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1. Definitions / Abbreviations:

	CWMP
	Connaught Waste Management Plan

	C&D
	Construction and Demolition

	GSE
	Galway for a Safe Environment

	MCOS 
	M C O’ Sullivan Constulatants

	Precautionary Principle
	When an activity raises threats of harm to human health or the environment, precautionary measures should be taken even if some cause and effect relationships are not fully established scientifically.

	PET
	Polyethylene Terephthalate.


2. Introduction:

The changes to Galway’s Waste Management System thus far, have been a success, and credit is deserved for this success.  As we lead the Country in kerbside collection, GSE are recommending that positive steps be taken to attract material recycling facilities to Galway.  Galway should be the recycling Centre for the region and there is no reason why Galway could not be a Centre of recycling excellence for Ireland.  Example industries are provided in the attached Video and GSE are recommending land and infrastructure zoning for all these facilities be factored in to the plan. This submission also highlights infrastructure requirements for C&D, composting and providing alternatives in conjunction with the implementation of the polluter pays principle.
GSE hope that recycling infrastructure will be provided for in the pre-draft, and hope to provide more submissions at the later consultative stages of the process. 
3. Preparing for the new recycling Markets

We expect substantial progress to be made in recycling markets, facilities and enforcement in five years time.  Provision should be made for the following over this period:

1. Plastics, bottles, cans and aluminium will be sold by deposit.  In Canada, a reused bottle costs 2c, compared with a new bottle costing 13c.  Most of the deposit is returned, with the remainder paying for the infrastructure.  
2. Rubber tyres will be recycled, into astro turf, running tracks and importantly back into tyres.  Rubber Tyre Manufacturers such as Michellin and Bridgestone presently use a percentage of recycled rubber, which is the same quality as new rubber.  Road asphalt made from rubber is very high quality and very long lasting.  A local recycled rubber product is the “Cow Comforter Mat” produced in Belmullett, Co. Mayo.  A type of Road Reflector made in Australia made from rubber bounces back when hit.  The infrastructure to route rubber from Galway, to facilities such as this in the region should be in place. 
3. Bubble wrap, and all forms of protective material will be reused.  

4. 90% of Construction & Demolition waste will be recycled.

5. New types of (non-wood) paper will be available on the marketplace.  The public will be educated on the identification of different existing and new grades of recycled paper.  
6. EU packaging laws should be better enforced over the timeframe.  New figures from Repak show the amount of packaging waste recycled in 2002 was up 36 percent on 2001 (glass recycling is up 25%, cardboard up 42% and plastic up 17%).  Repak’s membership doubled in 2002.  Better enforcement should continue this improvement.  
7. Galway’s household system will be in place throughout Connaught, starting with the Urban Centres.  The plan should factor the reduction of waste from the region, if Galway is to receive waste from outside the City and County.  GSE recommend that Galway assist the other local authorities with their expertise.    

8. Shops should be using refill stations for detergents, washing powders and other chemical products.  In the absence of refill stations, reusable containers should be used.  Phosphate free washing powders should be promoted.
9. Milk should revert to using bottles or reusable material.  Mixed material packaging such as Tetra packs should be designed out the waste stream.

10. A significant portion of families will be using environmentally friendly nappies (currently approx. 5% of waste stream). 

11. Multi-layer plastic bottles (e.g. Ketchup bottles) will no longer be used.

12. The PET plastic recycling will be extended to green plastic in addition to the clear PET plastic (currently recycled in Co. Meath).

13. A glass bottle recycling Company will be re-opened.

As a consequence, locations could be required for:

· rubber recycling plants, 
· recycled paper or cardboard plants, 
· C & D recycling plants, 
· bottle cleaning, reuse and recycling plants,

· plastic recycling plants
· paper recycling plants

· facilities for storing and routing protective packaging back to source,

· Indoor compost treatment facilities. 
A good model for determining the facilities required locally can be obtained from the 30 minute GRRN Video on Nova Scotia, provided with this submission.

	Currently Consumers pay for goods 3 times. 

· When we buy a product

· When we dispose of the product

· To clean up the mess in 1,2 or 3 generations time, due to e.g. landfill leaks, incineration health affects.
With recycling, consumers should eventually only pay when we buy a product.


4. Construction and demolition recycling:

GSE recommend that research is carried out to find the most successful models around the world.
In the UK, C & D materials are recycled:

· Back into building materials 

· Footpaths

· Roads 

· Foundations of buildings
· Demolition is thought of firstly as material recovery
The Video provided with this Submission, shall includes “deconstruction projects” from Hartford Conneticut, where approx. $9000 dollars worth of resources are extracted per deconstructed building.

GSE recommends that infrastructure and land be factored in for C&D facilities.
5. Composting:

Criteria / guidelines should be formulated for the setting up of aerobic and anaerobic composting facilities.
Examples of composters used in Nova Scotia and Guelph Canada are provided the attached video in Appendix 1. However, GSE recommends that the most appropriate method be used, paying heed to where people reside and the guidelines formulated in the plan.  

6. Polluter pays principle

In deciding waste charges, the polluter pays principle should apply first and foremost to the primary polluter, which in most instances is the producer.  For example, soft drink beverages come in plastic, not glass.  Juice and milk come in Tetra Pak cartons instead of glass or an environmentally friendly alternative.  GSE points to an exception to this of a brand of Cranberry juice from the US (in Glass Bottle), which must be economically viable, otherwise they would not be producing it.  Tetra Pak’s recent re-pulping of cartons for furniture in Pakistan is not an acceptable form of recycling as it is a single re-use and will end up in landfill.  The application of the polluter pays principle should take account of and identify “green wash” methods used by Companies to pretend they are serious about recycling.
The polluter pays principle should be applied to:

· First and foremost to Industry (as the producer).
· Farming, as it is a large producer of waste (farming within City boundary).
· Householders should only be charged using polluter pays if they have a viable alternative.  

The plan should identify the infrastructure required to enforce Polluter Pays in the correct manner.
7. Precluding the Incineration from the plan:
GSE strongly recommend that incineration and fly ash disposal are precluded from the plan and that no provision be made for a site, for the following reasons:

1. Galway’s Kerbside System, has been successful, but there is much more which can be done.  Incineration should be the last resort not the first one.
2. We should be using as our models the best Countries in the world who don’t use incineration, combining the best ideas of each.  We should look not only to Europe, but to Canada, New Zealand and Australia. A European focus is too narrow, as there are failures, e.g. the cost of recycling in Germany is massively higher than Canada or the UK, because the Green Dot Programme used there handed control of recycling over to the waste industry.  
3. The expansion of Galway’s system to the rest of the region, and improvements to all work places will reduce the amount of waste, and hence the need for incineration.
4. The Connaught Waste Management plan has serious flaws in its costing, both underestimating the cost of incineration and overestimating the cost of recycling.  These are outlined in appendix 3.
5. Fly ash will require a hazardous waste landfill, which GSE point out, according to EU law, cannot be located at the same site as the non-hazardous landfill.  No costing has been made for disposal of the fly ash. Dioxins contained in the fly ash are the most hazardous substance known to man and more volatile than plutonium.

6. The CWMP does not provide for the cost and infrastructural impact of decommissioning an Incinerator, which is akin to closing down a Nuclear Power Plant.  
7. Incineration will significantly increase Ireland’s chances of being fined under the Kyoto agreement.  This needs to be accounted for in any cost risk assessment, as per the cost risk assessment for the LUAS project in Dublin.
	GSE point out that the filtration systems in the stacks do not filter the most toxic substances. The smallest particles escape, which get furthest into the lungs and do the most damage.  Dioxin poising is accumulative through the food chain, via animal fats and breast milk. It can take until the 2nd or 3rd generation, or a significant period of time, before the affects are quantified.  The foetus is particularly vulnerable as its brain barrier doesn’t develop until it is six months old.  
Dioxins are (not measured by mass, but) by “Toxic equivalence”.
Other major toxins from incineration include heavy metals (e.g. lead and cadmium), PCBs and Furans.

The HRB report falls well short of Government expectations.  If the Galway City Council applies the precautionary principle (if there is a doubt about public health (i.e. in the absence of proof) we do not take the risk (i.e. we err on the side of caution), it will not proceed.  GSE can provide many reports on the health impacts of incineration on request.


8. GSE strongly recommend that the Herhoff method is precluded from the plans for the following reasons:
· 64% is made up of renewable material, most of which can be recycled.  I.e. it defeats recycling.
· 9% is made up of plastics, which means there is a major dioxin issue.

· The materials removed need to be landfilled.

· There are no markets for the refuse derived fuel.

	Two court hearings at European level have gone against the use of the “waste to energy” term. Incinerators require material of high calorific value, such as paper and compostable material for energy output efficiency.  With recyclables removed, the remaining materials have a low BTU.  Far more energy goes into materials which are incinerated than material reused or recycled.


9. At the time of this submission, May 22, 2003 the Swedish government presented a proposal to start a study for the purpose of introducing a tax on incineration, with the timeline for the study set as short as possible.  This is in order to affect the ongoing expansion of incineration capacity in Sweden. The proposal also includes higher objectives for recycling and is a true proof of that the Swedish government does not see incineration as the future solution. In December last year the Swedish EPA also presented a study that says incineration is the main known source to dioxin emissions in Sweden.
The people’s alternative Waste Management Plan, compiled by environmental groups throughout the City and County is included with this submission in Appendix 2.  
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