SMTW Environmental DAC
c/o Ward Cross
The Ward
Co Dublin
An Bord Pleanéla,
64 Marlborough Street,
Dublin 1,
D01 V902
October 6%, 2024

RE: ABP-320815-24 / F23A/0636
Dear An Bord Pleanala,

The Board sent a letter to SMTW Environmental DAC, dated September 18™ 2024, containing further
appeals received by the Board with reference to the above planning application. On behalf of SMTW
Environmental DAC, please find enclosed a submission with regard to the information contained in the
further appeals. Please also find attached the Appeal submission.

Yours Sincerely

Liam O’Gradaigh

obo SMTW Environmental DAC



We note from the correspondence that one of the appeals is a first party appeal from the daa. The first
party appeal raises concerns with conditions 3, 14, 23 and 25.

Condition 23:

We strongly urge the Board to reject the daa’s request and maintain the permitted hours of
construction as stated in condition 23 to ensure the interests of amenity and minimise the impacts of
construction and construction traffic on adjoining neighbourhoods.

Condition 25:

The change in wording requested by the daa is very worrying. The consequences of such a change could
enable the daa to reuse contaminated waste on site instead of taking the necessary remedial action to
have it disposed and treated off site. Attached to this submission are documents obtained via AIE
requests to the daa from a member of the public who has granted access to SMTW Environmental DAC
to these documents.

The attached record ‘08. P21-195 Draft Memo_2-12-24 TWM-1.1- Redacted.pdf’, dated September
12" 2024, is a memo from CDM Smith and Fehily Timoney consultants who were:

‘engaged by the Dublin Airport Authority (daa) to conduct a technical review of a proposal by a
works Contractor (WPS, 2023) to reuse crushed concrete from the Dublin Airport Apron 5H works
area. The purpose of the review assessment is to assess the potential for leaching of per- and
poly-fluoroalkyl substances (PFAS) from the crushed concrete, which is currently being stockpiled
near the works area.

daa is considering reusing the excavated and crushed concrete on-site in the following ways:

* Crushing concrete to grade suitable for addition with cement and water to produce a
cement bound granular mixture (CBGM).

* CBGM to be used in construction of pavements for Apron 5H to specification, as
follows:

0 350 millimeters (mm) or 200 mm of pavement quality concrete or 230 mm of
asphalt course

o The CBGM will be used beneath a layer of high-quality concrete at least 200
mm thick or an asphalt course 230 mm thick limited to the Apron only.

o Above the CBGM and beneath the concrete a sealant is applied

Based on the review of the proposal by the Works Contractor, it was concluded that
additional leaching studies were needed to assess the extent of PFAS leaching from the
crushed concrete, CBGM, and CBGM amended with sorbents. The study was performed



using standard UK methods to determine the leaching flux and reduction potential of the
sorbents. The findings of the study provide information about the potential leaching of
PFAS from the stockpiled materials and intended use as CBGM. These findings help make
informed recommendations on the best reuse options’.

In the Summary section it states:

‘Summary of Conclusions

Based on sample test results, reported PFAS were below the method detection limit in
the solid crushed concrete and CBGM samples, with detection limits at approximately 1
microgrammes per kilogram (lAg/kg) for 18 PFAS reported. Concentrations less than 1
Kg/kg are within the range, albeit on the low end of the range reported in previous
characterisation studies (WSP, 2023). These previous studies suggested PFAS dry weight
concentrations individually of below detection to 5.5 |ug/kg and the sum of 20 PFAS
(‘PFAS20’) ranged from 2.2-32 Jug/kg.

According to the results of leaching tests, crushed concrete and CBGM samples released
PFAS at levels that are close to, and sometimes above, the 100 nanogrammes per liter
(ng/L) PFAS20 screening level used as a standard for drinking water intended for human
consumption.

PFAS precursors 8:2FTS and 6:2 FTS, which are not included in the PFAS20 sum, were also
leached (Table 1) increasing the fluorine equivalent mass by 72-87%. These precursors
are known to transform into carboxylic acids such as PFPA, PFHxA, PFHpA, and PFOA,
which are included in the PFAS20 sum.

It is important to note that these precursors have the potential to become a source of
regulated PFAS in the future i.e. PFAS20 sum. This is because they have been shown to
transform into regulated PFAS such as PFPA, PFHxA, PFHpA, and PFOA, which was
demonstrated during the TOP assay oxidation.

There was no significant difference between the levels of PFAS leached from the crushed
concrete and the CBGM. This suggests that adding cement to the crushed concrete mix
does not reduce leaching of PFAS.

The results of the semi-dynamic tank testing conducted on the CBGM samples indicate
consistent leaching of PFAS in the solution. The concentrations of PFAS20 range from 15-
25 ng/L, with only PFOS and 8:2 FTS detected at low levels of 1-3.4 ng/L over the first
four days of the study.

Further tank testing sample results are pending that will be used to calculate PFAS (and
precursor) flux and kinetics for desorption or diffusion from the CBGM.

Results suggest that the PFAS observed in the crushed concrete and CBGM will unlikely
leach at concentrations exceeding the PFAS20 screening threshold. Any crushed concrete
with higher PFAS levels than those used in the study may pose a greater risk of leaching.
Ongoing tank test evaluations are being conducted to determine the threshold levels in
crushed concrete and CBGM below which leaching flux would be below the PFAS 20.



=  The addition of the sorbents Fluorosorb and powdered activated carbon (PAC) to the
CBGM reduced PFAS leaching to below detection limits in all the leachate samples except
one.

= |n the context of the proposed reuse site, groundwater samples from individual
monitoring wells on the site indicate that the PFAS concentrations range from 15-1,078
ng/L for PFAS20. The locations closest to the Apron 5H had concentrations ranging from
16-766 ng/L.

= Soil samples collected beneath the Apron 5H area show relatively high concentrations of
PFAS. For example, PFOS concentrations ranged from ND at 568 [ug/kg, and the sum of
all other PFAS (excluding PFOS) was as high as 415 g/kg near the 5H Apron (WSP,
2023).’

Then in the Recommendations section the following is stated:
‘Recommendations

It is recommended to move forward with the plan to reuse the Apron 5H crushed concrete
despite the observed PFAS leaching. The rationale is as follows:

= The PFAS levels observed in the crushed concrete are relatively low, with
concentrations less than 32 |ug/kg. These samples also leached PFAS at
concentrations below or periodically above the PFAS20 screening. However, the
leaching test is very conservative and does not accurately represent the leaching
occurring with the emplaced CBGM in situ.

=  Two methods were used to evaluate leaching PFAS concentrations, the BS EN 12457
leachate test and the EA NEN 7375 tank test. The EA NEN 7375 tank test study of the
CGBM shows that the leaching PFAS concentrations are lower than those measured
with the BS EN 12457 leachate test. The tank test more accurately represents what is
likely to occur in situ. However, some uncertainty in the analysis remains due to the
relatively low levels of PFAS observed in the crushed concrete and CBGM of the
observed range.

=  Groundwater and soils beneath Apron 5H area have PFAS concentrations that are
much higher than those observed in the CBGM or leachates. Therefore, CBGM
leaching would not worsen current site environmental conditions.

= The CBGM will be placed beneath a layer of sealant and pavement to prevent
infiltration and potential leaching. This will significantly reduce infiltration to and
through the CBGM. In addition, given that the groundwater table elevation is
significantly below the emplaced CBGM, it is unlikely to pose any leaching risk.

= Both Fluorosorb and PAC significantly reduced PFAS leachate concentrations to
below method detection levels when mixed at various concentrations in the CBGM.



These amendments can be considered as part of a future re-use scenario, to reduce
leaching flux, if necessary, and supported by a value engineering assessment.

The CBGM tank analytical results are pending, which will allow calculating the kinetic PFAS flux
rate from the CBGM samples. This can be used to evaluate the expected leaching flux across the
range of PFAS concentrations observed in the crushed concrete and CBGM. This can provide a
defensible basis for re-use and support future decision-making. The CBGM tank analytical results
evaluating PFAS precursors is also pending. These results will allow for evaluating and
calculating the kinetic precursor flux rate from the CBGM samples.’

Please note that the report from WSP is also attached which is referenced in the CDM Smith memo.



| also attach the report from the Senior Executive Scientist as part of the Planning Report for application
F23A/0636. It states:

“The proposed works in this application are intended to address the ongoing pollution from
deicing activities and not intended to address PFAS contamination, It would be unwise 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.”

There is no question of whether PFAS exists throughout the airport campus. Therefore, attempting to
deal with the problem at a later stage is not acceptable. The issue should be sorted out and remediated
before any new works begin.

The report provides answers to a list of questions from the Planning Department.

1.

The applicant not assessed and confirmed the presence of PFAS contamination in soils and
groundwater on the Airport campus.
The application has identified the risk that the excavated material may be contaminated
and may as a result require special disposal off site.
But the application fails to properly assess it in the EIAR and screen it out
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.
Not relevant to this application. The reburied soil is away from the location of the
proposed works
A consultation should be undertaken with the EPA, Fingal CC, Health and Safety Authority and
daa.
Not sure if this relates to PFAS however the EPA has stated it is a local authority matter
under the water pollution act and the health and safety authority deals with
occupational safety which is not a planning matter.
No reference to informing the Environmental Health Section of Fingal County Council or
the HSE or Food Safety Authority
PFAS contamination within Airport Campus has been known since excavation of the North
Runway in 2017.
This statement is correct.
Therefore the construction of the North Runway was unauthorised development as
PFAS/PFOS contamination was known but not assessed. This information was not
provided and assessed as part of the North Runway’s planning extension.
The Fl response does not alleviate concerns around potential contamination of groundwater into
receiving waters as a result of the development.
In regard to PFAS this application is not intended to deal with PFAS contamination but
with ongoing pollution from de-icing activity
Any grounds works could result in PFAS contamination of the Cuckoo Stream and
therefore the above response is not acceptable
The applicant is ignoring the PFAS/PFOS contamination, and the NIS is deficient of proper
assessment on the impact on European sites.



7.

8.

10.

11.

12.

This application is not intended to address PFAS contamination.
The NIS must assess all known risks and therefore the above statement is incredulous
The cumulative impact on the contamination at the Apron 5 development site should be
assessed in conjunction with this application.
The Apron 5 development did not cause PFAS contamination however historic PFAS
contamination required excavated soils which were contaminated to be exported for
disposal. Excavation of contaminated soils if they occur on this project will require them
to be disposed of appropriately.
Contamination at Apron 5 must be assessed as per EPA Guidelines. All in-combination
development needs to be assessed as does Apron 5H mentioned above. The Metro is also
another project that needs to be assessed.
FCC should refuse the application based on a lack of screening and assessment of PFAS/PFOS
contamination and the impact on European sites.
BSM should advise on this matter.
Treatment and disposal of contamination on site is to be considered, proposals need to be
presented in the EIAR for public knowledge.
Disposal off site of contaminated soils does not need to be considered as part of this
application. The disposal site will require assessment which is likely to be abroad and
most likely already will be assessed under the appropriate legislation of the jurisdiction
where the site is located.
The assessment of the disposal of material needs to be assessed from a health & safety
point of view, environmental contamination and the transport requirements for such
disposal. The daa are also considering on-site reuse which is referenced above and needs
to be assessed especially if leaching occurs.
Impact PFAS would have on the proposed Metro at the airport and how will the metro tunnel
impact the PFAS and groundwater.
This is not a matter for this application.
The Metro route traverses the site for the proposed development and any impacts from
this site may impact the Metro project and vice versa. Material is provided below as to
the concerns of Tl on the Metro and how they are assessing all PFAS contamination. The
same should be done in this project.
Page 3 of the 2020 of the Materials management Design report, contains references to 18
reports that have not been provided.
This is not a matter for this application.
Page 19 of Materials Management Design Report noted the USEPA Regional screening levels are
PFOS 0.000172mg/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.
The report referred to contamination at locations not subject to works in this
application.
This statement fails to understand that PFAS migrates in the groundwater and surface
water



13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

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.
The location of the water attenuation tank is not located in the area of works proposed
in this application.
This shows previous incompetence in how the daa are handling PFAS on the airport
campus and therefore cannot be trusted. They didn 't liaise with the EPA or Fingal before
doing these reburial works.
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.
The location of the water attenuation tank is not located in the area of works proposed
in this application.
No consideration given if potential leaks occur in the surface water tank accelerating the
contaminants into ground water.
The underground tank is not to address PFAS contamination but to address deicer
contaminated runoff, the tank and other mitigation measures will reduce the deicer
pollution significantly and is not relevant to PFAS.
This seems to suggest that this proposed development will ignore any PFAS
contamination and leaks that could occur due to the drainage project. The drainage
project could facilitate further PFAS contamination of the Cuckoo Stream.
The burying of contaminated soil to date has been putting human lives at risk.
The location of burying contaminated soil is not located in the area of works proposed in
this application.
The reburial of PFAS contaminated soil without any interaction with the EPA or Fingal
shows previous incompetence and therefore a thorough mitigation plan needs to be put
in place before any works can begin.
Full series of borehole groundwater monitors should be required around the entire airport until
PFAS contamination is fully removed.
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.
This is an incredulous statement. Boreholes and monitoring should be required for not
only PFAS but also for de-icing contamination.
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. .
The proposed works which address de-icer pollution should not be made contingent on
addressing PFAS contamination.
Piecemeal development is a form of project-splitting. All in-combination projects which
have the potential to impact on the environment need to be assessed in their entirety as
per EPA Guidelines.
Existing flooding occurring at Forrest Little Golf Club haven't been alleviated and concerns
whether the proposed development will cause further flooding.
This matter should be addressed by PSI water services



It is apparent that the Planner relied heavily on the advice from the Senior Executive Scientist and it’s
our contention that that advice is severely lacking and fails to adequately address the PFAS
contamination issue and erroneously leads to incorrect advice.



Also included in this submission is AIE material provided by TII. At the Oral Hearing on the MetroLink
project, concerns were raised about the PFAS contamination at Dublin Airport. A number of the records
received by AIE are worth highlighting:

Record 48 (18/07/°24):

Key points are that there are clear information gaps and the daa report doesn’t present the full picture.
They acknowledge there’s a clear PFAS problem at this location and that PFAS is going to come out of
the ground and tunnel.

18, 2024 8:49 AM

Subject: [EXTERNAL] PFAS - talking points for Friday meeting [ALGDMS-MAIN.225982.01430386.FID826971]

As discussed, some structure/talking points ahead of tomorrow’s call:

Why is this important? Context?
Asbestos of the manufacturing world — carcinogenic / consequence

Context of the project: -submission — consenting risk and JR risk

PFAS has not been well understood; there’s a growing focus on it and the risks it presents

Challenge at Dublin airport — there are clear information gaps: we don’t have a clear baseline, or a full data-set; FT report by daa
doesn't present the full picture

The result? — we're not sure of the full extent of this as a problem

But it's clear: there is a PFAS problem at this location.

PFAS is going to come out of the ground and tunnel (out of d-walls and box excavation); it could be more difficult to control under
TBM

What we’re trying to achieve:
+ We need to get as much info as possible — bareholes, monitoring — we need to plug the information gaps
+ How do we take it out of the ground safely and isolate it?- this ties into mitigation (and the risk of leakage)
« How do we safely dispose of it?

3 key pillars: information, mitigation, disposal

4 immediate steps that need to be prioritised on this workstream as a matter of urgency:

1. The project needs to do monitoring at Dublin airport — Tll needs to engage with daa re borehole locations and when this can
be done (asap)

2. Tll need to meet with daa to get a clearer sense of the problem and how they're managing this

3. The project needs to discuss management of this as a waste product and its disposal (PFAS can't be treated in Ireland —
there is no facility here to accept this)

4. JI will review existing mitigation measures, and explain more clearly how these (& any additional mitigations) will manage the
problem

We need to have a dedicated working group, focused on this subject, that meets regularly to discuss progress updates.

I'm in meetings until 5pm — could you email Paolo, Nigel and Aidan about having 15 minutes in tomorrow morning’s meeting
dedicated to this subject?



Record 44 (02/07/°24):

This record shows that Tl are correctly looking at the Cumulative Impact Assessment and In
Combination Assessment for NIS. This is exactly what the daa should be doing with this drainage
application and it’s incomprehensible that Fingal County Council did not come to the same conclusion.

rrom: |

Sent on: 02 July 2024 20:06:18

o
cc:

Subject: RE: Timing on CIA/-rcsponsc [ALGDMS-MAIN.225982.01430386.F1ID826971]

Thanks-

| will forward an outline programme for the CIA, however, at a high level it is worth saying the following:

1. The completion of the Cumulative Impact Assessment will be a number of weeks — | currently predict 4 -5 weeks, but
because of the unknown nature of this work and lack of precedent, it is possible we will come across some speed bumps

that will slow us down;
2. Similar for the In Combination Assessment (for NIS), but this needs to be confirmed by SC who are currently addressing this

issue for the Bus Connects Blackrock JR.
3. For the other.issues i.e PFAS, Sludge Hub centre, Ringsend WwTP, Cable Routes and WFD query, we will need c. 2 weeks

to complete.

Overall, a decision to include the additional material referenced above would result in a delay in the readvertisement of the Oral
Hearing material.

To my mind we are going out to consultation on a significant quantum of additional material already as requested by the Board.
This is likely to raise further potentially significant queries/questions/submissions that we will need to address in the response
document. In that context, | would see merit in addressing the submission items there (rather than delay the re-
advertisement). Then the Board will be in a position to review our responses to all of these items to decide whether to approve,

RFI or to set up another Oral Hearing.

| hope that this helps

Best Regards



Conclusion:

We have raised concerns that are very applicable to the 1° party appeal from the daa. The daa’s own
documents show a significant PFAS contamination problem. They still have large stockpiles of concrete
and waste material that is leaching PFAS into the Ground water and Surface water. The daa are
exploring the reuse of the PFAS contaminated waste material yet their own advice suggests that
leaching will still occur.

We also provided the advice given by the Senior Executive Scientist who clearly fails to understand the
gravity of the situation and fails to understand the need for Cumulative Assessment and In Combination
Assessment as highlighted by the advice given to TII.

TIl are taking the PFAS situation very seriously and understand their obligations which are clearly lacking
with the daa. Tll acknowledge that their development will lead to PFAS release into the environment.

This drainage application can lead to serious pollution of the Cuckoo Stream which is hydrologically
linked to the SACs and SPAs along the Dublin Coast. It can also impact on human health from
contamination of wells and lands.

The only response offered by the daa is to address the situation via a Construction and Environmental
Management Plan (CEMP) and Waste Management Plan. This is not acceptable and the public have the
right to know the full extent of the PFAS contamination and how it is going to be addressed.

The daa have been aware since 2016 of the PFAS issue and decided to literally bury the evidence in
order that the North Runway project would not be delayed. No consultation with State Authorities was
carried out. We note that no full AA was ever carried out on the North Runway. The daa knew of the
PFAS contamination and yet still went ahead without addressing it and even got a time extension and
defended High Court proceedings while still burying knowledge of this contamination. The North
Runway should be classed as Unauthorised Development, and we ask that the Board make a ruling on
this.

The impacts of this PFAS contamination have not even been screened for this development and it’s
incredulous that this passed the scrutiny of the Local Authority when it was clearly raised by the public
in their submissions.

We urge the Board to take our submission into account and refuse this development until such time as
the PFAS contamination is fully understood and addressed and proper Environmental Impact
Assessment and Appropriate Assessment are carried out taking PFAS into account.



Appendix A

Appeal Submission



SMTW Environmental DAC
c/o Ward Cross
The Ward
Co Dublin
An Bord Pleanala,
64 Marlborough Street,
Dublin 1
Sep 15%, 2024

RE: F23A/0636
Dear An Bord Pleanéla,

| 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 21t 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)



The Planning Officer’s Report is broken into two sections. The first part is dated December 14, 2023,
and the subsequent report is dated August 15, 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.

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.
17.

The applicant not assessed and confirmed the presence of PFAS contamination in soils and
groundwater on the Airport campus.

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.

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

PFAS contamination within Airport Campus has been known since excavation of the North
Runway in 2017.

The Fl response does not alleviate concerns around potential contamination of groundwater into
receiving waters as a result of the development.

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

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

FCC should refuse the application based on a lack of screening and assessment of PFAS/PFOS
contamination and the impact on European sites.

Treatment and disposal of contamination on site is to be considered, proposals need to be
presented in the EIAR for public knowledge.

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

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

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.

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.

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.

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

The burying of contaminated soil to date has been putting human lives at risk.

Full series of borehole groundwater monitors should be required around the entire airport until
PFAS contamination is fully removed.



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



deficient. 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 Pleandla 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. Itis 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



contamination 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 of a 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
leglislative guidelines and removed to a registered facility.”

That is the extent of the mitigation added by the daa. This is wholly inadequate. The RFl 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.



The conclusion 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 RFl 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



mitigation 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/I (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/I.

EIAR: Airfield Drainage Project
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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 of 80k 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 of 40mppa. 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.”



This section also makes reference to the rerouting of the Cuckoo Stream. The stream is already polluted
with PFAS/PFQOS, 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.”



Condition 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 29%, 2024

RE: F23A/0636
Dear Planning Department,

| would like to make a submission on behalf of SMTW Environmental DAC on the Further Information
request from Fingal County Council dated December 15" 2023 and the corresponding material received
from the daa dated June 13" 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 IV — RFI Memorandum and Appendices’.
Section 6 of the report, 3™ 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.”



The 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



Daa — Environmental Management of PFAS Compounds
In April 2024 the daa uploaded 4 documents to their website at
https://www.dublinairport.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:

e 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 4,111ng/l were
reported.

e Surface Water:

o The highest PFOS concentration in surface water was detected in the Cuckoo Stream at 50.6ng/I
(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.

e Soil/Concrete:

o The highest concentrations of individual PFAS constituents in soils/concrete were 568ug/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.dublinairport.com/docs/default-source/sustainability-reports/2021-2023-environmental-
monitoring-report.pdf, it lists possible receptors:



https://www.dublinairport.com/corporate/environmental-social-governance/sustainability
https://www.dublinairport.com/docs/default-source/sustainability-reports/2021-2023-environmental-monitoring-report.pdf
https://www.dublinairport.com/docs/default-source/sustainability-reports/2021-2023-environmental-monitoring-report.pdf

e Special Areas of Conservation:
o Malahide Estuary (Site code 000205)
o Baldoyle Bay (Site code 000199)
o North Dublin Bay (Site code 000206)
e 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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https://www.epa.ie/publications/monitoring--assessment/freshwater--marine/Abstraction-Register-December-2023-for-publication.xlsx
https://www.epa.ie/publications/monitoring--assessment/freshwater--marine/Abstraction-Register-December-2023-for-publication.xlsx

The 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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What 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 GW11 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/I) 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/I 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/I.

What is also very worrying is that the trend of PFAS contamination is increasing significantly over time.

daa ple
2031 - 2023 Enwironmental BMaonitoring Report
PFAS Trends - GW11
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The report does not discuss the alarming rise in Sum of Total PFAS.




Documents 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-fingal-county-council/

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

https://www.dublinairport.com/corporate/airport-development/north-runway/environment/soil-and-
water-management

The two documents are different to the documents previously made available by the daa. These two
new documents were undertaken by Fehily Timoney 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 Appraisal’,
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:

e 0.65 ng/I (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 ug/! 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/I, 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.


https://ocei.ie/en/ombudsman-decision/7db6a-daa-public-limited-company-and-fingal-county-council/
https://www.dublinairport.com/corporate/airport-development/north-runway/environment/soil-and-water-management
https://www.dublinairport.com/corporate/airport-development/north-runway/environment/soil-and-water-management
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Section 5.1.4 lists the potential receptors of contaminants:

e The shallow weathered bedrock aquifer located around or beneath the former fire training
ground (APEC5).

e The deep limestone bedrock aquifer.

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

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

e Humans located within close proximity to the site.
e Irrigated Keeling production facilities located approximately 1 km north of the site.

e 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.

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 Roadbridge FCC
PROJECT NAME Dublin Airport North Runway Remediation Option
SECTION Groundwater and Surface Water Risk Assessment

Conceptual Site Model of APEC5
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Figure 3-1: Conceptual Site Model* of APEC 5 Area, prepared by IE Consulting and Reproduced from the
November 2018 DQRA (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.



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

Ho of Guideline o cedances GW4 GWS GW6 BHOS BHOO BH10 BH105 BH107

Parameter Units tests Valuesn
Total PFOS ng/l [ 10001 1 1,630 884 443 201 <LOD =<LOD <L0OD <L0OD
Total PFOS & PFOA na/l 6 70° 4 2,434 | 2,354 | 745 | 244.1 | <LOD | <LOD <LoD <LOD

Note 1: EPA: A Proposed Approach for the Davelopmant and Application of Guideline Values for Groundwater
Note 2: United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) Drinking Water Advisories for PFOA and PFOS
* <LOD: Below Laboratory Limit of Detection

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).”



Diversion Application form for Cuckoo Stream

In the accompanying RFl 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.

11 *Confirmation of Land Ownership:

Please confirm the name and address of the landowner and provide the folio details of the land where the diversion is
proposed:
FINGAL CITY COUNCIL

Note

1. Enter "My Land" if this is the case

2. if land is in ownership of a third-party, a letter of consent to the proposed diversion works is required to be provided by the
third-party landowner as part of this application, A formal easement will be required from the third-party landowner should the
diversion progress

12 "Are there potential contaminated land issues? Yes D No D




Natura 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 ignhoring 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.



Conclusion:

The response to the Further Information request from Fingal County Council in relation to 3™ 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

¢/o Ward Cross

The Ward

Co Dublin

Fingal County Council,
Planning Department

November 12, 2023

RE: F23A/0636
Dear Planning Department,

| 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-examining-potential-
impact-of-forever-chemicals/

Also, at a DAEWG meeting on the 15" 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 requlators to ensure best practice in managing this issue”.

https://www.dublinairport.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-jordmasser-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.


https://www.irishtimes.com/transport/2023/03/17/dublin-airport-operator-examining-potential-impact-of-forever-chemicals/
https://www.irishtimes.com/transport/2023/03/17/dublin-airport-operator-examining-potential-impact-of-forever-chemicals/
https://www.dublinairport.com/docs/default-source/community-engagement/15-march-2023---daewg-meeting-minutes-approved.pdf
https://www.dublinairport.com/docs/default-source/community-engagement/15-march-2023---daewg-meeting-minutes-approved.pdf
https://www.energiaktuelt.no/sender-80-000-tonn-pfas-forurensede-jordmasser-til-sikker-deponering.6623054-575505.html
https://www.energiaktuelt.no/sender-80-000-tonn-pfas-forurensede-jordmasser-til-sikker-deponering.6623054-575505.html

Surface 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 off site 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 Pleanala 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.



F19A/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 26™, 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 requlatory 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.



Unauthorised 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



Appendix

https://www.energiaktuelt.no/sender-80-000-tonn-pfas-forurensede-jordmasser-til-sikker-
deponering.6623054-575505.html

Photo: Geminor


https://www.energiaktuelt.no/sender-80-000-tonn-pfas-forurensede-jordmasser-til-sikker-deponering.6623054-575505.html
https://www.energiaktuelt.no/sender-80-000-tonn-pfas-forurensede-jordmasser-til-sikker-deponering.6623054-575505.html

Sends 80,000 tonnes of PFAS-contaminated Written by the editors

Published29 September 2023

soil for safe disposal Updated September 29, 2023

The Karmey-based recycling company Geminor is participating this

autumn in the removal of large quantities of PFAS-contaminated share the article.

masses from Ireland’s largest airport, Dublin International Airport. f ¥ in

- PFAS pollution is an extensive problem in Europe, where industry and especially airports are
affected, says responsible for hazardous waste in Geminor, Bjern Haland.

In collaboration with local partners in Ireland, this autumn Geminor will provide handling,
logistics and final treatment of PFAS-contaminated soil masses from Dublin Intermational 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 Geminor, 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 facilitation 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 Héland.

- 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 8,000 to 9,500 tonnes per transport, explains Haland.



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 Bjern 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- Cian O'Hora, Managing Director, IMS Site Services Ltd.
up, Haland believes. (tv) is a partner of Geminor in the project. On the right,

Bjern Haland in Geminor. Photo: Geminor
- In Europe today, there is a lack 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 Bjern Haland, responsible for hazardous waste in Geminor.



