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Dear Sirs,

I refer to your letter of the 16™ February and note in particular that the applicant for the licence
has objected to certain conditions in the licence, and I wish to cg;nment on these.

Condltmn No. 2.1.3 - The nitrates directive certainly do \place certain requirements on farmers
wrth regard to the application rate for fertilizer orb@égﬁand but|the farmer can only carry this
respons1b111ty adequately if there is a proper 1hty system in place in order to trace the
felrtlhzer back to source. I would be partlcula @%@ﬁmcemed that some of the product coming from
this facﬂrty may carry an element of dlseasé\rés d by having a proper traceability in place, in
th]e event of an outbreak of a disease o QSA 1cu]ar farm that would have used the digestate it
should be possible to trace back, n tS\@ne to the applicants but to the suppliers of the raw
materlal ; I refer in particular to th& ‘hy grasses and fish waste which appear not to be covered
by any- leglslatlon at the present t‘i‘me in particular the two departments responsible for these
actrvmes namely, agrlculture marme In the event of some ammal organs getting mixed up
1n\the belly grasses and findifig its way on to a farm by virtue of the fact that it has not been
adequately treated in the digester as it would be only heated to a level of 58%, it does carry a

su'bstantral risk, therefore, traceablhty is a must.
o

' Condltlon No. 3.5 - The applicants are trying to absolve themselves from a certain element of

responsibility and trying to offload this responsibility to other partres therefore, the condition
should stand.

Condltlon No 3. 6 5 & 6 7 - The posmon on thls site is that some of the storage being used in
this application is very old and has been there for many years. = 1 would have to question the

,condition of a lot of these tanks, and, suggest that they, should not be used at all — in fact they
b should be,totally' replaced1by new ,tanks as the old tanks carry the risk of leakage and could
o poss1bly cduse an!env1ronmental dlsaster
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get rid of a substantial amount of the material proposed to be processed at this site.  This
development has been applied for on the basis of an agricultural activity, while it is clearly an
industrial activity, and will be producing substantial amounts of waste. 1 would be of the opinion
that the promoters have now recognised that it is their responsibility to install substantially more
storage than is proposed by the EPA in the licence and are, therefore, effectively seeking a way
out by placing the onus on the receiving farmer to store the product in the event of him not being
in a position to spread it on his land, or alternatively they may put themselves in a position where
they can hire storage space in silage pits or slurry tanks in order to store surplus material.

It has always been the contention of the local people that the location of this facility and the
amount of product to be transported in was going to create serious storage problems, particularly
with nitrates policy and I would, therefore, ask that the capacity of the activity be re-looked at in
the context of the objection and that the digester be reduced to an ordinary agricultural digester
servicing the number of pigs in each fattening unit and that no material should be allowed in.

Schedule A : Limitations - No reason was given for wanting to change from gilts to maiden
gilts, therefore, this should not be changed;, 1

- Schedule C 6.2 - The monitoring situation should actually be strengthened rather than amended.

Schedule D - The names of the customers are not commerc1ally sensitive. They should have
been produced at the time of the original application and theénesult of the tests on the various
farms should also have been produced. I would suggest an amendment to the environmental
report and that all this information should be made publ @as this is an environmental issue and

- the public have a right to know what is going on in @ 1mty of their homes.

&
Condition 11.10 (iii) - This condition shoul d otherw1se we could end up with a situation

where the organic fertilizer from the facﬂ{@\ep\ﬂd be dellvered to farmers, stored on the farms
and eventually find its way in an unrecg@’e@?’ashlon on to agricultural land.  The question of
competition does not arise in this casg 2 @\has been made; quite clear through the application that
the product will be given free to pre-%(}@“roved farmers.
o

I would propose that the conditi Shs of this licence be strengthened in line with the conditions
proposed by the objectors in the local area. These are the people who know the area, know the
land and know the soils, and their concerns should be taken on board and acknowledged openly
by the EPA who are charged with responsibility for protecting the environment.

-201L

B:18:28




