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" Dear Sir/Madam, : SO :
O\ <

Passage West Town Councﬂ has voted 5&9 ﬁvour of submitting an objec‘uon to the
Environmental Protection Agency in re&g&t‘iqﬁﬁ\to the application by Indaver (Ireland) for a

Waste Licence to operate two mcmer@@rs and a hazardous waste transter station at’
ngask1ddy, Co. Cork. S

X
Passage West” Tewn Council 1soaware that a Draft Llcence has been granted by the
Environimental Protection’ Agency to Indaver for operation of its proposed facility.

- The concerns of the Town Council in rela’uon to this proposed facility were outhned in the
. “Town :Council’s submission to the Environmental Protection Agency, dated 13® Qctober,
".2004.  The Environmental Protection Agency notified the Town Council of its proposed
. decision on this Waste Licence application in a letter-dated 28" October 2004. This letter
states that “The Agency considered your submissions on the application, in accordance with .
- the Waste ManagementActs 1996 to 2003, before making the proposed decision™. However,
the Tnternal Inspector’s Report signed by Mr. Kieran O’Brien, neither mentioned Bor
considered the submission made by the Passage West Town Counoﬂ in October 2004

This submission is therefore included herewith as outlmmg the principal causes of thé
‘Passage West Town Council’s objection to the granting of : a Waste Licence to the Indaver
Ireland proposed facﬂxty for Ringaskiddy.

In view of the potential impact of this proposed facility. on Passage- We'st/Mbnkstown and.
Cork Harbour, Passage West Town Council requests the Environmental Protection Agency to
provide an Oral Hearing in relation to the grant of a Waste Licence for this proposed facility.-
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Yougs faithfully,

\illo
Niall O’Kecffe
Town Clerk

(087-2846233)
nialLokecffe(@corkcoco.i¢

ey

EPA Export 25-07-2013:14:58:39



own Hall,
assage West,
‘0. Cork, Ircland

Halla an Bhaile,
‘An 'Paséisre,
Co. Ghoreai, Eire

TOWNCQU NCIL

Waste Llcensmg, ' : N
anrmnmental Pmtect ionAgency,” .. . . :Corr espondénce Address:
“P.0, Box 3000, '

- Town Clerk, Passage Wes
- Town Council, c/o Floor 7,
: County Hall Cork

J ohnstown Castle Estate,
Co. Wexford

| 13 Octdber, 2004

'_ RE Waste Llcence apphcatlon 186—1 by Indaver Ireland \}
& a“*
Qoé%_\ r
Dear Slr/Madam ' (\Q@\ '

éJ N : ' ' '
Passage West Town Counerl has passed ay t)ron in favour, of makmg a submrssron to the

nﬂ‘li"f\
Environmental Protection Agency to &)

3ss its objection to.the application by. Indaver
Ireland for.a Waste Licence to operate W0 incinerators and a hazardous waste transfer statlon
at ,ngasklddy, Co. Cork : égi\‘
P S ‘ :
Pasf ge. West Town Counoﬂ comprrses nme members from across the pohtrcal spectrum it
.represents the towns of Passage West and Monkstown, situated on the western shores of Cork
"Harbour The residents of Passage West and Monkstown include over 5,000 of some 35,000

people. antrcrpate«ito live i in, the Cork_Harbour regron by 2011.

L _' ; 'T e, Town Councllsw obJectron to- thls Waste Llcence 1s a reﬂectron, ‘ot merely - of “the
. [s* own views, but also those of its constituénts, :so very many-of whom have voiced to
' :“them thelr extreme concern about Indaver. Ireland’s proposals

‘ fThe Town Councrl consxders the mtroductron of any mcmeratron to Ireland to be premature
_particularly as stated government targets with regard to waste minimisation, reuse and
: recychng are very. far from bemg achieved. The avallabﬂrty of incineration capacity will be a

. direct disincentive to Ireland’s achieving sustainable waste managemem as required by the:

jEuropean Commlssron 5 COM(96) 399 on waste pohcy

The Town. Council recognises that national policy for. hazardous waste as outlined:in the
National Hazardous Management. Plan (EPA, 2001) is the' establishment of a thermal
treatment plant for hazardous waste currently exported for disposal. However, they are of the
oprmon that the hazardous waste incinerator proposed by Indaver for the Ringaskiddy site is-

ek 2 it i 2ertth dlon wennaienon andn AF tha Matinnad ammedasie Wadito AManamomont Plan
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burn facility of the lowest efficiency with regard to encouraging cleaner production and waste )
diversion and must be far removed from the small-scale, neat, modern thermal treatment

packages that were surely bemg referred to by the National Hazardous Waste Management
Plan. .

The Town Council is fully aware of advice -pu'blished by the World Health Organisation with
regard to site selection for hazardous waste incinerators. The Town Council is dismayed at

~ Indaver Ireland’s failure to follow this advice in the site selection procedures which

culminated in the choice of Ringaskiddy as their preferred location. In particular, the World

Health Organisation advises against the establishment of any hazardous waste incinerators in
an area prone to thermal inversions. Being residents of the Harbour, the Town Council - *

Members can confirm that the Cork Harbour valley- freqnently experiences 'thermal
inversions. Nor are the Members in any way satisfied that the air dispersion modelling

published in the Indaver Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) accurately represents the

" anticipated impact of emissions to. air from the proposed Indaver facility. The basis for this
air dispersion modelling exercise is meteorologlcal data taken at Cork Airport. However, the
topographical aspect of Cork Airport is entirely different from that of the proposed Indaver

" site and both science and practical observation confirm that meteorological cond1t1ons at Cork
Airport are not representative of those at Ringaskiddy. '

The fact that Indaver had purchased its preferred site prior to gven starting the EIS may
explain the failure of this EIS to comply with Directive 85/337@2\EC on'the assessment of the

effects of certain public and private projects on the env {onn%nt in addressing a number of
_1ssues of s1gmﬁcance ' &
a??)ge\

- Assessment of the proposed facility on loc@%@é\logy undertaken by the EIS is totally
inadequate.. Cork Harbour has been des\@%ated as a Specially Protected Area (SPA)
unider Directive 79/409/EEC on the coggéo?atlon of wild birds. The Indaver site itself

- 'iminediately proximate to Loughb \agd\only orie mile from Monkstown Creek, both
designated as proposed Natural Hergﬁée Areas (NHAs) by virtue of their birdlife.” But
while most of the waders and 6thef species of note visit Cork Harbour during the winter

rnentbe l'hp nnlv cnﬂn:-yo nnrlp en on ﬂn:\ an‘avpr c«-fp were A"r‘"g Tnnp 'ﬂul :.h@m()re,

- although the srte is merely a@?one s throw from the seashore and so close to designated

bird sanctuariés, the survey did not look at ‘any potential impacts of the Indaver proposals
outsrde the site penmeter :

- Insects were surveyed on the site duririg September, a time when éven the EIS admits that
“many species of butterfly and moth have clearly ceased flying” (Section 10, p: 9 of 22).
“The mammal survey conducted on five days during May and June \dent\ﬁed badgers as.
. concluswely breeding on site. However, although the badger is a spécies protected
* species by law; even the EIS acknowledges that “May-June is not a good time to search
Jor setts, partzcularly this year with the extensive recent growth and there may be more
S setts on the site that were missed” (Sectlon 10 , p. 5.0f22).

N

- Although the adjacent Martello Tower is.a lrkely roosting ground for bats no attempt was

“made to undeitake a bat survey. Note that the bat is dlso a specres protected by
_ leglslatron :

- Although the noise impact of the construct1on phase is consrdered to be potentrally
srgmﬁcant (Section 8, p. 7 of 16), at no stage does the EIS evaluate the impact of noise

* And vibration from the construction phase on off-site habitats. Indeed, although such
“assessment is a compulsory component of any EIS, the lack of detail in the proposed

CAnncbmintiAan neameamma maanao that %3¢ jo-mnt nnccihlo ta- f'n’{")l[nfo the artunl maonitude
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~. The EIS contains no-assessment of noise from the proposed facility when operational on
either on-site or off-site habitats. The only assessment made of noise rélates entirely to-

the facility’s construction phase. ThlS is enttrely contrary to.the requirements of Directive
85/337/EEC.

- No meanmgful assessment of the alternatives to the proposed incineration technology is
made in the EIS, despite the speclﬁc requirements of Directive '85/337/EEC for any
applicant such as Indaver to give “an outline of the main alternatives studied by the

developer and an indication of the main reasons for his choice, taking into account the
' envzronmental effects”.

While the Members acknowledge that national statistics identify County Cork as containing a
“majority of hazardous waste generated:in the country, they are also aware that the main
pharmaceutxcal players responsible for this hazardous waste ‘are already treating their own
. hazardous waste on site. As a consequence, the Environmental Protection Agency has

already, licensed some five hazardous waste incinerators in Cork Harbour. -Although this "
o, # - practice of treatment on site is riot reflected in the national hazardous waste generation tables,
! Indaver continues to justify its site selection on the basis of these national statistics. The fact

.is that much, if not most, of the hazardous waste to be treated in the proposed facility will- be -
1mnnrfpd both from other parts of the county and from other nsn—fr: of the country, It makes no
sense to locate such a faCIhty at the end of a cul-de-sac in the ver§” south of Ireland This is
entirely contrary to the aims of the National Climate Changg\%ﬁ'ategy (Department of the
- Bnvironment and Local Government, 2000) and fliegincthe face of all that represents
sustainable plannmg The area has no rail link, is eggfe@ road-dependent and access to the
site from the main Cork-bound arteries is throug %énarrow and entirely contained Lee’
Tunnel. Neither the environmental nor the humds @hsequences of a road traffic accident in

the Lee Tunnel involving’ hazardous waste gﬁ%&iﬁed for the proposed Indaver faclhty have
“ever been assessed. $°

V Qé \\Q’ .
Passage West Town Council rejects s\éﬁ';’rely the approach taken by Indaver Ireland to
obtaining the various permissions n ssary to construct and operate their proposed facility at
Ringaskiddy. Planning- permissiof was applied for the construction of only the hazardous
‘waste transfer station.and Phase 1 of thé incineration facility. However, a Waste Licence has
been applied for the hazardous waste transfer station and both Phases 1 and 2 of the
, incineration fac1hty Our objection to_ the granting of a-Waste Licence to Phase 2 of the
. incineration facility also takes account of thie fact that thermal treatment of any kind is not a-
~ recommended component of the Waste Management Plan for County Cork (Cork County-
- Council, 2004). In addltlon, contrary to the assertions of the EIS (Technical Summary, p.5 of
32), thermal treatment is not on¢ of the disposal methods recommended by the Sludge_
Management Plan for Coum:v Cork (Cork County Councll 1999) -

v

Passage West Town Councrl strongly urge the Environmental Protection Agency to. uphold its.
responsibilities under the Environmental Protection Agency Act, 1992 and its associated

regulations and amendments by not granting a Waste. Licence to Indaver for operatlon of its -
proposed fac111ty at ngasklddy

Yours falthfully,

W

N]tj" VY ooffa
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