
27 Highfield 
Drogheda 
Co Louth 

1 7’h November 2004 

MS Eve O’Sullivan 
Programme Officer 
Office of Licensing & Guidance 
EPA 
PO Box 3000 
Johnstown Castle Estate 
County Wexford 

Dear MS O’Sullivan 

RE:- PROPOSED WASTE LICENCE - REF 167 - 1 - INDAVER IRELAND - INCINERATOR 
- CARRANSTOWN, DULEEK, Co MEATH - 26.10.2004 

I acknowledge, with thanks your letter of 26.10.2004 advising of the EPA’s proposed 
decision to grant a licence to lndaver Ireland, subject to 14 conditions, which were 
also enclosed. 

Please accept this communication, with the enclosed cheque for the sum of 6253.95 
as payment for a submission of objection to the proposed decision, and also as a 
request for an oral hearing. 

Please accept this submission as being representative of the views of the No 
Incineration Alliance, a non-profit, non-political community group from the North East 
who came together to promote sustainable waste management practices, and to 
spearhead the campaign against the incineration of municipal waste in Ireland. We 
are not for profit and non political, but enjoy the support of all the major parties 
locally. We come from all walks of life and all age groups. Eric Martin, is a member 
of the No Incineration Alliance who is currently involved in a High Court action in 
relation to Ireland’s implementation of the EU EIA Directive, citing the planning grant 
of the above facility as an example of this non-implementation, and as such, his 
views are represented in all NIA submissions. 

On account of timing issue, outlined below, this submission will be very top-line in 
relation to our primary assertions as to why this development shouldn’t go ahead. 
As a reference document we’d be most grateful if you could please go back to our 
original submission of 13.52002 and it’s related attachments, as we feel that many of 
the arguments and points raised there weren’t fully addressed in the Inspector’s 
report. 

We’d fist like to re-highlight the notion of the ‘precautionary principle’ - “Where there 
is uncertainty in regard to the definition of carrying capacity and the limits or 
thresholds which should imply for sustainable human activities, the precautionary 
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. . 

principle must be applied; this has influenced global action, for example, in regard to 
the objective of stabilising CO* emissions to abate the threat of global warming.” 
The precautionary principle requires that emphasis should be placed on dealing with 
the causes, rather than the results, of environmental damage and that, where 
significant evidence of environmental risk exists, appropriate precautionary action 
should be taken even in the absence of conclusive scientific proof of causes. This is 
more than simply giving the environment the benefit of the doubt. It is a spur to 
responsible action and a stimulus to scientific and technological development. 
Reasonable action to avoid potentially serious risks to the environment and human 
health maintains choice, control and quality. We feel strongly that your licencing of 
the proposed incinerator would be in direct contravention to the precautionary 
principle. 

Principle 1 of the Rio Declaration on the Environment and Development states that 
“human beings are at the centre of concerns for sustainable development”. 
Integration of environmental considerations into social policy envisages: 

l Fair access to a clean, healthy environment; 

l Maintenance of public health and elimination, as far as practicable, of 

environmental risks; 

l Equity in the use of environmental resources; 

l Full access to education and information concerning the environment; and 

l Sustainable planning, development (including urban development), and human 

settlement policies. 

The Strategy states that - “effective environmental policies require the active 
participation of society, so that lifestyle changes compatible with sustainable living 
can become established. “ This is great - but it also suggests we need good 
environmental policies and strong leadership and legislation. The act of licencing a 
facility which compromises a clean, healthy environment, and poses environmental 
risks would, in our view, be in contravention to the Rio Declaration. 

It is our assertion that the Kyoto Protocol and the POPS Treaty haven’t been dealt 
with adequately in the Inspector’s report - our understanding is that we shouldn’t 
unnecessarily introduce any activities to Ireland which would in any way increase the 
amount of Greenhouse gases, or Persistant Organic Pollutants (such as Dioxin). 
Incineration definitely does introduce them - and in our view, unnecessarily. 

Stack Height 

The Stack Height - we have serious concern about your recommendation to have 
the stack height increased by 25 metres, from 40 to 65, the difference in height being 
equivalent to two two-storey houses stacked up on top of each other. Our concerns 
are manifold:- 

4 it is further acknowledgement of the level of pollution which will emanate 
from this facility to the surrounding area, and your wish is to heighten the 
stack to dilute the effect on the immediate area by dispersing the 
pollutants to a wider population catchment. 
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b) We wonder whether this is news to lndaver - i.e.*could they have got their 
original dispersion calculations so horribly wrong, i.e. their original stack 
height was intended to be 40 metres high. If they have such trouble 
getting matters as basic as this incorrect, what else may be awry with 
their plans, capabilities and understanding of the issue as a whole 

c) The more sinister side comes in now when we consider whether lndaver 
knew full well that they’d be required to heighten the stack for operation, 
yet decided to omit this during the planning process, when they knew that 
the functionality of the stack couldn’t be assessed, therefore the adequate 
stack height couldn’t be questioned. This means that the UNESCO 
assessment and the planning process were based on false information 
with regard to ultimate stack height. In an area with a protected view, on 
a limestone substrate, in the footprint of the Bru na Boinne site, we find 
this omission, if true, calculated and deceitful. 

Whether the stack height inaccuracy in the initial calculation is due io ignorance 
based on a mis-calculation (b) or calculated based on a will to ensure knowingly 
obscure relevant planning information (c) brings the integrity of the company into 
question. Ireland is awash with rogue waste dealers, as evidenced by the spate of 
illegal dumps, exportations, etc. in the papers over the past couple of years, the last 
thing we want to do is to allow our authorities licence operators that may be 
incapable of running or slightly disingenuous in their dealings with the public and the 
authorities regarding the proposed incinerator. 

Health 
We would like to briefly make mention of the meeting coordinated by the No 
Incineration Alliance with representatives of the EPA and Dr Vyvian Howard, Senior 
Lecturer at the University of Liverpool, Dept of Toxicology, and the various issues 
that you discussed and documentation that Dr Howard left for your disposal with 
regard to the health effects of incineration. We would also like to draw your attention 
to the various sections in our original submission specific to health, and the 
submission by the Irish Doctors Environmental Association. 

We’d also like to raise concerns with regard to the ability of the EPA and other 
statutory bodies to assess the health implications of this, and other, waste 
management facility should it go into operation as highlighted by the EPA’s Director 
General, Dr Mary Kelly, in her letter to the Department of Health. 

We became aware of this concern via Fergus O’Dowd (TD) in his investigations 
through the Freedom of Information Act, he also advises that upon checking with the 
EPA he was advised that you didn’t have an in-house medical expert, nor seek 
medical advice before the above proposed licence grant. We feel that human and 
animal health are imperative considerations in respect of the pollutants from 
incineration, therefore find that the assessment made by the EPA may be lacking in 
this important capacity. 

The North Eastern Health Board also raises many questions for clarification with 
regard to the’proposed facility. 

The Irish Health Review Board, at the then Minister for the Environment Noel 
Dempsey’s request, undertook a desk study on the health implications of landfill and 
incineration concluded that there were more questions than answers with regard to 
the safety of incineration and human health. This is a statutory body who’s findings 
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should be brought into consideration during the licencing process in order to give a 
holistic approach to the licencing process - i.e. protection of our environment, which 
has a direct impact on our health. 

We therefore feel that input from Dr Howard, the Irish Doctor’s Environmental 
Association, the NEHB, many health related submissions and reprints from the public 
should have been given some consideration with regard to the seriousness with 
which people view the health implications of this proposed facility. We don’t feel 
these issues to be adequately addressed in your proposed licence. 

Dr Kelly makes no secret of her pro-incineration bias, as evidenced in some of her 
comments in the media. This strength of opinion in the EPA Director General sows 
seeds of doubt regarding objectivity in the treatment of this issue. 

Site Selection 
It was borne out in the An Bord Pleanala Oral Hearing that no scientific or accepted 
matrix of site selection was used in choosing this site. The Developers tried to retro- 
fit a pick-and-mix site selection criteria, cobbled together from sections of the WHO 
criteria and any others that lndaver chose to pick from, eg. haul miles. It is very 
evident that the arrival at this site was definitely based on convenience, rather than 
any recourse to due process. We feel strongly that the nomination of the Platin site, 
with no others adequately checked for suitability, for this facility has a very strong 
reliance on the existence of the Irish Cement facility. We fear that the cumulative 
effects of the pollutants emitted by both facilities may be too much for a small 
community to bear, even if it is within the limits of the licence you grant each facility 
separately. We also fear that it’ll be difficult to ascertain which facility created 
various pollution incidents, as they may mask each other’s emissions, thus making it 
difficult to police and fine. 

Waste Crisis 
This alleged crisis with regard to what to do with the waste was addressed in our 
initial submission, i.e. let’s not create as much of it as we currently do, let’s push back 
on industry and ensure that recycling / re-use / composting options have been set up 
for a high proportion of the waste stream. We fully acknowledge at the moment that 
this will take some time to set up, and in the interim, we need to do something with 
our waste. Over the past 12-months, the Knockatiie site has been licenced by the 
EPA and An Bord Pleanala to go into operation. This site is less than 10 miles away 
from the Carranstown site, also in a rural area of County Meath. We therefore 
consider the waste crisis in this area to be averted, and the siting of a second huge 
facility in such close proximity to Knockarlie would be in contravention of the legal 
point of ‘equity’ - i.e. what’s fair for one community to bear. This equity issue would 
also be trans-generational, on account of the licence grant for an incinerator, with an 
average life span of 25-30 years means that the next generation will not only have to 
cope with a polluting facility in its midst, but also the heavy-metal and dioxin laden 
by-products of this operation. 

Conditions 
1.6 - we consider it to be impossible to police this condition as we’re sure that 
hazardous liquids will make their way into the facility, be they household bleaches, 
detergents, battery acid, solvents, medicines or cosmetics. 
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1.7 

1.8 

1.10 

2.1.1 

2.1.2 

2.2.1 

cornposting - this condition is inconsistent with Class 2 of the Licences Waste 
Recovery activities. 

This condition is exclusionary as it only involves two parties, i.e. lndaver and 
the EPA - any changes which either party may wish to make could directly 
impact the people of the locality, the local authorities, NGO’s or other bodies, 
we therefore feel that the licence should stipulate an avenue for information 
flow, and, where necessary, these stakeholders should be consulted. 

As above 

We’d be grateful if an indication of how this condition can be policed. We 
understand that this facility will only give employment to a maximum of 35 
people, yet is to be in operation 24 hours a day, 365 days a year, except for 
during times of maintenance. How can we feel assured that a suitably 
qualified person or persons would be on site at all times? 

We’d appreciate if the employees details, education, qualifications, 
experience and other relevant data would be a matter for the public record. 
Will there be a form of independent ombudsman to decide what actually 
qualifies as ‘approopriate training and education? 

This should also be a matter that’s easily accessible to the public. 

2.3.2.5 Corrective Action - We find this ‘catch all’ dictate very woolly and open to a 
broad interpretation - what would be better is not only a list of the ‘rules of 
operation’ (limits / tolerances / parameters / time-lines, etc.) but also the 
degrees of ‘danger’ should these be breached and a guideline as to what is to 
be done in each case, i.e. shut down, who to report to, within what time- 
frame, etc. 

2.3.2.6 Communication Programme - Timeframes, guidelines and deliverables 
should be set out from the start, eg. on-line real-time results, e-mail / text 
alerts / written regular reports for all stakeholders, such as the community, 
local authorities, local representatives, NGO’s and other bodies that express 
interest. There should be a lay-persons version of some of these 
communications also so as not to alienate the general public from issues that 
concern the air they’re breathing. 

3.2.3 ‘Vibration Isolated’ - the requirement for this on account of the regular 
blasting at the adjacent cement quarry would definitely be necessary. We 
worry though about the availability of such a feature in a monitoring 
equipment, and also the sensitivity of calibration of same. This condition 
puts the onus on the manufacturers of the various pieces of equipment, which 
we feel would be a big get-out clause for the operators should a piece of 
equipment be found to be operating out of spec. 

3.5.3 What checks and guards can be put in place to ensure that &I drainage from 
the waste inspection and quarantine area goes into the storage tank for use 
as process water? 

3.8 What’s the m3 : tonne equivalent? Why introduce a new metric? 
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3.10 Could this condition be more specific, i.e. to specify what constitutes 
‘adequate’ for the standby and back-up equipment. 

3.16.2 We don’t consider it appropriate that the EPA and lndaver can decide on 
changing the hours of operation through correspondence. The people in the 
locality should be invited for their input on this, and should also be advised in 
writing when the licenced operating hours are being revised. 

3.19 We mentioned the stack height already in this document, and also the notion 
of requiring ‘seismic design of the foundation’ as we consider that this, as well 
as the ‘vibration isolated’ monitoring equipment highlights the fact that this 
facility may be sited on a very unsuitable substrate, i.e. highly porous 
limestone, adjacent to a cement quarry with continual blasting and extensive 
movement below ground level, not to mention the proximity to the gas 
mainline. 

3.2.2 The nominal capacity of the plant shall be 20 tonnes per hour - this equates 
to 480 tonne per day, which is approximately 25-30 full trucks a day coming 
in, and empty trucks going out, not to mention the trucks which are to be used 
for ash disposal. Are these, coupled with the numerous trucks which operate 
in and out of the Cement facility factored into the pollution burden of the 
people on the Carranstown Road? 

3.23 We think that the EPA should be advising the operator very strongly in what 
to do in the case of an ‘abnormal operating condition’, rather than the ‘as 
soon as practicable’ wording, which is open to wide interpretation. 

8.2.3 We fail to understand how the ‘waste profile and characterization’ can be 
undertaken to any degree of accuracy at the point of entry to the facility, 
especially as there could be 4-6 trucks arriving an hour during the hours of 
acceptance of waste. There’s a huge loophole here for hazardous material 
finding it’s way into the incinerator. 

9.3 - d) we consider the assertion that the polluting body should ‘evaluate the 
environmental pollution, if any, caused by the incident’ to be too heavily 
reliant on *honour. This assessment should be undertaken by an 
independent body, with the assistance of the operators. 

There is too high a reliance of self policing in this document. 

There’s no mention of advising the public of these events - which we 
consider a gross mis-use of information. 

9.4.2 Could ‘significant’ in ‘all significant spillages... ‘ be defined in a quantifiable 
measure. 

In finishing this document, we’d like to draw your attention to a point that we feel very 
strongly about, it is ‘timing’ as outlined below. 

Timing 
We would like to highlight the ‘coincidence’ of the timing of the proposed decision by 
the EPA for both the Duleek & Ringaskiddy facilities with the scheduled dates for 
both these parties to be in Court regarding the developments. We find this slightly 
unfair as the time-frame for lodging submissions with yourselves is very tight (28 
days from issuance of decision, with a week lost in post in either direction, leaving 
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maximum 3 weeks to pull together a response). Would it be possible to have some 
explanation as to how this occurred - i.e. the EPA has had the application for 34.5 
months, and chooses now, to give it’s proposed decision. The more cynical amongst 
us might be forgiven to consider that this timing was orchestrated to hit the anti- 
incineration movement at their most busy time, from both a man power and financial 
resources point of view - lending further weight to the collusion theory between the 
EPA and the State in railroading incineration in to Ireland. 

In the three years since this application was launched, Ireland has come on in leaps 
and bounds with regard to waste management, from bring banks, to green bins to 
pay-by weight, to civic amenity centres, and industries such as Shabra in 
Carrickmacross, all working really well. This recycling and re-use initiatives are still 
in their infancy, the Zero Waste policy evidenced in Nova Scotia, Canberra, New 
Zealand and other locations is showing unbelievable results, all of which points to a 
cleaner greener method of waste management and employment creation. If you 
force incineration on us, you could not only be exposing the Irish community to 
detrimental health effects for now and future generations, but also stifling innovation 
and job creation. 

The workplace smoking ban was a huge success and the envy of the world, why not 
extrapolate this philosophy to waste management and not allow this facility to belch 
cubic tonnes of pollutants into our community, workplace, playing fields, homes and 
schools, 

We look forward to a response from you in due process and hopefully some sort of 
re-think in your proposed’ licence grant to this facility which we feel would be 
detrimental to the health, wealth and heritage of not only people in the North East, 
but also those from across Ireland as a whole. 

Thank you for taking the time to read this submission. 

Kind regards 

Aine Walsh MSc Env Sci 
On behalf of the No Incineration Alliance & the Carranstown Road Residents 

Eric:- Cheque 000190 
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Condition 3.115 Infrastructure and Operation. 
I object to the above condition on the basis that it does not 
foundations of all bunding structures, retention tank walls, or m 
storage bunker should be seismic foundations. 
There is a requirement under condition 3.19: 1 (ii) that the main stack at 
emission point No Al -1 should have an appropriate SEISMIC design of the 
foundation. Also condition 3.2.3 stipulates that all monitoring equipment 
shall be vibration isolated. 

I request an oral hearing on the above condition as; 
Irish Cement Ltd Ref planning file # POU4136 have applied 25.05.2001 for 
a westward extension of their existing quarry comprising of 45 hectares and 
a finished level of 20 metres below Poolbeg Ordnance datum. Ref attached 
aerial map. 
Indaver have not assessed in their EIS or waste license application, how 
explosions in this new limestone quarry area would impact on monitoring or 
control equipment and physical structures. These explosions and vibrations 
could also undermine the integrity of the waste bunker or bunded areas. 
Electrical interference could also effect calibrated dosing and monitoring 
equipment. The Indaver site boundary is only 90M from this new quarry 
development. The site location is inappropriate for such a development and 
this was reiterated by the Senior Inspector in ABP when he recommended 
that planning permission should be refused. There are three houses along 
this road that have already been abandoned due to the development of the 
quarry. 
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c 

Condition 3.14.2 Infrastructure and Operation. 
The term surface water DISCHARGE (send something out) is ambiguous 
and open to misinterpretation. Reading this could imply that surface water 
can be discharged / removed off site, where as this is not permitted by the 
RPD. I object and request an oral hearing on the above matter. The license 
does not stipulate how Indaver will deal with surplus of water in their rain 
water retention tank. 

Condition 6.8 Control and Monitoring. 
This stipulates that calibration of automated monitoring equipment shall be 
carried out by means of parallel measurements with reference methods at 
least every THREE YEARS. 
I object and request an oral hearing on this matter as calibration of such 
critical monitoring equipment should be conducted at a minimum every 6 
months. 
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Condition 3.12 In&astructure and Operation. 
I object and request an oral hearing on the above condition because as per 
attached county Meath ground water protection scheme and codes of 
practice see attached ref maps with groundwater vulnerability ratings. The 
site is located on an Rf H (highly vulnerable aquafer) adjacent to an Rf E 
(Extremely vulnerable aquafer). 
The site gets an R4 rating which indicates the increased likelihood of water 
contamination and increased consequence. The rating indicates that the site 
is not acceptable for any such development. The same rating R4 highly 
vulnerable applies to septic tank systems. 
The site is therefore inappropriate for such a development. 
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. 2.4 Codes of Practice . . 

The Codes of Practice contain a series of Response Matrices, each setting out the recommended 
response to a certain type of development. The level of response depends on the different elements of 
risk - the vulnerability, the value-of the groundwater (with sources being more valuable then 
resources and regionally important aquifers more valuable than locally important and so on) and the 
contaminant loading. hy consulting a Response Matrix in a Code of Practice, it can be seen (a) 
whether such a development is likely to be acceptable on that site, (b) what kind of further 
investigations may be necessary to reach a final decision, and (c) what planning or licensing 
conditions may be necessary for that development. The codes of practice are not necessarily a 
restriction on development, but are a means of ensuring that good environmental practices are 
followed. 

d Four levels of response (R) to the risk of a potentially polluting activity are recommended for the 
Irish situation: ’ 
Rl Acceptable subject to normal good practice. 
ma.b.c.... Acceptable in principle, subject to conditions in n&e a,b,c, etc. (The-number and 

content of the notes may vary depending on the zone and the adtivity). 
~m.n.o.... Not acceptable in principle; some exceptions may be allowed subject to the 

conditions in note m,n,o, etc. 
R4 

2.5 Integration of Groundwater Protection Zones and Codes of Practice 
ll__----- -~--L;il__^...-..;i.,~~-.~ C-I *air.-&--* .&ya 

The integration of the g~~~p%~~~&~zones and the code of practice is the final stage in the 
production of the groundwater protection scheme. The approach is illustrated for a hypothetical 
potentially polluting activity in the matrix in Table 2.4 below: 

Table 2.4. Groundwater Protection Scheme Matrix for Activity X 

(Arrows (-+ &L‘) indicate directions of decreasing risk) 

The matrix encompasses both the geological/hydrogeofogical and the contaminant loading aspects of 
risk assessment. In general, the arr&vs (+ 4) indicate directions of decreasing risk, with the 4 arrow 
showing the decreasing likelihood of contamination and the + arrow showing the direction of 
decreasing consequence. The contaminant loading aspect of risk is indicated by the activity type in 
the table title. 

The response to the risk of groundwz/ter contamination is given by the response category allocated to 
each zone and by the site investigations and/or controls and/or protective measures described in notes 
a,b,c,d,m n and o. 

.( 

. 

14 
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.- 

I -. 
In deciding on the response decision, it is useful to differentiate between potentially polluting 

‘I 

developments that already exist prior to implementation of a groundwater protection scheme and 
proposed new activities. For csisting developments, the first step is to carry out a survey of the area 
and prepare an inventory. This is followed by site inspections in high risk situations, and monitoring 

I 

and operational’modifications, perhaps even closure, as deemed necessary. New potential sources of 
contamination can be controlled at the planning stage. In all cases the controI measures and response 
category depend on the potential contaminant loading, the groundwater vulnerability and the 
groundwater value,: 

Decisions on the response category and the code of practice for potentially polluting developments 
are the responsibility of the statutory authorities, in particular, the local authorities and the EPA; 
although it is advisable that the decisions should follow from a multi-disciplinary assessment process 
involving hydrogeologists. 

At present, codes of practice have not been completed for any potentially polluting activity. Draft 
codes have been produced for landfills. septic tank systems and landspreading of agricultural wastes; 
only the landfill code of practice is readily available (from the EPA). Preparation of codes of practice 
requires the involvement and, in most instances, the agreement of the local authority. As a means of 
illustrating the use of the scheme and the relationship between the groundwater protection zones and 
the codes of practice, draft codes of practice are given in the following sectioins 

2.6 Draft Code of Practice for Landfills 

Table 2.5 gives a Response Matrix for landfills (from EPA, 1996) and this is followed by the specific 
responses to the proposed location of a landfill in each groundwater protection zone. 

Table 2.5. Groundwater Protection Scheme Matrix for LandfilIs 

VULNERABILITY 

+ 9 3 + + j 3 

(Arrows(+ 4) indicate directions of decreasing risk) 

+ From the point of view of reducing the risk to groundwater. it is recommended that landfills taking 
domestic/municipal waste%e located in, or as near as possible, to the zone in the bottom right hand 
corner of the matrix. 

l The engineering measures used must be consistent with the requirements of the national licensing 
authority (EPA). 

+ Landfills will normally only be permitted as outlined below. 

R21 Acceptable. 
Engineering measuresmay be necessary to provide adequate containment. 

4 Engineering measures are likely to be necessary in order to protect surface water. 

R22 Acceptable. 
Engineering measures are likely to be necessary to provide adequate containment. 
There may not be a sufficient thickness of subsoil on-site for cover material and bunds. 
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c 

ii 
R23 

I 

1 Fu4 

.* 

R25 

R3l 

I332 
R4 

Acceptable. 
Engineering measures, are likely to be necessary to provide adequate containment. 
Special attention should be given to checking for the presence of high permeability zones. 

Acceptable. 
Engineering measures are likely to be necessary to provide adequate containment. 
Special attention should be given to checking for the presence of high permeability zones. If 
such zones,are present, the landfill should not be allowed unless special precautions are taken 
to minimise the risk of leachate movement in the zones and unless the risk of contamination 
of existing sources is low. Also, the location of future wells down-gradient of the site in these 
zones should be discouraged. 
There may not be a sufficient thickness of subsoil on-site for cover material and bunds. 

Acceptable. 
Engineering measures are likely to be necessary to provide adequate containment. 
Special #tention should be given, to existing wells down-gradient of the site and of the 
projected filture development of the aquifer. 

Not generally acceptable, unless it can be shown that: 
(i) the groundwater in the aquifer is confined, or 
(ii) it is not practicable to find a site in a lower risk area. 

Not generally acceptable. unless it is not practicable to find a site in a lower risk area. 
Not acceptable. 

With regard .to the possible siting of landfills on or near regionally important (major) aquifers and 
where no reasonable alternative can be found, such siting should only be considered in the following 
instances: 
+ Where the hydraulic gradient (relative to the leachate level at the base of the landfill) is upwards 

for a substantial proportion of each year (confined aquifer situation). 
+ Where a map showing a regionally important (major) aquifer includes low permeability zones or 

units which cannot. be delineated using existing geological ‘and hydrogeol&ical information but 
which can be found by site investigations. Location of a landfill site on such a unit may be 
acceptable provided leakage to the permeable zones or units is insignificant. 

+ Where the waste is classified as inert and waste acceptance procedures are employed in 
accordance with the Proposal for an EU Directive on Landfill of Waste. ‘- 

2.7 Draft Code of Practice for Septic Tank Systems 
L 

vc . . ”  .~-~~~~.-.~Y-‘-,~--~~, ~, __ , . .  , .  , -~ 

Table 2.6 gives a draft Response Matrix for septic tank systems and Table 2.7 gives the specific 
responses to the proposed location of a septic tank system in each groundwater protection zone. 

Table 2.6. Draft Groundwater Protection Scheme Matrix for Septic Tank Systems 

SOURCE RESOURCE PROTECTION 
VULNERABILITY PROTECTION Regionally Imp Locally Imp. Poor Aquifers 

RATING sire i inner I Outer Rc ; RfL?Rg Lm/Lg; L& PI ; Pu 

Extreme (E) K4 IR3’IR33 R33:R22 
I I 

R22 1 R2’ R2l I R2’ 
~~~~J~~~~~~~~~~-~~~ 1 @a,, .;, “,, :_ @ZCZ.g i-T *--R4+&J”” & 1 m7 NJ ; R1 I 

Rl I Rl 
I 

Rl I Rl f 

Modernte (&lj R4 : R2’ ; R26 R23 1 Rl 
I I 

Rl I Rl Rl I Rl i 

Low (L) R4 ; R2’ 1 ti RIZ3 ! Rl 
I 

Rl I Rl 
I 

RI I Rl A 

3 + + 9 + + -+ j + 

(Arrows (+ \L) indicate directions of decreasing risk) 
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Kann, 

Fwltwr ta cw t&~phane conwrwthn earlier, @ease find attached submishn 
omhted from No Indnerat~on Alliance submission. 

I have sent original by sWtpmt. 

Kind Regards, 

Grainne Kussell 

(08748Q3316) 

NOINCINBNA-llONUMANCE, P.ChDDXZfMM, DRDGH6DA. 
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, 

Page 02 

“Lugano” 
Dublin Road 
Drogheda 
Co. Louih 

MS Eve O‘Sullivun 
Programme OLFicet 

18 Nov. 2004 

Off& of Licensing and Guidance 
RPA 
PO BOX 3000 
Johnstown Castle Estate 
County W cxford 

Bef; EPA Ref 167-1 
QthLr I.&h/ Meath/Csvan/Monsgh&n R~lw~al Wwk, MwwpmenL L 

Plan rcvtcw Auguust 31Mt4 
Mcnth Cwnty Council Wn4te Mmagemont Jbvlow 
Mcath Ceuaty Counclt Planning rc% 0114014 
An h-d Plcanwts rcf; Pl, 17,126;u)7 

Dew Ms. O’Sullivan, 

With respect to the above, we represent the group of Ntginccring Professionals based 
in the Republic of lreland who are concerned about the proposed 
huifding of Waste Management incinerators as being basically Uawed 
in dealing with waste management. 

We believe our concerns are well founded being based on the latest Engineering 
knowledge _ We therefore strongly object. to both the concept of 
building incinerators as proposed by the Governments’ Waste 
&4anaBement Plan and specifically with respec;t to Me&h County 
Council’s Plan, The Governments Spatial Strategy. An Bard Pleanala 
and you, ‘The: Environmental Protetion Agency, the proposition to 
licence the proposed incinerator at Carranstown, Duleek, Co. Meath on 
the following grounds; 

RPA Liccnce 167-I Scientific und En#~ccrin~ Concerns PA&C I of I I i#/ t l/2004 
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1) ‘I’hc inefiiccncy of the plant with msrpect to Electricity Generation 
(Thermrrl trerrlment energy recovery) 

There are no substantive figures produced by the lndnver Engineering 
Planners to justify the Input Energy costs relative to the subsequently 
produced output Energy (electricity). There are simply no grounds to grant the 
ISPA or any other licence on the basis of energy recovery from the proposd 
Plant’s operations, and this can be ScientificaHy proven as fallows: . 

The total costs of the electricity produced include: 
1, The buried costs ta the North East Regions waste suppliers (Wusinesaes, 

Households, Local Authorities ctc) within the costs ol’ using lhe Indaver service. 
Ef’fiitively, Indaver are being supplied with free ‘raw material’ to incinerate, but 
at a cast to others. 

2. Logistics costs of getting raw material from source to Treatment Plant, 
3. Cost of fossil fuel to maintain combustion in firing chambers. 
4. J’ho latest purpose built power sttttione which operate on Natural t.h (pretbrrcd 

under International directives eg Kyoto Protocol) and within strict operational 
guidelines have an efkiency in excess of60% (being the ratio of fuel input in 
Kilojoules to llnergy output in Kilojoules). The calorific value of the combustihlc 
material feeding the incinerator cannat be scientifically measured in advance due 
to the variability of the raw material. This variability is due a number or Lkclors 
including constituent makeup, water retentive characteristics, quantity, etc etc. 
However, technical knowledge and experience would put this materials effir;enc:y 
ratio not greater than Z-%-25% maximum. 

S. Transmission Loss Factors ‘I’LI’ - Approximates at 10% eg if the plant outputs 
IOMogaWatts , it is paid for 0 Megawatts. The cost of these losses arc borne by 
the users of the facility eg Local Authority etc 

6. Tf the National Grid get overcapacity onto the system, then the plant will be uvked 
to reduce output t.o the Nat.ional Grid to a lower level eg 90% of it’s Mwat.t rating. 
This means the processor must run at lower temperatures which increases the 
toxic output from the unit, 

In summary, the total costs to a region of producing each Kilowatt of power fhm the 
incineration proceuu is vastly higher than t?om a modern power station. Hence, the 
economics ofthis form of power generation are highly questionable, and therefore 
fully dismissed in the broader sense of the need for the incinerator. 

Again , Tom a pure engineering perspective, lndaver hav not justified such enormous 
resource losses speciticafly for the Carranstown operation, and have not and cannot 
produce sound engineering rationale. 

Page 03 
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2) That the l.W3 Dublin / North Ealrrt mgkural grid ha8 not the capacity to 
take the electricity (based on the recent rejection of other Weaner” ie 
Gae fired operatora propasals 1. 

P24. “The electricity transmission system has been designed to transport power from 
generation stations dispersed around the country to load centrus. It has not been 
designed to, and is not able to , transport the power to meet all national demand from 
generation located in a single area. The requirement to run generation outside Dublin 
will limit the amount of generation possible in Dublin. ” 

The Government, through the CER (C<mnnirrsion RI]* Electricity Regulation) 
recognized this Engineering restriction in its recent Gas capacity allocation process 
(November 2000) by granting capacity tu only two Power Stations in the Greator 
Dublin Area, However, E-Power (a Denis O’T3rien consortium ) and Ir&md Power (a 
US ied venture) were not granted access to the National Grid transmission system in 
the greater Dublin Area (which includes Counties Meath and Louth). 

W4. “AddinS new generation in Dublin will have the potential for considerable cost 
increases which must be borne by customers. These costs arise from constraints on 
generation and increases in average losses. “ 

Should lndaver now be granted access to the National Grid transmission system in the 
Greater Dublin Area, this would surely compromise EU directives (specifically tha 
EU Eltxtrkity DirtK;tive), cmpekilim laws, ald have impkatians for the 
Governments stated directives for power generation in Ireland. 

The original planning application has no rei’erence to the required sub-station 
engineering required hbr such connection to the national grid, and the incumbent, the 
Electricity Supply Board has no application for such facilities. The application 
therefore must be rejected as illegal under both domestic andxurrcnt European 
Planning law. 

EPA License 167-l Scientific ti Rnginecrit@ Concerns Fa&e 3 or 11 1X/ I 1 /ZOO4 
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3) There is R lack of clarity in the National Develtipment Strategy Sptitid 
pIa reg:rrdinp where developers may propose sites with rerpect to where 
is in the States interest (ref. the recent Crurfrls report section 1.3.1 page v ) 

In addition, the proposed site al Carranstown , Duleek is geogrq4kally ineffkiant in 
serving the proposed North East resion of Louth, Meath, Cavan and MonaBhrzn, it 
being proposed in the extreme South East corner of the region (refer to Map 1 , page 
11 attached). in Scientific terms this means that lagistically, if the region WAB 
rapresented on a grid, the input material has to be hauled from less than optimal points 
(‘on request, can be proven by simple Linear Programming or basic Management 
Science techniques). 

Add to this the f&t that the infrastructure in general is less developed in the North and 
Western regions, then the calculations deem the most eflkient point lo site ANY 
regional centre in respect of any interest to be in the central area of the region. 

Page 05 
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4) There are severnl Process Engineering issues not regarded in any 
documentrtion provided by Indawn, Proposal . 

4.1 There is inadequate legislation regarding the makeup of output airborne 
elements. By extension there can be no adequate monitoring for specific elements 
or compounds eg Sulpher Dioxide, Cadmium, heavy metals and Furins etc. Also, 
the latest transponder technology does not assess the constituent elements of the 
output exhaust system. Withour these legialativc and engineering controls and 
with the proposed plant ia running 24 hours 365 days with no Rmergency 
Emission Control mechanism, the process engineering cycle being proposed is 
incomplete . I ndccd there seems to bb overbearing emphasis on the EPA 10 
provide the information tbr the feedback mechanism . 

4.2 Ry the admission of John Ahem and Desmond Grccnc, Directors of lndavcr 
Ireland, to 70 parents at’ pupils at the Nount Hanover Ntltional School at n 
meeting in Ckrranstown on 8 December 2000, the input pracesa at the start of the 
cycle is insuffkient in its capacity to ensure that all input material is non- 
hazardous. The waste is not checked for its content of heavy metal, acidic or 
other materials . Specific examples: 

l Hospital waste / Radioactive waste -. there is no radioactive sensor rquired at 
Carranstown, wheras the EPA have stipulated it for the proposed Ringaskiddy 
Plant 

n l3Sl-I / bane meal waste 
m Asbestos 
m Electronics / Batteries (high in heavy metale with greater dioxin/fLrrtina) 

All (and others) may be inconspicuously inserted with propo,seds’ non hazardous 
waste. Subsequent verbal answcrti to this concern involve the emphasis on the 
Origin of Lading certificate accompanying the waste, I lowcvcr, as there is no 
deli&ion of the control process, concerns are sutnmarisred as follows: 

4.2.1 Undefined validation and assurance processes to ensure 
non-hazardous waste input 

4.2.2 Undefined process to ensure the Certificate of Origin establishes 
the waste input is actually f’rotn the region of the North Eatit ie 
Cavan, Monaghan, Louth, Meath. 

Nan assessment ryf these process implication& for the lor;al area leave the plants 
complete operation open to abuse. Later analysis will lead t.o possible litigation as the 
plant CANNOT guarantee to operate within the limitations of any possible non- 
hazardous licencc. 

WA I dccncc 167-l Scientific end En@nccring Concerns Page 5 af I 1 1 HI1 i/21)04 
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5. That the current Trlish Nationd Waste Management infrrratructure is 
immature and too early in dwebpmeut to include incineration. 
An Oireachtrrs Report* in Peburary 2000 established that the OPW found that of 
1,800 public buildings (including schools) built about 25 yearg ago and before, ona 
third have been discovered to contain asbestos. 

When Croke P&C was redeveloped, the How stand was found to be riddled with 
asbestos. It was taken away but was located in lreland pending removal to a ff uropcan 
country for permanent disposal. What is happening to thu asbestos which has been 
found to exist in our public / school buildinga? 

With no insight to procedures for inspecting material received at incoming by 
lndaverk propoeed Incineration facility here at Drogheda (point 4 above), the 
incinerator route fix waste disposal should not be adopted until we have a definitive 
system to ensure all touch material is being handled correctly and ae per European 
guidelines. 
* i~ltp://www.i~lrrov.io/dcb~r~es-O~r/s2rCFeb/sccl7.lltm 

6. EPA Licancs pracen : 

Current EU Environment Minister Margot Wahls~rom and new EU Minister for the 
Environment Savros Dimas are interested to hear that former project manager for 
Indaver Ireland Laura Burke is a new director ofthe Environmental Protection 
Agency (EPA). There is an irresolvable conflict of interest when, aa a previous 
promoter of incineration, Ms. Burke meets to discuss licensing for lndaver phmta, 
whilst also efictively denying a possibly mare suitable expert a place on the EPA 
board. 

The next stages in the EPA Licence process are therefore open to question ati to the 
ethics of the planning process. 
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7. The basis of the original and subrrequent planning luubmissionr by various 
bodies in developing thiu proposed incinerator ia inadmbs4ble under cwrent 
planning guidelines . 

The original and subsequent plans submittad to M&h County Council, An Uord 
Pleanala and the EnQironmantal Protection Agency is inadmissible and wo illegal fin- 
the following reasons: 

7.1 In France, the whole Loire Valley is a World Heritage Site. UNESCO have 
designated parts of the Boyne Valley R World Heritage Site and this myect WAS rmt 
considered in the original planning application. 

7.2 The original planned incinerator chimney height is engineered too low fbr proper 
dispersion of dioxin output for the surrounding area. It is based on a model adopted 
for flat IandsGapeu. The original planning applic;atirln has no study of the effect8 on 
the los;nl hinterland considered eg no submission fi>r contour impact when prevailing 
winds subject the higher contours to emission dispersion. The fact that the chimney 
height. has now been increased during the term ofthe Planniny process is illegal, 

7.3 The original planning applicaGon does not considcr the tocal site geology (as pc~ 
the recent North i2aetertl .I Iealth Board geology reports). The local karst. geology is 
pervious to bottom and tly ash seepage through normal seepage, and can lead to 
poisoning of the main local water basin with incinerator output agh . 

7,4 The original planning application does not wnsider the locd site hydrdo~y (as 
per the recenl Norlh Eastern 1lealt.h Board hydrology reports). The local main water 
basin is directly under the propotied site, and can lead to poisoning of the main local 
water basin. 

7.5 The original Meath County Council planning application and subsequent An Rord 
Pleanala decision does not consider the lo& water reservoir at Kiltrough, being in 
direct line with the prevailing South West wind in Ireland. ‘l’hig water tower is the 
second largest in Europe and scxves the largest tawn in Ireland, namely IIroghedn., 
and the local East Meath hinterland, one of the quicke.41: growing demographic areas 
in lreltind. As the original water tower was not planned with hermetic sealing againet 
incinerator emissions, this can lead to poisoning of the main local water supply. 

7.6 The original planning application is illcgd as the site was/is at the time ofthc 
application zoned as agricultural land. 

7.7 The original planning process did not take into account health aspects. 

7.8 There has been insubstantial consideration of Carbon emission costs in either 
Meath County C:ouncils directive, An Rord Pleanalri’s directive and Indaver’s 
submissions, This is contrary to both Trish and European law. 

Page 08 

Since alI these aspects were not accounted for in the original planning submission, we 
submit that the basis &this Waste Management Review incorporating incineration is 
flawed, illegal and inadmissible in the pubtic domain. 
UPA Liccncc 16% I Scienrific and Bngineeri~ Ctoncems P~gc 7 of I 1 I S/J V2004 
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8. ‘rho EPA licenca is inadmbvible under current Waler plannirlg guideliner . 

8. I Donal Daly ofthe Geological Survey of lreland outlines the risks in his 2004 
paper “Grmndwatcr at Risk in Ireland”, and this applies ta the l%st Meath / South 
Louth natural water resource #y&em, the firlcrum of which is the River Boynt: 
adjacent the proposed site. Much of our Irish rainfall flows alone the s~u-f&e of the 
earth into streams and rivers, ultimately to fed our inland lakes and reservcrirs. Thib is 
%urface water” and, piped into our homes, it supplies some 70 per cenl 01’our 
national needs. 
Some oftbe rainfall, howcvcr, infiltrates the soil. It percolates downwards into the 
underlying rocks, and slowly permeates the tiny pores and ctevasges, filrming iin 
eflect a massive, almost countrywide, reservoir ofwhat we call “groundwater”. 

Looking at groundwater in the context of the environmental challenges facing Ireland 
at present, Donal Daly will tell of the great progress made in recent years in mapping 
the “subsurface” ofthe country - the bedrock, Bubsoit, soil arid groundwater. Whte all 
this information is availabttl tou decision makerfi, as are the means of communicating 
and making effective USC of all the data, the previous bodies involved in the decision 
to grant the planning permission to lndaver for the proposed Carranstown facility ie 
Meath County Council and An Bard Pleanala, DID NOT refer to this information 
regarding the hydrology of the area. The North Easter Health Board in its submission 
this year 2004 did reference the fact. that the Royne Valley area soil, subsoil and 
bedrock in particular is very porous in it’s constituent makeup, being limestone kar.ut. 

In summary, it is our contention that the arca of East. Mcath / South Louth is 
particularly unsuited to any proposed incinerator operation due to the openness of the 
water reserve to contamination through both airborne dioxin particulate matter 
coming to rest on the area surfacewaters, and by this dioxin particulate matter also 
being washed Ii-om the ground down through the porous karst matter and into the 
Broundwater, This leaves the local population in the immediate vicinily of the 
incinerator where the concentrations of particulate. matter is greatest open to 
poisoning through not only the airborne particulate but also from ingestion of the 
local water and through ingestion of Iocally produced foods, both vegetable and 
animal. THIS MEANS THAT AS THE BASK P1,ANNING ENTlT1I!S Ofi Mf3A’f’fl 
COUNTY COUNCTL AND AN l30Rl3 PLEANALA DID NOT TAKE SUCH 
HY DROGEOL0CiICAL INFORMATION INTO ACXXIUNT, SO THE EPA 
LlCENCE IS 1TSELF BASED ON INVAI,II~ Pf,ANNING fWU-CT’IVt;,S. 

8.2 Please r&r to Lh& Dcptimcnt of Environment document. “Protcctin~ our 
frcshwatcrs - guidelines for locd a.uthoritie$ ISBN o-7076-6 I 16-I Appendix 1 
%3on 46(S) of the Waste Management Act, 1996 2 l(A) lndaver Ltd., An Bard 
Pleanala are in breach of this clause if the operation goes ahead as there has been no 
“Nutrient Management Plan” submitted, 

BPA 1,icencc 167-l Scientilic nnd Engincming Chnccms P~tgc X of I I 1Ul l/21304 
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9. The EPA liccmx is inadmisrible under locrl ECONOMIC hcrdinge. 

The original planning process did not take into account fhturc bio-indusiry economic; 
mqxcts. The ability of the arts to market itself as II candidate for such industry will bc 
ne~alerl in the event of the proposed incinerator becoming operational. The economic 
consequences of such an action have not been accounted for. Thus the EPA licence 
decision has been based on invalid and non-comprehensive dircctivcs. 

Should the proposed development ga ahead, and should thcrc bc, as proven by the 
past record of lndaver it’s Belgian operalions, any unlicensed and/or emissions above 
the levels allowed by law, there is no impact ssscssment for the local economy if put 
into shutdown as per the Belgian Government decisions when Indaver breached law 
in Belgian, and the areas’ food processing and farming communities wcrc shut down 
with massive local economic impacts. In real terms, how can the EPA rally allow 
current local producers such as Glanbia, Boyne Valley Foods, Coca Clola etc as well 
as the local Dairy and Beefstock farmers be put at economic risk without the slightest 
impact assessment or back out plans in forming the basis lbr the EPA license. 

1O.CONSI'I'U'I'IUNAL RIGHTS 
10,l The proposed operation, under Department of Environmenl, Me&h county 
Council and An Sord Pleanala directives, are in breach of the Directive Principles 
of Social Policy Article 45 section 4 , rights under the Constitution of Ireland 
(TST3N O-7557-1485-7) .as follows: 

” The State pledges itself lo safeguard with especial L;tire the economic intercats of 
the weaker sections of the community. _. . . .” 

rind Arlicle 45 section 4 paragraph 2 

“ The State shall endeavour to enryuru tha strength and health of’ workers, men and 
wotncn, and the lender age of children shall not be abused,, , . , , , . .” 

IO.2 The Kilner Glassworks case in En&i& I& of 1871 at Thornhill Leeds found 
that. the Kilncr Class lkclory smoke was unlawful with the presiding Judge finding 
that “.No man has the right to interfixc with another marts air”. 

10.3 The whole planning process from Meath County Council, through An Hard 
Pieanala has been referenced to Irish law and has not filly considered 
transposition into European law. This basis invalidales the RPA decision to Brant 
licence. 
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A basic Law of Physics dateg “ matler ie not created or destroyed , it changes fforn 
one SI~rnr to another.” In our view, this simply means the lndaver proposal will pul 
h-elands waste into the air, and so is a scientifloally illogical process. 

In a new competitive era within the ELI, Ireland and epecilically Ihe Drogheda region 
needs to attmct the newest Biotechnology indust.ries to remain economically 
sustainable, This may not he possible with the proposed plant as World C!lass 
ManuQcturing facilities like Coca Cola have extremely stringent Quality Buideline,u 
and Henchmarks which will be breached with the air quality r&&ion thrtt follows the 
proposed plant, 

Rot-d Pleanala Senior Planner, James Carroll, found in fnvour of the people of 
Drogheda during the oral henrinB in October 2002. The subsequent overruling of this 
finding by the Board of Bard Pleanala in favour of lndaver Limited, a body voted in 
by the incumbent Government ofthe day, the same Governmenl that ttrrzl is looking lo 
implement the proposed incinerator, 

Ken I$sself 13% InfoTech NCHA Dip Electronics M.II!l (afl) MICS 

MIEI C!.Dip, A.F: 

af Mechanical Bngineering, 

National University of Ireland, CJalway 

pp Corkerned Scientists and I3ngi nccrs 

EPA Liccncc 167-l Sciaitific rend Ehqginmring Conccms Pqy 10 OF I 1 I H/l 1/2OlM 

    
    

    
    

    
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 25-07-2013:15:25:48



19-03-Q12 20:38 ->05360699 ECM Page 12 

    
    

    
    

    
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 25-07-2013:15:25:48



! ! rc : 

.b . 
‘?. 

To: Karen Vawhey, 

Environmentai Protech !klencY 

Fhonet 053-60600 

ReE EPA Ref 167-I 

Grainne Russell, 

NO Incineration Atlian~ 

pages: 12 

Data 19/11/2004 

No Incineration Alliance S&mission 

Karen, 

Further to our telephone conversation earlier, please find attached submission 
omitted from No Incineration Alliance submission. 

I have sent original by swiftpost. 

Kind Regards, 

Grainne Russell 

(087-98933 16) 

NO INCINERATION AUJANCE, P.O.BOX 2001, I)ROGHEDA. 

www.noincineration.com mail@noincineration.com 
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‘Zugalio” 
Dublin Road 
Drogheda 

Ms Eve O’Sullivan 
Programme Offker 

I co. Louth 

18 Nov. 2004 

Office of Licensing and Guidance 
BPA 
PO Box 3000 
Johnstown Castle Estate 
County Wexford 

Ref: EPA Ref 167-1 
Other Refs: LouthI Meath/Cavan/Monaghan Regional Waste Management 

Plan review August 2004 
Meath County Council Waste Management Review 
Meath County Council Planning refz 0114014 
An Bord Pleanala ref: PL 17.126307 

Submission for consideration re: nlanning licence eranted to Indaver bv the 
Environmental Protection Agencv for Pronosed incinerator at Carranstown, 

Duleek, CO. heath. - Scientific and Engineering Concerns 

Dear Ms. O’Sullivan, 

With respect to the above, we represent the group of Engineering Professionals based 
in the Republic of Ireland who are concerned about the proposed 
building of Waste Management Incinerators as being basically flawed 
in dealing with waste management. 

We believe our concerns are well founded being based on the latest Engineering 
knowledge . We therefore strongly object to both the concept of 
building incinerators as proposed by the Governments’ Waste 
Management Plan and specifically with respect to Meath County 
Council% Plan, The Governments Spatial Strategy, An Bord Pleanala 
and you, The Environmental Protetion Agency, the proposition to 
licence the proposed incinerator at Carranstown, Duleek, Co. Meath on 
the following grounds: 

EPA Licence 167-1 Scientific and Engineering Chcems Page 1 of 11 18/l l/2004 
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1. 

2. 
3. 
4. 

5. 

6. 

I) The ineffkency of the plant with respect to Electricity Generation 
(Thetimal treatment energy recovery) 

There are no substantive figures produced by the Indaver Engineering 
Planners to justify the Input Energy costs relative to the subsequently 
produced output Energy (electricity). There are simply no grounds to grant the 
EPA or any other licence on the basis of energy recovery from the proposd 
Plant’s operations , and this can be Scientifically proven as follows: 

The total costs of the electri&y produced include: 
The buried costs to the North East Regions waste suppliers (Businesses, 
Households, Local Authorities etc) within the costs of using the Indaver service. 
Effectively, Indaver are being supplied with free ‘raw material’ to incinerate, but 
at a cost to others. 
Logistics costs of getting raw material from source to Treatment Plant. 
Cost of fossil fuel to maintain combustion in firing chambers. 
The latest purpose built power stations which operate on Natural Gas (preferred 
under International directives eg Kyoto Protocol) and within strict operational 
guidelines have an efficiency in excess of 60% (being the ratio of fuel input in 
Kiloj6ules to Energy output in Kilojoules). The calorific value of the combustible 
material feeding the incinerator cannot be scientifically measured in advance due 
to the variability of the raw material. This variability is due a number of factors 
including constituent makeup, water retentive characteristics, quantity, etc etc. 
However, technical knowledge and experience would put this materials effrcency 
ratio not greater than 20-25% maximum. 
Transmission Loss Factors TLP - Approximates at 10% eg if the plant outputs 
lOMegaWatts, it is paid for 9 Megawatts. The cost of these losses are borne by 
the users of the facility eg Local Authority etc 
Ifthe National Grid get overcapacity onto the system., then the plant will be asked 
to reduce output to the National Grid to a lower level eg 90% of it’s Mwatt rating. 
This means the processor must run at lower temperatures which increases the 
toxic output fi-om the unit. 

In summary, the total costs to a region of producing each Kilowatt of power fiom the 
incineration process is vastly higher than from a modem power station. Hence, the 
economics of this form of power generation are highly questionable, and therefore 
fully dismissed in the broader sense of the need for the incinerator. 

Again , from a pure engineering perspective, Indaver hav not justified such enormous 
resource losses specifically for the Carranstown operation, and have not and cannot 
produce sound engineering rationale. 

EPA Licence 167-1 Scientific and Engineering Concerns Page 2 of 11 18/l l/2004 
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2) That the ESB Dublin / North East regional grid has not the capacity to 
take the electricity (based on the recent rejection of other “cleaner” ie 
Gas fired operators proposals ). 

httr>://www.eirmid.com/EirmidPortaydefault.asnx?naffeindex=Publications 
ImDlications of additional generation in the Dublin area 01 Aug 2000 

P24. “The electricity transmission system has been designed to transport power from 
generation stations dispersed around the country to load centres. It has not been 
designed to, and is not able to , transport the power to meet all national demand fkom 
generation located in a single area. The requirement to run generation outside Dublin 
will limit the amount of generation possible in Dublin. “ 

The Government, through the CER (Commission for Electricity Regulation) 
recognized this Engineering restriction in its recent Gas capacity allocation process 
(November 2000) by granting capacity to only two Power Stations in the Greater 
Dublin Area. However, E-Power (a Denis O’Brien consortium ) and Ireland Power (a 
US led venture) were not granted access to the National Grid transmission system in 
the greater Dublin Area (which includes Counties Meath and Louth). 

P24. “Adding new generation in Dublin will have the potential for considerable cost 
increases which must be borne by customers. These costs arise Tom constraints on 
generation and increases in average losses. “ 

Should Indaver now be granted access to the National Grid transmission system in the 
Greater Dublin Area, this would surely compromise EU directives (specifically the 
EU Electricity Directive), competition laws, and have implications for the 
Governments stated directives for power generation in Ireland. 

The original planning application has no reference to the required sub-station 
engineering required for such connection to the national grid, and the incumbent, the 
Electricity Supply Board has no application for such facilities. The application 
therefore must be rejected as illegal under both domestic and current European 
Planning law. 

EPA Licence 167-l Scientific ad Engineering Concerns Page 3 of 11 18/l l/2004 
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3) There is a lack of clarity in the National Development Strategy Spatial 
plan regarding where developers may propose sites with respect to where 
is in the States interest (ref. the recent Forfas report section 1.3.1 page v ) 

In addition, the proposed site at Carranstown , Duleek is geographically inefficient in 
serving the proposed North East region of Louth, Meath, Cavan and Monaghan, it 
being proposed in the extreme South East corner of the region (refer to Map 1 , page 
I1 attached). In Scientific terms this means that logistically, if the region was 
represented on a grid, the input material has to be hauled from less than optimal points 
(on request, can be proven by simple Linear Programming or basic Management 
Science techniques). 

Add to this the fact that the infrastructure in general is less developed in the North and 
Western regions , then the calculations deem the most efficient point to site ANY 
regional centre in respect of any interest to be in the central area of the region. 

.  I  , .  

EPA Licence 167-1 Scienfific and Engineering Concerns Page 4 of 11 18/l l/2004 
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4) There are several Process Engineering issues not regarded in any 
documentation provided by Indavers Proposal. 

4.1 There is inadequate legislation regarding the makeup of output airborne 
elements. By extension there can be no adequate monitoring for specific elements 
or compounds eg Sulpher Dioxide, Cadmium, heavy metals and Fur-ins etc. Also, 
the latest transponder technology does not assess the constituent elements of the 
output exhaust system. Without these legislative and engineering controls and 
with the proposed plant is running 24 hours 365 days with no Emergency 
Emission Control mechanism, the process engineering cycle being proposed is 
incomplete . Indeed there seems to be overbearing emphasis on the EPA to 
provide the information for the feedback mechanism . 

4.2 By the admission of John Ahern and Desmond Greene, Directors of Indaver 
Ireland, to 70 parents of pupils at the Mount Hanover National School at a 
meeting in Carranstown on 8 December 2000, the input process at the start of the 
cycle is insufficient in its capacity to ensure that all input material is non- 
hazardous. The waste is not checked for its content of heavy metal, acidic or 
other materials . Specific examples: 

= Hospital waste / Radioactive waste - there is no radioactive sensor required at 
Carranstown, wheras the EPA have stipulated it for the proposed Ringaskiddy 
Plant 

. BSE /bone meal waste 
n Asbestos 
= Electronics / Batteries (high in heavy metals with greater dioxin/furans) 

All (and others) may be inconspicuously inserted with proposeds’ non hazardous 
waste. Subsequent verbal answers to this concern involve the emphasis on the 
Origin of Lading certificate accompanying the waste. However, as there is no 
definition of the control process, concerns are summarised as follows: 

4.2.1 Undefined validation and assurance processes to ensure 
non-hazardous waste input 

4.2.2 Undefined process to ensure the Certificate of Origin establishes 
the waste input is actually from the region of the North East ie 
Cavan, Monaghan, Louth, Meath. 

Non assessment of these process implications for the local area leave the plants 
complete operation open to abuse. Later analysis will lead to possible litigation as the 
plant CANNOT guarantee to operate within the limitations of any possible non- 
hazardous licence. 

EPA Licence 167-1 Scientific and Engineering Concerns Page 5 of 11 18/l l/2004 
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5. That the current Irish National Waste Management infrastructure is 
immature and too early in development to include incineration. 

An Oireachtas Report* in Feburary 2000 established that the OPW found that of 
1,800 public buildings (including schools) built about 25 years ago and before, one 
third have been discovered to contain asbestos. 

When Croke Park was redeveloped, the Hogan stand was found to be riddled with 
asbestos. It was taken away but was located in Ireland pending removal to a European 
country for permanent disposal. What is happening to the asbestos which has been 
found to exist in our public / school buildings? 

With no insight to procedures for inspecting material received at incoming by 
Indaver’s proposed Incineration facility here at Drogheda (point 4 above), the 
incinerator route for waste disposal should not be adopted until we have a definitive 
system to ensure all such material is being handled correctly and as per European 
guidelines. 
* httu:/hww.irIaov.ie/debates-00ct7htm 

6. EPA Licence process : 

Current EU Environment Minister Margot Wahlstrom and new EU Minister for the 
Environment Savros Dimas are interested to hear that former project manager for 
Indaver Ireland Laura Burke is a new director of the Environmental Protection 
Agency (EPA). There is an irresolvable conflict of interest when, as a previous 
promoter of incineration, Ms. Burke meets to discuss licensing for Indaver plants, 
whilst also efbectively denying a possibly more suitable expert a place on the EPA 
board. 

The next stages in the EPA Licence process are therefore open to question as to the 
ethics of the planning process. 

EPA Licence 167-l Scientific and Engineering Concerns Page 6 of 11 1s/1l/2004 
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7. The basis of the original and subsequent planning submissions by various 
bodies in developing this proposed incinerator is inadmissible under current 
planning guidelines . 

The original and subsequent plans submitted to Me&h County Council, An Bord 
Pleanala and the Environmantal Protection Agency is inadmissible and so illegal for 
the following reasons: 

7.1 In France, the whole Loire Valley is a World Heritage Site. UNESCO have 
designated parts of the Boyne Valley a World Heritage Site and this aspect was not 
considered in the original planning application. 

7.2 The original planned incinerator chimney height is engineered too low for proper 
dispersion of dioxin output for the surrounding area. It is based on a model adopted 
for flat landscapes. The original planning application has no study of the effects on 
the local hinterland considered eg no submission for contour impact when prevailing 
winds subject the higher contours to emission dispersion. The fact that the chimney 
height has now been increased during the term of the Planning process is illegal. 

7.3 The original planning application does not consider the local site geology (as per 
the recent North Eastern Health Board geology reports). The local karst geology is 
pervious to bottom and fly ash seepage through normal seepage, and can lead to 
poisoning of the main local water basin with incinerator output ash . 

7.4 The original planning application does not consider the local site hydrology (as 
per the recent North Eastern Health Board hydrology reports). The local main water 
basin is directly under the proposed site, and can lead to poisoning of the main local 
water basin. 

7.5 The original Meath County Council plating application and subsequent An Bord 
Pleanala decision does not consider the local water reservoir at Kiltrough, being in 
direct line with the prevailing South West wind in Ireland. This water tower is the 
second largest in Europe and serves the largest town in Ireland, namely Drogheda., 
and the local East Meath hinterland, one of the quickest growing demographic areas 
in Ireland. As the original water tower was not planned with hermetic sealing against 
incinerator emissions, this can lead to poisoning of the main local water supply. 

7.6 The original planning application is illegal as the site was/is at the time of the 
application zoned as agricultural land. 

7.7 The original planning process did not take into account health aspects. 

7.8 There has been insubstantial consideration of Carbon emission costs in either 
Meath County Councils directive, An Bord Pleanala’s directive and Indaver’s 
submissions. This is contrary to both Irish and European law. 

Since all these aspects were not accounted for in the original planning submission, we 
submit that the basis of this Waste Management Review incorporating incineration is 
flawed, illegal and inadmissible in the public domain. 
EPA Licence 167-1 Scientific and Engineering Concerns Page 7 of 11 18/l l/2004 
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8. The EPA licence is inadmissible under current Water planning guidelines . 

8.1 Donal Daly of the Geological Survey of Ireland outlines the risks in his 2004 
paper “Groundwater at Risk in Ireland”, and this applies to the East Meath / South 
Louth natural water resource system, the l%lcrum of which is the River Boyne 
adjacent the proposed site. Much of our Irish rainfall flows along the surface of the 
earth into streams and rivers, ultimately to feed our inland lakes and reservoirs. This is 
cLsurface water” and, piped into our homes, it supplies some 70 per cent of our 
national needs. 
Some of the rainfall, however, infiltrates the soil. It percolates downwards into the 
underlying rocks, and slowly permeates the tiny pores and crevasses, forming iin 
effect a massive, almost countrywide, reservoir of what we call “‘groundwater”. 

Looking at groundwater in the context of the environmental challenges facing Ireland 
at present, Donal Daly will tell of the great progress made in recent years in mapping 
the “subsurface” of the country - the bedrock subsoil, soil and groundwater. Whle all 
this information is available too decision makers, as are the means of communicating 
and making effective use of all the data, the previous bodies involved in the decision 
to grant the planning permission to Indaver for the proposed Carranstown facility ie 
Meath County Council and An Bord Pleanala, DID NOT refer to this information 
regarding the hydrology of the area. The North Easter Health Board in its submission 
this year 2004 did reference the fact that the Boyne Valley area soil, subsoil and 
bedrock in particular is very porous in it’s constituent makeup, being limestone karst. 

In summary, it is our contention that the area of East Meath / South Louth is 
particularly unsuited to any proposed incinerator operation due to the openness of the 
water reserve to contamination through both airborne dioxin particulate matter 
coming to rest on the area surface waters, and by this dioxin particulate matter also 
being washed from the ground down through the porous karst matter and into the 
groundwater. This leaves the local population in the immediate vicinity of the 
incinerator where the concentrations of particulate matter is greatest open to 
poisoning through not only the airborne particulate but also from ingestion of the 
local water and through ingestion of locally produced foods, both vegetable and 
animal. THIS MEANS THAT AS THE BASIC PLANNING ENTITIES OF MEATH 
COUNTY COUNCIL AND AN BORD PLEANALA DID NOT TARE SUCH 
HYDROGEOLOGICAL INFORMATION INTO ACCOUNT, SO THE EPA 
LICENCE IS ITSELF BASED ON INVALID PLANNING DIRECTIVES. 

8.2 Please refer to the Department of Environment document “Protecting our 
freshwaters - guidelines for local authorities” ISBN o-7076-6 116- 1 Appendix 1 
Secton 66(3) of the Waste Management Act, 1996 21(A) Indaver Ltd., An Bord 
Pleanala are in breach of this clause if the operation goes ahead as there has been no 
‘Nutrient Management Plan” submitted. 
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9. The EPA licence is inadmissible u&er local ECONOMIC bea$ngs. 

The original planning process did not take into account future bio-industry economic 
aspects. The ability of the area to market itself as a candidate for such industry will be 
negated in the event of the proposed incinerator becoming operational. The economic 
consequences of such an action have not been accounted for. Thus the EPA licence 
decision has been based on invalid and non-comprehensive directives. 

Should the proposed development go ahead, and should there be, as proven by the 
past record of Indaver it’s Belgian operations, any unlicensed and/or emissions above 
the levels allowed by law, there is no impact assessment for the local economy if put 
into shutdown as per the Belgian Government decisions when Indaver breached law 
in Belgian, and the areas’ food processing and farming communities were shut down 
with massive local economic impacts. In real terms, how can the EPA really allow 
current local producers such as Glanbia, Boyne Valley Foods, Coca Cola etc as well 
as the local Dairy and Beef stock farmers be put at economic risk without the slightest 
impact assessment or back out plans in forming the basis for the EPA licence. 

10. CONSITUTIONAL RIGHTS 
10. I The proposed operation, under Department of Environment, Meath County 
Council and An Bord Pleanala directives, are in breach of the Directive-Principles 
of Social Policy Article 45 section 4, rights under the Constitution of Ireland 
(ISBN O-7557-1485-7) as follows: 

“ The State pledges itself to safeguard with especial care the economic interests of 
the weaker sections of the community.. . . . -” 

and Article 45 section 4 paragraph 2 

“ The State shall endeavour to ensure the strength and health of workers, men and 
women, and the tender age of children shall not be abused.. . . . . . . .” 

10.2 The Kilner Glassworks case in English law of 1871 at Thornhill Leeds found 
that the Kilner Glass factory smoke was unlawful with the presiding Judge finding 
that “No man has the right to inter6ere with another mans air”. 

10.3 The whole planning process from Meath County Council, through An Bord 
Pleanala has been referenced to Irish law and has not fully considered 
transposition into European law. This basis invalidates the EPA decision to grant 
licence. 

EPA Licence 167-1 Scientific and Engineering Concerns Page9 of 11 18/l l/2004 

    
    

    
    

    
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 25-07-2013:15:25:49



A basic Law of Physics states CC matter is not created or destroyed , it changes from 
one form to another.” In our view, this simply means the Indaver proposal will put 
Irelands waste into the air, and so is a scientifically illogical process. 

In a new competitive era within the EU, Ireland and specifically the Drogheda region 
needs to attract the newest Biotechnology industries to remain economically 
sustainable. This may not be possible with the proposed plant as World Class 
Manufacturing facilities like Coca Cola have extremely stringent Quality guidelines 
and Benchmarks which will be breached with the air quality reduction that follows the 
proposed plant. 

Bord Pleanala Senior Planner, James Carroll, found in favour of the people of 
Drogheda during the oral hearing in October 2002. The subsequent overruling of this 
finding by the Board of Bord Pleanala in favour of Indaver Limited, a body voted in 
by the incumbent Government of the day, the same Government that that is looking to 
implement the proposed incinerator. 

Ken Russell BSc InfoTech NCEA Dip Electronics MIEI (afl) MICS 

Derek Russell BScEng;DipEng MIEI C.Dip.A.F 

Mechanical Engineering, 

National University of Ireland, Galway 

pp Concerned Scientists and Engineers 
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