, S -~ 2,Glenyille -
;o - ‘ ' " - Monkstown,

S ' ‘ ' ' ' "~ . Co. Cork.
.WasteLiEehs'ing, R - N ___%W I
Environméntal Protection’ Agency,v SRR o ENV]QQNMENTAL PROTECT) ON
P.0, Box 3000, R ' ‘ AGENCY WASTE LICENSING - | :
Johnstown Castle Estate, - « N F}E,.CEIV.ED
Co. Wexford. - o 9.9 N0V 2004
17" November, 2004 xy

»»»»»

RE: Waste Licence application 186-1 by Indaver Ireland

Dear blrlmaoam : e T : 'V“\\\{@

We, the Passage West/Glenbrook/Monkstown branc@j%&ASE (Cork Harbour Alhance for
a Safe Environment), state our strong objection tgx\% ecision taken by the Envrronmental .
Protection: Agency to grant a draft Waste Lic 8@0 Indaver (Ireland) Ltd. for a hazardous
waste incinerator, a non-hazardous waste 1né€n§?ator a hazardous- waste transfer station and
assocxated facrhtles at’ R1ngask1ddy, Co. C&?gg

.6\ _ . . v ,
,We note:the’ tunctrons of the. Agency @der the Enviréniméntal Protection Agency Act; 1992
and, in: partrcular its remit ander S&ction 52(2)(b) of that. Act which fequires the Agency to
have regard to"“the need for a high- standard of envzronmental protection ‘and the need to
promore sustamable and envzronmentally sound development processes or operatzons

it con51der thé: mformatlon submxtted in support of the Waste' chence apphcatlon fot
'sed faorhty to demonstrate that thls facﬂrty w111 not cause. env1ronmenta1 pollutron as

: 5ttmt the facrhty proposed is not Best Avallable Technology (BAT) :
' partlcularly in: the context of the proposed site at ngaskrddy ‘ '

Fallure t0 demonstrate that the! fac:lltv will: not causé envn'onmental Dollutlon

- The Envrronmental Protectmn Agency 1nv1tes all Waste Llcence appllcants to consrder the.
potentral environrriental impacts of a development under-the categories outlined in'Section. H -
of the Waste Licence application form. The failure of the proposed Indaver facility to

* demonstrate adequate pollution -avoidance and m1t1gatron is also con31dered under these
categories: : : ’
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Air

Mg’

~ The Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the proposed facility included an air
dispersion model, the purpose of which was to demonstrate potential impact of atmospheric

emissions from the proposed facility. This air dtspers1on model was supported by a baseline
air quahty assessment.

1. The air dispersion models used by Indaver have been developed by the USEPA. These
models, ISCST3.and AERMOD, are Gaussian plume based and, as such, the USEPA
cautions that they are not suited to use in locations with severe topographical changes or
locatlons subject 10 extreme atmosphenc calm. Furthermore, they are 'not recommended

" foruse in coastal locations™®. The hills around the Cork Harbour rise to a height of over
100 m O.D. The Inner Harbour basin regularly experiences extreme calm parucularly on

- cold winter nights. ‘The USEPA recommends alternative models more suited to situations

such as Cork Harbour's". Although use of these models is more complicated than use of
..ISCST3 or AERMOD they are freely avaijlable from the USEPA

2. Meteorological data input to the air d1spers1on models was gathered at Cork Alrport ‘ Jo
However, metéeorological conditions in the inner basin of the Lower Harbour are quite : t}
different from those at Cork Airport. In an attempt to justify use of the Cork Airport data,

Indaver compared meteorologlcal data gathered at Cork Airport with data gathered at
Roches Point. It is quite clear to those familiar with the Haplgour that meteorological
conditions at Roches Point are frequently as unreprese tive of conditions in the ;
“enclosed environmerit of the Inner Harbour as are thosg\atdSork Airport. The only way to
obain accurate information on the meteorological ulfiritieé_of the Inner Harbour is to
erect a weather stat1on at the proposed site and to r{R) or it over the cOurse of a year.-

& ' .

2. Although Cork Harbour frequently exp@ﬁ‘gﬁ%es conditions of atmospherlc thermal
inversion, the potential for dispersion of\ itted pollutants during thermal inversions was
not adequately considered by the Tnd,gﬁ/\i* air dispersion modelling qmdv Aware of the

_ madequames of ISCST3 in analysm spersmn in extreme calms, Indaver used the more
appropriate USEPA-derived SCR 3 algorithm. However, meteorologlcal data input
to the model included Stability €lasses A ~ Fonly. Stability Class G is also routinely
calculated at Cork Airport;is a measure of those atmospheric conditions which are most
stable and is therefore most representative of conditions of thermal i mversxon.

2. The maximum potential atmospheric.discharge modelled by Indaver was for discharge L
'equlvalent to limits specified in Directive 2000/76/EC"! on the ‘incineration of waste. But,
s “Table 9.8, Part T of the Operatmg Licence Reference Documient jndicates, the real -

ntial atm Aicoha fro f‘-\ r\rr\nnnor‘ ‘Fon«l]‘f‘r rac-nlfo fram
,lllaAlllluul Putuulxal uLlllUDt}llble ulouualé\/ irom e PAUPUOTU dability iUouilo 1iViL

equipment. malfunction and is far: greater than- discharges at the Directive 2000/76/EC
limits. It is essential that the impact of accidental releases on the local environment be
modelled as a maximum potential atmospheric discharge. While such releases may be for
“periods of short duration only, they may occur more regularly than would be anticipated.
- For-example, a then state-of-the-art hazardous waste. incinerator “at. Ellesmere Port
constructed in the early 1990s and operated by a company well respected in the UK waste
‘ .dlsposal industry experienced. six malfunctions within the month of May 1992 alone:
Each of these malfunctions led to exceedences in chemical releases to atmosphere'.

e

Air quality monitoring.carried out by Indaver prior to the air dispersion modelling study
indicated exceedences of nickel, arsenic and particulates in the local environment. These.
were discounted without explanation and ‘were not taken account of in subsequent
modelhng Although it 1s cla1med that a major source of such pollutants in the Lower

EPA Export 25-07-2013:14:58:38



A\

undertaken to date to confn’m that th1s closure has been reflected in 1mproved local air
quality.

Climate . o ) : L

Section 17 of the EIS accompanying Indaver’s Waste Licence application inc'luded' an-
assessment of the impaet of its proposed Ringaskiddy facﬂxty on chmate ‘We cons1der this
assessment to be inadequate and 1ncomplete

.- Indaver s climate 1mpact assessrnent relates entxrely toa companson of the impact of a
contlnued policy of waste to landfill and exportation agamst the 1mpact of diverting this
waste to the proposed fac111ty This isan irrelevant comparison, as 1mp1ementat10n of-
BEuropean waste policy and national government strategy for waste ‘management will
continue to divert waste from landfill. It Would have béen far more reahs’uc and useful to

- analyse the following scenarios: _ ' '
'» . Compare greenhouse gas arlsmgs from the proposed Indaver facﬂlty agamst
greenhouse gas arisings after proper implementation of the natxonal pubhshed waste
management strategy.- Note that this national waste management strategy includes
minimisation of waste arisings, increased recycling to meet de31gnated governmental
targets and composting or digestion of organic wastes. Irg,thls regard, it is worth
noting that the USEPA estimates that for a tonne of mlxedggcyclable material, energy

" -from incineration saves only 0.20 tonnes of carbon em&lsi’lons compared w1th landfill, -

whereas recychng saves.0.79 tonnes .of carbon em@ R

\

- Comipare, greenhouse gas. arisings from K@ﬁqg&ndaver facility in the” proposed :
' ngask1ddy location against the potentlal\‘gre&house gas emissions if the plant were

located either in the Midlands or closeg‘,l%@ubhn Putting the plant in a more central :
location could eliminate much assocré&@?ransport '

Note: that when evaluatlng these scen‘a@s it is essentlal to take account of the lmpact of
full implementation of Directive L§99/31/EC’° which restricts, the disposal of organic
waste to landfill. It is also. nec\é\sary to remember that ash arising from the. proposed »
facility will require landfﬂl disposal, If a landfill must be. prov1ded to take the ash from .
an incinerator, then at least some of the rhm.ate nnnar‘t from the -landfill must be
apportloned to the 1ncmerator
2. Ttis proposed “thiat this facfﬁty, clalmed to inclide what is desaned as the “national N
- hazardous waste incinerator”, will be sited at the end. of a cul-de-sac'at the very south of " .
Ireland -‘There are no rail. lmks to. the site,.nor have’ any port facilities beén proposed to..:_ ‘
Serve, the facility. Therefore all waste incoming to the facility’ will be s transported by road.
Yet Indaver s assessment of the climatic impact of the fac111ty does not 1nc1ude for .
: greenhouse gases. produced by veh1cles transpomng waste to the proposed facﬂlty ThlS‘, .
omission is against a background set by the National Climate Change Strategy3 wh1ch L

_ targets an increase in the operatlonal efficiency of road haulage and spec1f1cally targets
, reduced empty running. ;

Although statistics indicaté 62% of nanonal hazardous waste arisings. to be generated 1n'
Cork’, these statistics never note that most of the major hazardous waste generators in the - . ‘
Ringaskiddy area already have their own in-house waste dlsposal facilities.. Of all - .
hazardous waste generated in Co. Cork, some 66% is treated i in-house.: Not all of the 33%-
that is exported is destined for disposal. Nationally, 17% of all waste exported is sent for
‘disposal. Extrapolating this figure to Ringaskiddy suggests that some 6,500 tonnes of
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hazardous ‘waste, this suggests that 43,500 tonnes will be imported from outside
‘Ringaskiddy.

Neither energy resources expended on the solidification of ash nor resources spent on

transport of ash and its export to point of drsposal were included in the Indaver
climate impact evaluation.

- Neither the production nor the transportation of any of the consumeables to be used in

- the proposed Indaver facility have been included in the climate impact assessment.
These consumeables are as listed in Section 12 of the EIS and Section 3.12, Part 1 of
the Operatmg Licence Reference Document. They mclude

.~ " sand — to be delivered by truck ' :
— activated carbon and lime — to be delivered-in bulk by truck
~ . lignite coke —to be delivered in bags by truck
.- urea/ammoma solution — to be delivered by road tanker
= limeor limestone — to be delivered by truck
- sodium hydroxide — to be delivered by road tanker
— -cement/iron silicate — to be delivered by truck .
"~ diesel —to be delivered by road tanker §
- mains supply water — requirement for 116, 500 m’.y?! o
© - 'natural gas — requirement for 400,000 Nm’.y™!
Q‘z‘ '
& & |
The site of the proposed development is within the @of archaeological potential of the
Ringaskiddy Martello Tower, the largest of five &@fello towers in Cork Harbour and a
designated National Monument. The stack fro hé proposed facility w1ll impact on views
from the Martello Tower, while the fac1lrty baildings will impact severely on its view from
the public road. The public rrght of way Martello Tower runs through the site of the
proposed facrlrty The alternative route prqp%sed by Indaver is along the eastern boundary of
the site. - However, this proposed altz;?:&ﬁ\e route is along the edge of a cliff which is subject

Cllllur'al Heritaze

to erosion. Furthermore, no permis has been obtained for either the obliteration or the
alteration of this right of way Suchcbermlssron is required under plannmg legislation.

- E.eoldgj :

-~ Cork Harbour is a ‘wetland of. mternatlonal 1mpertance for-the blrds it supports and 'is
designated as a Snecr_al_ Protection _Area mder Directive 79/409/EEC7 on-the conservation of
wild-'birds. ” Overall, Cork Harbour regularly hosts over 20,000 waterfowl and contains
mternatronally important numbers of black-tailed godwit and ‘rédshank, along with nationally

. important numbers of nineteen other specres Furthermore it contains the largest dunlm and
lapwmg ﬂocks in the country

Lough Beg is situated on thé southern side of the Ringaskiddy Martello Tower. Lough Beg 15
T a proposed Natural Heritage Area and plays a partin suppoiting- internationally important
numbers of black- tailed godwit and redshank ‘and nationally important flocks of nineteen
other wading species.. The area is regarded as being particularly important in offermg a
secure roosting site for flocks of all shorebirds when feeding areas on the mudflats are

covered by the tide. -

Monkstown Creek less than two kilometres from the proposed Indaver site, is a trdal inlet

1 IS LY B AX Tt e 11 2 alan n memmanad Nativral asitams Area
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Cormorant may reach nationally important nuinbers with the jetty supporting a Cormorant
roost of over 100 birds, in addition to a second roost in the woods. The area is of value
because 1ts mudflats prov1de an 1mportant feedmg area for Waterfowl

The proposed Indaver site is situated merely 50 m from the shores of Cork Harbotir. In the .
context of the valuable ecolomcal status of the Harbour, it is extraordinary that the ecolozlcal
assessment presented in Section 10 of the EIS should include merely a cursory examination of

species present on the proposed site and an unproven dismissal of the impact of the facility on
- any habitats or spec1es outside of the site boundary »

1. While most of the wadérs and other speciés of ‘note visit Cork Harbour during the winter -
‘months, the only surveys undertaken on the Indaver site were during June. ‘Furthermore,
although the site is merely a stone’s throw from the-seashore and so close to designated
bil‘d sanctuanes, the cvnnmy did not laok at any pr\tpnhql 1mpqr~fa of the Indaver proposals

lllllllllllllllll tl HUQ“A\J
. out31de the sxte penmeter v ‘ '

L Insects were surveyed on the site dunng September a tlme when even the EIS admrts that
" “many species of buttetﬂy and moth have clearly ceased flying” (Section 10, p--9of 22).
" The mammal survey conducted on five.days during May and June identified badgers as’
conclisively breeding on site. -However, although the badger 1s a spécies protected -
"species by law, even the EIS- acknowledges that “May-June is not a good time to search
' for setts, particularly this year with the extensive recent grow é‘:oand there may be mote
setts on the site that were missed”’ (Sectlon 10, p- 50f22). @ &
. \\\ (&% , .
L. Although the adjacent Martello Tower is a hkely ro@st ground for bats; no attempt was’

made ‘to undertake a bat survey. Note that gﬁ:\xi)at is also .a species protected by'
legislation, . S5E :
- &
1. The ecological assessment took no accoiih@f the 1mpact of emissions which fall on the
water on oysters and other filter feeders ¢ %qifrenuy COInInCrCldlly farmed in LUIk Harbour.

&7
Tt is essenti'al that the effects ofa fa'c'il ~such as that’ proposed by Indaver should be regularlyi‘ :
o monitored-on the. basis .of compreh@ﬁswe baseline data on blodlversﬂ;y and on levels of key -

pollutants in the Jocal envitonment. - -Indicator species for the momtonng programme should
" be selected accordlng to the locahty and nature of potentral 1mpacts

I

mr_nm |

- The proposed Indaver fac111ty wxll be srtuated in: the centre of the steep -sided:- Cork Harbour.-
’valley The . Cork. County. Developmient Plan 2()032\plans for some 45000 people tolive on- '
- the slopes of this -valley by 2011. The town of Cobh s approximately 2 km downwind of thé
' proposed site. “Cobh currently: has a popula’non of moré than 10,000 and it is planned that this -
. will increase to 12,000 by 2011.. :European Commission advice® i§ that it is “important to
avoid locating an incinerator upwmd of residentidl areas [or] in enclosed air basins”. The
* . internationally acclaimed, newly constructed National Maritime College is directly across the
= road from the site.of the proposed- hazardous waste transfer- station. This college will -
" accommodate 750 students and 75 staff. The entrance to the nat1onal Naval Base is directly
actoss the road from the site of the proposed incinerators. -~ '

1. Protection of human beings in the event of a major acmdent has scarcely been talked -
about in any of the Indaver documentatron Yét this will be a Class II Seveso site which,
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Identification and Evaluation for Major Accident Prevention was. undertaken by :
consultants on behalf of Indaver and submitted to the Health and Safety Authority for - '
analysw This report assumed worst case atmospheric dispersion to be Pasquill Stability '

Class F. This is not the case. Worst case atmospheric dispersion is Pasquill Stability

Class G. Even using Pasquill Stability Class F data, some of the consequence distances

for major accident scenarios indicate that the National Maritime College could be affected

by a major accident at the Indaver site. Even in Stability Class D atmospheric conditions,

the report evaluates‘a vapour cloud explosion to have the potential to break the windows
of the Naval College. '

BN
.

The only atmospheric releases from a major accident studled in the report.- was an
- emission of dioxin from a fire in the bunker serving the non- -hazardous waste incinérator.

No analysis of the potential releases of dioxin from a fire or explosion in the post-

combustion chamber was attempted. Note that it is in the post-combustion chamber that

the high-chlorine content wastes will be burned. The report made no assessment of
.+ potential impacts from accidental releases of any compounds other than djoxin. '

MTha ~f.thic nrannos A Farilater 1a af tha an vy ] ey : PR |
Lhe site o1 this PLOPOGSCa usuuu._y is at uu., il g 4 Cui-de-34C, S3CIVEa 0y jusSt Onc road.

"Should a major accident occur at the site when the wind is blolilihg from the east, there is

frionfinhtnra Ancm annsoo

no xuutc Uy which- Lucuguusxa can a\,bcbo the site. J_Aiualll_)’, there is no €scape route for
students and teachers of the National Maritime College. Similarly, there is but one road
on_to Haulbowlme Island, where the Naval Base has its heaqug&crs Should there be a
major accident at the site, naval personnel may have no rou@‘ébf escape. If weather and
tide conditions such as those experienced during the we %@,of 25/10/2004 should prevail
- when a major. accident takes place at the site, acc v;ould be hampered even further.
Under these conditions, it would be impossible th a%uate the town of Cobh, as there is
. but one bridge at Belvelly serving the Great Islg\x@i‘\&
&
2. In 2003 the Health Rcsearch Board"” @iﬁ\%ed a comprehensive study analysing the
N :
health effects of incineration and landfifl. :¥n relation to incineration, this study notes that
“a number of well-designed studne{(ﬁ%ve reported associations between developing
certain cancers and living close ta‘incinerator sites”. It further urges for the urgent -
routine ‘monitoring of the healthest people living near waste sites. It comments on the
“serious deficiency of baseline envzronmental information in Ireland” and calls for
1mproved monitoring of all potential pollutants. The study cpncludcs that “further :
research, using reliable estimates of exposure, over long perzods of time, t«‘—requzred to
determine whether llvmg near . mcmerators mcreases the rlsk of developing cancer”. - T
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Desplte the strong ev1dcnce of a lmk between proxumty to mcmerators and health éffects,
- none. of the Indaver documentation included any attempt to assess the potentlal public
“health effects of its proposed facility. No assessment of risk to the 45,000 inhabitants -
who will hve within a 5 km radius has ever been carried out: “The only pollutant release
, mentloned in_the EIS with a view. to its.impact on human health is dioxin. The only
impact of this chemical mentioned in chloracne. However, chloracnc is merely one of the
‘human health effects of dioxin. Although dioxin is classified as a Class A carcinogen, it
‘causes immune system and reproductive effects at body burdens some 100 times lower
than those associated with cancer.- One of its trarfs- -generatiopal non- cancer effects '
includes chsruptmn of endocrine hormone systems especially. those related to sexual
development of the foetus. Yet none of these health eifects Wﬁi‘u mentioned in the
Indaver documentation.

There are a myriad of othcr compounds to be released routinely from the stack of the
mcmerators whlch have 51gn1ﬁcant health 1mpacts None of the health 1mpacts of- any of

. LR §
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causes irritation of the nose and mouith, abnormialities in the circulatory system and
disruption of the respiratory tract. ~Arsenic is an established human carcinogen. Short-
term exposure to high levels of inhaled cadmium causes resplratory effects; whereas long-
terin exposure can lead to emphysema, anaemia and ‘¢ancer. *Chromium VI is“a known
carcinogen causing lung cancer via inhalation. The toxic effects of cobalt include lung
irritation, immunological deficiency, heart disease, cancer and death. Mild expostre to

lead causes tiredness, irritability, abdominal pam anaemia, and behavioural changes in
children. The éffects of long-term: exposure on child neurolog1ca1 development is’ well
documented. Mercury and in particular methylmercury, also has neurological effects:’
Inhalation of all forms of nickel causes irritation, lesions and immunological responses,

.while some forms of nickel are carcinogenic. The toxicity of thallium extends to a
‘degeneration of nerve fibres.

. . It is essential that a comprehensive risk assessment of the pmpmed fae""y on the health

of human beings within the Cork Harbour- valley and further afie]ld be undertaken. It 1s,'
_further esseritial that this" rlsk assessment be supported by a comprehenswe baseline
'momtorlng study whichi will serve as a basis for routine assessiient of the health of Cork
Harbour resrdents in hne with the Health' Research Board“‘ recomrnendatrons

L
A e

B

3. ltis also essenhal that Indaver addresses thé potential health impact of workers w1th1n its _
proposed facility. Accordrng to the Health Reséarch Board", “oc&upat:onal exposures to.
< harardoue emiceiong i wacts warkore ave due o A

S ASOAE £y b FME st
AAZAraous emissSions in wasie worgkers are aue io ad Cc’)mulnabi" u_/ JuLLUlo UJ pr lllluly

importance is proximity to numerous hazardous constitutenss of waste. Exposures may. .
‘result in an mcreased risk of illnesses such as res, y‘a@%y, skin and gastromtestmal,‘
complaznts Evidence of exposures 1o, and cellul@g‘p genetzc effects resulting from _
certain chemicals such as trace metals, dioxins @@& her organic substances’is strong.”

But the Indaver documentation does not ev§§\§e tion precautions to be undertaken to
protect the health of its workers, let alo u ertake any assessment of the potential
health impact of working within the gﬁ%ébsed facility. Workers within the Indaver
facility are human bDluga and, as su"‘h @\ﬁst be addressed LhrO‘ngu euher the .DIS or the
Waste Licensing process. -

O

o X i
Hydrogeolo'g" v -
- The eastern- edge of the proposed sue is merely 50 m from the sea. The surface water s srem_ o
;of Cork Harbour and the. groundwater systems of the proposed site are closelv intertwined.
"There are saline 1nﬂuences -on the groundwater within the proposeo‘sne and surface water -
n the site drail irectly rnto ‘thie Lower Harbour Overburden on the site is thin and less( ‘
. than 14 ‘in places Therefore ‘not only is’ the s1te 1tself ‘ tremely vulnerable'

) h);drogeologlcally, but its close hydrogeolo il mterplay with the: witérs of Cork Harbour N

means'that the placing of wiste storage, handling dnd incinerative fac111t1es on thlS site also' o

- places the waters of Cork Harbour at extreme risk. ' '

‘Severe ﬂoodmg Vréis experienced i m the Cork Harbour area dunng the.week of 25/10/2004- o
when high tides, easterly winds and heavy rainfall combined. During tlus time, the site of the
:proposed incinerator was submerged upder- over one metre of water. Such a ﬂoodmg event
was scarcely con31dered possrble by Indaver and Wwas most certamly not designed for. The.
surface water dramage system’ would not have been adequately "'zed to divert the flood
waters into-the storm and' surface water storage tanks. Even if it had. been capable of domg ;
so, the capacities -of ‘both the storm and ‘surface water storage tanks could in no way
accommodate the volume of ﬂood water expenenced ‘on that s1te durmg thrs week Had:.,

PSR
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Health Organisation" recommends that no site vulnerable to ﬂooding s.h'ould be considered to
be suitable for establishment of a hazardous waste incinerator.

. Indaver proposes to construct storage tanks underground to a depth of -5 m O.D. These tanks

will therefore be at the level of the water table as detected at the time of site investigations.
Any leak in these tanks will result in contaminants flowing through the groundwater system
directly into Cork Harbour. The close relationship between this groundwater system and
Harbour waters means that it will be virtually impossible to either detect contamination of
groundwater or to clean groundwater in the event of contamination before it reaches the sea.

Noise

Although the noise 1mpact of the constructlon phase is consrdered to be potentrally significant
"(Section 8, p. 7 of 16), the EIS makes no estimate of the magnitude of noise emissions to the

local environment durmg the constraction phase Yet prediction of the impact of noise arising
during the construction phase is a (‘nmmﬂanv .component of an PTQB * It i particularly

important in this case, partly because of the proximity of the proposed site to the National

Maritime Cgugge nartlv becance of the censitive habitats r‘lncP to the nronosed cite and nartly

pPasuy YLLALSL Vi LUC GULGILIVO LaUiials ViUot WU MLl P ‘.J\Juvu DI Gais pfariy

-because of the sensitive species currently living on the proposed site. It is absolutely essential

that the noise impact of the construction phase is strictly controlled b}gﬁeence.
: _ : : e

The EIS contains no assessment of noise from the facility ,hehégperational on either on-site
or off-site habitats. The only assessment made of noise i s on ecology relates entirely to
the facrhty s construction phase This is contra &éb the requirements of Directive
85/331/EEC, | N |
@é\o{\ s
é?

. - <<0 \\Q -

Dlscharge to Surface Water and Sewer
6\

Because discharges to both mumcrpakg%rface water.and foul sewers servmg ngaskrddy are
released untreated to Cork Harbou Sth li point

##1a ida ~lan
LllbLC lD Lll.llb yuuu lll bUllOlUblllls Ulbblldlsbb LU Dullabb

water and drscharges to sewer separately Although a new Lower Harbour. wastewater

Famm o Bann m ot vz iy alaaae M1

V. VERRY SR g PARERR.4 RO PP D .
Uucauuciit Plallt lb bULIClltl)’ Ucurg prauucu, LU]J\ \,uuuty \/Uullbu Cll\/lbdg(}b LIldL l.hlb Plair it W

- not be operatlonal untll 2010 2015

-All documentatlon assomated w1th the Indaver Waste Licence apphcatron glves the‘
'1mpressron that there wﬂ\ be no surface water discharges from the facrhty “This is not the

case. Although there may ‘be no direct mtentlonal discharges from the facrhty 10 surface

water, a consrderable Volume of drscharge to the Cork County Councd surface Wwater sewer is .

planned

~

We consider the potentlal for pollution of Harbour waters from the proposed dramage system.

to be sxgmficant

1. All hardstandmg and yard areas both in the waste transfer statron and in the waste to
energy plants are to be dlscharged dlrectly to surface water sewer. It is proposed that
these discharges be cont:muously monitored for TOC and pH such that contamination may
be detected. Should these contmuous monitors malfunction in anv way, either from
equipment failure or lack of mamtenance potentlal contammatron could be m1ssed and
spillages could pass directly into. the municipal surface water sewer.
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If contamination is détected in discharges from hardstanding or yard- areas, the funoff will
be directed to an underground storage tank in the case of the waste to energy plant and to
an overground storage tank in the case of the waste transfer station.” Here, it will again be

" tested. If found to be contaminated, Indaver documentation proposes that it will be taken
“off-site for treatment or disposal”. There is a significant dearth of suitable facilities for

the treatment or dmpnool nF such contaminated- qu\nrl in (‘nnntv Cork. Tt seems l"ncrhlv:

likely that the natural tendency of any financially-conscious plant operatoi ‘would be'to
leave the contaminated runoff in the storage tanks until it becomes sufﬁcrently dlluted by
rainwater to discharge as uncontammated runoff mto the surface water sewer.

2. .The capacity of the water storage tanks 1s, at best borderlme If the practice of stonng -2

contaminated runoff for dilution is employed then storm and firewater storage capacity
' will be further reduced .

In weather and tide condrtrons sueh as those pertammg dunng the week of 25/ 10/2004 '
‘the proposed site was entirely flooded by patural causes. The’ depth of the water was such

that the kerbed water storage area m the waste transfer statron would have been'
submerged and rendered useless : '; '
Had any contammated water beén stored in elther the underground or overground stofage: -
tanks during the week of 25/10/2004, it would have been washe drrectly into either the
" surface water Sewer or into the sed. Bearing mn-mind the Indav ‘Ig"'dbblll'dﬂce that “flooding
could only occur in the unlzkely event of an extreme rainstori. occurrmg during a fire on
the site. The risk of flooding is considered to be extrfg?t\elﬁow” (Part I, para. 15, 7) flood
conditions such as these were obviously nelther %ﬁ’l ated nor considéred. However,
they have now been proven to be a credible rigk #nd, as such, ‘must. be designed for.
Furthermore should a fire have occurred dur@% is flooding event, the s1te would have
-had plenty of firewater but absolutely no ﬁ@v@@r storage.
" 3. The Indaver Uperatmg Licence R‘éj@\e\%ce Document suggCSts that, if found to be
contammated the follawing dlscharge‘s may require off-site treatment or dlsposal

s unoff from hardstandmgs 1nc;l% waste to energy plant

*  runoff from hardstandings i the waste transfer station

» - qunoff from tank bunds-and bunded-areas in.the waste to energy plant

_runoff from. tanker unloadlng areas and dll‘CCt mJectron hardstandmg area in the waste .
- to-energy plant. ST ,
runoff from tanl(farm bund gt d:tanker Ioadrng area in the waste transfer statron
. efﬂuent from drum washmg in the waste transfer station

©oe ,-ﬁre water. - - ‘a L s

_ A potentlal treatment or dlsposal outlet for such dlscharges must be spe01f1ed -or the:
“dilute . .and drcharge” option may become too attractive to overcpme... Note that-it will

- take over 60 tarker, trips to ‘empty all:contaminated firewater frqm the waste to energy"

' 'underground storage tank to an off-site dlsposal facility. The: long-term consequences of

dll“.‘-te and drschar"e prar‘fir‘pc on Cork Harbour rnnlrl be verv serious

RAVWIUNG VR ALUAS LRALUVUL LU UL Yy SULIGMS. -

4 "Neither4lndaVer nor the Environmental Pro‘tection Agency proposes monitoring of Cork
Harbour waters to ensure no deleterious impact arising from the proposed facility.
Pollution of Cork Harbour could be caused either as described above or by undetected
contamination of saline groundwater under the site, or by depos1t10n -of -atmospheric
pollutants. The impacts on water pollution on the human fopd chain through the
poisoning of aauatic species-can be sienificant. In this regard. there has been no mention
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Harbour. We consider it essential that background and routine monitoring of both Cork
"Harbour waters and filter feeder species-bred in the Harbour should be undertaken at
representative locations.

Facility is not Best Availablé Technology .

The site on which Indaver proposes to build thlS facility is extremely vulnerable

~ environmentally.

.» The site is s1tuated at sea leveI in the centre of the Cork Harbour valley 1t is surrounded

on three sides by slopes of up to 100 m in height. Meteorologlcal conditions within the

valley are localised and.complex. Because of its topography and 1ts proximity to the sea,
. the area is prone to thermal inversions.

"« The sue is surrounded by ‘the- 35 QOO inhabitants of elght towns and is 2 km directly

- upwind of the 10,000 1nhab1tants of the town of Cobh

«  The entrance to the \‘V'dbLG Lranblel station is across the road from the National lvmrmme

College, which houses 750 students and 75 staff. The entrance to the waste to energy
plant is directly across from the only bridge onto Haulbowline Island, where the national.
Naval Base is 51tuated

* The site is prone to ﬂoodmg ' &9’

* The eastern boundary of the site is merely 50 'm from otk Harbour The eastern
boundary itself is subject to coastal erosion. \ f<§\

*  Suchis its prox1m1ty to the sea that groundwater gﬁ@r the site shows evidence of saline
inrusion. - &Q@f‘

. Mumclpal sewers servmg the area dxschargegﬁlgétly to sea without treatment

* Cork Harbour is acclaimed as a Wetla@«ﬁ international importance for the birds it

_ supports and is designated as a Speqﬁ.gr tection Area under Directive 79/409/EEC on
the conservation of wild birds. s

« - The site is 1 km from one of seveagg‘t commercxal beds in Cork Harbour for rearmg filter-
feeding shellﬁsh OO

The site is- situated at the end of a cul- de—sac with only one access road. In certain
"w"f‘;al_hei' CGﬁuuLGIiS, emergency services may be unable to access to-the site should a

_major accident occur. . UUnder these conditions, personnel at the National Maritime
ffCollege z{nd.;the Naval Base will also be una'ble'toleave their premises by road.-

A- 'l‘he proposecl Indaver facility is not a stralghtforward process fa01l1ty 1t is one to which

inputs vary and one in which the characteristics of inputs are frequently unknown. Whilst

- having its merits within the world of incineration, the fluidised bed technology is partxcularly

sensitive and requires a very- homogemsed input. To this end, the UK Environment Agency"

considers fluidised bcds to be unsuitable for disposal of hazardous waste. It further advises
that “at merchant incinerators {burning hazardous wastes], the. variatipn in the types of waste
and their high hazard and environmental pollutzon potential means that such processes must

adopt the very highest technological and management standards, au must .co-incineration

processes burning szmzlar hazardous wastes™™.

Directive . 1996/61/EC° on integrated pollution prevention and control provides:

comprehensive definition of the requirements of Best Available Technology (BAT). It
specxfically defines the concept of “best” as being “most effective in achzevmg a high general
level of protection of the environment as a whole”. ‘
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The application of BAT is Sllb_]CCtlve rather than objective, but is intended to be gu1ded by the
above-mentioned definitions and by’ Annex TV of Directive 1996/61/EC®, which provides -
~-considerations to be taken into account when determining ‘BAT. Directive .1996/61/EC®-

_ indicates that BAT is intended to-be apphed not merely in a general sense but also on a site
spec1ﬁc ba31s

Bearing in mind the nature of the process proposed, the réquirements and advice of Directive
© 1996/61/EC® and the vulnérability of the proposed ‘site and its environs, it can: only bc
concluded that the 'proposed Indaver facﬂlty is not BAT for thls site.

Co_ﬁclgs_i_ga

Under Sectlon 52(2)(a) of the Env1ronmenta1 Protectlon Agency Act, 1992 the Agency 1§
‘obliged to “keep itself informed of the policies and objectives of public authorities .. Whlle c
current government policy is- supportive of thermal” treatment, the proposed famhty'

contravenes published natmnal and ‘local strategy for ‘much that relates to environmental
protection. . : ’

» The Environmental Protection Agency’ s-own published- documgpltation6 -acknowiedgés' L
that ciimdte change is conisidered to be “one of the most serzou}s‘}environmenrai issues of . -
this century”. It further describes climate stability as be xi?tg fundamental fo social
stability and sustaindble development” and’ emphasg@\sj&e urgency of the action that
Ireland must take if it is to meet is obligations lgﬁ@s e Kyoto Protocol target. The'
government’s National Climate Change Strategy imerits on the more severe ﬂoodmg, o
rising sea levels. and accelerated coastal e&o‘m@h -which Ireland may experience as a -
consequernice of climate change. Yet by \@th a draft Waste Licence to this proposal,

. theBavironmental Protection Ageney i @ gﬁ\ oving the establishment of what -purports to

be a national facility at the end of a cilfe-sac in the very south of Ireland. There are no -

rail links to this site. 'All wastes ango‘proccss mputs must be transportcd by road frclght

<A1l wastes leaving. the site must also be transported by road freight. All’ non-incinerable”
wastes collecteéd.at the' transferCstation will be’transpoited by road to the Indaver facility

'in-D lubhn for -export. - Altholigh Ireland’s highest: concentration of hazardous waste- -

. generating industry may be in-Cork Harbour, it is also the case the 1ndustr1es in Cork -

~‘Harbour are generally run by large multmatmnal corporatlons and are amongst the

' _wealthlest industries in the- couiitry:. \Soms-two thirds of: ‘the- mdustrles in Cork Hafbour' '

 tieat their own waste in-house and only a fractlon of that rcmammg for export is. destmed
~for disposal. - : -

Alihough the Natzonal Hazardous Waste Management Plan’® recommends that “a thermal N
treatment disposal facility for the management of hazardous waste currently exported for’
disposal is required if Ireland is to become  self- suﬁ‘ cient. in ‘hazardous waste
management”, the cornerstone of the Plan is waste prévention. - The proposed Tidaver
Tacility is a co-incineration facility which has twice the capacuy recommended { in- the
‘Plan. This will ccrtamly not encourage waste prevention and may, in fact, encourage ‘the _
_establishment of hazardous waste generating industiy. “This is 1n‘d1rect contravention of

~ the Plan’s recommended priorities: “Industrial developments should be considered in
terms of their environmental impacts and the development of mdustry with low hazardous
waste generatmg potential should be a priority”.

“The National Hazardous Waste Management Plan’ also recommends that “at least two
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waste landfill capacity is an essential supporting component of a thermal treatment :
facility such as that proposed by Indaver, a draft Waste Licence has nonetheless been v
granted to Indaver, But, to date, neither the Environmental ,Protectlon Agency nor

Indaver has identified where the ash from the proposed Indaver facility will be

transported to for disposal. ' . '

*  The Co. Cork Waste Management Plan does not include-thermal treatment in the
preferred scenario for waste management in Co. Cotk. While the Plan acknowledges that ..
it ‘will conduct feasibility studies into the potential role incineration may play in the
County, current stated Cork County Council policy separation of. ‘the wet and dry waste
_fractions at a mechanical separation plant with subsequent compostmg of the wet fraction :
and baline and landfill disnosal of residnalg )

Al Janilig QliG ialiGa il LIopPUsal U1 Lo A%,

.The World Health Orgamsatlon which recognises and supports the role of incineration in
waste mapagement, clearly states that hazardous waste incineration facilities should not be
established in areas subject to flooding, coastal erosion or thermal i mversmns The European
_Commission'?, which also supports the position of thermal treatment in the waste hierarchy,
clearly.states the importance of not locating incineration facilities elther upwind of residential -
areas or in enclosed air-basins. '

Not merely does the proposed Indaver site at Ringaskiddy contravene both World Health
Organisation and European Commission advice, but the environm: assessment performed
on the site is inadequate in the context of the requirements of Di esgfwe 85/337/EEC and does
little to assure that the proposed facility W111 not cause env1rg\dx;ng§\tal polluuon
<O

Sectlon 52(2)(b) of the Env1r0nmenta1 Protectlon Aggﬁ@@ket 1992, compels the Agency to
~ “have regard for a high standard of envtronme@?a@rotectlon and the need to promote
sustainable and environmentally sound develogh %\ processes or operations”. We cannot
understand how, with such a remit as is grai (0 the Agency under this Act, a draft Waste

T shramma 1
Licence can be issued for the proposed Ind \dﬁacﬂ}ty at ngask}ddy

Tn £ the n: jal im
In view of the nature of the propose Lacﬂ}ty and its conseqnp..f potential im on th

on t .
residents and environment of Cork éﬁrbour CHASE (Passage ‘We t/Glenbrook/Monkstown) ‘

requests the Environmental Protectlon Agency to prov1de an Oral Hearing in relation to this
Waste Lxcence apphcatlon -

h-
)’
0
-

Please ﬂnd enclosed a cheque for the appropnate fee of €253 95. :ﬁj CT T

Marc1aK D’Alton; BE., M.Eng.Sc., MIEI

on behalf of Mary P. Bowen .
CHASE (Passage West/Glcnbrook/Monkstown\
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