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An Taisce Corcalgh Wlshes to make the following SubmlSSl%

An Tarsce supports a Zero Waste approach to solving I@%ﬂd s waste manag
issues. By this we mean the avoidance of waste cxge‘at&% asa first step. Wa e is.
- considered a resource that is surplus to requlrgﬁa s only ata partlcular stage inits

k llfeeycle Befote and after that stage it has urpose: Our goal is to
strive to avoid the waste of resources at Qﬁ‘i%zbmts in the Tifecycle of products.
Preference should be given treatmen@éw Sre virgin resources are not destroyed but,
rather, recovered, reused or repalrgd‘\\ S ’
Zero Waste puts the empha31s ﬁffr‘g@ on full lifecycle design, where at concept stage
items are designed for.a full llfeéycle which deals wi stages of its use and its
eventual obsolescence. Inhep\eﬁ} in this phllosophy is a desite to encourage fqu
lifecycle desrgn practices ¢

As a result of the decisions of Mr Justice Peter Kelly in the High Court in May; _
and June of 2004 in the case of Mary Pat Cosgrave -v- An Bord Pleanala; Wrcklow
- County Council, Ireland and others, which proceedings were in the nature of a
Judicial Review of the dCQISJOH of An Bord Pleanala to grant planning p:
S : ~ for alandfill facility at Ballyrtaoran County Wicklow, the: EPA s requ
~ . ; : out a full EIA in accordance with the EIA Directives o
’ - which have not formed part of the remit of the Plannin
the fact that-it appears that the EPA proposes granting
facility, we would caution that thus far, it does not appear t that an EIA has bee
performed by the EPA and indeed, it does not appear that the EPA proposes carrymg
the EPA is REQUIRED to conduet such an assessment
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been reoelved‘l :
submissions based upon access to the rcquested

We rémind you that the EIA directive requires that all rela ed background

- documentation be made available for scrutiny.

The submission , in this context should only be regarded as a prehmmary subm ssmn
based on mcomplete documentation at our disposal.

Further detaﬂs of the preliminary submission are outlmed in the followmg 21 pages
which are emailed. in advance.
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For and on behalf of © @ :
An Taisce Corcaigh and Irish Herlra fust Limited.
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Encl: application fee. £ Mc) d&
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' Karen 'Vad;glhey

From: Waexford Receptionist

Sent: 22 November 2004 10:01

To: . Karen Vaughey

Subject: FW: IPPC Licence 186-1 Indaver Ringaskidy-- Objection

Karen,

This arrived at info@epa.ie

Vanessa.

) s Original Message-----
From: Sean Cronin [mailto:sean. cronm@selatra com] ‘
Sent: 22 November 2004 09:34
To: info@epa.ie
Subject: IPPC Licence 186-1 Indaver Ringaskidy-- Objection

AChara,
For Attn. of Licencing Inspector. - é\e& ; o
‘ N
\ e &
Our letter of Nov 20" 2004 refers. Ref 2004-02-SC. NS
P
\0
With Reference to the Indaver Application for an IPPC Llc%dg 0. 186-1).
The submission referred to in the letter is attached. SN k
_The objection fee was included with the paper letter, ,\gﬂ(@\should be in your possession at this stage.
Mise le meas, \\\O%*Q‘
. &
Sean < 0@
6\0
Sean G.O'Croinin & ,

“An Taisce Corcaigh
sz Tel : +353 21 230 7187
:rFax @ +353 21 230 7179
:::'Mobile : +353 87 677 7358

This email message is CONFIDENTIAL and may contain legally privileged information. If you are not the intended
recipient you should not read, copy, distribute, disclose or otherwise use the:information in this email. Please also
telephone, email or fax us immediately and delete the message from your system. Email may be susceptible to data’
corruption, interception and unauthorised amendment, and we do not accept liability for any such corruptlon,
interception or amendment or for the-consequences thereof. ;

This email has been scanned by the MessageLabs Email Security System.
For more information please visit http://www.messagelabs.com/email
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An Taisce

THE NATIONAL TRUST FOR IRELAND

" An Taisce Corcaigh
‘PO Box 26, Togher, Cork

Telephone: 086-0771602 ~ e-mail: planning@antaisc ecoreaigh.c om

EPA -

PO Box 3000
Johnstown Castle,
Co. Wexford.

Nov, 20" 2004
Our Ref.: ~2004:02-SC-
o Planning Ref.: - = 186-1 Indaver, ngasklddy
' ' For the attention of ~ Office of licencing and guidance

) \\}o?f

An Taisce: Corcalgh wishes to make the following prehngﬁ‘ary submission : .

An Taisce supports a Zero Waste approach to so%%gqreland’s waste management
issues. By this we mean the avoidance of was@%\g@ tion as a first step. Waste 1s
N considered - a resource that is surplus to re aﬁents on]y ata particular stage in its
v : lifecycle. Before and after:that stage it $iad a useful purpose. Our goal is to
R strive to avoid the waste of reSour_ces\{@ points in the lifecycle of products.
Preference should be given treatmg&t Where virgin resources are not destroyed but,
rather, recovered, reused or r;fepaireéo

o
Zero Waste puts the emphamseﬁ\\rmly on full lifecycle design, where at concept stage -
items are designed fora ful‘[ﬁfecycle -which deals with all stages of'its use and its T
eventual obsolescence. Inherent in this philosophy is a desire to encourage full ‘
lifecycle design practices -
As aresult of the decisions of Mr Justice Peter Kelly in the High Court in May
and June of 2004 in the case of Mary Pat Cosgrave -v- An Bord Pleanala, Wicklow
County Council, Ireland and others, which proceedings were in the nature of a
Judicial Review of the decision of An Bord Pleanala to grant planmng permission ’ 5
for a.landfill facility at Ballynagran, County chklow ‘the BPA is required to carry
out a full EIA in accordance with the EIA Directives of the EU on all of those matters _
which have not formed part of the. remit of the Planmng Autherity. < = . IR
Having regard to the fact that it appears that the EPA proposes grantmg a Llcense for
the Indaver facility, we would caution that thus far, it does not appear that an- EIA has
been performed by the EPA anid indeed, it does not appear that the EPA proposes
carrying out an, EIA.
The EPA is REQUIRED to conduct such an 1ndependent assessment.
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An Taisce Corcaigh

An Taisce has sought full background documentation and reports from the EPA on the
day following publication of this draft decision. To date no such documentation has
been received for review. An Taisce therefore reserves the right to make further
submissions based upon access to the requested supplementa-ry information.

We remmd you that the EIA directive requires that all related background .
documentation be made available for scrutiny.

The submission, in this context should only be regarded as a preliminary submnssxon
based on incomplete documentation at our disposal.

_Further details of the prehmmary submission are outhned in the following 21 pages
which are emailedn advance.

SO
Is mise le meas, o”f@\

S.G.O’Croinin
For and on behalf of C}’qé\
An Taisce Corcaigh and Irléjh) eritage Trust Limited.

Encl: application fee. 190.48 euro
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An Taisce Corcaigh

Preface

Toxic and Hazardous Waste.

Cork has a concentration of Pharmaceutical and Chemical Industries which, to an increasing
extent recover their own waste or provide in-house incineration solutions. The industry is
shifting to ‘CLEAN Production’ principles and using GREEN CHEMISTRY where possible
to avoid the production of Toxic substances along TURY guidelines (Toxics Use Reduction
Institute). These techniques are further developed locally through the CTC*(Clean technology
Centre in Cork Institute of Technology). The EPA Figures from: 2001 confirm this trend (EPA
National Waste database report 2001).-

Incineration is not the sole solution to toxic/hazardous waste disposal as waste is simply
converted to greenhouse gases, acid gases, flue-gas neutralization residues and a considerable
quantity of ash. Many of these residues are classified as toxic according to.the current EW.C.
(European Waste Catalogue) necessitating expensive and specific disposal

Modern alternative non-burn technologies treat a wide range of waste categories. Countries
implementing these technologies include U.S.A., Australia, Canada and Japan. Japan in
particular has seen over 300 Incinerator closures in the past 6 years and processes like the
‘Cosmo Robo’ solution (high Temperature gas plasma pyroly is)\fequire less tham half the
space of equ1valent capacity Incinerators, operate -at one 0" the cost and create’ NO
SKYFILL or LANDFILL side effects. In fact crude oil \S\ fﬂuced from plastics. The diesel
fuel derived is used in turn to power the facility and régﬁc@t operational costs.

In 1996, the U.S. congress mandated a program \%&arch and utilize a non-burn technology . '
for safe disposal of chemical weapons. The@f (géhnologles have been adopted by the U.S.
Department of Defense and the Departme gwEnergy to treat their associated waste streams.

The USEPA have evaluated their appl ty to other toxic/hazardous waste streams and
have been endorsed by the UNFAO (@5&1 ations. Food & Agrlcultural Organisation).

O

o

In March 2003, the U.S. milita @ose a water neutralization/bio treatment alternativg to
incineration to dispose of mustaid’gas (a hydrocarbon containing chlorine and sulphur called
dichlorodiethyl sulphide).

Industrial Incineration

We note the recent An Bord Pleanala decision to grant planning permission for a 100,000
tonne Incinerator for Hazardous and Toxic Waste. We understand Indaver Ireland , the
applicant intends to also build a Municipal Waste Incinerator inthe same site at Ringaskiddy.
We believe this is a counterproductive step towards waste prevention and minimization both
for Industry and the general public. There will be no incentives to reduce waste and gate fees
must be guaranteed to the Incinerator, typically over 5-10 year periods and payment is
guaranteed, in-the terms ‘of the contract, whether the contracted toinnage materialises-or not.
Otherwise commercial viability of such a huge financial investment cannot be guaranteed.
This will in . turn place an added burden on the landfill resources as.a licenced Class 1
hazardous landfill will be required to dispose of the fly ash and bottom ash.

Indaver’s proposed Incinerator, ostensibly to. deal with locally eriginated waste; will not be
complying with BAT (Best Available; Technology) as. their de-NOx facilities do not employ
the modern catalytic method available.  The recent closure of a MIWA incinerator in
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Flanders was due to the operators’ non-compliance with BAT pr.ihciples and not installing the
latest de-NOx system of NOx removal. The judge ordered their closure as a result of refusing
to up-grade.

Incineration conflicts with international treaties e.g. Kyoto and POP’s to reduce CO, and
persistent organic pollutants respectively. Both of these treaties were signed and ratified by
our Government and the EPA is obliged to pursue this policy. Each ton of waste burned

generates 1 ton of CO,. Ireland already exceeds our CO, limit and must pay EU fines as a

result.” The institution of Engineers of Ireland estimate that fines of up to €100 -will be

demanded for excesses. This means the suppliers of waste will be faced with an annual
surcharge by the Incinerator to recover the €10 miltion annual fines imposed. This will push

up operational costs of Industry, impose heavy increases oh taxpayers and increase refuse
charges exorbitantly in the years ahead. All these added burdens could be avoided by clever
selection of modern alternative treatments of segregated waste (resource) streams.

As 60% of Indavers waste will primarily be sludges from wastewater treatment manufacturmg
facilities, there are many viable and successful remediation processes currently available for
this type of waste. Thus it is inconceivable that long-term this facility will be required to
dispose of our toxic waste as in accordance with current IPPC Llcenses industry must engage
in waste reduction and clean production. Therefore to maintain commercial viability Indaver
will be forced to import hazardous waste — which explains their choice of site location. -

Many of the non-burn technologies listed are available in di‘f,fergfﬁ" unit sizes, with some
_portable by nature. This is an important consideration as a compgehensive approach to waste
including waste reduction and clean- production is that. ;&y @unon should be viewed as a
temporary solution. 00 é »
Not only will there be economic benefits but health g&ts wxll accrue also since incinerator
emissions, like dioxin, accumulate in-humans.t S Nhe food cKain. Because dioxin-
contaminated beef, milk, fish and vegetables Qt‘é\ ipped all over the country, incineration is
everyone's problem -- no matter, where yov Sﬁioxin-laden chicken processed in Belgium
or Baltinglass, potatees from Lyon or L eef from Meath ,or fish from the Irish Sea
could end.up:on your dinner plate at aré% sbrant or at home. There is only one way to break
the link in this toxic food chain: stop diéXin exposure at the sgurce. For&unately, safer, non-
dioxin producing technologies ex Gé&fér waste disposal. Alternative disposal methods include

e Chemical remedlatlor@%hmques
e neutralization,
¢ biodegradation,

e  gas phase hydrogenation,

electro chemical oxidation.
None of these technologies release dioxin like incineration does.

The US Army uses alternative technologies for disposal of chemical agent in Maryl’and and
Indiana. Another program is mvestlgatmg alternatives for assermbled chemical weapons at
other stockpile sites

Several food producers across the USA , including Keebler, Sara Lég, Perdue and GoldKist
have already taken a stand against the siting of incinerators near thieir processing plants. They
realize that dioxin- producing incinerators can take a toll on their company's reputation and
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An Taisce Corcaigh

profits. Food producers in Cork will be adversely affected by Incineration and the Waste
Management Plan miust ensure one of our best performmg sectors is safeguarded for future
job creation and export earnings.

Disposal of Hazardous/Toxic waste is not an urgent problem for the following reasons:

1. Insufficient Volumes of Waste

. a. The quantities are relatively small, i.e. circa: 30-50,000. tons. a- year, which
constitutes <0.5% of' waste produced nationally. - (Ref:- EPA Millennium
Report 1998) The trend since 1998 as shown. in the. EPA 2001 National -
Waste Database report, is not growing at any reakrate. Exports for Recovery
rates have doubled while disposal needs have grown very slightly (p.33),
which verifies the thesis that we do not have a major volume issae. To put
things into perspective only 0.5% of Ireland’s national waste is classified as
toxic/hazardous according to the EPA 1998 report with a major contributor to
this being a once-off shipment of contaminated soil (1998 some 32,000 tons).

2. Current Practices Suffice

a. - Existing stroctyres are in place to deal with these volumes, i.e. export to »Eurc;pe
for remediation, deconstruction-and incineration. Egg' less ‘than 60,600 tonnes
were exported for disposal in 2001 (mainly from o@‘é‘ greater Dublin and Leinster

areas). O{\* (z@
xS
3. Current Practices are improving - \Q S -

a. Industry in obliged to 1mplem@it%(§?é reduction and clean production strategies
in accordance to the EPA, gﬁeurated Pollution Control) Licenses.

R
N &\0’

4. Hazardous Waste not a Nat@él Priority
a. Dueto small vol’un@ current working practices and reduction strategies, the issue
of hazardous/toxi&*vaste is not as urgent as municipal waste.
oy '

Real Issue j

Logically therefore, we propose a moratorium on the commercial incineration of hazardous/toxic
waste in the country while we address the more pressing issues of municipal waste which is a
priority matter. Rejection of this JPPC licence application or severely curtailing the scope and
nature of the waste.accepted along with realistic and: enforceable safety conditions will-go a long
way to sustainable waste management for Ireland. '

Y

Specific IPPC Issues'

The EU has a set of common rules on permitting for industrial-installations. These rules are
set out in the so-called IPPC Directive of 1996 (Integrated Pollution-Prevention and Control).
In essence, the IPPC Directive is about minimising pollution from various point sources .
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throughout the European Union. All installations covered by Annex I of the Directive are )
required to obtain an authorisation (permit) from the authorities in‘the EU countries. This is
the context in which the proposed licence is under consideration.

* Unless Indaver optain a permit, they are not allowed to operate. The permits must be based on
the concept of Best Available Ti echmques (or BAT), which is defined in Article 2.of the
Directive:

As from October 1999 the Directive applles to all new installations, as well'as ex1st1ng
installations that intend to carry out changes that may have significant negative effects on
human beings or the environment as this application clearly does ’

Iz

Site Selection.

Indaver do not convincingly demonstrate that the site selection proéess has been meaningful-and is’

based on criteria that are disclosed and defensible. Regarding ‘site. selection the methodology
eniployed and hlstoncal background is well narrated in the EIS, That methodology however is
flawed in that only one site would appear to have been identified as a .proposed location, with the
characteristics of that site then weighted against selective rather;than.comprehiensive: criteria. The
méthodology. therefore failed to ‘provide any-comparative i between the proposed site
location and-any other potentlal sitesin areas other than Ring ddy :

‘In IPPC contexl and with reference to EC COUNCIL DIRECTIVE 96/61/EC of 24 September'

1996 Article 3 ‘Section (€) 'the necessary measures are taken to pre@[&t accidents and it their
consequences'’. (See appendlx 3 for full text ) an isolated site far a@@y from populated areas would
be optimum. . <\% PO

*  A'major flaw in the site selection is the no%ég? &nce of a frelght rarl link (unlike
other candidate sites) will resultin total gﬁience on the-road network for waste
transportatlon with consequential 1ncr& ‘enylronmemal‘lmpacts from vehicle

emissions and public safety. & O@

e The cul de sac location in a st%@etgﬁ\locanon would exacerbate 1mpacts of any fire or
’ exploswns in the waste transﬁb@anon and incinerator comp_lex

. Locating the facility surr %mg an existing:facility that has frequem: 1llegal ﬁres due
" tothe nature of the vegl} components recovered (Hammond Lane) would. multrply
the probability of fire§4n comparuison to other 81tes .

¢ A-recent fire at Crymlyn Incinerator, South Wales; lasted.5 days in Aug2003;.
‘ Would there be enough water to fire fight for that long, period at ngaskrddy"

e The EPA Board would be negh gent in the responsibilities to.allow such aflouting of
the directive.when.more approprrate siting of the fac1hty is possiblerand should be 50
demanded. :

Health and-Safety.

* The dataon which the Seveso lower tier categonzatlon is derived is conjecture and
based on past Min-Chem statistics. Min Chem may not even: be in business by the
time the facility is p]anned to open. The wastes anticipated for Incineration will also
include, most probably, items  which Min Chem do'not cl"lrrently deal with. The
volumes expected are also rough estimates, whlch one would suspect are dellberately
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An Taisce Corcaigh

mininiized to achieve a'lower tier category and thus reduce the obligations.of the
proposer for public declarations. We request that an indépendent audit be done of
these estimates and comparisons made with other equivalent facilities abroad for
accuracy.

‘The reliance of Indaver on the H.S.A letter is open to question. The H.S.A brief is

very narrow and as set-out in their letter is conditional and dependent on among other
things some assurances; given by the Developer.

The H.S.A only considered the potential consequences of major credible accidents on
site. A misleading infetence is drawn by Indaver to the effect that the issuelof risk
assessment has therefore now been conclusively and satisfactorily dealt with so far as
the planning process is. concerned The Board should I'C_]E‘,Ct that inference.

The Board should requ1re a.project to undergo a proper risk assessment which -
includes domino effects on neighbouring seveso designated establishments.and in
particular the adjacent Hammond Land facility and National Maritirhe College of
Ireland (NMCI) , located across the road , which is now operanonal and caters for
550 students and staff. | -

Vlew of NMCI F ront gate (Aprzl 2004 ) as seen from boundary of the Indaver site, directly
across the road., just 50 feet boundary to boundary.

From evidence produced at the Bord Pleanala oral hearing the Fire Service are not
involved in consultation or aware of ‘evacuation plans. Indeed from HSA submissions
at the same hearing no evacuation plans exist for the NMCI taking the Indaver
Proposed development into account

Inadequate water suppliés for emergencies. A timely reminder of the scale of the
damage accidents can cause was shown during the first week of this Oral hearing,
when the nearby Sunbeam factory , in Blackpool, Cork went on fire. This required all
city Fire units on site and several County brigades were also called to assist. The
water pressure was so low that tankers were brought to-the scene. ‘Tnvestigations are
now in progress into the accident. There is s similar low pressure in the Ringaskiddy
area and the volumes of water needed are seriously undérestimated.
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Facilities for cohtamin‘ated water.

200/76/EC directive section 7 requires storage for contaminated rainwater and run off
"from the incineration plant, waste storage area or contaminated fire fighting water .
The capacity of the storage should be sufficient to deal with a major fire situation.
However in the EIS submitted by Indaver no capacity figureis given (section 11.4.2",
Surface water dramage) The values used for storing surface water from excessive

rainfall and possible ﬁre water are based on a 2 hour rainstorm maximun at- 20 mm/hr.

In a recent rainstorm lastmg 14 hours over 1m of flooding occupied the site for 2
days., covering an entire field. (see photo below and appendix 4). |,

Flooding on proposed site 0ctober3§2 @&04 Hannond Lane factlzty, illegal dump visible.

e Rainwater run off Would be 1rg§iable in such future rainstorms and the 1mpacts of
such water contamination would be subject to the.80/68/EEC directive . This
directive has not been cogﬁldered by the EIS nor the Inspector

e No provision is madecfor compliance with EU Water framework Directives
(2000760/EC).. Since strface water leakage rainwater overflows and fire fighting -
operations are probable/we will have water emissions that come under this framework

e The .EPA would be negiigent in not catering for this in the conditions.

Integrated approach to issuing permits
EC COUNCIL DIRECTIVE 96/61/EC.Article 7 (see appendix 3) which states that

'‘Member States. shall take the measures necessary to ensure that the
conditions of, and procedure for the grant of, the permit are fully
coordinated where more than one competent authority is involved, in
order to guarantee an effective integrated approach by all

authorities competent for this procedure.’
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is clearly violated and the Board must satisfy itself that such an integrated approach
exists in reality. This is not covered in the EIS produced. This has been clearly
demonstrated to the satusfaction of ABP Inspector to be lackmg The board would
thus be in deriliction of their responsibility to alow and IPPC licence o be granted in
clear breach of their own guidelines.

* Fire fighting facilities-are non existant in Ringaskiddy, and only a part time.

" volunteer staff exist‘} at the nearby Carrigaline Fire station. they do not have the
training or equipment to deal with chemical fires (siich as occurred in the
Sunbeam complex: on 25™ Sept 2003 as shown below). The result of such
uneoordinated approach would be danger to life and fugitive emissions to land,
water and air, dlrecgly in conflicf W\lth the Directive. '

Scene of Sunbeam f ire, B[ackp&(& Cork on 25" Sept
* The EIS admits an explosignipossibility and consequential damage to the NMCI
building and occupants ’@\s could result in loss of life should students or staff be in
close proximity to. thecstorage tanks when a explosion or fire erupts. It would be
negligent of the board to permit such a risk to human life‘which will only increase
with time. Bus stops will, most likely be located at the gates, as is the case with the
CIT complex and these will be adjacent to the Hazardous Waste Transfer facility
storage tanks (within 20/m)

{

*  No impact of the existing Hammond Lane dismantling plant has been examined. This
is an existing fire hazard and smoke is regularly seen from the illegal landfill
operating on this site. Th1s will' be within a few meters of the storage and reception
facility. The HAS and EPA would be negligent in failing:to conduct a x thorough
investigation of these and other potential accident opportunmes relatmg to-this
Seveso H proposed facility.
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AIR emissions

ANNEX III to COUNCIL DIRECTIVE 96/61/EC covers the substances notifiable in air
emmisions. We note that ELV for PAH's are not given nor mentioned in the EIS. and should
be identified as these are known carcinogens .

Projected average emission levels are noted for all the requrred substances as required in the
directive. . However more realistic figures of annual emissions greenhouse gasses are found
from Indaver’s reported emissions for two operational Incinerators in Belgium (both
hazardous and municipal waste burning plants). These should be used-as a basis to predict
likely volumes produced from the 100,000 tonne plants proposed

e.g the Doel plant produces 415,000 kg per annum of NOx gases.

See appendix 2. The amounts of Kyoto protocol gases such as CO2, NOx etc add to Ireland’s
emission burden in clear contrast to national policy since Ireland'is a Kypto protocol
signatory. 'However it is the well publicized negative health impacts. that concern the
popukation at large. Have these actual levels been compared with those predicted by Indaver?
There is no-evidence shown in the available documentation that such real measurements were
compared to projections even though the activities are identical to tgg’proposed actrvrty at
Ringaskiddy. @

High levels of such gases are sporadic as average; never a reality for the, affected
person: An extract from a recent UK House of Com ct Committe¢ memorandum
illustrates the level of awareness of these risks (se @E text below) .

- UK Select Commlttee on Environment; hnsport and; Regronal Affairs
Memoranda. MEMORANDUM B @B\LIC JINTEREST CONSULTANTS
(DSW 56) NN

S 4,\@
“’A simple calculation would show I@at for each 1,000,000 tonnes of waste burned at the
proposed Waste Incineration Dl@zve standards of 200 mg/m3: the total authorised] _J NOx
emissions would be approxm&n@ y:

1,000,000 tonnes x 5,200 m3/flue gas/tonne x 200 mg/m3 flue gas = 1, 040 tonnes NOx.

Meaning that burning 1,000,000 tonnes of waste would:

— Bring forward 0.02 x 1,040 = 20.8 deaths/year. ‘
— Bring forward or cause 0.04 x 1,040 = 41.6 hospitalisations/year.

This would represent more than 500 deaths amongst some of the most vulnerable people in
society brought forward over the operating life of the incineration plant. A national strategy
which envisages; at least in some scenarios, that many millions tonnes of waste ' would be
incinerated should therefore be evaluated not only on the increased external environmental
costs but also in the number of lives that would be taken.”’ '

Given the present dispute between the Environmental Protection Agency and the Health
Boards on responsibility for monitoring the impacts of licensed pollutants.on public health,
We argue that it would be irresponsible and reckless for the EPA Board to grant a licence at
this juncture.

T
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Bes:tAvaﬂab‘Ie Techniq'ués”(A 7). o B

At'the core of IPPC licencing (defined in Article 2 of the Dlrectlve) lies the BAT prmaples
This element“of legislation is the future proofing needed to ensure technolegical progress is
applied to the benefit of 6ur society and our environment.. :

Is the Agency satisfied that Incineration is the Best Practicable Environmental Option BPEO
as new adopted by the European Union in light of new Teehno[ogle's available to effectively
remediate Toxi¢/Hazardous waste.? Indeed no validated study exists illustrating the efficacy
of thermal treatment as the best practicable option or solution for hazardous/non hazardous
waste management. The directive deﬁnes the terms as follows :

11. 'best avallable techniques® shall mean the most effective and advanced stage in the.
development of activities.and their methods of operation which indicate thie practlcal
suitability of partlcular techmques for provxdmg in prmcxple the baSlS for emission Jimit
values designed.to preverit and; where that is not practicable, generally to reduce emlssmns
and the impact on the environment as a whole ‘

- 'techniquies”. shall include both the technology used and the Way in which the 1nstallat10n 1s
- designed, built, maintained, operated and decommissioned; - 0@%

_‘available® techmques shall mean those developed on a-scale @%rch allows implementation
in the relevant industrial sector, under economically anth\eclﬁn cally viable condmons taklng
into consideration the costs and. advantages whether, { thé techniques are used-or
produced inside the Member State in question, as\lﬁl S they are reasonably accessible to the
operator, . » OQQQ K
- 'best” shall mean most effectlve in achl&“fﬁ@ high general’ level of pgotectxon of the
environment as a whole. N Q
ES
SNCR NOx:-treatment \5\(’
Is the Agency-satisfied that theo{f%lhod SNCR ( Selective non-Catalync Reductlon )proposed
in the application for the of rémoval of NQx gases ~De-NO. ymplies with BAT.?
The modern alternative to this is the SCR method "Selective Catalytic Reduction” where
NOx is catalytically removed down to 70ug/m3 as oppesed to the previous
method which removes it only down to 200mg/m3. :

Electrostatic pre0|p|tator ineffective.

Is the Agency satisfied-that the employment of an Electrostatic precxpltator for the entrapment .

of dust and VOC is the best practice.in light of the fact that-dust; which comprlses prineipally
of carbon has no. appreciably polamy and thus will not be attracted to an EP-but escape?

Direct-liquid injection flashbacks

Is the Agency satisfied that there is no danger posed to health and safety of nearby. facilities
from the practice of direct-liquid injection of the highly flammable and hazardous liquid
solvents from the tankers to the PCC -post combustion chamber?'A flash-back or blockage in

Submission EPA 186-1 Page 11 of 21




An Taisce Corcaigh

the piping could result in catastrophic consequences. Remember Seveso?

Flawed Spent activated carbon disposal

Isthe Agency satisfied that the practice of incineration of spent activated carbon/charcoal as
outlined in the Draft waste licenceis best practice in light of the fact that the material'is
employed to trap toxic organic pollutants and heavy metals? It is anestablished fact that the
re-incineration of this material as a disposal method results in the release of volatile heavy
metals eg Mercury and the increase in generation of PIC ( Products of Incomplete
Combustion ).

No Independent Environmental Impact Studies

We note that ARUP Consulting Engineers acting on the instructions of the developer carried
out the Environmental Impact Assessment. We contest these findings as not being totally
objective and demand that an independent assessment be conducted by the licensing body, or
agents acting on its behalf. (see cover letter para. 2) '

Enforcement of Planning and Pollution Conditions. &

, (\é :
‘Article 9 of  COUNCIL DIRECTIVE 96/61/EC section i ;&9} o
‘The permit shall contain suitable release monitoring O& &°

requirements, specifying measurement methodolog%cﬁgﬁ‘requenqy,

evaluation procedure and an obligation to suppl éfompetent

authority with data required for checking cor nce with the permit.

For installations under subheading 6.6 in @?1@??%, the measures

referred to in this paragraph may take L of costs and benefits.’

Based on historic events we doubt theoéﬁilit’y of the EPA and other agencies of the state to
regulate activities at the proposed fgéility by way of enforcement of any conditions attaching
to the planning and pollution licﬁing. The recent HRB Report confirms this dearth of
resources, not only: to police the'environmental regulations but tb conduct baseline studies in
the first place. We believe that a licence grant in the absence of gudranteed new resources and
enforcement capability i$ a dereliction of duty on behalf of the EPA directors.

We argue that it is negligent planning to permit a potentially dangerous facility knéwing  that
conditions attached cannot realistically be enforced with current resoufce levels.

Considering that the UK EPA have superior resources and more. éx_periehce in this.area we
still have 546 seld reported breaches of Emission limits reported in 1999 -and 2000 by
Incineration operatorsiinn the UK. This bodes ill for Ireland . : -

Inadequate Tes‘ti:ng proposed

The proposals for emissions monitoring are inadequate. They are planned yearly only which
is insufficient bearing in mind the changing nature of the‘compd;sition of the waste loads
delivered.. Leachate tests are proposed: This is inadequate to determine the 'total toxins and
quantities and a full direct qualitative and quantitative test is-what.should be imposed and
cinducted by other than Indaver staff.
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Risk Assessment

We note that the EIS contains no Risk Assessment pertaining to the operation of the proposed
development as the EIA directive demands As this proposal comes within the parameters of
the ‘Seveso Directive’ it is major deficiency. This is a kéy component of any EIS and allows -
proper appraisal of the proposed development based on the information provided. Thus full
assessment cannot be undertaken in its absence. We demand that-this be furnished as a
condition for evaluation of the planning application and this be made available to all
interested parties and objectors. '

Toxic Disposal Site

The proposed-Incinerator will add to the landfill problem in Cork. The residual waste
quantities, mainly in the form of bottom ash and fly ash., from'the incinerator process will be
large. The application states that ‘’a large proportion of the bottom ash is suitable as
construction material and if 2 use can be found in Ireland it will-be used for this purpose.
Otherwise it will be disposed of to a non hazardous landfill.”” UnderEU Directive.
2000/532/EC:all bottom: ash from thermal treatment plants is classified as being hazardous-
waste. ' Because bottom ash is classified as a hazardous material, it cannot be used as a
construction material, and cannot be disposed of in a non hazardous lgndfilk. This is a gross.
error in Indaver Ireland’s application .The application is misIeadirg%nd factually incorrect
with regard to the bottom ash and it’s re-use as a construction mterial-or disposal in a non
hazardous landfill. O@Lé\ / :

Q ’
As Ireland does not have a toxic waste disposal sit@%@@euld argue that the EPA couldn’t
issue an IPPC permit for the proposed develop n\tz?}f he generation, of over 39,000 tonnes
per annum of solid waste is an unsustainabl ssolugion and conflicts with EPA stated
guidelines for sustainable waste manageny {sﬁutions and also with COUNCIL
DIRECTIVE 96/61/EC Article 3 Para b shich states
“no significant pollution is caused;
(¢) waste production is avoided in acgéfdance with Council
Directive 75/442/EEC of 15 July Q}/&ﬁ on waste(1); where waste is produced, it is recovered
or, where that is technically and{economically impossible, it is disposed of while avoiding or
reducing any impact on the enVironment;’. '

Public access to Information.

Article 7 of the Arhus Convention provides for public participation concerning plans and
programmes relating to the environment. S

(9) Article 9¢2) and (4) of the Arhus Convention provides for access to judicial or other
procedures for challenging the substantive or procedural legality ofdecisions, acts-or

omissions subject to the public participation provisions of Article 6.of the Convention.

In examining the competence of the Applicant company; it’s staff and financial ability to
correctly fund , operate ongoing activities and finance dismantlinig or end of life activities,
we do not have access to pertinent information regarding staff proposed, their experience,
training and qualifications and this is a deficiency in the process being undertaken at present.
The EPA and the interested parties, as defined in the above directive must have this relevant
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information to make a judgement and according to the EIA Dire'c_tyivie, this forms part of the
supporting documentation, which an Taisce has requested but not yet received..

The ongoing Irish ISPAT cleanup case with the EPA bears testimony to the problems
associated with end of life dismantling costs. Such a situation may be the case in future years
should Indaver Ireland not reach-the financial returns promised, as-may be likely with
reducing waste streams presented for disposal due to successful outcomes to recycling efforts.
The taxpayer may be the ultimate victim.

Competeh.ce of the applicant for the proposal.

The EPA must satisfy itself and make the information available, as to the competence and
ability of the applicant to deliver the proposed development safely and within the confines of -
the proposed licence. Bearing in mind the nature of staff currently employed by Indaver, theer

-is no competent individual available to undertake project management of the development
noR skilled, experienced staff within Indaver Ireland who have worked with the technology
proposed. Appendix 1 quotes from a public meeting at which Mr Ahern, MD of Indaver -
Ireland admitted that there was no experienced staff on his payrall for this technology and ‘we
would all be learning’.

We conclude that the EPA would violate the conditions of the EU@??%ctive 96/61/EC by
allowing an incompetent and self confessed inexperienced opegiitor to control the proposed
operations. Sl
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Appendix 1

PRESS RELEASE .
- For.immediate release November 20, 2004

S

Shocked Aghada Commuity to BE INCINERATOR guinea pigs!

At last evenings packed Aghada community meeting on the Indaver's Hazardous
Waste Incineration proposals for Ringaskiddy, the audience was.shocked at

the admission, by Mr John Aherne, Managing Director Indaver Ireland, that

his company had NO experience of the technology they were proposing to'use

at the Ringaskiddy Incineration plant. The ‘fluidised bed' technology which

they are proposing, has seen a number of failures in the USA.

When questioned by Mr Sean Cronin, Chairman CHASE, Mr Ah@rﬁf}admittcd that this

would be a learning process for Indaver as none of their existiné% incinerators in Belgium
used this technology. The shocked audience was very v@éﬁ]{z@\thei,_n reaction to-this admission:
and accused Indaver of having a cavalier attitude to t Q@]th rigks to-the harbour-
communities. Mr Aherrie argued that Indaver shg@\g rusted on their existing reputation.

Indaver Ireland were speaking along with a n\{iﬁg@} of C({rk County Councillors and
representatives of East Cork for a Safe Erg&’(@?\lent (a member of CHASE). Councillors Ted
Murphy, John-Mulvihill and Noel Coll(’xﬁz\g‘@y\spoke out strongly against the proposal stating
that the risks to health-and the negatiﬁ(g @J})acts on the environment has led them to a position -
of opposition of the proposal. One gréwing source of concern is the threat to the livelihood of
the farming community, and local farmers were outspoken about their concerns that the
emissions from an incinerator&\gégél“(;r damage the quality of their produce as has happened to
farmers over the past year in 6ther European countries. Cllr Noel Collins stated that Cork -
County Council already has a waste managemient strategy which does not include incineration -
and he sees no need to include incineration now.

ClIr Collins alse announced the opposition of the Midleton UDE te the project, mirroring the
decisions taken by Cobh UDC and Passage Town Commissionéis who have already lodged -
formal objections-already lodged with Cork Co.Council. )

----- ENDS ---
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_Appe‘ndik“z

“EPER emissions filings

INDAVER Doel Facility report 2001

Bmniesiens (o afe A

415,000.00

Nitrogen-oxides, NOx M
Arsenic and its compounds . . 44.00 M
Chlorine and "mox ganic compounds ' ;
as HCI 25,300.00 E:

'

Emlsswns numbers .are givemin kg per year.

Avettoiities

‘r“\()’aﬂ_ap\ P Prrcxeﬂm

*5.1/5.2 Installations for the disposal ~ 109.03 _Incineration of
or recovery of hazardous hazardous or 03?4
waste (>10td) or mumc1pal ' mumclpal waste
waste (>3th) ' - (Waste, &

1®%Q$§tlon nnd
Gg?p \ly51s)

$
S

Parent company: -~ . Indaver B~ & @Q‘
Address: Molenwe ‘&@ Doel
Postcode: ' . 9130 < \\
Country: ’ Belgu;\n:eQ ‘
Coordinates: 4, 2@36 51 280826
NACE Code: =~ 9500

Main economic activity: Sewage and refuse disposal

Indaver Antwerp
"@ility details . ) ]
[Parent company - ]ndavernv ‘
[Address: T "~ |[Poldenietweg , ANTWERPEN 3 —
[Postcode: T j[2030 ‘ B

: ik:ountry': : ~'~—”Be'lgiumi —I
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- ‘:
d [[coordinates: - |[:349197,51 312567 i . ]
[[NACE Code:: - |[90.00 ( ] ‘ ]
[[Main economic activity: _|[Sewage and refuse disposal, sanitation and sirilar_ ]
Emissions numbers are given in kg per year :
: IEmiSSionS 1o water “Direct release @ le/C/E @® ”Indiré‘ct release@® , ”M/C/E @ l
Mercury and its compounds [ 404] M Tl ‘ | R
Total Organic Carbon (TOC) 1 7770000)[ M [ - 7 I ] ' ,
[Chlorides .~ - 6410,00000] ™M __|| - | o
[Fluorides B! 238000 ™M ][ | - e
lEﬁissions toair ; lﬁelease,®‘ ”M/C/E_ ‘ I o —I " i
INitrogen oxides, NOX l ~_te700000| ™ - ' '
Iimenic and its compdunds ” 24.0ﬂ M l
Emissions numbers are given in kg per year. ) '
Activities : —_|INOSEP Processes .~ — \
5 "5.1/5.2]linstallations for the disposal or recovery of 109.03||Incineration,of‘hazardous ‘or municipal waste
hazardous waste {(>10t/d) or municipal waste (Waste incineration-and pyrolysis)
(23t/h) : - : S .
5.1/5.2 ||Installations.for the disposal or recovery of 105.14|Regeneration/recovery of wasté materials (Waste
hazardous waste (>10v/d) or municipal waste incineration-and Eﬁ;f/sis) '
(>3th) N, - ,
¥ ] = 0 - Y g
*Main activity : ) ,§\
S &
Fp°
&
ORS ;
¢ Q\’ @\ .
QK
.’.QQ &\é
&
[ . Q& \'
S S
N
5 5
\O - .«;
& g ‘
oy ‘
o
) ;
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A

Appendix 3 | o

Extracts from COUNCIL DIRECTIVE 96/61/EC of 24 September 1996

Article 3 )
General principles governing the basic obligations of the operator ' : : e

Member States shall take the necessary measures to provide that the e
competent authorities ensure that installations are operated in such-a way that:
(a) all the appropriate preventive measures are taken against .
‘ pollution, in particular through application of the best available techmques,
P (b) no significant pollution is caused;
(c) waste production is avoided in accordance with Council Directive 75/442/EEC of 15 July
1975 on waste(1); where waste is
produced, it is recovered or, where that is technically and
economically impossible, it is disposed of while avoiding or reducmg any impact 6n the
. environment; ‘ : e
(d) energy is used efficiently; ‘ 4 :
(e) the necessary measures are taken to prevent accidents and limit t}%;ir consequences; s
(f) the necessary measures are taken upon definitive cessation of activities to avoid any
pollution risk and return the site of operation to a satisfactory sggfe&

\4; Qg*\

» W)

Article 4 Oofi@\

Permits for new installations \Q °

Member States shall take the necessary measx@‘é%tb ensure that no new installation is operated o
without a permit issued in accordance wit Qﬂ’l irective, without prejudlce to the CXCCPUOIIS o ]
provided for in Council Directive 88/6 of 24 November 1988 on the limitation
of emissions. of certain pollutants thQﬁlq’\hlr from large combustion plants (1). N
()O ¢ g -

[y

&

, 3
Article 6 ({9\

Applications for permits . &
. Member States shall take the necessary measures to ensure that an apphcatlon to the
competent authority for a permit includes a description of:
- the installation and its activities,
- the raw and auxiliary materials, other substances and the energy used in or generated by the *
installation, - '
; - the sources of emissions from the installation,
- the conditions of the site of the installation,
- the nature and quantities of foreseeable emissions from the installation into each medium as
well as identification of significant effects of the emissions on-the environment, ) CT
- the proposed technology and other techniques for preventing or, where this not possible,
reducing emissions from the installation,
- where necessary, measures for the prevention and recovery of waste generated by the
installation,
- further measures planned to.comply with the general prlnClples of the-basic obligations of
the operator as provided for in Article 3,
- measures planned to monitor emissions into the environment.
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An application for a permit shall also include a non-technical summary of the details referred
to in the above indents. 2. Where information supplied in accordance with the requirements
provided for in Directive 85/337/EEC or a safety report prepared in accordance with Council
Directive 82/501/EEC of 24 June 1982 on the major-accident hazards of certain industrial
activities (2) or other information produced in response to other legislation fulfils any of

the requirements.of this Article, that information may be included in, or attached to, the
application. .

Article 7

Integrated approach to issuing permits

Member States shall take the measures necessary to ensure that the conditions of, and .
procedure for the grant of, thie permit are fully coordinated where more than one
competent authority is involved, in order to guarantee an effective integrated approach by
all authorities competent for this procedure.

Article 9
Conditions of the permit
1. Member States shall ensure that the permit includes all
measures necessary for compliance with the requirements of Articles 3
and 10 for the granting of permits in order to achieve a high level
of protection for the environment as a whole by means of protection of the air, water and land.
2. In the case of 4 new installation or a substantial change where Arggfle 4 of Directive
85/337/EEC applies, any relevant information obtained or conelygion arrived at pursuant to
Articles 5, 6 and-7 of that Directive shall be taken into conSLdQ{@lon for the purpeses of

b

granting the permit.. & ’z§\
3. The permit shall include emission limit values for, h@ams :
in particular, those listed in Annex III, likely to be@miifed from the installation concerned in

significant quantmes having regard to their na&xﬁe\ﬁi}d their potential to transfer pollution
from one medium to another (water, air and ndy If necessary, the-permit

shall include appropriate requirements e%@rkﬁg protection of the soil and ground water and

' measures concerning the management$ 3 te generated by the'installation. Where '
appropriate, limit values may be supfﬁ fented or replaced by equ1valent parameters or
technical measures. For mstallatmnsc‘}mder subheading 6.6 in Annex I, emission limit

values laid down in accordance wjth this paragraph shall take into

account practical consideratio ppropriate to these categories of instatlation.

4. Without prejudice to Articlé 10, the emission limit values and the equivalent parameters
and technical measures referred to in paragraph 3 shall be based ofi the best available
techniques, without prescribing the use of any techmque or spec1flc technology, but

taking into account the technical characteristics of the installation concerned, its’ geographlcal
location and the local env1ronmental conditions. In all cnjcumstances, the conditions of the
permit shall contain provisions on the minimization of long-distance or

transboundary pollutlon and ensure a high level of protection for the envxr@nmem asa whole
5. The permit shall contain sultable release monitoring -
requirements, specifying measurement methodology and frequency,

evaluation procedure and an obligation to supply the competent.

authority with data required for checking compliance with the permit.

For installations under subheading 6.6 in Annex I, the measures

referred to in this paragraph may take account of costs and benefits.

The permit shall:contain measures, relating to conditions other
than normal operating conditions. Thus, where there is a risk that
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the environment may be affectéd, appropriate provision shall be méde L
for start-up, leaks malfunctions, momentary stoppages and definitive cessation of operations. ‘ }f
"~ ANNEX I Bt
INDICATIVE LIST OF THE MAIN POLLUTING SUBSTANCES TO BE TAKEN INTO : %
ACCOUNT IF THEY ARE RELEVANT FOR FIXING EMISSION LIMIT VALUES AIR e

. Sulphur dioxide and other sulphur compounds

. Oxides of nitrogen and other nitrogen compounds
. Carbon monoxide

. Volatile organic compounds

. Metals and their compounds

. Dust

. Asbestos. (suspended particulates, fibres)

. Chlorine and its.compounds

. Fluorine and. its compounds

10. Arsenic and its compounds

11. Cyanides

12. Substances and preparatlons which have been proved to possess

NO OO0 -1 O s WD e

carcinogenic or mutagenic properties or properties which may affect:reproduction via the air S
13. Polychlorinated dibenzodioxins and polychlorinated dibenzofurans ' ' i St
WATER E

1. Organohalogen compounds arid substances which may form buc@g’ !
compounds in the aquatic environment . &

2. Organophosphorus compounds

3. Organotin compounds 0&* 'Z@ : .
4. Substances and preparatxons which have been pr sb possess carcinogenic or mutagenic A s
properties or properties which may affect reprod@ é}a in or via the aguatic environment . B

5. Persistent hydrocarbons and-persistent andgx mulable organic toxic substances R
6. Cyanides . Qg, ] : e
7. Metals and their compounds . ‘9 g
8. Arsenic and its compounds & *&\03 ‘ . : , :

9. Biocides and plant health products’ <R R
10. Materials'in suspension 6\ o .
11. Substances which contrlbute{g& eutrophication (in particular, nitrates and phosphates) .
12. Substances which have a@%favourable influence on-the oxygenbalance (and cambe ' o :

measured using parameters such as BOD, COD etc.): '
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Appendix 4

PRESS RELEASE -- October 28, 2004
Floods Give Almighty Sign Incinerator Site is Wrong

The site where the 1~0(;)',000’t0nne hazardous waste incinerator is to-be built in Ringaskdiddy,
Co Cork, has flooded and has been completely submerged-in water sinee last night.. '

- This flooding is direct proof that the site fails under WHO site Selection criteria, and has

backed up concerns of the An Bord Pleanala Inspector about site suitability. -

A CHASE spokesperson said “We are glad that this has happened now, where it 1llustrates
that the site is wrong,, rather than when there is hazardous waste in-storage:on the site and it
could constitute a disaster for the Cork Harbour population.

It is a cause for-major concern, and hxghhghts the absolute unsu1tabghty of the site: for such a
high risk project. It is: 1rrespon51ble to proceed with the project. é@?

We are currently checkmg 1evels and will be analyzing thS'm qgamst flow prmectxons in the
planning submission.” - 0(\

----- ENDS - - | $
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