Some Points You May Wish To Include In Your Submission

Provided as a guide line only

1.

Destruction of wild life habitat on Dorrins strand is not acceptable, as it is a protected area.  Dorrin’s Strand falls within an area designated as a Special Protection Area (SPA) under the 1979 EU birds Directive, a Special Area of Conservation (SAC) under the 1992 EU Habitats Directive and a Ramsar site under the 1971 Ramsar Convention on Wetlands.   The site is afforded legal protection under the first two designations through the European communities (Natural Habitats) Regulations 1997.  It has become a vital feeding place for over wintering birds particularly the Brent Geese and this habitat will be lost. For this reason I object to this proposal going ahead.

2.

I object to this development because it would interfere with Citizens’ rights of way, evidence of which goes back centuries. There is a right of way in existence since time immemorial, enabling residents of Strandhill to access Coney Island, and those of Coney Island to access the mainland. This route is via Dorrin’s Strand, and is traditionally known as the Short Strand route. This is the same route which, has been used by generations of residents to access cockle beds off Rinn Point. This route will be blocked under the current proposals.  This proposal will also cut off access and the right of way to Killaspugbrone from the east side.  

3.

I object to this development on the grounds that it will destroy important flora and fauna colonies.

The area is a rich source of rare wild flowers and in particular the following extremely rare species can be found: Bee Orchid (Opyhrys Apifera), Fragrant Orchid (Gymnadenia Conopsea), Autumn Gentian (Gentianella Amarella), Irish Gentian (Gentianella Hibernica), Field (Gentianella Campestris), Bog Pimpernel, (Anagallis Tenella), Cudweed (Filago Lutescens), Adders Tongue Fern, Marsh Helleborine (Epipactis Palustris), Marsh Orchid (Dactylorhiza Coccinea), Pyramidal Orchid (Anacamptis Pyramidalis)

The survey contained in The Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) accompanying the Planning Application does not list all species mentioned above which means that the survey conducted is wholly inadequate and must be redone. 

Any disturbance of the wild flower colonies will result in their loss. In particular the erection of the proposed fence along the northern perimeter of the airfield will cause the loss of these extremely rare wildflowers.

4.

I object to this development because those proposing the development cannot predict the consequent effect on tidal flows and where channels will form. The highly unpredictable consequences of constructing such an enormous structure as that proposed on Dorrin’s Strand, lead to the very real fear that the access road to Coney Island would be cut off, due to the formation of a new channel. Should the eventual direction of this new channel be to the East, rather than to the West, of the tiny island known as Dunan Phadraig, then it is practically certain that the access road will be cut off, probably in the vicinity of the tenth pillar. The consequence of this to the residents of Coney Island and their tourist business would be quite catastrophic.  It will also cause extreme hardship to farmers working the land on Coney Island.   This new channel will form, despite the claims by the promoters of the project that they can force the flowing and ebbing tides through a man-made channel.

5.

There are no business plans or financial projections to indicate that the airport will be viable into the future particularly after 2011. In 2011 the substantial government grants under the Public Service Obligation (PSO) will be discontinued.   Due to the recent massive increases in oil prices and pressure on Ireland to reduce its carbon footprint, the aviation industry is under severe pressure with the future of all regional airports under threat.   This would result in the scenario that a beautiful beach and environment has been destroyed for nothing.

6.

As there is little evidence that the airport is commercially viable there is a great danger that if planning permission were given for this project we would be left tons of rock and concrete on Dorrins strand with no prospect of the strand being restored. I therefore object to planning permission being given for this development.

7.

I object to this development because of inadequate research into alternative solutions.  Under laws governing SAC’s and SPA’s there is a requirement to investigate all alternative solutions before taking the extreme action of inflicting damage on a protected area– this has not been carried out. 

8.

This is an area of recreation and safe swimming for generations and I object to any planning permission being given for this project as it would rob the community of its rights established over many years. 

9.

The channel within which it is proposed to build the new runway extension is the only safe anchorage in Strandhill. It currently accommodates up to twelve boats, including commercial and pleasure boats. It is not possibly to predict the new location and character of the channel which will result from the building of the proposed structures. Computer modelling in these situations is an inexact science, as can be verified by numerous examples worldwide. The risk that Strandhill would lose its only anchorage, with the obvious loss to commercial fishing, tourism and rescue vessels, is one which should not be contemplated

10.

I object to this development because it is contrary to the County Development Plan.

The Sligo Development Plan 2007-2011 deals very comprehensively with the subject of conservation and the environment.   References in the plan refer to protecting and enhancing plant and animal species and their habitats, maintaining and enhancing designated areas and discouraging development that would destroy sites designated for their wildlife/habitat significance including pNHA’s, SAC’s and SPA’s.  

11.

In the Strandhill Development Plan (Appendix F) it is a stated objective to preserve scenic views from the R292 road.  This proposal runs contrary to this plan. 

12

Visual impact of the proposed development has been downplayed by the developers. What is being proposed is an enormous and ugly structure and I object to planning permission being giranted until the developers produce a 3 D plan of the project and the public have had an opportunity to view it.

13.

The proposed development lies within an archaeological sensitive area and the proposed development will impact greatly on a number of known sites and possible unknown sites.

This development is in very close proximity to at least two known protected archaeological sites (27 and 36)

14.

Interference with sustainable commercial activities. The channel within which it is proposed to build the new runway extension currently supports four commercial shellfish companies, as well as a commercial fishing operation. The combined capacity of the shellfish companies is in excess of one hundred tonnes per annum of farmed clams. This is a premium export product, selling in European supermarkets at prices in excess of  €30/per Kg. This industry will be lost, if the current proposal goes ahead.

15.

The proposed platform on Dorrins Strand is planned to be 280 meters by 160 by 4.76. This calculates to be 214,000 cubic meters in its compact state. It will require in excess of 300,000 cubic meters of rock and cement to be quarried and transported to Dorrins Strand to make the platform. 

The quarrying, and transportation of this material as well as other works will impose an enormous stress on local residents who live on the delivery route and in the vicinity of Strandhill village and Dorrins Strand.

There are safety issues for local residents and visitors.  There are issues on whether local roads can take the weight and frequency of such a transportation project.

17.

I object to this development on the basis that I am unhappy with the division of duties and transparency in this case. The County Manager and 6 elected officials sit on the Board of the Airport and yet the County Manager is responsible for the management of the Planning Department within the county council offices.

18.

I object to this development because many local residents in the vicinity will suffer a depreciation in the value of their property (domestic houses) as a direct result of the construction and operation of this enlarged airport facility.

19

I object to this development because as a number of unsightly structures it will impact badly on our visually stunning landscape.  The platform, which will be 280 meters long by 160 meters wide by almost 5 meters high, would be an enormous blot on the landscape.  Added to that the proposed high level fencing and support structures for lighting will be visually obtrusive.
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