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Dear Sir/Madam

SPUJRT is a lobby group representing aviation users in Ireland. We are proposing the maximum development of aviation in Ireland, including the upgrading of Regional Airports such as Sligo to International status.

SPURT has no connection with UK based SPURT (www.unlimited-spurt.org/), which is being used as a front by a number of ill informed environmental organisations to satirise the aviation industry.

We note the public advertisement of this Environmental Impact Statement and wish to make a submission to An Bord Pleanala and to participate in the forthcoming oral hearing proceedings on Feb. 16th as entitled under Council Directive 85/337/EEC, as amended by 97/11/EC, as amended by 2003/35/EC.

We are the Irish affiliate of the UK based SPURT (see www.unlimited-spurt.org).

With regard to the individual sections of the EIS, we wish to comment as follows:

Section 2.2 - Need for the Development

The need for additional terminal facilities at Dublin Airport is desperate, not just to serve the extra aviation capacity which will be possible with the development of the soon to approved new northern parallel runway; but also just to meet additional capacity. We are however, concerned that the size of the terminal as proposed is inadequate to meet:

1. the necessary trebling of capacity of Dublin Airport

2. the other facilities required in a modem airport terminal according to current and future trends

Inadequacy of Proposed Terminal Building and Ancillary Uses

The terminal as designed could not be considered sustainable development as it is inadequate in capacity and ancillary facilities.

The terminal should be at least doubled in passenger capacity or alternatively linked to a parallel proposal for another terminal on the opposite side of Dublin Airport as suggested by Ryanair.

Even with existing capacity, the size of the terminal is inadequate and needs to be quadrupled in order to meet existing and future trends posed by terrorism and security threats and climate change.

Airports in the future are going to need massive extra security provisions in terms of passenger screening facilities.

Major extra space is required to allow for the queuing and private cubicles needed for full bodily orifice searches of all aviation passengers which will be required to meet future security requirements to meet terrorist threat of chemical explosives.

The acceleration of global climate change is resulting in significant climate instability which will massively affect the aviation industry with delays of days resulting from more regular and intense hurricane and storm conditions, including in Ireland, becoming routine.

This requires significant additional passenger recreational and stress relief facilities at airport terminals.

We would advise that the proposed Dublin Airport terminal should be quadrupled in size to accommodate the following:

· 20,000 unit sleeping capsule area which would be available on a hourly tariff basis on the model of the types of facilities found in Japan

· a 20 screen multiplex cinema complex

· 10 bowling alleys

· 1,000 space crèche facility

· a 600 bed and 200 trolley (850 total capacity) emergency medical clinic, incorporating full cardiac trauma area and two operating theatres, for 24-hour staff and surgical complement, including facility for provision of heart by-pass operations

· a choice of 20 ethnic or themed restaurants including at least one Michelin star restaurant for business travellers

· retail and shopping mall area of equivalent size to Dundrum Town Centre facility.

· kennels, sleeping and recreational areas for 100 explosives substance sniffer dogs and 100 drug sniffer dogs

· a 10,000 person capacity gym and spa area, with gym facilities, Olympic sized swimming pool, spa facilities and a minimum of 1,000 individual massage rooms and cubicles

· A business centre with teleconferencing facilities from at least 2,000 business people suffering delays

Section 6: Landside Traffic

The provisions for transportation access are inadequate. The proposal is not linked to the required level of SUV and car parking provision. The assumption in the EIS that a significant proportion of additional passenger access will be by the proposed Metro is not realistic and does not reflect the reality of passenger needs, e.g., travelling with ski equipment and accordingly needing the closest possible proximity of SUV parking to the airport check-in desk. It would also be unrealistic to expect that business travellers would use the Metro. Most business people would be using two telephones and dealing with different calls on a simultaneous basis. Some business people, like Bernard MacNamara, are well-known for being able to carry out three business telephone calls simultaneously. This can only be done in the security and privacy of the business person's own SUV or car, so that use of public transport or even taxi would not be feasible. The current Dublin Airport Authority policy in facilitating additional car parking in a wider arc around the terminal with shuttle bus link is not appropriate. Multi-storey car-parking is an integral element of any terminal. While we realise that there may be height restrictions for aviation safety in the levels to which car-parks cleared above rooftop level could go, there is unlimited underground capacity. It should be possible to provide up to ten levels of car-parking above the enlarged terminal required creating at least 70,000 extra SUV and car-parking spaces.

In addition to this, SUV drivers will be likely to have larger luggage requirements and should be facilitated with car-parking at closer distance to check-in desks and all mobility between car and SUV parking areas should be by travelator or escalator, in order to minimise the stress for passengers having to push trolleys. Larger spaces are also required for the typical modern SUV and business person's car. In areas where trolley pushing might be unavoidable, sufficient room should be provided for luggage buggies.

The road access to the terminal is inadequate, notwithstanding the opening of the Dublin Port Tunnel and initiation of the additional MSO lane.

The-Fort Tunnel should be extended:

1. In a north-westerly direction, into the proposed new multi storey car-parking area under the expanded Dublin airport terminal; and

2. In a southerly direction under the River Liffey and Sandymount Strand to the N11, with additional portal entranced from the Dun Laoighre and Carrickmines/Foxrock areas to serve the high proportion of Premium ad Business Class passengers resident in those areas.

For somebody travelling from the Dun Laoghaire/Foxrock/Carrickmines areas where so many Premium Business travellers live, it is unfair and unrealistic to expect diversion around the already over-congested M50. A direct airport access route is needed.

Section 17: Human Beings

Because of Ireland's support of the Iraq War through the use of Shannon Airport, Ireland in general and all of its airports in particular, are exposed to terrorist attacks.

The EIS is entirely deficient in addressing the issues relating to the security and welfare of human beings. Future aviation travel is going to require massive additional security measures and protection, including full body orifice searches for chemical explosives which will require all passengers to be screened through a private cubicle area. The increased delays which will arise through terrorism threat and climatic instability will require massive additional facilities to be provided at airport terminals, in order to keep down passenger stress levels.

Section 18: Climate

We are particularly concerned that the planning process is being obstructed by the activities of non-Government Environmental Organisations raising concerns such, climate change, peddling lies damaging to the development of the aviation industry and public enjoyment of air travel.

We concur with the EIS that the proposed development would have no significant impact on climate. Emissions generated by aviation are both, marginal and in any case outside the requirements of the Kyoto Protocol.

We would endorse the views of Michael O'Leary of Ryanair, that, anybody concerned about climate can give up their car and cycle instead.

The section on climate fails to recognise the mounting impact of global climate change in threatening coastal areas and tourism resorts, particularly in Africa, on the Indian Ocean and West Indies, with rising sea levels. It is desirable that as many people as possible get the opportunity to visit these resorts before they are lost or destroyed, so that the global aviation capacity should be accelerated accordingly.

Recommendations

The EIS is entirely deficient in identifying

· passenger demand

· the level of aviation increase required

· the size and level of facilities required in a modem airport terminal

· the need for integral SUV and car parking

· the need for additional direct road access to ancillary car-parking areas from premium passenger demand areas

· terrorism protection

We look forward to your consideration of this submission and to our participation in the forthcoming oral hearing.

Yours sincerely,

Kevin Cunningham

