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Castle Demesne House, Ivy Terrace, Tralee, Co. Kerry.
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Email: enquiry@oscarchitects.ie , ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION
www.oscarchitects.ie AGENCY
24 AUG 2009
Administration,

Office of Climate, Licensing & Resource Use,

Environmental Protection Agency,

Headquarters,

Post Office Box 3000,

Johnstown Castle Estate, :

Co. Wexford. 21°%' August 2009.

Att: Mr. Joe Reilly, Programme Officer

Re: Waste Licence Application by Kerry Central Recycling Facility Ltd.
at Scart/Caherdean, Killarney, Co. Kerry - YouO;.Ref: W0250-01

‘(\é\o

&

Dear Mr. Reilly, éﬁo@ &

| refer to my letter of 11" December 2008.@&\@& your reply dated 16™ December 2008.

In our letter we urged you not to is ,skké%f%aste Licence in this instance, as we, and
many other people believed that |’(<Wg§ a highly unsuitable location for numerous
reasons. &

&
Since that time Kerry Count)bf{:\ouncil, the Planning Authority, have refused to grant
permission, on two grounds only, these being inadequate percolation on the site, and
traffic safety, but they have expressed satisfaction with numerous things which are
contrary to their own Development Plan, and expressed no opinion on many other
important matters, such as the effect on tourism and traffic density on this already
heavily trafficked road, which will have to serve until the new road is constructed
anything up to 10 years from now. They had no comments on the effect of
environmental issues on nearby residents, and state that these will be considered in
conjunction with the issue of a waste licence. They expressed satisfaction with the
proposed surface water disposal and potential flooding on a site which essentially is
drained by two tributaries of a small river feeding directly into an area of special
amenity, where the survival or not of fish stocks is already marginal.

We enclose a copy of the Planner’s report and of the Decision, and our feeling is that
however unsuitably located this proposed development is, it would still have been of
assistance to Kerry County Council’s waste system, and they refused the application
with some regret.
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We assume that you already have their EIS, and details of the County Council’s
request for further information, tcgether with their totally inadequate response to
many of these questions.

We are also enclosing copies of our own observations to Kerry County Council on the
original application, and our further comments on the further information provided.

There have been something in the region of 160 objections to this development, and
we think that it would be deplorable for almost all possible environmental reasons
imaginable, and their effect on local people and tourism, if a waste licence were to be
issued.

Yours sincerely, &

é*
o\* @
o\*

Hugh ACampbell Dip.Arch., FRIAL

\\ X
g™
NN
O &
€
c.c. Mr. Thomas Campbell
&
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PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT_ ACTS 2000 to 2007
NOTIFICATION OF DECISION TO REFUSE TO GRANT PERMISSION
UNDER SECTION 34 OF THE ACT

KERRY COUNTY COUNCIL

Reference No. in
Planning Register: 08/2415

Siobhan Glynn, Kerry Central Recycling Facility Ltd,
RPS Consulting Engineers, C/0O Paudie O’Mahoney and Associates
Lyrr Building, Ltd., Grosvenor Court,

IDA Business Park, Upper High Street,

Mervue, Killarney,

Galway Co. Kerry.

Documents Recd: 28/10/08, 07/11/08 and on 25/06/09

In pursuance of the powers conferred upon them by the above mentioned Acts, Kerry County Council have by
Order dated 19™ August, 2009 decided to refuse to grant Permission {@r the development of land, namely:

In respect of the construction of (a) a Materials Reco&r@\ Facility (MRF) building, (b) an office
building, (¢) a public recycling centre, (d) an mt access road (e) local road improvement
works and associated site works at Scart/Caherdean, Killarney, Co. Kerry as outlined in plans
and particulars received on 28/10/08 and@f}_ r_information received on 07/11/08 and on
25/06/09

0)
for the reasons set out in the Schedule hexeg:@(Two Reasons) and having regard to any submissions

received in relation to the application &\5\
& SIGNED on behalf of
oy the said Council

E.E. Killarney

A. O. Planning
DATE: 19" August, 2009

SCHEDULE

SCHEDULE CONTINUED OVERLEAF
NOTE: An Appeal against a decision of a Planning Authority under Section 34 or Section 35 of the Act of
2000 may be made to An Bord Pleanala within four weeks beginning on the date of the making of the decision
by the Planning Authority. An. Appeal to An Bord Pleanala will be.invalid unless it is accompanied by the
appropriate fee. (Please refer to the attached guide for fees payable to An Bord Pleanala). Appeals should
be addressed to: An Bord Pleanala, 64 Marlborough Street, Dublin 1. An appeal by the applicant for
permission should be accompanied by this form. In the case of an appeal by any other person, the name of the
applicant, particulars of the proposed development or structure proposed to be retained and the date of the
decision of the Planning Authority should be stated. The acknowledgement of receipt of a valid
submission/objection as issued by the Planning Authority should also be submitted with the appeal.

EPA Export 26-07-2013:15:37:06 1



&t

1.

PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT ACT, 2000 - 2007

Reference No. in
Planning Reg._08/2415
SCHEDULE (Continued)

Sight distance for vehicles turning right off the L3023 onto the proposed development is below
the minimum stoppage sight distance of 160 metres as set out by Section 1.28 of TD 9/07 of the
Design Manual for Roads and Bridges. It is therefore considered that the proposed development
would endanger public safety by reason of a traffic hazard because of the additional traffic turning
movements the development would generate, at a point on the public road where sightlines are
restricted.

Having regard to the soil conditions on site, the Planning Authority is not satisfied, on the basis of
submissions made in relation to the application, that the effluent arising from the proposed
development could be adequately disposed of on site. Accordingly the proposed development
would be contrary to the proper planning and sustainable development of the area.

Page 2 (of 2)
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RECOMMENDATION TO REFUSE

File Number:

Local Authority:
Date Received:
Type:
Submissions By:
Due Date:
Decision:
Decision Date (MO):

Application Status:

NEW AF

082418

281

!

(& unt»y"t.plmmf

102008

PERMISSION

nfa,

)
19/08/2009

nfa

wia,

PLICATION

Applicant Name: KERRY CEN

Corvespondence Address: n/a.

Development Description: RIALS
VERY FACILITY (MRF)
'DING, (B) AN OFFICF,
BUILDING, (C) A PURLIC
RECVCLING CENTRE. (D) AN
INTERNAL ACCESS ROAD (F)
LOCAL ROAD IMPROVEMENT
WORKS AND ASSOCIATED SITE
WORKS, THIS APPLICATION

Grant Date: n/a WILL BE ACCOMPANIED BY
Initial FI Request: 171122008 \‘\ F‘fl’S' i‘\\'AS‘I £ I,ICI<IN(:?l'Z
o ) e APPLICATION WILL BE
Initial FI Received: 07/1112008 UBMITTED TO THE ’
Number of Appeals: 0 : THE PROPO

‘ Development Address: ‘SCART/CAHERDEAN!
1 KILLARNEY'
CO KERRY
& o
¥ lan\n{\g. T 3 Mahoney:
. —_— <k v - i 0
SITE LOCATION AND DESCRIPTION L0

3
The site, which has a stated aréa of approxima iﬁ'@ectare, is located in the rural
area adjoining the N22 Trale¢ to Killarney Nétighal Route which is to the east of the

site. The site is approximately 20 km fr
cent(g:. '

arney Town

Kill

¥,

Sounty’c

Gt
1 £ .
P

7

onQ' @ﬁee Town centre and 9 km from
S ,
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PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT

The proposed development is set out in the published notices. The details are given in
submitted drawings, in the responses to the planning application form, in the

outline specification and in the Environmental Impact Assessment Submitted.
Essentially, the development involves the construction of a Material Recovery
Facility with associated office buildings and Public Recycling Facility in the
townlands of Scart / Caherdean near Farranfore. All of these buildings are relatively
conventional in appearance and form for industrial buildings. Due to their height,
scale and bulk, the buildings will rise considerably above the public road (existing and
proposed). The applicant originally applied for permission on the 28/10/2008. On the
17/12/2008 the Planning Authority sought Further Information on 35 issues. The
applicant responded on the 25/06/2009 to the request for further information. That
response included, amended public notices and a revised EIS.

The Materials Recover Facility would have a proposed annual intake of 95,000 tonnes
as follows:

¢ 50,000 tonnes of mixed municipal waste

e 3,000 tonnes of organic waste

e 30,000 tonnes of dry recyclables

e 12,000 tonnes of non hazardous construction and demolition waste
A public recycling centre is also proposed for the deposition of recyclables including:

e Timber, metals and cardboard &
e paper O{\\é
e glass ,»0@: S
e plastic & &\6
e Waste Electrical and Electronic Eq@@gﬁlent

.
o fluorescent tubes S

. D
e Dbatteries F
N
e bulky waste RS
. N

e waste oils N
o textiles S
e hazardous househa&d%vaste

The general area is a mixture of farmland and one off rural houses. Immediately to the
North of the site there is an existing light industrial facility Independent Irish Health:
Foods. Across the road to the east there are a number of dwellings in close proximity to
the site. In all there are over 40 existing or permitted residential dwellings within 1 km of
the site.

It is indicated that water supply would be taken from the Council mains in the public road
for both potable and firewater purposes. The site drains to two tributaries of the Gweestin
River which is protected under the Quality of Salmonoid Rivers Regulations 1998. The
majority of this river is within the Castlemaine Harbour Special Area of Conservation.
The SAC is within 300 metres of the site. It is stated that all waste water from process
area will be directed to an effluent tank for tankering to a Water Treatment Plant. All
uncontaminated water run-off from paved and roof areas will be drained according to
Sustainable Drainage Systems SUDS principles will discharge of all water flows to
watercourse. Domestic sewage from on site facilities will be discharged to groundwater
via a treatment unit and polishing filter.
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ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

The planning application is accompanied by an Environmental Impact Statement,

which sets out the applicants’ estimation of the significant impacts of the proposed
development on the environment. It is concidered by the applicants’ consultants that

the proposed development would not, overall, have significant adverse impacts,

following mitigation measures as outlined by them, and subject to compliance with

the conditions of the future Waste License.

LEGAL PROVISIONS
The legal provisions relating to the treatment of this application are a

significant issue. The Planning Authority is precluded from considering the risk of
environmental pollution from the activity, the term “activity” meaning the operation
of the development that would be the subject of the waste licence from the EPA under

the Waste Management Act.

DETAILS OF WASTE LISENCE APPLICATION

Reg No. W0250-01
Applicant Name: Kerry Central Recycling Facility Limited
Facility Name: Kerry Central Recycling Facility Limited
Location of Facility: Scart/Caherdean, Killarney, Co. Kerry, Kerry.
Type of Facility: Materials Recovery Facility .
Principal Class of 4.2 @3}&
Activity: &
Description of  Recycling or reclamation &‘f? @i%amc substances which are
Principal Class of not used as solvents (mﬁgﬁ}?ng composting and other

Activity: biological transformatiQn processes).
Other Classes of 3.11, 3.12, 3. l%‘é\ 44, 4.11, 4.12, 4 13 *Please
Activity note for the pg@@‘e of clarity the classes of activity

proposed fal ‘thﬁ site are highlighted in green below.

Application Date: 12/1 1/200%0@

Licence Status:  Applied &
. , &
THIRD SCHEDULE ©
Waste Disposal Activities
11. Blending or mixture prior 10 submission to any activitv
referved to in a preceding paragraph of this Schedule.
12. Repackaging prior to submission to any activity referved 1o in
a preceding paragraph of this Schedule.
13. Storage prior to submission to any activity referred 10 in a
preceding paragraph of this Schedule, other than temporary
storage, pending collection. on the premises where the wasie
concerned is produced.

FOURTH SCHEDULE

Waste Recovery Activities

3. Recycling or reclamation of metals and metal compounds.

4. Recycling or reclamation of other inorganic materials.

11, Use of waste obtained from any activity referred to in a preceding
paragraph of this Schedule.
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12. Exchange of waste for submission to any activity referred to
in a preceding paragraph of this Schedule.

13. Storage of waste intended for submission to any activity
referrved to in a preceding paragraph of this Schedule, other
than

NATIONAL POLICY

‘Waste Management-Changing Our Ways’ 1998 by the Department of
Environment, Heritage and Local Government,

This policy document is one of the first in a series of comprehensive government
policy documents on the management of waste in Ireland. It endorses the
integrated waste management approach, based on the internationally adopted
hierarchy of options, which places greatest emphasis on waste prevention,
followed by minimisation, re-use, recycling, energy recovery and finally, the
environmentally sustainable disposal of residual waste.

REGIONAL/LOCAL POLICY
Waste Management Plan for Limerick/Clare/Kerry Region 2006 - 2011.
Executive Summary: The Local Authorities will support the development of
additional Materials Recovery and Waste Transfer capacity where it can be shown
to be consistent with the overall objectives of the Plan. &
&
N
Section 14.5: Due to the significant progress made g{gﬁ the increased recycling
rates since the implementation for the 2001 pl S\BMS proposed that the recycling
rate be increased to 45% in this plan. The ta eg@to be reached for each treatment
option by 2013 are Recycling - 45%, Thg\ﬁﬁéﬁreatments - 41 % and Disposal -
14%. P&
&L
Section 15.3: Local Authoritiewﬁl&‘é\lgage with the private sector regarding the
provision of public waste recycgn% amenities where appropriate.
A
Section 15.5: Local Authorities will encourage the development of green waste
recycling centres by the private sector.

Section 15.7: The Limerick/Clare/Kerry Region is currently served by three private
Materials Recovery Facilities / large Waste Transfer Stations. It is anticipated that
these facilities will be expanded in the future. At present these facilities generally
recover and process dryrecyclables collected from kerbside collections, bring banks
and Recycling Centres for transfer on to recycling facilities, generally overseas.
Additional facilities may be required in the future to accommodate an expansion of
kerbside collection schemes or to transfer waste to biological or thermal treatment
facilities. The Local Authorities will support the development of additional MRF and
Waste Transfer facilities where these can be shown to be consistent with the overall
objectives of the Plan

Section 15.11: Conditions attached to some planning
approvals for waste infrastructure restrictfacilities to handling only waste that arises in
the geographic area covered by the Waste Management Plan, the rationale being the

1
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proximity principle. The Government’s policy document ‘Taking Stock and Moving
Forward’ (2004), recognises that the proximity principle has been interpreted too
severely by some planning authorities and that some planning authorities have been
too literal in their interpretation of the Waste Management Plans. The policy
statement also states how each region has to take responsibility for its own

waste. While it is recognised that some level of regionalisation needs to be
maintained, the current system needs to be made more flexible

and workable. This is in accordance with the Section 60 Policy Guidance Note as
issued by the Minister for the Environment, Heritage and Local Government on May
3, 2005. This states “the application of the proximity principle does not entail
interpreting administrative waste management planning boundaries in such a manner
as to inhibit the development of waste infrastructure which will support the
attainment of national waste management policy objectives through the rational
development and use of such infrastructure”.

COUNTY DEVELOPMENT PLAN 2009-2016

8.3 Waste Management
National Waste Policy
The provision of a properly regulated, environmentally sustainable waste management
infrastructure is a critical element of the County’s infrastructure. Aside from
protecting the natural environment it forms an integral p%ff%of the infrastructure
necessary for industries to operate within the county insan environmentally
sustainable manner. The availability of such infg&éﬁ\n@ture can be an important
element of an industries decision to locate ino,@ a.
8.3.1 The Government's policy on waste iwement is set out in the following
documents published by the Departmeg@,i‘o the Environment, Heritage and Local
Government: S <

¢ ‘A Policy Statement on ﬁg@fe Management — Changing Our Ways’.

e ‘Preventing and Recyéil@ Waste — a Policy Statement’.

o  'Taking Stock and Mg¥ing Forward'.(April 2004)

e  Draft National Bé% oradable Waste Strategy’. (April 2004).

8.3.2 The main thrust of the policy is to promote the waste management hierarchy and
to aidlocal authorities in a transition to a modernised waste system. Government
Policy promotes the internationally recognised hierarchy of options:

e Prevention
Minimisation
Re-use
Recycling
Disposal with energy recovery

¢ Disposal of residual waste which cannot be prevented or recovered.
8.3.3 The policy sets out the Waste Management National targets. Many of these
targets are to be achieved through a regional approach to waste management.
8.3.4 In addition to this, the overriding principles of waste management policy are
those of ‘polluter pays principle’, proximity principle, precautionary principle and the
principle of shared responsibility.
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Regional Approach to Waste Management

8.3.5 The Local Authorities of Limerick City Council, Limerick County Council,
Clare County Council and Kerry County Council produced a ‘Waste Management
Plan for Limerick / Clare /Kerry Region’, adopted in September 2001. This has
subsequently been replaced by The Waste Management Plan for the Limerick / Clare /
Kerry Region 2006-2011.

8.3.6 The Waste Management Plan for the Limerick / Clare / Kerry Region 2006-
2011 covers all non-hazardous wastes generated within each of the above local
authorities. It sets out the policy for integrated waste management over the period of
the plan. It includes the planning,regulation, collection, recycling, recovery and
disposal of such wastes in accordance with current national and EU waste legislation
and policy.

INF 8-43

a) Facilitate the implementation of the waste management hierarchy and
the regional waste management plan including the maximing of the
diversion of waste from landfill in accordance with current national

and E.U. policy.

b) Encourage and support the development of Biodegradable waste
treatment facilities and recycling processing facilities.

Recycling/Recovery &

8.3.9 In 2002 5,704 tonnes of material was recycled msK}:rry By 2006 this figure had
risen to11,449 tonnes (including dry recyclables,\\pa ? organic waste, cardboard,
glass, aluminium cans,plastic bottles, tlmberggpg& batteries and white goods). This
upward trend is expected to continue.

8.3.10 The collection of recyclable mate sﬁ% currently achieved through collection
of dry recyclables at households, c1v1g}‘a@@mty sites and a system of bring banks.
Kerry County Council operates am\éﬁ{@ areas at each of the waste transfer stations,
the An Daingean Civic AmenitySi 23nd will do so at the proposed Listowel Civic
Amenity Site. There are current}y92 bring locations within the county. In 2001 these
stations collected a total of 1 &3@3 tonnes of material. By 2006 this figure had risen to
2,260 tonnes. &

INF 8-43 |
a) Facilitate the provision of additional waste recycling/recovery
facilities, including one in the Listowel Region and one in the Tralee
Region.

d) Facilitate the upgrading and improved design of existing and new
waste recycling/recovery facilities and the access to same to
accommodate the increasing level of usage of these facilities.
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ZONING AND LANDSCAPE
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He site is located in an area zoned- ﬁgﬂ general in the Kerry County Development
Plan 2009-2015 <<°

ZL 12-1 \00

Protect the landscape of the cgunty as a major economic asset as well as for its
invaluable amenity value qp?:eauty.

ZL 127

Preserve the views and prospects as defined on Map No’s 12.1, 12.1a~ 12.1u

Zoning Designations ,
12.2.5 The zoning designations for the county are as follows:

Urban

Prime Special Amenity
Secondary Special Amenity
Rural General

Industrial

Rural General

12.2.9 Rural landscapes within this designation generally have a higher capacity to
absorb development than the previous rural designations. It is important that
development in these areas be integrated into their surroundings in order to minimise
the effect on the landscape and to maximise the potential for development.

EPA Export 26-07-2013:15:37:06



View and Prospects

The view and prospects

12.3.1 There is a need to protect and conserve views and prospects adjoining public
roads throughout the county. In assessing views and prospects it is not proposed that
this should give rise to the prohibition of development along these routes, but
development, where permitted, should not seriously hinder or obstruct these views
and should be designed and located to minimise their impact.

PLANNING HISTORY
There is no history of planning applications on this site

ASSESSMENT

CLARIFICATION OF RELEVANT PLANNING CONSIDERATIONS

The Planning authority consider that the main planning issues for consideration in this
application are as follows:-

1. Compliance with Policy

. National Policy

. Regional Policy

. County Development Plan

. Proper Planning and (Sustainable) Development

. Site Selection

. Site Suitability O@ @
. Impact on Visual Amenity Og?&‘\

. Impact on Residential Amenity \\>\

e. Impact on Protected Structure/Cultur@E[éﬁage

f. Infrastructure — Roads - é’ )

g. Infrastructure — Sewerage/Storm\ "ter

&.
&
\Q(z\

QO o N o

PLANNING AUTHORITY RqE«cP()Rl‘i & SUBMISSIONS
&

S

Internal Reports
There were a number of internal technical reports on the application. The following
internal reports are on file:-

Environmental Department / Site Assessment Unit:

Requested further information which was responded to by the applicant. Final
recommendation of the Site Assessment unit is to recommend a refusal of
permission. This recommendation will be dealt with in more detail in the final
assessment section of this report.

Water Services:

The final report from the Water Services Department

(a)No objection to leachate disposal to Tralee Waster Water Treatment Plant, subject
to conditions.

(b) Water demand can be accommodated from mains, subject to conditions.
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County Archacological Officer:

Report Further information requested prior to a final recommendation. Following an
assessment of the further information received a recommendation to grant was made
subject to conditions.

Kerry NRDO:
The final report states that the development will not conflict with the N22 Farranfore
to Killarney Road Improvement Scheme.

Roads:

Further information requested prior to a final recommendation and in order to avoid a
refusal. Final assessment and recommendation of Roads Department is for a refusal of
permission. This recommendation will be dealt with in more detail in the final
assessment section of this report.

Prescribed bodies
There were a number of submissions from Prescribed Bodies. The following
submissions are on file:-

Health Service Executive:
Concern about pest / Rodent Control. Site assessment rep@y‘for proposed treatment
unit and P test result. No additional submission to furth@@\mformation received.

N
3 O
Department of Environment, Heritage & L @\B{‘;ﬁ)vernment:
Agrees with recommendations of County Agi%q&)logical Officer. Grant of permission

recommended. >
&
Department of Environment, H ({i%lgé & Local Government:
. o ayes OO
Environmental Officer: QL

Environmental conditions are rem‘i% of waste licence. Clarification on waste water
treatment tests and proposal.ggi@additional submission to further information
received. s

South Western Fisheries Board:

General best practices to be adhered to are outlined but no observation on whether the
proposal should be granted or refused. No additional submission to further
information received.

National Roads Authority:
No objection to proposed development. No additional submission to further
information received.

Kerry Airport:

Effect of the facility on the airport needed further consideration. What mitigation
measures are proposed needed to be clarified. Final report from Kerry Airport
concluded that if the measures outlined by RPS are taken then the facility should not
become an attraction for birds and would not therefore present any difficulties for the
airport.
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EPA

Waste licence application submitted to EPA on November 12" 2008 in relation to
development proposal. Advises on ability of third parties to comment on the Waste
No additional submission to further information received. Application not decided at
this stage.

An Taisce

This is a large scale industrial unit and would be more suited to an industrial zone in a
Town. Issues raised include traffic generation, impact on residential amenity and
pollution of nearby stream. No additional submission to further information received.

Third Party Submissions

Given the very large number of parties and the level of detail in their submissions in
relation to the original submission and the subsequent further information submitted, [
propose to outline, in brief, the points raised generally, without attributing any
particular point to any particular third party. This is for reasons of brevity. The full
texts of the third party submissions are on file

Many of the grounds of objection from third parties relate to the implications of the
development on human and animal health and the environment, in terms of potential
pollution from the activity. In addition, a very large amourggof the accompanying
documentation includes impact from the emissions procgés for the reasons outlined
above under “Legal Provisions”, I have not summa d these points.

The main points raised by the third parties in t}eﬁ\@ﬁnds of appeal may be

summarised as follows:- &
&Q S

<
N
County Development Plan Policy é'}\o &

e Not zoned for this type of. q@%(v\\
o Conflicts with County :.{l%pment Plan Policy
o Impacts of the Developgf@nt on Visual Amenity

v
Infrastructure C)0&525\\
e Inadequate Roads -Traffic

Flooding
Inadequate Effluent Disposal and Surface Water Disposal.
Impact on Kerry Airport

Impacts of the Development on Residential Amenity
e Operating hours 24 hours 6 days a week for commercial waste and 14
hours seven days for recycle centre
e Impact on Public Health

Other Considerations
+ Invalidity of the EIS / Inadequacies in the EIS
e Inadequate info EIS
o Inadequate pre-planning records
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ADDITIONAL INFORMATION SUBMITTED

The Planning Authority have reviewed the plans, particulars and documentation on
file, the Environmental Impact Statements, the revised proposals submitted in the
further information response and the revised the objections / observations to the p.a.
and the final technical reports. Further site inspections have also been carried out.

1. Please supply details of the peak water demand for the proposed development
including  for wash-downs, processing and other demands (I/s or m3/hr).
Further analysis will be required by Kerry Council to ensure that adequate
supply is available.

Further information received was assessed by the Water Services Department and
the follow up report states that:

o The water usage at the above application proposes a max 5,155 litres per
day.

o Water Services has no objection in providing a metered water supply to this
development provided the water demand does mg&?ilceed the max demand
given, RS

S
S0
2. The Planning authority considers tha effect of the proposed facility on
Kerry Airport has not been adeqtoka%%@‘addressed. In particular the potential of
the facility to attract birds not g%g@\%onsidered. What mitigation measures are
proposed needs to be clariﬁ@i‘%\xO
EX

Further information received w%z% assessed by Peter Moore of Kerry Airport and

the follow up report receivgd on 10/08/2009 concludes that: if the measures

outlined by RPS are tukgf\ then the facility should not become an attraction for
birds and would not therefore present any difficulties for the airport.

3. Please supply details of the constituents of the waste (quantity and quality) to
be connected to:
¢ The proposed treatment plant on site.
e The public treatment facility off site
The applicant is advised to consult with the environment and water service
departments of the council in this regard. Also please clarify the location of
the proposed public treatment facility to be used.

The response to the further information request was assessed by the Water Services
Department the are willing to consider the acceptance of leachate ar Tralee Waste
Water Treatment Plant subject to conditions regarding the quantity and quality of
leachate.
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4. It is noted that the applicant states that the processing of wastes indoors will
mitigate against any impact on human health. However the applicant does not
state whether this will completely eliminate any impact or merely mitigate the
impact. Please clarify the nature and significance of any impacts and residual
impacts after mitigation and provide supporting data and mitigation measures
if appropriate.

Further information received refers to Chapter 3 of the EIS which deals with
potential impacts at both construction and operational stage and states that it is not
anticipated that there will be any residual impacts on the human environment when
mitigation measures are implemented The nature and extent of the impacts are
summaries on table 4.1 attached to the further information received. The Level of
detail regarding mitigation of impacts is therefore considered acceptable.

5. It is noted that the applicant states that operating hours shall be 24 hours per
day 6 days a week for commercial waste and 14 hours seven days for recycle
centre. Please clarify the nature and significance of any impacts on the
residential amenities of existing nearby properties and residual impacts after
mitigation and provide supporting data and mitigation measures if appropriate.

Assessment of further information received: Level of detail regarding mitigation of
impacts now acceptable. The applicant proposes a traffiggmanagement plan for the
development. Odour abatement will be in accordance @ﬁlk best practice..

QO

. SN -

6. Submit details of the source of all wast anch are to be processed at this
facility and whether it is only propos \.@ deal with waste from the Kerry
Region. (\Q\\‘“\é&\"

>

7. A public recycling centre‘isﬁgﬁ)sed for the deposition of recyclables. Please

clarify proposed level of@*ték% maximum and minimum.
S
N

8. Clarify whether only waStes from the applicants own collections will be

processed on site oK ether that of other operators will also be processed at

the site

9. Submit details of the destination of all material processed on site (detailed by

type)

10. Submit details of the length of time all material will be stored on site (detailed
by type)

11. Clarify whether the administrative building relates to the use of this premises
only.

12. Clarify whether there is any outdoor storage of materials on the site. Please
show on the site layout plan.

13. Clarify Whether the information provided with regard to dust/noise/odour etc
takes into account the predicted level of time that the doors of the facility will
be opened.
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14. Please supply details of the source and treatment of compostables and
petricubles on the site and the source and destinations of the same.

15. Please provide details of the materials to be used in the processing of wastes
and a detailed description of all processes.

The Environmental impacts associated with points 6 to 15 are covered by the
IPC licence which is currently under consideration by the EPA. The request
was made to clarify the nature of the processes involved for the benefit all
interested parties.

16. It is noted that 95,000 tonnes of intake material is proposed per anum. Is this
the maximum amount that can be processed in the development. Please
clarify whether there is additional capacity on site for the processing of
additional larger amount of materials. The applicant are advised that if the site
has a capacity of greater than 100,000 tonnes per anum then the planning
application is subject to the Strategic Infrastructure Act 2006 and the applicant
is advised to withdraw the application and enter into the statutory
consultations with An Bord Pleanala.

The Strategic Infrastructure Act 2006 does not apply asSthe stated capacity of the
&

Sfacility is 95,000 tonnes per anum &

17. Please provide a contoured site layou égg@é\ erably colour coded) showing the
levels on the site after constructlon Y

18. Please clearly show all levels gﬁ\%u@‘and fill on site.
GO
The submitted contoured Iavou(@l@%mg cut and fill proposals indicated that there
will be a substantial drop in zzzﬁ)r levels from east to west. The site is therefore
dropping substantially away (ﬁwm the public road.

19. The proposed devecfopment does not comply with the standards with regard to
parking included in the Kerry County Development Plan 2009 with regard to
industry, offices or parking for persons with disabilities. It is considered that
the inadequate provision for parking may result in a traffic hazard. Please
submit revised proposals to comply with relevant standards

Provision of car parking is clearly shown on site layout submitted. A detailed
analysis of parking demand is also submitted. Car parking provision is accepted as
adequate hased on the case made by the applicant.

20. Given the scale of the development, pre-development archaeological testing
(the presence of drainage trenches and forestery plantations does not prevent
testing being undertaken, as suggested in the EIS) should be carried out and
report submitted for evaluation.

County Archaeologist has made a recommendation to grant permission subject to
conditions
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21. In relation to the proposed treatment unit on site there is an element of
ambiguity which requires clarification. The design figures used by EPS are for
a 30 person hydraulic load as well as a 30 person organic load — these figures
differ from those quoted in section “1.3 Foul Loadings” — Which of the two is
correct.

22. In the table 1.3 “Foul Loadings” the total hydraulic flow appears incorrect —
Please clarify.

Assessment of further information received: Negative indication given by site
assessment unit of Kerrv County Council,

Further information received was referred to the Environmental Department / Site
Assessment Unit. Their report states the following:

o The 2 trial holes indicate that there is a layer of blue grey clay from 600mm
below ground level to an unknown depth but to at least 2 metres (trial hole
depth). Blue clay will have no percolation quality.

o No T test results submitied. The form says not “T tests not carvied out”. It
is unlikely that T tests would pass if carried out in blue cluay.

o The site characterization form estimates the dischgrge ar 4000 litres per day
(to groundwater ) which is a substantial (Iisclugq}e and which could easily
Jind its way into surface water due to tlw\@nggﬁmeabiliw of the blue clay
layer. 00\0’\

. . SIS -
The recommendation of Site Assessmen{(@\@? is 1o refuse permission.
SIS

o Having regard to the soil Qé%gﬁmns on site, the Environment section is not
satisfied, on the basis ¢fy ibimissions made in relation fo the application,
that the effluent arising feom the proposed development could be adequately
disposed of on site. &&

§

23. With regards to sur(face water attenuation and disposal please submit the

following information:

o Study of application site showing the route or routes of surface water run-
off from the undeveloped site.

¢ Calculation of the surface water flows from the undeveloped site including
the basis for the calculations.

o Full design details of the proposed attenuation pond showing how
adequate storage is to be provided.

o Full design details of flow control structure at the outlet attenuation pond

e Proposal for the disposal route or routes of surface run — off from the
developed sites.

The further information received calculate that based on the drainage system
proposed for the site the level of surface water run-off from the site post
development will be the same as the level of surface water run-off prior to the
development.
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24. 1t is noted that there is vagueness the terminology used to describe mitigation
proposed. Please provide a schedule of proposed mitigation prepared by the
consultants and confirmed by the applicants. Where there is uncertainty with
regard to mitigation appropriate triggers or thresholds should be provided.
The schedule should also identify the person/personnel/body responsible for
implementing the measures.

Mitigation measures have been outlined clearly in Table 24.1. Responsibility for
implementation will be with Kerry Recycling facility limited

25. Please provide details of any difficulties encountered in gathering data
including data that it was not possible to attain.

The applicant states that there were no difficulties encountered in collection
data

26. Please provide confirmation from the all consultants involved in the project
that the information supplied as a result of the above requests will not impact
on or alter their assessments or recommendations. Where this is not the case
and the information should be supplied and revised assessment/data/plans
should be supplied as appropriate.

&

Relevant confirmations were submitted o'@é

o NG
In order to avoid a refusal O S
S

27. Please provide an accurate and @Eyé%tive visual impact assessment of the
proposed development, Thig“skbuld include new photomontages (with
accurate building heights <show relevant adjacent buildings and ground
levels) and show the visxg‘a'\l\{«i%pact of the proposed development both at time
of completion and subseqrfé%t to mitigation from relevant strategic viewpoints
from both the N22 Trai¢e to Killarney National Route which is to the east of
the site and the p sed Killarney / Tralee route corridor which forms the
western boundary of the site. The should be at 200 meter intervals within the
visual envelope indicated. The applicant is advised that the planning authority
have serious concerns with regard to the visual impact of the proposed
development especially with regard to the fact that this is a Protected View
and Prospect in the 2003-2009 Kerry County Development Plan.

28. The planting depth proposed is deemed to be inadequate to adequately
mitigate impact on the visual amenities of the area and the amenities of
adjoining properties. Please supply a revised planting plan to show proposed
planting. This should be in the form of a dedicated landscape layout plan and
accompanying specification. The applicant is advised that the depth of the
buffer should be significantly increased and that mature planting should be
provided. The applicant is advised that, in the interests of the amenities of the
area, planting should be provided as a buffer on the old N22 in place of the
ornamental planting proposed.
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29. Set back of any development on site should be a minimum of 50 meters from
the existing N22 National Primary Route.

An accurate and objective visual impact assessment of the proposed
development including new photomontages has been submitted. Visual impacts
of the proposed development both at time of completion and subsequent to
mitigation from relevant strategic viewpoints are estimated at date of completion
and 10 and 20 year timescales. Revised substantial planting is proposed. Having
regard to the above proposal, to set buck from the public road, fo the finished
Sfloor levels indicated on site and the height and exterior finish of the proposed
structures on site the Planning Authority concludes that the visual impact and
impact of views in the area ltas been minimised.

Unless the applicant demonstrates that the matters below can be
addressed to the satisfaction of the Roads, Transportation and Safety
Department, this Department will be recommending a refusal of the
proposed development.

30. The cross section of the existing Local Primary Road L3023 is unsuitable for
this type of development as it is ‘too narrow to accommodate passing traffic’,
as stated in section 4.2 of the document ‘New acgggg junction to proposed
Materials Recovery Facility’, Appendix P of thg*Environmental Impact
Statement. The overall road width inclugﬁr\'gﬁ\erges on a section of this road
has been measured on site as being 5.3n With a carriageway width of 4m.
The site layout drawings submitted,ﬁs 007/01 and DG008/02 indicate that
the road widening proposed on I\b@%}@al Road L3023 lies outside the land
ownership boundary of the ag@’ﬁgﬁ%t. The Roads, Transportation and Safety
Department cannot assumgfh@the necessary lands may be acquired to
facilitate this proposed réﬁg@\videning and the existing road width is
considered totally inad@\@%te to cater for the traffic associated with the

roposed developmen:
prop P Oog??

31. The cross section proposed for the widened section of the L3023 as outlined in
drawing number DG0014/03 is considered inadequate. A minimum
carriageway width of 7m with two 2m grass verges (to accommodate roadside
drainage and services) is considered the minimum required to service this
development.

32. The Local Road L3023 has a bend of radius approximately 15m on the
immediate approach to the N22/1.3023 junction. This bend would not
conform to TD 9/07 of the NRA Design Manual for Roads and Bridges where
the minimum horizontal curvature is 255m (two steps below the desirable
minimum with superelevation of 7%) for a design speed of 85 kph. As there
will be a significant intensification of traffic and particularly HGV traffic on
this section of road associated with the development, it is considered that the
geometric alignment of the 1.3023, particularly at this location, is unsuitable to
cater for this increase: The tight horizontal curve radius on this bend also
results in inadequate forward visibility to the N22/L3023 junction when
travelling eastward towards the junction.
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33. The drawings submitted do not indicate that 160m of forward sight distance is
available for vehicles turning right off the Local Road L3023 into the
proposed development.

34. The legend on the Autotrack drawing DG0015/02 states that a 16.5m
Articulated Truck was utilised in the analysis. An inspection of the drawings
indicates that at the junction of the N22/1.3023 a shorter Rigid Truck was used
when examining the exit from the junction. An Autotrack Analysis by the
Kerry County Council Road Design Office indicates that the swept path of an
articulated truck would be likely to conflict with another articulated truck
positioned on the right turning lane of the N22 ghost island.

35. The analysis has also not examined the path of an articulated truck turning left
from Killarney into the junction. An Autotrack analysis by the Road Design
Office has indicated that the swept path of an articulated truck would be likely
to conflict with the path of an articulated truck on the L3023 approaching the
junction.

Further information in response to the above points was assessed by the Roads,
Transportation and Safety Department of Kerry Courgf%ouncﬂ The report states
the following:

o An analysis of drawing DG0014/06 in izﬂ\@é\ﬂmr forward stopping site
distance for vehicles mmmg right o [@ L3023 into the proposed
development remains significant f@%ﬁk} than the required 160m. Section 1.28
of TD 9/07 of the Design Mar&@? QQ)r Roads and Bridges specifically states
that relaxations below mmlgﬁgﬁ stopping sight distance are not permitted
on the immediate appr 01@5‘1@010 junctions.,

&&6\

&

1
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PLANNING ASSESSMENT AND RECCOMMENDATIONS

An application for an IPC licence to the Environmental Protection Agency is running
in parallel with this application. No decision on the licence has been made to date. In
recommending it is noted that Section 34.2.C of the Planning and Development Act
2000 (as amended by the Protection of the Environment Act 2003) states that where
an application is subject to a waste licence the planning authority must take into
consideration the fact that the control of emissions arising from the activity is a
function of the EPA. Also Section 54 of the Waste Management Act 1996 as
amended by Section 257 of the Planning and Development Act 2000 states that the
planning authority shall not impose conditions relating to the controlling of emissions
from the operation of the activity or related to or following the cessation of the
activity

The proposal falls within the scope of Part 2, Schedule 5 — Development for the
purposes of Part 10 (Environmental Impact Assessment) of the 2001, Planning
and Development Regulations. The application is accompanied by an EIS, as
required under these regulations. I have read the EIS and in my view, it complies
with the requirements of Article 94 and Schedule 6 of the Planning and
Development Regulations 2001.

I consider that the proposed development is acceptable having regard to the following:

&
N
Policy and Principle of Development Q& @O\
Zoning éz%o(\\o'\
Visual Amenity < \&b
, . S NN
Residential Amenity NI

Impact on Archaeology / C ul@?‘?&k eritage
Surface Water Disposal / F{g (tbng
Effluent Disposal <<°;Q§\\

Roads infrastructure / Mfﬁc Hazard

Policy and Principle of D@ﬁ\elopment

Waste Management Plan for Limerick/Clare/Kerry Region 2006-

2011,

‘The Local Authorities will support the development of additional Materials Recovery
and Waste Transfer capacity where it can be shown to be consistent with the overall
objectives of the Plan.”

National policy (Changing Our Ways), published in 1998, set out targets over a
15-year period to reach a recycling rate of 35 per cent of municipal waste.
Subsequent policy documents Preventing and Recycling Waste — Delivering
Change (Department of the Environment and Local Government (DELG) , 2002)
and Taking Stock and Moving Forward (DEHLG , 2004) have proposed ambitious
programmes aimed to increase waste recycling, diversion of waste from landfill,
waste prevention and improving waste management infrastructure. The thrust of
this National policy is reflected in the Regional Waste Management Plan for the
Clare/Limerick/ Kerry region and within the waste policy objectives of the Kerry -
Development Plan 2009-2015.
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National policy endorses the integrated waste management approach, which places
empbhasis on re-use, recycling, energy recovery and finally, the environmentally
sustainable disposal of residual waste.

The Waste Management Plan for Limerick/Clare/Kerry Region 2006 - 2011 supports
the development of additional Materials Recovery and Waste Transfer capacity where
it can be shown to be consistent with the overall objectives of the Plan.Local
Authorities will engage with the private sector regarding the provision of public waste
recycling amenities where appropriate. Local Authorities will encourage the
development of green waste recycling centres by the private sector.

The County Development Plan 2009-2016 acknowledges that the provision of a
properly regulated, environmentally sustainable waste management infrastructure is a
critical element of the County’s infrastructure.

The Planning Authority therefore concludes that the location of the proposed
development at this particular site would comply with the above policies and is
suitable and appropriate to the prevailing land use and accords to the proper planning
and sustainable development of the area.

Zoning &
8S
. N
The zoning of the lands in this area is Rural Gene{ ] ddes not preclude this materially
significant use in this particular area and permi siQ@ f such would comply with the
proper planning and sustainable developme <§he area. Permissions may be granted

where the proposed development does not rsely affect the amenities in the
vicinity, generally complies with the partigétlar use zoning objectives.

S8
Visual Amenity o\A«\q

The site of the proposed develepment is located adjoining the Main Tralee Killarney
National Route. However gz%%ﬁ?e vegetation in the area combined with the
topography of the landscape and proposed landscaping this view would not be
significantly impacted on by the proposed development. The landscape is classified as
Rural General. The views enjoyed by the private dwellings in the area will be altered
in some of the situations but it should be noted note that the right to a particular view
from a private dwelling is not protected in Irish planning legislation. I therefore
consider that the proposed structures and proposed mitigation measures would not
constitute a visually incongruous feature on the landscape.

Residential Amenity

While concerns are raised in the submissions from third parties regarding the stated
associated negative implications that the proposed development and its industrial
processes will have on their properties in the vicinity many of the issues raised are
relevant only to the consideration of the waste permit application currently with the
Environmental Protection Agency. With regards to opening hours it is the opinion of
the Planning Authority that there will not be no excessive negative impact subject to

EPA Export 26-07-2013:15:37:08




—_—— e ]

o

good management practice and compliance with conditions attached to any waste
permit for the site.

Impact on Archacology / Cultural Heritage

Report from the County Archaeologist states that the proposal is acceptable.

Surface Water Disposal / Flooding

All uncontaminated water run-off from paved and roof areas will be drained according to
Sustainable Drainage Systems SUDS principles will discharge of all water flows to
watercourse. This is considered acceptable.

Effluent Disposal

The proposed waste water treatment unit does fall under the remit of the Planning
Authority and Environmental Department of Kerry County Council. Based on the site
assessment report submitted and subsequent site visits and evaluations the current
proposal for the disposal of treated effluent is considered unacceptable by the
Environmental Department of Kerry County Council.

Roads infrastructure / Traffic Hazard K4
%@'

Traffic Safety was raised as a concern at further i\gfo ation stage and detailed
discussion were held on site and guidance giversby the Roads Department of Kerry
county Council. However relevant DMRB sfamidards have not been achieved by
the revised proposals submitted and thevefdre a grant of permission can not be
recommended on traffic grounds. &x\i@

F°

A REFUSAL IS THEREFORE RECOMMENDED FOR
THE FOLLOWING REASONS AND CONSIDERATIONS

e Sight distance for efficles turning right off the 1.3023 into the proposed
development is below the minimum stoppage sight distance of 160 metres as
set out by Section [.28 of TD 9/07 of the Design Manual for Roads and
Bridges. It is therefore considered that the proposed development would
endanger public safety by reason of a traffic hazard because of the additional
traffic turning movements the development would generate at a point on the
public road where sightlines are restricted,

e Having regard to the soil conditions on site, the Planning Authority is not
satisfied, on the basis of submissions made in relation to the application, that
the effluent arising from the proposed development could be adequately
disposed of on site. Accordingly the proposed development would be contrary
to the proper planning and sustainable development of the area.

REPORTED:

EP

SEE
DATE: 20 August 2009
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Castle Demesne House, Ivy Terrace, Tralee, Co. Kerry.

I n
Tel: 066 712 1522. Fax: 066 712 1363. O S u I I “ Va n
Park Place House, 37 High Street, Killarney, Co. Kerry. C b e I I } )
Tel: 064 663 4475. Fax: 064 663 4476, a I I ' p architects

Email: enquiry@oscarchitects.ie
www.oscarchitects.ie

Planning Department,

Kerry County Council,

County Buildings,

Rathass,

Tralee. | 5™ August 2009.

Re: Proposed Recycling Facility at Scart Cross, Farranfore, Killarney -
Planning Ref: 082415

Dear Sirs, ' Si

This letter, with attachments, is in resgpﬁs% to your letter, dated 2™ July 2009,
informing us that you had recelverf@fher information requested, and that we should
submit to you any comments wh1\c‘h we may wish to make at the earliest opportunity,
in order that they may be fully’considered by the Planning Authority before the

" Decision issues on the 19" August 2009.

We attach a copy of your letter of 5™ December 2008 which confirms that we have
already submitted comments on the original application, and have paid the

appropriate fee.

Further information/clarification was sought under 26 headings, together with some
more general remarks on the proposal, site notices, etc. In their response, the
Applicants have described these as items, and we shall continue to use the same
description and numbering. As many aspects come up under several headings,

some duplication is inevitable.

Directors: Liam Waldron, B.Arch., MRIAI, RIBA, ASSOC. AlA; Sean MacGillicuddy, B.Arch, MRIAI, RIBA
Associates: Mary O’Conneli, B.Sc., B.Arch., MRIAI; Stephan Brits, B.Build, Arts, B.Arch, MRIAI
Consultants: Hugh A. Campbell, Dip.Arch., FRIAI, RIBA; Patrick J.F. O’Sullivan, B.Arch, FRIAI

QfSuHivan Campbell & Company Ltd trading as O'Sullivan Campbell Architects Page 1 of 31
Company Registered No. 050851. VAT No. IEBF82971V
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For the moment however we have restricted our comments to those which we believe
demand further immediate comment, and the remainder, which we have marked NC,
are those which we will leave to others more expert in the particular fields, or on
which we do not wish to comment at the moment, or which we wish to research

further in the event of an éppeal to An Bord Pleanala.

Most of the questions and responses provided are in relation to expansion or
clarification of the original material provided in the EIS, submitted with the application.
As such, we believe that responses should comply with the full requirements of an
EIS, that is to say, that nothing can be left open-ended, and the final
conclusions/proposals, together with their long and short-term impacts, must be
reached. In the Applicant’s responses, we find that inér\rg%ny instances this is not the
case and problems or potential problems are left ha\(@lng with vague suggestions
about finding other unspecified solutions, if th%‘s?hould prove necessary. We -
believe that such responses should be t\rg‘é}éﬁ as unacceptable.

s&f s

Our Clients, and presumably othe?sc,@have had recent approaches from the
Developers, offering to dlscussagén?ythmg which they consider unacceptable. They
feel that it is rather too late f6f this, and that their overall view is unlikely to change.
Had they been consulted and provided with the information which is now available, at
an early stage, they would have made their feelings known. As it is, they feel that at
this point, from the documentation already on record, the Developers should be in no
doubt as to how they and a huge number of other people throughout Kerry, and
indeed Ireland, feel about this outrageous proposal, with it's mind-boggling contempt
for local peoples lives, homes, financial plans and ambitions, for almost all aspects of
the environment, tourism, business, as well as foolproof air and traffic safety. In
their responses, for example in the revised road and traffic proposals, the Applicants
also show contempt for reasonable views expressed by the Objectors, and in many
instances there are no meaningful responses, or the proposals have been amended

SO as so be even more offensive.

Page 2 of 31
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The following are responses to the further information provided.

Item 1 Water Supply/Demand

From the figures provided, the average daily anticipated water consumption is 5155
I/d, comprising 705 I/d process water, 3,450 I/d domestic, toilets etc., and 1000 I/d for
“incidental use”. A figure of 705 I/d for process, which equates to about four 60
gallon domestic hot water cylinders, does seem surprisingly low. However, the latter
1000 I/d is to cover floor and yard washing, vehicle washing down, misting, damping
down certain materials stored externally including builder’s rubble, and watering
thousands of trees in their first few years, as well as other incidental uses, including
washing of sorted wastes, in some instances, seems to be an astonishingly low
volume for all this, and does not bode well for cleanlmess? landscaping, air quality,
etc. ltis less than one-third of the volume of wa&er;@ be used on employee hygiene

and comfort, and is rather less than the voluraé@@‘? a small 300 gallon domestic oil

tank. '\\OQQ@\@Q
&
KO
S
i S
Item 2 Kerry Airport O

The Applicants appear to mlssghe of the major points, in that it is not just the air
space immediately above an%i around the facility that creates a risk, but the level of
risk relates toa combination of distance and location from the main runway/light
paths. Coupled with this is that where there is a proliferation of refuse handling
facilities anywhere, the birds create their own flight paths when flying from facility to
facility, as scavengers do, and that some of these flight paths will cross those of the

airport and aeroplanes at a point when both birds and planes are at low altitude.

It is stated that the details of the proposal were issued to the management of Kerry
Airport and to Irish Aviation Authority, at an early stage, and that neither Body
officially responded with a submission or objection. We would suggest that this is
rather less than the truth as although neither may have objected at the time, at least

the airport did respond, effectively reserving it's position until the Developers safety
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proposals were more fully known. This was the point of the request for further

information, which remains largely unanswered.

We have been unable to locate the response from the Irish Aviation Authority, but
Kerry Airport, in a letter from it’s Gieneral Manager, Mr. Peter Moore, dated
19/11/2008 (copy attached), which date was after the full application was made, is

unequivocal in it’s position.

It states that he could not find, in the EIS, any reference to the possible effects that
the operation of the facility would have on the airport, particularly in relation to bird
activity. It then refers to some specific concerns, and asks what mitigation measures
will be taken to ensure that they do not become a hazagg?to aviation. He refers to
scavenging birds and to the proposed attenuatmg pgﬁd

e g
The Applicant’s response has, essential &Qﬁéén to state that there are no risks, and
they do not put forward any mﬂgaﬂog&ﬁﬁposals other than that all refuse will come
only in sealed containers, (which i fédmpossmle to enforce), and that they will consult
with others, if and when proble@y‘s are encountered.

o

From Figure 2.1 it is clear that the Milltown and North Kerry sites are both totally
outside the danger zone, while the existing and proposed two, both owned by the
Applicant, are both inside the danger zone, the proposed development being only

approximately one-third of the required distance away for proper safety.

Birds travelling from either the Killarney or the proposed new development to North
Kerry, will all cross the main flight path and, from either location to Milltown, will still
be very much within the danger zone. Milltown, being nearest the sea, will attract

most sea birds, which are noted scavengers and which will undoubtedly move on to

the new location.
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There may or may not be recorded complaints for instances involving the existing
transfer stations, all of which are outside the danger zone, with the exception of
Killarney, but the proposal introduces a new factor of a station very close to the most
sensitive part of the danger zone, creating new bird traffic crossing the runway and

flight paths.

The Applicants state that flight paths do not cross the site, but our own Clients inform
us that this is incorrect, as they have experience of flights crossing the site. Also, it
should not be forgotten that the airport is also used by small light aircraft which, for
much of the time, do not follow the same flight paths or altitudes of a larger
commercial aircraft, as well as coastguard and private helicopters transporting
golfers and other tourists from Killarney, Kenmare and Qk%’ewhere to golf courses and

hotels elsewhere in Kerry. . S

There are references to all organic mateg@id@avmg the site being covered. This will
certainly not be true of much of that gﬁi&w‘?\g which will be in open pickups and car
trailers, as is the common sntuatloﬁ@% all the existing dumps. The Applicants cannot
possible effectively police thwdﬁa?ty licensed operators, builders, and the public

vehicles bringing materials t(g“ the site.

We find the mitigation proposals and conclusions vague, illogical and not up to EIS

requirements.

How can a statement that there is no identifiable impact on the airport as the facility
is not located on any of the “commercial” flight paths when, although it is only one-
third of the preferred distance from the main flight paths and runway, will
unquestionably generate additional bird activity in that location, (stated as being
unlikely). At what point does “impact” become a collision — when a bird strike

actually takes place?
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The Applicants also state that because there are no recorded incidents relating to
birds interfering with the operations of the airport (again having used irrelevant
reference points), there is no potential in the future either, for any incident. This
seems to suggest that the 13km “bird hazard zone” does not apply to this application,

and therefore exempts them from this restriction.

It goes on to say that if there should be increased bird activity in the immediate
vicinity of the site (unspecified) bird control measures will be discussed with the
(unspecified) relevant Authorities. s the Applicant unaware that Kerry County
Council, in spite of their best efforts, have had to abandon most of their bird control
measures (overhead netting) at their North Kerry site, because of injury to birds. In
other words, future consultation with Kerry county Counsﬁ is unlikely to resolve the
matter, as there is no effective nuisance control, g)g&épt greatly increased distance
from residential areas and other accumulatloﬁég‘fD refuse.

\\}Q
<

OQ
The claim that to date neither of the éﬁﬁﬁrﬁ and Aviation Authorities have responded
with submissions or objections is >@bly untrue. The Airport, at least, has put the
matter back into the Applicant’ @;éourt and has had no meaningful response

S

We believe that everyone concerned should think very carefully of the risk to aircraft,
due to this facility. It is a vital component of our tourist and business survival, now
clearly under serious and increasing pressure from many directions, almost certainly
for many years to come. Any avoidable accident will, in addition to human

considerations, put all of this at serious risk. -

Item 3 Wastewater
If is proposed that 705 I/d waste water will be “tankered” to Tralee WWTP. The
1000 I/d polluted “incidental” and cleaning water has been omitted from their

calculations, and we have already mentioned that we feel this figure appears
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inadequate. Can it be that after all that has been said, the Applicants still intend to
put this water, through an attenuating pond, into the local stream and river system.
The tankers, not mentioned in the traffic figures, will also contribute to the traffic on

the N22 and it’s congested junction.

There will be much greater quantities of wastewater than suggested in the Further
Information (FI) if we take into account the surface water run-off from areas of the site
which might become contaminated as a result of the handling or storage of wastes.

If all wastes are handled indoors, the quantities of waste-water would be less.

There will be additional quantities of contaminated water from the wheelwash (if one
is installed). | would suggest that any facility handling vs(gfste must have a wheelwash
as vehicles entering and leaving may become cogta{‘hlnated by waste; and vehicles
leaving the site must have their wheels cleangdzét%fore travelling on the public road.
The accumulated water in the wheelwash&?:@?lch will be contaminated by waste, must

be replaced at regular intervals.

Item 4 Indoor/Waste Process(;m (Impacts)

Processing is to take place 2<4 hours every day except Sundays.

Waste acceptance is to take place 13 hours Monday to Friday, and 10 hours on
Saturday.

Public recycling centre is to operate 12 hours daily, every day.

Therefore there is no day when the plant is closed down and neighbours must live
with vehicles of varying types coming and going for a minimum of 12 hours every
day, and 13 hours on most. Meanwhile the processing runs for 24 hours daily for 6

days weekly. i.e. The premises will be operating for all but 12 hours a week.

If the plant were to operate successfully, we can assume that during these
acceptance periods, totalling about 90 hours weekly, or rather more than double the

length of most people’s working week, the doors will be opening and closing on a
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regular basis to permit the entry of vehicles. This will release noise/odour/dust/ light
pollution etc. intermittently all day, and much of the night, to the detriment of those
living in the neighbourhood and the environment generally. Even the intermittent

nature of the escaping noise, will be extremely irritating.

The alternative of temporarily holding material outside the building, and opening the
doors perhaps four times daily, is clearly unacceptable, for nuisance and bird

reasons.

The Applicants variously describe the impact of these effects as slightly negative,

temporary, of slight impact and negligible!
&

&
The handling and processing of waste indoors, %spg%lally C&D waste, will
undoubtedly give rise to dust, odcur and othgﬁ’@t&osphenc emissions. In order to
maintain a reasonably safe working atmg%m‘ére within the building, the operator
would have to install a ventilation sys;sg(nS resulting in local emissions of dust. Other
sources of dust would be the mov%m‘ent of vehicles on hard surfaces; and the

\
applicant has not indicated ané\g?broposals for mitigating these dust emissions.

Even though it is proposed to handle only recyclable materials in the facility, there will
undoubtedly be many occasions when organic materials will find their way into the
waste stream. The presence of these organic materials, and recyclable materials
contaminated by organic wastes, will give rise to noxious or unpleasant odours which
will also be released to atmosphere. Organic materials which cannot be recycled
would have to be stored before being sent to landfill; and the applicant has not

indicated how it is proposed to store these wastes and to prevent odour emissions.

Therefore in our view it will be almost impossible to contain the nuisance within the
building and we would consider many of the impact levels and durations described as

wishful thinking.
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As a comparison, we visited the Applicant’s other facility, near Killarney, in the
afternoon of 30™ July 2009, intending to hand in refuse and some items for recycling.
We were advised that there was no facility for the public and directed elsewhere, to
the Kerry County Council dump. However, we did notice a number of people
working and sorting materials in the yard, and there was a strong odour. We were

unable to see whether the shed doors were open or not.

Item 5 Operating Hours

We have partially discussed this under our response to Item 4.

However, we would like to further comment on noise, a@%i in particular in relation to

6

these opening/operating hours.

As already stated, our Clients property |g\‘ap&OX|mately only 75m from the nearest
boundary of the development, at whj\éﬁip%mt is situated the sewage treatment plant
and percolation area. Can one |rﬁag¥r?e what this will be like with almost continuous
bleeping and traffic movement(g‘b} vehicles coming and going and outdoor handling
of recyclables, the backgrouﬁ‘ld processing noise, when the doors open, with no let-
up. Most of this applies equally to numerous other families and individuals living
nearby. There will be heavy trucks and cars with revving engines and headlights
penetrating all these houses from 15.00 hours onwards in winter, as vehicles

negotiate the junction.

In our earlier comments we highlighted this, but the Promoters’ response has been to
actually move the access road, with it's near continuous traffic, from it’s original
proposed distance of approximately 250m from Mr. and Mrs. Campbell’s bedroom
windows to a distance of approximately 106m. This aggravates the engine noise

and headlight problem.
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They now say, interestingly, that the new access road will mitigate traffic noise when
in fact this new road will be substantially nearer to most noise recepters. The
mitigations are generally superficial and unenforceable, and the physical mitigating
proposals will take half a lifetime to come to fruition, and then only if the planting is

assiduously managed.

Processing waste for 24 hours per day seems excessive — this is not the type of
operation where machinery must be kept operating continuously, e.g., as in a power
station, paper manufacturing mill, etc. I have not heard of any other waste handling
facility operating for 24 hours per day, and you might query why this is required by
the applicant. In a quiet area such as the proposed location, 24-hour operation will

give rise to significant noise nuisance, even if noise |eve9%’ are comparatively low.
o@
S @
The companies operating hours at the K|Ilar@%rﬁughacurreen site) are restricted by

the EPA to the hours of 07:00 to 20:00 l\g&@y to Saturday inclusive, and waste may
be accepted at or despatched from @é@cmty only between the hours of 07:30 to
19:30 Monday to Saturday mclusf@@ The facility is not allowed to operate or to
accept or despatch waste on Sg}hdays or bank holidays. The applicant had appealed
this condition, and had requested the EPA to allow the hours be extended to include

Sundays and Bank Holidays, but this amendment was refused by the agency.

Two significant sources of noise, especially at night, will be the fans extracting air
from the building and the reversing warning “bleepers” which are a required safety
feature of loaders and other mobile equipment working within the building. These

noise sources can be extremely disturbing at night.

item 6 Source of All Wastes
The proposed facility is to be plonked in between, and within a few metres of each of
two of Kerry’s designated scenic tourist roads, one of which is residential at this

point, and the other to be operating in perhaps 10 years or more. During this time,
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the facility is served by the existing heavily trafficked road, and dangerous junction,
and although it is not nearly central, it is to be host to refuse from all corners of

Ireland, and is not even therefore only for the benefit of Kerry people.

The proposal contravenes the “proximity principle” as agreed in the Limerick / Clare /
Kerry Waste Management Plan 2006 up to 2011. The name of the plant is
misleading, as it appears that little of the materials arriving will emanate from Kerry,

and it is far from being central in Munster or Ireland.
How can any reasonable person even consider this?

Item 7 Intake of Public Recyclables @\&5"‘
The question and the answer refer only to the pupl Q&‘?ecychng centre.
e 9

Item 8 Operators who will be entitled t& u@e the Site
It would appear from the answer thak&?ﬁtﬁally anyone with a waste collection permit,
anywhere in Ireland, will be permﬁ‘tcgé} to use the facility, thus absolving other
Counties of having to provide f@éllmes in their prime tourist locations.

o
As you might imagine, a waste handling and sorting facility of the type proposed will
try to get business from any waste collector, and the most common way to attract
such business is by keeping the “gate fees” as low as possible. If the proposed
facility can operate viably with low gate fees, wastes could be attracted from any part
of Munster; and this is seen by the public authorities as “competition”, with an
economic benefit to waste producers. Unfortunately, with every benefit comes a
cost, and the cost (in the form of reduced environmental quality) falls on people living

in the vicinity of the facility.

|
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Item 9 Destination of Processed Materials

The details of the destinations of processed wastes are given, and will have to be
examined in more detail. At present most recyclable materials derived from the

sorting of wastes are exported.

Interestingly, refuse derived fuel is the only category without a destination stated,
reinforcing the view that an incineration application may follow. All, or part of
Munster Wholefoods property immediately to the north, although it is equally
conspicuous, might seem to the Applicants to be an excellent location for a second
phase, which the Applicants have stated as their ambition, and it's expansion has

effectively been throttled by planning permission refusa@mainly based on lack of

%\
safe access to the N22. @ 7@
ose?o &
Item 10 Length of Time for Material Sggﬂ'a@e on Site
&e@\ <
\.

\0)
It is difficult to understand why rﬂtx\éd municipal waste could be stored for up to 3

months, and organic waste @red for up to a week. Only inert non-hazardous
wastes should be stored, and any other wastes removed either daily or 3 to 4 times
weekly. The proposed storage durations would certainly give rise to extremely
noxious odours, and the working conditions indoors would become very unhealthy,
as well as becoming a huge attraction to rodents.

The public “drop off” area will also attract people who will drop off waste when the

gates of the facility are closed, leading to local “fly-tipping” and littering.

Mixed municipal up to 3 months is of concern where rodents will almost certainly be
imported along with the waste, bearing in mind that as each load of material is
processed, another load will take it’s place, therefore giving an abundant supply of

rodents and of fresh food for them. It has been stated that the public drop-off area is
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not covered or enclosed, and therefore it is inevitable that vermin will have sanctuary
at this facility. Organic waste up to a week gives concern for air pollution during hot
weather, and it is widely acknowledged that this type of waste is also attractive,
particularly to vermin for which no mitigation measures are specified.

It is also acknowledged that organic waste processing is not economically viable /

cost effective, and therefore by extension, it’s storage on site must be questionable.

ltem 11 Use of Administrative Building
NC

Item 12 Outdoor Storage of Materials
The storage of rubble externally will, particularly in dry 61?’wmdy weather, cause dust

in nearby gardens and houses, particularly as tQ@ 7g{%valllng wind is usually northwest

to southwest. This will be at it's worst wher&?ﬂ;gé rubble is disturbed. This will be at

Q\

it'’s worst when rubble is disturbed or adgj@;i 0. It will also blow across tourist and
other traffic on both the old and nev@fg@ roads.
There are also potential run-off r|‘>g§\W|th danger of hazardous wastes being mixed
with or inherent in timber and gﬁ)lble

<
Item 13 Opening and Closing of Doors for the Facility
We have already indicated our reservations that if they are not to be stood open for
long periods, these doors will be opening and closing almost continuously during

periods of reception of materials.

Is a trucker, on a round trip of perhaps 200 miles, going to be turned away if he

arrives unexpectedly late or early and outside scheduled door opening times?
The response notes that the emitted noise from processing will be contained within

the building when the doors are closed. This implies that it will not be contained

within the building when the doors are open. We believe that elsewhere in the EIS it
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is stated that the noise within the building is of a very low level. With heavy process
machinery — shredders, conveyor belts, heavy electric motors, etc., this sounds

improbable.

We note that a mist air system is to be installed within the building to reduce the

amount of dust and odours, but this is internal only.

Item14 Compostables and Putrescibles

Putrescible materials should be removed for disposal very quickly, otherwise very
foul odours will be produced. Compostables could be left on the site for longer, if
stored away from heat and moisture. Piles of wet compostable material will soon

become anaerobic, mouldy and will begin to rot. \\09‘
\(\QJ

\\\ ,zg*\
The non-viability of handling compostable wgﬁ‘gg\%;lves rise to concern for how well

this waste stream will be handled. In adodﬁ} et?i it is recognised that compostables are

an attraction to vermin, with unspec@@cﬁmtngaﬂon proposed.

Item 15 Volume of Material @0
The question of the facility’ schmlt is simply not answered. As the threshold for this
type of application is 100,000 tonnes, it seems more than likely that an increase will

be proposed soon after the operational phase.

As reported in “The Kerryman”, the Applicants have already stated at a public
meeting that this is only a first phase, and that the only reason incineration is not
incorporated is lack of site space.

As they have also stated that this is only a first phase, we must assume that the
probability is that second phase will incorporate incineration, and that a second stage

is virtually certain.
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Items 16(2) Contoured Site Layout and Item 17 Cut and Fill Levels

Comparing the new structure height with that of a neighbouring building is invalid as
the neighbouring building is on higher ground. The neighbouring building was also
constructed prior to the current much stricter planning process, in the 1970’s. The
scale of the buildings ignores the aesthetics of other nearby properties, particularly

private dwellings. This is irreversible and will devalue adjoining properties.

Item 18 Materials for Processing and Details of Processes
The Applicants have not stated which landfill or landfills they propose to send

material to. This is very relevant in terms of road network and road safety.

The submission describes the treatment, processing andgsortlng of received
materials before they are despatched elsewhere n@dlscusses the impacts of the

processes. og? ‘\Q
&Q \\>\

)
N ®\
It makes no mention of diesel and p@%@onverted into carbon monoxide and other

noxious health hazards, gases creg‘@;éd by the high number of heavy goods vehicles,
private cars and trailers, etc. w@ﬁ:h will be arriving and departing virtually
continuously for 10 to 13 houcfs daily, as well as the gases produced on site by

materials handling vehicles, dumper trucks, generators, forklifts, teleporters, etc.

Since the operators say that they wish to minimise the stand open duration of the
doors in the building, many of the trucks will have to wait for varying periods, and it is
a proven fact (by observation, anywhere) that most handling equipment operators,
and truck drivers, do not switch off their engines during relatively short waiting period,

often up to 20 to 30 minutes long.

This will be like living on a busy city street for neighbours in their houses and
gardens, only a few metres away. There are other environmental effects of this in

respect of flora, fauna, insects, birds and other wildlife.
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Item 19 On Site Parking
The Applicants state that the most viable existing boundary, in relation to botanical,

bird and other ecological features, is that to the west.

It would appear that approximately the northern half of this is to be totally removed to
make way for the new section of the N22 in due course, and that the other half is to
be subjected to having an aimost continuous line of cars, waste trucks and other
vehicles parked against it. Their noise, dust and emissions and almost certain to be

heavily detrimental to this feature.

Item 20 Archaeological Survey é@é”'
it would normally be preferable to have an archgeg\kﬁglcal survey as a first
consideration, but given the nature of the Iagﬁ”éﬁﬁs may not be feasible.

S
oQ&

S
Item 21 Hydraulic/Organic Loads@‘f@ment
The Applicant’s calculations and Tbgeﬁlctlons must be thoroughly checked by a
Hydraulic Engineer or Hydrolo@%t in due course.
QO
Item 22 Foul Drain Loadings
The Applicant’s calculations and predictions must be thoroughly checked by a

Hydraulic Engineer or Hydrologist in due course.

Item 23 Surface Water Drain Loadings

Rainwater storage via attenuation pond is proposed, and although Kerry Airport has
reservations about such a pond, no mitigation proposals are offered. Elsewhere it
has been made clear that if this is to be the method of dealing with rainwater, much
of which will be contaminated, it must not be put into the eco-system, but be tankered

away.
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We consider that the figures provided should be thoroughly checked by a Hydraulic
Engineer or Hydrologist in due course., due to the very high rainfall in the area, which

will fall on a 12.5 acre site, approximately 7 acres of which are hard surfaces.

Global warming is a fact, and as of now there can be no reliable projections for the

calculation of future rainfall, adecjuate for calculation of storage requirements.

Therefore the proposals must be examined in detail lest prolonged heavy rain or flash
flooding will cause an excess of run-off to that provided for in the pond and the
tankering arrangements. If such an occurrence should take place, and in the event
of interceptors / attenuation ponds / lagoons being flushed out, and getting polluted,
there is a serious danger that this water will end up in tlﬁ Gweestin River and the

Castlemaine Harbour SAC with potentially dlsa%r%ug repercussnons on Salmon,
0

Lamprey and Trout. Qos?i@s\o
N
Q@\
DS
ltem 24 Mitigation *§\§
0\ N
Traffic (Construction) fgo@\

It seems improbable that in a gpbject of this magnitude, construction traffic can
realistically and economlcally be stopped between the hours of 08.00 to 09.00 and
17.00 to 18.00. In addition to staff and workers, it is likely that this traffic will
comprise that of the main contractor and many sub-contractors, of differing size, and
often on differing work schedules. The morning in particular is the time when major
deliveries commence, and when small sub-contractors arrive, having gone to their
own premises to collect materials, vans, etc., and their day’s instructions.

Similarly, in the evenings, if they are not ready to finish work at 17.00,and finish at
17.30, must they hang around until 18,007

Furthermore, when the traffic is “released” at 09.00, it will be released straight into
the middie of the “school run” which variously operates from around 08.30 until 09.30,
by the time most parents get home again.

We understand that other objectors have made detailed submissions on this.
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Traffic (Operational)

How can the operators prevent vehicles from coming from the west. This is
unenforceable. Will there be carneras, or a full time watchman to spy on customers
using the public road, or will they be sent away again? If this were enforceable, it
would result in traffic from the west having to detour and create problems on other
small local roads so as to first get on the N22, thus increasing the traffic/danger/noise
on all these roads, with every vehicle coming or going having to negotiate the
junction with the L3023, already :aicknowledged as dangerous and at a blind bend and

junction, on a stretch of road officially regarded as dangerous by the Gardai.

This proposal is convenient only to the operators in that it absolves them from having
to provide proper road widths in a westerly direction frgﬁ'the site entrance. It would
also, like moving the site access road to the easg fuﬁ\er increase the discomfort and
risk to the people living on the main road. Qﬁr@bﬁlents have recently had two dogs

killed on this road by vehicles that did n n sto
y é}\gt?% p.

\o)
A recent enquiry seems to sugge% hat under the current and foreseeable financial

situation, the N22 is likely to reg‘mm the main Tralee/Killarney road for at least 6 and

probably nearer 10 years. ft’ is already heavily over-trafficked.
We understand that other objectors have made detailed submissions on this.

Air Quality/Climate/Odour
No mitigation of external dust from all sorts of sources is proposed in the operational

stage.

It is probable that no meaningful mitigation is possible in respect of the exhaust
fumes and noise emitted by the large number of items of plant, both internal and

external, and vehicles coming and going or standing at the site.
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Comment

We are extremely concerned at the increasing number of incidences which are
emerging in the material provided, where serious actual and potential damage to the
environment, and to people’s health, happiness and safety, are to be prevented,
simply by monitoring, or by rules laid down by the Company, which are
unenforceable. We have not counted the number of items to be monitored
continuously or regularly, but it does appear that a vast army of monitors will be
required. The documents do not say who is to provide them, or to whom they report,
so that effective and immediate remedies are put in place before accidents actually

take place.

Item 25 Data Collection Red
NC
Item 26 Impact of Further Informatlork\ém@arller Assessments etc.

Included is a certificate issued by Rgﬁia%d dated 23" June 2009 concerning the
effect of further information on eaﬁvg\r assessments and recommendations forming

s\
part of the original EIS procesgs™
(\

QO
It states that the modified proposals will have no further effect on a number of

aspects listed in the letter.
We cannot agree with this.

The moving of the access road substantially to the east would have huge further
effects highly detrimental to the human environment and material assets, as well as,
at the least, landscape and visual, light pollution, air quality, noise, vibration and

traffic.
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Similarly, the proposal that the N22 should in effect be the only means of access to
the development would also have substantial detrimental effects on the human

environment and material assets, air quality, noise, vibration and traffic.

Aquatic Ecology Report
There follows a substantial report on the potential impact of the development on the
aquatic ecology of the area, running to some 63 pages, followed by a number of

appendices, as follows: -

1. Submissions
2. EPA Monitoring Data.
3. MPWS ¢ SAC Synopsis.
4. Habitat Assessment at Invertebrate Sampling Sitéé.
‘Q\
5. Photographs. ~ ?@o\
6.  Fish Survey Data. G
S
O
g
& S

We do not propose to comment e»xtqﬁgwely on these at this stage, except on items

which demand an immediate reaég@\h as follows: -

fy\\O

&
&
The comprehensive report covers existing surface water drainage, the condition of
streams and rivers in regard to habitat and fish stocks, conclusions and mitigation

measures.

It also outlines the legal responsibilities of the County Council, the Fisheries Boards,
under the Wild Life Acts, Habitat Directives and Water Framework Directives to
ensure that the streams and rivers maintain a high quality habitat and appropriate

level of fish stocks.

The Report outlines the stream and river system which broadly collects the existing
site run-off and connect with the Gweestin River which is within the Castlemaine

Harbour special area of conservation.
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The Report notes the presence already of serious pollution and inhibiting culverts
along the length of the western tributary, with a resulting scarcity of fish. However,
the tributary is classified as having good potential salmonid habitat and is classified

as of high local value.

Likewise, the eastern tributary is classified in a similar manner, and the nearby
Castlemaine Harbour SAC into which both of these eventually drain are classified as

international importance.

Section 4 identifies six potential significant impacts arising from the proposed
development at both construction and operational tlmes‘gtogether with loss of stream
habitat due to the construction of the proposed ge%/\e?opment road and obstruction of
up stream movement of fish due to upgradwgg?@ﬁhe existing L3023 road, adjacent to
the development. These impacts occurob‘%ﬂ@ during the constructional period and in
operation, and are described as bel@fbbth short and long term.

QQ\ \\&\q

N

5\0
The Report concludes that in t@ﬁe absence of mitigation the potential impact of the
proposed facility on the streams and rivers would be major during both the

construction phase and the operational phase.

It then describes possible mitigation measures in general terms and in more detail in
relation to the construction process. This will require a high awareness and diligence

as well as knowledge of the potential problems, by the Contractors.

It then suggests mitigation measures in regard to the operation of the plant, and
essentially these form a complete and separate sealed drainage system which
collects and separates roof water and pollutants from roofs, external hard and soft

areas as including wash down liquids both internally and externally, it also includes
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inevitable liquids from spillages, leaks, and many other sources together with effluent

from toilet, washing facilities, canteens etc.
Culverting of existing steams etc is to be severely limited.

All drainage as referred to is to be: taken to a holding tank or attenuating pond for
tankering to a waste treatment facility, and all storage tanks to be of double skin

construction or bunded above ground, and provided with leakage detection systems.

It is noted that some of the streams are already in a “borderline condition for trout

survival”.

@&‘*&
There follows a number of Appendices, and ApRg%B( 1 which is stated to contain
correspondence with the various lEnwronmeg;é@K‘ﬂgenmes contacted, does not
appear to be included in these. The rerg&emﬁer of the Appendices deal with required

S
standards, survey data etc. &&°

Our Conclusion (on this sect&n)

This is a detailed and comprehenswe survey/report which points out the fact that
these waters are already polluted in places and in places are marginal in respect of
their sustaining habitat and fish. In other words this is already a fragile situation,

which is legally required to be protected by a number of State Agencies.

There is no doubt that without serous mitigation, the effect of the run-off liquids from
this facility would have potentially fatal consequences for the existing aquatic system

which is graded as being from local to international importance.

Although in theory the provision of sealed systems for run-off water etc., with storage
and tankering might solve the problem, the effective operation of this is entirely

subject to human error, and monitoring, and does not take into account current
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rapidly increasing rainfall in the area generally, the eventual extent of which is not,

and cannot be accurately gauged.

We would consider it to be folly to have this whole eco system wholly dependent on
constant monitoring and human frailty/ethical commercial behaviour. Simply, this has

not proved sustainable in many other places.

The proper solution is, for this reason and many others, to locate this facility

elsewhere other than in one of our high amenity spaces.

Further Documentation

@“&
The response continues with revised drawings, gegd?ts on drainage and sewer
calculations, waste water treatment plan, stgﬁg}‘ﬁram calculations, etc.

SO
oQ&

We note that Appendix F descnb(as@flﬁvj Control Unit which is described by the
manufacturers as being a flow coﬁtﬁbl device for controlling storm water flow to a
specific rate for discharge lntoéa\local storm drain or water course. This is totally at
variance with the migration Eiroposals which effectively eliminate any surface water,

potentially contaminated or not to enter the natural drainage system

item 27 Landscape and Visual - General

We would consider it to be a largely futile exercise in trying to hide a building of this
magnitude and height, in this elevated location within a realistic time frame, as the
screening consists almost entirely of planting in this quite exposed location with poor
soil especially when it will “occupy the foreground of the view shed” as stated in the
EIS. ltis also stated that “views will not be obscured in a significant manner”. This
raises the question as to whether there is any point in designating special views on
any road, whether tourist or not if this designation can be swept aside by a

commercial lack of sensitivity, especially by a development of such large scale. We

Page 23 of 31

EPA Export 26-07-2013:15:37:09 i



do not believe that any obscuring of the view should be permitted. Would several
four storey houses, which would be much less intrusive, be considered acceptable in

this location? We hardly think so!

Also ongoing management of the planting is mentioned, to be effective, and to
remain effective requires the management to continue, more or less for ever, and the
record of such continuation at sites of this nature in Kerry, is not encouraging. Even
if really effective screening could be achieved, the time scale to do so would be
enormous. This road is the main tourist route between Killarney and Tralee, North
Kerry and beyond. Even when the new N22 is completed it will continue to be the
“scenic route” for those not in a hurry. It will certainly remain the route for new
arrivals at Kerry Airport going to Killarney or the South Qénd the logic of having a
largely unscreened new and huge building in thg %;gé of an officially protected view,
even for 10 or 15 years, will be difficult for rroté?‘yopeople including our visitors to
comprehend. [f this permission is granteﬁ} &WI the designation of this view be

removed from the County Plan? If 89 @ﬁe door is open for this to happen elsewhere.
&\0)

This is at a time when our Tou§§1 Industry is buckling at the knees, and will continue
to do so for many years, wh?fe we are advised from all directions that we must
improve our product, which we are all trying to do by, for example, the reactivation of
the Swansea/Cork Ferry, in order to bring as many visitors along these roads as

possible.

It is hardly necessary to describe the anguish of those who have made their homes
close by, many of whom will look straight into the warehouse type building for the
next 10 or 20 years, a lifetime, waliting for the screening to become effective or even
partially effective, after which they will be looking into a wall of trees. We have
pointed out elsewhere that if this huilding should be constructed, it will have a
devastating effect on property values for some distance around, and many of the

property owners are already in a negative equity situation, from which it will take
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them many years to recover, so that they will effectively be financially destroyed. We
believe that Kerry County Council, having granted permissions for all of the newer
houses along this stretch of road have an obligation to protect those people who put

faith in the Council, from such wanton degradation.

A 50m building line from the national primary road N22 seems adequate, but on the
western side, parts of the building are between approximately 7m and 40m of the
reservation for the new road. This would be unacceptable, even for a small private
dwelling, and also contravenes the County Plan. If constructed the building would
tower over the road which is proposed to be in a cutting at this point. We trust that
the alignment of this new road is not to be moved westward to facilitate this and that

the Applicant’s stated intention of further developmenté\\,&
&

éﬁw
& \\

Item 27 Landscape (Photo Montages)0

The protected view to the southwlost\\@?'p lﬁe N22 is, or should be of particular concern
to the Council. Thisis a protecte%fov}c:)w in the County Development Plan. The
Applicant proposes a tall tree r@édmde screen. This does not protect the view, but
obliterates it. The view is thcé first sight of the Gap of Dunloe when travelling south
towards Killarney. Photo montages are provided for 10 different view points, 200m
apart. View point 1 is engineered cleverly, so as to suggest the facility will not be
visible. View points 2 and 3 which currently look down the valley to mountains and
coast will now look at a solid tree screen. View point 4 totally obscures the existing
views. These are described as “slight change” to the view. View points 5to 10 are

irrelevant.

Our Client points out that view point 2 is at his front gate. The Applicants state that
in 10 years the facility will not be seen, and the proposed planting will be visible, and
also in 20 years the facility will not be seen, and the planting will be visible. This is

described as “slight change”, after 20 years. The planting may protect him from
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seeing the view, but it is hardly the view that the Counbil-had in mind, when they
listed it for protection. This is an instance where the cure is worse than the disease

as the “mitigation measure” would in fact destroy the protected view.

Item 28 Roads and Traffic
We propose to leave detailed analysis of the alterations to the junction etc. to others
more qualified to comment, but we would like to make some remarks of a more

general nature.

Irrespective of detailed road design requirements being acceptable or not, this
proposal provides only sufficient road widening on the L3023, as far as a point just
west of the entrance to the site. Therefore the proposalvéfmply does not work, in
regard to road widths unless access to the site |§r§§’mcted as being from the N22
only. This is the current new proposal, whlgka’?’@a% a knock-on effect which
aggravates numerous undesirable featuge%\é?the development in relation to
increased problems of traffic safeiy,g&f@ vibration, light pollution and serious
S

discomfort of those living close by’ Q@
0

X
. i oooaé\ . ,
This is already a highly dangerous junction and stretch of road, and would become a

nightmare if this were to go ahead.

During our visit to the Applicant’s other premises near Killarney, which is iocated just
off a similar rural road, when turning off the main road, onto the smaller road, both of
which are public roads, we encountered one of the Applicant’s trucks emerging onto
the main road. It proved necessary for both the Writer and the truck to back, so as
to leave each other more room. The driver then moved onto the main road. During
this entire process, the driver was talking into a handheld mobile phone, and was
therefore executing the 90 degree turn from one narrow road to another, with one
hand. If this is the standard of traffic management by the Company, which can be

anticipated, then traffic safety will be even worse than we had anticipated.
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Seemingly not included in the heavy HGV traffic figures are the trucks tankering the

poliuted water to Tralee.
Our Client states the following:

When the Council required further information on the L3023, they did not distinguish
whether this was from the Junction N22 / L3023 to the entrance of the facility only, or
for an unspecified distance in both directions (i.e. turning towards Ballybrack Cross or
turning upwards towards the N22, from the entrance). There remains the issue of
independent operator HGVs using the narrow L3023 west of the site. It has been
clearly stated that anyone with a waste licence will be agfe to use the facility, how
and who will police this aspect’? This route will w?g%ertamty become a “Rat Run” to
South and West Kerry. Qoriz}\@

S Qg\
The Council in their request for fwrthQﬁ J@formatlon has clearly stated that the existing
L3023 is too narrow. Asiitis, theQBabhc water main is exposed in places, proof that
the ditches are being undermlrlgi’j People will simply not be safe on this road.
In the event of an accident, Wlll the Council be open to Litigation, as they have clearly

identified a safety hazard.

The option to purchase / purchase of additional land and the repositioning of the
access road counters some of the problems with the original proposal. However, the
N22/L.3023 junction remains the concern regarding the volume of HGV traffic, traffic

speed, and the sightlines along the road.

It is quite clear from revised drawings submitted that the existing junction between
the N22 and the L3023 will need to be re-designed to accommodate the new road

layout, and by extension, the ghost island on the N22 will also have to be
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re-designed. As itis, this ghost island is just 21.5 metres from the entrance o our
house. .Due to the anticipated high level of HGV activity, will the slip lane in this
ghost island be adequate or will it have to be extended to accommodate trucks
queuing to turn right? (If there is not enough space on this ghost island, there will be
tailbacks and a danger of pile up type accidents). Will this ghost island then
encroach on the exit/entrance to our house and is so, is this safe?  We already
very frequently have to wait several minutes before being able to exit from our house
onto the N22. At best this will further delay us leaving our house especially when
turning right. In addition, given the large volume of HGV traffic turning right off the
N22 on the ghost island, coming from the Farranfore direction, will this diminish our

view when turning right coming out of our entrance? Will this be a safety hazard?
@\‘»&

Due to the acute angle from the N22 to the L30%3 Iﬁlcks will need to turn quite

sharply when coming from the Farranfore dlgé@Sn Will there be a risk to vehicles

undertaking the ghost island due to ‘tail $WI@ from these trucks turning right’?

0963\**0

The proposed new access road i gt)r?smerably closer to most residents, and

therefore will create greater nq;éesl\nce There will be a constant stream of HGV traffic

creating light and pollution, ﬁ’mse emissions and traffic chaos.

The existing N22 from Killarney to Farranfore is described as dangerous by the NRA

and the Gardai.

There is a requirement for the facility to be 50m from th\e N22. This is accomplished

but the proposed N22 replacement road would abut the facility — this is not

addressed. It should also be appreciated that the (now temporarily shelved)

replacement N22 initiative was to address traffic levels on the current N22.
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Conclusion

This proposal is flatteringly described as Kerry Central Recycling Facility. It is none
of these things, but is mainly another transfer station, with refuse and recyclables
sent elsewhere. |It’s stated intention is to serve Kerry, Munster and in some

respects, the whole of Ireland. It is not central to any of these.

The proposal, by it’s nature is anti-social in almost every respect in regard to pollution
or potential pollution of all sorts, traffic and road safety, and effects on property and

on the lives of people who are already struggling at this time.

The documentation contains much incorrect and misleading information, as well as a
failure, in the EIS, to follow through numerous issues ig\a%gard to impacts and real
mitigation measures. In this sense, we believe ghg\ﬁls to be inadequate.
&8 59

This is not surprising, because, as PIang%sQ%nd ordinary people, we do not see how
such a development, with the staiemiﬁtlon of increasing in size in the future, can
possibly be put down and 1amme<<i @tween two present and future main tourist
roads, as well as virtually in th@&ront gardens of the residents of the area.

OO
On the 29" of July 2009 (last week) the Irish Times, in an article, drew attention to
the foreward of new planning guidelines, published by Kerry County Council to
protect the remaining landscape. It referred mainly to rural housing and stated that
foreign tourists have commented widely upon the damage caused by the failure to

integrate some of the 34,000 houses into the landscape.

The Senior Planning Engineer, Mr. Paul Stack, stated “it is clearly evident from
travelling around the county that significant damage has already been done to the
landscape”. He goes onto say “we should heed the warning and address the

integration issue going forward”. The landscape in Kerry could only accommodate a
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certain number of houses before irreversible damage was done to it and water

sources, he warned.

This is a timely article. How much rhore damaging would this proposal be to the
landscape and to tourism than one or two rural houses? Apart altogether from
almost certain environmental pollution, sooner or later, and devastating effect on
local people, it is highly improbable that this proposal could ever be properly
integrated into the landscape, particularly located, as it is, in the eye of a preserved

view.

The proposal massively contravenes a great deal of the County Development Plan as

well as any reasonable persons wishes to live at peacg\fﬁith their neighbours.

Among the unacceptable aspects of the proposqi

aﬁ’@\é

* Creation of local pollution in wrtugﬂgéh it's forms — air, odour, noise and light
as they affect human bemqs KO

 Similar effects on flora, fauﬁa?and most aspects of the environment, almost
certainly including the n@fural drainage system with consequent potential wipe-
out of fish here and in the nearby SAC.

» Greatly increased overloading of N22 by heavy vehicles, with or without
trailers, and consequential increased danger at a junction on a blind bend,
already considered dangerous by various Authorities.

* Potential for causing hazards around Kerry International Airport.

* Damage to bird life and breeding.

* Massive visual damage on two (existing and proposed) N22 roads, including
wiping out the protected view to a large extent.

* Consequent damage to tourism in the region with spin-off damage on most
businesses in the area.

* Qutrageous operating hours.
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* The concept of importing waste material from all corners of Ireland to a

conspicuous hilltop location close to Ireland’s premier tourist town, in a tourist

county, and then re-exporting most of them to Europe.

* Using heavy road vehicles to do this instead of locating close to rail or sea

facilities.

* In many instances, poor or no mitigation procedures.

In our view, such an ill-advised development should never be permitted in such a

conspicuous and generally unsuitable location as this, either in Kerry, or elsewhere,

and we trust that the Planning Authority will take the same view.

Yours faithfully,

HUGH A. CAMPBELL, Dimﬁrch, FRIAL ARIBA

HAC/MC/08081

‘Encls.

Copy of letter from Mr. Peter Moore, Manager, Kerry County Airport.
Copy of Kerry County Council’s confirmation of receipt of earlier comments.

Copy of Irish Times article dated 29" July 2009.
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Castle Demesne House, Ivy Terrace, Tralee, Co. Kerry. / .
Tel: 066 712 1522. Fax: 066 712 1363. O S u l V a n

_ Park Place House, 37 High Street, Killarney, Co. Kerry. C a I l l p b e I I architecté

Tel: 064 34475. Fax: 064 34476.

Email: enquiry@oscarchitects.ie
www.oscarchitects.ie

Planning Department,

Kerry County Council,

County Buildings,

Rathass,

Tralee. 28th November 2008.

Re: _ Planning Ref: 082415 - Application for Permission for Kerry Central
Regional Recycling Facility at Scart/CaherdeaQ; near Farranfore.

s
NG
&3°
; «QO »
Dear Sirs, N
. By
&
GO

We act on behalf of the writer’s sor%o‘gﬁ%mas Campbell and his wife and family.
Their home is as indicated on thp%@ttached map, and we wish to object to the
proposal, on their behalf. S

We enclose a cheque for €20.00.

We would like to make a number of general points relating to the area, the

development, and our own previous experience of such developments, as follows.
General Observations

A.  We propose to deal with the poihts roughly in the order in which they appear in
the EIS Study.

Directors: Liam Waldron, B.Arch., MRIAI, RIBA, ASSOC. AIA; Sean MacGillicuddy, B.Arch, MRIA|, RIBA
Associates: Mary O'Connell, B.Sc., B.Arch., MRIAI; Stephan Brits, B.Build, Arts, B.Arch, MRIAI
Consultants: Hugh A. Campbell, Dip.Arch., FRIAI, RIBA; Patrick J.F. O'Sullivan, B.Arch, FRIA!

O'Sullivan Campbell & Company Lid trading as O'Sullivan Campbell Architects Page 1 of 30
Company Registered No. 050851. VAT No. IE8F82971V '
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We are broadly familiar with the process, as the writer lives within a short
distance of the two other transfer facilities mentioned by the Applicant, i.e.
Higgins and Garry Dillon, one of which is within sight from his house, and both

of which he passes and encounters the traffic which they generate every day.

The new section of the N22 is critical to certain aspects of noise and traffic

safety etc.

Traffic on the existing N22, 9% of which are HGV, has been increasing daily so
that it is now well over loaded and this, of course is the reason for the necessity
to replace it. This trend will continue until the new road is in operation, even
without the additional traffic generated from the proposed development. Kerry
County Council have projected substantially |ncr%\a>“§ed figures for the year 2010,
(exclusive of additional traffic generated bxgtl%e proposal) by which time
presumably they had hoped to have tQ@Qﬁew road in operation. However,
construction of this section of roaddsén@w indefinitely suspended for economic
reasons, nor is it regarded as \(é@éﬁlgh priority in the County, when compared
to certain bypass roads etc. %e route is only a preferred one which, when
funds become available, @?II have to be formally agreed, land purchased,

S
detailed designs prepared, tenders sought, and then constructed.

In the current climate, it is clear that there will be no funding for at least two or
three years, and a similar period will then be required for approval of the route,
land acquisition, design and tendering etc, followed by a further period for
construction. It seems probable that this road will not be in use for, at the very
earliest, six or seven years. Given that the new road from near Shanahan’s
Nursery running aimost into Killarney will not be based on an existing road
being upgraded, a short section at a time, but that the route generally will be at
some distance from the existing N22, it is clear that most of this new section

cannot come into use until the completion of practically all of it.
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This means that all existing and all ‘natural’ and ‘generated’ increases in traffic
are going to have to continue using the existing road for an almost certain

minimum of at least six or seven years.

With the exception of some plastic, metal and timber waste, by its nature, the
transportation, handling and storage of refuse is a dirty process, and no matter
how well done, it will tend to be an antisocial operation, not to be mixed with

other cleaner and light industrial and domestic developments.

This includes soiling of surrounding roads by foul liquids, leaking from trucks,

and refuse which has fallen off or been dragged off by birds.

The process generates toxic liquids, odours, dus&\ﬁ@nd litter, while it also causes
heavy vehicular traffic, noise and poIIut|on&\»a§\~Well as the presence of
scavenging birds and other animals, I@T@ng vermin, and damage to pavement
and verges of typical rural roads, V\&%\r@ they have to be utilised.
& @
KO

o\*&\o’
The process is continuous, w&ﬁ fresh quantities of material endlessly replacing
that which is dealt with ogst%\ken away. As such it poses continuous health and
safety, noise, visual and a variety of other environmental pollutants, which must

be endlessly fought.

None of these antisocial spin offs can be totally eliminated, whether the entire
process is indoors, outdoors, or partially outdoors. This is borne out by the
vocabulary used in the EIS report in regard to the proposed manner in dealing
with the problems. The words used are “minimising, limiting, mitigation,

abatement”, the word “eliminate” does not seem to occur.

Achieving the lowest level of nuisance is dependent on immaculate

management, maintenance of equipment etc, and of course this cannot extend
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a

beyond the gates, in controlling trucks and private cars and trailers making use

of the facility.

It is clear from paragraph 6 on page 36 where it is indicated that as the Plant
will generate its own electricity for heating and process purposes, it does not
need to be located in a developed or partially developed area, but can stand
alone at a distance from other development, so as to show some consideration
for other people’s property and lives. The location of the Kerry County Council

dump at Muingnaminnane would be an example of this.

The full function of the development is less than transparent in the documents
submitted. It is described as a Central Recycling Facility, whereas in fact it
appears to be largely a transfer station with the gw‘i% 50,000 tonnes) of its
95,000 tonne intake comprising mixed m%@pal waste, most of which will be
sorted and sent elsewhere. Itis notc gegrgwhether after sorting, any recycling
actually takes place on the premlq ‘?whether this is basically another transfer
station for recyclable and non—l@@pclable materials, processed elsewhere.

S

S

6\

Volumes of tonnages ofO @mmercial waste are given in two places and in each,

almost as an afterthought, it is mentioned that it is also a public recycling centre
for household and other waste materials, some of which are seriously
hazardous. No figures are given for the anticipated tonnage or traffic associated
with this part of the intake, which could well generate more traffic movements
than the commercial waste, i.e. hundreds of small cars/trailers daily, on double

trips, with additional heavy vehicle trips taking this away again, after sorting.

The documentation describes the proposal as being the first phase of the

development.
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There is no mention of the purpose or location of the next phase. Rumour
suggests that this may be an incinerator. Such a development in this location,

adjacent to existing development, would be nothing short of criminal.

The EIS Report describes the surrounding land use as being mainly agricultural.
Although technically this is a rural location, and while the statement might be
true at some points of the compass, in this instance there are almost 40

occupied private residences within 1km, and several within 50 to 100m.

The EIS states that the Developers have purchased the existing dwelling on the
access roadway to the site. Presumably this is intended to imply that this

house will be barely habitable but they have not been so considerate as to offer
to purchase a number of other existing houses wgrﬁ’c%h are considerably closer to

the site than the one they refer to. {@ ,z@
S8
\Q \\>\
This is in an area where the EIS st@t%\s@here to be an increasing population and
where airport expansion etc. |§<@(§ﬁected to create a higher demand for housing
in the vicinity. It notes thatﬁé?ranfore is not developing to the extent expected

because of high traffic vgbﬁmes Such a development will not help this area.

Taken with the adjoining Munster Food premises, the immediate area would

more correctly be described as a hamlet.

On the front page of the North Kerry edition of ‘The Kerryman’ (26.10.1008) in
an article concerning the development, a Mr. Willie Madden, representing the
Applicant, makes some extraordinary statements, in response to questions

asked.

When asked if an incinerator was proposed, he stated that it was not, as there
is no room on the site for one, and that it would mainly deal with municipal

waste. Two things arise from this. Firstly that the emphasis on recycling is an
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exaggeration, as we have suggested elsewhere, and secondly that the absence
of an incinerator is due only to current site size. There is no reason in the world
why additional nearby land should not be acquired for the purposes of an

incinerator, probably from the same Vendor as the existing site.

He states that there are EIS measures to ensure there is no negative impact.
Again, as we have stated elsewhere, there are a great many negative impacts
which the Company hopes to “minimise, limit, mitigate and abate”. The word
“eliminate” does not occur. In fact, the EIS admits to a multitude of negative

impacts of all sorts.

He states that ground water would not be effected. How can one dispose of, in

an environmentally friendly manner, the run-off o@(v?quost 12 acres of hard

surfaces, much of which will be contamln%\te;;,AWIthout effecting existing ground
$

water and drainage systems? 09? St

\Q \\>\

oQ \

o (\é\

Mr. Madden also states that thé@ﬁz can easily cope with increased traffic,

when it is barely coping nowgoQ?s he aware of the anticipated vast increase of

traffic which it is going tq\aﬁ\ave to take over at least the next 6 or 7 years, even

without the addition of h|s development?

The EIS in Section 1.3 (Consultation Process) states, as does the application
form, that three consultation meetings were held with various sections of Kerry

County Council. The form does not.describe these, as required.

The consultation process provides for a record of the discussions, and
conclusions to be made, and signed by both parties. We can find no such

records on either the County Council file or elsewhere in the EIS.
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Site Selection

At an earlier stage the Developers requested a rezoning of land near Farranfore, but
this was refused on the grounds of amenity and access through residential areas.
The current proposal should be refused on the same grounds, together with a great
many more, as it is in conflict in numerous respects with the Current and Draft

County Development Plans.

The only justification which the Applicants have put forward in support of this
particular location is that it is central and convenient within the hub formed by Tralee,
Killarney and Castleisland. There are numerous other suitable and more isolated
locations which do not grossly interfere with the amengy " This may be central and
convenient for the refuse industry, but it is not sgfg&s numerous other people, tourism
38

prospects, and the environment. \Q \\

)
oQ \
&'
The EIS states, inter alia in regard t&fe&slatlon that it is Government and Local

N
Authority policy to support and eneg%rage development of recycling facilities at
suitable sites, for example in @used quarries. It recommends the involvement of
(oX

the private sector, so as to ensure that waste does not cause environmentai pollution.
Presumably the policy intends that the treatment of the waste will not cause

environmental pollution either.

In our opinion, there are many reasons, almost any one of which would disqualify this

location as suitable for such an operation. We note a few of these.
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Human Environment (Note sections 1 & 2 of the EIS concern format and

summaries of the document etc.)

(i) Existing Developments

It is unacceptable planning to locate such an industry, with the traffic and other
pollution which it will generate, cheek by jowl, with existing residential
development, particularly as there is no particular reason why it should be in
this location. It is contrary to most of the principles laid down in the current and

Draft County Development Plans, relating to the location of industry.

The presence of the adjacent Munster Food premiz&es which is relatively small
scale, adds no logic to the selection of this site. (\ﬁe existing development is
entirely different in concept, and has beee&\\?\Q’lﬁ‘many years a retail operation
dealing with food and health productg&@g@ch may now be contaminated by
various environmental polluiantseé\ﬁzﬁat property would be condemned to an
industrial use, permanently. ({o«\ Q\é\

O
\Q

These are important hgﬁ issues.
(i) Vermin

It would be difficult to find a less suitable neighbour for natural and health food
products. Such items are a magnet to vermin, including rats, and rats must be
regarded as endemic in refuse processing, sorting and storage. Even if efforts
are made to contro!l such rats, the nature of much refuse is that each truck load
may bring in more, and many of these will take up residence in adjoining
residential properties, as well as populating the new development and the

health food premises.
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The inevitable presence of scavenging birds will also be a health risk and
certain birds, such as seagulls and grey crows, can be a physical danger to
small children and family pets living, in some cases, within a few metres of the

site.
This is a serious physical and health risk.
(i) Operational Hours

Operational hours are stated to be 24 hours daily, six days a week, with
commercial waste acceptance 10 hours daily in the week, and the public

recycling centre open 14 hours for seven days a week.

g

\(\é\

Can the Promoters imagine what it would Qe?ﬁke to live within a few hundred
yards of this development, as many pgﬁms do, with their families? Coupled
with the existing and increasing tr@fﬁ@\ﬁmse for at least 6 or 7 years on the
existing main road, will be masﬁg&y noise, light, dust and other pollution,
which the EIS admits cannqsc@é eliminated, for 24 hours a day, a short distance
from their homes, togetQé?thh traffic specific to this development coming and

going for 14 hours a day.

How long will it be before permission is sought for 24 hour delivery, so as to
match the operating times of the plant and be more convenient for some

deliveries and customers?

This will entail people living and sleeping in their houses with the windows
permanently closed, summer and winter, while in winter, heavy vehicles,
including private cars, often with unlit trailers, carry out manoeuvres on this
already dangerous road, after dark from mid-afternoon onwards, when children

are returning from school.
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There will be constant glare within peoples homes, from reflected light. Most of
these people chose to live in a rural area to get away from street lighting,

industry and traffic, and to have a better quality of life.

It is noted that in the EIS, while there is detailed discussion on full compliance
with “official” environmental restrictions, such as the Castlemaine Harbour
Conservation area, salmon and trout rivers, and preservation of views, most
matters concerning the admitted deterioration of other peoples’ environment
and health, being treated dismissively. This deterioration is now denied by the

Company’s representative, contrary to his own EIS.

We believe that to permit this would be appallingly bad planning, and again

contrary to much of the current Draft and CountyéD"Qévelopment Plans.
&

S
This too is a very serious health, safe G environmental issue.
$
R
& &

(iv) Depreciation of Propérty Values

EC

X
&

It is obvious that this d(e}g\@%pment, if permitted, would seriously reduce the
value of adjoining properties, which will become virtually unsaleable, and into
which many of the occupants have put large parts of lives and resources. It
may well force people into a negative equity situation, particularly at a time
when, for the foreseeable future, with reducing employment and credit
restrictions, many people are already going to have great difficulty in continuing
to meet their obligations. We believe that the Planning Authority has an
obligation to protect citizens from being so unnecessarily trampled upon by the

Developers.

This is a serious economic factor in the locality.
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(v) Kerry Airport

In common with other airports, Kerry County Airport operates a number of
exclusion zones, with distances measured to the centre line of the runway,

some of which would be applicable to this development.

There is an elliptical zone of 6 km radius, and this proposed development lies
well within this. Within this zone, buildings must not exceed 10m in height
above ground level. Although the proposed buildings are stated to be 12m in
height, because of lower formation levels, they are of similar height to the
existing adjacent buildings, and, we understand, may not be effected by this
restriction.
é(@
Additionally there is a bird hazard restnct@ié?ea of 13km radius within which
any development which might aﬂra%@}w@ would have to be scrutinised and
among the facilities spemﬂcallyo%r@;@@ﬁbned as being within this category are
those intended for the hand}}@%@ompactlon treatment or disposal of household
and/or commercial wastes, &

00{\&0
The development is approximately one third of the required safety distance from

Airport.

We understand that Kerry Airport has already sought clarification in regard to
the development proving attractive to migratory birds, and this would partly
depend on the extent of outdoor skips and waste. Even a small amount of
sorting or storage of organic waste even for a few minutes would prove
attractive to birds, which will travel long distances without regard to flight paths

of aircraft, etc.

The extent of outdoor tipping, sorting, storage in open skips or on the ground,

however briefly, of organic or mixed waste, is not clear from the EIS, but it
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seems probable that there will be some, if only in open car trailers near to or on

the site. This will undoubtedly attract birds, in large numbers.

In certain locations, such as the County Council tip at Muingnaminnane, this
would not be particularly important, as it is far away from the Airport and from
residential or other development. However, it is notable that whereas at the
inception of that dump, side and overhead nets were provided to discourage
birds, the overhead nets have now been abandoned, as being impracticable, for
some time. Birds got entangled in these, as did long or high reach machinery
working on the refuse. The side nets remain to protect the countryside from

wind blown rubbish, but they are no deterrent to birds.

An open pond is also indicated on the site, and Séﬁ'\ a feature is normally

attractive to birds. % ,Z@

\Qi';i’
A reputation for bird strikes, or near t strikes, would almost certainly be fatal
to the continued existence of I@i@?Alrport with a hugely detrimental effect on
tourism and business in the Aunty Such strikes get reported worldwide, and
it is noted that only two \Qeé\eks ago, reports of a strike on a Ryan Air plane in
Eastern Europe, aIthouCéh it did not actually result in an accident, was headline

news throughout Europe within a few minutes.

We believe that this matter should not just be left to the Airport Authorities, but

that the Planning Authority too, has a responsibility in the matter.

This is a very serious health, economic, pollution and safety issue, of an

International nature.
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vi) Employment

It is stated that in terms of employment, Killarney and this part of Kerry is
relatively well provided for in terms of employment. It is also stated that the
development will provide employment in the area at both construction stage and

in operation.

Therefore, apart from in the fairly immediate vicinity of the development, the
population is currently relatively low, and there cannot be a lot of local people
looking for employment of this type. It has to be kept in mind that at time of
writing, we are currently entering into a recessionary period, but we are assured
that we will come through this within about 2 yeagsb and it is probable that by the
time planning procedures might be complg@e;ﬁand construction under way, we
would have passed through most of trgs??pénod to fuller employment again.

A number of points arise. &

During construction, mogtﬁ%lbour will have to come from around the surrounding
towns of Killarney, Tralee, Castleisland and Farranfore. This will not make a
significant difference to employment in the vicinity, and will of course in itself
generate more traffic. Such employment would take place no matter where, in

the hub or close to the hub, a development such as this takes place.

In operation, the situation will be similar, with few employees coming from the
immediate vicinity. A large proportion of the work force will be truck drivers,
who will remain similarly employed no matter where in, or close to the hub, the
development takes place. These people too will generate more traffic when

coming and going to work.
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In addition to the very doubtful significant additional local employment in the
area which is projected by the Developers, they also offer the carrot of being
able to use a local dump. Considering the short and long term detriment to

peoples lives, in the immediate area, this is a poor trade off.
This is an important econornic and traffic consideration.
Ecology

It has to be taken that, in view of almost the entire site being covered in
buildings and hard surfaces, existing wildlife and vegetation ecology within most

of the site will be wiped out, and that on neighbouring property, severe damage

&
SR
No reference is made to the fact tl\ga‘fz\tﬁ?s will equally effect the gardens of the
adjoining dwellings, but with qﬁﬁg&ease in vermin and scavenging birds.
N

R
$)
S

. . . . X
This is a serious enwroryﬁenta/ matter.
OO

Surface Water

Most of the 5 hectare (in excess of 12 acres) site will be hard surface, resulting
in a huge runoff into these streams and river, at a time when they are already
frequently overloaded. Holding this surface water in a pond for days, or weeks,
when necessary, in the changing climate is not a realistic option, for reasons of
water volume, due to the higher and more continuous rainfall, and the

contaminated nature of the water.
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There are currently problems with flooding in this area, both at Caherdean and
in the Gweestein River area. . This has caused recent distress to some
householders, and their objections to this development, for that reason, are

already on your file.

Because of much higher and continuous rainfall over the last few years, areas
prone to flooding generally have been severely and increasingly hit, and there is

no reason to believe that this trend will not continue.

To add the surface water off most of a 12 acre site will unquestionably
aggravate the situation, with further volumes arising from the fact that much of
this site is to be made lower than the adjoining property to the north so that
much of the runoff from that site will also have to zbﬁg catered for.

N @
The EIS states that to mitigate potentlgfﬁﬁ@hutlon of surface waters, which will
have to be disposed of, all waste @P@(@Q ry, storage and processing areas should
be fully roofed and bunded a af%sfraln accidental spillages, etc. There are
large parts of the developme(mehere delivery areas for both trucks and the

public are not roofed, angﬁllhtch contain skips and other open storage facilities.

The extension of the buildings to include these delivery, storage and processing
areas, would increase their bulk enormously, and make the whole development
even more prominent, particularly from the south and from the existing N22

where it almost touches the site.

The tributaries feeding water from the vicinity of the site to the Gweestein River
are classified as salmonoid, and the most eastern one is already described in
the EIS as suffering from some pollution, just below the site. Because of its
location and level, this is the one which is going to take the greatest volume of
surface water. Any more pollution would be catastrophic not only for the

tributary, but for the Gweestein River.
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One can describe the results of surveys, statistics, minimum objectives and
conservation levels etc., as the EIS does, but the fact remains that this system

is currently precariously balanced on a knife edge.

It is proposed that surface water, much of which doubtlessly will be
contaminated, will be put into this river directly, or after storage, various types of
filtration/interceptors, etc., while other seriously contaminated liquids, and fuel

oil etc. are stored in bunded tanks, with alarm systems etc.

All of this depends on these systems being continuously monitored, and keptin
proper working order at all times. Unfortunately, this is rarely the case, and
accidents / spillages etc. do happen with mewtapz[e consequences.
G
We do not believe that any such plant sﬁ@ﬁld be allowed to discharge it's
surface water into any salmonoid r@%\ﬁé?n the County or elsewhere.
& $
KO
o* «\0’
It is stated that there will be a,@ubstantlal number of employees. This will
0
generate a substantial aggﬁunt of sewage, which is to go through a treatment
OO
plant and polishing filters, before going to ground, and ultimately into these
streams. This is another potential source of pollution which relies on a

mechanical, and therefore fallible, plant.

It is noted that the location chosen for the polishing filters is about as near as it
is possible to get to a number of the existing dwellings on the main road.

This is a serious environmental matter, also important to tourism.
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Soil, Geology and Hydrogeology

Pollution of the aquafier and local streams and rivers is likely to occur for a
number of reasons. These involve the disposal of a large quantity of mainly
contaminated surface water, effluent percolating from a sewage treatment plant,
and possibly some process water. Additionally, there are potential risks from
various liquid storage facilities in regard to fuel, seriously contaminated process

water, and probably toxic liquids leaking from certain types of waste.
Generally we have discussed these under Chapter 5.

However, we note that in the EIS report, under r%sfﬁual impacts, it is stated that
“should” sufficient mitigation measures be\amzplemented it is not indicated there
will be any residual impacts. etc. etc. @Xfr’@Kthe Developers regarding mitigation
measures as being optional? &é‘;\\iﬁ«

&Y

This is a serious enwronmen@ matter.
0

&

&
Visual and Landscape
The development is placed close to the point at which the current County

Development Plan and Draft states, in our view quite correctly, that views must

be maintained.
The second paragraph in page 35 states that there will be a negative visual

impact of the proposed development and that landscaping is to be proposed as

screening, to minimise this.
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From some directions, this development will be seen for miles, and this is also
the point where visitors, coming from a northerly direction, or arriving at Kerry
Airport and travelling south, first see an opening up of the view, in this case, of

the McGillicuddy Reeks, as well as the view down through Brennan’s Glen.

Permission for this development would be a re-run of the disastrous granting of
permission by Tralee Town Council for the two transfer stations on the western

side of Tralee, Higgins and Dillons, referred to in the EIS.

These were placed at the highest point on the western side of Tralee,
overlooking the entire town and Lee Valley, and visible from the town and for
miles. As one nears the top of the hill on which they are situated, one of them
eliminates the very fine view of Tralee Bay and itgs‘o%hountain and backdrop, and

&
of Fenit, just as it comes within sight. \ﬁ Qg*\

\0
o& 4%

At the time they were constructed‘bd?lgg Scart, there were a few houses in the
vicinity, but new residential dev%&pment and views are now compromised by
the heavy and dirty vehlcles\tiglng them, and the continuing expansion,

nuisance and enwronmqéfall pollution of their operations.

We believe that the Planning Authority have an obligation to foresee and to

prevent such clashes of use and spoliation of the landscape.

The EIS provide Tables, 7.7 and 7.8, which purport to describe the degree of
impacts created by the development on adjoining properties and on the views
and prospects from the existing N22. These are described as long term, i.e.
about as good as the mitigation is going to get after perhaps 20 years.
Presumabily, this also applies to the new section of N22 which almost runs

through the western side of the site.
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Table 7.8 describes the impact as being moderately negative. This view is
based on an assessment which states that the proposed development will
cause a significant change in the foreground of the view, which mainly motorists
travelling northwards will experience, as from this direction development will be
perceptible as a separate component in the landscape. “Existing and
proposed vegetation at the north east field boundary will help to line up
development with existing Munster Food structures, creating larger but already
existing component in the landscape. Proposed boundary planting will screen
the proposed development for motorists travelling this drive, however due close

proximity and massive development impact will be still moderate”.

It is absolutely clear from this that the Developers anticipate that even if their
planting is successful, the buildings will be wsuaUy promment when viewed
from the south and the tourist routes whnc@&a&b lead from the south. At some
points, it relies on future planting to dlg;ﬁf%h but only diminish the effect.

OQQQQ
The EIS states that it is pos‘;lbié%ghat the proposed new planting might not grow
or mature, and that it is in mjngrtant component of the landscape and visual
impact mitigation measugé\s If this should happen, the situation would remain
as described in Table 7 7 which states that “the proposed development will
cause a significant change in the foreground of the view, which mainly motorists
travelling northwards will experience”. In other words, there will be virtually no

mitigation and the building/development will be highly visible and prominent

from the south.

The method of classifying the degree of impact on adjoining properties, as

indicated in Table 7.7 is, in some respects, meaningless and misleading.

Our Client owns and resides in property no. 22, as shown in this Table.
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The dwelling is described as being 170m from the centre of the development,
which may be the case, but in fact it is approximately only 75m from the nearest
boundary of the development, at which point is situated the sewage treatment
plant and percolation area. All other site activities are proportionately closer, to
existing dwellings, than the chart suggests. Nor do these figures take into

account distances and impact on peoples front gardens and play areas.

No. 22 is classified as being only moderately negatively effected, and that it is
protected by it's on existing planting. In fact, the tall coniferous trees on the
roadside boundary, between the house and garden and the development, are
old and decaying. Some are in danger of falling onto the roadway, and they
are due for removal and replacement.

&

\Qé\

Most of the other trees in this garden werQ\epIﬁnted about 9 years ago, and are
still relatively small, as weather condﬁ@ﬁ@here are not particularly conducive to
rapid growth of deciduous trees. ,@g@ photo montage dates suggests that
residents must expect to wait, f§$®p to 20 years for the scars to heal, and for
what the Developers hope tgc%%hleve in maturity of planting etc. This would

seem to comply with our£\llt=nts experience.

We are also concerned to note that although this is an application for full
permission, there is no schedule of planting / landscaping, but only computer
generated plan forms of new planting with, in every location, a note stating that

the planting will be decided by the Architect.

Of course the same applies as with the views from the N22 in that the planting
around the development may fail to provide adequate screening, and in this

case, residents and tourists will be left looking into what is effectively a dump.

It should be kept in mind that a great many tourists travel in coaches, where

their eye level is well above that of anyone on the ground, or in a car. This
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means that only the very best and successful planting will produce effective

mitigation.

Of particular concern is the northeast corner of the development, where it
comes within 2 or 3 metres of the road. There is simply not enough space
between the road within the site, and the public road, after allowing for a safety
verge, to provide effective planting of several rows of trees, so as to produce a

dense batrrier, so as to reduce pollution from the site, and views into the site.

The layout of this corner also suggests that at some time in the future, when the
N22 is completed, and the traffic reduces on the existing N22, that the
Developers will seek an entrance or exit at this point and this will bring a great
many more traffic movements, both within and ogtélde the site, closer to
existing residences, as well as opening ug\\w’afyi‘ew into the site, and reducing

protection from pollution. Such an enggg would be particularly unacceptable.
OQQQQ
The EIS states that of 27 rec e\p{%,fs which will be impacted by the proposed
development, 7 would suffez@% imperceptible — negative impact, 9 will suffer a
slight negative impact, 9@0 Il suffer a moderate impact, and 2, a significant
impact. Itgoesonto state that new mitigation measures, such as tree lined
hedgerows and native woodlands, will reduce these impacts, so that, although
these measures are going to take up to 20 years to mature, receptors are

actually going to be environmentally better off than they were without this

development, as all of the categories listed above will suffer a reduced impact.
It is also pointed out that the proposed planting, which is intended to achieve
these results, might fail, and that in this case, residents would still have to rely

on their own existing defences, as described in Table 7.7.

These are serious environmental matters.
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Archaeological & Historical Background

The EIS states that it is not possible, because of afforestation, to carry out
normal archaeological pre-development testing, and a field walking by two

Archaeologists had to suffice.

It states that there are no recorded monuments located within the site, and that

no unrecorded monuments were noted.

It also states that it is possible that archaeological deposits, stratigraphy or
artefacts are present within the site, and that these would be destroyed during
ground disturbance works at the construction phase. It also states that there is
the possible presence of fulachta fiadh, which arg\generally found in marshy

environments, close to water stones, woqglagﬁg and wildlife.

4%\0\

&Q ©
As a result, the Developers |propq§é%é commence work on the site without the
&

benefit of any trial digging, wheﬁ@hey have already conceded that
archaeological deposits ma;:che present. They propose to rely on monitoring,
during the course of con§¥?uct|on empowering an Archaeologist to halt the
ground disturbance works in the vicinity of the archaeology, and a suitable

buffer established, until such deposits are assessed.

We would submit that this could turn out to be a fatal approach. The history of
unexpected archaeological items encountered on large construction sites
throughout the State is dismal, with major standoffs between business interests
and preservation, more often than not resulting in loss of the archaeological
deposits or artefacts, and prolongation of construction time to the detriment of

neighbours and travellers.

This is an unacceptable approach.
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Air Quality Assessment

The EIS notes that the residential areas adjacent to the site are sensitive
receptors in relation to potential airborne pollutants and odours derived as a

result of the construction phase and the operational phase of the development.

It also states that odorous air pollutants are important primarily for their
nuisance value, rather than adverse health impacts. We would have serious
reservations about this. Exhaust fumes from diesel vehicles, for which there is
going to be a substantial fuel dump on the site, are not only unpleasant, but are
certainly unhealthy. Similarly, sulphuric and other emissions from boiler plants
etc. are not only unhealthy, but can cause seriOL@\%g)émage to soil and

vegetation. NS

Dust is a different type of pollutangp‘p\y‘t can cause untold nuisance in peoples
houses, and can be a serious, h%gl?h problem to those with respiratory

problems, as well as |rr|tat10{bct°o the eyes.

QOQ&Q
It should not be forgotten that some of the existing dwellings are little more than
50m from the development, and that the current quality of the air is excellent,

and typical of a rural area.

It is noted from Table 9.1 that activities involving putrescible waste, of which a
proportion of the municipal refuse will consist, fall into the highest risk category

in regard to odours.

It is also noted that the operation of a wastewater treatment plant also falls into
the high risk category, yet this has been placed at one of the closest points to

the existing dwellings.
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During the construction phase, there will be high petrol and diesel exhaust
emissions, as well as dust. The EIS lists a number of measures to reduce this,
but we feel that much. of this is wishful thinking, and that it would be very difficult
to persuade Contractors and Sdb-Contractors to adhere to some of these good
practice measures. Similarly, the short term switching off of site vehicles and
machinery when not in use, is hot a common practice in the construction or

haulage industry.

Similarly, many of the suggested work practices in relation to odour control will
be difficult or even too inconvenient to enforce, and some will depend on

outside Contractors/Drivers etc.

Table 9.6 and the text on page 172 incorrectly cogié%ﬁdes that the quality of air
at the existing dwellings will scarcely be a&er@ﬂo and this is not credible.

Several houses are closer to the devel@ﬁﬁent than the one which the Company
has purchased. Several of the dw@f&hgs are within 50m to 100m of this
operation, where, it should be a%hed the screening at the northeast side of the
site will be poor. On the sntg&%urmg construction and operation, there will be
large volumes of dust g%@@rated adours from the process and waste, and from
vehicles. It is noted that in this chapter oil, as a fuel for heating purposes, has
been added to the use of timber chips. None of these figures take into account
the large increase in traffic, which is already predicted for 2010, irrespective of
whether this development takes place or not, and which will continue to
increase for a minimum of 6 or 7 years, until the new road is completed. We
appreciate that this particular additional traffic is not caused by the proposed

development, but to add development traffic to this, adds insult to injury.

We believe that the County Council should protect people from having to

undergo this degree of persecution, much of it permanent.
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10.

.....

Noise and Vibration Assessment

It is noted that the existing predominant traffic noise on the N22 is 60 db, which

is rather above the figure which makes communication difficult.

The predicted increase in traffic on this road by 2010, and beyond, for another 5
or 6 years, will largely mean that the existing noise level will be more
continuous. However, the additional traffic, caused by vehicular movements on
and around the site, will be on top of to this, as it is largely concentrated in one
place. This applies in both the construction phase, when heavy traffic and
construction machinery will be operating, and during the operational phase
when there will be process noise, during both of whlch periods HGV and
carf/trailer traffic will be targeting this site. \ﬁ Q@

os?“o

\\}Q
People are entitied to a reasona%@}(@se level in their gardens, as well as

within their houses, and their pe&q)@ooms at night.

Q
6\

The sound levels in boggé%rdens and houses will undoubtedly increase during

all stages.

The process machinery, although indoors, produces very high levels of noise,
and although lists of mitigating measures to deal with this and noise during
construction are given, we again feel that many of these are wishful thinking.
Taken with the proposed measures to reduce odours and dust, monitor trucks,
effluents and boundaries, it would seem that on over 12 acres (first phase) that
several employees would be required to do nothing else, full time, other than

police these matters, which seems improbable.
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11.

The EIS concludes that the proposed development will not result in a significant
increase in noise levels, at any of the dwellings beyond the site boundary.

This is hard to believe.

We believe that the County Council should protect people from having to put up

with this degree of persecution, most of it permanent.
Traffic

The likely timetable for the construction of the new dual carriageway section of
the N22 is outlined elsewhere, and as generally speaking ho new connections
to this road will be permitted in respect of industry, except when such is tied to a
particular location by availability of raw matenals@eic No such necessity exists
and we understand that no connection wﬂkb@rowded for this development at
any point. There is therefore no necegﬁ’? @to locate the development at any
point close to this new section of @(t}b‘gé\‘lzz and indeed in doing so, the
Developers have precluded |t\s°ﬁ$e and caused the situation whereby
customers have to make a Qo?%mltment to leave the N22 at Farranfore, or near
Killarney, to go onto an g@%c)lete road, thus aggravating the existing problems
on thatroad. It should be located where it can access the new N22 within a

reasonable distance.

Pending construction of the new section, the portion of the N22 running from
Farranfore towards Killarney will remain the most over trafficked of the entire
existing route from Tralee to Killarney as well as the least capable of carrying
steadily increasing volumes of traffic over at least the next six or seven years.
To locate this development as proposed will only increase this traffic, passing

the front gates of a large number of private dwellings in the locality.

This is currently a dangerous portion of the road to live on, particularly for those

with small children and pets. It is currently almost impossible, at times, to exit
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in safety from a number of the dwellings adjacent to the proposed site due to
bends and short sight distances and traffic speed down the hill. To add to this,
with further heavy vehicles and private cars and trailers crossing, against the
traffic flow, day and night, would be inviting inevitable frequent serious
accidents. A road safety analysis in the Irish Times on 21st November pointed
out that accident statistics show that over 40% of serious accidents result from
traffic turning right into side roads, or emerging from side roads, in order to turn

right.

A large number of staff carparking spaces is shown and, as discussed
elsewhere, most of these people will be travelling from elsewhere, and will be a
further addition to the traffic using the existing N22 and junction, over and above
that generated by refuse vehicles and cars/tralle\@ &
N &
On page xvii, the EIS states that therqgﬁﬁ@oe an imperceptible increase in
traffic, and one would have to tak@g@%@e with this.
KO

({o\ «\0)
Kerry County Council forecasf%n increase to 13 000 vehicles a day in 2010, of
which 1,170 would be h@é@y goods vehicles. This does not include traffic
generated by this development. According to figures in the EIS, this will add a
further 448 HGV's, i.e. a further 38%, and probably a similar number of around
500 private cars/ trailers, all on round trips. This amounts to a further 1,000
additional vehicle movements per day, concentrated in and around this site,
which is hardly imperceptible when one is trying to live less than 100m from the

development.

This is a very big Health and Safety issue for all of the road users and owners
and families of the houses on this road, particularly those adjacent to the
development, together with visitors arriving at Kerry Airport, who are unfamiliar

with left-hand driving, and right-hand drive cars.
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12. Conclusion

This development, apart from it's appalling effect on it's neighbours, would be

an environmental and visual disaster of a massive scale.

While the Promoters may state (on page 26 of the EIS) that where conflicts
arise between the County Development Plan and the Waste Management Plan,
the latter takes precedence. |If this is true, it can only apply to physical planning
and location, and common sense must still prevail. It cannot, under any
circumstances, supersede matters of Health, Safety and Pollution, contained
within Irish and European Standards, which emstgﬁdependently of the County
Development Plan and which, in fact, takg\pr@edence over planning matters,
as do the Building Regulations. The géﬁﬁ}y Council, and in many cases the
State, does not have the power tgﬁ@}vég these.
KO

O« &\0)
There is no doubt that as wg\Haoas impinging on the health, safety and property of
local people, this will hag@o a devastating impact on the visual environment and
therefore tourism, particularly as is stated in the EIS, when travelling northwards
from Killarney direction, where it would be highly visible from both the old and

new N22 roads, and this will not heal, as it is due to the bulk and height of the

buildings.

The existing Munster Food premises building is bad enough, and rather than
extend the prominence of this development, encouragement should be given to

it's screening and camouflage, when viewed from this direction.
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To grant this permission will really be shooting oneself in the foot, after over 40
years of planning control and effort in the interests of protecting the environment
and encouraging tourism. What is the point in having refused permission for
one-off houses to people, on their own land, or who want to return/retire/holiday,

near to their roots, if this is permitted.

If this development is as immediately necessary as the Promoters suggest, then
they should be well capable of finding another lower profile and isolated

location.

At a human level, as an absolute and direct result of this proposal, the ‘quality of
life’, to which our clients have enjoyed and becor@é accustomed to and are
entitled to expect in the future, will be totaLLys rpﬂned notably through no fault of
theirs, and this ruination will be wreve@ﬁé

Q(\i@&

It is our belief that Councillors;@%@?l political persuasions, who are the Planning
Authority, would not wish to p@#espon&ble for sanctioning such an intrusive,
unhealthy and unswtabl%ﬁevelopment in this location, and we also believe that
the County Council, and the Town Councils of Tralee and Killarney, should be

combining to resist this development.

The Celtic Tiger has been severely shaken, and although the recessionary
times which confront us will not last forever, it is unlikely that the boom times will
return to the same level as hitherto. With Ireland, UK and the rest of Europe
relying more and more on the East, these countries will have to rely more and
more on tourism, and in turn, on their environments, and Kerry will have to fight

harder and harder for our share of that.
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We have, for the moment, restricted ourselves to analysing the more obvious

faults in terms of planning in regard to this development, but if an appeal to An

Bord Pleanala should arise, we will wish to put forward further analysis of many

of the figures and much of the data given in the EIS, and more specifically, a list

of the proposed contraventions of the Current and Draft County Development

Plans.

s
Yours faithfully, &‘Q
&
S
o?? 5
s
St
& &
HUGH A. CAMPBELL, Dip.Arch., FR¥AI, RIBA
IS
S\Q
é,\\o

S

HAC/MC/08081

c.c. Mr. and Mrs. Thomas Campbell, Scart, Farranfore, Co. Kerry.

Page 30 of 30

EPA Export 26-07-2013:15:37:11



