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James S_weeney

From:
Sent:

To:

Subject:

James Sweeney
Monday 16 September 2024 15:24
Planning Appeals
Appeal

Hi

The Board has received an appeal dated 16/9/24 from a third party in relation to your reference F23A/0636

In order for the Board to validate this appeal, can you please confirm the following;

1. Your date of decision

2. Name and Address of Applicant

3. Name and Address of Agent (if any):

4. Full Development Description

5. If an EIAR was submitted with the planning application at any stage?

6. If an NIS was submitted with this planning application at any stage?

7. If this planning application is for an LRD (Large Residential Development) or if it is for Normal
Planning Application?

Please note our reference is ABP-320815-24.

Kind Regards,
James
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An
Bord
Pleanala Planning Appeal

Your details

1. Appellant’s details (person making the appeal)
your full details:

(a) Name Liam O’Gradaigh

(obo SMTW Environmental DAC)

(b) Address C/O

Ward Cross, The Ward, Co Dublin

Agent’s details

2. Agent’s details (if applicable)

If an agent is acting for you, please also provide their details below. If you

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

(a) Agent’s name Not applicable

(b) Agent’s address ;

Planning Appeal Form
April 2019 Page 1 of 6
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[ Postal address for letters

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

agent. For this appeal, who should we write to? (Please tick / one box

only .)

You (the appellant) at the

address in Part 1
The agent at the address in

Part 2

Details about the proposed development

4. Please provide details about the planning authority decision you wish to

appeal. If you want, you can include a copy of the planning authority’s

decision as the appeal details.

(a) Planning authority

(for example: Ballytown City Council)

Fingal County Council

(b) Planning authority register reference number

(for example: 18/0123)

F23A/0636

(c) Location of proposed development

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

Dublin Airport

Planning Appeal Form
April 2019 Page 3 of 6
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' Appeal details

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

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

attach them separately.

Please find attached details of the appeal

Planning Appeal Form
April 2019 Page 4 of 6
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' Supporting material

6. If you wish you can include supporting materials with your appeal.

Supporting materials include:

•

•

•

e

•

e

•

photographs,

plans,

suIveys,

drawings,

digital videos or DVDs,

technical guidance, or

other supporting materials.

Acknowledgement from planning authority
(third party appeals)

7. If you are making a third party appeal, you must include the

acknowledgment document that the planning authority gave to you to

confirm you made a submission to it.

Fee

8. You must make sure that the correct fee is included with your appeal.

You can find out the correct fee to include in our Fees and Charges Guide

on our website

Planning Appeal Form
April 2019 Page 5 of 6
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r Oral hearing request

9. If you wish to request the Board to hold an oral hearing on your appeal,

please tick the “yes, I wish to request an oral hearing” box below.

Please note you will have to pay an additional non-refundable fee of

€50. You can find information on how to make this request on our

website or by contacting us.

If you do not wish to request an oral hearing, please tick the “No, 1 do not

wish to request an oral hearing” box.

Yes, I wish to request an oral hearing D

No, 1 do not wish to request an oral hearing V

Plainr)
English

NALA has awarded this document its Plain English Mark

Last updated: April 2019.
Approved by NALA

Planning Appeal Form
April 2019 Page 6 of 6
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:omhairle Contae Fhine Gall
Fingal County Council

An Roinn um Plean6il agus
Infrastruchtar Strait6iseach
Planning and Strategic
Infrastructure Department /p–-

Liam O'Gradaigh obo SMTW Environmental DAC
Ward Cross
The Ward
Co Dublin
D1 1 TX25

Date: 31 July, 2024

ACKNOWLEDGEMENT of RECEIPT of SUBMISSION or OBSERVATION on a
PLANNING APPLICATION

THIS IS AN IMPORTANT DOCUMENT!

KEEP THIS DOCUMENT SAFELY, YOU WILL BE REQUIRED TO PRODUCE THIS
ACKNOWLEDGEMENT TO AN BORD PLEANALA IF YOU WISH TO APPEAL THE

DECISION OF THE PLANNING AUTHORITY. IT IS THE ONLY FORM OF EVIDENCE

WHICH WILL BE ACCEPTED BY AN BORD PLEANALA THAT A SUBMISSION OR
OBSERVATION HAS BEEN MADE TO THE PLANNING AUTHORITY ON THE
PLANNING APPLICATION.

PLANNING AUTHORITY NAME: FINGAL COUNTY COUNCIL

PLANNING APPLICATION REFERENCE NO F23A/0636

A submission/observation has been received from Liam O'Gradaigh obo
SMTW Environmental DAC, in relation to the above planning application.

The appropriate fee of €20.00 has been paid. (Fee not applicable to prescribed
bodies).

The submission/observation is in accordance with the appropriate provisions of
the Planning and Development Regulations, 2001 -2013 and will be taken into
account by the Planning Authority in its determination of the planning
application.

9 afLat JKxwiw@
for Senior Executive Officer

Swords OFfice: Al'as an Ctrontae So£ d. FIne GaII, Co. Bhalle Attrd Cliath / County Hall, Swords, FinE,11. Co. Dublin Kb7 X8YA
Contact Details: Regia IV (01 ) 890 5541 / Decl$1011s (01 ) 890 5670 / ApFi,-dIs (01 ) 890 5724

e: planning@ftngal.ie www.fingal.ie
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In the townlands of Pickardstown, Coultry, Huntsown, Forrest Great,
Forrest Little, and Collinstown; and to the east of the airfield in the
townlands of Cloghran, Corballis, Commons, Toberbunny, Stockhole
and Clonshagh.
The proposed development includes upgrades to existing drainage
infrastructure and construction of additional drainage infrastructure
to improve performance of the surface water management system
at Dublin Airport and will consist of:
a. a contamination detection and response (CD&R) system
comprising detection devices, network decision points (DPs), control
kiosks, and ancillary infrastructure including local access roads, local
drainage and communications and power ducts;
b. clean water supply pipelines consisting of large diameter
trunk pipelines;
c. airfield contaminated pipelines consisting of large diameter
trunk pipelines;

d. upgrades to the West Apron surface water collection network
including reconfiguration of the existing network, construction of an
underground attenuation tank, installation of a local CD&R system,
network DPs and a control kiosks, construction of an underground
pollution storage tank, a pumping station, and ancillary
development including local ductwork, local access roads and local
drainage;
e. upgrades to the existing surface water collection network in
the vicinity of the South Apron including reconfiguration of the
existing network, construction of network DPs, upgrade of the
existing flow diversion structure (FDS) and reconfiguration of the
existing Cuckoo supply channel;
f. a central pollution control facility (CPCF) consisting of
underground pollution control storage tanks, a pumping station, a
discharge pipeline to the Uisce Eireann network, mechanical and
electrical equipment, a control building, an electrical substation, and
ancillary development including a local access road, enhanced flood
bund, local drainage and ducting;

Development:

F23A/0636
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g. a CPCF pipeline consisting of a large diameter trunk pipeline;
h. a central supervisory control and data acquisition (SCADA)

system comprising kiosks and associated electrical power and signal
connections;

i. repurposing of the central section of the existing Airfield
Trunk Culvert (ATC) as a contaminated pipeline; and
j. ancillary and associated development including pipework,
mechanical and electrical service connections and upgrades,
temporary compounds and site works.
This planning application is accompanied by an Environmental
Impact Assessment Report and Natura
Impact Statement.

Al received 13/06/24
SAI received 27/06/24

Location: Dublin Airport, Swords, Co. Dublin

Area: Swords

Applicant: DAA plc

Application Type: Permission

Date Received: 27 June, 2024

THIS IS AN IMPORTANT DOCUMENT!

KEEP THIS DOCUMENT SAFELY, YOU WILL BE REQUIRED TO PRODUCE THIS
ACKNOWLEDGEMENT TO AN BORD PLEANALA IF YOU WISH TO APPEAL THE DECISION OF

THE PLANNING AUTHORITY

F23A/0636
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Please note that all planning applications, including
submissions/objections will be published on the Council's website.

1--23 A/0636



(. SMTW Environmental DAC

c/o Ward Cross
The Ward
Co Dublin

An Bord Pleanala,
64 Marlborough Street,
Dublin 1

Sep 15th, 2024

RE: F23A/0636

Dear An Bord Pleanala,

I would like to submit this appeal on behalf of SMTW Environmental DAC. The appeal is in relation to the

decision by Fingal County Council, dated August 21st 2024, to approve planning application F23A/0636
from the daa.

I include the submission acknowledgement (245646E) dated July 31“ from Fingal County Council as

proof of the submission by SMTW Environmental DAC on the application.

The submissions made to the Planning Authority have not been taken into account and the

documentation referenced in these submissions has clearly not been read and understood. The daa has

failed to address the many issues raised in the submissions and the Planning Authority has failed to take

them to task and to understand the gravity and extent of the PFAS/PFOS exposure at Dublin Airport and
its risks to the environment and public health. The EIAR and AA have not adequately addressed the

PFAS/PFOS issue and therefore it cannot be determined that there are no Significant risks to European
sites or public health.

Yours Sincerely

Liam O'Gradaigh

(obo SMTW Environmental DAC)





I'll_ Planning Officer’s Report is broken into two sections. The first part is dated December 14th, 2023,
and the subsequent report is dated August 15th, 2024. The second part of the report was due to the
request for additional information that was deemed Significant Additional Information.

Section 2.4 lists the main points raised in the 6 third party observations:

1. The applicant not assessed and confirmed the presence of PFAS contamination in soils and

groundwater on the Airport campus.
2. There is a lack of comprehensive reporting and assessment on PFAS contaminating water

resources. Compensation measures need to be undertaken for the reburial of contaminated soils
and removal of contaminated soils.

3. A consultation should be undertaken with the EPA, Fingal CC, Health and Safety Authority and
dan

4. PFAS contamination within Airport Campus has been known since excavation of the North

Runway in 2017.
5. The FI response does not alleviate concerns around potential contamination of groundwater into

receiving waters as a result of the development.

6. The applicant is ignoring the PFAS/PFOS contamination, and the NIS is deficient of proper
assessment on the impact on European sites.

7. The cumulative impact on the contamination at the Apron 5 development site should be assessed
in conjunction with this application.

8. FCC should refuse the application based on a lack of screening and assessment of PFAS/PFOS

contamination and the impact on European sites.
9. Treatment and disposal of contamination on site is to be considered, proposals need to be

presented in the EIAR for public knowledge,

10. Impact PFAS would have on the proposed Metro at the airport and how will the metro tunnel
impact the PFAS and groundwater.

11. Page 3 of the 2020 of the Materials management Design report, contains references to 18
reports that have not been provided.

12. Page 19 of Materials Management Design Report noted the USEPA Regional screening levels are
PFOS 0.0001 72mg/kg and PFOA 0.000378mg/kg. The actual levels in soils are reported at

1.151mg/kg for pfos and 0.015 for PFOA. This is 880- and 40- times exceedance of the USEPA
guidelines.

13. There is buried contaminated soil around the water attenuation tank. Boulder clay will be used

which is not impermeable as it will have gravel lens. The laboratory permeability test was
unscientific as permeability tests must be undertaken on insitu soils.

14. Highly contaminated soil was put into ground where water attenuation tank is proposed, no
reassurance that the proposal will ensure soil will not allow contaminants to leach out into
groundwater.

15. No consideration given if potential leaks occur in the surface water tank accelerating the
contaminants into ground water.

16. The burying of contaminated soil to date has been putting human lives at risk.
17. Full series of borehole groundwater monitors should be required around the entire airport until

PFAS contamination is fully removed.
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< 18. A full site investigation should be carried out to identify the extent of contamination instead of
dealing with contamination as its found. Specific remedial measures and environmentally assess
the entire operation should be set out in the EIAR.

19. Existing flooding occurring at Forrest Little Golf Club haven't been alleviated and concerns
whether the proposed development will cause further flooding.

it is very clear from the list above that the main concerns of the submissions were the major PFAS/PFOS

contamination at Dublin Airport and the effects of the proposed development. In the submission from
SMTW Environmental DAC to the Significant Additional Information, it stated that the response from the
daa to the third party observations was wholly deficient and only a single paragraph was given to
address the observations.

The response from the daa in the single paragraph did not answer the serious concerns of neighbouring

communities regarding the potential contamination of groundwater and resulting migration from the
Airport lands into the waters used by local communities and farm activities. The Environmental Impact

Assessment Report (EIAR) did not assess the extent of contamination in groundwater or soils and
therefore failed to adequately show what measure are being taken to protect human health and the
envIronment .

It is not acceptable that statements of guarantee on ' Best Practice ’ regarding mitigation during the
development are acceptable. It is worth highlighting that mitigation measures should not be considered

when quantifying ' Significance ’ of a proposed development.

It was pointed out in our response that to satisfy EIA legislation that:

'there needs to be a structured grided site investigation of the entirety of the lands to fully

indicate to the public and planning authorities the nature, extent and concentration of PFAS

pollution. Where hotspots are found, further investigation is required to identify the size of the

hotspot in more detail. Following this a detailed plan of mitigation needs to be presented as to

how this contamination is to be adequately dealt with given the nature and extent of the
proposed works and how these measures will mitigate against migration to the neighbouring
communities.

The response from the daa failed to go into any detail about the treatment and/or disposal of
contaminated soil. This information needs to be presented in clear detail so that they can be assessed by
the public and relevant authorities.

In Section 2.5.4 the planning report states:

The DAA have declined to avail of the opportunity to prioritise remediation of the consequences
of past and ongoing actions and inactions for stated reasons of a commercial nature. It is
important at this point to acknowledge that the purpose of this assessment is to facilitate the
planning authority to consider and reach a conclusion on the proposal by the applicant. The
consequences of actions or inactions of the DAA to a longstanding known pollution event falls

outside the remit of this report.

It’s clear that this application fails to address the longstanding and ongoing pollution event arising from
airport operations. Therefore, the application fails to screen for in-combination pollution events and is
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dl _tent. We find it unbelievable that the ongoing pollution and remediation of past pollution is being
overlooked “for commercial” reasons.

This is our community that is being polluted by the daa, for commercial gain in the name of the Irish

State and is being overlooked. We appeal to An Bord Plean61a to ensure that daa are forced to tackle
this issue and refuse permission for this proposal until the daa get their house in order in the interest of
protection of the health of us Irish Citizens.

In section 2.6.3 it states:

“The Planning Authority's environment division reviewed the submitted response to Request for

Additional Information’ Section 2 A to G and the updated Water Framework Directive
Assessment Screening Report. The senior engineer reports that the reduction in load to the river

is significant and on this basis recommends approval of the project, notwithstanding the
uncertainty over the projected BOD level in the river, This recommendation is based on the

proposal catering for the current 32million passenger limit."

It is known that this passenger limit has been exceed and that it will continue to be exceeded. Therefore
the submitted response is NOT acceptable unless the projected BOD levels are clearly set out by the daa

and proven by continuous monitoring to the local authority that are available for public review on the

compliance portal.

In section 2.12.2 it states under 'The Natura Impact Statement’ that:

“B (i) While not included in the original NiA, contamination testing of soil when removed from
the site is now included as a mitigation measure in the EIAR."

The updated NIS states:

“Soils within the airport will require the excavation and there is a possibility that these soils have

been contaminated by airport-related activities in the past. Mitigation measures will be in place
in relation to soils and soil movements within areas of excavation airside. A watching brief will

be in place on site in consultation with the project ecologist. Each excavation area will be
inspected for contamination. If the site is within 30m of a drain or watercourse or soil is to be
removed off site, contamination testing by a registered facility will be carried out. If the soil
contains contaminants above the compliance levels remedial action will be taken in line with
legislative guidelines and removed to a registered facility.

This is an astonishing statement to add to the NIS. ltis not a 'possibility’ that the soils have been
contaminated. This has been proven and large scale PFAS contamination exists throughout the airport. It
is incredible that the NIS does not refer to PFAS. In fact, in the whole of the document titled 'Folder B –

Updated Report to Inform Appropriate Assessment (AA) – AA Screening & Natura Impact Statement
(NIS)’ , there is no mention of PFAS. It is very apparent that the consultants working for the daa and the

Fingal Planners did not read the information provided in the further information request detailing the
extensive PFAS contamination and providing links to the various reports detailing the contamination. It
is very clear that PFAS contamination has not been screened out in the AA assessment and NIS. This is
an incredible omission, and the Planning Authority have failed to take account of the gravity of PFAS
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cd. _dmination and its effects on the water streams and European Natura sites and on the health of the
public.

In section 2.12.3 the Planner’s Report states:

“The revised AA Screening Report has satisfactorily addressed all points raised in the FCC RFI.

There is no possibility of any significant effects arising on any European site, during either the
construction or operational phase, other than, potentially, on Baldoyle Bay SAC and SPA, either
caused by the Airfield Drainage Project alone or in combination with another plan or project.
There is a direct pathway, via water (surface water) between the proposed development site and
Baldoyle Bay. As confirmed in the AASR there is no other pathway to these (or any other)
European sites, such as via air.

Again, this is an incredible statement to make from the Planning Authority who obviously are not
equipped with the skills to understand the gravity of the PFAS contamination. The revised AA Screening

Report does NOT address the points raised in the submissions with PFAS contamination.

The report further states that:

“The revised Natura Impact Statement has acknowledged (with an additional paragraph in Table
13) that potentially contaminated soils within the airport will require excavation. The NIS now

includes additional mitigation measures to address this possibility. The mitigation measures set
out in Table 13 of the NIS are comprehensive. The revised NIS does not specifically include an

analysis of quantitative improvements on water quality compared to the existing situation, as

requested in the RFI. It is nevertheless accepted that the applicant has provided sufficient
evidence to confirm that the construction and operation of the proposed Airfield Drainage
Project will not result in direct, indirect or In-combination effects which would adversely affect
the Integrity of the relevant European Sites (Baldoyle Bay SAC and Baldoyle Bay SPA) in light of
their conservation objectives.”

The only additional wording added to Table 13 was:

“Soil Contamination

Soils within the airport will require the excavation and there is a possibility that these soils have
been contaminated by airport-related activities in the past. Mitigation measures will be in place

in relation to soils and soil movements within areas of excavation airside. A watching brief will
be in place on site in consultation with the project ecologist. Each excavation area will be
inspected for contamination. If the site is within 30m ofa drain or watercourse or soil is to be

removed off site, contamination testing by a reistered facility will be carried out. If the soil

contains contaminants above the compliance levels remedial action will be taken in line with
teglislative guidelines and removed to a registered facility.”

That is the extent of the mitigation added by the daa. This is wholly inadequate. The RFI requested an

analysis of quantitative improvements on water quality compared to the existing situation and the daa
failed to provide the requested information. Yet the Planning Authority accepted this. This is clearly not

acceptable.
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T[ _onclusion in section 2.12.4 that the proposed development will not have a significant adverse
impact on any European site cannot be justified with reference to the known major existing PFAS

contamination at Dublin Airport.

Section 2.13.2 references a schedule of 72 mitigation measures in Appendix 9 of the RFI addendum.

However, Appendix 9 does not exist in the RFI material uploaded by Fingal County Council to their
planning portal. Therefore, it is impossible for the public to comment on material not available to them.

In section 3.1 it states:

“No further intensification could be achieved and demonstrated by no increase in ATMS, no
increase in the number of de-icing activities as indicated by no increase in importation of de-icing
materials."

What this statement fails to take on board and into consideration is planning application F23A/0781.
The intent of this application is an intensification of use of the airport and the application seeks to lift
the passenger cap from 32m passengers per year to 40 passengers per year. The planning authority have
failed to consider the extra aircraft movements and the additional associated de-icing materials.

Therefore, this application fails to consider in-combination effects of parallel projects and is a classic
case of project-splitting.

In section 3.2.9 commentary is provided on the assessment by Brady Shipman Martin and WSP on Soil,
Waste and Contamination:

“it was noted that submissions have been received from third parties with concerns regarding
the presence of PFAS. The Council is aware of historic PFAS contamination from firefighting foam
at the Airport. Recently the Airport published a report on the monitoring undertaken by them of
the soils at contamination sites, groundwater and of streams draining the airport.

The proposed works in this application are intended to address the ongoing pollution from de-
icing activities and not intended to address PFAS contamination. The Planning authority
consider it unnecessary to make the implementation of the proposal contingent on addressing

PFAS contamination. There are measures to deal with the monitoring for contamination of
excavated soils in this application and the disposal off site if they arise which is an acceptable

mItIgatIon measure.

The local authority has powers under the water pollution acts which are separate to the planning
acts to require measures to abate water pollution or the risk of water pollution, The issue of PFAS

pollution is subject of ongoing interaction with the Dublin Airport Authority.“

The statement highlighted in bold above shows that the proposed works will not address the PFAS
contamination. The very fact that it is known that there is PFAS contamination at Dublin Airport and that
this application is to excavate through this contaminated material which will cause it to migrate during
rainy weather etc, it is alarming that the planning authority are of the opinion that they have no input

into safeguarding the environment as a result. The entire area to be worked on must firstly be
evaluated for the concentrations of PFAS contamination and other contamination and only then can an
environmental assessment be made as to the consequences of the proposed works and the necessary
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rr:l_.6ation measures put forward to deal with these issues. Leaving such serious concerns to a

contractor during the works is not a proper way to deal with this serious environmental problem.

“It is noted in the application that contamination when excavating is a risk and may require

special disposal off site. The reburied soil highlighted by the third parties, is not a part in this
application and consultation held between different parties around PFAS at the airport is outside
the remit of planning and is a matter that is dealt with under the water pollution act and the
health and safety authority. The planning authority acknowledge PFAS contamination has been
known since excavation of the North Runway in 2017 and it should be noted that Apron 5

development did not cause PFAS contamination however historic PFAS was identified and

exported for disposal. Excavation of contaminated soils if they occur on this project will require
them to be disposed of appropriately. Disposal off site of contaminated soils does not need to be
considered as part of this application. The disposal site will require assessment under the

appropriate legislation of the jurisdiction where the site is located.”

The above opinion is seriously flawed. It should be a condition of any planning that contaminated

material found on site MUST be disposed of offsite in accordance with statutory regulations.

Contaminated soil cannot be buried elsewhere on site WITHOUT a full EIAR assessment on the potential
consequences of same and a full analysis of proposed mitigation measures with backup monitoring to

the specific locations. There are a large number of groundwater wells in the vicinity of the airport used
for food production that will spread this contamination if not adequately dealt with through a proper
EIA. Secondly and more importantly as admitted by the Planning Authority, they are well aware of PFAS
contamination at Dublin Airport for years now. However, we the public have only been made aware of

this recently and are seriously worried about our environment and the mitigation of pollution. What is
being suggested by the report is that it is nothing to do with planning and we should go elsewhere to

prevent such further occurrences at Dublin Airport. This is not right and not acceptable. After all, the
application is supposed to be for the cleaning up of pollution of waters due to airport operations. The
removal and disposal of contaminated soil WILL NOT solve the remaining groundwater contamination
that this material has caused and therefore this must be dealt with by the daa NOW under the EIAR and

not left to a contractor who has no commercial interest in cleaning up the contamination. This is a cope
out by the polluter to get what they want and again leave the past inactions on pollution behind.

We disagree that the topic of PFAS contamination is outside the remit of planning. The Planning
Authority must ensure no degradation of European sites or public health and ensure the safety of all
staff working at the airport. Any plans for the testing and disposal of soils needs to be screened as it’s
directly related to this planning application. The remedial works cannot be separated from the proposed

development. The public have a right under the Aarhus Convention to see the full details of plans and

measures to tackle the issue. The PFAS contamination is known and therefore a plan needs to be
prepared and approved for planning so the public can be consulted.

“Concerns were raised from third parties around USEPA Regional screening levels in the
Materials Management Design Report, these levels refer to contamination at locations not
subject to works in this application. The location of the water attenuation tank is not located in

the area of works where highly contaminated has been found. The proposed works which
address de-icer pollution should not be made contingent on a series of boreholes being installed



(

to monitor groundwater and PFAS contamination. The application including the underground
tank is not to address PFAS contamination but to address de-icer contaminated runoff."

“The Planning Authority notes that both the NIS and EIAR submitted as part of this application
set out that works will be carried out in accordance will all relevant legislation and to best
practice requirements. in the further information response, the applicant details site

investigation and laboratory analysis will be carried out to determine potential contamination of
ground that will be excavated during the construction phase, including testing for PFAS. If
contaminated soil/ water is identified it would be removed by a licensed waste contractor for
treatment or disposal in accordance with Waste Management Act 1996 and regulations.

Additionally, Section 11.6.1.2 and Section 11.7 outlines the potential for contaminating surface
water during construction and mitigation measures. As outlined in the revised Natura Impact
Statement (with an additional paragraph in Table 13), there is potential for contaminated soil in
the airport that will require excavation. The NIS now includes additional mitigation measures to
address this possibility (see section 3.3).”

Again, this is an incredible narrative. PFAS contamination has been found already in the Cuckoo Stream
and therefore it’s not a case of 'if’. Therefore, it’s a known fact and it must be addressed in this planning

application. The daa’s own documents show that the highest PFOS concentration in surface water was
detected in the Cuckoo Stream at 50.6ng/l (May 2023).

The Cuckoo Stream catchment area includes the former fire station where the highest Sum of 20 PFAS
concentrations in groundwater were detected at maximum concentration levels of 4,111ng/l.

EIAR; AIrSold thaInape Pro jnI

FIgure 2; Upper Cuckoo catchment and IndicatIve surface water network

dIn
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"Overall, the Planning Authority as satisfied that the identification and treatment of
contamination of soils will appropriately be addressed as part of a Construction and Demolition
Resource Waste Management Plan (RWMP) for the proposed development.”

Again, the plan is to brush the problem under the carpet and not address it in planning. It should be

noted that previous excavations and disposals of contaminated soil did not have any environmental
assessment carried out on the works. This is not acceptable. The first the public became aware of the

issue was via the internet when Geminor announced details of the shipment of80k tonnes of PFAS
contaminated soil to Norway. Fingal County Council was unaware of this activity.

In section 3.2.10 it again references that the proposed development does not include intensification, yet
it’s stated that it has been designed to take account of40mppa. This is clear evidence of project
splitting. Planning application F23A/0781 is currently with Fingal County Council and therefore the two
applications need to be assessed as one:

“Notwithstanding the clearly set out position that the applicant is not seeking consent for
intensification of use, airfield derived pollution control aspects of the proposal have been

designed with reference to an intensity of use described in the application as 40mppa. Dublin
Airport is currently limited to an intensity of use defined as 32mppa the construction of this
proposal with associated landscape, biodiversity, hydrological and construction carbon impacts
may exceed that which is required. However the purpose of this assessment is to consider that

which is presented within the policy context. For that reason these aspects although referenced
are not determinant of the assessment."



Th._ section also makes reference to the rerouting of the Cuckoo Stream. The stream is already polluted

with PFAS/PFOS, and no screening has been performed on how the rerouting works could be impacted
by further PFAS/PFOS contamination. The current pollution is just brushed aside:

“The pollution of the Cuckoo Stream although relevant to this report is not the subject of this

assessment, report or permission in the event of a grant.”

Therefore, it is impossible to determine that there could be no Significant impacts on a European site.

Section 3 of the Planning Report deals with Appropriate Assessment and the Planning Authority was
aided by Brady Shipman Martin. On page 121 it states:

“Given the scale of the proposed development a further assessment of the likelihood of
discharges to streams outside the Cuckoo Stream catchment is required.”

For the construction phase it states:

“Notwithstanding this, the Construction phase of the Project will require the excavation of soils
at the airport. The possibility that these soils have been contaminated by airport-related

activities in the past has not been addressed, and further information was required in order to
address any potential risks. This includes a review of the potential effects of the removal and safe
disposal of historically contaminated soils that may be present within the construction site”

The report further outlines the concerns of contaminated PFAS/PFOS soils impacting on the Cuckoo
Stream. It references the same paragraph in Table 13 of the NIS as the solution for contaminated soils.

This is the extent of dealing with highly polluted soils and is not acceptable when the existence of such

contaminated lands is well known. Brady Shipman Martin make no reference to the extensive PFAS
documentation that exists which was referenced in the submissions to the planning authority. One can

only assume that Brady Shipman Martin did not read the referenced material.

Conditions:

Condition 24 states:

“Prior to the commencement of development, the applicant shall prepare a Construction and
Demolition Resource Waste Management Plan (RWMP) as set out in the Best Practice Guidelines

for the Preparation of Resource and Waste Management Plans for C&D Projects (2021). The

RWMP shall include details of the various waste streams and expected tonnages which will be
generated during site clearance, demolition and construction phases and any proposed

exportation or importation of soil and stone material including destination/source locations,
quantities and if any material will be assessed under By-Product notification. The RWMP shall
also include specific proposals as to how the RWMP will be measured and monitored for
effectiveness. All records (including for waste and all resources) pursuant to the agreed RWMP

shall be made available for inspection at the site office at all times.”
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(:ulldition 25 states:

“The Resource and Waste Management Plan shall include a detailed assessment of all potential
ground contamination or contaminated soils linked with PFAS as part of the assessment prior to
any works taking place with appropriate measures put in place to deal with any contaminated
waste materials generated during site works. Any soil excavated during site preparation or
construction phases contaminated with PFAS should be disposed of at an authorised facility and
not reused on site. The disposal of PFAS contaminated materials should be agreed in writing by
Fingal County Council prior to removal off site.

Reason: in the interest of protecting the environment and in the interest of public health.”

This is the extent of the conditions attached to the grant of permission in relation to PFAS. The public
have no opportunity to scrutinise and be consulted on any proposed PFAS/PFOS works. The public

cannot be guaranteed that these conditions alone will protect the environment or public health. The
known contamination has not been addressed in this report and the cause of the contamination and its

extents should be thoroughly identified. The daa have in the past excavated contaminated soil without
proper authorisation and without informing Fingal County Council. Therefore, this was unauthorised
development and needs to be addressed before any new works can be granted.

At a minimum, conditions 24 and 25 must be changed to ensure that all proposals from the RWMP must
be agreed in writing by the Local Authority prior to commencement and that the works be monitored
and certified by a fully licenced and insured Environmental Specialist for both the proposed plan and the

works themselves. As is stands the conditions give no responsibility for the adequacy of the measures

to be dealt with and monitored in a proper fashion. All of the plans monitoring etc MUST also be
available for review on the Planning Authority Compliance portal whereby the public are informed.



( Appendix A:

SMTW Environmental DAC submission on the Further Information request



SMTW Environmental DAC

c/o Ward Cross
The Ward
Co Dublin

Fingal County Council,
Planning Department
July 29th, 2024

RE: F23A/0636

Dear Planning Department,

I would like to make a submission on behalf of SMTW Environmental DAC on the Further Information

request from Fingal County Council dated December 15th 2023 and the corresponding material received
from the daa dated June 13th 2024, with regard to planning application F23A/0636.

It's public knowledge that there’s a sizeable PFAS contamination issue at Dublin Airport. The request for
Further Information from Fingal County Council did not refer specifically to PFAS. However, request item
number 6 stated:

''6. The applicant is invited to provide a response to the third party observations received.

RFI responses are contained in the document titled 'Volume 1V – RFI Memorandum and Appendices
Section 6 of the report, 3rd Party Submission Topics Of Concern, has a single paragraph response on PFAS
contamination at daa:

“The potential lor encountering contaminated material is considered Chapter 11 - Lands, Soils,
Geology and Hydrogeology of the EIAR. As described in Section 11.6.1.1, site Investigation and

laboratory analysis will be carried out to determine potential contamination of ground that will
be excavated during the construction phase, including testing for PFAS. As described, if

contaminated soil/water is encountered, it is proposed that it be removed by a licensed waste
contractor for treatment for disposal at a suitably licensed facility in accordance with the Waste

Management Act 1996 (as amended), the Waste Management (Collection Permit) Regulations
2007 (as amended). Where appropriate daa propose to use a structured approach in line with

the Environmental Protection Agency’s (EPA’s) Guidance on the Management of Contaminated

Land and Groundwater at EPA Licensed Sites, taking account of best international practice,
evolving standards and emerging knowledge and experience in remediation technologies to

determine the most appropriate environmental solution for its management. Section 11.6.1.2
describes the potential for accidental contamination of surface water run-off during construction

activity. Section 11.7 lists mitigation measures to reduce the risk including development of the
Construction and Environmental Management Plan (CEMP), measures to control soil excavation
to ensure that exposed soils are stable and minimise erosion including ensuring works are carried

out within the main excavation site as far as possible, application of pre-treatment and silt
reduction measures, and careful management of storage areas. EIAR Appendix 13.1 – resource &

Waste Management Plan outlines how to manage contaminated soil should this be identified

prior to starting works.”



< _ above paragraph is the extent of the response in relation to PFAS contamination. This is an
extraordinary response considering the known contamination and its potential impacts on health and
the environment. There are no ' ifs and buts’ about PFAS / PFOS contamination. This has been known by
the daa since 2017 during excavation on the North Runway.

The above paragraph does not answer the serious concerns of neighbouring communities regarding the
potential contamination of groundwater and resulting migration from the Airport lands into the waters
used by local communities and crop production. It is a requirement for the applicant who already
knows that there is serious PFAS contamination in and under lands at Dublin airport to assess the extent
of contamination in soils and groundwater and to present this information to neighbouring communities
so that they can assess whether or not adequate measures are to be taken during the works within the

Environmental Impact Assessment Report. The exact extent and concentrations of contamination need
to be tested and reported on PRIOR to any works being carried out on site to ensure that adequate

measures to mitigate the problems can be compiled in an informed fashion. Nowhere near enough

analysis has been carried out by the applicant to satisfy an informed Environmental Impact Assessment
of the gravity of the situation. We would remind Fingal County Council that the daa previously decided

to bury such contamination elsewhere within daa owned lands without prior public Environmental
Assessment and consultation on the matter.

The daa are of the opinion that statements of guarantee on best practice regarding mitigation DURING

the works are sufficient. They are not and these measures need to be clearly set out in the
Environmental Impact Assessment Report for review and comment on by the public at large. It is our

communities that will pay the price in the long term. Not only are the daa polluting our environment
with air and noise pollution way above Health guidelines, they now are polluting our ground and ground
waters but suggest that they are above the law and do not have to assess the environmental hazards or
provide detailed mitigation against the hazards that they know exist.

In order to satisfy Environmental Impact Assessment legislation there needs to be a structured grided

site investigation of the entirety of the lands to fully indicate to the public and planning authorities the
nature, extent and concentration of PFAS pollution. Where hotspots are found further investigation is
required to identify the size of the hotspot in more detail. Following this a detailed plan of mitigation
needs to be presented as to how this contamination is to be adequately dealt with given the nature and
extent of the proposed works and how these measures will mitigate against migration to the
neighbouring communities.

Of course the contaminated soil and groundwater need to be disposed of in accordance with statutory

legislation but where treatment and disposal on site is to be considered clear detailed proposals need to
be presented within the EIAR for public knowledge and comment if they so wish.

What effects will the PFAS contamination have on the proposed Metro at the airport and how will the
provision of a metro tunnel affect the migration of PFAS in the groundwater? Questions that need to be
answered.

We urge Fingal County Council to request that these studies and mitigation proposals be put forward
now



L , - Environmental Management of PFAS Compounds

In April 2024 the daa uploaded 4 documents to their website at
https://www .d ublinairpo rt.com/corporate/environmental-social-governance/sustainability

1) Daa Statement April 2024
2) PFAS FAQ April 2024
3) 2021– 2023 Environmental Monitoring Non-Technical Summary
4) 2021-2023 Environmental Monitoring Report

In section 5.1 of the document '2021 – 2023 Environmental Monitoring Non-Technical Summary’, it
states

• Groundwater:

o The highest Sum of 20 PFAS concentrations in groundwater were detected at the site of
a former firefighting training ground, where maximum concentrations of 4,11lng/l were
reported .

Surface Water:
o The highest PFOS concentration in surface water was detected in the Cuckoo Stream at 50.6ng/l

(May 2023).
o The highest PFOS concentration in airside surface water (1,430ng/l in March 2022) was

recorded in a manhole to the north of the North Apron. The source of PFOS is indicated to be
from the Former Fire Station at the North Apron.

Soil/Concrete :
o The highest concentrations of individual PFAS constituents in soils/concrete were 568pg/kg in

Apron 5H.

•

•

These are alarming levels of PFOS / PFAS. The recommendations of the report are:

"Based on the findings of this report, it is recommended to quantify the risk from PFAS present in

soil, concrete, groundwater and surface water at the airport and further investigations should be
carried out having regard to the process outlined in the EPA’s Guidance on the Management of
Contaminated Land and Groundwater at EPA Licensed Sites. This is likely to include further site
investigations to assist in the further development of the Conceptual Site Model (CSM) to assess
potential source, pathway and receptor linkages, together with a Detailed Quantitative Risk
Assessment (DQRA) to inform future mitigation options, if required.
It is recommended that engagement with the regulators (Fingal County Council and EPA)

continues to assist in informing the scope of the further studies and investigations ."

It is evident from this report that further site investigations are required to inform future mitigation
options. Therefore, no construction activity should be carried out until the full extents of the PFAS
exposure can be quantified and mitigations measures put in place. It’s also worth noting that Fingal
County Council are responsible for the overall management of this issue, having been delegated by the
EPA. Therefore, it’s incumbent on the Planning Authority to fully understand the extent of the issue and
liaise with other internal Fingal County Council stakeholders.

In section 4.6.3 of the '2021 – 2023 Environmental Monitoring Report’,
https : //www .d ublinairpo rt.com/docs/default-source/sustainability-reports/2021-2023-environmental-
monitoring-report.pdf, it lists possible receptors:
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• Special Areas of Conservation:
o Malahide Estuary (Site code 000205)
o Baldoyle Bay (Site code 000199)
o North Dublin Bay (Site code 000206)

Special Protection Areas:
o Malahide Estuary (Site code 004025)
o Baldoyle Bay (Site code 004016)
o North-West Irish Sea (Site code 004236)
o North Bull Island (Site code 004006)

@

This again is an extraordinary finding as surface water containing PFAS / PFOS discharges to these SPAs
and SACs. What is extremely concerning is that the daa have never screened for PFAS / PFOS in this
drainage application, nor any other project since they have become aware of the PFAS / PFOS
contamInation.

Another erroneous comment in this section is:

“ Available information indicates there are likely not any groundwater abstraction points or
drinking water users. The main receptors will arise from interactions with surface water.

However, the EPA’s Water Abstraction Register – December 2023,
https://www .epa.ie/publications/monitoring–assessment/freshwater–marine/Abstraction-Register-
December-2023-for-publication.xlsx, shows that Keelings Retail have 9 abstraction locations registered
with the EPA for the Swords area.
The report only references a single private offsite reservoir which is further away from the Airport lands
than some of the EPA registered abstraction locations.
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11 . J private offsite reservoir is not close to the rivers discharging water from the Airport lands.

Below is one of the EPA’s abstraction registry points. This abstraction point is adjacent to the
Barberstown 08 water feature which feeds into the Ward River.
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I . . lat is of major concern is that Keelings Retail is a major grower of fresh fruit supplying the Irish
market. Their website states that they produce approximately 200 million strawberries each year, as

well as other fruit and vegetables. It is paramount that Fingal County Council engage with the
appropriate health authorities and Food Safety authorities to ensure all produce is tested for PFAS /
PFOS and that it is safe for human consumption.

The monitoring well GWll is located at the APEC 5 site directly under the North Runway

"The results indicate the highest residual concentrations (up to over 4,000 ng/l) of Sum of 20

PFAS remain within the original source, i.e. within the APEC 5 boundary, with the plume primarily
extending west to GW14 and north to GW16. Maximum and average Sum of 20 PFAS

concentrations reduce significantly over distances of approximately 150m to GW14 (1,712;

526.8ng/l, respectively) and GW16 {257.7; 165.4ng/l, respectively).”

Over 4,000ng/l is an astonishing level of Sum of 20 PFAS. And even the measured values at GW14 and
GW16 far exceed the GAC limit of 100 ng/l.

What is also very worrying is that the trend of PFAS contamination is increasing significantly over time.
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Figure 4 25: Sum of PFAS Concentrations at GWll (Above GAC)
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The report does not discuss the alarming rise in Sum of Total PFAS.





L _ cuments released by the OCEI

Following an AIE request to Fingal County Council regarding PFAS contamination at Dublin Airport, Fingal

County Council made the decision to release three documents. The daa appealed the decision to release
two of the documents to the Commissioner and the Commissioner found in favour of Fingal County
Council. The decision is available at:

https://ocei.ie/en/ombudsman-decision/7db6a-daa-public-limited-company-and-finRal-county-council/

Upon release, the daa made the documents available on their website:

https://www .d ublinairpo rt.com/corporate/airport-development/north-runway/environment/soil-and-
water-rnanaRernent

The two documents are different to the documents previously made available by the daa. These two

new documents were undertaken by FehilyTimoney who were retained by RoadBridge to undertake a

Risk Assessment of PFAS contamination on groundwater and surface water at the former Fire Training

facility at the Dublin Airport, North Runway development (APEC 5). RoadBridge were the contractors

responsible for the construction of the North Runway.

The report titled 'Groundwater and Surface Water Risk Assessment and Remediation Options Appraisa\’ ,
states in section 1.1 that:

“The detected concentrations of Total PFOS at the off-site surface water monitoring points sampled
between January 2018 and July 2021 exceeded the:

• 0.65 ng/l (the annual Average Environmental Quality Standards (EQS) for Inland Surface

Waters for Total PFOS set by S.I. No. 386 of 2015)."

“A number of the groundwater monitoring locations during the period January 2018 and October
2018 exceeded the Total PFOS 0.07 pg/l threshold value (defined by the United States Environmental

Protection Agency (USEPA) Drinking Water Advisories for PFOS and PFOA).”

In section 6.1 on Conclusion and Recommendations, it states that PFAS contaminated soil was removed

from the APEC 5 site and used as a general fill to reinstate the pre-cast concrete R2 and P5 attenuation
tanks. The reports states that residual contamination remains within the APEC 5 site boundary.

Regarding Groundwater, it states that the risk to potential users of shallow bedrock groundwater is
inconclusive.

On Surface water, the report states that the monitoring results for Total PFOS exceeded 0.65ng/l, the
Annual Average EQS for Inland Surface Waters as set out in SI No. 386 of 2015. It also states that there is

evidence of elevated concentrations of other PFAS compounds, showing evidence of environmental

pollution.





&I ldce Water Quality Objectives

It is noted at Section 1.1.1 of the Engineering Design Report by Nicholas O Dwyer that the Airfield
Drainage Project (ADP) has been developed in accordance with the targets set out in the Dublin Airport

Drainage Management Plan (DMaP) which is said to have been developed by daa following extensive
engagement with Fingal County Council, Inland Fisheries Ireland, LAWPRO and the EPA during

preparation of the ADP. We note the public announcement by Geminor who confirmed that they have
been engaged by daa to excavate and remove 150,000 tonnes of PFAS contaminated material and

transport it abroad.

We at St Margarets The Ward Residents Group attend meetings with DAA and Fingal on Community

issues and the issue of PFAS has had very little airing. The local communities have been kept in the dark.
LAWPRO the Local Authorities Waters Program clearly state that Community Engagement is the

cornerstone of their approach to combine local and expert knowledge for a better understanding of
what’s happening in a local catchment and waterbody.

None of the documentation submitted by the daa deals with the contamination, the effects on our
groundwater and surface water and what mitigation measures are required. This is an outrageous
omission from the application and should be rejected as it is obvious that the entire project is as a result

of the ground contamination caused and therefore all of the European Environmental Impact legislation
has been bypassed by not identifying the impact, its effects on our community and the proposed
mitigation measures. In fact, we are not sure if residual damage has been caused and the

contamination may have migrated off site to our community receptors.

Excavated Material

It is noted that 306,000 cubic meters of soil is to be excavated and transported offsite resulting in a

huge increase in construction traffic on the local roads. Daa also applied to construct an underpass at
Dublin Airport which is under appeal to An Bord Plean61a and which is to remove over 350,000 cubic

meters of soil from Dublin airport. Daa have announced that they will be applying to increase capacity

at Dublin Airport above the 32m passenger cap in December which will include major infrastructure
development. The construction of the North Runway also involved extensive ground works and there
has been no accountability as to the effects of this construction on PFAS contamination of the
waterways. There has never been full Appropriate Assessment carried out on the North Runway project
to date, and its extension, in breach of the Aarhus Convention.

The accumulative effects of all of these projects have not been reviewed for the total Environmental

Impact and not properly mitigated against. This is a blatant case of Project Splitting by daa and as such
this application should be rejected until a full and proper Environmental Impact Assessment on all
proposed works at Dublin Airport is carried out and presented to us as an affected community and in
accordance with European and Irish Legislation.
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Fl_ x/0149

Planning application F19A/0149 was for the:

"Remediation by excavation and removal of circa 22,000 cubic metres of mixed waste material illegally
deposited on lands at Belcamp. The project will involve site preparatory works, excavation and infill

works, installation of a cut-off wall to the south and south west and restoration with grass and treeline
where applicable. An Environmental Impact Assessment report (EIAR) and Natura Impact Statement
(NIS) has been prepared and accompanies this planning application and is available for inspection.”

The lands affected belong to the IDA and in section 1.2.1 of the EIAR attached to the project, it states

that the “final step in the screening process is to determine the need for an EIA on a discretionary basis.
It has been determined in consultation with Fingal County Council (September 26th, 2018) that an EIAR
should be undertaken. The EIAR allows the sensitivity of the environment to be assessed and determine

whether the project is likely to cause significant effects."

F19A/0149 sets a clear precedence for the current application. PFAS chemicals are a serious health

concern and an EIAR and AA are necessary.

It is also clear from recommendation #20 in the EPA’s National Hazardous Waste Management Plan
2021-2027 that an EIA and AA are necessary:

“ Ensure that all plans, projects and activities requiring consent arising from the NHWMP are
subject to the relevant regulatory environmental assessment requirements including SEA, EIA

and AA as appropriate.”

However, there is no mention of PFAS in the EIAR or AA. There is a clear requirement to screen this

contamination out. It can not be deliberately hidden in the assessment.

The soil removed from site cannot be sent to landfill knowing the PFAS contamination on-site.

Enforcement

In parallel to this submission, the PFAS removal has been reported to the enforcement section of Fingal

County Council.





Ui.,lthorised Development

Another matter to consider is that the Planning Department has served the daa with an enforcement
notice citing unauthorised development over the continued use of more than 65 nighttime flights. The
daa also carried out unauthorised development in 2019 with breaching the 32mppa cap and are on

course to do the same this year. As the daa are knowingly carrying out unauthorised development, no
planning applications can be approved by Fingal County Council until the unauthorised development has
been complied with.

Yours Sincerely

Liam O’Gradaigh

St Margarets The Ward Residents Group
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Section 5.1.4 lists the potential receptors of contaminants:

• The shallow weathered bedrock aquifer located around or beneath the former fire training

ground (APEC 5).

• The deep limestone bedrock aquifer.

• The North Runway Development site surface water drainage which discharges to the River
Sluice.

• Aquatic life located within the Sluice and Ward Rivers (which flows into the Broad Meadow
River).

• Humans located within close proximity to the site.

• Irrigated Keeling production facilities located approximately 1 km north of the site

• The Malahide Proposed Natural Heritage Areas: Malahide Estuary (Site Code 000205) and the
Broadmeadow/Swords Estuary Special Protection Areas (SPA) (site code 004025). Both sites are
located approximately 6 km north east of the project site.

zll[=nnll•nil+

Section 5.2.3 outlines that the risk to on and off-site surface waters and aquatic life will be medium. It
also states that:





(

“A possible on-going risk is posed to Human Health during and post construction activities based
on horizontal migration away from the source (via groundwater beneath the site) and potential
human ingestion and dermal contact with groundwater or surface water during or post
construction activities."

There are some alarming statements in section 5.2.4 regarding Keelings. It states that the GSI has no
records of boreholes being present on site to supplement irrigation. Yet it is clear from the EPA’s registry

of abstraction licenses that Keelings have a number of abstraction locations on-site.

Keelings is traversed by the Barberstown 08 water feature which is connected to surface water run off
from the Airport lands as can be seen in the Conceptual Site Model for Apec 5:

CLIENT:
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Dublin Airport North Runway Remediation Option
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Figure 3-1: Conceptual Site Model1 of APEC S Area, prepared by IE Consulting and Reproduced from the
November 2018 DaRA (Section Running North-South see Figure 3-7)

This Conceptual Site Model was developed in 2018 and therefore the daa have been aware since then of
the risks to the contamination of Keelings lands.



Gluundwater monitoring results from January 2018 clearly showed elevated levels of PFOS:

Table 3-2: Groundwater Monitoring Results January 2018: PFOS/PFOA Screening {Reproduced from Table
4.3 of November 2018 DQRA)
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Section 3.3 states:

“Monitoring findings from previous investigations confirmed that residual concentrations of

PFOS and PFOA remain within shallow bedrock groundwater beneath the APEC 5 site. A number
of the groundwater monitoring locations exceeded USEPA Drinking Water Advisories for PFOS
and PFOA threshold values.

The results of the surface water sampling undertaken as part of the November 2018 DQRA

Dublin Airport North Runway: APEC 5 Detailed Quantitative Risk Assessment indicated that

PFOS/PFOA contaminated surface waters migrated off-site via drainage channels and
impacted off-site surface water receptors (River Ward).”



D, ,tJrsion Application form for Cuckoo Stream

In the accompanying RFI material, a Diversion Application form has been included which has been

submitted to Uisce Eireann. In section 12 of this form, the question is asked 'Are there potential
contaminated land issues?’ and no response is given as can be seen below. Therefore, the daa have not
made Uisce Eireann aware of the known large scale PFAS / PFOS contamination which is a very serious

dereliction of duty.

II 'ConfirmatIon oI Land OwnershIp:

@ :rS::ecPnm hB naRn and address of Iba bndwnH and mDWdo hB fOID AhUb of tNt laNl MMra tho divor©on A

FINGAL CITY COUNCIL

NcXa

1 Enter -My Larxl- if thIS a the un
2. If land IS in awrwshqi of a auld-party, a letter of con&ent to tho profmad dlv86bari WOrkS IS reawed to be p+avwlod by the
thIrd-parry l•ncMInI n part of Bus applabcxr A formal oa gament mII be requIred from tIn awa.fully l•rxlawnm •lx>ukl tho
dNW8lOn prr)Or•sB

12 ' Are thor• potential contamInated land i•su8s? Yes [] No [ ]
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I. .ura Impact Statement

Fingal County Council requested that the NIS should be revised and updated on 'Contaminated Soils’:

"The Construction phase of the Project will require the excavation of soils at the airport. The

possibility that these soils have been contaminated by airport-related activities in the past has
not been addressed, and further information is required in order to address any potential risks.

This includes a review of the potential effects on European sites of the removal and safe disposal
of historically contaminated soils that may be present within the construction site.

The response from the daa:

"Contamination testing of soil onsite when removed can be Included (not in original NIS) as a
mitigation measure. as included in the EIAR. If it is contaminated it would go to a registered
licenced facility and inert soil brought in if required. Refer also to Section 6 above.

It is clear that the daa are deliberately ignoring PFAS / PFOS contamination and this response does not
address the questions raised by Fingal County Council. As a result, the NIS is deficient and a proper
assessment of the impact on European sites cannot be made based on the lack of material supplied by
the daa



C\O,lclusion:

The response to the Further Information request from Fingal County Council in relation to 3’d party

submissions is totally inadequate. The daa have known about PFAS contamination since as early as 2017
and yet none of their Environmental Assessments since then even mention PFAS yet alone provide

mitigation and remedial measures. Fingal County Council have been delegated by the EPA as the body
responsible for the oversight of the PFAS contamination at Dublin Airport and therefore is well aware of
the issues. It is incumbent on Fingal County Council to ensure the health and safety of residents of Fingal

and staff working at the airport. There is also a duty to protect the SACs and SPAs along the Fingal

coastline. Fingal County Council must also ensure that the health of Irish people is not impacted by the
produce from Keeling’s farm which is adjacent to the North Runway and through which waters from the
airport flows along the Barberstown 08 to the Ward River. Fingal County Council Planning Authority
must ensure that the Environmental Health section is aware of the PFAS reports and their impacts on

surrounding lands and rivers. Other authorities such as the HSE, Food Safety Authority, Inland Fisheries
and the NPWS should be immediately notified if not already done so. The dangerous levels of PFAS /
PFOS have been known for a long number of years now and the daa have only recently contacted the

relevant authorities. The response from the daa was to initially remove and bury known contaminated
soil from the North Runway site around attenuation tanks and continue with the North Runway

development. This was a major mistake as the PFAS levels under the North Runway are at dangerous
levels. PFAS contaminated soil has also been found at other sites at the airport and large amounts of

contaminated soil from the Apron 5H development has been shipped to Norway for remediation. The

cumulative impacts of the contamination at the Apron 5H development site should be assessed in
conjunction with this drainage application. The whole airport site needs to be addressed for PFAS / PFOS
contamination as a whole and not the piecemeal approach thus far.

The NIS is deficient and a proper assessment of the impact on European sites cannot be made. The daa
were afforded the opportunity to submit material on PFAS / PFOS contamination but choose not to do
so. In fact, they never acknowledged the contamination problem in their whole submission. This is
extraordinary considering that Fingal County Council are the state body responsible for the oversight of

this contamination. Fingal County Council have no choice but to refuse planning permission based on
the total lack of screening and assessment of PFAS/PFOS contamination and its impact on European
SItes

Yours Sincerely

Liam O’Gradaigh

On behalf of SMTW Environmental DAC





Appendix B:

St Margarets The Ward Residents Group Submission



( St Margarets The Ward

Residents Group
c/o Ward Cross
The Ward
Co Dublin

Fingal County Council,
Planning Department

November 12th, 2023

RE: F23A/0636

Dear Planning Department,

I would like to make a submission on behalf of St Margarets The Ward Residents Group on the planning

application F23A/0636 from DAA PLC.

It has become public knowledge that there’s a sizeable PFAS contamination issue at Dublin Airport.

https://www .irishtimes.com/transport/2023/03/17/dublin-airport-operator-exa mining-potential-
impact-of-forever-chemicals/

Also, at a DAEWG meeting on the 15th of March 2023, the daa’s Head of Environmental Sustainability

'advised members that daa is examining the potential impact of PFAS at Dublin Airport and is engaging
with the relevant environmental regulators to ensure best practice in managing this issue”.

https : //www .dublinairpo rt.com/docs/default-source/community-engagement/15-march-2023---daewg-
meeting-minutes-approved.pdf

This current planning application makes no reference to PFAS contamination and yet it involves the

removal of large quantities of material. PFAS contamination has not formed part of the screening and
assessment process and therefore the screening is deficient.

It has also been reported that Geminor have been appointed to ship 150,000 tonnes of PFAS
contaminated soil from Dublin Airport to Norway for processing:

https://www .energiaktuelt.no/sender-80-000-tonn-pfas-forurensede-jordmasse r-til-sikker-

deponering.6623054-575505.html

(Translation in appendix)

This work by Geminor also has not formed part of any planning application or environmental

assessment and has involved no public consultation. This PFAS treatment and removal needs to be
investigated by the Planning Authority and the current application cannot proceed until proper

screening and assessment has been carried out.
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https://£www,energiaktuett.no/sender-80-000-tonn-pfas-forurensede-jord masse r-til-sikker-
depone ring.6623054-575505.html
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Sends 80,000 tonnes of PFAS-contaminated
soil for safe disposal

(
Written by the editors

Published29 September 202

Updated September 29 207

The Karmgy.„based recycling company Geminor is participating this

autumn in the removal of large quantities of PFAS-contaminated
masses from Ireland's largest airport, Dublin International Airport.

Share the allicle.

+ + in

- PFAS pollutIon is an extensive problem in Europe, where industry and especially airports are

affected, says responsible for hazardous waste in Geminor, Bjorn HaEand

In collaboration with local partners in Ireland, this autumn Geminor will provide handling

IOgIStICS and final treatment of PFAS-contamInated soil masses from DubIIn InternatIonal AIrport

In total, more than 150,000 tonnes of earth masses will be removed from the airport in the

project, of which around half of the masses will be handled by Gerninor, the company reports in

a press release

The PFAS-contaminated soil masses are removed in connection with the airport undergoing a

major development project of outdoor area. The project has required extensive mapping,

planning and faciIItation in order to be carried out at the same time as normal operatIon of the

airport

The PFAS masses are sent to Norway for regulatory and safe final treatment, explains Haland

- This is an extensIve project and one of the larger individual projects we have been involved in

when it comes to contaminated masses in Europe, The masses are transported to Norway with

bulk carriers of the order of 6,000 to 9,500 tonnes per transport, explaIns Haland
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A significant and pending
problem
The project at Dublin International Airport is an

example of how extensive the current PFAS

(

challenges are in Europe today. explains
Haland

- A great many airports and industrial areas have
been contaminated with various PFAS

compounds over many decades. The main

culprit at aIrports is foam from fire drills. Today,

there are millions of tonnes of PFAS-

contaminated masses waiting to be handled

properly. Many of these tonnes are located in

Norway, explains Bjorn Haland

Projects like this – which involve handling

permits. logistics and final processing – often

mean lengthy and demanding processes. Both

time consumption, costs and a lack of

knowledge mean that many players are

reluctant to tackle absolutely necessary clean-

up, Haland believes.

Oian O'Hora. Managing Director, IMS Site ServIces Ltd

(tv) is a partner of Gem}nor in the project On the right.

Bjorn Haland in (3emlnor, Photo: (3emtnor

- in Europe today, there is a :ack of good

solutIons for these polluted masses. It is often complicated for contractors and local waste

companies to handle PFAS, as they often have to comply with international laws and

regulations

- The solution to the challenges is complex, but is about more people having to take

responsibIlity. Long lead times mean that the actors who get rid of PFAS must plan this

thoroughly and early_ At the same time, authorities must facilitate a more flexible bureaucracy,

whether we are talking about landfill or other solutions. We are keen to contribute to this work

internationally. concludes Bjorn Haland. responsible for hazardous waste in Geminor,
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Submission

1. Introduction

1.1 Sabrina Joyce-Kemper and Wild Irish Defence CLC wish to make a submission on
decision on planning reference F23A/0636. Ms Joyce-Kemper has an advanced diploma in
PlannIng and Environmental law from the Honorable Kings Inn. While we make this planning
submission due to the lack of assessment & dual assessment under the EIA Directive and
Habitats Directives, we do support the Planning Application but wish to ensure robust mitigation
measures are implemented on any historical/ current and future Impacts relating to F23A/0636
which is described as follows;

“in the townlands of Pickardstown, Coultry, Huntsown, Forrest Great, Forrest Little, and
Collinstown; and to the east of the airfield in the townlands of Cloghran, Corballis, Commons,
Toberbunny, Stockhole and aonshagh.

The proposed development includes upgrades to existing drainage infrastructure and

construction of additional drainage infrastructure to improve performance of the surface water
management system at Dublin Airport and will consist of

11CIIr + a contamination detection and response (CD&R) system comprising detection devices,
network decision poInts (DPs), control kiosks, and ancillary infrastructure including local
access roads, local drainage and communications and power ducts,

b.

CS

d.

clean water supply pipelines consisting of largediameter trunk pipelines;

air$eId contaminated pipelines consisting of large diameter trunk pipelines;

upgrades to the West Apron surface water collection network including recon#guration
of the existing network, construction of an underground attenuation tank, installation of
a local CD&R system, network DPs and a control kiosks, constructiqn oj an underground
pollution storage tank, a pumping station, and ancillary development including local
ductwork, local access roads and local drainage,

1:P1 4 upgrades to the existing surface water collection network in the vicinity of the South
Apron including recon#guration of the existing network, construction of network DPs,
upgrade of the existing Pow diversion structure (FDS) and recon#guration of the existing
Cuckoo supply channel,

f. a central pollution control facility (CPCF) consisting of underground pollution control
storage tanks, a pumping station, a discharge pipeline to the Uisce Eireann network,
mechanical and electrical equipment, a control buIlding, an electrical substation, and
ancillary development includIng a local access road, enhanced Food bund, local drainage
and ductIng;

g. a CPCF pipeline consisting of a large diameter trunk pipeline;
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h. a central supervisory control and data acquisition (SCADA) system comprising kiosks and
associated electrical power and signal connections;

f. repurposing of the central section of the existing Air$eId Trunk Culvert (ATC) as a
contaminated pipeline; and

/ P ancillary and associated development including pipework, mechanical and electrical
service connections and upgrades, temporary compounds and site works.

This planning application is accompanied by an Environmental Impact Assessment Report and
Naturalmpact Statement.

1.2 Due to a number of planning applications and planning appeals live on DubIIn airport
developments, we have not had time to give this application a full rundown of the issues with
this development. We believe we had identified a number of issues in relation to detail of the
planning application and some deficiencies in the application report, documentation and
Environmental assessments which, need to be updated in order to constitute a complete
application (in accordance with the law), which is capable of being properly assessed by the
Planning Authority. We have raised the procedural/ administration issues and deficiencIes in the
below submission which we believe should require the application to be deemed invalid and
require a new applicatIon or without prejudice to that argument require substantial additional
inforrnation.

1.3 Below we lay out the very basic reasons and considerationsin bullet form, in support of our
contention that the application must be invalidated and reapplied for or updated. We must
reiterate that we support this development whrch will attempt to reduce the continuous
discharge of contaminated surface water and discharge into protected water bodies in North
Dublin. We make this submission in order to shore up the omissions in the application
documentation and lacunae in environmental screening and assessment and failure to carry out

a dual consent process with the EPA in relation to the licensing of additional in fluent to
Ringsend that is in breach of its current licensing lirnits.

2. AdminIstrative / Procedural issues:

2.1 The Development crosses two local authority boundaries and therefore planning areas at the
R132 and therefore may be required to be lodged as Strategic Infrastructural Development
directly to An Bord Pleanila after the requisite re application consultation.
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2.2 In Uisce Eireann pre wrnectbn form appli6ant answers c}restt>n 31inoorrec11y as the connectt>n is for storm

water (mltnminate and so wastewater) to sewer.TtwyincorrecIJy tU the no boxTberefore the applicatk>n
should be remade to Uisce Eireann.

23 The applicant faRed to carry out an AA on the following NATURA Sites which are hydro logiaHy linked to the

development or have pathway reaptors to the development

Ireland's EYE gLC & SPA- Hydraulically linked via Mayne River, Sluice river and via BaIdwle Estuary which has

tHaI impact of Ireland act (PCBs/ Pop have impact on marine life and trophic food chaIn impacting marine

bicxlivenity and birds (bird health and reproductbesuuus with PCB bia aaumulatt)n weakening eggs.)

Rqerstcwn Estuary SAC/SPA - is linked via the ward River has poor status and cumLJathe impact re

unaompliant Swords WWTP

Western Irish Sea SAC - H HydraulicalV linked via Marne RIver, Sluia river and via Baldayle Estuary

Rcx:kabUI to DaIkey SAC - Pathway receptor from development site contaminated waste water via sewer and

WWTP at in the ft5t instance RirBsend WWTP and in the second proposed instance Greater Dublin Drainage

Clonshaugh WWTP and ptpeITne.

Bull Island SPA- pathway receptor via rirEsend impact on eelgrass and trent geese that are linked to Bull island

and Baldcwle SPA and MC

Tolka EstUalv SPA- Ringsend sewage overfbws and North fringe sewer sewage overfbwstoTolka river

impacts nitrogen , miaoplastic Pollutants ofemeIBing mnmm irl waters.

2.4 It was Impossible to be able to go through the approx25CX) pages in 5 weeks let alone the two days I had to

look through the appliatt>n. The fact that the EIAR (and NIS) was not in electronic searchable'format as

statutodly required under the 2014 EIAdirecthe caused greatdifftulty Intryingtnloate artain keywords and

phrases to zoom in on informatt>n and extract orrepordua info to rvfer to in a submission. This is contrary to

the law and the appliatbn should be invalidated or without prejudia to tInt argument a fuRhersufftient

time undu the EIA dirwthegven to review EIAR and appendices.

25

2.6

2.6

2.7

A number of statutory prescribed bodies were acc[uded.

I would question the appliatt)n form that states an IPPC is nor required

Dual assessment and consuttatt>n with EPA required.

Application does not demonsDate how water bodies, mayne, sluice and ward rivers will be broL©R upto good

status under the WFD with this appllcatk>n, parttularty as the contaminated water will end up in sewers which

cannot treat all the contaminants. An atternatbe of storage and sucker tru a removal for proper treatment

SFfdLad b-fb–drt'afiREIAAiieRrheat
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2,8 No mention of unauthorised development of PFAS contaminated soil that has already been excavated without

AA or aAR. Can this applicatt>n be accepted in sectt>n 34.12 of the Planning and Development Act 2(Dl to

present is triggered.

2.9

2.10

Ringsend agglomerattin and WWTP is not in compITance and is overloaded. nis issues must be considered at

the time ofmakiwtFeappliatt>n.

The ODD WWTP and pipeline cannot be relied on to grant permision in this development as it is not yet

consented.

Please invalidate or refuse permission and or have the applicatt>n updated.

Yours Sincerely

Sabrina Joyce-Kemper

and

WIld Irish Defence CLC
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Submission

1. Introduction

1.1 Sabrina Joyce.Kemper makes this submission in response to Significant Additional
Information (SAt) on planning reference F23A/0636. Ms Joyce.Kemper has an advanced diploma
in P]anning and Environmental law from the Honorable Kings Inn. The planning application
F23A/0636 is described as follows;

“in the townlands of Pickardstown, Coultry, Huntsown, Forrest Great, Forrest Little, and
Collinstown; and to the east of the airfield in the townlands of Cloghran, Corballis, Commons,
Toberbunny, Stockhole and Clonshagh.

The proposed development includes upgrades to existing drainage infrastructure and
construction of additional drainage infrastructure to improve performance of the surface water
management system at Dublin Airport and will consist of:

a.

b,

C,

d.

a contamination detection and response (CD&R) system comprising detection devices,
network decision points (DPs), control kiosks, and ancillary Infrastructure including local
access roads, local drainage and communications and power ducts;

dean water supply pipelines consisting of large diameter trunk pipelines;

airFeld contaminated pipelines consistIng of large diameter trunk pipelines;

upgrades to the West Apron surface water collection network including reconfguration
of the existing network, construction of an underground attenuation tank, installation of
a local CD&R system, network DPs and a control kiosks, construction of an underground
pollution storage tank, a pumping station, and ancillary development including local
ductwork, local access roads and local drainage;

ee upgrades to the existTng surfbc€ waItt coltectfox netwark irrthrviclnity nflheSouth
Apron including recon$guration of the existing network, construction of network DPs,
upgrade of the existing Pow diversion structure {FDS) and reconfgumtion oj the existing
Cuckoo supply channel,

j, a'central pollution control facility (CPCF) consisting of underground pollution control
storage tanks, a pumping station, a discharge pipeline to the Uisce Eireann network,
mechanical and electrical equIpment, a control building, an electrical substation, and
ancillary development including a local access road, enhanced Food bund, local drainage
and ducting;

g F

h.

a CPCF pipeline consisting of a large diameter trunk pipeline;

a central supervisory control and data acquisItion (SCADA) system comprising kiosks and

associated electrical power and signal connections;
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i. repurposing of the central section of the existing Airfield Trunk Culvert (AtC) as a
contaminated pipeline; and

j. ancillary and associated development including pipework, mechanical and electrical
service connections and upgrades, temporary compounds and site works.

This planning application is accompanied by an Environmental Impact Assessment Report and
Naturalmpact Statement.

1,2 In my first submission to this application at section 2.8 of that submission I made the following
observation:

No mention ojunauthorised dwelopment ofPFAS contaminated soN that has already been emavated without

AA or EIAR Can this apdication be accepted in section 34.12 of the Planning and [kwlopment/kt2CDI to

present is triggered.

1.3 The applicant has not assessed the confirmed and existing PFAS contamination in soils and
groundwater on the Airport campus. The only comment I can see in the NIS is on page 14 a
comment added with RFI which states:

I PgP ItAdM ALIOW DUes/2024 lk189Q I

SaIls WIthIn the aIrport wIll requIre the excavatkin and there is a paulbU,tV that these mlb tuve been
contamInated IN aIrport-related xtNlttes tn the past. . MItIgatIon measures wIll be required in rdatkin
to salts and sail anvements wIthIn areas of excavation aIrsIde.

1.4 In the ruponse memorandum document the applicant states the following in reply to RFI request 6:

A. PFAS ContamInatIon at da8

R48peru:

Th• pckntld taI wuounbnIrg eontBrr#uted m3t8nal u wlbOelel Chq4er II v bIaS, Bab, GeekIBy
md Hydrog80Rroy oI the EMI As tkunbed tn gactIon it.6.1.1. sda hv06b9a+i(>n wvl bbcx9kxy anaW4
WII be lmmed Out to chnnrlkn potental aon iam}matkin of QrwrH But wd be exoY•bd dr#in the
omB\£txn phase, kxWng MIlo fOr PPAS As dewtb+d, II cant+nnaled nlwater b OnmnttPP3 -!
Is proIn&d thU & be rOrruwl by a k;one<1 wast8 cord,3ckx lot 8Wnent ot daDa&al al a 8ulUtly Uea=bd
haley in ucudana8 WTb the Wast8 HHug€m8al Aa t996 {as mwxJedI. tIle Waste Manag6rrnnt

(Co+benn PunK) Regal•bom 2007 (u an+nclwl) wI tH Wage Man•Oem•nt IFaclhty P+rIM
FtoO6balm) Rqutatna6 2tX}7 (as amanM} WWe 8pprqxut8 aaa proWse to u&e a bvuclwed
approach in kn wIth au Envbonment81 PmtectDn banc{\ (ERA's} GuIdance on the M•n80ennnl ol
Catamlmta! Lend and QrowxlwatrN a1 EPA Lben sod Stes. bItIng 8wocnt or best k++ndwul
pacIJ08, evolvIng st8nthrds and am#ghg knowlad98 ami experbma #1 rwwdutnn bOwiogl&& le
ddermhe Itn rIbast apHafxtale onv+onmental &altOn tar It& managelunt SectIon SIX,IZ deuRn
he ;Dbntnl kx M£xhn Ial oor&all+uuon aI sudan water run Ibn during cansbutnn acu%y 8actIon 14.7
bsb m4l94ron m&•bu•$ to luton thIs rIsk Incltxllrsg deveio#nwd a1 tIts Con8btxbtn wI Em#onmorW
Maaagoment Plan {CEMP), ##une+ to ax+rti 8tH 8uav811an Io +n8ute that nOmad We are $tatie ul
minrr16e erosIon InlcJrxlrNerwudnQ WaRs are wMd out Mhn ltte mail 8xwvHX)n &to n t+ as pouR#e.
apphaabCXI Of pr+4r8•Vrnat and SIll nxILM#an m©8surw. md wvhJ mantrpment of SR)ngo eng EtAR
Appendix 13.1 . Re+ourc8 & Waste Hanagvrnrrt Plan outbnw how to rnanap coatimirutnl nl 8tnukl
INs tn kIBntM FM tO startIng stag.
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THs reply is completely uninformed as I an only presume the plaming c@lsuItant replied in thIs mmner as

daa have not provided their planning consultant wtth the 4 reports that detail con6rmaUon ofPFAS

contamination in the soil,gmundwate and migration to water bodes. The information comingthrough from

the daR EPA , Fingal County Cnundl and these reports indiate that the PFAS contamination issue at Dublin

Airport first ame to leFt in approx 2016. The reports which are too £arge to append to this document on be

downloaded and reviewed by the planning section at the following link. I request that they are considered as

part of my submission.

https://ww.dUblinairportcom/doc/default-source/sustainabiIRweports/2021-2023environmental+nonttorinR-

report.pdPsfwsn=36299b4d 2

https://ww.dublinairportcom/doc/default-sour a/sustainabNitwpoW2021-2023€nvironmental-monFtcrinknorb
technial6ummavpdns&rsn<Fae8fda 2

https://www.dubTinairport.com/dms/default-source/corporate/material-management<iesiRn-report-for-the-

managernentof-impacted-soils-2020.pdf?sK#sngc6716WI 2

https://www.dublinairport.com/docs/defauFt40urce/corporate/groundwater-and5urfacowaTer-risk-assessment-and-

remediationoptions-appmisaF2021.pdPsfwsn;2e845f;a 0.

1.5 The plannIng authority simply cannot carry out an EIA, M and Water Framework assessment and Waste

assessment without mnprehenstve report from the daa detailing the interaction of this development with

existing PF/B contamination currently in soil, groundwater and water bales. Remediation and

decontamination measures capabre of preventing PFAS contaminated runoff from impacting waterresourus,

protected sites and from being discharged to sewer and then Ringsend {which has no technology to deal with

PF/S contamination}MUSFt>e assesse€mftFgaHon KeriBRed, compensiFon Wen$fiedforunauthodsed
reburial of contaminated soils and removal of contaminated soils.

1.6 the current from of application will ncXprevent the extrerne riskto hunan health, sensitive habitats and the

5pedesthatlivethefre. ROBUST and defFnttive measure must be identified and implemented as a matter of

urgulcy at full costs to the daa due to their inability to cornply wIth PlannirB and environmental issues to date

on this specific issue.

1.7 Multi partywnsuFtation with the EPA Fingal CC, Health and Safety Authority and daa must commence

imrnediately.

The planning authority have a responsibility under the Local Govemmult Act of 2CX>1 and the Ethics in Pub]ic office Act

1995 , in addition to environmental and planning legislation, to act in the public interest

Yours Sincerely
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Sabrina JoycoKemper
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https://www.dublinairport.com/ck)u/default-sou(a/sustainabilitvnport5/2021-2023environrnental-monitorinF
report.pdf?sfvrsn=362991YId 2

https://www.dublinairport.com/docs/default-souroe/sustainabilitweportg2021-2023€nvironmental-monitorinR

non-technimLsummary.pdf?sfvrsn'cfae8fda 2

https://www.dublinairport.com/doqfdefault-source/corporate/materiaLmanagementrMRn-report.for.the-

rnanaRementof-impacted-soil&2020.pdPstvrsn=fc671644, 2

https://www.dublinairport.com/docs/default-source/corporate/groundwater-and-surfacewater-risk-as=ssment-
and-remediatbnoptions-appraisal-2021.pdf?sfvrsn=2e&15fla 0

B 2021-2023-environmental-monitorinq-non-technical-summary PFAS. pdf

B 2021-2023-environmental-monitoring-report PFAS technical. pdf
B groundwater-and-surface-water-risk-assessment-and-remediation-options-appraisal-2021 .pdf

B material-management-desiqn-report-for-thumanagement-of-impacted-soils-2020.pdf
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