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Maurice W. BryanB. Se., C. Eng., M.L.E.l., Eur. Ing.
Conservation Adviser

Telephone and Fax 01-4931877 22 Butterfield Park,
e-mail: alcedonua@eircom.net Rathfamham,
' Dublin 14,
Ireland
14/12/2007
The Secretary, : R :
Environmental Protection Agency, ﬂ Ba@?gaﬂﬂﬁw
P.0.Box 3000, ENWB@NM%N@E L@
Johnstown Castle Estate,
County Wexford. . { 7 BEE 2007
Waste Licence Register No: W0232-01
Applicant: Dublin City Council. &
e\
Facility proposed: Municipal Waste r\r.;,&férator at Poolbeg Peninsula.
S5
Dear Sir, & \‘>\ s

o S @\‘
‘Thank’yt!)ul for sendm'b ’rl‘i’e“l[the t(:lraft1 llcen&é‘ gnder the above  reference WhICh I 'have read wnth
some alarm L RN &\o) 2k ;
. , .OQ

| am compelled to object to the confi r ation of this licence on several counts as detalled lbelow
and must alsollrequest that the Ag:@*ncy holds an oral hearing to investigate these and other
objections whlch | understand wrlﬁb%el submltted especially considering the very large amount of
further mformatnon (approximately 3 OOOl pages) that has been introduced by the Council surpce the
license appllcatlon was made. leenhthle site of the proposed facility and the Dublin residence of
the majority of tI hose who would attend such a hearing | must also strongly request that it be|held in
Dublin, especually as | have some constraints on my mobility. | attach my cheque for € 300 to
cover the nec essary fees.

] ,
At this stage l”‘should say that many of my concerns arise from the recent decision of An-Bord
Pleanala to grellnt permission for the construction of this facility and the discrepancies that arise
between thatl mermrssnon and the! current draft licence. As someone who attended the full oral
hearing into ll}“e‘ application and who is dlsmayed by the way in which serious concermns put forward
at that mvestlgatlon that have |mpI|cat|ons for the operation of the facility and the heaith of the
surrounding %:oi:mmunltles as well as the economics of the process, were apparently ignored by the
Bord | must em phasnse my very real doubts if the procedure followed to date can possibly assure
the wellbemg'laf the communities surroundlng the proposed site, the natural heritage of the

protected areas and the environment itself. | will enlarge on this later in my objectlon

EPA Export 25-07-2013:22:29:40


mailto:alcedonua@eircom.net

.,

ST

4

|

1. Non-identification and Confusion of Responsibilities:

Before and during the oral hearing repeated requests were made for the Council to produce the
supposed contract with the proposed contractor which was said to have been signed in 2005. It
then transpired that no contract was actually in place, but in the period since the hearing it has
again been stated that one has been signed. The Council stubbornly refuses to expose this highly
crucial document, so that the contractual responsibilities of the various parties remain shrouded in
mystery.

At the hearing the Council gave the very strong impression that waste would be delivered on their
behalf to the entrance of the plant and all subsequent treatment would be the responsibility of the
contractor. Had they not done so there would have been very strong representations made
regarding the competence of the Council to operate any kind of process plant.

The experience of the local communities over many years with the large municipal sewage
plant at Poolbeg confirms that Dublin City Council is quite incapabie of operating any
process plant within stipulated limits, and that their communication with the communities
in such regard has been quite inadequate and gives rise to deep suspicion. The Council
has also proved quite ineffectual in discharging its enforcement responsibilities for
breaches of environmental legislation by third parties.

In the introduction to the draft licence the Agency assumes a quife different arrangement, which is
carried through the body of the document, where the Counc@g&vould assume the responsibility for
the operation of the facility and would be assisted by\“ §féssional agents”. Given some of the
disconnections in responsibility that will be demonstr: t@i\)u following sections this suggests a most
dangerous confusion, exactly the kind that has groguced serious problems with many similar
operations in the past. This confusion would ugt tedly be exacerbated, if not resolved at this

-stage, by the proposed arrangement for twcz@grhpanies fromM

‘technologies;; and cultires. (and eveh lapguage), to share responsibility for construction and '

i

-operation. 'At least, that is thekcurg"‘ t§fbest assumed interpretatidnw'bf the contractual *

arrangement. In this confusion | would.gubmit that either the Agency or ABP must nowlinsist on
the production of the supposed contr\aﬁ so that some definition and certainty can be introduced
into the process.
&

Until this is done the position of objectors and all those outside the Council and contractors must
be based on guesswork, which invariably leads to misinterpretation and subsequent problems of
safety, performance and excess costs.

It is quite clear from the two documents that both ABP and the Agency have limited their remits to
avoid any consideration of this vital defect, but at this stage it is essential that something as
fundamental must be properly examined.

Such considerations should, by this stage, have been well resolved in municipal incinerators
operating in Europe, and it is impossible to understand why the contractual structure cannot be
revealed here. The dangers inherent in the current status will be fully set out at the requested
hearing, and examples will be offered of problems with other operating incinerators that have
arisen, including those where facilities have had to be shut down.

One way in which these problems have been resolved in current European operations is by the
appointment of independent engineers on site to monitor the ongoing operation of the facility with
powers to close it down if critical limits should be exceeded. The imposition of some such regime
here would go far to reassure any community on which such a monstrous plant was being
imposed.

different continents, with different.
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2. Licenced Activities:

Class 12 in the Third Schedule of the Waste Management Act covers the repackaging of waste
prior to submission of any action associated with incineration. No proposal has ever been
submitted for any such activity at the proposed Poolbeg site, and its inclusion in the licence is
obscure and should be justified if it is indeed necessary.

3. Licensed Waste Recovery Activities:

in the table of permitted activities under the Fourth Schedule classes 3, 4 and 8 give very wide
scope for expansion of activities at the site to include many which are currently not sought and
which would be most objectionable to the surrounding communities. This requires clarification and
much improved definition of limits and conditions before any licence is confirmed.

4. Glossary of Terms:

Consignment Note: This appears to define the control of all movements of waste into and from
the proposed facility. However it does not refer to the relevant EU legislation governing the trans-
frontier movement of incinerator ash residues which would appear to have significant impacts on
the design and operation of the plant. These concerns were raised at the oral hearing and were not
adequately addressed, and the proposed licence is deficient following their omission.
&

Inert Waste: This definition is unsatisfactory in that it is n@@‘ referred to other standards and is
open to interpretation. @ Q@

Liquid Waste: No permission has been sought o cﬁ?@;\ted so far as is known, for the transport of
liquid waste by tanker to the proposed facmty Qﬁ%&hls condition should be corrected before any

.‘llcence is confirmed. e TR RO ~
! s m ‘“ Ex cﬁ% T I ; } H\ i iy ‘]\ " AR
Re5|dual Waste !The def nition ‘given: rs to conflict fundamentally wnthwttﬂe loperatung sx tem'i e
proposed by the Council in the EIS a?p sconfirmed in great detail at the oral heanng, where" the

system proposed was mass burn of uqéorted waste.. .‘.‘

Sludge: While the definition gn’@n is technically correct it does not restnctl]the sludge for this
proposed facility to municipal sewage sludge. The licence wouid, therefore, allow the processing
of other kinds of sludge, e.g..animal manure sludge, for which no planning perm:ssuon was sought
or granted. This definition should be corrected.

Turning now to the Decision: .

5. Partl: ’
Licensed Waste Disposal ahd Recovery Activities:
The activities covered have already been discussed in Section 2, and it is again emphasised that
their scope far exceeds anythlng proposed by the Council (so far as the communities have been
informed, which does not necessanly mean that they may not be intended for the future) or for
which permission has been granted Classes 12, 3, 4 and 6 should be removed or, at minimum,
much more rigorously defined.

6. Partlil:

Condition 1. Scope:
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1.3 it should be made clear that this paragraph includes relevant European Laws
under the various apphcable Directives. The permission granted by ABP appears to
contravene these in several respects and is presently being audited.

1.7 No definition has been established for “hazardous waste and it is important that
this be done before the licence is issued because of possible dlffenng interpretations of EU
and national leglslahon

1.9 While this condltlon is admirable in itself it is purely aspirational, as no adequate
mechanism has been stlpulated for ensuring compliance in the operation of the facility. If
the incinerator is wrongly designed/constructed/operated there are very serious potential
health and welfare outcomes for humans and wildlife, and giving the operator a “smack on
the wrist” for an excursmn at some later date cannot rectify the damage, even if the
excursion can be confirmed. This is the fatal flaw in the control system proposed.

1
1.10.b This sentence; should be changed to read “Site management infrastructure or
control with possible adverse environmental significance”.

Condition 2. Management of the facility:

This whole condition sets out a set of ideal conditions for the management of the proposed facility,
but ignores the “fatal flaw” referred to above. Because of capacity, operational and economic
constraints there would be every encouragement to the opegétors to minimise, conceal and even
ignore excursions from correct operating practice. Iggg absence of any significant real-time
reporting system to an independent authority (e.g. th ncy) there can be no confidence that the
system would prevent the kind of concealment, ob \ Ktlon and downright deception that has been
reported from similar facilities in other countries(\ o*\éy\

g ] |14

i

(e.g. fertms’eri ;b'rbductlon pharmace a?$§ mineral extraction and treatme”r"i't lIl N
come to mlnd) 'that does not permit ar%l&@\i'gument that “Ireland is different’. This is especnally!so
when a spht-responsmmty partnershnpﬁs supposedly involved, where each partner would naturally

attempt to hold the other responsnb!@ﬁor any |n0|dent and subsequent penalties.

The above will tend to be dlsmlssed as unduly pessimistic (similar suggestions were totally ignored
by the ABP Inspector), but the comments are based on wide personal experience of Irish and
overseas process and utility plant operation over a period of more than half a century!

23.2.2. This condition does not make sense, given that the licensee is aiready required to
carry out the stipulated activities under the terms of National Waste legislation.

23.25. The terms of this condition should be approved by the Agency before the facility is
permitted to start testing.

23.27. it is quite inadequate to leave it to the licensee to prepare the proposed list of
process control parameters, especially given its inexperience in such matters

23.28 This section suggests a regime where the Council sets up an interactive and
transparent communication programme to inform the adjoining communities and the public
at large about conditions in the facility. Past experience with the Council means there
would be absolutely no confidence in a system such as that proposed unless it were
monitored and verified by a completely independent body.

il ih L Bl
s:mllar"ﬁl‘sto'r]y' bf'kjﬁ%%éﬁand deceptlor{ |foﬂr various facmtles mlthls ,“[Coun!try K
commumcatlons K
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2.3.2.8.b. This condition should be modified to read “-—— information via the internet at all
times ---—-

2.3.28.b.i.  The requirement for internet access to real-time data is welcomed. However the
licence must stipulate the information to be provided and the required frequency of
refreshment.

7. Condition 3. Infrastructure and Operation:

3.21.2. The whole site selection and operation of the proposed facility is postulated on the
assumption that no hazardous emissions would be discharged from the stacks, so that the
nearby residential areas would not be at risk. The requirement for a windsock to be
erected clearly shows that the Agency is not convinced that this situation will obtain and
that it would be important to know the direction of the wind in the case of an accident or
excursion. This being so, and considering the sensitive location of the proposed facility, no
operating licence shouid be issued

33.2 All the information to be displayed on the proposed board would be useful if any
reliance could be placed on the numbers being manned and there being some kind of
effective enforcement available if the conditions were breached.

The experience of the local communities is that requésts for enforcement of existing
legislation by the Council are met with total inaction,@pecially if commercial interests are
involved, and that the only way in which the COQQC#s&n be forced to undertake its statutory
duties is to refer the matter to a higher authority This suggests that no licence should be
granted until proper independent enforcem\gf\ffgglechanisms are available.
N
.4 Given that the transport and g%ﬂﬁding.of waste ash is anintegral part of the; ;.
t

o 3.4.2.
. s [} v : G . AN
¢ [ system should include the wharf whfere loading} i

il

. odj;e:'rgﬁion of the *fa:”(:ilitj the rpropos%‘
is proposed to take place. }(0'\\ A{\é\
o 3
3.5. . No mention of any of t[\ége requirements was put forward at the ABP oral hearing.
As they will require substaq\tﬁ modification to the layout of the building and the proposed
operation of the facility this condition, if upheld, will surely require that the permission
issued by ABP be invalidated and the hearing re-opened to consider the implications and

safety measures required.

3.5.3. As there is no control of the contents of incoming waste shipments proposed by the
Council in the EIS, there can be no certainty that the drainage from the proposed inspection
areas would be suitable for use as process water.

3.9. The proposed storage capacity for bottom ash is completely inadequate. This point
was clearly explained to the oral hearing in the light of relevant European legisiation and
was ignored in the ensuing grant of permission.

3.10.1. The negative pressure regime within the building envelope can only be maintained
when the induced draught fans are running. When the plant is shut down for any reason it
will be quite possible for dust and odours to escape, so that this condition cannot be
implemented as it stands.

It should also be emphasised again that the ship loading operations for bottom ash are
proposed for an open quayside so that a completely separate dust control system will have
to be implemented there. The requirements for this should form an integral part of the
licence.
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3.15.2. This condition would require waste removal to the ship loading facilities to take

place at peak traffic hours. As it is proposed to move some 10,000 tonnes of waste in a
relatively short period it is clear that there will be intense fruck movement during this
activity. It is submitted that, before any licence is confirmed, much more definition must be
given by the licensee regarding the operating method that is proposed for this activity. No
consideration whatever has been given to any special precautions that might be necessary
at the loading quay or aboard the ship, or to the cleaning of the loading area and the
disposal of cleaning wastes after the operation, especially if the berth is to be used for other
purposes.

It should also be pointed out that this method of waste disposal will not be available for the
full planned life of the facility, as it is proposed to move the port to another location and to
use the vacated land for housing (See report “A Vision for Dublin Bay” issued by the
Council in October 2007). It would appear that the current planning confusion for the area
should demand that no licence be issued until the situation has been resolved and a
coherent approach defined. This point was strongly made to the oral hearing but was
ignored.

3.16.2. A further condition should be inserted here.

“The sensitivity of the site to marine flooding shall be réexamined in the light of current
knowledge to ensure that the facility is protected from aﬂ possible future flooding events”.

3.17.2 (e) The licensee must be asked to de #\ate the thermocouples offer the most
reliable and accurate measurement of this ¢ l&l variable. This should be required before
the licence is confirmed. {\QO\Q;&)

>

l I l
methodology for the proposed cg@t?o&‘and SCADA system.

3.18.1. This condition is mereLyS\asplratlonal No requirement is stipulated for |mmedlate
shut-down or other action in tfie case of an excursion, nor as to how this condition wouid be
monitored in real life operatfion.

3.18.2. The proposed‘ capacity is excessive, given that the Council has nowhere
demonstrated that the available supply of residual waste would even approach that figure

|

unless based on grossly inflated and now discredited estimates of population growth for the -

Dublin Region, or on the import of residual waste from a much wider area.

3.18.3. Given that the Council has not demonstrated the necessary competence in the
operation of sophisticated process plant it is only a statement of hope to propose that they
could do so for this proposed facility

3.18.5 This condition should be expanded to require that the critical 850° C temperature be
reached or exceeded all across the gas stream. Spot measurement does not provide the
requisite guarantee of elimination of toxic substances, and problems of laminar flow could
also arise.

3.18.6. Given that sophisticated control equipment is proposed for this facility there should
be provision in this condition for trend monitoring to start the auxiliary burner before the
temperature drops below the critical point if a prolonged temperature decline is noted.
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Given the capacity of the system and its inertia the Agency should stipulate the
response time required from this system in this condition.

As the supply of hydrocarbon fuels is forecast to become severely restricted or
ended well within the proposed lifetime of the proposed facility this condition may not be
always capable of being met. ‘

3.18.5-8.  The charging system proposed for this facility relies on manual operation, making it

3.23.

3.241.

SRR

4.2.

5.3.

5,5.

less suitable for automatic intervention in case of excursions, and the sheer size of the
combustion lines entail considerable inertia being inherent. These conditions and those in
condition 3.19 should be further examined and refined to ensure that the intention of the
Agency to promote the safest operation possible will actually be facilitated by their
requirements. This needs to be done before detailed design of the proposed facility
commences.

Note: Despite the ruling of ABP it appears to be very hazardous in the case of an
inherently dangerous facility such as that proposed to grant planning permission and issue
an operating license without any definition of the technical specification proposed, as
problems can be introduced at the design and procurement stages that are almost
impossible to rectify once the plant has been built. This leads to the commissioning of non-
compliant equipment, operational problems and politically motivated concealment of the
true situation, as has already been seen in this area. &
&

This condition is also aspirational, thou Y@hy. No standards are stipulated nor

is any monitoring mechanism set out to ensure%g pliance by the licensee.

&

O~
Despite the strong objections of@t?@*l\ocal communities the construction works on

. this facility are proposed to take placed: ,1inuously, 24 hours every day, and this conditionj: . + | |
: |placecon ’\ et ’

ﬁgefq‘s to-be strengthened to ensuggf%@%pliancef “Appropriately qualilﬂéﬁ” ‘appears to be al
subjective réquirement, open too(‘:b@derable argument after construction begins, and the'
Agency should set out how it is%&sﬁmsed that it should be fulfilled.

S\

O
Condition 4. Interg;@tation:
QO

It is the strong contention of the local communities that virtually all danger posed to
the receiving waters of the Liffey Estuary and its important populations would be removed if
air-cooling of the condensers were adopted. This point was not adequately considered by
ABP and the Agency should re-examine this simple and highly effective method of hazard
removal.

This condition states in very strong terms what “shall” happen. While this would be
very reassuring if it could be believed, but there must be a suspicion that this would not be
the situation in a real world process plant, unless very widespread use were made of
automatic control systems. If this is the intention of the Agency it should be stated in much
more explicit terms. :

Condition 5. Emissions:
This condition is too vague, what defines a “significant” impairment or interference?
Given that the site of the proposed facility adjoins an Impbrtant Bird Area,
designated as a Special Protection Area, the interpretation of this condition must be given

much more definition and clarity. Animals classified as “vermin” while on the site could well
be part of the food chain for protected birds outside (e.g. Kestreis), and measures to control
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birds on the site could easily have a serious impact on those outside. This is a
fundamental defect in the siting of the facility and the control methods referred in this
condition should be subject to prior approval by the NPWS if the licence is confirmed.

5.7. This condition is defective in that it does not make any provision for the
measurement of nano-particulate matter, which is now known to pose a hazard to health.
The proposed annual submission of dust emission figures would appear to be totally
inadequate and should be revised.

10. Condition 6. Control and Monitoring:

6.2 The proposed frequency of noise measurement appears completely inadequate.

6.4 This condition is also a worthy aspiration but lacks bite unless compliance is audited
by a competent, independent agency. This applies to all the requirements for monitoring in
this condition.

6.8 Noting the complex nature of the automated analysis and the sensitivity of the

sensors to contamination the frequency proposed for surveillance and calibration appears
quite inadequate.

6.10 Referring to the argument under condition 5.5 tiis condition also requires much
further definition, in particular of the meaning of bird—@sed nuisance. Given the proximity
of the protected areas and populations the p@aggo“immediate surrounds” also requires
rigorous definition. SIS

G

6.17. The meaning of this condition is @éﬁ\om clear. “Final effluent” should be properly

| defined. T owi ;\\9{\& L 1y ,‘;’wu |

! L ! ! H X ‘&é}oé\ ; e iREy

!?E, | - sSS - -
6.19/6.20. These conditions WOl;Jl: Z@\pear to give an excellent appraisal of any possible
damage to the waters of the eg}hary after 12 months of operation. H?wéVer no consequent
actions are stipulated in the gase of damage being evident, which reduces the value of the

condition. It is clear thatct would, at that stage, be politically impoésiﬁle to abandon the
plant, and very expensive to convert to air cooling

11. Condition 11. Resource Use and Energy Efficiency:

7.1 The Agency will no doubt be aware that the introduction of district heating would
further reduce the generating capacity of the proposed facility which, in any case, appears
incapable of reaching the figures stated in the specification. It is suggested that a properly
engineered and costed proposal should be required from the Council before any licence is
confirmed, as afterwards it would be too late to make any difference to the outcome.

12. Condition 8. Materials Handling:

8.2.3 (a). No proposal for waste inspection at the point of entry to the facility were put forward
in the EIS or put to the oral hearing, other than “spot checking”. This condition would
clearly influence the layout of the facility and have a possible adverse impact on the
environment in the area. This confusion should be resolved before a licence is confirmed.

8.2.3.(b). The thrust of this condition is fully supported, and possible problems arising in this
area were put to ABP and ignored. However as these problems would appear to have very
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significant potential to m]lpact on the design and even viability of the proposed facility it is
suggested that they should be resolved long before a licence is confirmed.

8.2.3. (d). This condition h‘as slmllar potential impacts to those described in the previous
paragraph, and should also be resolved before ficence is confirmed. It is again
emphasised that the proposed method of handling bottom ash does not appear to have
been used anywhere before thls conceptual proposal.

8.2.3. (e). This condition is vague iand needs to be defined. The Council has never made any
proposal to carry out such determmatlon and would, in all likelihood, plead that it was not
possible in practice to cc‘onform with that condition.

8.3. No provision has been made in the conceptual design or put before the oral hearing
for a waste quarantine area. | Once again the fundamental design of the proposed facility is
being altered without fany‘ opportumty being afforded to objectors to consider the
implications arising.

8.5-8.12. All these condltlons have potential impacts upon the design and operation of the
proposed facility, and no proposals that would meet their requirements were put before the
oral hearing. The process, ls thus degenerating into a series of ongoing modifications that,
if confirmed as is, wou‘ld render the EIS, the supplementary information amounting to
almost 2,500 pages and rthe submissions given to the ora{%\eanng completely redundant.
i
It has always been maintained that the design produ Igg he planning application was, at best,
conceptual, and that the final plant rf permltted wo o%e little resemblance to that design. The
introduction at a late stage of an additional part rzfer to the PPP process, with a different
technological background, appears guaranteed @6 gﬂ‘ake this situation even more difficult. At this

p.pomt |t1 appears lmpossmle for anyone to pr he cost or performance of the proposed facmty,t v 41’ i 11 i ) p
b

and that the only safe course for the Agencgﬁf&s to safeguard th'e ‘enivironmeérit and humanlhealth

would be! to suspend‘ the process until’ %\ gstc definitive design and operatr'on methodology have
been put forward. QOQ
$\
S
13. Condition 9. Accident Pre\agﬁ\ntion and Emergency Response:
O

9.4.1 (b). It is assumed, and should be stated, that this condition does not apply to waste
comprising fly ash, boiler ash or bottom ash, as its requirements could not be met by the
proposed facility and its operation.

14. Condition 10. Decommissioning:

This section appears to have limited relevance to the current situation; though decommissioning
will clearly be required at some stage if the proposed facility as allowed to proceed. However the
political reality is that the facility, once commissioned, would be most unlikely to stop unless the
most serious malfunction or operational deficiency was to be proved, wh|ch was confirmed by the
Council at the oral hearing

. The sorry saga of the adjoining sewage treatment plant bears abundant witness to the approach
of the Council to such a situation, and there is no reason to think that the much greater danger
arising from the incineration process would change their philosophy in any way.

This means that if the facility were to proceed its decommissioning would be so far in the future
that conditions made to govern it at this point would probably be obsolete and thus redundant.
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‘ Condition 11. Notification, Records and Reports. ‘

I It has already been noted that problems have arisen in other jurisdictions when records of serious
3 excursions have proved to be unavailable for a variety of reasons when subsequently sought. All
the sub-conditions in this section are very worthy in themselves and the records wouid be of great
importance in the event of any incident.

: However no responsibility is allocated for ensuring that the Council would devise and implement a
modern, safe system of archive management and safe storage, with rigorous controls, and this
should be included in this condition before any licence is confirmed.

1 11.7.1. The Annual Environmental Report proposed should be available to the general
public at a reasonable cost.

11.11.1 The processes named in this condition are not, so far as can be ascertained,
proposed to fall within the work scope of the Council. In this circumstance it is hard to see how
any reports that the condition requires would have any real meaning

it should be noted in this connection that the proposed facility would not appear to
comply with current EU and National waste legislation.

15. Condition 12. Financial Charges and Provisions. &
&
S
This whole section is founded on the assumption that ancial compensation is an adequate
remedy for loss of life and/or health, or damage to y or other interest. It is most strongly
contended that the duty of the Agency is to preve h ards to the health of humans, wildlife and
the environment and that any significant risk thg&K not be removed at the design stage should
‘prevent the commnssnch“ng of’the facmty untu[égﬁﬁ@s been overccmne M U
] S | ‘
This, in turn, would require that a sngmfg;@ amount of detailed design be completed before ‘any
licence could be confirmed. This is esp Ily relevant where the technology is untried in previous

practice. \5\

|

12.2.6. It is again emphasi,@%d that it is extremely unlikely that the proposed facility would
ever close, apart from turbine maintenance periods, once it had been commissioned. Certainly
this is the intention of the Council as stated at the oral hearing.

16. Schedule A: Limitations:

It is again emphasised that a treatment capacity of 600,000 tonnes per annum is grossly in excess
of the requirements of the Dublin Region. v

17. Schedule B: Emission Limits:
B.3 Limits should be stipulated for emissions to sewer given that it is proposed that
these will directly run to the adjoining sewage treatment plant and that there are many substances
that could cause damage to the process involved in this treatment.

18. Schedule C: Control and Monitoring:

C.1.1. The proposed list of key equipment appears unduly restricted. Given the immense
size of the proposed bottom ash bunker and the nature of the material it is difficult to see how any
measurement of “quantity and type” could be meaningful.
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No condition is imposed to require adequate built-in redundancy for critical measurements in
case of equipment failure, and this should be included before any licence is confirmed.

Cc.1.2 The proposed quarterly measurement schedule for many of the pollutants in the
stack gas stream appears to be totally inadequate. The EIS was based on the combustion of
unsorted waste, so that the composition of the stack gas could have varied significantly and
excursions could have been frequent. The definitions included in the proposed licence have
changed this, but if this is seen as having a large impact on the composition of these gases then
new modelling should be carried out and this aspect re-examined.

C.21. The parameters being monitored by the equipment proposed in this condition are of
critical importance to the estuarine wildlife populations, and there should be provision for “hot”
backup in case of equipment failure. It is not sufficient to stipulate “spares held on site”.

C.3.1. Allowing emissions to flow to sewer without monitoring or control appears
dangerous, as previously stated. This condition should be re-considered.

C4.2. Given the very large quantity that it is proposed to hold in the bunker and the need
for structural integrity of this construction it seems most unlikely that any sort of
representational testing of the bottom ash for the elements and compounds mentioned
would be possible.

&

C.6.2. The proposed noise monitoring at yearly inter\@s appears inadequate, especially in

the early days of operation if the facility were allgw%q‘io proceed
A

Q
No provision is made in Condition C for ongoing m@ﬁf@:ﬁng of the effect of project, both before and
after commissioning, on the bird populations i@%ﬁ\ adjoining protected areas, under the Birds
‘ Directi\(e.:'lf'his isa s}en’cws omislsion qnd shpék}dg@ﬁrectiﬁed. ‘| ‘ | | .

Lo ! (RO
19. Schedule D: Annual Environggel]\@ Report.
) &

It is again §tressed that the prolposeq\<i§e°port must be available to the general public in good time
after its publication and at a reasonabie cost.
s

20. Conclusion:

The proposed licence has been examined in great detail and has been shown in the foregoing
comments to have serious defects. Many of these arise from discrepancies between the findings
of An Bord Pleanala and the proposals of the Agency, but it is submitted that they pose significant
risks if the facility were to be built as the documents stand.

In particular the confusion and conflict that obtains in the planning process for the Poolbeg area
must surely demand that the licensing process for this large, intrusive and dangerous facility
should be halted until a proper plan has been agreed. :

If this is not done then it would appear very likely that the serious, ongoing problems that beset the
sewage plant would be repeated on an even larger scale.

| urge the Agency to deal with this by calling a public oral hearing and look forward to my
participation therein.

Yours faithfully
MW @ oy
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