
15* March 2005 

Closing Submission 
On behalf of the No Incineration Alliance 

Lady Chairperson 

This document was prepared by Aine Walsh, with input from Brian Hantatty, Grainne 
Russell and Pat Conzoran. Unfortunateiy, on account of work commitments Aine is 
unable to present this, as the named representative of the no Incineration Alliance, 
therefore Pat O’Brien, a member of the Alliance will present it on behalf of the Group. 

We’d like to extend our thanks to yor.t, your Assistant, the various ladies collating the 
documentation and audio operators for your ffexibiili, courtesy and professionalism 
during these proceedings. We%l also Iike to once again thank the EPA for granting the 
opportunity for this Oral Hearing. 

Rather than re-hash aA the arguments that have been made during the week, we’d like 
to comment on the top-fine issues raised, and stan.d over all our submissions, and those 
of each and every other Objector that either iodged papers, or spoke out against 
incineration for whatever reason. 

I hope you’ll consider this submission, along with the papers lodged by the No 
Incineration since 2002 with regard. to. the Ap@iear&s request for an IPC licence with 
great attention. When issues are raised with regard to ‘agenda’, please be advised that 
we have none, besides protectirig ours and the wider commur&y’s health wealth and 
heritage. We hate doing this, and can think of many other ways of spending our spare 
time, and hard earned cash, but feel that we need to keep the battle to keep incineration 
out of .lreland going for ours and future generations. With this in mind you’ll also be 
aware of our pending court proceedings in the Supreme Couth in April, with reganf to the 
EUlElA Directive. 

As a community group, smarting from the An BoKT Pleanala ,experience of going through 
the time, effort and expense of hl’ring professionals, taking days of work, coordinating 
childcare, winning:the Appeal with the inspector of the 3ord, oniy to have it overturned 
by the Bard, citing cognisanee of Nationat policy which is pro-incineration, we entered 
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this arena in a very skeptical frame of mind. That said, we were willing to give this a 
good effort, to try to reinforce the- facts that incineration: is bad for our health. 

We woufd ask the Agency to consider .3he advice of Dr Anthony Sfaines with regard to 
the implementation of He&h Impact Assessments, and also his re-iterance of the 
outcome of the HRB study, and Dr Kelly’s fetter stating that Ireland didn’t have adequate 
monitoring systems in place to assess health impacts, nor background studies to use as 
baseline data. On this- topic, w&e: very distressed to see that John Ahem states that 
the HRB stated ‘lrehnd should proceed M!? i~e~Mmd~t&x? ofinci~mfion as part of an 
Integrated Waste Management sm&?w - having read We report more than once, and 
done a word search, we don’t see this recommendation there at al!, and would be glad if 
this could be pointed out -to us directly. From listening to Dr Staines evidence we do not 
consider Mr Ahem’s assertion to be quitetrue. 

The North Eastern l-teafth Board also raised many concerns, as covered by Clfr 
Hannigan and TD O?Dowd, concerns which:we .feel haven’t .been addressed sufficiently 
by the EPA or the Applicant. These range in subject matter from site selection, water 
contamination to ash management strategies as well as ash residue treatment and 
disposal. We’re further perturbed by the NEHB’s assertion that, contrary to the 
applicants submission that they consulted with the HERB, the N-EHB contend that no 
such consultation took place. Similar to the Newry & Moume District Council 
submission, the issue of the integrity ofthe Ap@ican* comes under question. 

We challenge fvlr Ahem’s assertion in his submission that ‘The HRB report was a Health 
Impact Assessment on Mantis current poticy of introducing incineration into Ireland. 
{submission 4 - pg $4). Dr Staines of the HRB contends that to undertake a Health 
fmpact Assessment, a qualified team, for up to 12-18 months would be required, and he 
advised of 2 such competent bodies h .@re &oUntry, the HRB being one of them. He 
strongly disagrees.with ‘Ivlp Ahem’s contention that the HRB report is a HIA. 

Rllr O’Sullivan has remarked on various- occasions that anecdotal evidence from sectors 
closely related to heahh or the Pand in a smait area, are usualtip very reliable indicators of 
an issue being awry. For fhe record, this is a community group, backed up by our focal 
authorities and GP’s, flagging p&Mial negative -effects in Ihe ,future for our locality. 

There are many studies which Dr Cu.1le.n of the kish Doctors Environmental Association, 
Dr Staines, Dr Mary Grehan, Qkan Herrand Aine Walsh refened to with regard to the 
negative effects of exposure to poflutants. 

fnequafity prevails h ihe system with regard to resources. We simply don’t have the 
resources to pay consultants to -tea us .what we want 3o hear, or selectively assess the 
situation, like the flora and fauna assessment -in the Applicant’s submission, or the areas 
relating to human health- We note that fbe ~p~~~.had no medical expert witness on 
their bench, though they had many engineers, chemists, scientists, and even someone 
speaking of the &I-it na Boinne site. As most of the Objectors list health as the primary 
reason for objection, we ,find 3hfs a @eat omission, especiaffy as the Agency isn’t 
equipped with any in-house health expertise. Tberefcre We situation as we see it is that 
three Medical Doctors have given quite compelling ,evidence that the emissions from 
incineration will degrade the heakh status of peopkz in the immediate area, and also 
potentially beyond via the food chain. This is further backed up by the EPA meeting 
with Dr Vyvyan Howard, and. the various medicai- journals that the No Incineration. 
Alliance and otbem sent -as part ef %e$r x@@M Objections. The Appellant hasn’t 

2 

    
    

    
    

    
For

 in
sp

ec
tio

n p
ur

po
se

s o
nly

.

Con
se

nt 
of

 co
py

rig
ht 

ow
ne

r r
eq

uir
ed

 fo
r a

ny
 ot

he
r u

se
.

EPA Export 25-07-2013:14:31:10



chaffenged the ccMe&kms-of these ieame& doctors_ The EPA doesn’t have medics to 
call on ta eha~lerge the ass-eftians af DFS Stahes, Cuffer~, Grehaff, Howard and others, 
therefore they must accept what these doctors say to be true. 

We query wh@her famifMty c=onfers favrturabifity. On Ike 2Ttt August 20Q3, The frish 
Times reported in refatian to Dr Mav .K&fy, ‘Director General of the EPA that “fn a 
newspaper interview, Dr Keffy was heard to say “we will get domestic waste incinerators, 
beginning with the fndawer project in Meath where pfanning approval has been secured, 
though a judicial review is await@.” 

In the event that this ks a~ xxurate IY&&x$& &’ hef comments, ihen this would 
eompfetefy undermiix the credibi&y a& integrity of b&h this Oral Hearing and licensing 
process and goes righf to the heart of undermining the EPA itself. 

This licensjng pnxess stimld .be .z&m&W%.a :mz&e~ of geat uqency in the event MS 
Kelly uttered these remarks - or the essence of these remarks, as quoted in the 
newspaper report. 

A year later, ~rn~~~s ti CCH%, Me&,: f%&% a~&. efs.ev&e~e Fe&fed in horror when 
they feamed that confroversiai Minister R4ar%n Cuffen had $ppointed fndaver’s Laura 
Burke to a senior management role at the EPA. Given both MS Keffy’s and MS Burke’s 
background, thkne ~~~~~-~~~~~ $.M&BM&& .$s @x+&&xxa%~ activists. 

During discussion &is.week, we’ve beea R-&C&~ ~%SBYZ &at t&e Chairpelrson of this braf 
l-fearing has alss had tx~tntad. with h&aver fatiffties and pe~onssef in tie past. We 
cordially request yuu, Madam Chairman, to make a formal written declaration of the 
precise detaifs regard&g :y.~tir.~xex&x.zs .+n%%c%Mth Bxla~er and& .Mhchem. 

I inust state again &a#..& ~~~~~ kirva. raal~ c~~mzems. that lndaver, given their 
knowledge and famifiar%.y with fhe EPA must feel they have this inehet-ator “sewn up.” 
The community have fiftie trust in fhis process - it is up to you to prove us wrong. 

We have a ‘terrible Sar:&a~‘~be~~~~~ &as .@%&d~d %I$+ &SXS? x?f :$ndaver’s proposed 
incinerator at Carra~s%%~& ‘TF@s fear comes not only from the draft ficence grant, and 
the lack of attention paid to the health issues, but also from the open comments made by 
Dr Ketly with regard t~# this- fa&i@z zm& ~~~~~~-~~rn~~ ax& 4s~ her pro-incineration 
stance. 

We alsO query wl&f~~2h~ .&xnmtiti~y .&Md @ace ’28s :tnr& Sn .2he EPA, who appear soft 
on environmentaf CX%R~. The role of the EPA.as the “Mf back* in the event of breaches 
of licensed conditions. needs to be independently assessed. Their approach to 
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-enfozemmt d PC k?dmxsgkes rise to~cmn~em - see theii mrxt recent Annual Report 
@0021) and Report on PC- Licenses (2#2q. and a break~wn of the costs and fines 
imposed on www.eoa.ie. Based on this, the EPA is not effecfive in protecting the public‘s 
interest from :bo.th .a he&h 2% .environmentai p-erspe&&e. 

The re~~~r~m~t for ~om~~~es to carry out =o~~o~~g mon~o~ng of their own 
operations” must be c&ted into question as- in. the. IrisIn Times. of Friday fast, March II, 
another company is accused of fiiig miskzading reports with the EPA. 

Self-regulation is bo reguk&n.” 

As a community we kstened wi& great symbol to the experiences of MI-S Sheila 
McNamara of Askeaton- and her experiences with industry and the monitoring thereof, 
and the treatment of the hdiiiduaf and community when fegitimate eoncems were 
raised, su& as .zn ~~~~~~~~ .~~~~~~~~~~ &&&I &$zts, covering of houses and farms 
in yellow dust, access to monjto~~g data, eti. We feel that Mrs McNamara was treated 
very unfairly by the Hearing as this was meant to be as ‘non-scientific’ and ‘in the words 
‘of the lay person’ as s&k Thj~~.a~~~ pe~~~r$ tetti~ a ~ornrnu~~~ which would 
potentially be expos numerous pofkitants (known and as yet unknown), of her 
experience, and ts to be monitored by the same 
Agency, 8ome ak, and fG the 
community b heag v&a* She h&i -&3say. 

Indaver’s safety record‘gives us’ no mn?dirtrt - m&her does thq way they have dealt 
with our communities7 where we have been hoodwinked on a number of issues. 

: Noel Dempsey’s visit to their 5e@an operation 
- So caked consultation with fhe Fiorth Eastern Health Board 
- So c&M ~0~~~~~~ -With J4iswy $4 8k%3me ~Dis4rict Council 
- Represe:ntation -of-&e Heafth -Reseati &aids results 

We, the commur@~ were 8%~ kz&. te ~~.~ @r&rrr FLBIES~, not the EPA or Indaver) 
about the chimney height. being.increase&frorn. 46.-metres to 65metms. This issue has 
been raised by many Objectors with regard to the tack connsuftation, and also the role of 
the planning a~&~em xggY@& @@@a e&g +&&, ~&$z$gj ‘&gs ‘~~~j~ of g&&her tie= was 
knowing or unwitting negligence? incempetenoe in :the original appkoation which ‘thought 
40 metres would be sufficient stack height. 
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With regaFd ,to the pa&-ayai:lef :CanBezra’s &r-s ‘Waste figures h John Ahem’s opening 
submission, weJd .!ike to &a~ &e EP&& Mention b &my Gilbspie’s letter (President of 
the Canberra Environment Centre which administers the Zero Waste by 2010 
programme irs Gx&e~a) @&5 k &x&z&x8 28~2 - +&I& page); He ackaaaw!edges that 
the waste arisings. w&d.. Iricrease.. on.- accvunt of ecxxzamic. development, Le. from 
237,931 tonne in 1996/97 t@ an estimated fiG:l:,O@@ in Z&25, but he also mentions that 
the pmp&jen g& ygp~a A~&S ~me&jy sbe&g=$g qq~ &q jad@l .js za&3@Q tonne, v&j& is 
37% of the haste, whir& means :that approx::S3% is%ing -dive&& fmm tandfilf through 
the recycling/r+uselcomposting stream. 

Further issuas r-e$aQm &.& 
wasn’t @~te~~~ed ti -:aRy pe 
from the nearest best fit Me .oOr 
high!ight the p~s~~~~~ M 
the cement the gas -pi 
activity on site. 
render $hais 55% 

t&sat this fixation 
>timateiy 20 miles 

he Region. We I+- 
35% m&es away in 

and the proposed 
ol and: the playing fields should also 
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Finally - 

T&x k mg#m t-&a@ ~~~~ giy@ the 
environment&e benafitofthe doubt- R-b 8 spur&~ rztsponsibie a&on and a stimulus to 
scientific and- technological deVekqXMtt 
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