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I recommend that section 131 of the Planning and Development Act, 2000
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For further consideration by SEO/SAQ

Section 131 not to be invoked at this stage. ]
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Validation Checklist

Lodgement Number : LDG-069132-24

Case Number: ABP-314485-22

Customer: Meath County Council

Lodgement Date: 14/12/2023 09:21:00
Validation Officer: Patrick Buckley

PA Name: Fingal County Council

PA Reg Ref: F20A/0668

Case Type: Normal Planning Appeal PDA2000
Lodgement Type: Observation / Submission

An
Bord
. | Pleanila

Validation Checklist

Value

Confirm Classification

Confirmed - Correct

Confirm ABP Case Link

Confirmed-Correct

Fee/Payment

Valid — Correct

Name and Address available

Yes

Agent Name and Address available (if engaged)

Not Applicable

Subject Matter available Yes
Grounds Yes
Sufficient Fee Received Yes
Received On time Yes
Eligible to make lodgement Yes
Completeness Check of Documentation Yes

Runat:  02/01/2024 09:31

Runby:  Patrick Buckley




‘Woduy ugng je ‘pspuswe se ‘000z
10V wewdojaaaq pue Bujuueld ay)
10 OpE UOROAS Jo Bulueaw ayy ulyIm
Ajuo uonoe yueas|ay, e Jo Bunje) suy)
Buisudwos yuswdojeasp pesodoud v

Aspong youled  Aq un
1€:60 ¥202/10/20 e un

uoljeAlesq(

piooey sfieje(] Juswied pejejey

JuswiAed

SOA

¢PaMOYIY UoP9BlqO/UOHEAISSAD

0002vad leeddy Buiuue| [ewion

(Ai0Baye jeneT pig) edAj esen

000 Junowy punje

00°0S anjep 99

oin3g Aousun;

wa)sAs poyiapy uone|nojen ea

ON Bunesy [ei

ON Apog payoed

sjuswAied pue as.

Buissaooid uonos

UoISSILIGNS / UONBAIBSqO adA ] yuswabpo
uonesuobaje;

80Ual8eY 1S0d pelelsibe;

0} Juag Ajuewid asuapuodseLo:

J1ouno) Aluno) jebui4 aWweN Yd
8990/V0Z4 Joy Bey vd

‘0N ‘19y JBWwoIsny

Jspe

juswabpajmounoy sjeleuss)

ON papnjou) sway [esisAyd

Aapjong yolyed Ag pejeal)

ai depy

Y2¢-2€1690-9a1

(1 JuswieBpon

awep juab

ON Jusby Aqg juswiebpo

fewsg [suuey) jJuswsbpo

jlouno) Auno) yiesy Jawojsn:

eleued[q |
pIog
uy

g€coe/cLivl

8jeq] Juswabpo

Siterd(

¥Z-2€1690-9Q71 - 198YS Jeno) juswasbpo-



Buiuue|d Aemuny YuoN 8y}

JO G "ou uonIpuod Ul pajendis Jaquinu
ay) 8A0gE pUe JaA0 SIY 0.0 pue siy
00€Z Ueamjeq poduly uligng je Buipuel
Jojpue yo Bunjey sybils Jo 1equinu

B} Ul ©SBDIOUI UB 10} MO]{e pjnom

SIY} llessnQ 'S4y 00.L0 01 sy 0090
pue S1yoo¥Z 0} S1Y 00€Z o't sanoll

Z leuonippe ue 1o} (48Z 101 Aemuny)
Kemuny YUON @y} uo puej Jojpue woH
JO aye) 0y syybiyy moj|e 0} os|e pue weg
pue wdQg | | 0 sINoYy ay) usamiaq
elonb asjou swn-1ybiu jenuue ue YHM
1 ooe|dal 0] pue uojss|ulad Bujuueld
Aemunyj YUON 8y} Yim aoueplo9E

Ul 108} O}Jul SWOD O} oNp S|

1eul Ajep we,; pue wd} | 40 sInoy sy}
usamiag pawiad spybiy Jo ssquinu
8y} uo deo |eolBWINU BY] SAOWAI

0] 8q pnom ‘pajpiuad i ‘uonoe
jueas|al pesodoud ayj ‘bBuiobuo

S| uoissiuiad Bujuueld Aemuny
YLON 8y} 40 100} Uo Aemuny YUON
ay} Jo uononssuod ay) se ‘uonessdo
J0 108)J8 0]UI SWOD 124 Jou aney

G pue (p)¢ "ou suoljIpuoy ‘seinseaw
uonebiiw asjou mau Huisodoud

se ||om se (61-68250€-ddV ON

Jod daV ‘€200/V61L 4 [1ounod Auno
|ebuiq Aq pepuswe se 62/ 1Z'4901d
"ON 'JoY daV SS/1/V0d

‘'ON "1y "Bay |1ouno) Aluno) |ebuid)
uolssiwlad Buluueld Aemuny yUoN
8y} JO G "OU UONIPUOD U] UOIoMISal
Bunesado oy} Jo Juswade|dal sy} pue
(p)¢ "ou uoRIPUOD U| JNO JOS UONILIISS
Bunesado ay) Jo Juswpuswe sy
SOA|OAUL )| “Hodlly uligng Je wa)sAs
Aemuni ay} Jo asn swi-lybiu ayy o)
s9)ejal uonoe Jueas|dl pasodoid a4l
ey 08G "0 JO 9IS B UO 400y pue oI
1521104 ‘Jealis) }s8110 ‘umolsiagleqg
‘umolsbuny ‘pesyiiy ‘osqung
‘UMOISpUIeYOId ‘UMOISIUNK ‘IIyApues
‘yuebueys ‘umojsiueH ‘yoljjewHod
‘Ano9 ‘sijjequo) ‘ueiybol|n
‘suoLIWoD ‘AUUNGISqo] ‘UMOISUL|0D
10 SDLIRILAAM AL 1 Lana 0N

Aspong Xdlied

1€:60 ¥20¢/10/20

:AQ uny

“Je uny



wbiu jo Jaquinu abeleae ay) ‘pepiwiad
Agaiay Aemuni sy JO UONONIJSUOD

Jo uone|dwod uQ "G :SMOJjjo} se
sopinrosd yolym (61-68250E-dgV ON
1o d8V ‘€200/v6Ld [1Punod Auno)
[ebuil] Aq pepuswe se 6zv/1Z°49071d
“'ON "J9H dgV ‘SS.L/V04

"ON "1y "Bay j1ouno) Ajuno)

[ebui4) uoissiwiad Buluueld Aemuny
UHON 8y} JO G "Ou uoiipuod agejdal 0]
‘S| Os[e uoNoe JUBASIS @Yl "SIy 0000
0} S4y 0090 031 sS4y 00€C 01 SAU00.L0

8y} wouy Aemuny YLON 8y} Jo sinoy
Bugeiado [ewiou ay) abueyd pjnom
‘paiwiad )1 ‘obueyo pasodoud ay) Jo
Josye Jau ayy ,"adA) yesosie oyoads e
Joj pasnbal s1 Yibus| ¥gz-101 Aemuny
aJaym Jo suodie Jayjo Je seiousblows
paJe|oap JO SWo)sAS |03U0D olye)

Jie uj syney [esjuyds) Lsyjeam asiaape
‘SUOIpPUOY d1yel) Jie jleuondeoxe
‘SuUOljelapISUOD SouUBUBUIBW ‘AJosES JO
$8se0 Ul Jd8dxe sInNoyY SS0 pue sinoy
0000 ueamjaq Buipuej 1o Jjo-axe)

Joj pasn aq j0uU |ieys HgZ-101 Aemuny,
‘speai Ji Jey) 0S UORIPUOD SA0QE 8y
puswe 0} ybnos Hujaq s| uoissiIag
suodJie Jayjo je selpusbiswa
P3.1ejoap IO SWISAS [03UOD J1jiR)

Jie ul sjney [esjuyos) ‘1syjeam asloape
‘SUojIpuod oiyel} Jie jeuondeoxe
‘SUOIBISPISUOD SoURUS]UIRUY

‘Alofes Jo saseo ul 1deoxs sinoy

0040 pue sinoy gpgz usamjaq Buipuel
JO JIo-8)je) JoJ pash aq Jou |[eys
482-101 Aemuny *(p)g, :Buimojios

9y} 8jels ¢ uonipuod Jo pus ayy

1e suondsoxs sy} pue (p)g uonipuoD
"(61-68250€-dQV "ON "1oy d4aV
‘€200/V614 I1ounod Aunog |ebuiy

Aq pepuswe se 6Z1212'4907d :'ON
9 48V :GGL1/VY0d "ON "Joy "bay
JIouno) Auno) |ebuiq) uoissiwied
Buluueld Aemuny yuoN sy} o (p)g

"Ou uonipuod puswe o] :si(e) (1) Ope
uonoag 0} Juensind uoloe JueAs|al
ay] "ejonb astou awy ybiu [enuue

aln inim aneninane il ‘tInIssiIaA

uonduosa(] juswdojeasg

8990/v0Z4d

Asppong youled  :Ag un
L€60 ¥202/L0/20 e ur

Jagquinn asen y



Buluue|d uoisusixg | |euiwia] Sy}

4O Z "ou uopipuod pue (0£902Z°49071d
"ON "JoY daV -SS.I/V104

"ON 'Joy "Bay jpuno) Aunog [ebuly)
uoissiwiad buluue|d z |leuiwia |

8} JO ¢ "Ou uolIpuoD "Hodily ulang
1e sjewjwiio] ayj jo Anoedeo isbusssed
jenuue papiuwad Jo Juswpuswe

Aue Jo (uoissiuiad Buluueld Aemuny
UHON 8y} Jo ¢ pue (9)¢ “(a)¢ ‘()

£ "ou suonRIpuod Ajoweu ‘asn awnybiu
0] ol}108ds J0U 8le YdIym SUOoRIpuod
“2'1) wa)sAs Aemund ay) Jo uonesado
[ejauab ay) Bujuisaob uoissiued
Buiuue|d Aemuny YyHON 8y}

10 SUONIPUOD JO Juswpuswie Aue %99S
10U S80p uoioe JueAs|d) pasodoid ayl
"61.0C 1oV uonenbay (Hodiy ulgng)
9SION Yelosy oy} ypm aoueldwod

ul ‘(VONV) Aioyiny yejedwod

BSION YJeloJly 8y} 0} Ajlenuue papodal
aQ 0} sjInsal yum asuewouad asiou
oY} Jojuow 0} JJomawel§ Buliojuop
9SION Pa|ie}op VY - ‘SINOJU0D 9sIou
ybIU oytoads ulypm sBulllomp 9|qiblje
10§ swsyos Juelb uonejnsul asiou

- :sainsesw uonebniw asiou Buimol|o}
ay) sasodoud os|e uoloe JueAs|al

ay) ‘ejonb asiou awn ybiu pasodouid
oY) 0} uohippe uj "siypQao pue
SIYOEET JO snoy ay) ussemioq 066.L

1o ejonb esiou [enuue ue o1 }oolgns aq
lleys podare sy "podiie sy) e asiou
awn ybiu o) pasodoud si woisAs
elonb asiou y :BUIMOO) BU} UNAA

" Aemunu |oiesed Bugsixa ay) jo asn
awiy 1yBiu ainyny Bujuiadouod paplwugns
uoljewuojul ayy oy paebai Buney
Aluswe |enuapisal 1o8j0id 0} se 08
uodue sy} 1e syybijs ybiu jo Aousnbd4
BY} |0JJU0D O] (UOSEBaY °/00Z ‘UoJen
jo Akep yig ay) uo ejeuesid piog Uv

Ag paaieoal 1senbal uonewloyu joyu
ay) 0} Ajdau ayj ul 1o 188 se poued
Buljjlepow Aep g 8yl JOA0 painsesw
uaym (sinoy 00.0 pue sunoy 00€C
usamiaq) 1yblu/go paasaxa Jou |jeys
1od e ain e QUIALIBAQHTNIRIDHR 3l

ABPONg Yoljed

L€:60 120¢/10/¢0

‘AQ uny

e uny



ASpong ouled  :Ag un;
1€:60 ¥202/10/20 e un

JuswinBbay Buiioddn

ejadd

uign@ "0 ‘pody uligang

$so.ppy JusWidoleas

SOA

swiey| Buipoddng jeuonippy

adA | uswidojaas

Jueojjddy

Auno:

uigng

"0 ‘|ebuid ‘splomg “1eau)S uley

‘leH Ayunod [ebul4 ‘punon Aunod
lebul ye (Aepu — Aepuol) o€ 9} -
0¢£'6 10 sinoy Buiuado angnd su Buunp
Aloyginy Bujuueld ay) Jo seolyo sy je
‘Adoo e Bupyew Jo 1s09 sjqeuoseal oy
Buipesoxs Jou 99} € Je paseysind Jo
peajoadsul aq Aew poday JUsWISSasSSY
1oedwW| |RJUSWIUOIIAUT pue uofjedldde
Buiuueid ay] -uoneoydde Buiuued
aUl Yim paiwgns aq [IIm Hoday
Juslussessy joedw| [EJUSWIUOIIAUT
uy "Juswssasse yons Jo

sasodind ay) Joj papiroid uonewoul
Aq psiuedwodde s| uonesidde
Buluueld sy1 "410z/865 oN (N3)
uoneinBay pue 10z 10V suone|nbay
(podily ulignQ) SSION Yelouly sy yum
8oueplodoe ul Ajuoyiny eladwon
9SION Jelouny sy} Ag Jusussasse ue
01 198lgns aq |im uopeoydde Buiuueid
8y "wnuue Jad si1ebusssed uoliu zg
paaoxa Jou |[eys Jayjabo) z jeuiwls |
pue | [eulwia] jo Ayoeded pauigquwod
3y} Jeyy apiroud (69¥£ZZ°49071d "ON
19 daV -€¥81/v904 "ON 'joY "Bey
HALNAN ALNoA 1B H101S]ITNS A

¢202/80/80

8je( uolsiosqg v,




Po X e

Karen H ickex

From: Bord

Sent: Thursday 14 December 2023 15:27

To: Appeals2

Subject: FW: Bord Pleanala Case Reference: PLO6F.314485

Attachments: Correspondence to ABP.pdf; Councillor Gillian Toole Submission.pdf; DAA - Clir

Alan Tobin submission.pdf; Submission to An Bord Pleanala Case Reference
PLOG6F.314485 Planning Ref. F20A_0668 Clir Joe Bonner.pdf

From: Elaine Daly <Elaine.Daly@meathcoco.ie>

Sent: Thursday, December 14, 2023 1:23 PM

To: Bord <bord@pleanala.ie>

Subject: Bord Pleanala Case Reference: PLO6F.314485

Dear sirs,

Please find attached correspondence from Meath County Council in relation to Bord Pleanala Case Reference:
PLO6F.314485.

I would be obliged if you would acknowledge receipt of same.
If you have any queries please do not hesitate to contact me.

Kind regards,
Elaine.

Elaine Daly | Senior Executive Officer | Corporate Affairs and Governance ,
Meath County Council, Buvinda House, Dublin Road, Navan, County Meath C15 Y291
Tel: 046 9097053 | GSM: 086 0759387 | email: elaine.daly@meathcoco.ie | Web: http://www.meath.ie

My working day may not match your working day. Please do not feel obliged to reply to this email outside of your normal working
hours.

MakeltMeath.com

#MakeltMeath
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Email Disclaimer: http://lwww.meath.ie/EmailDisclaimer/
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Meath County Council’s new corporate headquarters are:
Buvinda House,

Dublin Road,

Navan,

Co. Meath, C15Y291



/" Combhairle Chontae na Mi

Teach Buvinda, Béthar Atha Cliath, An Uaimh,
Contae na Mi, C15 Y291
Fén: 046 — 9097000/Fax: 046 — 9097001

R-phost: customerservice@meathcoco.ie

Meath County Council
Buvinda House, Dublin Road, Navan,
Co. Meath, C15 Y291
Tel: 046 — 9097000/Fax: 046 — 9097001

E-mail: customerservice@meathcoco.ie

Web: www.meath.ie
k Uimhir Chidraithe 00172770

Web: www.meath.ie
Registration No: 00172770

Corporate Affairs and Governance
December 14, 2023.

An Bord Pleanala,
Appeals Section,

64 Marlborough Street,
Dublin 1,

D01 V902

Re: Bord Pleandla Case reference: PLO6F.31448S5;
Planning Authority Case Reference: F20A/0668;
A proposed development which relates to the night-time use of the runway system at Dublin Airport.

Dear sirs,

The matter above was raised at the December Council Meeting of Meath County Council. It was agreed that the Elected
Members would forward their submissions to the executive of the Council and we would issue a submission on their
behalf. Therefore, | enclose herewith details of submissions from the Elected Members of Meath County Council.

Please do not hesitate to contact me if | can assist further. | would appreciate also if you could acknowledge receipt of
this submission.

Yours sincerely,

Elaine Daly Mobile: 086-0759387
Meetings Administrator Email: cservices@meathcoco.ie
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An Bord Pleanala and the “Relevant Action”

TL:DR

30 00C pecple are suffering under the noise potiution of aircraft that should not be overflying us according fo Condition
1 of the only planning permission that permits the north runway to operate Those aircraft should be over the emply
fields and solar farms that have been reservad for the flight paths since 2007 There is no safaly, reguiatory or
technical reason that prevents daa from complying with the original noise footprint from the 2005 Environmental Impact

Statement that underlies the planning permission for the north runway.

daais trying to pull a fast one by submitting before and aftar noise charts that are virtually identical. calling the before
chari ‘permifted”. pretending that they are nol ignaring their 2007 planning permission conditions. They hope ABP
won't notice this and will grant de faclo retention to the current ilisgal flight paths just like Fingal County Counclf did

ABP should not allow daa and AirNav fo persist in causing damage to citizens when a solution is possibie. The appeal

should be upheld and Fingal Counly Council's cynical grant of permission should be reversed

it's November 2023 and the DAA s at it again.

Their Relevant Action application was granted by Fingal County Council in August 2022 before the runway even
opened and thera are seme questions about how that happened. Multiple people lodged appeals with An Bord
Pleanala (ABP) Asa resulldaa had to make a submission with a new Environmental Impact Assessment Report
(EIAR). After G months of fuil-time paid wark by consultants and staff the EIAR was submitted and then published by
ABP all 500 pages of it. Anyane wanting to make an ‘observaton” has 5 weeks to do so Kzep in mind that most of us

working on such observations work tull ime jobs. so no imbalance in the pracess there at all

The following are soms elements ‘observed” in daa's latest EIAR

Accidental Retention

The relevant action under cansideration by An Bord Pleanala {ABP] is ostensibly limited to changing the regulation of
might flights at Dublin Airport. However the daa (Applicant) has shown bad faith in ignoring the conditions of the
original grant of oesmission. They have simoly flouted several of the conditions, in particular totally disregarding the

noise provisions of the Environmental Impact Statement {(EIS).
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regulatory grounds | am a private pilot and a cwvil engineer Based on extensive research as part of the ‘North Runway
Technical Group”, | have concluded that operation of the runways at maximum capacity within the confines of the
safety regulations is perfectly possible while remaining within the footprint of the originally granted EIS noise zones.
While AirNav makas vague statements about complexity, safety and regulation that body has naver stated that this

conclusion is incorract.

To be clear; there is no safely, regulatory or technical reason that prevents daa from complying with the
original noise footprint from the 2005 EIS.

Before seehing to change any aspect of their existing planning permission, the daa must surely bring itselff into
compliance with the existing granted permission Failing that. the Applicant must accept that they ars not in compliance
with Condition 1 and file an honest application for retention of the non-compliant flight paths that are presently in use
Instead daa persists in pretending that the flight paths are entirely unconnected to the planning permission and s now

on the fourth set of routes since 2005 while nowhere near compliant with the original Environmental Impact Statement

{EI3).
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2005 Environmental Impact Statement

The Environmental Impact Statement {EIS) submitted by daa in 2004, updated in 2005 formed a primary underpirining
for ABP to grant the permussion for the runway. This was of such importance that ABP called it out in the first sentence

of Cordition 1

« Daa has outsaurced aviation operations to AirNav (formerly IAA ANSP), but AirNav insists that they need not
comply with the EIS ' planning permission. describing planning as daa's problemn.

Daa has ther simply forwarded the AirNav-designed nrocedures to IAA {the regulator) without having sven
the 1a-house capability to review them and verify compliance with nlanning permission. Daa’s CFQ told the

-

Qireachtas Commiittee an Transport and Communicalions that the routing of flights ‘took them by surprise”
when the runway started operations in August 2022 This despite daa as the ‘aerodrome operater’ made the
submission to the [AA,

1AA insists that they have no remit regarding planning permission or suitability of the procedures’ rauting. As
long as it does not break aviation law ot ICAO standards, they will rubber stamp any submission.

The result is that 120% of aircraft leaving the north runway leave the confines of the original EIS noise boundaries
within 30 seconds of take-off They are therefore at low alt.tude and climb power causing noise at much higher levels
than permitted in the ar2as overflown. Each of the inres staie bodias involved blames the others and 30,000 people

suffer.

We depended on the accuracy of that EIS in making the decision to -edevelop our house rather than move Had we
krown that the £1S could be simply ignorad and 300+ aircraft each day were {o be diverted over our house in

contravention of the planning permission we would have moved rather than invest turther in Ashbourne

2023 Environmental Impact Assessment Report

The following list shows the flaws in the Applicants EIAR submission that shauld render the application invalid and

cause tne appeal to be upheid.

1 Mois ezanes labelled as ‘permitted” in s submissicn do not maich the 2005 Environmental impact
Statement which undarlies the only granted permission for the north runway (ABP 2007) This appear to be
an attempt te gain retention by stealth for the flight paths currently in use.in breach of the 2007 planning
perrission Should ABP grant this relevant action it will no doubt b interpreted by daa as a grant of ratenticn

for the new noise footprints that encompass an area inhabited by 36 000 people

]

Upwards of 85% of the anvironmental impact of the changed fhght paths accurs in Meath Ashbourre
Ratoath and rrultiple smaller conurbations total to approximately 30.000 people in Meath directly affected by
arrcraft averfight None of these people were invel 'ed in the public consuiltatian that was strictly limited to
Fingal a clear breach of the Aarhus Convention

We made a decision to nvesl in redsveloping our hame suosequent ta this consuliation with ro knowledge
that it had occurred. The dag s publisrad dacuments show that 1002 of consultation and publicity arcund
that consuttation occurrad vathir Fingal No informaticn was publisbed i Meath despite that baing the
location of the naise impact In effect Fingal Co Co asked residents of Fingal whether they objecied to airport
noise being sxported to Meath Unsurpnisingly not many objections were received and this formed the basis

of their decision to grant permission for the relevant action.

%)

The public consuliation in 2018 usag diferent routes and naise zenas from the roufes in this submission
rendering that consultation invalid Had we oeen involveda in the 2016 consuitatior we would ro doubt have
aojectad. However (1 has become apparent that this wvould not have mattered as daa {via AirNav) has twice
since then changed the flight patih routes so they bear no resemblance to those in the public consultation In
any case daa presants this relevant action as pertaining te the ime and number of night flights. nat an
application far retention of non-comphant flight paths ABP must clearly understand that granting this relevant

action will have consequences far bayend the number and times of night fights

The State bodies (Fingal Co Co Meath Co Co. daa) have taken the posilion that only Fingal Co Co has

S

standing regarding the planning vermission. The daa insists that the planning cermission has nothing te do
#ith the routes  Therefore citizens in Meath have nc means te engage ir the planning procass and are

sompletely unrepraesented while being subjected to the environmental impact Tnis call for submissicns by
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process for the north runway. more than a year after the runway opened and iltegal flights began.

5. Acceptance of the relevant action by ABP and thus retention of the present, unpermitted flight paths by
stealth would set a precedent that ABP conditions should be ignarad if inconvenient. Far from accepting the
relevant action Fingal Co Co should be taking action to enforce the existing noise Zone. However, Fingal has
a conflict of interests and has taken no enfarcement action regarding the flight paths / noise zones.

If the environmental impact that happens in Meath were restricted, it would slightly increase environmental
impact in Fingal, albeit largely over empty fields and solar farms and certairly not over any densely populated
area. ABP should not endorse Fingal Co Co's granting of the relevant action to move the noise and
disturbance to people outside Fingal's jurisdiction who are not represented by Fingal Co Co and are not
participants in the process.

[+2]

. There are alternalive routes that conform to the existing noise zone without reducing the capacity of the
airpart. AirNav's failure to design the procedures well and daa's flagrant ignoring of planning permission
should not be rewarded. This 1s not an issue of safety or regulatory compliance as implied by daa AirNav
{daa’s proxy) and 1AA, the regulator. have both publicly stated that compliance with planning permission is not
their concern and they ignored it in performing their function. The breach can be repaired within the confines
of the onginal Environmental Impact Statement upon which the 2007 ABP granl was based as per the first

sentence of condition 1

The many and varied North Runway Flight Paths

Google Earth was used to display the various flight paths that AirNav and daa have used for planning, consultation and
finally implementation

The green line was the flight path used to create the original Environmental Impact Statemant for the original planning
application for the narth runway project The black outline is the resulting “outer noise boundary” from that EIS.

The red lines are the routes used in the 2016 public consultation using a 15 degree turn ana subssquent 60 degree
tum that would place the majority of the environmental impact in Meath. This public consultation took place only in
Fingal.

When the runway opened daa was ‘taken very much by suiprise” that aircraft followed the orange route over Fingal.
They moved very quickly to have AirNav madify the route ensuring the impact is in Meath,

The magenta lines show the presently operational routes. Note the orange line was moved just ovar the border to a
newly created waypoint DY/128 in Meath This is the only error daa admits to in the entire process and Kenny Jacobs

apologized on PrimeTime for this while insisting that the magenta lines are now the ‘intended routa”.

So. the only line that put air traffic over Fingal was a mistake and they're very sorry. while the illegal flight
paths over Meath are intentional. Was this the deal for Fingal County Council to grant the relevant action and
remove the night flight limits?




In this image daa’s Forecast Lday Noise Contours 2035 Permitted Scenario Figure 13C-23 are overlaid with the

current north runway traffic. The magenta tracks (from the previous image) currently in use form the 4! flight-path
design so far by daa/ArNav and only went into operation in February of 2023.

Examination of the original EIS demonstrates that the grey Noise Contours in this image is traced from the next one (in
which the outer boundary is yellow). They nowhere near the noise contours claimed as permitted in the current EIAR.
Simple logic dictates that it is impossible that these noise contours are the "Permitted Scenario”
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In summary 30,000 people are suffering under the noise poilution of aircraft that should not be overfiying us according
to Condition 1 of the only planning permission that permits the north runway to operate Those aircraft should be over
the empty fields and solar farms that have been reserved for the flight paths since 2007 There is no safety, regulatory
or technical reason that pravents daa from complying with the onginal nosse footpnnt from the 2005 EIS ABP should
not allow daa and AirNav to persist in causing damage to citizens when a solution is possible. The appeal should be

upheld and Fingal County Council's cynical grant of permission should be reversed.
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An Bord Pleandla via online submission

Bord Pleanala Case reference: PLO6F.314485

Planning Authority Case Reference: F20A/0668
Councillor Alan Tobin Meath Co Co on behalf of residents

Observations relating to Bord Pleandla Case reference: PLO6F.314485 due to loss
of amenity, health impacts, loss of property value and significant environmental
impacts as a result of avoidable noise pollution from Dublin Airport North
Runway

To Whom it may concern,

The relevant action under consideration by An Bord Pleanala (ABP) is ostensibly limited to changing
the regulation of night flights at Dublin Airport, specifically conditions no. 3(d) & no. 5. However, the
daa (Applicant) has shown bad faith in ignoring the conditions of the original grant of permission.
They have flouted several of the conditions, in particular totally disregarding the noise provisions of
the Environmental Impact Statement (EiS). This fundamentally flawed relevant action application
should not be granted permission. The appeal against it should be upheld and the relevant action
denied in its entirety.

The constant refrain from daa has been that the route of the flight paths has been required by the
IAA on safety and/or regulatory grounds. The “North Runway Technical Group”, formed by me and
includes several pilots, an air traffic controller and civil engineer, has concluded that operation of the
runways at maximum capacity within the confines of the safety regulations can be achieved while
remaining within the footprint of the originally granted EIS noise zones. While AirNav makes vague
statements about complexity, safety and regulation neither that body nor IAA has never stated that
this conclusion is incorrect. The routing is the result of choices made by AirNav as to the manner in
which they implemented certain safety standards, not a requirement of the standards themselves.
Additional turns have been added purely for commercial benefit of the airlines with no consideration
of the people living in South East Meath.

Please see Appendix B — North Runway Technical Group Proposal, for details and further information
is available at www.dublin-north-runway.com.

To be clear; there is no safety, regulatory or technical reason that prevents daa from complying
with the original noise footprint from the 2005 EIS,

Before seeking to change any aspect of their existing planning permission, the daa must come into
compliance with the existing granted permission. Failing that, the Applicant must accept that they
are not in compliance with Condition 1 and file an honest application for retention of the non-
compliant flight paths that are presently in use. Instead daa persists in pretending that the flight
paths are entirely unconnected to the planning permission and is now on the fourth set of routes
since 2005, while nowhere near compliant with the original Environmental Impact Statement (EIS).




The planning ground for this observation is Loss of amenity, health impacts and loss of property
value resulting from unnecessary noise pollution described here in specific instances:

Loss of amenity through noise pollution: With aircraft climbing through 3,000 - 4,500ft within 2.5km
of Ashbourne and Ratoath, the noise of aircraft builds to 65dbA as often as every 90 seconds causing
all conversation to stop each time. There is simply no comfort in sitting outside or even in the
kitchen with the doors open so residents no longer get any value from gardens and patio areas. It is
unreasonable to expect that Meath residents live permanently sealed into their homes with
windows and doors closed year round.

Loss of sleep through noise pollution: Even in houses that have been insulated at homeowner’s
expense residents are forced to choose between overheating with windows closed throughout the
warmer nights, or leaving them open and being awakened early by low flying aircraft. It is impossible
to sleep beyond 06:30 each morning, including weekends, as a direct result of the flight path
dropping disruptive aircraft noise on homes. Should this relevant action be granted this problem will
become worse and start even earlier, the unpermitted flight paths presently in use would de facto
be given retention and the noise pollution situation would be made permanent.

Reduction of property value through noise pollution: Were residents now to move house to avoid
the aircraft noise, the selling price will be reduced compared to before the opening of the runway.
The value of the largest investment most people ever make, their home, has been materially
damaged by daa’s failure to comply with condition 1 of the north runway planning permission.

Existing runway capacity is not being used

DAA has zero planning restrictions on number of flights between 0700 and 2300 daily.
Management didn’t properly prepare and now the only thing causing the delay in doubling
the capacity of Dublin Airport is daa and AirNav’s inability to operate the aerodrome
effectively. See below for how to double the capacity without the relevant action.

Why should daa be given what will amount to unlimited night flights and unrestricted
operation from 0600 through 24:00 when they are not using the capacity they have now?
They could today launch at least double the departures from 0700-0900 with proper
management. Gatwick Airport moves 40,000,000 passengers annually using a single runway
and shuts down voluntarily at night. Yet Dublin Airport tells us they cannot expand without
unfettered access to any route they want at any time of day or night. Why not?

How to double the capacity?

Based on actual aircraft transponder data, Dublin Airport has 30 departures/hour from 0600
to 0900. Remember before the north runway opened, aircraft still used to take off in the
mornings while others landed on the same runway in between departures. This could still be
done, but they don’t have enough Air Traffic Controllers to begin.

30/hour from the north runway and let’s be conservative

15/hour from the south runway



This is already a 50% increase! This could have begun as planned in March 2023 at 0700
without any change in planning restrictions or change in procedures, if suitably trained ATC
staff were available.

Heathrow is able to launch aircraft every 60 seconds during their busiest periods. They have
carefully designed Instrument Flight Procedures for this purpose; that’s why it’s sensible to
design the procedures before you design the runway and taxiways that serve it. Design first,
create the environmental impact statement, get the planning permission and then pour the
concrete! Dublin Airport should be capable of operating as follows from 0700 for the
morning rush if they improve the departure procedures.

40/hour from the north runway (every 90 seconds on average)
20/hour from the south runway interspersed with arrivals
= 60/hour: Double the present rate.

All this within the noise footprint of the 2005 Environmental Impact Statement on which
their planning application was fundamentally built.

2005 Environmental Impact Statement

The Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) submitted by daa in 2004, updated in 2005 formed a
primary underpinning for ABP to grant the permission for the runway. This was of such importance
that ABP called it out in the first sentence of Condition 1.

» Daa has outsourced aviation operations to AirNav (formerly IAA ANSP), but AirNav insists
that they need not comply with the EIS / planning permission, describing planning as daa’s
problem.

* Daa has then simply forwarded the AirNav-designed procedures to IAA (the regulator)
without having even the in-house capability to review them and verify compliance with
planning permission. Daa’s CFO told the Oireachtas Committee on Transport and
Communications that the routing of flights “took them by surprise” when the runway started
operations in August 2022. This despite daa as the “aerodrome operator” made the
submission to the 1AA.

* |AAinsists that they have no remit regarding planning permission or suitability of the
procedures’ routing. As long as it does not break aviation law or ICAO standards, they will
approve any submission on these grounds without regard for planning permission or quality
of design. Thus, ABP must draw no inference of suitability of design from approval by IAA.

The result is that 100% of aircraft leaving the north runway leave the confines of the original EIS
noise boundaries within 30 seconds of take-off. They are therefore at low altitude and climb power
causing noise at much higher levels than permitted in the areas overflown. Each of the three state
bodies involved blames the others and 30,000 ~ 50,000 people suffer. Number includes Ashbourne, [
Dunshaughlin, Dunboyne and Ratoath plus rural South County Meath that include Ardcath and
Clonalvy.

Residents of Meath depended on the accuracy of that EIS in making the decision to buy, build,
remodel or extend homes. To allow the EIS to be ignored and 300+ aircraft each day to be diverted
over these houses in contravention of the planning permission is to fundamentally undermine the
system of planning permission.




The rece rtly submitted Environmental Impact Assessment Report

The following list shows the flaws in the Applicant’s EIAR submission that should render the
application invalid and cause the appeal to be upheld.

1.

Noise zones labelled as "permitted” in this submission do not match the 2005 Environmental
Impact Statement which underlies the only granted permission for the north runway (ABP
2007). This appear to be an attempt to gain retention by stealth for the flight paths currently
in use in breach of the 2007 planning permission. Should ABP grant this relevant action it will
no doubt be interpreted by daa as a grant of retention for the new noise footprints that
encompass an area inhabited by 30,000 people.

Upwards of 85% of the environmental impact of the changed flight paths occurs in Meath.
Ashbourne, Ratoath and multiple smaller conurbations total to approximately 30,000 people
in Meath directly affected by aircraft overflight. None of these people were involved in the
public consultation that was strictly limited to Fingal; a clear breach of the Aarhus
Convention. See excerpt from daa publication in Appendix C — daa Publicising the 2016
Public Consultation.

The daa’s published documents show that 100% of consultation and publicity around that
consultation occurred within Fingal. No information was published in Meath despite that
being the location of the noise impact. In effect Fingal Co Co asked residents of Fingal
whether they objected to airport noise being exported to Meath.

The public consultation in 2016 used different routes and noise zones from the routes in this
submission, rendering that consultation invalid. Had we been involved in the 2016
consultation we would no doubt have objected. However, it has become apparent that this
would not have mattered as daa (via AirNav) has twice since then changed the flight path
routes so they bear no resemblance to those in the public consultation. In any case daa
presents this relevant action as pertaining to the time and number of night flights, not an
application for retention of non-compliant flight paths. ABP must clearly understand that
granting this relevant action will have consequences far beyond the number and times of
night flights.

The various State bodies have taken the position that only Fingal Co Co has standing
regarding the planning permission. The daa insists that the planning permission has nothing
to do with the routes. Therefore citizens in Meath have no means to engage in the planning
process and are completely unrepresented while being subjected to the environmental
impact. This call for submissions by ABP is the first opportunity anyone in Meath has had to
participate in any way in the planning permission process for the north runway, more than a
year after the runway opened and illegal flights began.

Acceptance of the relevant action by ABP and thus retention of the present, unpermitted
flight paths by stealth would set a precedent that ABP conditions should be ignored if
inconvenient. Michael O’Leary of Ryanair has now publicly called for daa to do exactly that
once again, in this case regarding the 32,000,000 passenger cap, another planning
permission condition. Far from accepting the relevant action Fingal Co Co should have
already taken action to enforce the existing noise zone but to date has not.

There are alternative routes that conform to the existing noise zone and increase the safety
of operations without reducing the capacity of the airport. AirNav's failure to design the
procedures well and daa's flagrant ignoring of planning permission should not be rewarded.
This is not an issue of safety or regulatory compliance as implied by daa. AirNav (daa's proxy)
and IAA, the regulator, have both publicly stated that compliance with planning permission
is not their concern and they ignored it in performing their function. The breach can be
repaired within the confines of the original Environmental Impact Statement upon which the



2007 ABP grant was based as per the first sentence of condition 1. An explanation of the
proposal presented to daa and AirNav is included in Appendix B — North Runway Technical
Group Proposal.

Please see Appendix A — Graphical analysis of north runway flight path history, for charts and
especially Google Earth overlays of charts and actual flight data to explain the above bullets in more
detail.

In summary min. 30,000 people in Meath are suffering under the noise pollution of aircraft that
should not be overflying them according to Condition 1 of the only planning permission that permits
the north runway to operate. As explained in Appendix D — Fingal Strategic Development, those
aircraft should be over the empty fields and solar farms that have been reserved for the flight paths
since 2007. There is no safety, regulatory or technical reason that prevents daa from complying with
the original noise footprint from the 2005 EIS. Please do not allow daa and AirNav to persist in
causing unnecessary damage to citizens when a solution is possible. Please uphold the appeal and
reverse Fingal’s grant of permission in this case.

Regards,




Appendix A — Graphical analysis o fnorth runway flight path hstory

Google Earth was used to display the various flight paths that AirNav and daa have used for
planning, consultation and finally implementation.

Eingal

'
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Figure 1 Various flight paths used by daa vs the permitted noise footprint

In Figure 1, the green line was the flight path used to create the original Environmental Impact
Statement for the original planning application for the north runway project. The black outline is the
resulting “outer noise boundary” from that EIS.

The red lines are the routes used in the 2016 public consultation using a 15 degree turn and
subsequent 60 degree turn that would place the majority of the environmental impact in Meath.
This public consultation took place only in Fingal.

When the runway opened daa was “taken very much by surprise” that aircraft followed the orange
route over Fingal. They moved very quickly to have AirNav modify the route ensuring the impactis in
Meath.

The magenta lines show the presently operational routes. Note the orange line was moved just over
the Fingal-Meath border to a newly created waypoint at DW128.



r "

—i-e

N I
'%:\i ,
rOy Z

T

AN

—
Py . S

R

Figure 2 Departures from Dublin Airport in 24 hours, leaving the permitted noise footprint within 30 seconds of take off.

ADSB transponder data captured from aircraft departing DUB over a 24 hour period was used to
show the paths actually flown in Figure 2. Note about 50% fly directly over 12,000 people in Ratoath

and 100% fly within 2km of Ashbourne while at climb power, the noisiest most disruptive phase of
flight.




Figure 3 The present EIAR claims the coloured area as the "permitted” scenario.

In Figure 3, daa’s Forecast Lday Noise Contours 2035 Permitted Scenario Figure 13C-23 are overlaid
with the current traffic. The magenta tracks (from Figure 1) currently in use form the 4t flight-path
design so far by daa/AirNav and only went into operation in February of 2023.

Examination of the original EIS demonstrates that the grey Noise Contours in Figure 3 traced from
Figure 4 (in which the outer boundary is yellow) are nowhere near the noise contours claimed as
permitted in the current EIAR. Simple logic dictates that it is impossible that these noise contours are
the “Permitted Scenario”

Figure 5 and Figure 6 show what daa proports to be permitted and proposed noise contours. The
casual reader might accept these on face value and grant the relevant action on the basis that not
much changes between the two. Instead this must be interpreted as an attempt to gain implicit
retention permission without actually admitting that 100% of flights from the north runway have
been in breach of the granted planning permission’s condition 1.
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Figure 4 2005 Noise Boundary chart submitted as part of the EIS and used by Fingal Co Co on the strategic plans up through
2023.
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Figure 5 daa's 2023 EIAR claims these footprints are "permitted" despite bearing no resemblace to the EIS from the only

planning permission in force for the north runway.
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Appendix B— North Runway Technical Group Proposal

The following is a letter to daa from the North Runway Technical Group. Representatives of the
group have since met the CEO of daa plc and the Managing Director of the airport. The proposal is
being examined by AirNav, the group having identified some aspects of the design they had not
considered that led to the current illegal flight paths. The proposal details follow this copy of the e-
mail to daa.

05 September 2023

Dublin Airport Authority
by e-mail

RE: A constructive solution to the North Runway routing/noise problem.
To whom it may concern,

| am one of the many people who live along the departure track of the new north runway at Dublin
Airport and a member of a small group including an engineer and private pilots along with
commercial air transport pilots who regularly operate flights out of Dubiin Airport.

e All of us are in favour of aviation. We are not trying to get the new runway shut down.

e We are not trying to divert the aircraft to make this someone else’s problem.

e We want to help DAA make the smallest necessary changes that increases departure
capacity by as much as 50% while alleviating the problem of aircraft flying over our houses.

e No change to existing planning permission is required to implement our proposal. It would
bring DAA into compliance and remove the need for enforcement by Fingal County Council.

e Low leve! noise would be within the published noise footprints.

e We understand that AIRNAV has repeatedly claimed that this can’t be done. This is not the
case. We have tested this in commercial simulators flown by professional pilots for all
types that fly out of Dublin.

e This proposal is a win for DAA and the airlines, a win for the residents and a win for Fingal
County Council.

As you will likely be aware, all aircraft taking off from the new North runway at Dublin Airport make
an immediate 30-degree right turn; in many cases followed by second 60-degree turn. These turns in
the departure track were never foreseen, even by DAA, when the runway was designed. As a result,
the people who live 5 or 10km from where the aircraft were supposed to go are now being
overflown every day. Far from “a few cranks in St Margaret’s”, there are 30,000 people
detrimentally affected because departing aircraft go the wrong way and fly over our houses at low
altitude, max weight, max engine power making maximum noise.

We propose two modifications of tracks that are safe and legal and do not involve Weston or military
airspace. It requires only DAA and IAA to be involved so it is not complicated to implement. The
proposal increases the number of departures from the airport which is advantageous to DAA and
helps reduce the noise pollution problem to the minimum possible. The track we propose falls within
the planning permission that was granted so we are not even asking to change that permission; DAA
can operate within it while increasing the number of flights per hour.

The changes required are these:

1. 28L missed approach to fly to the DAP VOR (end of the runway) and turn 30 degrees left,
and climb continuously to 4000ft, the aircraft will fly above Weston airspace and not reach
Military airspace.

2. 28R straight to 1.9 nautical miles, then turn 10 degrees to the right and climb on this track.



You may have been led to believe that changing the 28L missed approach cannot be done or is a
difficult job or requires permission from the military. None of this is the case:

1. The airspace to the south-west of the airport is restricted to the military.
e Military airspace is not involved or impacted by this proposal. The proposed missed
approach would NOT enter military airspace.

2. Gardai Air Support Unit (GASU} and Weston airport would be affected by changes to the

RWY28L missed approach.

¢ Weston and Military airspace are not involved or impacted by this proposal. The proposed
missed approach would NOT enter either one. This has been tested in worst case scenarios
(engine out, go-round at max weight with 10kt tailwind) and still clears both Weston and
R15 (Baldonnel airspace).

e GASU is in constant contact with Dublin tower when operating in the control zone and does
not have any problem with the runway 10R missed approach going through the same area
which it currently does. Having an occasionally used missed approach over the Roadstone
quarry and Ballycoolin industrial area will not have any effect on GASU.

¢ The existing missed approach is not fit for purpose; it routes missed aircraft into direct
conflict with departing traffic. It was designed for single runway operations and takes no
account of the new north runway. It is now dangerous and requires intervention from the
tower on every go around.

3. A missed approach must allow for an engine-out go-around. This might not clear the R15.
e This can clear both Weston and the R15 and has now been tested in commercial
simulators flown by professional pilots including for the worst-case scenarios with one
engine out.

4. Changing the missed approach would put aircraft over high density residential areas
including Dublin city.

o Simulator flights demonstrated that missed approach aircraft can achieve 4000ft and
level off before reaching any residential area. Climb is completed over the Roadstone
quarry and Ballycoolin industrial area. They would then continue at 50% power making
little noise along the reverse track of the runway 10R missed approach as already
adopted and published by DAA.

e Missed approaches are typically between .25% and .33% of all approaches, thus Dublin
should have about 1 missed approach per day.

» These high-density residential areas are already overflown and there is no comparing and
average of 1 flight per day at low power level at 4000ft to 350+ flights each day at climb
power as they take off and climb towards 23,000ft.

We have described and explained the proposal in more detail at https://www.north-runway.com

We would welcome an opportunity to meet DAA to discuss this proposal. Please feel free to contact
me by e-mail or phone.

Regards,
Gareth O’Brien

gobrien@yupon.com +353-87-277-9281




DAA, IAA and AirNav have relied on the technical nature of aviation to obfuscate the facts
throughout this process, especially in the media. As a result several residents with technical
knowledge and experience of aviation have formed the North Runway Technical Group. The group
includes professional air transport pilots, private pilots, a civil engineer who is also a pilot, a retired
training captain and retired air traffic controller. They have spent hundreds of hours researching the
relevant ICAO standards, making FOI requests, downloading ADSB data and piecing together the
reality of this 20 year project.

There are two fundamental requirements for operation of parallel runways according to ICAO Doc
9643 first published in 2004. It appears the I1AA missed these when the original routes for the 2005
EIS were drawn up. They have modified subsequent iterations of the flight paths to account for
these requirements.

1. Deconfliction of parallel simultaneous departures
2. Deconfliction of departure on one runway from the missed approach track on the parallel

§=

Figure 7 Proposed north runway departure track leaving the existing south runway departure as is .

In order to permit simultaneous departures from the two runways a 10 degree divergence must
occur within 2 nautical miles (nm) of the departure end of the runway per {CAO Doc 9643. Both the
existing (RWY28L) south runway departure track and the proposed (RWY28R) north runway
departure track are shown in yellow in Figure 7. The original green line used to create the noise
contours in the 2005 EIS was straight ahead for 5nm based on a copy-paste of the south runway. If a
steeper climb profile is specified and enforced for departures (e.g. NADP1) the original noise
footprint can be adhered to even with the 10 degree deviation.
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Figure 8 RWY28R missed approach deviates to the north to allow landing on the north runway while aircraft are departing
from the south runway

The second divergence requirement for parallel runways is that there be 30 degrees between the
departure track on one runway and the missed approach track on the other. See
https://www.dublin-north-runway.com/runway-info/missed-approach-track/ for an explanation of
the function of a missed approach track.

An immediate short-term fix is available

In order to provide this deviation to allow departures from the south runway simultaneous with
landings on the north runway (RWY28R) the missed approach track deviates as shown in Figure 8.
Note that while departure tracks are used for 100% of daily departures, missed approach tracks are
typically used for less than 0.5% of arrivals (approx. 1/day in Dublin). The procedures for this are
already in place and published. DAA could immediately swap the runway functions, departing from
the south runway and landing on the north runway using the existing procedures and stop using
the faulty and illegal flight paths over east Meath. The Technical Group does not consider this to be
the best long term solution, but it could be adopted immediately as a stop-gap until the procedure
design and promulgation exercise is completed properly.
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Figure 9 The proposed departure can co-exist with the present RWY28L departure and RWY28R missed approach

Adding our proposed departure track in Figure 9, there is no conflict between the existing RWY28R
missed approach, the existing RWY28L straight out departure and our proposed RWY28R departure
track.

Why did daa and AirNav send aircraft over East Meath?

The sole requirement that led to daa/AirNav turning 100% of departures over 30,000 people is the
insistence on landing on the south runway. It appears from the original EIS that this decision is based
on disturbance from landing noise over Portmarnock. Aircraft landing are much quieter than taking
off, so the calculation appears to be 10,000 people in Portmarnock who are represented by Fingal Co
Co must not be disturbed by landings. This made perfect sense with the 2005 departure flight path
for the north runway over empty fields, however those flight-paths have been modified and the
calculus should have changed.

To keep the lesser landing noise off 10,000 people in Portmarnock, 30,000 people in Meath who
are not represented by anyone in this process and outside the permitted noise footprints must
suffer the much greater noise pollution from take offs.

As shown in Figure 10 the existing RWY28L missed approach (white) has remained unchanged
despite a new runway being built to the north. This now outdated procedure turns aircraft into
conflict as a south runway missed approach flies right through north runway traffic, see Figure 11.
Despite this AirNav has gone out of its way never to properly examine the option of turning the
missed approach south, chiefly because it might disturb their colleagues in the Aircorp. Instead of
turning the RWY28L missed approach to the south for 1 aircraft, they chose to turn 300+ departing
flights daily along the magenta lines to the north.

We have demonstrated to daa and AirNav that it is possible to design a standards compliant RWY28L
missed approach to the south within the existing Letter of Agreement between IAA and the Military.



There is no safety, regulatory or technical reason that prevents daa from complying with the
original noise footprint from the 2005 EIS.

Changing the south runway missed approach to one of the options shown in Figure 10 and adopting
our proposed departure flight-path for the north runway would enable flexibility and maximum
efficiency from both runways without the need to turn the north runway departures. The solution
shown in Figure 12 would increase safety, while complying with the standards and regulations and
massively reducing the annoyance caused by the airport.
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Figure 10 Multiple options for the RWY28L missed approach to deviate south are available — coloured lines. Weston's
airspace stops at 2000ft. While the lines may appear to penetrate Weston’s Area of Responsibility they actually overfly it.
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Figire 11 The unsafe existing RWY28L missed approach remains in operation despite being reported to IAA and daa.
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Figure 12 Proposed solution providing maximum capacity with lowest annoyance




Appendix C — daa Publicising the 2016 Public Consultation

From North Runway Report Consultation on Flight Paths and Change to Permitted Operations -
February 2017 published by daa, it is quite clear that the public consultation was limited to Fingal
while upwards of 80% of the effects of the changed flight paths and night time operations are in
Meath.

2.6. Publicising the Consultation

2.6.1. Advertisements

There were seven advertisements placed in total, which ran in the following three titles over a two
week period:

o North County Leader

e Fingal Independent

¢ Dublin Gazette

The same advertisement also ran for a one week period in the Northside People. Taken together
these titles have a circulation of approximately 140,500 in the local community.
These advertisements contained the following information:

» Date, time and location of relevant public consultation events

¢ General North Runway information

¢ Information on the consultation topics that were to be discussed

A copy of the advertisement can be found in Appendix C

2.6.2. Posters

Posters advertising information regarding the consultation process and the associated public events
were distributed to the following local libraries and two Fingal County Council offices:
o Balbriggan Library

¢ Baldoyle Library

¢ Blanchardstown Library

¢ Donabate Library

¢ Fingal County Council, Swords

e Fingal County Council Civic Offices, Blanchardstown

e Garristown Library

o Howth Library

o Malahide Library

e Skerries Library

e Swords Library

¢ Rush Library

A copy of the poster can be found in Appendix D
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2.6.3. Leaflet Drop

33,000 leaflets were printed to advertise the consultation events and were distributed to local
communities in the environs of the airport as follows:

e Portmarnock

* Malahide

e Robswall

e Feltrim

¢ Kinsealey

e Baskin

e Stockhole

e Cloghran

e Nevinstown

e Swords

e Boroimhe




e Ridgewood

o Knocksedan

o St. Margarets Village

o Kilreesk Lane

e Dunbro Lane

o Newtown Cottages

¢ Dunsoghly

® Broghan

e Ballystrahan

¢ Skephubble

¢ Rivermeade

¢ Shallon

o Newpark

e Bishopswood

e Ward Lower

o Ward Upper

o Kilshane

¢ Hollystown

» Tyrrelstown

A copy of the leaflet can be found in Appendix E

2.6.4. Emails to Stakeholders

Emails were circulated to various stakeholder groups, informing them of the consultation process,
asking them to advise others in their areas and inviting them to provide their feedback and
viewpoints on flight paths and the Change to Permitted Operations.

These stakeholder groups included:

e 7 Residents Associations

e Elected Representatives (refer to Section 2.6.5)
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e Airport Staff, many of whom live in the Fingal area (seven internal staff briefings also took
place during the consultation period)

o Individuals who had previously made a submission to the first phase of consultation during
the summer of 2016

¢ >350 interested parties who had signed up to the online updates section of the North
Runway website by the time the consultation took place

2.6.5. Communication with Elected Representatives

Elected Representatives were engaged with in various ways throughout the consultation process and
encouraged to let constituents know about the opportunity to engage with the project. The
following activities took place:

¢ On 10wm October 2016, all Fingal County Councillors, TDs and Senators were advised of the
upcoming consultation events. This same group received a reminder of the events on 21t
October 2016

e On 17w October 2016, invitations were issued via email to all TDs and Senators in the Houses
of the QOireachtas inviting them to attend an Information Clinic on North Runway in Buswell’s
Hotel, Dublin 2 on 27t October 2016. A reminder was sent to the same group on 25t

October 2016

e Fourteen Elected Representatives attended the Information Clinic offering their viewpoints
on North Runway and Dublin Airport operations as a whole.

2.6.6. Social Media

We have an active social media presence which was utilised throughout the consultation process.
Dublin Airport has a popular Twitter page with over 195,000 followers and this account was utilised
to promote the consultation on North Runway. Three ‘tweets’ and two Facebook posts were issued
by daa to publicise the information events that were taking place in October.
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Figure 2.1 — Twitter posts
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Figure 2.2 — Facebook Posts

2.6.7. Media Coverage

Since the earliest stages of the project’s development, daa has engaged with media (local and
national) as a key channel to support project awareness and understanding and to address any
questions relating to the project or indeed to the consultation and submission process.

Media coverage specific to this consultation process is outlined below, however there has been
regular and ongoing North Runway related coverage since the decision to progress the project was
announced in April 2016.




Appendix D — Fingal Strateg’'c Develo pment
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Figure 13 Fingal Development Plan 2017-2023

This is an excerpt from the current Fingal Development Plan map showing the orange inner noise
boundary and black outer noise boundary. These along with the triangular “safety areas” all
originated in the 2005 daa EIS.

It is clear that while denying publicly any relationship between flight paths and planning permission,
daa has been quite aware that they are sending aircraft on flight paths that generate surface noise
out of the permitted noise boundaries as shown in Figure 3. The consequence of this is made clear
by Figure 13. My understanding is that daa has historically objected to planning applications within
this zone, both in Fingal and in Meath. Planning permission has been rejected within these noise
zones and other planning permission granted in areas to the north of and outside these boundaries.
Several of the latter are now directly overflown at extremely low altitude and affected by aircraft
noise.

The area to the west of the north runway has been reserved and kept sparsely inhabited for almost
20 years as the zone for departures from RWY28R to climb to altitude. It is imperative that daa is not
rewarded for its casuat disregard of environmental impact and planning permission conditions in its
operation of this runway.

Meath County Development plan

It is clear form the 2013-19 and 2021-27 plans and noise mapping that the intended fight plans and
associated noise are not in keeping with current illegal paths both by day and by night.

While permissions for dwellings within these noise areas were requested to have additional noise
insulation, and other remediation measures, at a huge additional cost, none of these dwellings are
now being flown over....

DAA submission
(see link)

https://consult.meath.ie/en/submission/mh-c5-826




At no stage were DAA honest/open/tranparent in their plans to change flight paths and no public
consultation took place, this is direct contravention of the Arhus Convention of which ireland is a
signee

The EU and its 27 Member States are all Parties to the Aarhus Convention ~ the United Nations
Economic Commission for Europe (UNECE) Convention on access to information, public participation
in decision-making and access to justice in environmental matters. It is the leading international
agreement on environmental democracy. The Aarhus Convention protects every person’s right to
live in a healthy environment. It guarantees the public three key rights on environmental issues.

Access to information refers to the public’s right to receive environmental information held by
public authorities. This includes information on

¢ the state of the environment
e policies or measures affecting the environment
o public health and safety where these are affected by the state of the environment

Public participation refers to the public’s right to participate in environmental decision-making.
Public authorities are required to allow the general public and environmental NGOs to meaningfully
participate in decision-making regarding projects affecting the environment and plans and
programmes relating to the environment.

Access to justice refers to the public’s right to review by a court or another independent body to
ensure that public authorities respect the rights to access to information and public participation,
and environmental law in general.

Red kite population — Ashbourne just one notable impact

It is my experience that the kite has disappeared over Ashbourne due to low flying aircraft. Kites are
notorious for their gliding at heights of 200m to 800m and even higher. Ashbourne was a safe space

for them and their where abouts are now unknown unless this was documented previously, there is

now no baseline should proper EIS take place. This a direct consequence of the area being overflown
and the absence of any proper study or detailed environmental impact assessment. What effect has

this had on the food chain and local biodiversity?

There is evidence online where a Councillor lan Carey.
https://www.facebook.com/iancarevGP/videos/two-red-kites-on—the-duinn—meath-
border/471677524349318/?locale=ms MY

Conclusion




None of the above details the personal stories from residents due to night flights and excessive noise
- from additional anxiety, raised blood pressure, extreme stress and flight risk from people with
dementia, additional family care and costs, varying levels of sensitivity due to autism, family
occasions ruined due to an inability to utilise gardens for social occasions, sleep deprivation and
being less productive at work.

Alan Tobin

Links

mps://meathcountvdevelopmentplan.files.wordpress.com/2015/04/11-1-dublin-airport-safetv-
zones.pdf

https://consult.meath.ie/en/consuItation/meath-adopted-countv-development-plan

https://meathcountvdevelopmentplan.fiIes.wordpress.com/2013/12/meath—deveIopment-plan-
volume-1-written-statement lowres.pdf

relates to map 11.1 pages 143/4

https://consuIt.meath.ie/en/consuItation/meath-draft-countv-deveIopment-plan/chapter/map-541—
dublin-airport-safety-zonesfull-extents

https://consult.meath.ie/en/consuItation/meath-draft-countv-deveIopment-plan/chapter/map—542-
dublin-airport-safety-zonesextents-meath

https://countydevelopmentpla nreview.meath.ie/wp-content/uploads/2021/08/Chief-Executive-
Report-on-Material-Amendments-Volume-2.pdf

see page 263/4 CEO report

https://consuIt.meath.ie/en/consuItation/meath—draft-countv-development-plan/chapter/05-
movement-strategy

See 5.12 Aviation

Section 12 — Dublin Airport Noise Zones

11.12.1 Development in Proximity to Approach Zones/Noise Zones of Airports and Airfields

Public Safety Zones, Approach zones of Dublin Airports, and noise zones associated with airport
flight operations are illustrated on Map 5.4.1 & 5.4.2. In the assessment of development within
these zones, regard shall be had to the relevant policy documents, implications of same and
consultation shall take place with the relevant authorities. Please refer to Chapter 5 Movement for
further detail.

DM POL 31: To manage noise sensitive development in Noise Zone B and Noise Zone C, where
aircraft noise may give rise to annoyance and sleep disturbance, and to ensure, where appropriate,
noise insulation is incorporated within the development.

DM POL 32:



a. To require that single residential units (urban and rural) or extensions to same are provided
with noise insulation of an appropriate standard having regard to its location within a Noise
Zone B or Noise Zone C.

b. To require non-residential noise sensitive uses or multiple residential developments within
Noise B or Noise Zone C include where appropriate, a noise impact assessment which clearly
demonstrates that relevant internal noise guidelines will be met in order to protect the
amenity of future occupants.

DM OBJ111: Development should be restricted which would give rise to conflicts with aircraft
movements on environmental or safety grounds on lands in the vicinity of Dublin Airport and on the
main flight paths serving Dublin Airport.
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Dara,

The following are the main points that are being presented to me from the communities
affected by the unauthorised changes to the flight paths out of Dublin Airport and what they
want included in the submission.

1 . They unamious want an oral hearing.

2. Despite numerous complaints the DAA are ignoring them and doing nothing to alleviate
the situation in fact the situtation is getting worse.

3. The noise and air polution are intolerable.

4. The planes are flying that low over some houses they are lighting up their rooms.

5. The houses are vibrating with the impact of the planes.

6. People cannot sleep at night and when they do get to sleep they are awoken by the noise.
7. There is documentary evidence of children having to go to bed with ear muff on in order to
get them to sleep.

8. The constant noise, vibrations and aircraft smell is affecting people's mental health . They
are in breach of the WHO guideline.

9. People cannot open their windows.

10. People cannot use their gardens.

11. Their dogs even cower at the sound of the planes.

12. The DAA Are looking to retain unauthorised flight paths.

13. The DAA are looking to expand the capacity of the airport and this will make the
situation worse.

14. There is no insulation scheme in place under the unauthorised flight paths.

15. The noise monitors are in the wrong place.

16. Air quality monitors are require under thes flight paths on the Meath size of the runways.
17. The DAA will not meet the affected communities.

18. The communities feel under siege by the DAA and ace at their wits end.

19. Many families are looking to move out of the area but their properties have been greatly
devalued as a result of this unauthorised developmet.

20. They are afraid of what the future holds for them if the DAA get approval for their
unauthorised flight paths and are allowed to intensify the traffic through the airport up to 40
million using these unauthorised flight paths.




Dara,

I also carried out an online survey re the Aircraft Noise and I'll give you a rough breakdown
of the results they might be of assistance to you.

This survey stopped on 31/10/2023 and things have gotten worse since that.
The survey over had 250 participants 232 of which wanted to be update.

93% want to be kept updated.

Under the heading :

To what degree is the increased air traffic affecting your household .

6% none at all.

2% a little .

13% a moderate amount.

46% a lot.

33% unbearable .

(232) Responses

Responses generally from Ashbourne north and south of the Church ,Ratoath,
Greenogue,Kilbride,Baltrasna, Wotton.

Hope Regis is of some help.

Regards,

Joe



