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1 I N T R O D U C T I O N  

Recycling waste oil is a good thing. One litre of waste oil can contaminate 
one-million litres of water. \'or/ d i / ~ ~ / p  it, I ~ I I  drirrk it was the slogan from the 
US EPA in the igSos. B u t  what about tasting oil in your mouth, wiping i t  off 
your windows, headaches, nausea, sore throats, having to lea\+ your home? 
This is what residents and workers describe living beside ENVA. 

The background and rational for an objection to the licence being gra,nted 
is set out in the following pages. All the information that is presented i s  
available in the public domain, or to members of the public through access 
to information on tlie environment. 

. ' 

. ** 2 B A C K G R O U N D  T O  OBJECTIOt),. . .  

The origins of ENVA, from Sunnyfresh Farms in Sligo to Atlas Oil are de- 
scribed in a n  archived website Tlie Cr/riotrs 7ki17kets of Nzliirs Flyriri..' 

"Tl/rfir.~r/ g r ~ i ~  by nrlotllcr. nc1.c ilrrr.irlg 1 7 1 ~  tirr~c t h c r ~  brrt idlc/r t l / ~  oil 
cr.isis /fit irr t//c 1970s if ricnr./y /7inrked t / / r  crld of t / / e  busif?Css. / f  ions 
grttirlg to(> c ~ p t s i v e  f o  /lent fire glngslrorrse~. ,Tlier-L' i(jc:/'c7 tirr-e~ 17/n1/- 

ngcrs, 011 Irish firnil cnlled Fred Dilff?l, nu &iiy/isli i f i n i f ,  Bill Drny nrid 
n D~rtclr 1 7 1 1 7 1 1 ,  lnr7 Mor-et. 1 thirtk it iuns Dig!/ iolro got tlrc brni/riuairi. 
to b/r!/ 1/17 fill tire iuflste oil i ~ l  gnrnges. M.ostly flrey p t  if free. I f  iufls 
Co/lcctcil iil n trrrck nr7d fnkeri to tlrefnir.rr/,iiil/er.c it iuns pnsscd tlrrolrglr 
n lorig pipr  t l i a f  l ind n serie.s ofsiracs or filters birilt ino it. Wlrrri f l ie  
oil  cnrrri' orrt t l i e  cmf it coirld be rmf to hcnt tlrc g/~sslrorrscs,fo~~ p'ncti-. 

sr/rp/r/s so tliey begnri to srl l  if to o f l w  hrsirrcsses. Soori t h y  tlieri ir- 
cfllly rrotlrirlg. As tir7lc pnssed f lrc  1TJnrlogcr's disco77ercd tlrnf tlley lrnd n 

n l i s d  ~ / J P W  il)nS IVJOW profit i17 ~ ~ l l i ~ / g  tlris oil, tl/LTrl b ~ ! r ~ ~ i ~ l g  it, to , p i u  

torr1otocs. S I ~ ~ l ~ ; ! f i d ~  ions i~orrr~cl  / / p  n ) l d  0 rlntiorlnl C O ~ I J ~ ~ / I ~ ,  Atlas 
Oil iljfls f ~ r ~ ~ c d . "  

Atlas  Oil was established in Portlaoise in 197S, where filtering, dewatering 
and blending of waste oil was undertaken. The comiany was acqqiTed by 
DCC plc in 19S7. An IPPC licence was granted to Atlas Oil in 2000 by tlig 
EI'A. The c6nipany was renamed ENVA and a further review of the licence 
was undertaken and granted by the EPA in 2003. An industrial emission 
licence was later granted to the company by the EPA. Following concerns 
raised i n  the Seanad, the Minister of the Environment requested a report 
on tlie tacility from the EPA. In 2015, the lnt&ini report was published 
and concluded that "There is currently no requirements to place any fur- 
ther mandatory controls or moni toring requirements on the emissions from 
ENVA". Seven nionths later ENVA were criminally convicted i n  court for 
causing odour nuisances. The EI'A initiated a further review in 2016. The 
board of directors of the EPA granted a new licence in November, 2074. 

I-lowever there is a problem. There have been a l i tany of complaints from 
residents and workers spanning over IS years, describing distressing odoout-s 
and harm on human health. The complaints precede the granting ot the 
2000 licence by tlie EPA, and continued after the licence was granted. The 
complaints continued before and after the 2003 review. They have continued 
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atter the criminal conviction of ENVA. And yet.agaiii after the board of tlie 
EPA granted the latest licence in November 2016. 

I t  is important to examine these conipiaints in the contest of a n  objection, 
and not to discount the experience of workers and residents living beside 
the facility. 

i 2.1 Formal Complaints to EPA of Harm on Human. Health 

, According to ENVAs annual environmental report there were 47 complaints 
relating to the facility 2015. Coinplaints from the facility on file with the EPA 
date back over 18 years and preda te  the original licensing,of the plant in 
2000. A sample of complaints include: 

9th March 2007 

l7esidc.nt C, Sunday Independent, 13th April, 2014 
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These complaints contain acute ill-health effects of headaches and sore 
throats that were submitted by residents and workers ~rzd~~perrdc~itly.  An 
innocuous odorous compound would not cause these acute effects, and i t  
warrants investigation a s  to whether there are further clironic health effects. 
Concerns regarding the health effects have been addressed by leading health 
professionals. 

2.2 Health Investigation 

- Prof. John Crown 

Up to the date of this objection, no health-only focused investigation has 
been u nd er t a ken. 

2.3 

On the iSth December 2015,'ENVA pleaded guilty in court to 4 counts of  
odour nuisances during the summer of 2015. During the proceedings, Judge 
Catherine Staines attempted to shut down the facility, and questioned why 
the EPA had not taken the case to a higher court. 

Prosecution ancl Criminal Conviction of ENVA . . 

2.4 Formal Complaiiits to EPA following Conviction 

There have been nunierous complaints following the prosecution i n  court. 
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"Steircli frorii ENVA is nbsolirtely clisgiistiriy. Coniylnirinrit stoics t h y  
h u e  a /rci7dnclic ... t/rey oftcii cnizizot rise the garderi dire to tlze sriiell" 

Resident G, 8th ]anuary, 2016 

Resident 1, 14th January, 2016 

''Very strorig - 5 orrt of 5" 
- Irish Rail Log, 25th January, 2016 I 
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"C~/ I r / J /n i / l~ I? t  passed by ENVA, nrld stntcd /le iuns greeted 61/ thnt o/if 
fnr7ri/inr sl71dl " 

Resident K, 22th August, 2016 

"StrY3r7y Odolrl~ - 5 out 015'' 

- Irish Rail Log, 15th October, 2016 

2.6 Irish Rail Complaints 

For over a decade, Irish liail has formally complained to both the EPA and 
ENVA of the e k t  on their workers beside the facility. In J ~ I ~ L I ~ I - J ~  2016, a 
non-compliance was issued to ENVA as'tliey had withheld from the EPA a 
complaint from Irish liail.  

An odour nuisance log has been kept by the workers, which describe the 
intensity of the odours experienced from ENVA. There are over So entries. 



f 

B A C K C R O U N D  T O  O B I E C T I O N  / 

These .include descriptions ot \/cry Strotis Odours, \/er)/ Bad odo~trs, Chok- 
ing smell, i o  out ot io. 

A t  the time of writing, the latest record kept in the log is the 15th October 
2016, .6 weeks befort. the board of the EPA decided to grant a licence to 
ENVA. This stated the odour y a s  very strong, 5 out of 5. , 

2.7 G a s  Network Complaints 

Gas networks have kept detailed records from calls to their emergency 
helpline of gas like odours and a sizeable quantity have been traced back by 
their engineers to ENVA. On some days there are up  to 18 calls to the emer- 
gency helpline, where the engineers have not detected any trace of natural 
gas, but have found the source of the odour to be ENVA. 

This is only a small sample of these records to illustrate the widespread 
areas of Portlaoise t h a t  are affected by ENVA. 

"Clreckcd n r m  iri sclrool irilrcr.r srnell srins rrportcd-clrecked i r p  stairs nrid 
dOiUJlStflirS - JKJ trncii. SOJIW srrrc//frorn ENVA fnctory iri toiuji" 

Port la oise 

"Clieckrd n r ~ w  i r ~  dr-nir7s, drrcts rtc - rro trncr. S / J W / /  irr nrcafrwrfnctory 

Portlaoise 

i/7 ~ O ~ U I I  [ E / I ~ I / I  Fncto/.y/" 

"Cfrsforrrl'r /'c'~lorfr/r'g srrrcll f l t  foof ;7ntlr, clrcckrd botlr S d C S  qf yrapcrty 
1 1 7  drnirrs, duc ts  etc - 170 trncc Srrrcll corrrrrrgjrorir ENVA fnctory I J I  

cs fn tc " 

Cook Street, Portlaoise 

, 
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“ N o  N i t  gns irz area. No pr.opiize 011 site. Srircllfiorri ENVA fnctory“ 
Clonminam Business Park, Portlaoise 

“Cliccl<eif ~ / U / I Q  footpitlr, checked [fri i l ls ,  iuntcr blocks, ESB dlicts ctc 
- cliecked irrcter l icre nrid both sides i lso - i i o  trice Siiicllfrorri ENVA 

Marpborougli Village, Portlaoise 

fictory 1 1 1  toiuiz” 

“Snicll dUe f o f i ~ k ~ r y  SiispeCt EN VA” 

Knockmay, Portlaoise 

”Clieckd n i c i  ~ [ J / J P J P  srricll il)ns r ~ p i  fed, c l i c c k d  oiitsrife nlorfcq birrldirig 
lrrze i r i  diicts, diirris ctc - rzo tincc Sriirll r r i  nr-ivfiorri ENVA fnctory 
ncioss flie r-ond” 

IDA Business and Technical Park, Portlaoise 

A potentially very dangerous situation has now developed \\iith reporting 
fatigue. Many resident and workers no longer report gas like smells due to 
the emissions from ENVA. 

2.8 ENVA responds to  Complaints 

~ v e r  the past I S  years, ENVA management Imve consisten’tly retuted, dis- 
missed, or Iiave been uuahle to detect an  odour, or odour nuisance tor nearly 
ever complaint. This includes refuting odours det6cted by independent 
odour inspectors commissioned by the EPA t h a t  resulted in a non compli- 
ance. A small sample to illustrate this approach and strategy to complaints 
incl ct de: 



B A C K C , R O U N D  T O  O B J E C T I O N  9 



B A C K G R O U N D  T O  O B l E C T l O N  

These responses continue nd imcrse~nr. However, ENVA have been very 
successful in identifying odours in their odour assessments reports from 
other sources beside the facility. These sources iiiclude the Glanbia Cain 
factory, Irish Rail, local farmers, road paving, chimney smoke etc. 

2.9 Hydrocarbon Odours 

I n  2000, followiiig odour complaints, consultants ivere commissioned by 
ENVA. An extreme worse case scenario was modeled. I t  assumed all the 
tanks were en!ittiiig a t  maximum capacity together, and that all the ernis- 
sions were made u p  of the most odorous component, Xylene. This:coiil- 
pound is still the most odourous component yet measured from the plant, 
including recent data. The predictions indicated that i t  k\ms not even theo- 
retically possible to detect an odour outside the plant boundaries. 

The accepted odour threshold of xylene is approximately 2 mg/m3. This 
was used by the consultants commissioned by ENVA at the time. At the 
residence where odour were detected, the model indicated i t  \vould be only 
2 percent of the odour tilresho Id... i.e the concentrations W O L I I ~  have .to be 
50 times the l e \ds  at that residence to be even barely detectable. Yet a t  that 
residence, complaints of strong odours were reported. 

In an internal EPk\ email on the loth April, 2074, a question was answered 
by the EPA from a journalist “Has the odour been h i n d  to contain cheiiii- 
cals?” 

The reply was ”Odours are odourous because th’ey contain compounds 
wIi icI i  have a IOW odour tIiresIioId. Some compounds have i Iower odour 
threshold than others. Hydrocarbons i n  the emissions from ENVA will con- 
tain potentially O ~ O L I I - O L I S  compounds but a t  low levels and will not result 
i n  a n  odour impact” 

Yet independent odour inspectors, arid EPA Inspectors describe the odour 
in odour surveys as a”hydrocarbon” odour, in some cases a t  a very high 
level of intensity. 

This brings into question whether this is simply a n  odour issue caused 
by innocuous ~ ~ ~ L I ~ O L I S  compounds or are the levels of hydrocarbons being 
emitted into the air so high tha t  they are causing an odour impact? This is of 
concern, due to the numerous health effects associated with hydrocarbons. 
The question must be asked in the context of an objection as to what exactly 
is being emitted fi-oiii the tanks a t  ENVA? 

2.10 Emissions froin Tanks 32, 24  and  25 ~ 

Waste oil is designated as Hazardous Waste a s  it contains a cocktail of dan- 
gerous and regulated chemicals. In order to remove water fro111 the waste 
oil, ENVA heated i t  to 102 “ C  in tanks 32, 24 and 25 in their tank farm. They 
refer to these tanks as ”drying tanks”. During the process they pump ad- 
ditional compressed air through the tank. The tanks had direct open vents 
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into the atmosphere, with the nearest residential house approxiiiiatel'y 150 
meters avay .  Footage of the eniissions can be viewed in  the Primetime doc- 
umentary on youtube called "Whats in the air in Portlaoise? A Primetime 
In\/estigation" A number of mexurenient have been macle from these tanks. 

2.1 0.1 1996 Measurements 

Two years before the company applied for a licence from the EPA, the state 
agency Forbairt was commissioned by the company to carry out measure- 
ments of the emissions from the drying tanks. These measurements were 
undertaken at the full operating temperature. Atmospheric Dispersion mod- 
eling was carried out from the data and the impact at ground level was cal- 
culated. I n  the licence application to the EPA in 1999, this data is referred 
to: 

lnstead ot submitting the 1996 data, the company repeated the measure- 
ments of the tanks.  I t  is important to understand that the masinium emis- 
sions will occur when the tanks reach the masimuiii temperature. In a sim- 
ilar analogy to a kettle with water, little or no steam will be emitted when 
the water is a t  25'C, but quite a lot when i t  reaches 100°C. 

I n  July and August of that year, leading consultants were commissioned 
by the company to undertake nieasurenients from tile tanks, ai& to niode~ 
the effects a t  ground level. The results of the measurements found the emis- 
sions from the t a n k s  were massively breaching the allowed limits, and mod- 
eling at ground level showed breaches of the maximum permitted levels. 
The chemicals included Benzene, and Volatile Organic Compounds. 

This data L \ / O L I I ~  have had serious consequences for the granting of a 

The company decided to repeat the measurements again, and again. The 
tinal report deemed the emissions from the tanks to be within the guidelines, 
and the modeling of ground levels concentrations of chemicals to be within 
acceptable limits. 

The problem with the measurements is t h a t  the majority were done a t  low 
temperatures of less than 25 "C. The only measurement done a t  the highest 
temperature, along with the only time that a i r  was being pumped into the 
tank was deemed a n  error. 

The tinal report calculated the amount bcing cmitted froni the tanks, re- 
ferred to as the "mass emission". The figure was calculated based on the 

,licence, and the future of the company. I . .  

.- . 
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’ average concentration, along with one of the lowest tlow rates, and deemed 
to bc the ”worse case scenario”. The ET’A granted the licence based on this 
data. 

2.10.3 2003 Review 

The company’s licence was reviewed i n  2003, in a similar fashion to the 
current review that is being undertaken. ENVA submitted only the worst 
data from the August 1999 report, showing massive breaches of permitted 
standards. The ground level calculations from this data showed residential 
areas being subjected to greater the i o  mg/m3 concentrations of volatile 
organic compounds. This would have a significant odour impact on resi- 
dential areas, and based on the scientific literature these levels wo~ilcl have 
the potential to result in harm on human health. This was the only data 
submitted jn  the application and the EPA granted the licence. 

To further put the breaches in perspective, tlle maximum concentration 
of permitted Volatile Organic Compounds (VOCs) allowed in waste gas is 
50 mg/m3 from the chimneys at the top of the tanks. ENVA has measured 
concentrations in‘escess of 7000 nlg/ni’ from the cIiimneys on the drying 
tanks. The maximum levels of Benzene allowed is I mg/m3.  ENVA has 
measured concentrations of Benzene at 120 1-4m3. 

2.1 0.4 2012 Meosiireii~e17ts 

Following numerous complaints fi-om residents, the tanks were measured 
again by consultants in 2012. The temperature a t  which the tanks were oper- 
ating a t  was not measured. The flow rate a t  the time was’so low they were 
unable to measure it with their instruments. T I y  did however ni&sure 
the concentration ot VOCs again with levels massively breaching permitted 
standards. The levels recorded were a t  3456 1ng/m3 and 3928 ing/n1’, up  
to So times the maximum permitted levels of 50 mg/m3. The levels in  fact 
were so high the carbon measurement tubes became clogged with volatile 

8 

. .  

organic compounds within 30 minutes. . . . .  

2.1 0.5 2015 Interiiii Report 

At the request of the Minister of the Environment,. review of the measure- 
ments and data by the EPA i n  2015 Found 

, , - 7  I /ro.c is ct/rl~l?llt/l/  110 J~cqr~iI~rfIrcrlfs to p1nce nr1y J l l l . t / r o -  IrrnIrilnfol~!/ 
CO I I t ~ O / S  01’ I I 10 I I ’ i t ~  I . ; /  7s I I Y ~  I 1 i ~ r r  I 1’1 11s o I I  tlru C I I I  ~ S S  io I 15 fi.0 I I I EN VA I K -  

IflIId Lfd., Porflnoisc.” 

- EI’A Interim Report 

Yet 7 months later, ENVA were convicted i n  court of causing odour nui- 
sances during the s~immei- of 20’15. 

2.1 0.6 2016 Licence Review 

Less than 6 weeks after tlie criiiiinal conviction of ENVA,. and three weeks 
after tlie broadcast of the Primetime Program, tlie EI’A initiated a licence re- 
view and requested ENVA to measure the emissions from the drying.tanks. 
ENVA have declined to do  so, have removed numerous chimneys and sealed 
tlie vents of the tanks. This data is critical a s  i t  n~ould have shown the full  

’ !  
i 

‘I 
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extent that  residential areas wei-e exposed to, and cvould be invaluable go- 
ing forward is assessing the load on the p i q ~ o s e d .  thermal oxidiser and the 
constituents from the tanks and flow rates. 

2 11 

The EPA undertook modeling of the tanks in 2072 to estimate the emissions 
They employed two methods; the US-EPA tanks model and the Envirolex 
Methodology 

2 I I I 

Modeling of tanks 32, 24 and 25 

US-EPA T C U J ~ S  model 

The US-EPA tanks model is a passive model of estimating emissions from 
oil storage tanks. Employing this model to the ENVA drying tanks is utterly 
invalid, a s  ENVA pump compressed' air.through the tanks. 

Even leaving aside that critical argument, what transpired \vas question- 
able. Again the temperature of the tanks  is critical, with the amount of 
volatile organic compounds emitted dependent on the temperature. When 
ENVA undertook the modeling, they employed a temperature of 4s "C, 
which showed the emissions from one tank to be 0.366 kg/hr, j i k t  below 
the maximum limit of 0.50 kg/hr.  I-lowever this is not tlie maximum tern- 
perature of the tanks, which are heated t o  102 "C. Re-modeling with only a 
small increase in temperature breaches tl!e maxirn~iin limits. The EPA were 
aware of these calculations. 

Either way tlie US-EPA tanks model should never ha\le been emyloyed a s  
i t  is a passive model, and crude oil does not contain the same constituents 
as waste oil. 

2.1 I .2 Envirolex Me thod  

The Envirolex report wlas compiled i i i  associa tion with the Oil Recycling 
Association and is not a peer reviewed &port. TI16 report contains mea- 
surements of the emissions from waste oil recycling plants in 2006, and the 
recorded temperature a t  which the measurements were taken. The eniis- 
sions from these plants were passive, with no air being pumped through 
the tank, and i t  is therefore invalid to be used to calculate the emissions 
from ENVAs drying tanks. 

The application of whole Envirolex methodology is deeply Flal.\;ed. First, 
the model is passive and should never have been used. Secondly, the report 
considers only 16 measured compounds. This wo~ild be a small traction ot 
the total VOCs emitted from the plant. Thirdly, the method ~ s e d  a bizarre 
assumption that  the emissions from the tanks are' directly proportional to 
the volume of oil. This is not correct. Emissions wo~Ild be proportional to 
the surface area in  the tanks, not the volume. 

I-lowe\~er, the Envirolex model does contain L I S ~ ~ L I I  data on the concenti-a- 
tion of key regulated chemicals being emitted from heating oil at 7OoC, and 
90 "C. 

Comparing these levels of emissions to International standards TA LUFT 
5.2.7.1 - Carcinogenic, Mutagenic or Reproduction Toxic Substances: Ben- 
zene, a Class 111 listed carcinogen, is recorded i n  the report at a concentra- 
tion of 145 nlg/1113 a t  70°C from tIie.waste oil tanks, 145 times the 1 m g / n ~ ~  
TA Luf t  limits. At  90 Celsius abated, i t  is reported at 269 n1y/m3, 269 times 
the TA Luft limits. , .  

I .  
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(a) Concentration Data 

Figure. 1,: Envirolex Report 

Dichloronietliane (i.e Methylene Chloride), a Class 1 listed organic, is re- 
ported at a concentration of 164 mg/1n3 a t  7OoC, S times the 20 n ~ g / r n , ~  TA 
Luft limits. A t  90OC abated, i t  is reported at 434 mg/m3, 20 times tlie TA 
LU f t  lini i t s. 

Ammonia, a Class 111 listed inorganic substance, is reported a t  a concen- 
tration of 446.5 1ng /n1~  at 90 Celsius, 15 times tlie j o  n1g/111~ TA Luft limits. 

Polycyclic AI-omatic Hydrocarbon concentrations are reported at 3.72 my/1n3. 
Tlie breakdown is not giwn, yet the mass concentration limit of benzo(a)pyrene, 
a comp6nent of PAHs in waste oil and a Class I carcinogen, is set by TA Luft 
at 0.05 mg/m3. 

All of the above levels are the concentrations from one tank. ENVA heated 
tanks 24, 25 and 32 to temperatures far Iiigher than tlie data collected above. 
ENVA heated tanks ij, 14, 15, 16, 22 and 26 to temperatures between 70 and 
SO "C and tanks IS, 19, 7 and S to temperatures of S0"C. All of these tanks 
had either vents or chimneys. Tlie nearest residential area is 150 meters 
away. 

2.12 Mass Balance 

Mass balance is a method often used in en\~ironmental engineering to cal- 
culate where a certain pollutant goes. What goes in, must come out. For 
example in the Envirolex report in  2 0 ~ 6 ,  Benzene was nieascired across all 
oil samples at 70 part per million or lower. Another dangerous. carcinogen 
Benzo-a-pyrene was measured a t  25 parts per niillion. ENVA processes ap- 
proximately 20,000 ,tonnes. of waste oil, and this equates to I .4 tonnes o f  
Benzene, and 0.5 tonnes of Benzo-a-pyrene. For Benzene, that M W ~ S  out 
at  approximately 30 kg per week being boiled i l l  ENVA's processing tanks 
which had open vents. Tlie boiling point of Benzene is So.Celsius and most 
of the processing tanks are heated to or well above this temperature. This 
will result in a sipificant amount of Benzene being released into the atmo- 
sphere in a relatively short period of time at the beginning of the pi-ocess 
when the tanks reach their niaximum temperature. 

, .  

2.1 3 

Civen the known ground level measurements that were monitored down- 
wind of ENVA, i t  is possible to WOI-k out the source emission from the 

Inverse Atniospheric Dispersion I\/locleling 
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facility using a method called Inverse Atmospheric Dispersion Modeling. 
For example an approximate I O  ~ ~ g / m ~ .  level concentration of benzene a t  
ground level 7 50 meters from the tanks requires a source emission froin 
the facility in excess of 0.2 Kg of Benzene per hour emitted from the tank 
farm. I t  is noted 'that tlie August 1999 modeling data commissioned by the 
company predicted a. maximum concentration, approximately 150 meters 
meters away of 12.1 pg/m3 from a source emission from the facility of 0.234 
kg/lir of Benzene, This is a significant emission of Benzene and is worth 
considering when reviewing the ground level emissions. 

2.1 4 Ground Level Measirrements 

Most licensing of facilities are based on what is measured being emitted at 
source, ratlier than downwind at ground levels. This has to do with the fact 
of the inherent difficulty of ground level measurements, including the wind 
direction has to be exactly downwind to the measuring device a t  the same 
time as processing. This is difficult as most health reference levels are one 
hour and wind can be quite variable over that hour, and only btiefly pass 
through tlie measuring device, i f  a t  all. This is complicated with ENVA as 
they only process drying tanks 10 to 30 hours per week, so the wind has to 
be blowing tlie exact direction to the monitoring station a t  that time. 

The EPA undertook measurements 2.3 kni downwind from ENVA over 
a 4 month period in 2014. The results concluded tha t  the levels were safe 
a t  that location. The problem with this method is that measuring at such a 
distance from the plant, 2.3 km, any potential concentrations of chemicals 
from the plant would be so dispersed a s  to be minuscule. .Even i f  such 
a correlation of minuscule measurements to the plant \vas made, a t  such 
a distance other closer facilities in  the path downwind of the monitoring 
station would throw a n y  results into dispute. 

In March 2015 the EPA have set Up a monitoring station 150 meters from 
the processing tanks. It is important to note that. the maximum ground levels 
will be reached before 150 nieterswnder all. Pasquill-Cuilford dispersion pa- 
rameters. The maximum levels at ground level will be reached between 50111 
to 9oni from a tank height of 10 meters with a Pasquill stability class from A 
to C. I t  is therefore important when interpreting the measured ground level 
data that they are not the maximum ground level concentrations, but only 
a measure of tlie concentration a t  the point of the monitoring station. Areas 
closer to the tanks but outside the boundary of the Facility will have higher 
groiind level concentrations. This is important due to the close proximity of 
neighbouring businesses closer than I 50111 to ENVA. 

They are measuring 4 chemicals referred to as  UTEX, Benzene Toluene, 
Ethylbenzene and Xylene. The EPA sets out clear guidance in ACr4 as to the 
reference standards to be used in comparing results. An extract from the 
EPA's guidance in ACq, which is considered best practice states: 

. .  

' 

"Tlre /nost sfririgort Eirrc,ptmri gf/idc/irrc / liurif uh/i/L>fio\ri t lw  SOIII 'CCS 

011 I / ; /  f Pd bc>/oit J S/ /o / / / d  OC K ~ C / ' L ~ /  /CCd ifI/ /P!i  d ~ ' f t ' ! ' l l !  i !  /i/lS C O / ! / / J / i f l , l  f CL' i l l  

t / / c  nl7sorce of t/rc c l \ ? f d / C t l h / C  E L /  n//rbi~rrt  nil. qi/o/ity stflirihril" 

The guidance then lists a t  the very top the Danish-C values from the 
Da n i s h EPA's E n  vi ron nien t a 1 c7 U id e I i nes, to I lowed second I y by I ns t ru c t i oils 
on Air Quality Control - TA Luf t  trom the Cerman Federal Ministryfor the 
En\4ronnien t .  The Interim Report publislied by the EPA does'not reference 
these 1 eve I s \w hen coni pa ri ng BT EX mea s ci rem en t s. 



There are many other issues regarding the data that is published in the 
Interim Report by the EPA. For example, the highest recorded-levels of Ben- 
zene by the EPA in  analysis are dismissed as "interfereiice peaks". ~ i i  ex- 
ample from the 20th June, 2015, when the wind was blowing from Port- 
laoise past tlie monitoring station towards ENVA. The monitoring station 
was recording minimal background le\;els.of Beiiiene a t  0.1; pg/1n3. At 
approximately I lam, the wind changed direction iSo degrees and started 
blowing from, ENVA towards the monitoring station. At that moment and 
over the next few hours, the levels of Benzene were recorded a t  approxi- 
mately 33 pg/m3. All these levels are deleted in the analysis by the EPA. 
During the preceding 24 hour period, 18 complaints were received by Gas 
Networks, arid their engneers traced the odours back to ENVA. 

In the EPA's Interim Report it is.stil1 not even theoretically possible to 
detect an odour with the maximum levels of VOCs published. This conflicts 
with odour assessments that describe strong hydrocarbon odours. Tlie data 
from the interim report W O L I I ~  have to be multiplied by a least a factor ot 20 

to be even barely detectable as an odour. 
'What the EPA are not measuring are tlie total levels of VOCs a t  ground 

level. Total VOCs are a complex mixture of specific compounds and over 
300 have been identified in outdoor air. There is,limited toxicological data 
available for many of these compounds. Tlie measured levels of BTEX are 
only a tiny fraction .of the VOCs that are being emitted from ENVA. The 
inimission limit as set by TA l u f t  for total VOCs at ground level is 1000 

pg/m3. Health effects to total VOCs have been noted in the scientific liter- 
ature with effects starting at between ,3000 pg/1n3 to 5000 pg/1n3. These 
include irritation of the nose, throat, and headaches. 

Its also stated that the levels of VOCs at ground level have dropped by 50 
percent, inferred due to methods employed by ENVA to reduce emissions. 
But the monitoring station is now twice the distance from ENVA. According 
to atmospheric dispersion modeling, i t  you double tlie distance the concen- 
trations will approximately be halved. 

There are other issues in the ground level assessment of emissions from 
the plant as published in the EPA Interim Report that are questionabl'e. For 
example "Minor mass flow~s" for benzene of 0.05 kg/hr. This minoi-.mass 
flow is pursuant to TA Luft section 5.5, i,vhicIi is based on 2 criteria; "Stacks 
shall have a minimum height of i o  ni above ground level and project 3 m, 
as a minimum, above the ridge of tlie roof." ENVA do not meet the criteria, 
and therefore 7 0  percent of this value is to be used, and a detailed impact 
assessment of the emissions is required a s  part of the permit application. 

2.1 5 Thertnal Oxidiser 

Tlie current review was triggered by the ENVA proposal' to install a thermal 
osidiser to deal with "odours", and what \vo~ild be a new emission point. 
Point source emissions are defined in the EU Href on Waste Treatment Indus- 
tries on page 452 as "Point source emissions relate to those emissions that 
result from the collection of gas from a vessel or area and that are passed 
on, either via abatement or directly, t o  a stack or vent". Correspondence 
of the 7th May, 2013 from ENVA to the EF"\ lists 23 processing tanks with 
vents or chimneys from heated waste oil processing tanks. None of these 23 
emission points we?e regulated. In 2036, without approval, they vented and 
ducted these emissions from the top of the tanks to ground level into what 
is described as an "abatement" system. 
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(a )  Vents from tanks cluctcd into a dustbin 

Figure 2: Aba,tement system 

The vents were ducted into a dustbin containing.clieniicals to mask the 
odour. When e\ialiiating this system, it is worth bearing in  mind I) the con- 
centrations in the 1999 data measured from the tanks a t  low tkmperntures, 
with no compressed air 2) the data from tlie eiiviroles report and 3) the con- 
centrations of VOCs measured in 2013. Even the abatement system i n  the 
envii-olex report does not deliver anything close to the alleged performance 
of the dustbin abatement system eniployed by ENVA. This method and the 

data I-equit-es full investigation. I . .  

I 3 G R O U N D S  F O R  O B J E C T I O N  

There are numerous points that together form an,objection to this licence. 

o The Minister of the Environment has ordered a report on this facility 
over 2 and a half years ago tha t  has still not been completed. This 
was on foot of serious concerns raised by nuniei-om elected members 
in  the Seanad. It is premature for the board of tlie EPA to consider 
and grant a licence to this facility until a f u l l  and final report has been 
submitted to the Minister of.the Environment for his consideration. 

Q There is a n  appeal currently before tlie Commissioner for Environ- 
ni,ental Information regarding key documents relating to ENVA that 
were refused to be released bp the EPA under Access to ~ n \  '1  ' ron men - 
tal Informa tion. The Environmental Information contained in these 
documents would have to be assessed in tlie contest of submissions 
and objections to the granting of this licence., I t  is therefore prenia- 
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ture to grant a licence before the decision of tlie -Commissioner for 
En\;ironmental Information: 

e At  the heart of the Primetime Investigation was the emissions from 
the drying tanks. There is astonisliing point i j i  the submission from 
ENVA regarding the drying tanks: After the proposed submission to 
install an abatement system, the EPA requested measurements from 
the drying tanks. ENVA declined a s  they stated they would be no 
longer using this method, and would propose installing a new flash 
distillation system instead. Then later in September they contradict 
this and state they may eniploy the original drying tanks method. But 
they Iiave not taken any measurements. 

o The decision making process engaged by the'EPA in the licence review 
has been flawed. 

Firstly, the EPA informed members of the public orally that submis- 
sions would be accepted until the proposed determination date of the 
6th January, 2017. This date was subsequently brought forward with- 
out notice. 

Secondly, notice was given to members of the public wlio made sub- 
missions regarding the Appropriate Assessment issued on the I Y th 
October. However the EPA omitted to give notice of this fact to other 
members of the public who made submissions. 

Thirdly, after the publication of the Natura Impact statement on tlie 
EPA website on the 14th November 2016, the Inspector's report and 
the assessment of submissions was completed on tlie 24th Noveniber. 
This was  insutficient time for members of the public to read, digest, 
formulate and make submissions on the key Natura Jmpact statement 
for consideration by the EPA. This was also done under the umbrella of 
a n  unknown time frame, which in this case turned out to.be 7 working 
days. 

0 All the Atmospheric Dispersion modeling und&taken by ENVA i n  
their submission i s  tlawed. On6 of the nearest residential receptor 
is Oak Park, where a family continue to live. I n  tlie 1999 modeling, 
this was considered the nearest residential receptor, but is completely 
omitted in the current modeling. The family a t  this location describe 
highly offensive odours, headaches and having to leave their home a t  
times from the emissions from ENVA. 

o There are very serious issues with the monitoring of emissions from 
various heated tanks i n  tlie submission by ENVA, with are claimed 
to be than i 11q/1n3 of VOC concentration after ENVA's dustbin and 
barrel abatement system. Even tlie abatement systems employed in 
tlie Envirolex system does not achieve anything close to this level of 
abatement. AC2 guidance a s  published by tlie EPA sets out clear pro- 
cedures for monitoring eniissions, including 30 minute measuring in- 
tervals etc. Where i n  the process cycle, exact temperature of the tanks 
etc are not described, only vague nunibers. Critically, the oil feedstock 
of whether this was ship oil, crankcase oil etc was not documented, 

' which tanks were operating etc. Are these spot measurements \vith a 
Photo-Jonisation Detector in the vicinity of the dustbins and barrels, or 
have proper 30 minute nieasui-ements been undertaken in accordance 
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with EN:12619:2013 as per AC2? This hints stronglj?, a t  tlie former 
given the results presented. 

This point is reinforced by-a letter of tlie 5th April;;2016~ which de- 
scribed tlie emission monitoring undertaken by ENVA- of.heated tanks, 
oil storage tanks and oil filtration plant, all showing less than I ppm 
of total VOCs. These were all taken with a' liandl~eld device "supple- 
mented by sensory assessment". The Oil filtration plant, a t  an extrac- 
tion rate of 2,300 m3/hr was measurecl a t  less than 1 ppm of VOC, 
yet this is contradicted in a later submission with measurements from 
the Oil extraction plant a t  an extraction rate of 2,220 m3/hr by Axis 
Environmental which Show concentrations of 42.7 mg/m3. If this is 
the case, the data presente'd greatly underestimates the concentration 
of emissions from the'tanks, compliance with BAT 41, and further as- 
sumptions that are made in later assessments. 

All these measurements need to .be ,r?pea t d  properly, and under su- 
pervisidn from tlie EPA. 

0 I n  the new licence, tlie decision of tlie'EPA is flawed to permit ENVA 
to heat waste oil to j o  Celsius with air sparging.Tliere are no nieasure- 
ments of tlie resulting eniissiok from this process i n  tlie submission 
made by ENVA, only assumptions 

o ENVA during the licencing review installed witliout bermission a dust- 
bin and barrel type abatement system, bringing the emissions from a 
height of i o  meters to ground level. This'was done without any ap- 
proval by tlie EPA. 

, 

0 The treatment of waste \.vater from tlie facility with hydrogen peros- 
ide etc has been demonstrated to be unsuccessful in  stopping highly 
oftensive mercaptan gas type odours from tlie plant. Leaving aside 
an odour nuisance issue from offensive mercaptans, as outlined previ- 
ously this is a pbtentially dangerous situation a s  reporting Fatigue is 
rampant from residents and workers. Tlierr is a. real and significant 
danger tha t  genuine gas leaks may not be reported. 

0 Other facilities that recycle waste oil have resulted in multiple fatali- 
ties from accidents: An example \vo~iId be tlie I-lub Oil facility t h a t  

I resulted i n  a massive explosion. The accident resulted from a simple 
blocked valve in the waste oil process, which resulted in a crack devel- 
oping in the heated oil tank. I t  is questionable \vhy this type of activity 
of heating waste oil to high temperatures should be permitted in such. 
close prosimity of iieigliboLiring.bqsiness and residential areas. There 
is no .risk assessment of this scenario made in the submissions to the 
EPA. 

0 I n  the event of a bypass of the IiTO, there is little or no backup systems 
employed in the proposal by ENVA except a carbon filter. This is not 
sufficient to enable protection of the en\rironment in the event of a 
bypass. 

* The EPA lias allowed a 3 month testing period of tlie new proposed 
system. Given tlie history of odour nuisances from the facility, this 
experimental period lias a high potential to yet again subject residents 
to further nuisance and affect ambient air quality. , 

~ f t t ~ ~ ~ ; / / ~ ; ~ ~ ~ ~ . ~ l / j l ~ ! / . ~ ~ \ ~  
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0 The precise make up of tlie odour masking chemicals emitted into tlie 
air from ENVA are unknown, as tliey 'are hidden by proprietary for- 
mulas. These chemicals are used to block' and mask offensive odours 
emanating from the facility. These odour masking chemicals could 
have a potential adverse effect on sensitive members of tlie public with 
such conditions as asthma. No analysis or assessment is contained i n  

o This review was triggered by ENVA requesting to install a RTO. Ear- 
lier in 2015, an initial abatement system was drawn up, and aban- 
doned. Another system was drawn up, and abandoned. A third abate- 
ment system is now proposed. After the EPA revieyed the initial 
proposal, the EPA requested.ENVA to measure tlie tanks. ENVA yet 
again clianged their in tlie proposal and stated that they would not be 
continuing with 'the existing system, but would install a new process 
of flash distillation. Given the indecisiveness and piecemeal approach 
to abatement so far, i t  i s  difficult to have confidence whether this pro- 
posal is genuine, or  whether yet again ENVA will change their mind 
with a ,  new proposal or process change. Either way the permitted 
1 2  month p,eriod allowed by to install the new RTO is too long, and 
processing of waste oil should be suspended until proper abatement 
system is installed. 

the submissions by ENVA. . .  

, I  

e Given tlie lack of measurements of tlie constituent from waste oil from 
either the drying tanks, or the new, tlash.distillation unit, i t  is flawed 
to assume that tlie RTO will be capbi le  to deal wit~i. t l ie load. i f  
measurements were undertaken of tlie drying tanks, i t  would have a t  
least given a starting point to assess the impact and load on the pro- 
posed RTO. A n  example of this point is the Envirnlex data where tlie 
concentrations of Tricliloroetliylene, a chlorinated solvent, was niea- 
sured at a concentration of 372 mg/in3 in tlie waste stream. There 
is a rea1 potential to create dangerous Polychlorinated dibenzodioxins 
from chlorinated solvents entering into the RTO. 

o The EPA liave placed residents and members of the public on tlie 
horns of a dilemma. As out l ind  by the licencing department, i f  the 
new licence is refused, ENVA get-to keep their original licence. There- 
fore any ~ ~ i ~ ~ e s ~ f i i l  pbjection to refusing the licence will return tlie fa- 
cility to tlie status-quo, wliicli is very unsatisfactory: There are strong 
grounds that tlie current licence is invalid as it  is based on inaccurate 
data, insufficient data, and withheld data. Furthermore complaints 
clearly demonstrate on-going nuisance, and Iiarm on liuman health. 

e There is a paradox between tlie board of tlie EPA granting a ii&v li- 
cence, and yet the the EPA's compliance investigation in relation to the 
plant remains open. ' I t  is flawed to grant a licence while the ci.irrent 
investigation is still open and has not concluded. 

0 Both  residents and Irish rail have described significant dust coming 
from the facility, covering cars and equipment. Civen tlie soil treat- 
ment facility contains hazardous waste i n  the form of contaminated 
soil, there is a serious threat to human health of inhaling tlie contami- 
nated particulate matter. As  described in tlie inspectors report, written 
information provided by ENVA stated tha t  the building was fully en- 
closed, when i t  was not. Class of activity 11.2.(a), i 1.2(b) and ii,.i(a)(ii) 
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must be objected to a s  ENVA have niislead the EPA in.  the licencing 
review and tailed demonstrate tlie ability to eliminate the risk of dust 
from the contaminated soil. 

o "Our drivers are trained to monitor the oils proposed for collection" 
is stated by ENVA in the submission process. ENVA also employ a 
standard operating procedure on waste oil acceptance. If tlie content 
is from an approved source i t  is accepted and puniped~ into a tank at 
the discretion of the operations personnel. Many substances appear to 
be accepted on face value or by visual inspection. These procedures 
are unsatisfactory. There is the potential for many contaniinated and 
dangerous substances from waste oil collection, sludges and particu- 
larly tank cleaning operations. Previous internal emails in 201 3 from 

" the EPA regarding dangerous substances state "There is no correla- 
tion between what is been dispatc1ied from Pliilibs to been accepted 
in ENVA". In the original licence in 2000, waste was separated into seg- 
regation tanks and tested before acceptance. This is no longer done. 
All delivers of hazardous waste should be thoroughly tested rather 
than relying on the judgment of tlie truck drivers or other operations 
personnel. 

o According to tlie answer to question 11 in the submission, ENVA state 
the emission point A2-1 may be relocated from its current position. 
This would affect the results of the air dispersion modeling and the 
ground level concentrations at nearby residential receptors. This vari- 
able location invalidates any proper assessment of the levels at resi- 
dential receptors. 

o I t  i s  stated i n  the original submission by ENVA"TIi&nial oxidation 
can routinely deliver in excess of 95 percent, reduction i n  the conceii- 
trations of VOC's in the exhaust airstream". Given the \/Fry high con- 
centrations i n  waste gas L I P  to 7000 mg/m3, a 95 percent reduction 
would still result in  a niassive breach of 20 mg/m3 under BAT 41. A n  
efficiency of 99.7 percent would still breach BAT 41. Based on available 
data and statements, the proposed l7TO will breach proposed licence 
1 i ni i ts . 

Q I t  i s  stated in the submission tli'at "carbon Filters wiU not operate in 
Iiigli temperatures (>50 C )  or in  liigli moisture streams ( > 25 per- 
cent)." I t  further goes on to say "Carbon filters are a ,suitable abate- 
ment technology for gas streams containing I O W  concentrations of or- 
ganic compounds. I f  used to abate high concentrations (but lo\v flo\v) 
gas streams, saturation will occur very quickly" 

.ENVA's gas streams are high conccntrations, but low flow, and po- 
tenliallg high temperatures and moisture streams. Therefore they are 
unsuitable to be used in numerous ernissi,on points as described by 
ENVA. 

I .  

o According to the submission to question .12 on BAT 47 "status of tech- 
nique it installation" i t  is described as "in place". This is contradicted 
later when emission point A3-52 an A y 5 3  are measured at 47 m g / n i 3  
and 141 mg/1n3, respectively a n d  bi:eaching BAT 4 . ~ .  

o Under BAT 99 i n  the submission, i t  is described as "not applicable. N o  
si:;nificant chlorinated spccics arc present in tlic wastc stream." l-lo\v- 
ever there is no data to back LIP this assertion From ENVA. The only 
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data available is from the Envirolex report in 2006, which measured 
levels of chlorinated sotvents in the waste stream from waste oil plant 
at 372 mg/m3. This is a significant amriunt. 

e Regarding BAT IO;, uneconomic reasons are given. BATNEEC, Best 
available Technology Not Entailing Excessive Cost, has heen redun- 
dant since been replace by BAT and economic reasons are not an ex- 
cuse. ' .  

o The potential of dioxin creation is significant given the data from the 
Continuous monitoritig of Envirolex report of chlorinate solvents. 

dioxins should be a condition of any RTO. 

0 There i s  no data or measurements of persistent organic pollutants from 
the emissioiis of heated waste oil tanks. 

. I  

0 No evidence has been given by ENVA that the RTO can process the 
worst case scenario loading of hydrocarbons. ' . 

0 Re,aarding iiLS Oil product i t  was requested by the EPA to show that 
processed fuel oil contains no more contaminants (of environmental 
concern); and will have no greater environnlental impact than the fuel 
oils displaced by processed fuel oil. Results of the analysis show a 
significant adverse impact on the air quality in the vicinity oi  a com- 
bustion plant. 

The highest levels of VOCs from burning 11 LS were measured a t  0.23 
Kg/hr, compared to the highest level 0.15 K g / h r  from burning gas oil. 
This an increase of more than 50 percent emissions of VOC's. This 50 
percent increase coiild potentially throw an esistitig plant over the TA 
Luft emission limit and well beyond tlie permitted standard. 

1 1  LS breaches the liidustrial emissions limit tor S L I ~ ~ L I I -  dioxide and is 
a t  162 per cent in  the report. 

0 Regarding I ~ L S ,  the report and submission claims to demonstrate that 
the 19LS product contains no more contaminants and will have no 
greater environmental impact, than the virgjii heavy tuel oil that has 
been replaced by the 19LS. No analysis is done similar to what \\'as 
undertaken with i r L S ,  nor any quantitatively measuring of the en- 
\/ i ronnien ta I' ini p a c t . FU rthermore, the study starts by making 19 LS 
analogous to Processed Fuel Oil (PFO). The. quality control parame- 
ters for PFO are then coni~ared  to typical levels detected .in class C; 
Heavy Fuel Oil (I-JFO) from one dataset. 

The typical levels of iitic in HFO is measured at 50 mglkg ,  which 
compares with a quality control in PFO of ;oo m g / k g .  Typical ,levels 
of coppet-'are 6 n i g / k g  i n  HFO, compared to PFO qual i ty  protocol ot 40 
ing /kg .  Fluorine HFO levels are typically 3; ing /kg ,  while PFO qual- 
ity protocol is 150 i i iy/kg.  Typical PCBs, Arsenic, Antimony, Cobalt, 
Magnesium in HFO are one fifth of PFO quality protocol. This is like 
comparing apples with oranges. There,is no data regat-,diiig sulphur 
dioxide and VOCs mass emission. 

The report does not demonstrate that 19LS contains no more contam- 
inants and will have no greater environmental impact than the virgin 
fuel oil. 
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There is no data to support that emission point A3-56 (contingency 
carbon filter serving the main ring) will be adequate to deal with the 
load when the proposed RTO is not available. ENVA have previously 
stated that  carbon filters are unsuitable for high concentration and 
high temperature abatement. 

0 Assumptions to the load into the RTO in the document of the 6th 
September submission are deeply flawed. These range from using tlie 
US EPA tanks model, to assumptions of mass emissions of o.o65kg/hr 
of VOCs. The US EPA tanks model is invalid due to pumping of com- 
pressed, and data from 1999 show measurements of mass emissions of 
VOCs at 0.37 kg/hr at a mere 22 degrees Celsius without air sparging. 

0 With regard to the carbon filters and given by there own admission 
they are unsuitable for high concentration levels of VOCs, ENVA refer 
to shoveling tlie carbon out of the dustbin or barrel when needed to 
be replaced. These appears to be some sort of home-made DIY fil  tcrs, 
rather than a commercially proven carbon filter system. The efficacy of 
the carbon filters used by ENVA must be questioned. ENVA has used 
carbon filters before in a n  attempt to reduce O ~ O L I I .  nuisance. Given 
tlie complaints, the system failed. There is no confidence that things 
will be any different this time. 

0 Despite their qualifications, the managcmcnt of the facility have shown 
and demonstrated to be technically incapable of stopping the odour 
nuisance from the facility, or even find the source ot it. I t  is question- 
able whether they are technically t i t  t o  hold a licence. 

4 C O N C L U S I O N S  

The current licence that ENVA operates under W o i S ~ - o i  should never  ha\^ 
been granted given the insufficient data from the drying tanks. The sub- 
missions from ENVA in the new licence contain \voefully insufficient, in- 
substantial and implausible data regarding the emissions from dozens of 
Ilea led tanks containing Iiazardous waste oi 1. 

There are numerous grounds outlined i n  this docunient regarding a n  ob- 
jection to the granting of this licence. ENVA has yet to demonstrate tlie 
ability to recycle oil in  an eii\/irotinieiitall~/ sound manner, without creating 
nuisance and inflicting untold misery on numcrous tainilies in their homes. 
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