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. Ardccvin,
Murty Hanly & Associates Ltd. Mullingar,
Co. Westmeath
Tel: (044) 93 42186

RECEIVED 22° October2014
PLANNING DEPT.
Planning Department,

Buvinda House, 23 OCT 20%
Dubhlin Road,
Navan,
County Meath

Consulting Engineers & Project Managers

POST
REFERENCE NO.

UNSOLICITED FURTHER INFORMATION

RE: Planning Application ref LB14803 of 10/9/14 for

(/] Intensification of livestock slaughtering activities at the existing meat plant;

(i) Demolition and removal of existing offices as required under Condition No 3 of
planning permission SA/140210;

@iy  Construction of 21 On?’ of new offices, staff welfare ang, storage facilities at the
location of the demountable structure referred to in @gé‘ above;

iy Change of use of an existing farmhousc from@\%ié?tmal use to office use (1 53m?;

] Construction of 112m? of additional Iatrtg,ﬂ? ilities;

)  Construction of a 18m* green oﬂ%\?@cessmg room abutting the main factory
building; 0}

(i)  Construction of an external gq\ni% to support a stomach press (20m’);

oiii)  Construction of a 4m pm:(g?iause,

(iy  Addition of 5 no. new ancrf'xllaqr car parking spaces.

Dear Sirs

We refer to the application for permission, which was submitted to Meath County Council
on 10™ September 2014.

We note from the Council’s on-line planning system, that four submissions have been
recetved in respect of this application.

We also note that no complaints have ever been made by any of the individuals who have
made submissions either directly to the plant or {o any regulatory body, other than at the
time of planning applications being made.

We would like to draw your attention to the fact that the submission made by Frank Burke
& Associates on 10 October 2014 was submitted subsequent to a meeting, which Dunbia
was asked to attend by the two individuals on whose behalf this submission has been made.
At this meeting these individuals asked Dunbia to purchase their houses at an exorbitantly
inflated rate in exchange for them not making a submission in respect of Dunbia's
application.

EPA Export 13-08-2016:01:29:52



Notwithstanding the above fact, I have been asked on behalf of my client, Dunbia, to clarify
certain queries raised in all four of the submissions made in respect of this application
(including the submission made by Frank Burke & Associates), for your convenience. In all
cases, the queries raised relate to details which are set out in the planning application and
the accompanying Environmental Impact Statement. | have dealt with each query raised /
comment made, in turn, under various headings below.

At the outset, I should say that Dunbia have requested that the sentence in the submission
made by Frank Burke & Associates on 10 October 2014 that ‘ Dunbia are pari of indusiry
that have a very poor profile, as a result of events over the years, the most recent been (sic)
the “horsemeat” scandal’ is redacted, as a matter of priority, from the scanned copy of the
submission, which is currently available on the Council's webpage. This statement is
potentially defamatory in nature and we are surprised that a submission would contain such
an inaccurate, inappropriate and inflammatory statement. Dunbia has never been affected by
or implicated in the equine DNA issue in any way whatsoever. The implication in the
above-mentioned submission that this may be the case is extremely damaging to Dunbia's
established business reputation as a leader in the meat industry when it comes to the quality
of its meat products. Dunbia’s food safety and quality management systems are developed
in line with industry best practice and stringent customer requirements. All of Dunbia’s sites
are independently audited and verified to recognised industry stg) ards each year. Dunbia
holds many accreditations such as Bord Bia and have recentlgs‘ﬁained membership of 'Origin
Green', Ireland’s nationa) sustainability programme. o&‘éf&

&
Roads &Q;\}* t
S5¢

. . o . - .
In response to the queries raised and comgjéj\]@@\made in relation 1o roads, I would like to

confirm the following points: Q§§\§
S
1. The Traflic Chapter of the Envi{é‘nomental Impact Statement (EIS) at Paragraphs 12.123 to
12.152 confirms that the sed traffic increase has no adverse impact on road

serviceability, capacity or saféty of the relevant existing roads / junctions.

2. The EIS demonstrates full compliance with objective 'ED POL 19’ of the Meath County
Development Plan 2013 —-2019.

3. The existing HGV movements, which are permitted by existing planning consents, have not |
been the subject of any complaint from local residents in the past. The potential adverse
impact on local residents from the proposed increase in traffic levels is assessed in the EIS
as being ‘minor to moderate’ in nature.

4. Any traffic generated by the plant’s existing activities has been captured by the baseline
traffic survey presented in Chapter 12 of the EIS. The traffic levels reported in the EIS are
determined by a 24hour traffic survey. Contrary to whal is asserled in one of the
submissions, the available traffic survey data indicates that there is, on average, just one trip
to and from the plant per employee per day (please refer to summary details presented in
Table 12-3 and the detailed daia breakdown set out in Appendix 12.4 of the EIS).

5. Details of the visual survey of the public roads are presented as Appendix A to the traffic
chapter of the EIS (sce Appendix 12A). Given that the applicant does not own the public
roads, it is considered unnecessary and inappropriate at this stage in the process for an
applicant to underiake a detailed structural survey of public roads in the ownesship of the
Council.
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Capacity of Existing Road Junctions

The traffic assessment in Chapter 12 of the EIS indicates that the existing and proposed
development will not have any adverse impact on the capacity of existing road junctions. It
is not expected that the proposed development will have any impact on the existing service
level. As regards comparison of service levels on roads around the plant with those in other
areas of the County, it should be recognised that the level of service along the local road
network is often constrained by its alignment and/or the speed limit. In my opinion, users of
existing road networks have no entitlement to expect an established level of service to be
maintained by a Local Authority over a specific road. If that was the case, development of
any kind would be inhibited, as all development has the polential to adversely impact
service level (however minimal). Any perceived loss of service must be balanced against the
rural enterprise objectives of the Meath County Development Plan.

Traffic Safety

It is claimed that HGV traffic along the local road network is a traffic hazard. No basis is
given for this assertion in the submissions. As set out in the EIS, all HGV traffic travelling
10 and from the plant will use the N2 / L1013 / R150 roads and the southern approach to the
plant along Windmill Lane. We would emphasise the fact lhgb‘ﬁ‘ﬂ traffic associated with
Dunbia is currently directed South on Windmill road (we attagha photograph of the existing
signage in relation 1o turning and recommended speed,ogdt your information. Appendix 1)

<O

No HGVS will use the stretch of Windmill Lanﬁf«ﬁe north of the plant. With this, in
mind, no traffic movemens have been asses@ﬁ ﬁﬁmg the north of Windmill road as no
impacts will arise as result of proposed de@g}‘ﬁem An EIA is not required to have regard
to non-existent impacts, such as these. (7§

Dunbia's technical advisors are of thc“ogli\%ion that the splay lines at the site entrance and
along the L1013 are appropriate to t{\é(design speed along Windmill Road (please refer to
Section 12 of the EIS). The designcﬁecd of 85km along this section of road, which has been
suggested in some of the submisgfons, is excessive. Equally, the assertion that the splaylines
are inappropriate is inconsistenl with the assertion that the local roads are of 'poor
alignment'.

Maintenance of Public Roads

Some concerns have been voiced with respect to the existing pavement quality along
Windmill Road.

The Applicant is a long established rural enterprise, supporting valuable rural employment,
which has operated for many years by using the existing road network, including Windmil
Road, without causing any apparent disamenity to neighbours. given their lack of
complaints in relation to roads to date. In Chapter 11 of the EIS (entitled ‘Material Assets’)
it is acknowledged that, in the absence of mitigation, there could be a polential impact on
the road pavement surface. Pavement qualily can be improved by a road maintenance
programme and planning authorities may apply a levy where they consider it necessary to
do so or where it is provided for under the County Development Plan.

Traffic Generation

Some of the submissions assert that the background traffic survey data does not relate to the
day on which the maximum allowable 'kill' rate was concerned. We would point out that
the difference between the 186 and 200 catile processed in a single day in terms of traffic

3
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generation is marginal - it is perhaps 1 or 2 extra vehicle trips per day. The effect of 1 or 2
additional trips on the existing baseline (or future service) levels is minimal and immaterial.
It is envisaged that there will be no increase in night-time deliveries beyond the existing
levels at the plant.

No adverse traffic-related noise impact

The EIS (at Paragraphs 8.61 and 8.77) indicates that noise impact from additional daytime
traffic at residences is, in a worst case scenario, barely perceptible. Contrary to the
assertions in the submissions in relation to noise, we would point out that for noise impact
assessment purposes, impacts have been assessed at the nearest sensitive receptors (i.e.
residences). Monitoring locations / sensitive receptors selected for assessment are the same
as those agreed with the EPA under terms of the IED licence. The EIS noise impact
assessment presents results of existing night time surveys at 4 No. closest sensitive
receptors. More specifically, we would like to draw your attention to the fact that the
sensitive receptors ‘RA2’ and ‘RA3’ in Figure 8.1 of the noise chapter (Chapter 8) of the
EIS correspond to the sensitive receptors ‘DR15” and ‘DR17’ in Figure 7.3 of the air quality
chapter (Chapter 7) of the EIS. In any event, the EPA’s I[ED Licence sets the relevant noise
emission thresholds for the plant. Predicted changes in noise levels arising from the
proposed development are discussed in Chapter 7 of the EIS. he EIS explains that the
large attenuation distance between the plant and residencesg@sults in little or no adverse

noise impact. N
O A
AN
Water Supply NS
S
O

. . > . .
In response to the queries raised and com@é@omade in relation to water supply, I would

like to confirm the following points: (S 8"
Sef
S
1. Information on abstracted water qﬁéiity and treatment processes is presented in Section 2 of

the EIS (entitled *Existing Sitgﬁfmstructure - Water Supply’).
S

2. The projected increase in water demand associated with the proposed development includes
an aflowance for increased human consumption (please refer to paragraph 2.166 of the EIS).

3. The EIS includes provision for water storage tanks / rainwater harvesting from storage
lagoons to relieve any potential for any future pressure on water supply (please refer fo
Chapters 2 and 6 of the EIS). The harvested 'grey water’ will supplement the existing supply
from the groundwater well and will be used in place of treated potable water for wash down
of yards and lairage areas.

4. Some submissions refer to local wells. If any particular wells lie outside the zone of
influence or contribution of the proposed development, there is no requirement or need to
assess the impact of the proposed development on these wells.

Information on water supply, including impact on nearby private domestic supply
wells and water quality, is presented in Appendix 6C of the EIS.

Wastewater Treatment

In response to the queries raised and comments made in relation to wastewater treatment, 1
would like to confirm the following points:

1. Wastewater and Sludge disposal arrangements have been agreed and implemented after
detailed and intensive discussions with the EPA. These arrangements are regulated by the

4
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EPA who is the competent authority for this matter under the IED licensing regime. The
arrangements are operating to the specification agreed with the EPA.

2. Wastewater and Sludge disposal is addressed by way of a Nutrient Management Plan which
is regularly revised and updated to take account of changing circumstances. All updates and
revisions to this plan are subject (o oversight and approva! by the EPA under the terms of the
IED licence.

3. The disposal of wastewaters to municipal wastewater treatment plants is the subject of
commercial arrangements with the operators. It is expected that there will be sufficient
capacity provided in plants operating in the Greater Dublin / North-East region for the
foresecable future. In the highly unlikely event that the position changes and allcrnative
waste management solutions are required, these can be explored by the applicant.

4. The application and associated EIS estimate that the increase in wastewater production will
generate 2-3 additional movements of 25m3 tankers in and out of the site per day. The
implications of the resultant increase in traffic arc presented and discussed in Section 12 of
the EIS and relevant data on existing / expected future waste movements is provided in
Appendix 12-3 to the EIS.

5. The lined on site lagoons have the capacity to handle the expected increase in wastewater
generated by the proposed intensification of activities. The opeﬁ('inn of lagoons is subject to
oversight by the EPA. Relevant details on emergency sto capacity and management of
the lagoons is provided in Chapter 2 of the EIS. l\% ifically, para 2.180 of the EIS
states that the lincd on-site lagoons will provid® 455 weeks of emergency storage for
wastewaters generated at the site (as required &j%ﬁd with the EPA under the terms of the
existing IED licence). Emissions and dischg@ia om the water treatment plants are subject
to environmental licensing and ov ersighlduﬁ%@i he EPA.

L

Surface Water Run-off Qé\:@&
K
S
6. There will be no change in the sﬁface walter run-off to the drainage ditch to the south-west

of the plant, as all proposec{\@velopment areas are currently paved and drained. Some
minor changes which h&e been proposed to surface water run-off and drainage
infrastructure are referred to in Chapters 2 and 6 of the EIS. We would point out that the EIS
determines that the cumulative impact of the changes to surface water run-off and the
drainage regimes are not significant.

Landspreading F

In response to the queries raised and comments made in relation to landspreading, we would
like to mention that the spreading of organic wastes on land is controlled by a Nutrient
Management Plan which is agreed and assessed by the EPA under the terms of the IED
licence. The plan will be updated to address the management of increased waste quantities
produced and will be agreed / approved by the EPA. That said, Dunbia has undertaken, and
has abided by its undertaking, provided to certain local residents (one of whom has also
made a submission in respect of this and the previous planning application) that it would not
spread organic waste on the Jands within Dunbia’s control, which surround the plant.

No Odour Impact

In response o the queries raised and comments made in relation to perceived odour impact,
we would point out that as there are no emissions of polluting / volatile gases from the plant,
it was considered that there was no requirement for a baseline survey in respect of a wide
range of potential atmospheric pollutants. Given that an EIS is only required to address
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significant environmental impacts (and not non-existent ones), it is considered that a
description of baseline air quality based on published data is sufficient for the purposes of
the odour impact assessment undertaken. Odour impacts have been assessed on a qualitative
basis.

No visual Impact

In response to the comments made in relation to perceived visual impact, we would
emphasise that there will be minimal change / no significant change to the plant layout or to
its visual appearance as a result of the proposed development. This is explained and
discussed in Chapler 9 of the EIS. Conditioned fandscaping works will be implemented in
due course, in the appropriate season to a high standard as part of the overall works plan for
the plant.

General

While it is recognised that the increase in throughput capacity at the plant will not, of itself,
induce greater cattle production it will facilitate it and throughput at the plant will ultimately
be contingent on market conditions. Increased capacity will prorgete greater efficiency and
competition in the meat sector, which would be expected to bgéf advantage to farmers. The
increased throughput would also benefit the road infrastrycture, in that, it will reduce the
necessary travel distance to more remote plants. ﬁcis unacceplable for some of the
individuals who made submissions to seek to denj & the value of any paid employment,
whether to a particular individual or fo wider sg&%@

QRS
&
We trust that the above information p@l@& useful clarification on the points raised in the
submissions made on our client's appliqa??on and EIS. As you will note, no new information
has been provided, rather, we havedtawn attention to the locations at which the relevant
information can be found in the &1S. It may well be that the individuals who have made
submissions did not review the EIS and, as a result, are (incorrectly) of the view thai certain
pieces of information were not provided, which, in turn, prompted them to raise their
various queries.

We respectfully request that you take the above clarifying information into account in
determining our client’s application for the proposed development.
Yours Sincerely,

AL RS

Murty P. Hanly (Agent for applicant)
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APPENDIX 1

All Heavy |
| Vehicles
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