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INTRODUCTION

There is a broad consensus that Ireland is facing a waste management ‘crisis’. A
2006 benchmarking report from Forfas found that not only did Ireland produce
more municipal waste per capita than any' other state in the survey (777kg per
capita) but aiso that waste treatment and récycling costs were higher than for

most countries.

While recycling levels for municipal waste have increased from 13% in 2001 to
33% in 2004," we still rely too much on landfill angl~ export too much waste
(currently we export 30% of municipal was@ g@ﬁ 70% of hazardous waste)
Volumes of household, commercial and @g&tnal waste generated in the Dublin
region are expected to contmueéﬁ\@%crease due to increased population,
v&

employment and economic activity

y @\QOQQ

&9{\\0
&

There is however, no consensus when it comes to proposals as to how to

resolve this crisis. The incineration of waste is one of central issues where this

consensus breaks down. Nonetheless a number of incinerators for both
hazardous and non-hazardous waste have been proposed as part of the solution

to this crisis.

It is the contention of this submission that Elsam's planning application for

proposed development of a waste incinerator on the Poolbeg Peninsula based

! Forfas 2006, p. 3.
% Forfas, 2006, p. 3.
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on the content of its Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) is contrary to the
proper planning and sustainable development of the area. As a result the
appropriate decision of the planning authority is to refuse planning permission for

the proposed development.
The structure of this submission closely mirrors that of the EIS. The Elsam EIS
consists of almost 2,000 pages (a summary, main document and 21

appendices).

The preparation of this document is underpvinnedxxﬁey a number of principles,

o\
some of which relate directly to the lssu%@ofﬁ‘waste and some of which are
AN
broader in application but nonetheless &éi(gv?ant to the issue at hand. They are:
\0 &
S &
«&§§

e The Polluter Pays Pnncg;ﬂ\é incineration generates significant (although
unquantifiable) co,gi@0 which are borne not by the polluter (i.e. the

incinerator operator) but by the local community.

e The Proximity Principle - waste should be treated as close to its

generation point as possible.

e The EU Waste Hierarchy Principles - the issue of waste should be dealt
with on the basis of the following prioritisation: prevention, minimisation,

re-use, recycling, energy recovery and disposal. Particular emphasis
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should be placed on the preventative principle - it is better to prevent

waste rather than manage it.

most

favoured
option
teast
favoured
option
N
O
#5°
o
o The Democratic Principle - thogeQ ??thed by a decision must have an
QO X
input into it and access to'a\\&fea%vant information.
S
N

’\6\0
e The Precautionaryogi‘qﬁrciple - Precaution should be practiced in the face
of scientific uncertainty, particularly where the likelihood oi‘ harm is
unclear. In practical terms, 'The precautionary principle requires that the
burden of proof should not be laid upon the protectors of the environment

to demonstrate conclusive harm, but rather on the prospective polluter to

demonstrate no likelihood of harm.” If in doubt leave it out.

Taking these principles into account combined with the practical planning

shortcomings of the EIS outlined in this document, it is our submission that the

3 Greenpeace, 2001, p. 12.

EPA Export 25-07-2013:20:28:52



Dublin South-East Labour Party Submission to Environmental Protection Agency 01/11/2006

only appropriate decision by the Environmental Protection Agency is to refuse a

licence to operate an incinerator at the proposed location.

On behalf of the Dublin South-East Labour Party,

Ruairi Quinn TD (23 strand Road, Sandymount, Dublin 4)
Clir Kevin Humphreys (14 O’'Connell Gardens, Bath Avenue, Dublin 4)
Clir Dermot Lacey (66 Beechill Drive, Donnybrook, Dublin 4)

Clir Mary Freehill (77 Grove Road, Rathmines, Dublin 6) 2
N\

&
. . N\
Clir Oisin Quinn (7 Temple Villas, Rathmines, Dublin 7@0\
Q
,g%:b\o\ | B
U
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SUMMARY

The Dublin South-East Labour Party believe that the request for a licence for the
operation of an incinerator on the Poolbeg Peninsula should be subject to an oral
hearing. The reasons for this are:

e Thatthe i‘ss‘ue is of local and national concern;

e To maintain confidence in the licensing process;

e Precedent;

¢ The size and location of the project.

g

&

$
This document sets out in a rational manner {a@nqu}mober of practical environmental
S S
<O

issues raised by the EIS proposed by Elo o “nd Dublin City Council. The Dublin
Q

DA ,
South East Labour Party believes otggﬁggﬁe EIS fails to adequately address these

N

o9
issues and that the proposed d%?é@i\opment is contrary to the proper planning and

S

&
sustainable development o(f\oﬁ‘ue area. Therefore planning permission should be
OO

refused.

Specifically:

e The proposed development not only appears to conflict with the wéste
hierarchy, in many respects it turns it on its head in that it seems to place
greater priority on disposal (landfill and incineration) than prevention. It
also risks undermining the region's recycling objectives.

» The presumption that incineration is safe is misplaced.
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Newer cleaner alternative technology is available.

The proposed incinerator is being placed in an uncertain development
context insofar as the future development of the area is unclear.

The section of the EIS dealing withv the visual environmental impact of
proposed incinerator is unclear and contradictory.

The impact of the incinerator on soils, groundwater and geology are
unclear from the EIS. However, it acknowledges that, during construction
and operation of the incinerator, 'potential impacts include the loss of

habitats and species, sedimentation and pollution and or contamination of

\/(g).
water, sediment and biota." ®é\
S
. g .
The level of detail given on theéﬁ,‘bgientlal consequences of onsite
. L SR
accidents is minimal. N
W© &
&
The Heavy Goods Vehicle\ﬂ'l,%pact of the development will be increasingly
EN
L

negative and does not\ @i?pear to have been thought out or adequétely
planned for. The traffic disruptions caused by the proposed development
not only during its construction but also during its operation have not been
fully quantified. |

Monitoring of emissions is based on what can be monitored rather tr;an
what is a safe level of emissions and not all monitoring is continuous."
Breaches are a possibility especially given the weak regulatory
environment in Ireland.

Taking the incineration route could undermine Ireland's green image.

Incineration is an inefficient producer of jobs and energy.

4 Elsam, 2006, p. 423.

10
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e Concrete proposals on diétrict heating have yet to be developed.

e Research indicates that waste treatment facilities can have a negative
impact on property values.

e The EIS acknowledges that the output of “cooling water” will ha\)é a
éigniﬁcant effect on aquatic life in the River Liffey, the Liffey estuary and
Dublin Bay. These areas are home to many important aquatic species, in

particular the Atlantic Saimon.

@\‘\&
&
S
NS
F3S
S
RSN
A
Foy &
f\é2 \O
R
QQ\ A?\\Q
\QOQ
\0
&

11

EPA Export 25-07-2013:20:28:53



Dublin South-East Labour Party Submission to Environmental Protection Agency 01/11/2006

THE NEED FOR A FULL ORAL HEARING ON THIS

ISSUE

The Dublin South-East Labour Party believes that it is vital that the
Environmental Protection Agency hold a full oral hearing into the proposed
licensing of an incinerator on Poolbeg Peninsula. We believe this for four
reasons: that the issue is of sufficient public concern as to warrant a full hearing
of the licensing case for and against the development; that the maintenance of

. &
confidence in the licensing process requires it; tha@ﬁrewdent exists for it; and
A\

O
-
that the scale of the project demands it. o%’é\
\Qoéf@
NN
\OQQé\\&\ -
i . &S . .
Addressing an |ssu%@?§f local and national public
\\
concern: £
s

While there are currently no municipal waste incinerators located in Ireland, it is
planned to develop a number across the country with the one proposed for the
Poolbeg Peninsula being the largest. Given the potential impact that this
proposed development will have on local health, the environment‘ and the
economy, not to mention the implications it will have for regional environmental
and planning policy, it is vital that the licensing rationale for this development be
subjected to a rigorous examination and that the concerns of the relevant parties

be addressed in as public a manner as possible.
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The Dublin City Manager's Report on the Submissions and Observations to the
Draft Southbank/Poolbeg Framework Plan® listed 165 submissions and
observations that were received on a related but in many respects less
controversial issue and the level of interest in the public information events {hat
have been organised indicate that there is sufficient interest émong the public to

warrant such a public hearing.

Maintaining (and restoring where necessary) confidence

&
) . . ] &>

in the licensing process: N

o

&
While it is unlikely that consensus on the\"@pgs% of incineration will be achieved, a
o

©

5S
full, open and transparent hearing&@\gm%re likely to increase the confidence of

3

: O
interested parties and the pubii@ior’\ general in the licensing process and to
O

s\
address the widely held per{@%on that the proposal is being 'railroaded’ through

QO
to licensing & development.

Furthermore this proposal has raised a number of local and national licensing
issues that require clarification;
e The role of the City Manager and how planning and licensing policy
disputes with City Councillors are resolved.
e The resolution of conflicts in licensing policy.
e The scope allowed to regional development planning in the context of

national and EU direction.

* Dublin City Council, 2005. 13
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e The need for full and proper public consultation and at the same time

prompt delivery of infrastructure.

If the development were to be given the go-ahead without a full oral hearing into
its licensing aspects, public confidence in the licensing process would reach a
new low and alternative means of articulating public disquiet over such

developments would gain credibility.

&
Precedent: &
&
S
Proposals to build two Incinerators (in Meoaﬁnebﬁd Cork) were both subject of full
SN

oral hearings; precedent requires a\\csg\ ar treatment of the proposal for the

RO .
proposed development of an ingg’rg\@tor on Poolbeg Peninsula.
R
&
o&sé:\\
Size and location of project:

Given that the proposed capacity for the facility on the Poolbeg Peninsula is four

times the size of either of the Cork or Meath facilities and its urban location,
there is an additional impetus for holding such a hearing. In 2001, the average
unit capacity for incinerators in Europe was 177,000 tonnes per annum®. I‘n a
European context, the proposed Poolbeg Peninsula Incinerator is at the very

large end of the Incinerator scale.

® ASSURRE, factsheet 6.
14
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If such a major development does not warrant a full public hearing into how it fits

with the national and regional planning framework, then what does?

15
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OBSERVATIONS ON EIS FOR PROPOSED

DEVELOPMENT OF INCINERATOR ON POOLBEG

PENINSULA

'Need for the Project (3)

This section of the EIS seeks to place the proposed develbpment in a policy
&

context. The EIS argues that incineration is a cntngﬁl element of any strategy to
o g

reduce reliance on landfill arguing for a 5 gy of 'maximum recycling levels

with thermal treatment of the remaumg@v@%ste' 7 It contends that higher recycling

&
and lower levels of landfill usagg@%n set out in government and regional waste

Q
management plans are unreah@fic

CJO

A number of issues arise under this heading:

The wrong strategic approach to waste has been adopted.

The 1998 Government policy statement describes waste prevention and
minimisation as 'more desirable solutions® to the waste issue and called on
Local Authorities to address it 'with vision and vigour.’? However these

aspirations seem to have degenerated into a stark choice between landfill and

TEIS summary p. 7
® DOE, 1998, p. 1
° DOE, 1998, p. 2
16 ,
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incineration. The approach to handling the waste issue seems to be focused on
the base of the EU Waste Hierarchy with the issue of waste being dealt with on
the basis of energy recovery and disposal rather than prevention and

minimisation, with nods to re-use and recycling.

In the context of the Waste Management Plan for the Dublin Region while it also
bases its goals on the EU Waste Hierarchy of prevention, minimisation, reuse,
recycling, recovery of energy and disposal, it appears to be driven more by a
concern to avoid disposal (i.e. landfill) than address the broader issue with
vision. The EU Landfill Directive dictates that Irglé%d must restnct itself to
landfilling 75 percent of its 1995 levels of f\wﬁicupal biodegradable waste by
2010, or faces fines. The Waste Mg%fément Plan for the Dublin Reglon

S
acknowledges this objective expllqﬁyg“*%y using this facility (the mcmerator) the
\0)
region can ensure that the oblﬁéﬁons of the EU Landfill Directive and the Draft
National Biodegradable Vga@te Strategy to reduce landf illing of biodegradable

t|10

waste are met.'" This approach appears to be driven by economic rather than

environmental concerns.

Addressing the issue with vision and vigéur would place far greater emphasis
(and resources) on the prevention and minimisation of waste rather than
recovery of energy and disposal. As Forfas acknowledge 'Waste Prevention
represents the most favourable waste management option. By not generating
waste, we can eliminate the need to handle, transport, treat and dispose of |

waste... investing resources in waste prevention and minimisation offers potential

17
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long-term benefits to competitiveness for business and industry of all types.”" A
view echoed in government policy: 'Prevention is the most desirable method of
waste management since the absence of waste totally eliminates the need for
handling, transportation and treatment of discarded materials. Prevention of
waste provides the highest level of environmental protection, optimises the use
of available resources and removes a pofential source of pollution.‘12 This
approach is encapsulated in the 'Zero Waste' objective that is defined as aiming
to eliminate rather than manage waste. While such an approach may be seen as
unrealistic, it is pointed out that 'Zero waste is a goal - like the manufacturing
goals of Zero Emissions, Zero Accidents and Zero @[)eqfects or like the 'Smoke
Free' and 'Nuclear Free' campaign goals@ﬁ&ﬁ* of these were adopted as
'impossible targets at the beginning g‘%‘ﬁave since proved their worth by
dramatically changing industry an%@g@ﬁ\ety It is important not to get hung up on
the zero. No system is 100% eQ@@i\e?nt But we know we can get 'darn close'. By
establishing a goal of zero(,)(\%hbhc and private organisations can focus creativity
and resources on getting closer and closer to zero in a journey of continuous

improvement that will completely change the way we think about waste.' 3

¢ New Zealand has adopted a 'zero waste by 2020’ goal.
e Canberra adopted a 'zero waste by 2010’ goal in 1996.
e Seattle adopted a 'zero waste' goal in 1998.

e Toronto adopted a 'zero waste by 2010' goal in 2001.

'® Waste Management Plan for the Dublin Region, Summary, p. xvii.
" Forfas Waste Management Benchmarking Study, 2006, p.15.
2 Delivering Change, 2002, p. 10.
" The End of Waste, 2001, p. 5.
18
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This goal-driven approach has aiso been adopted by a number of businesses

including: Ricoh, Toyota, Kimberley Clark, DuPont, Hewlett-Packard, Honda and

Xerox.

In contrast, the waste management approach adopted not only in the Waste
Management Plan for the Dublin Region, but also at national and EU level
restricts itself to managing the issue rather than eliminating it. The EU
Commission acknowledges that ‘'although waste prevention has been the
paramount objective of both national and Com@ﬁlty waste management
policies for many years, limited progress Qé%\fzﬁéen made so far to turn the

&

objective of waste prevention into pra@i% There are no targets backed up

with a system of fines to drive wag;@” p?eventnon indeed, as Friends of the Earth

o\ &
(2006) point out, the latest W@Qe Framework Directive does not include a

O
definition of waste prevecl}gi@n. The Communication from the Commission on
developing a strategy on waste prevention talks about initiating 'a discussion on
waste prevention targets and the instruments needed to achieve them.' (EU
Commission, 2003, p.7). In 2004, the lrish Government recognised that this lack
of progress on waste prevention 'can be partly explained by the absence of a

sufficiently well developed strategy to underpin the process'®

, yet it not only
failed to develop and fund such a strategy, but persists with a focus on the lower
end of the waste hierarchy, pursuing incineration as the only alternative to

landfill. The 2004 Government policy document 'Taking Stock and Moving

'* Quoted in Department of Environment and Local Government, 2004, p. 29.
"* Department of Environment and Local Government, 2004, p. 29.
19
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Forward' challenges the realism and achievability of the 'Zero Waste' approach.16
It contends that even after such an approach, there will be waste remaining

W17

which 'must be managed in the most environmentally appropriate way' * and falls

back on the false choice of landfill versus incineration.

This lack of vision in addressing the issue has serious practical implications in
terms of the policies adopted to tackle waste. A minimalist 'realistic' approach is
adopted which may achieve its stated goals but at a cost of a number of less
than ideal outcomes in terms not only of the environment, but also health, well

being and economic competitiveness. In short, eve%\géfore examining the best

RS
means of achieving the objectives of the si%@?gﬁ\?he strategy adopted sells the
region short. A process that starts wig@i?z@ﬁe management' has gone too far
down a road that limits result§, \ﬁ\{g:%oirocess needs to start with ;matefials
management'. Waste generatioé\rko;hst:st be addressed.

3
00(&\

'Zero Waste as a poiicy is proving to be the most effective driver in achieving
waste diversion beyond what used to be imagined as maximum limits. Those
implementing Zero Waste policies are showing that the only real limits are those

imposed by lack of imagination and lack of political will."®

'® Department of Environment and Local Government, 2004, p. 22.
17 Department of Environment and Local Government, 2004, p. 22.
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18 Greenpeace, 2001c, p. 25.
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There is a significant risk that the commercial imperatives of

this project will undermine it's limited environmental objectives.

The proposed Incinerator is being run on a public private partnership basis.
Revenues will result from electricity and hot water produced by the Incinerator.
Elsam describes itself as an 'energy provider' on its website. There is a danger
arising from the conflict between the environmental objectives on the one hand
and the commercial objective of energy generation on the other undermining
environmental objectives as the incinerator is being run on a commercial basis. It
is our contention that there is a potential conflict at éghe heart of the existing
strategy in that while the Waste Management Plim‘ﬁ)r the Dublin Region 2005-

2010 has an objective of minimising relgﬁg‘e on landfill and is based on a

©
S
strategy of 'maximum realistic recyqliﬁg this is combined with an approach
09 &
based on 'thermal treatment o{(@he&\remalmng waste'." Minimising rellance on
QO

incineration is not an object;@ indeed the policy in relation to incineration is
quite different: 'The policy %f the Plan is to make the best use of residual waste -
that is waste collected by the grey/black bin collection or otherwise not suitable
for recycling - by extracting thermal energy’.20 There is a very real danger that in
order to meet incineration volume targets, not only will non-recycled waste be
incinerated, but that recycling objectives will be undermined and pote‘ntially

recyclable waste will end up feeding the incinerator.

This issue was highlighted in the UK Waste Strategy 2000 which states that 'care

must be taken to ensure that contracts are sensitively designed to avoid

' EIS Summary, p. 7.
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v 21

'‘crowding out' recycling.”’ Similar concerns were expressed by the Irish

Government - 'care is necessary, however to ensure that the development of

"WTE capacity does not militate against long-term investment in materials

recycling’22

However, there are already a number of indications that this may occur in the

context of the Poolbeg incinerator:

o The Waste Management Plan for the Dublin Region 2005-2010 Executive
Summary states that The Dublin Local Au fities will be receptive to
treating waste from outside the Dublmo&g%n if it is in accordance with the

Waste Management Plan of the @ﬁ%&ﬁn questlon
&

DS
&L
S &\q
e In a letter to the Mlmste\rcﬂ% March 2006, Dublin Council's Assistant City
Manager quoted in tﬁg Irish Times wrote that ‘the city council would seek
extra waste to burn 'from the areas immediately adjoining Co. Dublin' if
the 600,000 tonnes target was not met by the capital.”* In a direct quote
from the letter, he is reported as stating 'lt is only in the event of waste not
being available in Dublin that waste from outside the Dublin area would be

sought for processing in the plant.’*

% The Waste Management Plan for the Dublin Region 2005-2010, p. xvii.
' UK Parliamentary Research Paper, 2002, p. 31.
2 DOE. 1998, p.15.
2 Waste Management Plan for the Dublin Region 2005-2010 Executive Summary, p. xvii.
** Trish Times, 24/07/2006.
% Irish Times, 24/07/2006.
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e A reading of the National Overview of Waste Management Plans (2004)
indicates that both the Kildare and Wicklow regions envisage meeting
their requirements for thermal treatment of waste by sending it to the
Dublin facility rather than develop thermal treatment facilities within their
regions. In the case of Kildare, it is stated that 'ihe county would progress
this issue in co-operation with neighbouring local authorities.”® As for
Wicklow, 'the policy adopted was to pursue co-operative arrangements
with neighbouring regions or other local authorities in relation to gaining

access to thermal treatment facilities in such areas.'”’

Projections in the
National Overview of Waste Management@f’éns suggest that Wicklow
alone will require the thermal trea cgg@\gé\ of 40,000 tonnes of municipal
waste per annum by 2013.%8 Q&\EIS acknowledges this insofar as it
accepts the reglonal appre@gt? to waste management elaborated in the
2004 Regional Plannlngfﬁ?uldehnes for the Greater Dublin Area.”® The
area covered by thése guidelines not only incorporates the four Dublin
Local Authorities, but also takes invcounties Meath, Kildare and Wicklow.
Amongst the recommendations cited from this document are: ‘'new
integrated waste management facilities in the GDA in the short term™° and
'the inter-regional transfer of waste to give appropriate economies of scale

v 31

to new waste management facilities’.”" The EIS goes on to state that the

% National Overview of Waste Managcment Plans, 2004, p. 45.
%’ National Overview of Waste Management Plans, 2004, p. 50.
“ National Overview of Waste Management Plans, 2004, p. 47.
¥ Elsam, 2006, p. 110.
% Elsam, 2006, p. 110.
’! Elsam, 2006, p. 110.
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proposed Incinerator 'is appropriately sized to give an economy of scale

and sufficient capacity to serve the region'az.

e Given that 'the only substantial progress which has been made towards
the provision of thermal treatment capacity in a neighbouring region has

33 there is a danger that, by being first built, the Poolbeg

been in Dublin
development will absorb the thermal treatment requirements of regions
further afield which have been slower to develop such facilities.

Connaught, Clare/Kerry/Limerick, South-East and Midlands** have made

little progress in building thermal treatment fdcilites. This will create

&
&
additional pressures to expand the g@ea%ity of the Poolbeg Peninsula
Fx°
facility. \\;\QO\;}*&
) (\Q K
O &
E

S
o'\\o‘\\é)(\
¢ Given the capacity of th%ocﬁoolbeg Peninsula incinerator (600,000 tonnes
$)
A
per annum), even lg}gk?g thermal treatment facility in Meath absorbs some
of this waste the Poolbeg facility will be under pressure to accept
additional volumes, as the thermal treatment requirements for the Dublin

area are only 410,000 tonnes per annum.*®

¢ The Managing Director of Indaver Ireland has already publicly argued that
Ireland needs seven municipal waste incinerators by 2010 to deal with

growing levels of munvicipal waste. Already Indaver (who are building the

32 Elsam, 2006, p. 111.

¥ National Overview of Waste Management Plans, 2004, p. 45.

>* National Overview of Waste Management Plans, 2004, p. 56.

3 National Overview of Waste Management Plans, 2004, p. 5.
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incinerator in Meath) have sought to expand the facility by a third, before it
is even built. Once an incinerator is up and running there is a strong

possibility of momentum for expansion.

¢ That it has been made a condition of the granting of planning permission
for waste management facilities that they restrict the facilities to deal with
waste from within certain areas is seen as an ‘issue' in the 2004
Government policy document ‘'Taking Stock and Moving Forward™®. The
document goes on to state that 'it is not an automatic implication of waste
management plans that waste facilities prov@eg in the region have to be
used exclusively for the reglon/coun%é@é\emed 37

\‘}
S
\\O (\é\

- This conflict between envnronmeﬁ%ﬁand economic objectives arises not only

S
because of the commercial natgﬁ% and energy recovery focus of the process, but

also due to the size of the jncinerator. The larger the incinerator, the greater the

costs (see UK Parliamentary Research Paper, 2002, p. 46). The need to

guarantee minimum levels of waste being available to feed the incinerator

increases with the size of the incinerator. The UK Waste Strategy 2000 argues
that 'care should be taken to ensure that energy recovery plants are.

appropriately sized to avoid crowding out recycling.'38

The proposed Poolbeg Incinerator is at the larger end of the scale in terms of

capacity (600,000 tonnes of waste per annum). To put it in context, all of the 22

% Department of Environment and Local Government, 2004, p. 25.
*7 Department of Environment and Local Government, 2004b, p. 25.
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_incinerators under construction, planned o‘r in the process of planning permission
in England and Wales as at April 2002 had a smaller capacity.* In fact in 2002,
only one of the Municipal Waste Incinerators in England and Wales had a similar
capacity.*° Its capacity is almost three times the size of the UK average as at
2000 - 600,000 tonnes pa versus 230,000 tonnes pa.*'This large capacity
increases the likelihood that more waste will be required to feed it, undermining

recycling efforts and ultimately the environmental objectives of the project.

So, spare capacity, lack of such facilities in other regions, the stated intentions of

the Council officials, the commercial focus of the fa@jﬁ%, and its size all suggest
&

a momentum for expansion of the Poolbeg\jop%mnsula incinerator once it is

: N
operational. Q
&
SN
S &
Are there financial inceng\?%s to address this issue incorporated
A

&
into the current procéss?

Who pays if the waste capacity is not met? The EPA itself, in an overview of
waste management strategy, pbints outb that 'Waste incineration investments
presume a steady fixed stream of waste to ensure financial viability.’42 They point
out that financial penalties could be levied to maintain the incentive to réCycIe
waste. Alternatively, various incinerator projects have been supported with

clauses whereby the relevant Local Authority is contractually committed to

3 UK Parliamentary Research Paper, 2002, p. 44.
3 UK Parliamentary Research Paper, 2002, p. 51-52.
%0 UK Parliamentary Research Paper, 2002, p. 9-10.
41 UK Parliamentary Research Paper, 2002, p. 13.
2 EPA, 2004b, p. 9. _
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meeting certain voiume targets. In the current cése, the financial arrangements
which underpin the development of the incinerator are unclear from the EIS.
These will have significant implications for its development and should be clear

and transparént upfront.
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Alternatives Considered (4)

The EIS contends that thermal treatment is 'a safe, tried and tested technology...

capable of meeting stringent EU environmental standards’.*®

The certainty that modern incineration is safe is misplaced

The proponents of 'modern’ incineration have arrived at a cosy consensus that
the application of the latest technology in the field has addressed many, if not all,
of the health and environmental concerns regarding incineration. However, a
detailed examination of the research undermines this o}/jew. Elsam views thermal

treatment as 'a safe, clean technology’44 and &he\\@i‘g states that their technology
HE
is 'safe, tried and tested." This is a vnevg s%gbed by the Government which cites
N
research that it claims holds that 'nos%Q@é usive evidence could be found of a link
S8

between specific health outco s<and proxumlty to thermal treatment or landfill
3

facilities'. *° It also holds the\\ﬁ‘ew that ‘Comparisons between thermal treatment

&

facilities being put in ﬁ’lace now and facilities which may have operated

historically in other countries without stringentﬂ controls are not soundly based."’
Even the EU Commission contends that 'some of the problems of highest
concern associated with waste treatment installations, such as emissions of
dioxins from municipal waste incinerators will be largely solved through the

implementation of the incineration directive."®

 Elsam, 2006, p. 8.

* www.dublinwastetoenergy.ie

* Elsam, 2006, p. 8.

% Department of Environment and Local Government, 2004b, p. 35.

) 7 Department of Environment and Local Government, 2004b, p. 35.
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While even opponents of incineration accept that the industry has made great
strides in the last thirty years in reducing toxic emissions (see Connett, 1998 for
example), a 2003 review of the literature on the subject concluded that 'There is
a paucity of literature relating to modern landfill and incineration sites"’ and that

the estimation of the Iikely effects of incineration are subject 'to some degree of

150

uncertainty.”” The EPA again, in an overview of the health effects of municipal

waste incineration, states 'Research studies of possible health outcomes in
populations living close to incinerators have not given clear indications of the
presence or absence of an effect.®’ So the confidence of proponents of

incineration is unjustified by reputable research. Noné%heless the authors of the
v‘&

review were able to conclude that the rese%\mlﬁhat exists actually leads to the
S

view that 'Mumcnpal solid waste mcmggﬁz,gsn produces a range of volatile and

@\
gaseous emissions, which if relgﬁaéd to the atmosphere, can compromlse
& 0>
OIS
andy\ t there is 'some evidence that incinerator
O
X
emissions may be assog;a?fezd with respiratory morbidity. Acute and chronic

environmental quality’

respiratory symptoms are associated with incinerator emissions'.> That this
uncertainty applies to the effects of incineration is acknowledged by a wide

variety of reputable sources:

e This view is supported by a UK Parliamentary paper on the incineration of

Household Waste (2000) stated that 'it is unclear whether there is a

8 EU Commission, 2003, p. 14.
“ HRB Executive Summary, p. 5.
*® HRB Executive Summary, p. 4.
1 EPA, 2004b, p. 7.
2 HRB Executive Summary, p. 4.
3 HRB Executive Summary, p. 6.
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threshold below which exposure to dioxins will have no effect...current
levels of exposure may be sufficient to cause some adverse impacts in
the general population, although research has found no clear evidence of

this.

e Both the US EPA and the WHO acknowledge that such effects may be
occurring, but are not observable because they are 'masked’' by the

background of 'normal’ disease.>

e A 2006 UK Parliamentary Research paper fqand that while 'Incineration is

undoubtedly getting safer... how saf%,@\dﬁ?cult to say.”®

P
x\oé‘

&t afbland (2003) acknowledges that ‘For many

e The Food Safety Authont)( ot

cancers the causes ar%\cnot fully understood. it is widely accepted that
long periods of timerare often required between triggering an exposure (to
dioxins) and the development of the disease clinically. This increases the

difficulties associated with attempting to pinpoint specific causes."®

e A 2001 European Commission strategy document acknowledges that the
toxic properties of dioxins 'seem to have been underestimated' and that

new data has emerged 'which indicate that dioxins and some PCBs have

54UKParhamentary Paper, 2000, p. 3.
% UK Parliamentary Research Paper, 2002, p. 21.
% FSAL 2003, p. 6.
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a broader impact on health than previously assumed, even in very low

doses’.”’

e The US National Research Council (2000) 'expressed 'substantial’
concern about the impacts of incinerator-derived dioxin releases on the
health and well-being of broader populations, regardless of maximum

achievable control technology.*®

e 'Combustion is an extremely complex process, and it is still not known
precisely what substances are produced&aﬁ% released through the
&

incineration of wastes. This is particulgizg(?ﬁ\ue when the waste in question

L . . P& -
is highly variegated, as in the(\g%e‘ of municipal or health care waste.

a‘\\°§® :
Without knowing the pollus\a&ﬁ@ produced, their quantities, environmental
RN
fate, or health effects, {b% impossible to assure -the safety of such a
O
X
59 &

process. s

e 'Incineration is undoubtedly getting safer, as more stringent emission

controls have been put in place, but how safe is difficult to say."®

e 'Although some results are conflicting in this area, other well-designed
studies indicate a possible link between cancer risk and residence near

incinerator sites. The influence of other sources of pollutants continues to

57 quoted in FSAI, 2003, p. 7.

" * Greenpeace, 2001b, p. 59.

% GAIA, 2003, p. 75.

% UK Parliamentary Research Paper, 2002, p. 20.
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- prove difficult to separate and, as a result. Evidence cannot be described

as conclusive.®’

This uncertainty should lead to a more precautionary approach to the adoption of

incineration.

There is a strong possibility that the latest technology has

superceded incineration.

The examination of alternatives in the EIS took place in 1999 and again in 2004.
&
NS
They only examined alternative thermal treatmegfé Composting options (e.g.
\ﬁ )
Bedminister international composting gp@g@és) are not examined despite

government policy looking favourably@%ﬁ}ch options:

e 'Given that organic mat%{ﬁg‘ “constitute up to 40% of household waste,
composting is a poteqﬁally significant technology which merits detailed
consideration in arFy0 waste management planning process.'62

e ‘In general composting or materials recovery are preferable to

incineration.’®®

A false choice between Ilandfill and incineration is being offered. While
incineration will reduce waste volumes ending up in landfill, they neither

eliminate the need for landfill nor the fact that toxic pollutants will end up in

' HRB, 2003, p. 186.
2 DOE, Changing Our Ways,1998, p. 14.
% DOE, Changing Our Ways, 1998, p. 15.
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landfill.** The EIS fails to acknowledge .that there are alternative methods of
minimising landfill content than incineration, examining only gasification and
pyrolysis (both alternative forms of incineration). By narrowing the choice to
incineration versus landfill, the EIS ignores the latest composting technology.
This téchnology has shown itself to be capable of reducing waste volumes to
such an extent that the targets in the EU ‘Landﬁll Directive can be met without a
reliance on incineration: 'Current state-of-the-art mechanical screening and
composting systems exceed the reductions in mass and volume [of waste]
achieved by incinerators.®® Edmonton in Canada has diverted over 70% of
residential waste from landfill without having to us%‘?org\);:ineration,66 while Halifaxb

has achieved a 65% diversion rate.®’

Q3 ¢
QO

Furthermore, once the mcmeratl\ch\oﬁte has been taken, the long-term financial
commitments involved (espeql;ﬂ%l\ given that this project is based on a public-
private partnership) not @ﬁ%\ create disincentives for improving environmental
behaviour (as discussed earlier) but also inhibits the adoption of cleaner
technologies as they come on stream. By limiting the alternatives to landfill to
incineration, Dublin will be locked in to an environmentally unfriendly and
outdated technology. While EU targets may be met by such an approach, ,it has

to be asked if this is the best approach for Dublin in the context of environmental

best practice.

® rtypically over 80-85% of the dioxins in waste are destroyed during combustion. the remainder are
stabilised and bound up into the ashes... In fact the better an EFW (Energy From Waste) system is at
reducing emissions, the more likely it is that pollutants end up in the ash - Assurre, 2001, Fact Sheet 3.
% Greenpeace, 2001c, p. 5.
% Greenpeace, 2001c, p. 6.
67 Greenpeace, 2001c, p. 15.
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Site Selection (5)

Elsam argue that the three alternative sites were less advantageous due to
increased traffic and residential/commercial development. The proximity of the
port, waste water treatment works and power plant were also considered to be
advantageous. Site selection appears to be driven by factors determining where
best to put an incinerator in terms of its commercial operation, rather than health,

environmental or planning considerations.

An unclear development context. o
\

While issues relating to transport, housing, ﬂood @ port development, industrial
0(\

development, amenities and the envnro%g@@f are all addressed in various local
A

and regional plans on both a shon§§gﬂ long-term basis, these diverse strands
KO

have not been brought togetheptg\%reate a coherent long term plan for the area.
Instead a number of par&!@ plans addressing different issues have been
advanced. The EIS is symptomatlc of this approach insofar as it gives token
acknowledgement of the diverse development possibilities and issues facing the

Poolbeg Peninsula, but it fails to address them in a coherent long-term manner.

A closely related point is that the Poolbeg Framework Plan mentions 'a number

' % yet none

of uncertainties for the future development of large parts of the site',
of the numerous plans that address various aspects of these uncertainties
definitively resolve them. Will there be a coastal defence plan? Is the Heavy

Goods Vehicle Strategy for the city centre definitive? What are the long-term
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}plans for the port? What are the public (and private) transport plans for the city
céntre? What bridges and tunnels will ultimately be built? Against this
background, the EIS has to be seen as a plan in an unclear development
context. The lack of a definitive long-term vision for development of the
peninsula that addresses aII‘ the potential issues likely to arise over the medium-
to long-term and the wider uncertain development context for the city-centre,
renders the devglopment of such a major piece of infrastructure on such a site
premature in planning and development terms, and the licensing of an
incinerator in such a location equally premature. Definitive answers are required
to questions relating to the transport, 'housingsélg%ding, port development,

industrial development, amenity and envnggﬁmé\ntal development objectives for

the peninsula and indeed city centre gﬁ%@fe such an environmentally significant
o (\é\
facility should be sited there. . ®&§§
S &
,\O

While the Draft Poolbeg)o‘f@;\amework Plan seeks to res-olve this dilemma by
dividing the peninsula into three distinct zones with separate developmental
objectives, it is undermined by the lack of definitive answers to many of these
broader planning and development questions, and is still only in draft format. To

base a licensing decision on this document alone as a vision of the future of

Poolbeg would be short-sighted.

% DEGW, 2003, p. 5.
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Site selection conflicts with existing Council policy

While 'It is the policy of Dublin City Council to recycle all sludge produced at
Ringsend Treatment Works as a fertiliser product for beneficial re-use as an
agricultural fertiliser.® The EIS states that 'In the event that land spreading of
sludge will no longer be an option due to environmental constraints, it will be
possible to pump the sludge directly to the proposed Dublin WEE facility for
thermal treatment.””® A potential future scenario that conflicts with existing Dublin -
City Council policy should not form the basis for site selection. Such a scenario

will also result in an outcome that is lower down the waste hierarchy with an

)
recovery of energy and disposal. (g?):;::o’\{é\
O
SN
.OQQ\,\&‘
S
Other issues with site selesf%o‘h

SN
R
The Health Research Board&&d(éscribes site selection for waste management

facilities as 'a complex arie?ﬁ\difﬁcult task.”’ They cite a number of factors which

imply that certain locations should not bé considered for the siting of hazardous

waste management facilities. While the proposed site at Poolbeg may not be a
hazardous waste facility, a number of these factors are applicable:

¢ Floodplains. The WHO is cited - ‘coastal or riverine areas with a hiétory of

ﬂooding every 100 years or less' should not be considered appropriate

sites. The Manager's Report on the submissions and observations to the

draft Southbank/Poolbeg Framework Plan states that flood works for the

% Dublin City Development Plan, p. 95.
" EIS Summary, p. 9.
! HRB, 2003, p. 60.
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area would 'raise the defence standards to acceptable levels of Risk.”"

'3 this is an

While the EIS contends that the 'site is not prone to flooding
overconfident assertion on the part of Elsam, and clearly not in keeping
with the Manager’s opinion. The OPW in their examination of ﬂbod policy
state that it is an area where there is a 'lack of research and data’™*, and
that historic and predictive information on flooding. is generally not
available. Having said that, there ‘is evidence that, under certain
circumstances, high tides and onshore winds can lead to flooding. For
example, the Marine Institute warned of the 'unusual' possibility of tides
'4.58 metres above the baseline' in Dublin og\f%Oth September 2006. " In
other words, flooding is a possibility t%ai m‘ust be addressed.

e Land Use - the local area has @‘@;@1 incidence of sensitive populations;

0{\@,\ ‘
specifically the elderly, cgﬂg@én and stationary populations (such as
& A\\O’
hospitals). R
&

K ,
e Unfavourable weaé@?ﬁ conditions - air contaminants may not be easily
dispersed and may in fact be concentrated due to 'inversion' atmospheric

conditions. 'Installations should avoid areas prone to atmospheric

inversions or similar unfavourable dispersion conditions.'”®

» The World Bank (1999) also recommends that incinerators should be
located near a landfill.”’ The nearest active landfills to Poolbeg are at

Dunsink and Naas Road. Both of these are near end-of-life, and are

2 DCC, 2005, p. 47.
™ Elsam, 2006, p. 131.
™ OPW, 2004, p. 11.
7 Irish Times, 28/8/06.
7S HRB, 2003, p. 96.
"THRB, 2003, p. 62.
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across the city centre from Poolbeg. Neither could be considered “near”

Poolbeg within the World Bank’s meaning.
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Proposed Scheme (6)

How secure is the site?

The facility will not only produce dioxins, it will also store hazardous ash and gas
as well as materials required for the incineration process. Sealed containeré and
storage areas if breached will release gas and windblown ash. The release of
these substances would pose a serious threat to the health of the local
community and wider city population, yet it is proposed that the site be secured
only with fencing and CCTV’®, and it is not clear what precautions are in place to

mitigate against accidental or deliberate releases. o

§e&
S
Os\o’\
&
SN
R
0
S
OEN
<<Q\ \\i\\o)
N
s\(;
\'O
&
CJO
7 Elsam, 2006, p. 143.
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Landscape and Visual Impact (7).

The EIS states that the 'Poolbeg peninsula has a central and pivotal setting
within the arc of Dublin Bay' and is a 'significant Iandscape’.79 It goes on to state
that the 'wider' Poolbeg Peninsula has 'a strong visual presence within Dublin

Bay and its immediate coastal Iandscape.’80

The EIS accepts that the incinerator will be 'visible from a wide range of areas

8! However, it argues that any negative

around and across the arc of Dublin Bay.
visual |mpact (the main building is 57m in height \gg}th stacks reaching over
100m) will be mitigated by the surroundln\g ;gdﬁstnal setting. It will have a
'strong visual presenc:e'83 but this is not gﬁg‘ﬁdered to be negative and Elsam

K
argue that the main building is of s@ﬂ@ér:; architectural and visual ment as to
mitigate any negative visual mﬁaﬁf The EIS accepts that there will be a
significant visual impact frorég\\ﬂ\e development. The implications of this on both
the Peninsula and Dublin %ay need to be examined in more detail as the location

is a significant visual fandmark and if the development is misjudged, it risks

destroying that visual amenity and environment.

The Manager's Report on the submissions and observations to the

draft Southbank/Poolbeg Framework Plan recognises that 'the prominence of

the location beside the bay means that new development will have a significant

™ Elsam, 2006, p. 24.
% Elsam, 2006, p. 191.
8 Elsam, 2006, p. 14.
%2 Elsam, 2006, p.183.
® Elsam, 2006, p. 17.
41

EPA Export 25-07-2013:20:28:54



Dublin South-East Labour Party Submission to Environmental Protection Agency 01/11/2006

visual impact'84, yet the EIS states 'overall the proposed development will not
have a significant impact in terms of the contribution of Poolbeg Peninsula to the

®> This entire section

landscape, cityscape or seascape character of Dublin Bay.
of the EIS is confused in terms not only of the likely impact of the proposed

development but also unclear as to how it reaches such confused conclusions.

While the EIS states that the Poolbeg Peninsula is 'industrial in character®®, and
that as such the site is 'largely indistinct and consistent with its surrounding

industrial character'. It is acknowledged later in the document that the future

‘development possibilites for the area include® significant residential

&
&
and as a result, ‘ongoing mdug\m%ﬁdevelopment should be of the
\0
highest quality' and that the scale of tﬁg\ proposed facility means that the

development87

proposed facility 'will be of major vng@e)&%mﬂcance for the entire area. It will be a
landmark building of original iéz@ressnon '8 Yet concludes that 'Overall, the
proposed development wiICIJOQﬁOhave a significant impact in terms of the Poolbeg
peninsula to the landscape, cityscape or seascape character of Dublin Bay'.
Scant support is g‘iven for this conclusion.. Yet in the summary of the section it is
stated that 'the proposed development will have a significant landscape and
visual influence on the setting and views from areas such as Irishtown Nature

Park and from the south shore of the Peninsula.®® Later in the EIS it is stated

that 'the development cannot be screened, so it will undoubtedly be visually

¥ DCC, 2005, p. 55.

8 Elsam, 2006, p. 17.
% Elsam, 2006, p. 190.
87 Elsam, 2006, p. 201.
88 Elsam, 2006, p. 201.

¥ Elsam, 2006, p. 206.
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prominent from many areas.® In short the conclusions of this section are
confused to say the least, driven by a lack of clear evidence with the photo-

montages included providing little clarity on the matter.

% Elsam, 2006, p. 482.
43

EPA Export 25-07-2013:20:28:54



Dublin South-East Labour Party Submission to Environmental Protection Agency 01/11/2006

<<Q$
S
Fig. 1 — Revised pQ@t%montage with blue sky, showing visual impact more clearly

&

&

Many of the photomontages included in the EIS where the proposed incinerator
is visible show it against a background of cloud cover. This serves to disguise the
visual impact of the incinerator stacks on the skyline (see pages 772, 775, 785,
796 and 799 for example). Furthermore the angle of view in a number of the
photomontages also distorts the relative scale between the Incinerator stacks
and the stacks on the Poolbeg ESB Generating Station insofar as it is not clear
that the incinerator stacks are half the size of the ESB stacks.

See Fig. 1 for a revised photomontage. This is one of the photomontages
provided by Elsam in their EIS (p. 20; from Sandymount Strand) altered only to
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show a blue rather than grey sky background. It more clearly shows the visual

impact of the proposed development on the surrounding environment.
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Traffic (8)

UK planning guidance relating to waste facilities favours rail over road transport:
"Transport by road is the commonest, thought not necessarily the most desirable,
means of carrying wastes to management facilities... transportation by rai>l is
particularly appropriate for facilities such as large incinerators... Opportunities for
using forms of transportation other than road haulage should be considered
actively and seriously by planning authorities when preparing waste development

plans, and by prospective developers putting forward proposals.’®’

&

The EIS argues that 'a traffic impact analysis sho%éa the proposed development
N) S

will not generate significant traffic... and ag%@\ate capacity was available on the

road network to accommodate the d%&%\lé%ment  The environmental impact of

é«%
such additional traffic is brus\hﬁg\“ over in the EIS and requires stringent
o°®
examination. N
| &

s

During construction — inadequate parking and ambigous impact

Up to 500 workers will be onsite during construction.®® The EIS accepts that
parking facilities will not be adequate and is vague on how their transport needs
will be met although it argues that they will not be travelling during peak traffic
times* and that a shuttle bus service will be provided. Experience of displaced
vehicle parking of construction workers in the Sandymount and Ballsbridge areas

suggests this could create considerable disruption.

*' UK Parliamentary Research Paper, 2002, p. 28.
%2 Elsam, 2006, p. 20.
% Elsam, 2006, p. 31.
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The EIS states that 'The construction contractor will decide the construction

phasing and methodology'95

and while the EIS may outline typical arrangements
for such activity, they are not definitive. The size of the workforce is 'estimated’
the peak construction period is 'anticipated’, car volumes are 'approximate' and

construction truck movements are 'expected'.*® Yet again, the EIS leaves

ambiguity about future activity and the consequent environmental impact.

During operation — an increasingly negative impact

While the EIS states that the site will operate 24 r})@ﬁrfa day, 7 days a week, it
contends that deliveries will be limited to gﬁ?ﬁ):rs a day, 6 days a week, 312
days a year generating 288 journeys @Qg " If this is the case then it must be
asked why the loading bay has gﬁ‘%@ted capacity of 'up to 50 waste trucks per

hour'?%

This volume amounts &0 ?Jp to 700 trucks per day (1400 trips) given the
stated limits on deliverieggoﬁve times the stated number of trucks and almost
three times the number of journeys stated as being generated by the plant.
Given the tendency of large incinerators to require greater volumes of waste to

meet their objectives (as outlined earlier), the environmental impact of traffic to

the proposed Poolbeg Peninsula Incinerator appears open to contention.

There are also safety concerns regarding any increase in the volume of Heavy

Goods Vehicles (HGVs) in the area. By Elsam’s own estimates, there will be at

* Elsam, 2006, p. 7-27.
% Elsam, 2006, p. 233.
% Elsam, 2006, p. 233-234.
*7 Elsam, 2006, p. 216.
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least 89,856 (288 journeys by 312 days) additional truck journeys to and from the
site every year. This is a very large volume of traffic. This figure must also be
seen in the context that there a(re approximately 16,600 HGVs on lrish roads.*
Statistically the increased annual traffic volume is the equivalent of every HGV
on lrish roads journeying back and forth to the site over twice a year. While.the
EIS argues that the traffic increase is small in context of overall traffic, the
increase in HGV traffic in the locality is significant with 242 HGV journeys

representing between 10 and 25% of daily HGV traffic volumes on local

roads.'”
- : . &
Additional issues will also be created: e
$)
S
O &
. .\QO{ > ,
e According to a 2005 report inooﬂgqéﬁish Times - 'A high proportion of all
° &
Irish-registered lorries t,rg?glﬁng in Britain failed to meet roadside
E

mechanical or driver toesﬁQs when checked in 2003-2004, according to
A

British road author&tjﬁ{"m

e According to the National Safety Council, there were 3,360 collisions
between trucks and pedestrians between 1998 and 2002 with 10 percent
resulting in fatalities.'® 10 out of the 17 cyclists killed on Dublin streets

between 2000-2005 were involved in collisions with HGVs.'® Given the

%8 Elsam, 2006, p. 12.
* Irish Times 8/3/2006.
10 see Elsam, 2006, p. 213.
197 frish Times 21/4/2005.
192 1rish Times 15/7/2004.
1% Irish Times, 31/1/2006.
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large increase in HGV ftraffic, it is inevitable that there were be an

increased risk to pedestrian and cyclist safety in the area.

e There is already a high incidence of asthma in area. This will be

exacerbated by the nature and volume of increased traffic.
e Risk of load spillage and accidents

Long-term traffic issues are not adequately addressed
s
Y
A number of longer-term traffic related issues Oaﬁse that are not adequately

addressed by the EIS.

e The EIS highlights that the cogs%n?%tion of a district heating infrastructure

&S .
O
will entail 'some temporgomﬁ&@onvenience to traffic in the area studied, but
O

O

104

O
this effect is short term(’and manageable' ™" without actually quantifying

this impact. oy

e The annual maximum capacity of the plant, given the reception hall’s
ability to handle 50 waste trucks per hour, is in excess of 2.6 million
journeys per annum (50 trucks per hour by 14 hours a day by 6 days a
week by 312 days a year by 2 journeys).'® Little thought seems to have
been put into the EIS in terms of addressing potentially significant

increases in traffic volumes arising from an increase in incinerator

1% Elsam, 2006, p. 1787. _
'% The weighbridges have a capacity for 60 vehicles per hour-(Elsam, 2006, p. 143).
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capacity. Such an increase in utilisation of the incinerator can only result

in serious traffic congestion and restricted traffic movements in the area.

- o How exactly residual waste will be transported to the port in not finalised.
While there is a proposal, it is merely that.'® As pointed out by the EU

Commission, 'Air emissions also result from the transport of residual

waste from the incineration plant to the disposal site.”%’

e How traffic volumes will be affected by variation in waste volumes over

time is not clear. Research'® highlights theéﬁﬁ’%t that there is significant
S
variation in the volumes of municipgﬂ%ﬁvﬁ\ste generated on a daily and
S\

. . 97 . .. .
monthly basis. Is it proposed to @?@a out these variations or to vary traffic
QS

O &

X (\QJ
28 &
NN

volumes to deal with them

3
&

X
e Increased mediurrtééflong—term traffic volumes must also be seen in the
context of potential increases in volumes arising from potential residential

development on the peninsula. The Manager's Report on the submissions

and observations to the draft Southbank/Poolbeg Framework Plan
acknowledges this in that it recognises the potential for the development
of up to 3,000 homes on the peninsula but 'there is virtually no spare
capacity for private car generated peak travel.”'® If this is the case, how

can additional HGV volumes be accommodated at peak travel times?

1% Elsam, 2006, p. 217.
1 EU Commission, 2004, p. 23.
1% HRB, 2003, p. 20-210.
1% pCC, 2008, p. 27.
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Inconsistency in traffic volume estimates

There appears to be a wide variation in tréfﬂc volume estimates across a number
of documents which adAdress the issue and, as a result, the EIS apbears
unnecessarily optimistic regarding the ftraffic impact of the proposed
development. In the EIS, traffic volume is estimated at 288 journeys per day, 6
days a week. The Manager's Report on the submissions and observations to the
draft South Bank/Poolbeg Framework Plan states 'the total number of trips per

day based on a five day week is in the order of 130-150 maximum."''® On this
&
>

lower traffic estimate, the Manager's Report §§1es that this' can only be

\%’7@
accommodated 'if properly planned'. How %ai\@his be the case given the variation
O <
S

in short-term traffic volume estimategoa?cldg?he lack of clarity regarding medium to

SN
({0\ &\0)
xQOQ
\’O
&

S

long-term traffic volumes?

" pec, 2005, p. 28.
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Air quality and climate (9)

Elsam argue that 'mitigation measures are proposed where appropriate to

reduce, remedy or avoid significant adverse impacts.‘111

Monitoring of incineration is a flawed concept

This raises an issue related to monitoring. It is held that 'properly managed and

monitored Municipal Waste Incinerators do not impact on the environment,

1112

health or food quality. However, when the concept of monitoring that is

applied in this instance is examined, it is found sev\@,ely wanting and certainly

é
not strong enough to support the contention tr\lﬁatég@%nders incineration safe.
S
&
&
Monitoring is based on whg;\iéé‘n be monitored not what should
, POy
be monitored KQOQ*
S

Monito‘ring is based on %@%\&mission limits. However, as the UK Parli.amentary
paper on the incineration of Household Waste (2000) points out, 'this level has
not been set on the basis of what might be considered a safe dose... Instead, the
limit was set so that reliable measurements can be made by available detection
equipment. This means that regulating emissions relative to the emission limit

does not guarantee that emissions are at a safe level.'™ In other words,

monitoring levels are determined by technical rather than safety considerations.

"1 Elsam, 2006, p. 21.
"2 \www.dublinwastetoenergy.ie

13 UK Parliamentary Paper, 2000, p. 4.
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The ambiguous nature of measuring safety levels was further reinforced by the

actions of the World Health Organisation when they effectively halved the

114

recommended Tolerable Daily Intake (TDI) of dioxins in 1998." Monitoring of

emissions to ensure that they are a safe level is not a reality. Small doses are

not necessarily safe doses:

e 'There is no known level below which dioxins are known to be harmless.’

115

o 'The emissions from incinerator processes are extremely toxic. Some of

the emissions are carcinogenic. We know,(\g&lo“eentiﬁcally, that there is no
&
safe threshold below which we can 2@%§}Jch emissions.
&
e 'ltis already known, oris a scien\ﬁ?b%pinion that there are no 'safe’ levels
0 @\
of many environmental @ﬁgeﬂ%lcal pollutants such as dioxins, other
S

persistent, bioaccumuoj\éﬁﬁ/e and toxic chemicals, and endocrine

»117 0(\&?:\\

@)

116

disruptors.
¢ 'In relation to dioxin air emissions from incinerators ... it has been known
for some time that incinerators generate and emit brominated and mixed
chloro-bromo substituted dioxins in appreciable quantities ... these are
regarded as of an equal toxicological significance relative to the

chlorinated dioxins... little attention has been directed at evaluation of their

' See UK Parliamentary Research Paper, 2002, p. 23-24.
'S GAIA, 2003, p. 13.
"6 Meacher, Micheal, 1999, Evidence to the House of Lords Select Committee on the European
Communities, ! 1th Report, HL Paper 71).
''"7 Greenpeace, 2001b, p. 60.
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significance to human health and there are currently no obligations on the

part of incinerator operators to monitor and control these chemicals.’ '*®

Monitoring for all toxic emissions is not continuous.

It has been argued that continuous monitoring for dioxins is not possible.
Connett (1998) contends that 'there is no equipment available in the world
capable of monitoring dioxins and furans on a continuous basis.”"'® In the UK,
'Spot checks are carried out twice a year for hydrogen fluoride and metals,

dioxins and furans. Continuous monitoring is not carried out for these as the
&.
Environment Agency does not consider that wab\&é systems currently exist for

N *
this.”"®° In the case of the proposed Po%w&qél\ncmerator while monitoring for

\Q S
certain substances will be contmuousoo‘E\'ls%m propose that 'Emissions monitoring
{\ ‘

will include the measurement of d?gx?n emissions from the stack on a fortnlghtly
&, N
basis’.'*! That leaves a two—wgéﬁ( gap during which any issues that arise will not

@
be identified. s

Such an approach is less than éatisfactory as acknowledged by the HRB: 'lIt is
not unusual for a company to employ a specialist firm to supervise the sampling
of the flue gas for dioxins. The samples are then sent abroad to the UK or
elsewhere, for analysis. Clearly, such spot checks are not satisfactory and do not

serve in any way to inﬂtjence directly the day-to-day operation of the incineration

"% Greenpeace, 2001b, p. 44.
19 Connett, 1998, 5.
120 UK Parliamentary Research Paper, 2002, p. 18-19.
12! Elsam, 2006, p. 13.
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facility. The EC has identified 'the measurement methods and standards' for

dioxins and dioxin-like PCBs as 'one of the major gaps in our knowledge." 122

Monitoring has not prevented safety breaches

There are significant issues with the concept of monitoring dioxin levels in
relation to incineration. This is before the subject of any breaches of 'safety
levels' is addressed. Supposed improvements in monitoring have not prevented

such breaches from occurring. In the UK alone there were 546 self-reported

breaches of emissions levels between 1999 and 2000."'%

s
S
\Qé
NS \\
It must also be remembered that monltonrlg,g@es not prevent breaches of safety

Q
standards. Rather, it identifies that t aﬁave occurred and the extent to which

Fo
they have occurred. Even with éh@%&est of monitoring processes in place there
OF
may be a significant delay betwéfen breaches of safety levels and their discovery,

by which time dioxins willczﬂready have escaped.

This is likely to be so in Ireland

Issues in relation to monitoring of the effects of incineration are exacerbated in
an Irish ‘context by the limited monitoring infrastructure and a weak monitoring
culture. A Health Research Board Literature Review found that the current

monitoring and environmental analysis ability in Ireland is deficient: 'Irish health

122 HRB, 2003, p. 66.
123 UK Parliamentary Research Paper, 2002, p. 19.
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information systems cannot support routine monitoring of the health of people

living near waste sites."*

The HRB cite as an example of this, the Askeaton, Co. Limerick case where
despite evidence of ill-health attributed to industrial pollution, 'studies showed no
substantial differences between the health of the population in Askeaton and
people living in other rural parts of County Limerick. This episode showed clearly

the severe lack of capacity for the assessment of human health in relation to

environmental exposure in Ireland. This is still a major problem."?®

@Q&
&
&
. Og?&s\o
S
Furthermore, the general culture of re,\gﬁlaf?on in Ireland is not only weak, but has

WO @

repeatedly been found wantin\g@%%«lﬁ\?le regulatory bodies have tended to be
EN

significantly under-resourced éﬁ’uQrsing homes and the construction industry for
x :

example). In this context;€an we have confidence in the effective monitoring of a
process which if found lacking could have significant consequences for the
health of the local population? Indeed, the Health Research Board desc-ribes a

1126

'non-compliant culture' <° when it comes to compliance with waste management

regulations in Ireland.

'2 HRB Executive Summary, p. 8.
12 HRB, 2003, p. 180.
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125 ERB, 2003, p. 7.
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Noise and vibration (10)

The EIS argues that noise and vibration levels will comply with relevant
guidelines but that mitigating measures may need to be taken during

construction.

During Construction

It is envisaged that construction will take place 24 hours a day.127 As the EIS
acknowledges that there are no statutory guidelines for construction noise levels
in Ireland,'?® limiting the hours of construction wguld seem an appropriate

approach to ensuring noise levels on site an%

O . .
.lgb\fhe local area are not disruptive
S\

Qo .

\

<O
rather than setting noise level targets as. \.}g@osed in the EIS."*®
S

During Operation fzé\\
While the nuisance geng@z by noise and vibration may be clear, excessive
noise and vibration also have significant indirect consequences. For example,
noise pollution discourages people from opening their windows and, as a result,
has been linked to increased rates of asthma.'® Ireland already has high levels

of asthma and levels among children are increasing.

127 Elsam, 2006, p. 280.
128 Elsam, 2006, p. 283.
12 Elsam, 2006, p. 284.
130 Irish Times, 11/7/2006.
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Residues and Consumables (11)

Ash and gas will be generated by the incineration process. The EIS states that

'there will be no emissions from the ash and residue handling operations during

. 131
normal conditions.'™

Incineration emmisions could undermine Ireland’s green

reputation

Ireland has an international image and reputation for being 'green’, not so much

in an environmental sense (as highlighted earlier ourgecord is poor is this area),
®\

but in the sense of being a rural country wntm@ Qgﬁs of significant natural beauty.
O

This reputation has benefited our touns@gﬁ% agricultural sectors significantly. It
N\ ¥ &

is a reputation that has a basis é \ogs?\emlﬂc fact as well as a result of clever

marketing of the country's nat&ngbeauty A 1996 EPA study found that 'both the
range and the average dloygﬁ'n Ievel in cows' milk in the UK (i.e. the background
levels) is much higher th:n the truer background levels in Ireland."* }A summary
of various research findings by the EPA found that dioxin levels 'are among the

lowest measured in Europe.™*

This image is supported by the findings of numerous scientific studies acroés a
variety of areas. Tests conducted by the EPA show that 'compared to more

heavily industrialised countries, Ireland has significantly fewer problems in

3! Elsam, 2006, p. 23).
"2 Connett, 1998, p. 7.
133 EPA, 2004b, p. 8.
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relation to dioxin contamination of land."* Tests of farmed and wild fish and

human milk also show low levels of dioxins in relation to European levels.'®®

A move to a reliance on incineration és part of a national waste management
strategy could perrﬁanently undermine this reputation. This is particularly the
case given the potentially 'slippery slope’ scenario outlined earlier, insofar as the
acceptance of commercially driven incineration can create a momentum for

further incineration.

\\?g/
§QJ
. . 3 .
The long-term certainty regardm%ﬁtf safe disposal of ash and
&Q}@

residues is open to question ;\\002@*

A
While it is envisaged that mq{ﬁ;\gﬁ\ the residues generated by the incineration

P
process will initially be exported, the implementation of the proximity principle will

S
ultimately require that thecil be dealt with in Ireland. Even if the handling of these

substances on the Poolbeg Peninsula site is safe and secure, it is unclear from
the EIS that similar standards will apply at the ultirriate Irish destination of the
residues and consumables (which, applying the proximity principle, would have
to be in the Dublin region). An EU Commission report on the externalities from
incineration states that 'it is uncertain whether these pollutants will be emitted to
soil or water, because the residues are disposed to specially lined landfills that
are designed to keep the leachate within the site and control any discharge of

leachate. Nevertheless, some experts argue that disposal of residues is also

134 FSAL, 2003, p. 11.
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associated with emissions to soil and water because in the long run, the lining is

likely to rupture."®

Monitoring will not be continuous

The EIS states that 'During the initial operation of the Facility, the boiler ash will
be sampled and analysed to determine its characteristics and thé typical level of
contaminants.'™” This indicates that monitoring of boiler ash contamination wiil
not be an ongoing process, and that the operators are not even sure what the

output of the incinerator will be.

&
\(\@\
S
SE
N
T
S
<
5
F
NN
<<o’\ *'&\0)
S
\0
&
&

135 FS AT, 2003, p. 12.

BSEU Commission, 2004, p. 38.

137 Elsam, 2006, p. 298.
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Soils, geology & groundwater (12)

During Construction:

The EIS states that among t_he chemicals found in the soil onsite were:
'hydrocarbon contamination... elevated concentrations of metals... some vhigh
sulphate concentrations... elevated concentrations of carbon dioxide.""® These
may be disturbed during construction and may require 'specialist disposal.* It is

unclear how contamination will be dealt with during construction.

During Operation: ,
é\}&
The EIS examines the issue of soil contam4na§3n as it currently exists, and

'addresses the possibility of further soil gﬁﬁ&mmatlon arising from operation of

Q é}
an incinerator by stating that mltlg%ﬁb easures will be put in place to ensure

the construction and operatuom@&«fﬂe Facility will not have significant impact on

geology, soils and groundw%ér 540

S
This confidence is misplaced insofar as an overview of research on soil
contamination near incinerators concluded that 'data on levels of heavy metals in
soils near to incinerators are very limited.'™*' Despite the limited nature of the
research, there are results to indicate that incineration results in soil

142

contamination. Furthermore, it is admitted in the EIS that 'no formal

methodology for assessing the extent and degree of impact that the Facility

138 Elsam, 2006, p. 309.

139 Elsam, 2006, p. 314.

140 Elsam, 2006, p. 24.

141 Greenpeace, 2001b, p. 39.
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may have on the geological and groundwater aspects of the environ'ment

exists."'*

It is intended that 'During detailed design a quantitative risk assessment will be
carried out as necessary for the final development to assess any impact on
human health in relatioﬁ to in-situ contaminated soils and groundwater. If an
unacceptable risk is identified specific mitigation measures will be developed and
implemented.™* In other words, the EIS does not adequately identify the

potential issues arising in relation to soils, geology and groundwater.

&
vé\}
S
N
249
The EIS acknowledges that '‘Dublin B@§§an important habitat for fish' and 'the
@
concentrations of heavy metals\oﬁﬁublin Bay are generally low."™*  During

E
operation, biocides will be %\dﬁed to cooling water to prevent fouling. How

X
adequate are measures g@ﬁit biocides and avoid leaks? The EIS states that "It
is not possible beforehand accurately to set the required dosage... In practise the

1146 and

required dosage is found by testing and adjusting during the operation.
'The fate of the biocides has only been studied for normal plant operation
scenarios.' (Elsam, 2006, p. 340). This appears to be a haphazard approach and

makes it difficult to accurately assess the impact of biocides on water quality in

the Bay. Thus, it is concluded that hypochlorite and its degradation product 'may

12 see Greenpeace, 2001b, p. 39.
13 Elsam, 2006, p. 304.
' Elsam, 2006, p. 317.
15 Elsam, 2006, p. 327-328.
146 Elsam, 2006, p. 329.
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have toxic effects on the Liffey estuary.”" The likelihood of these effects
occurring and their exact nature are not clarified. Similarly, the conclusion
reached after modelling the effects of the thermal discharge is that they 'may be

limited to the area close to the outfall' from the proposed incinerator.'*®

&
@
S
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S
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A
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"7 Elsam, 2006, p. 369.
"% Elsam, 2006, p. 363.
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Human Beings (13)

This section of the EIS concentrated on the community issues and health

impacts of the proposed incinerator. It identifies a number of positive effects:

¢ Increased direct and indirect local employment combined with no negative
effect on existing local employment.

e A Community Gain Fund will be created for the benefit of the local

community.
e District heating generated by the facility. s
>
e The refurbishment of Pigeon House PowerCS‘?ation and Hotel.
S
G
SN

However 'a preliminary risk assessr\(@zgt*ﬁas identified a small number of major

v 149

KO
accident scenarios' " but argggsgtﬁ%t the effects of these 'outside the site' would

R
&)
S

&

S

be minimal.

It should also be pointed out that adequate community facilities should not
require the provision of an incinerafor to be provided. Such facilities should be
provided as required to all communities rather than as some sort of 'bonus’ for
accepting the location of an incinerator in their midst. A number of counter points

need be made.

14 Elsam, 2006, p. 26.
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There is far greater job-creation potential in investing in waste

prevention, re-use and recycling.

150

While the project will create 64 jobs™ when operational and up to 500 during

151

construction, ' this is a very small number of jobs given that the investment in

the facility is estimated at over 1 billion euro over the lifetime of the project.'®
Incineration is a capital-intensive rather than labour-intensive process, certainly
compared with the alternatives. Research in the US has éhown that composting,
recycling and re-use programs can generate up to ten times as many jobs as

incineration.’® The EPA (2004b) state that 'Recycling and recovery activities are

S
job rich compared to landfill and incineration.">* g&?ey go on to state that 'From

-
N
an economic perspective incineration is Og,ag@ cheap alternative due to its high
SO
capital and operating costs."’>® .&\é\i@é
e

\(\ _
kY
Comparing costs from a studycof four composting facilities in Canada and the US
{\

it is found that while tht-‘fyO are significantly smaller than the proposed Poolbeg
incinerator, their cost per job is significantly lower:
Sorel-Tracey Facility (Quebec, Canada):
Capital development cost: US$15m
Jdbs created: 15

Cost per job: US$1m

1% Ejsam, 2006, p. 20.

! Elsam, 2006, p. 31.

2 Irish Times, 20/08/2005.
13 GAIA, 2003, p. 30.

54 EPA, 2004b, p. 5.
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Edmonton Facility (Alberta, Canada):
Capital development cost: US$100m
Jobs created: 42

Cost per job: US$2.4m

Bedminister Facility (Marlborough, Massachusetts, USA):
Capital development cost: US$15m
Jobs created: 14

Cost per job: US$1.1m

é\\"&
&

Rapid City Facility (Rapid City, South Dakootgg@%@).

&S
Capital development cost: US$22.6m deffars
o

Jobs created: 10 , \Q\&\\O

S Q
Cost per job: US$2.3m s\c,o\\
. aﬁ:\\o
S
Proposed Poolbeg Facility:
Capital development cost: €500m or US$640m (approx).
Jobs created: 64

Cost per job: €7.8m or US$10m (approx)

'35 EPA, 2004b, p. 10.
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Incineration is a very inefficient approach to energy generation.

Connett (1998) estimates that if the US burned all its municipal waste, it would
meet less than one percent of US energy needs.'® He points out that 'more
energy can be saved as a whole by reusing and recycling objects and materials
than can be recovered by burning them."'*” Again, put in the context of the
significant investment in the facility, relatively little energy will be produced. it is
estimated that the proposed facility will génerate 460,000MWh of electricity and
970,000MWh of heat; enough to meet the electricity and heating needs of

45,000 and 60,000 homes respectively'®® at an estimated cost of €1 billion over

_its lifetime. %9 Compare this with the latest ESB !n{@rnatlonal 800,000MWh plant

planned for Asturias in Spain at a cost of ggﬁ‘(gf mately €500 million."® Put in an

alternative context, the EPA point ougﬂ‘\éi? the anaerobic digestion of cattle, pig
\\ 0
and poultry waste could gener@f&\«&p to 2.75 MWh of electricity per annum,
&, &\
equivalent of 11% of the elect%éﬂy supplied to the Irish Economy in 2001."°"
&

OO
It is estimated that the energy generated by all of Europe's waste to energy
incinerators would meet the electricity demand of a country the size of

Switzerland; this represents only 1% of Europe’s population.

No infrastructure for district heating has been put in place to

date and it is in many respects a hypothetical benefit.

¢ Connett, 1998, p. 10.
157 Connett, 1998, p. 2.

1% Elsam, p. 1784.

19 Irish Times, 8/8/2006.
1 Irish Times, 14/8/2006.
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The EIS acknowledges that 'Installation of an underground district heating
network is a large effort demanding comprehensive construction work'. The EIS
talks of 'excellent feasibility for a district heating scheme'*®? for the Docklands

83 of connecting local areas to a

and 'recommended to investigate the possibility
district heating scheme. Later the EIS is clearer on the status of district heating
when it states that provisions have been made 'should a district heating scheme

come into place."'®

While electricity generated by the incinerator can be fed to the local power plant

| all year round, district heating will only provide a tgé%ningful benefit during the

&
winter. o&ié*\
& °
S
SN
W
N
The use of such facilities will alsoﬁ\@gﬁﬁér reinforce a reliance on incineration.
S
2

\

\O
Administration of Cg@ﬁcmunity Gain Fund:

The selection process for membership of Community Gain Fund Board is
unclear beyond a vague ability to reﬂect community interests and needs. Explicit
criteria are required. A broad range of community interests must be represented
on this board, which 3 community représentative positions do not seem to

adequately capture.

'SUEPA, 2005, p. 3.
12 Elsam, 2006, p. 1784.
'3 Elsam, 2006, p. 1784.
' Elsam, 2006, p. 475.
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Human Health

The issﬁe of certainty relating to the impact on human health of modern
incinerators has been addressed earlier. However, it is worth pointing out that
while on the one hand the argument is made that ‘'modern’ incinerators properly
run in accordance with the latest guidelines are safe, the main research used to
support this view is 10 years old (WHO, 1996) and that it is hesitant in its
conclusions using phrasés such as 'in general', 'need not pose a threat' and
'may’ have a smaller impact on the environment than land-filling of untreated
waste.'®

oi{\é\

Elsam’'s use of a more recent overview 4919 thé\ research on the issue by the
Health Research Board (2003) was eg&"@ely selective in its interpretation of its

i° 0
conclusions. The HRB overvnew\ff8g~§ not give incinerators a clean bill of health,
L $
finding that 'evidence cannog&Be described as conclusive."®® On that basis,
adopting the precautionagy } approach would Iead to an avoidance of incineration

as its effects are unclear.

Yet again, Elsam end up stacking the deck in their favour by setting up a false
choice between incineration and landfill'®” in terms of the preferable approach to

waste management.

16 Elsam, 2006, p. 380.
1% HRB, 2003, p. 186.
167 Elsam, 2006, p. 389.
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To bluntly conclude that 'In fact, there is not a single peer-reviewed study
showing modern Municipal Waste Incinerators release hazardous substances at

198 is unsupportable on a

a level causing any harm to the people in the vicinity
number of levels:
e There are few peer-reviewed studies on modern incinerators.

e There is still huge debate regarding what exactly constitutes 'safe’ levels

of emissions from incinerators.

The level of detail given on the potential consequences of

&
A\
onsite accidents is minimal. Rk
S
If 'a fire could escalate to other parts ngf’ @gﬁe Facility' or 'Firewater could be
SO

1169

contaminated with waste... and coul\qbﬁghtaminate receiving waters' ~, what are

the likely consequences of suzg‘ir{\éi&dents and how would they be addressed? it
K
C;O

is not re-assuring that an Egv\argency Procedure Strategy 'will be prepared'.170

{\
Such a procedure shouldcéolready be in place and should form a part of the EIS.

18 Elsam, 2006, p. 390.
1% Elsam, 2006, p. 396.
17 Elsam, 2006, p. 400.
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Terrestrial Ecology (14)

The EIS argues that the site has 'low ecological significance.' and that 'all
habitats present within and immediately around the Site... are not of

"7 However, it is acknowledged that constructidn activities

conservation value.
could impact on the Brent Geese nesting nearby.'’? Again the re-assurance
provided in the EIS is less than satisfactory with the impact on the geese being

described as 'unlikely to be much affected’’® by construction while the

operational plant is 'not expected’'’ to have any impact.

&.
0N
While this may be the case, the wider impact on Réiblin Bay of a major accident
| S
also needs to be addressed S
Qo . &@
S
R
NS
&
KO
SN
<<O\ :\\Q)
S
RS
&
S
! Elsam, 2006, p. 410.
1”2 Elsam, 2006, p. 27.
'3 Elsam, 2006, p. 411.
'™ Elsam, 2006, p. 411.
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Marine & Estuarine Ecology (15)

The EIS states that 'none of the species or habitats recorded... were of specific
nature conservation importance or interest’’>. However, it acknowledges that
during construction and operation of the Incinerator, 'potential impacts in;lude
the loss of habitats and species, sedimentation and po}llution | and or
contamination of water, sediment and biota."'”® In a worst case scenario, there
could result 'in long-term negaﬁve impacts on habitats and species in an area of
recognised‘ nature conservation importance through physical disturbance and

pollution, both in the area immediately adjacent to ang? at some distance from the

$S
point discharge. 7 &
\ﬁ ,5*\
Even when taking an optimistic view of thdgf%g@cts under this scenario, the EIS is
&
S

hesitant - using phrases such as 'it Qﬁb@‘ars fish should be able to migrate up the
river’”® and that, while 'IIQ@\Q\@ known about noise and vibrations on

QQ

invertebrates’, their impact isSlikely to be minimal and short term'™

and there
‘could’ be contamination %f the area affecting habitats.'® In terms of the marine
and estuarine ecology, the EIS seems to be attempting to make the best of less
than satisfactory consequences arising from the construction and operation of
the proposed incinerator.

The environment into which the proposed incinerator is being placed -is an
important area for Atlantic Salmon, as well as other marine life, and the effects

on these fauna and flora have not been properly established.

'3 Elsam, 2006, p. 421.
¢ Elsam, 2006, p. 423.
7 Elsam, 2006, p. 423.
'8 Elsam, 2006, p. 424.
' Elsam, 2006, p. 425.
1% Elsam, 2006, p. 425.
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Archictectural heritage, archaeological and cultural

heritage (16)

According to the EIS, there are 'no recorded features of an architectural or
cultural heritage merit within the site.”®' Archaeological monitoring before and

during construction is recommended.

'8! Elsam, 2006, p. 29.
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Material Assets (17)

The EIS states that there are no residential developments within 1km of the
proposed incinerator,'® but acknowledges that over 26,000 households (70,000

people) live within 3km of the site.'®

The EIS contends that the development will not have a long-term negative
impact on local property values. The research conducted for the EIS into house
price impacts is extremely limited in scope and it cannot be concluded on that

basis that 'there is no measurable impact on properﬁy values, the volume of

NS

transactions or the desirability of property in neighg@\uring locations.' '®
Sy
Fx°
G
&Q@\Z}
e
. §O\$Q

While there is little researcfg(or\‘:\&the issue and the results are very much

R .
dependent on the assumpt{o*r%s made, there is considerably more research

§
examining how the sitiﬁ(_og of landfills affects property values. Much of this
research is applicable in the current context. Among the most recent findings

are:

e Kago (2004) examining the impact of the siting of waste treatment
facilities on property values in Japan found that such facilities did 'restrain’

the rise in local property values.

182 Elsam, 2006, p. 468.
183 Elsam, 2006, p. 444.
18 Elsam, 2006, p. 448.
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o Parker (2003) of the National Solid Waste Management Association cites
a number of examples where property values increased around land fill
sites, however this ignores the possibility that property values would
increase by a greater amount if no landfill were located nearby and his

sample size is small statisticallly speaking.

e Ready (2005) in an overview of research on the matter found that many of
the studies examining proximity to landfill sites and house prices 'have
found that houses located near a landfill sell for lower prices than similar

houses located farther away'185

while ac@owledgmg that the impact
varies from site to site. He conclu?}g@%@m his overview that 'no study to
date has conclusively demons}\rﬁieﬁ that the impact on house prices of a
nearby landfill is less gxfyﬁ% per mile."®® In other words there is
generally a negative lrv;pr:c:t on house prices that is greater the closer a
house is to a Iangﬁlpfln a more detailed examination he concludes that
while landfills do not always depress nearby property values, '92-95% of

all landfills do have negative impacts on nearby house prices.''®’

While it is not possible to identify which landfills have a minimal impact on
property prices, he identified two factors which had 'statistically significant
negative impacts on nearby property values' (Ready, 2005, p. 16):

e Waste volume - in other words the larger the landfill the greater the impact

on house prices.

18 Ready, 2005, p. 2.
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o Landfill prominence - the degree to which a landfill was visible from the
surrounding area also impacted on property values. The more prominent

. the landfill, the greater the impact on property values.

Given these findings and that the pfoposed Incinerator is at the larger end of the
scale in terms of the volume of waste that it will be consuming and that it will be
visible, it is reasonable to assume that it will have an impact on local property
prices. While the incinerator may not be sited in close proximity to property in the
short-term, that may not be the case in tﬁe medium to long-term as the Poolbeg

Peninsula is developed. In conclusion, the findings @@ the EIS on this issue are
&

O
questionable. S 5
&
Fo
QN
SN
NI
N
&
&S
S
Qo\ &\q
N
«©
O
00@
<
1% Ready, 2005, p. 7.
'87 Ready, 2005, p. 15.
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Construction and Decommissioning (18)

No ne‘gative impact is expected given 'proper construction management' (EIS
Summary, p. 31). A number of issués have already been raised in previous
sections regarding environmental impacts arising during the construction phase
of the proposed incinerator. However, it appears that much of this section of the
EIS is premature insofar as:

o It is acknowledged in the EIS that at this stage the construction 'sequence

and methodology' have yet to be finalised."®®

. As it is stated in the EIS that 'the selection and o;peciﬂcation of
S .

&
construction materials will be based onﬁloga??availability of these
D
S
materials.”"® It seems that neitherQQ%égéothese been finalised.
W
SE

4

S SN
Decommissioning: S

R

\Q

. . O
The section of the EIS dea{\@b with this issue raises more questions that it
O

O
answers.

e The estimated lifespan of the proposed incinerator is 'at least 30 years."'*

How do commercial arfangements for the incinerator impact on this?

o Itis unclear from the EIS, what (if any) agreements have been entered
into to ensure that decommissioning occurs to a satisfactory level.

e Who bears the decommissioning costs?

¢ What will be the environmental impacts of any decommissioning?

'8 Elsam, 2006, p. 452.
'% Elsam, 2006, p. 454.
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Other areas addressed:

Sustainability (19)

Sustainability is addressed under earlier headings.

Cumulative impacts and Interactions (20)

Cumulative impacts are addressed under earlier headings.

&
\(@\
&
)
N
N
R
S
&
Qg}\ S
&0
S$®
K
O
\O
&
OO
1%0-Elsam, 2006, p. 462.
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CONCLUSION

The concept of safe and well-managed incineration is unjustified by most of the
evidence that exists. Furthermore, the Environmental Impact Study submitted by
Dublin City Council and Eisam fails to sufficiently address a number of practical
planning issues arising from their proposal to site an incinerator on the Poolbeg
Peninsula. Therefore, the only appropriate action by the Environmental

Protection Agency is to reject the licensing application.

&
\Q\é
S
SN
S
S
NI
&
RO
NEN
((0\ \\'&\Q
\C’OQ
S
000@
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