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From:
Sent:
T c) +

Subject:

Bord

Monday 1 1 December 2023 09:43
Appeals2
FW: Observation on Additional information Submitted on Sept 14th 2023 in relation
to Application for a Proposed Relevant action under Section 34c of the Planning and
Development Act, 2000(as amended)
Observation-on-a-Planning-Appeal-Form-North_Runway - Angela & Thomas Smyth
Dec 2023.pdf

Attachments:

From: Angela Smyth <angkav@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, December 11, 2023 9:32 AM
To: Bord <bord@pleanala.ie>
Subject: Observation on Additional Information Submitted on Sept 14th 2023 in relation to Application for a
Proposed Relevant action under Section 34c of the Planning and Development Act, 2000(as amended)

To whom it may concern,
Please see attached.
Regards,
Angela Smyth
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Observation on a

Planning Appeal: Form.

Your details

1. Observer’s details (person making the observation)

If you are making the observation, write your full name and address.

If you are an agent completing the observation for someone else, write the

observer’s details:

Your full details:

(a) Name Angela & Thomas Smyth

Broughan, The Ward, Co. Dublin(b) Address

Agent’s details
2 Agent’s details

If you are an agent and are acting for someone else on this observation, please

also write your details below.

If you are not using an agent, please write “Not applicable” below.

(a) Agent’s name Not applicable

(b) Agent’s address Not applicable

Observation on a Planning Appeal:
Form - April 2019 Page 1 of 24



J

Postal address for letters

3. During the appeal process we will post information and items to you or to

your agent. For this observation, who should we write to? (Please tick J

one box only.)

You (the observer) at the 7
address in Part 1 1

The agent at the address

in Part 2

D

Details about the proposed development

4. Please provide details about the appeal you wish to make an observation

on. If you want, you can include a copy of the planning authority’s decision
as the observation details.

(a) Planning authority

(for example: Ballytown City Council)

Fingal County Council

(b) An Bord Pleanala appeal case number (if available)

(for example: ABP-300000-19)

PL06F.314485

(c) Planning authority register reference number

(for example: 18/0123)
F20A/0668

(d) Location of proposed development

(for example: 1 Main Street, Baile Fearainn, Co Abhaile)

Dublin Airport, Co Dublin

Observation on a Planning Appeal:
Form - April 2019 Page 2 of 24



Observation details

5. Please describe the grounds of your observation (planning reasons and

arguments). You can type or write them in the space below or you can

attach them separately.

I am submitting this observation following a receipt of notification from An

Bord Pleanala of the significant additional information submitted by the

applicant. Please note that as a person that has contributed an

observation on this case previously and already paid the €50 fee no new

fees are required. My observation is contained on the following pages

Observation on a Planning Appeal:
Form - April 2019 Page 3 of 24



1.0 IMPACT OF PEAK LAmax NOISE LEVELS FROM AIR TRAFFIC
MOVEMENTS (ATM) ON SLEEP

Item 1 of the Request for Further Information (RFI) issued by ABP to the
applicant on 27 April 2023 requests the following,

You are requested to assess the prci>ability of addItional awakening due to the peak La,u„ of
ATMs at nIght between 2300 and 070CXrrs for the 92 day summer average of ATIUs and airport
modes. and for the single modes oF airport operation and for the likelihood of additional
awakening s for the overall annual average number of AIMs at night. based on the approach
desaibed in the review suppoNing the WHO ENG 201 8 (Envhavnental Noise Guidelines for the
European Regiwl: A Systematic Review an Environmental Noise and the Effects on Sleep -
Intem3t}wt31 Journal of Envirwrnental Research and Public Health}

The Scenarios tested should include baseline condItions and the future operation of the airport
proposed under the current anliation

The applicant’s response to this item is contained in the document titled “Noise
Modelling Report ABP RFI 27 Apr 2023” dated 13 September 2023 by
Bickerdale AIIen Partners.

This document outlines the methodology adopted by the applicant to calculate
the number of additional awakenings across the entire population of the study
area, approximately lmillion people.

This approach is to review the problem at a project level only and effectively
dilutes the impact that will be felt by those communities being overflown at night
for the first time. I would argue that this approach is not appropriate as it does
not clearly define for those communities what the impact will be in terms of
additional awakenings for the baseline and proposed scenarios.

A more appropriate presentation of the results would be to present contours
indicating the probability of additional awakenings for each of the scenarios
presented .

Nowhere in the RFI response does it explain to me or my community how
devastating the impact will be. Instead the applicant dilutes the assessment
over a 1 million population to state that the average person in the entire study
will have a 3% chance of an additional awakening. That is simply an exercise
in hiding the real impact for those of us most affected.

I call on An Bord Pleanala to recognise the inadequacy of the information
submitted and to refuse permission on the grounds that the proposal will
seriously adversely affect thousands of people without any consideration for
effective mitigation.

Observation on a Planning Appeal:
Form - April 2019 Page 4 of 24
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2.0 SENSITIVITY TESTING OF THE POPULATION NUMBERS COVERED BY
THE NOISE CONTOUR PREDITIONS

The second point of the RFI asks the applicant to provide some assessment of
the uncertainty of their impact assessment. The wording is as follows,

To kntter understand what the consequences of uncertainty h the input data might be, or at least
the asscOated trends with such uncertainty on the area covered. and the populatlul affected by
the make cultours presented fI the El AR. You are requested to present further analysis by
sensitivity testing of-

(a) the ndse contours.

(b) the area cwered and

(c) crudally the number and type of sensItive receptws affected when assessed usIng the
signtqcance aReNa in the El AR. based m the assumptiwl of +1- 1 dBA change in the predIcted
noise levels (crudely equIvalent to an approximately 25% change in the area at the noIse
cmtours or all things being equal the number of ATMs used to calculate the noise contaIn)

The response from the applicant has prepared a series of scenarios for
comparison as follows,

•

•

•

•

2025 Predicted ldB Higher
2025 Predicted ldB Lower

2035 Predicted ldB Higher
2035 Predicted ldB Lower

For each scenario tables of the number of people exposed to either adverse or
beneficial effects of air noise are presented for each magnitude of effect listed
in the EIAR. The table compares the proposed scenario to the permitted
scenario for the tldB option being considered in each assessment year.

Table 40 of the applicants report summarises the number of people with
significant effects at night, both beneficial and adverse effects are presented.
This is reproduced here.

No. of People with Si8nifkant Effect [L,o,)
Year / Scenario

Beneficial

6.424 10. 1092025 Proposed

9.163 12.5752025 Proposed {+1 dB(A})

2025 Proposed [-1 dB(A)} 7.8073.846

1852035 Proposed

2035 Proposed (+1 dB(A)} 208

1702035 Proposed {.1 dB(A))

Table +O: sentficam Effects bY ScenarIo (1,+,.)

Focusing on the 2035 scenarios it is clear to see that the proposed Relevant
Action will have significantly more adverse effects than beneficial effects. The
figures also show that if the applicants modelling is inaccurate to the tune of
1 dB the number of people affected increases significantly of the order of 22%.

Observation on a Planning Appeal:
Form - April 2019 Page 5 of 24



I would direct the inspector to the noise monitoring report attached to this
document which demonstrates the inaccuracy of the applicants modelling.

Furthermore, the number of people that are Very Significantly or Profoundly
affected by night noise as a result of the proposed Relevant Action is
astonishing. For the 2034 +ldB scenario Table 29 of the applicant’s report
shows that 515 people will be very significantly affected and 156 people will be
profoundly affected.

Based on the information in the documents I will be one of the people profoundly
affected. Referring to the EPA document from 2022 Guidelines on the
information to be contained in Environmental Impact Assessment Reports \
found Table 3.4 which is reproduced here.

Observation on a Planning Appeal:
Form - April 2019 Page 6 of 24



EavbBflnontal InjHct A86+sult•a1 RIKts 1 13udottlcq

Table 3.4 Dexrlptioas of Effects

QuaIIty of Effects
It 6 Important to Ink)rm the non
9eaahst reader wtnther an effect is
paltrw, negatIve or rnutral.

PosItIve Effects

A change WhICh lmprons tIn qudlty of the envlronnent
(for example, by Incrnas,ng specIes th'nrvty, or +mprwlng

tIn nprcxluchw capacIty of an ecosystem. or tW nrrwng
nu6arues or ImprovIng amenItIes)

Neutral Effects

No effects or effects that are lmperapObIe. WIthIn rwnul
tDunds of v&latlul or WIthIn the mar9tn of forec&tIng Bror

N&gatlve/Acherse Effects

A change WhICh edt£es tIe qudlty cH the envlronnnnt
(fu exampk. lessenIng spaces civernty or dImInISh,ng the
refxrxhctNe apaaty of m ecosystem. or chnuglng tuatth or
property or by caUSIng nuisance).

[}escdbln,9 the SIgnIfIcance of
Effects
SlgnlflcarRe' IS a culcefH that cal
hae dlfhrent rneanlngs far dlffeent
loptcs - in the absena of spetrf£
def atolls br dlfhfent toNS the
k)llmlng deflnlUor6 may tn uuful
(dsa see [ntunvvru SaUf£XEd

Impeneptible
An effect @able of neuurement but walnut SIgnIfIcant
c(xtw;ueflces

Not Slgnlfkant
An dfect WhICh cases IDbaable changes in the CtWXtB of
ttn erwlronment tXJt wrthalt 9gnfrxlt cannWences

Slidrt Effects

An effect WhICh cases rntlaable dlal9u n the cturxtn cH
tIe erwlronannt WIth)ut affectIng ItS nasdlvltlos

An dfect that alters tIe chxacter of the envlronrrnnt #1 a
martini tha IS cor61stent WIth exIstIng and emergdN baseIIne
trentb

Moderate Effects

SignIfIcant Effects

An effect WhICh, tv ItS dIarartu. nugnIELIde. durallul or

ntennty. alters a sengtlve aqiea c# the erw#onment.

V+ry SlgnKkant

An effect WhICh, tw ItS character. nugnltude. durahm or
Intensity. gplflantly alters #ust c# a nasltlve asIncI of tIe
envlIDnment

Profound Effects

An effect WhICh obhtBates sertgDve cturactenstlcs

nucHblnq the Extent and
Cbntext of Effects

CuRed can affect the perceptIal
of ggnlhcance it IS mputant k)
estabIISh if the efkct is unlqu or.

pertufn. coIunonly or w£rea,ndy
expenencnJ.

DescrIbe the SIze of the area. the mmber d SItes and the
propahul of a populatIon affecred tY an dfut

Context

l:kscnbe whether the extnlt, ctJratlon or frequency WIll a>rdarn
or cultrast WIth estabIIShed ltnsellne} aondltlons (6 it the
bIggest. longest effect every)

How can this be reconciled against the original grant of permission for the North
Runway by An Bord Pleanala where the decision to grant permission included
the following statement,

(1) there would be no significant deterioration in noise conditions at night
time in the vicinity of the airport due to the proposed Option 7b
operating mode for the runways (non-use of new runway and of cross
runway at night) and the restriction on night time aircraft movements
by way of condition,

Observation on a Planning Appeal:
Form - April 2019 Page 7 of 24



This relevant action will not only introduce a significant deterioration in noise
conditions to many areas in the vicinity of the airport it will profoundly obliterate
the peaceful night-time environment that my family and I have enjoyed to date.
There can be no option but to refuse this permission on the basis that it
fundamentally alters the conditions on which the North Runway was permitted
in the first place. Had the applicant presented such profound negative impacts
during the original planning application the entire North Runway project would
have been rejected. Applying this logic, it should be refused now.

3.0 BASELINE YEARS ASSUMED IN THE ASSESSMENT

The third and final point in the RFI is regarding the baseline year chosen for the
assessment. The applicant was asked to comment on the following

a) the baseline figures for 2019 were not used for the purposes of analysis

b) When prior to 2018 were the annual and 92 day summer period numbers of ATMs last
more than 25% below those in 2018. and

c) if the numbers of ATMs were last more than 25% below those in 2018 after the Northern
runway came into use, what would be the difference in terms of the number of dwellings
and persons likely to experience an increase in L,u„, to over 50 dBA and 55 dBA
compared to the numbers presented in the EIAR

The response to part a) of the request is brief and does not provide a very clear
rationale for why 2019 was not chosen.

One obvious reason why the applicant may have chosen not to use 2019 is that
in that year Dublin Airport carried more than the permitted 32mitlion passengers
at the airport. This breach of a planning condition that is attached to the grant
of permission for Terminal 2 could explain why the applicant chose not to use
2019

Despite this choice it is notable that the Noise Abatement Objective (NAO) for
Dublin Airport set by the Aircraft Noise Competent Authority (ANCA) does
choose 2019 as the baseline. The main criteria defined in the NAO are:

The number of people highly sleep disturbed and highly annoyed shall
reduce so that compared to conditions in 2019.

•

•

•

•

The number of people highly sleep disturbed and highly annoyed in 2030
shall reduce by 30% compared to 2019,
The number of people highly sleep disturbed and highly annoyed in 2035
shall reduce by 40% compared to 2019

The number of people highly sleep disturbed and highly annoyed in 2040
shall reduce by 50% compared to 2019 and,
The number of people exposed to aircraft noise above 55 dB Lnight and
65 dB Lden shall be reduced compared to 2019.

Observation on a Planning Appeal:
Form - April 2019 Page 8 of 24



It is interesting to note that if ANCA adopted 2018 as the baseline year as the
applicant has it would have made it next to impossible for the NAO to be met.
Reducing the population exposure levels by 30% compared to 2018 would set
a much more onerous target for the NAO. However, by choosing 2019 which
was the busiest and noisiest year on record for Dublin Airport the NAO
objectives are more achievable.

In relation to parts b) and c) of the RFI the applicant presents in Table 43 the
population exposed to different night noise levels for a variety of scenarios,
including a scenario where the proposed relevant action has 25% fewer flights
than the applicants forecasts in the EIAR. This table is reproduced here.

Table 43: Exposed Population at Ni8ttt bv Scenario and Contour

In analysing this table it is worth noting that when the applicant presents a
“Permitted” scenario that will apply the restrictions under Condition 5 of the
current North Runway planning permission. In other words, the permitted
scenarios only have an average of 65 flights per night at the airport.

Of course, this is not something that is actually happening at Dublin Airport. In
fact Table 41 in the applicants document details the actual number of night time
flights at Dublin Airport in the years between 2014 and 2018. The table is
reproduced here.

Year / Scenario
N©ht Mavernents

Summer

27,896 8,755

6,566

8.68327,287

24.753 7.800

7.07322,546

19,576 6.253

Table 41: Past Night Movements

Dividing the summer time night movements by 92 will determine the average
number of night-time flights in each year as follows:

• 2014-68

Observation on a Planning Appeal:
Form - April 2019 Page 9 of 24
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+ 2015-77
• 2016-85
• 2017-94
• 2018-95

It is also known that in 2023 the average number of night flights for the summer
period was of the order of 1 12. In the 11 years since 2014 the number of night
flights at Dublin Airport has increased by 165%. There has been no attempt by
the applicant to comply with Condition 5 since the North Runway opened. The
summer 2024 slot allocation process has given the applicant the same number
of night flights for 2024 as they had in 2023.

Therefore, the permitted scenarios presented in the EIAR are fiction and do not
represent reality. The applicant has not complied with the conditions it seeks to
remove. It is therefore now applying for retention and the current application
should be declared invalid.

4.0 SUPPLEMENTAL EIAR CHAPTERS

In addition to the response to the RFI the applicant has also submitted
supplemental EIAR chapters. The applicant describes the changes addressed
in the supplemental EtAR chapters as follows:

1.2

1 2.1

Changes addressed by this EIAR Supplement

The &plicant has khntiBed a number af changes tInt have taken place sane SepterTt>er 2Q21 that
could affect tIn findings of the environmental assmsmuds pnwMed in the Septerntnr 2021 EI AR
TtIese ctunges include:

•

•

•

•

•

actual nightpaths from North Runway upon commenoement differing from assumed fllghtpaths
used for mcxtelling/assessment purposes in the 2021 EIAFt

updated air traffic forecast data:

earlier fbet modemisatbn;

the North Runway becwning operational h August 2{}22; and

other 'pas sage of time changes' that include chulges to the environmental baseline mndition3
and changes to relevant avi8tiul. planning and errvironrnental legislation . policy. guidarne and
best practin

4.1 Flight Paths

The first item on this list is flight paths. The applicant is confirming here to the
inspector that changes to the flight paths require a change to the EIAR
submitted. This is obvious as when the flight paths change the noise impacts
change.

However, the applicant fails to point out that the flight paths they are now
presented as being permitted are in fact significantly different to those used for
the original North Runway EIS.

Observation on a Planning Appeal:
Form - April 2019 Page 10 of 24
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Logic would therefore dictate that if a new EIAR is required for differences in
flight paths since the Relevant Action was first submitted to Fingal County
Council then a new EIAR is also required to assess the impact of changing the
original 2004 EIS flight paths.

Clearly changing the 2004 EIS flight paths will result in a change to the noise
contours being calculated using those flight paths. As a result, there are now
areas being overflown by North Runway departures to the west which were
never assessed in the original EIS. To illustrate this the following images
present first the original EIS LA,q,16h, noise contours for the 2025 scenario1
followed by the LA,q,16h, contours for the proposed development in 2025 as part
of the supplemental EIAR2. The subsequent images present comparisons of
the 63dB LA,q,16h, and 54dB LA,q,16h, noise contours with the noise contours from
the supplemental EIAR for the 2025 scenario overlaid with the original EIS 2025
noise contours produced .

As submitted in March 2007 to ABP in the document Reponse to Information Request by An
Bord Pleanala of 9th January 2007 An Bord Pleanala Reference: PL 06F.217429

2 Figure 13C-1 1 of the Supplementary EIAR submitted in September 2023

Observation on a Planning Appeal:
Form - April 2019 Page 11 of 24
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The preceding images illustrate clearly how the Relevant Action proposal and
the flight paths which this application presents as permitted, fundamentally
change the areas that experience aviation noise from North Runway activities.

There is no presentation of the significance of the noise increase as a result of
these new flight paths. Instead the applicant presents various “Permitted”
scenarios in the EIAR which also use these new flight paths.

There is a fundamental error in the applicant’s approach to determine the
significance of the proposed development. They are comparing “Permitted” to
“Proposed” scenarios that both use the new flight paths that are different to the
paths used in the original EIS.

This underestimates the significance of the change in noise environment for all
communities and dwellings under the new flight paths, including my own home.

4.2 Accuracy

The applicant has not provided adequate information to validate the accuracy
of their noise calculations. Appendix 13B of the Supplementary EIAR discusses
how the model was validated by comparing calculated levels to measured
levels at three fixed Noise Monitoring Terminals (NMT) namely 1, 2 and 20
which additional data from an unnamed mobile NMT that was placed under the
North Runway flight paths.

This exercise is a revision of an earlier exercise carried out in the original EIAR
submitted with the Relevant Action application.

A few points of note here,

•

•

•

•

NMTs 1, 2 and 20 are located under the flight paths from the South
Runway which are straight out and not banking severely.
The mobile NMT is in an unknown location. No data is presented in the
EIAR for measurements at this location

Table 13B-12 presents modifications to the source emission values for
the aircraft used in the model, separated into arrivals and departures.
It is interesting to compare the modifications in the supplementary EIAR
to those presented in the EIAR under appeal which were presented in
Table 13B-15 of that EIAR. Note that in the original EIAR the
modifications were determined using NMTs 1, 2 and 20 also.
The modifications increase by up to 4.ldB for some aircraft types
(A320neo) indicating that the addition of the mobile NMT under the
North Runway flight path is having a significant impact on the
modifications required to the aircraft noise model.

•
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Table 138.15: M(x#ficatnns to AEDT Default AssumptIons

Arrivals Departures

Ainnn TUn AEDT Type 447;gBa AEDT Type ProNe Aq:Bunt
AnG A30G622R .3.1 A30G622R 30KFr +0.6

A319 A31SI 31 -1.4 A319-1 31 30Kn +0.9

A320 A320-211 4.7 A320-21 1 USER -l.3
A320nm A320-21 1 .2.0 A320-21 1 USER -3.2

A321 A321 .232 W A321 -232 USER 4.5
A332 A33040 1 -1.3 A330301 30KFr .1.1

A333 A330-301 .1.1 A330-301 30KFr .0.8
ATR72 SD330 + 1.5 SD330 30(n n +0.11)1

8734 737400 +0.4 737400 30Kn al
8738 737800 -2.7 737800 USER -1 .2

B738MAX 7878nnx .3.0 7378max USER -1.5

8752 757RR 4.4 757RR 30KFr -2.3

8772 777200 +0.2 7r7200 30KFr +1_5

8773 7r7300 4.8 777300 30KFr -2.4

8787 7878R 4.3 7878R 30KFr +0. 1
E190 EMB 190 4.8 EMD 190 30KFr +0_5

RJ85 8AE146 .3.3 BAE 146 30(Fr 1) .1.6

DH4rtl SD330 O DHC6 30KFr Tl 0
' ’! Ttu DH4 type was not valkJated due b insufficient results. Ttn moddkd AEDT types are based on BAP's
exWrMIce of this aircraft d other &iqxxt8 wtnn it opaate8 nme hequ6nth as itn ddaItt AEDT wggnted type of
DHC8:n typhalty lexis to signtfx:ant under-Hedktion cf roBe levels.
q Maxirmm aERude limited to AEDT alallated max for in AEDT typo
-1 Ths airaaft don rH routinely dq>art over NMT20 as it hms More reactIng it v8lkldx>n has tFnrefore been
based solely on rrnasued results fInn NMTs 1 & 2

Table 13&12: Modifications to AEDT Default Assumptions

AlrcraR Type
AITlvals

AEDT Type AdJustment (dB)

AnG622R 4.0
A31 B131 0.8

A32G21 1 4.6

A32@27 IN 0.0

A32 1-232 4.5

A32GZ7 IN +0,3

A33G301 4.7
A3SG941 O.4

ATR72-212A +3.5

737400 +0.6

737800 4.8
757RR +0, 1
767300 -1 .8

767400 +1.2

777200 +0.5

777300 4.4
7878R +0_2

7378MAX O. I

EMB 190 4.8

Departures
AEDT Type AdJustment (dB)

A3mO -1 .4
A319-131 +1.8

A32G21 1 +0.2

A320Q71 N +0.9

A321-232 +0.9

A3: :-= T : ',J +1.9

A33G301 4.2
A35a94 1 +0.9

ATR7:-= ' :A +3. 1

737400 -1 .0

737800 0.0

757RR +1.1

767300 -2.9

767400 +3.2

777200 +4.0

777300 -2.1

7878R +2.7

737aIAX +1 .3

EMB 190 +1 .1

Airbus A30a6(x3

Airbus A319

Airbus A320

Airbus A320neo

Airbus A321

Airbus A:321 neo

Airbus A33Cb31X)

Airbus A350

ATR 72

Boeing 737400

Boeing 737a)o

Boeing 757-200

Boeing 767-:X30

Boeing 767400

Boeing 777-200

Boeing 777-300

Boeing 787

Boeing 737 MAX 8
Emtxaer E190

It is questionable that a single validation point under the North Runway night
paths is adequate to accurately determine the modifications required to achieve
accurate results.
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The applicant has had since August 2022 when the North Runway opened to
carry out monitoring and justify the accuracy of their models. They have not
done this despite the huge community reaction to the noise and the associated
media coverage. It is implausible the applicant was not aware of the concerns
being raised and yet they have done nothing to convince the planning authority
that their predictions are accurate. I therefore ask the inspector to consider the
validity of the noise predictions presented to the board and to refuse permission
on the basis that sufficient accuracy cannot be determined.

4.3 Significance and Description of Effects

Referring to the EPA document from 2022 Guidelines on the information to he
contained in Environmental Impact Assessment Reports I found Table 3.5
which is reproduced here.
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Table 3.5 Checklist for Information Required to Describe Effects

ETAILED QUESTIONS
TO DFrERMiNE WHETHER THE EIAn HAS.

•

a Magnitude and spatial
extent of the effects

J clarIfIed the size and scale of the effects?

a Indicated the spatIal extent of the effects {WIll some, much or all
the areas be affected)?

J IdentIfIed the receptors WhICh will be affected. IndIcatIng theIr
sensitIVIty and signIfIcance?

b. Nature of the effects J

J
J

clarIfIed WhICh part of the envIronment will be affected and how
SIgnifIcantly?

identIfIed the aspect of the envIronment affected ?

deunbed whether the effects are posItIve, neutral or negatIve?

c. Transboundary nature
of the affects

J Indicated the spatIal extent of the transboundary effects (WII
some. much or all of the jurISdIctIon be affected)?

d, Intensity and
complexity of the
effects

a

a

J

quantIfIed the amount or IntensIty by which the character/quaIIty
of any envtronrnental fat:tDI WIll ctnnge?

ckxrlb ed the degree of change (e.q, !rnperceptibJe, SIIght or

SIgnIfIcant}?

IdentIfIed the 9gnlflcance of the effect [e_g. profound or
InsIgnifIcant]

e. Probability of the
effects

J estabIIShed the level of certaInty of the aswssrnent's fIndIngs?

J highIIghted consequence that cannot be determined?

f . Exp8eted onset,
duration, frequency
and reversibiltty of the
effects

J

a

J

stated whether the effects WIll En contInuous, IntermIttent or
occasIonal?

IndIcated whether the effects wil be temporary. short. medIum or
long-term?

hIghIIghted irreversIble effects?

g Cumulation of the
effects with the effects
of other existing and I
or approved projects

J described cumulative effects?

J consIdered cumulatIve effects due to curnulatlon of effects WIth

those of other projects that are exIstIng or are approved but not
yet bUIlt or operatIonal?

h. Possibility of
effectively reducing the
effects

J Indicated whether the eFfects can tn mItIgated?

J stated whether compensatIon is avaIlable. Fnsslble or acceptable?

This table provides a checklist for the information required to be included as per
Annex III of Directive 2014/52/EU. Taking each step into account I have queried
whether the EIAR has in fact answered each question.
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Criteria Detailed Question – to determine
whether the EIAR has:
No comment – addres ma.

b.
Ca

Magnitude and spatial extent of
the effects
Naluie if the e+ficti
Transboundary natura dft M
effects

No comment– addFisgaiiilhid©+
Impacts extend into a.MIMM&[
the assessment does not refer to the
Meath County Development plan or the
Meath Noise Action Plan.
No comment – adcfFisMrlh8 dAIa InierisiTy anicb tin) ii©8fth;

effects
e. Probability o+ttleefiecis No discussion iii M nRa–IAg

accuracy of the noise modelling. As per
the discussion in Section 4.2 of this
submission there are serious concerns
around the accuracy of the applicants
models.
This is not discussedat alf in hoT cie&
to the lay person that the effects will be
lermanent and irreversible.

Cumulative effects on humah hellih Jsa
result of air noise, ground noise and air
quality are not presented.

f.

g.

Expected oriset, a thaME
frequency and reversibility of
the effects
Cumulation of the effecis of
other existing and/or approved
projects

Cumulative effect of air noise of the
relevant action and the future
development plans at Dublin Airport as
described in Chapter 22 of the
supplementary EIAR are not presented.
There is a risk of project splitting
occurring as a result and the true impact
on communities being under estimated .
MgmDrd)& abit hi -ii)ili8iFills
limited to a grant towards insulating
bedrooms only.

h. Possibly of effectively reducing
the effects

There is no map indicating which
properties will receive mitigation .

There is no discussion on the

effectiveness of this mitigation for the
worst affected people (there are
hundreds of profoundly affected people).

There is no discussion of other mitigation
measures. For example the North
Runway parent permission has a
voluntary purchase scheme due to
exposure to daytime noise, a similar
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scheme is required for those exposed to
}ignificant levels of r+gb!-tim9_DQ[sS. J

I ask the inspector to closely examine the EIAR submitted and where it is found
that there is a lack of compliance with the required information to be contained
in an EIAR that permission should be refused.

4.4 Lack of Suitable Mitigation

According to the EPA an EIAR should include,

'A description of the measures envisaged to avoid, prevent, reduce or, if
possible, offset any identified significant adverse effects on the
environment and, where appropriate, of any proposed monitoring
arrangements (for example the preparation of a post-project analysis).
That description should explain the extent, to which significant adverse
effects on the environment are avoided, prevented, reduced or offset,
and should cover both the construction and operational phases.’

The applicant has offered no mitigation options to avoid, prevent or offset the
significant adverse impacts. Instead the applicant proposes two noise
mitigation measures in their application,

• A grant towards insulating bedrooms
• Noise monitoring framework

Taking the second measured first, noise monitoring framework will not reduce
the noise level and is therefore simply not a mitigation measure. It should be
disregarded as being ineffective.

The insulation scheme is also considered inadequate for several reasons as
follows,

•

•

•

e

It is not providing adequate mitigation to remove the significant adverse
impact
Insulation is simply not effective to reduce the night-noise impacts for the
very significant and profoundly affected areas, such as my property
Insulation requires that homes are permanently sealed from the outside
world, no longer can people enjoy sleeping with the windows open on a
summers night
Insulation may be adequate for some areas exposed to lower levels of
noise, however, it is a grant rather than paying fully for the required
insulation, why should homes that find themselves exposed to night
noise when for decades the understanding was there that the North
Runway could not be used at night have to contribute anything towards
insulation?
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The clear omission by the applicant is any discussion of what would be
considered an unacceptable noise impact at night. Clearly by definition a
profound noise impact will obliterate the sensitive characteristics of a persons
environment. The only option to mitigate that level of impact is to move those
people away from the noise.

The applicant has failed to consider a voluntary purchase scheme based on
night noise or a relocation scheme where residents are moved from the noise
to another similar home away from the high noise.

This failure to consider the option of offsetting the impacts as part of mitigation
demonstrates how the EIAR submitted fails to meet the requirements of the EIA
directive and the applicant should be refused permission.

4.5 Alternatives

The EIA directive requires and EIAR to contain,

'A description of the reasonable alternatives (for example in terms of
project design, technology, location, size and scale) studied by the
developer, which are relevant to the proposed project and its specific
characteristics, and an indication of the main reasons for selecting the
chosen option, including a comparison of the environmental effects.’

In this instance I contend that the applicant has failed to consider the
reasonable alternatives for how the airport could operate with parallel runways.

Firstly, the Applicant’s Do Nothing scenario is flawed as it is based on flight
paths that are different to those assessed as part of the original EIS in 2007
and no subsequent application has sought to alter those flight paths.

Secondly the Applicant’s assessment of alternative modes of operation fails to
consider the assessment of alternative flight paths, crucially failing to recognise
the significance of how altering the flight paths used in the original EIS without
any assessment of the environmental impact of that change is a serious flaw.
One alternative that was presented in a PrimeTime investigation was to allow
straight out departures to the West from the North Runway while ensuring that
go arounds landing on the South Runway turned to the south to achieve the
required separation between flight paths. This option is not even assessed in
the EIAR despite the fact that it would allow the applicant to operate the runway
as per the flight paths presented in the original EIS granted permission in 2007.

Thirdly, the Applicant fails to consider reasonable alternative mitigation
measures as already discussed in Section 4.4 such as voluntary purchase,
relocation etc.

The failure to consider reasonable alternatives comprehensively is a failure to
meet the requirements of the EIA directive and the applicant should be refused
permISSIon.
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4.6 Participation and Notification

The Relevant Action application has been made under Section 34C of the
Planning and Development Act 2000. The decision to grant permission by
Fingal County Council has been appealed under Section 37 of the Planning
and Development Act 2000. However, as the original application was made
under Section 34C the appeal must in addition to Section 37 also comply with
Section 37R as defined in the Aircraft Noise (Dublin Airport) Regulation Act
20193. Part 2 of Section 37R states (emphasis added in bold),

“(2) For the purposes of a relevant appeal, the reference in section
37(1) to 'any person who made submissions or observations in
writing in relation to the planning application to the planning
authority’ includes any person who made submissions or
observations in writing referred to in section 34B(11)(c) or
340(12)(c) to the competent authority in relation to the draft
regulatory decision or related report referred to in section
34B(9) or (10), as the case may be, or section 34C(10) or (1 1 ), as
the case may be.”

This requires that all persons that made submissions to the ANCA regulatory
decision also be notified of the appeal process. It is unclear whether this has
been completed correctly and there is anecdotal evidence of friends and
neighbours who made submissions on the draft regulatory decision who have
not been informed by the planning authority of the appeal process under
Section 37.

The inspector can review the public consultation portal for the draft regulatory
decision here https://consult .finqal .ie/en/consultation/aircraft-noise-
consultation where there is a record of all 1382 submissions made

In the event that these individuals were not informed correctly of the decisions
of the planning authority and therefore missed the opportunity to submit an
appeal there may be grounds for declaring the application invalid.

4.7 Oral Hearing

On 3’d October 2023 a letter was issued by An Bord Pleanala confirming that
there would not be an oral hearing for this case, despite the request by many
appellants for a hearing.

Following the receipt of the significant additional information submitted by the
applicant, I request that the Bord reconsider this decision and hold an oral
hearing. It is clear to me that this particular appeal meets the criterion on the
Bord Pleanala website for which an oral hearing may be held for,

3 https://www.irishstatutebook.ie/eli/201 9/act/12/section/12/enacted/en/html#sec1 2
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“appeal cases which are complex or where significant national, regional
or local issues arise”

This appeal case is hugely complex, is having significant adverse impacts on a
local and regional level and our communities deserve the opportunity to
question the applicant directly at an oral hearing.
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