You \\ill. of course. recognize the extract taken above from the original EI AR prepared by
Bickerdike AIIen Partners. submitted u-hh the original application to Fingal Count\’ Council. I
believe the detail in this El AR is e\tremel}- important as this IS the basis on \vhich FCC
Planning & ANC A assessed the application from a "balanced approach" perspective and
ultimately gave their approval. You u-iII note from the associated text th,it the formulations and
recommendations were based on an in-depth historic analysis positing winds blowing from
the "East" appr'oximately 300/o of the time and, by cor'ollal)', blowing from the "West"
approximately 70% of the time. The significance of this ka’ detail is that it implied that
"balanced approach equit}-" IIla ndated aircraft taking ofl'during "da\lime operations" 709', of
the time on the Northern Run\\ +- ( high noise & air pollution experience for South Su’ords }
and hence by logical implication 30% of the time on the Southern Run\\-a\- ( modest noise &
air pollution experience for South Swords )

You u-ill then understand m)- surprise u-hen I read in the latest submission. prepared by Tom
Phillips & Associates.
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" 'I-ho fall that 81111„ of' the tiutr, tile u Intl nIl nr\ II-tntI thc Jl’t'xr tncLln\ tltllt 111c cr)tll<lllr'\ IIt it;I
It ’c'v ,)t the SI)ttth Iiltll\\',I\' tIl- t' .Ir(>rfcr than titt lsc I+) fI.c IIt\1,
and again

" bn BfI" . of do}tintc hour\, tIIL \rInd hl(w \ .Itt)tII litL’ II’c’x/ LInd LtclILlrtllrc ' llc. Id wcslwLlr,1 tt tIt}1
lhc Nlil' titern l{ttnvtl\' { ,iltL' li\ Lc)ndll tc)n 3h},"

What I believe to be a very \aluabie asset_ sadly almost conrpletely unused by the planninq
applicant noise specialists to date. is the vcr)- valuable dal\- "on Ihc IvorInf / liaise exl>criclrct"'
of the human noise monitors u-ho live near Dublin Airport

Based on my actual recent dail\' experience. living close to the Northern runu'ay. ... I be lie\ e
that

• The Bickerdike AIIen Partners (West/East) 70' la / 30'’“a u ind direction projections ARE
materialjy correct ... ... but that nonetheless

• during da\-time operations in the second half of 2023 aircraft DID take off 80% (or
more) of the time on the Northem Run\\-a\

Ho\\' can these apparentjy contradictory statements be reconciled'?
There are some plausible explanations '!

•

•

e

©

AirNa\' does not monitor. nor does it belie\-e it to be its responsibilit}- to monitor
compliance \\itIl the (West / East ) 70?,b / 3€3% "rule" for "balanced" airport noise
management'?

AirNa\' sill always operate to the "simplest" operation,II plan consistent nth its o\\n
rules & aircraft safet\",)

Under AirNa\' current operating guidelines aircraft MAY take off "u-ith" rather than
"into" the u’ind provided the u’ind speed does not exceed 8 knots?
When \\ ind direction approaches due North or due South. AirNa\ current rules allo\\ it
to be agnoktic in its selection of the Northern over the Southern run\\a\' for daytime
take-off operations?

I IIe conrbinalitrll tIf IIte\t’ factors \\'itIl usclc,'titc dolldnant bias" , I/ .'I I’ be currentIY the
II 'II \, Ill b'hy statistics \IIII\\' sonic 81 Jtl;,+ ( stInt,' recent stats suRge\! RSflb ) of dIrytilUC
lijtcriUions take-offs bcluK front the Northern /fHIIII'a.)’ ?

The current predominant use of the Northern Runu'a}’ for da}-tinle take-offs represents an
unacceptable le\'el of deviation from the original mandated ( West / East ) 70?b / 30% "rule"
ulrich has been the basis of planning approval for dual runu-ay use since 2007. By nay of
example an 80% Northern Runu'a\- take-off proportion represents a ii"fI I'rllllctiorr in the more
acceptable "moderate" noise pollution levels in South Su'ords: u'hile an 85% proportion pushes
this to a devdstating SO" i) rctllrt'tir31r !

I \n)III,I request that, as part III- anY planning tuljntli\' ,dion, '\BP nIatt(tItt.'\ that a robust dual
rail it 'r/ F €1uytinre usage ntt)llitttl'ing SFsienr ib InIt iII ItlIIce lvlrereb}’ adlrcl'\'let I to the " balanced
lrpprrltlclr" 7f J"'„ / 31+" il rule for daytilnc dual rrrr/ 11 a)’ operalitnls tuI: I’' ensured \yjtlrrrut
cotttjlrtttnising aircraft sa.f-ctF.



Observation 3

M)- understanding is that the proposed ne\\- residential d\yelling insulation scheme does r, ,.,
hm e an explicit noise mitigation threshold target for those du-ellings ( quoting from the Tom
Phillips Report ) "exposed to noise abo\ e the priority \-alue" and "exposed to potentiall}
harmful levels of aircraft noise". The partial assistance currently proposed is also capped at a
monetary limit. I spoke recently to an aircraft noise acoustics expert attached to one of our
universities and he explained that there are \ery significant challenges to incorporating
workable roof insulation measures effective dgainst nighttime aircraft noise. A research facilit}
associated u'ith this institution n’ill be researching this ver\' topic in the near future.

I \uttultl request that 'I /J/>. ilt adjudicating on thi\ tepplication. eu\url’\ I hat upprt)print,' &
illdclrcll,lent peer revived ntu \intunr donle\tic tI+tcllittg Itt)i be \tandurtl\ III F explicitly set II)r
any r,'.,i,lential nIi\t' in\ullllif+l1 schenle ( porticttl,Irlr in relation ttl IIi stIll Ii nie aircrt tfl nlli\r
). Ihat these standards tI11 11111 t'perute \ubject tlr tI tIll,tIc’torI cup alrrl thaI It' el ure rolled tInt.
fc\tt'tl aIt(I deenrcd .Ft .ftlr jtul'j'tne in advance Itf fIll )' implcntcntetl int 1 :'''' - in oirl tort night
IIt >i\t

Thanking \'ou for \’our assistance





Our Case Number: ABP-314485-22

Planning Authority Reference Number: F20A/0668 An
Bord
Plean£la

Gerry Sweeney and others
Forest House
Forest Road
Swords
Co. Dublin
K67 WH41

Date: 12 March 2024

Re: A proposed development comprising the taking of a 'relevant action' only within the meaning of
Section 34C of the Planning and Development Act 2000, as amended, which relates to the night-
time use of the runway system at Dublin Airport.
Dublin Airport, Co. Dublin

Dear Sir / Madam,

I have been asked by An Bord Pleanala to refer to the above mentioned appeal.

The Board is of the opinion that, in the particular circumstances of this appeal, it is appropriate in the
interests of justice to request you to make submissions or observations in relation to the submission
dated 4th March 2024 received from Tom Phillips and Associates on behalf of DAA plc.

The submission has been posted on the website of An Bard Pleanala at https://www.pleanaia.ie/en-
ie/case/314485.

In accordance with section 131 of the Planning and Development Act, 2000, (as amended), you are
requested to make any submissions or observations that you may have in relation to this submission on
or before 2nd April 2024. The Board cannot consider comments that are outside the scope of the
matter in question. Your submission in response to this notice must be received by the Board not later
than 5:30pm on the date specified above.

If no submission or observation is received before the end of the specified period, the Board may
proceed to determine the appeal without further notice to you, in accordance with section 133 of the
2000 Act

Please quote the above appeal reference number in any further correspondence.

Yours faithfully

aFl-
Patrick Buckley
Executive Officer
Direct Line: 018737167
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