
Dr. Karen Creed, 
Programme Officer, 
Office of Climate, Licensing & Resource Use, 
Eiivironiiieiital Protection Agency, 
Headquarters P.O. Box 3000, 
Jolinstown Castle Estate, 
County Wexford 25"' March 20 1 1 

RE: Obiectioii to Proposed Decision Application for Waste Licence Ref. No.WO079-02 Greenstar 
Limited. Unit 41 ~ Cookstown Industrial Estate Tallagth Dublin. 

Dear Di- Creed, 

On behalf of Greenstar Limited, I enclose the grounds for objection to the Proposed 
The objectioii fee (€500) has been paid Decision on Waste Licence applicatton W0079-01, 

electronically. 

If' you have any queries, please call me. 

Yours sincerely, 

0904801 8Ol/JOC/MS 
Encl 
cc: Mr. Malcolm Dowling, Greenstar Limited 
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Objection To 

Proposed Decision 

Waste Licence Application No.WO079-02 

Greenstar Limited 

Prepared For: - 

c J i t t i istar  - 3 ,  Limited, 
U i i i t  6 

B a 11 yo 2 an Bus I lies s Park, 
B a 11 yoga n Road, 

Dublin 18. 
sa l l d  y fo I d ,  

Prepared By: - 

0' Callqliaii Moran gL Associates, 
Granary House, 
Rutlaiid Street, 

cod<. 

25'h March 2011 
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~~~~ 

1.  INTRODUCTION 

Greenstar Limited (Greenstar), Unit 6 Ballyogan Business Park. Ballyogaii Road, Saiidyford 
Dublin 18, the applicant, in accordance with Section 42 of the Waste Manageineiit Acts 1996 
to 201 0 objects to the Proposed Decision (PD) to refuse to grant a revised Waste Licence 
(Application Register WOO79-02) for its facility a t  Unit 41, Cooltstown Indust~-~al Estate. The 
relevant fee (€500) IS enclosed, and the gi-ounds for thc objection are pi-eseiited 111 Sectioii 2. 
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2. GROUNDS FOR OBJECTION 

The Agencj ‘ s  reasons for refiisal presented in the PD are based on tlie Directors consideration 
of coiiclusions and recommendations i n  the OCLR Inspector‘s Report dated 1 Ot” Febmai-y 
201 0. The inclividual grounds for 1-eftisal are in italics. followed b j  Greenstar’s objection 

The waste activities requested iii the ieview application are Eiid of Life (ELV) vehicle and 
metals recovei y These are coiiiiiion waste recovery activities aiid do not involve any uiiique 
piocess or eiiiission The Agency is of the opinion, apparently based on site specific 
coiiditions, that the pioposed activities would cause or lead to environmental pollutioii The 
PD does not define hat is iiieaiit by en\ iroiiiiieiital pollution, but as thei-e is subsequeiit 
sepaiate reference to iioise and dust nuisance, i t  is assuiiied it 1 efeis to the iisk to surface 
watei, soil and groundwater 

The Agencj‘s position that stoiage aiid handling of waste iiietals in  aii uncovered j w d  is 
likely to cause oi lead to en\~iioiimental poll~itioii is not consistent I\ it11 the techiiical 
iequiiements specified i n  Annex I of Council Decision 2000/53/EC on Eiid of Life Vehicles 
(ELV), m hich is tiansposed by the Secoiid Scliedule of the Waste Maiiageinent (Eiid of Life) 
Regulations 3006 (Regulations) Fiirtlieiiiioie. i t  I \  contiai-y to the guidance on ELV facilities 
issued by the Depai tiiient o f  the Environment, Hci-itage and Local Go\ criiiiieiit (DEHLG)’, 
and the appioacli taken by the Local Authoritics ~ ~ 1 1 o  iegulatc the nialoi ity of ELV aiid inetal 
\ ? a s k  I-ccovei-j’ facllltles. 

The Council Decision, Rcgulatioiis and Guidance do not pioliibit tho storage ant1 handling of 
metal wastes in open yards, subject to tlie piovisioii of appropi late control measures Waste 
Permits issued by the Local Autlioiities a l l o m  tlie haiidliiig aiid sloi-age or iiietal wastes in 
uncovered yards pi-()\ ided i t  is car i led out on an inipermeable surface with an appropilate 
surface watei draiiiage system iii place The Council Decision, Regulations, Guidaiice ancl 
Local Autlioi-ity practice explicitly acl<nowledge that the storage and haiidling of metal waste 
iii open areas can be done iii a iiiamiei- that is not likely to cause or lead to en\ironniental 
I., 0 1 1 Ll t io11 

The Greenstai facility coiiiplies with the technical 1-equireiiieiits of tlie Cotiiicil Decision aiid 
the Secoiid Scliedule of the Regulations and the DEHLG Guiclance The open yard where the 
metals aie handled is paved with conciete, wliicli prevents infiltiation of rainfall to the soil 

’ Waste Maiiagemeiit (End of Life Vehicles) Regulatioiis 2006(SI No 262 of2OO6) FreqLiently Asked Questions 
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and or groundwater This is acl<nowledged 111 Section‘s 5 3 and 5 5 of the Inspector‘ Report 
oii the Licence Application ’There I I I Y  / i o  L)II I I\  51017 t o  \iirj(ic e I I  utei* Tiic iiiu/ori/~ of /lie $ / I C  

117 tlic everif oj‘ci \pill o r  leuk 
I $  I1 concrete \lII~fc/Ce 11 /?I1 h 11117117771 \e\ the ~’otel7tli/l j.1 r/l\cllcll.ycr to gr o l l l ? r /  01- g7-ollllr/~l I l tL ’ I  

The rainwater run-off‘ li-oiii the sections of the yard usecl to storc metal waste is collected and 
passed through a silt trap and appi-opi-lately sized Class 2 oil interceptor befoie discharge to 
the municipal foul sewer The drainage system in this area %as substaiitially upgraded in 
2009, in\ olving the construction of new diains, gullies and the installation of a lieu 

interceptor, and the design was approved in advance by  the Office of Enviroiiniental 
Enfoi-cement following a period of consultatioii 

The routiiie monitoi-iiig of the dischaige to sewer, including that conducted i n  20 10, has 
demonstrated that it complies with the eiiiissioii limit In 
addition to complying with the technical requirements of the Council Decision aiid 
Regulations, these measures comply with the guidance in the Agency’s draft BAT Guidance 
Note on the Waste Sector Transfer Activities (Apnl 2008) 

alues set in the current Licence 

Conclusion 

Greenstar considers that, based on the coiitiol iiieasiiies ah eacly pro\ ided U hich were 
aplxoved by the Agency and comply m i t h  BAT, the pioposed acti\ itics ale not likely to came 
or lead to soil, rn atei- or giouiidwater contamination 

The issue of noise nuisancc IS  dealt v, ith below aiid the Inllo\i ing ndtlr esses dust emissions 
The facility is in an  industrial estate and the1 e aie no iicai by iensitivc ieceptors Although the 
fc~cility was not opci atioiial between ,4131 11 2006 and No\ ciiibei 2008. dust iiionitoi iiig as 
cai J led out until July 2007 and this idcntificd a iiuiiibei ol cYcecclaiices of the deposition limit, 
indicating that the1e arc slgilliicallt ofI-site sOLlI-Les of clLlst 

The Inspector’s Report notes that fi-om January to July 2009. dust le\ els a t  the rear sitc 
boundary (D2) cxceeded the l i i i i i t  value fool- six of the se\ en months (Refer to Tables in 

Appendix A of tlie Inspector‘s Report). 111 response to these cxceedances, the dust contiol 
programme was augmented. The subsequeiit dust nionitoi-ing, from August 2009 to Octobei- 
201 0, coiifiinied the effectiveness of these iiicasures, ~ 7 1 t h  tlie deposition limits at all the 
monitoring points exceeded on only t h e e  o isions out 01 forty two measui-ements o\ CI the 
fourteen iiiontli period. Section 5.1 of the Inspector's Report acl<iio\+lcdgcs that compliance 
W l t h  the dllst depoSltloi1 ~ i i l l l t ~  1lllpIOVed f i~OIl1  i l l i d  ?oOc>. -11 /?/Ch 17lCly h C l l  C hi’e7l r/ll? f 0  f l l P  

1 1 1 1 ~ l / C ’ l 7 1  (.’/I filftOl1 Of dl I S  f 1711 llgIIflOl1 I7’lL‘CI S Z I1.L‘ 5 
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Conclusion 

The dust nionitoi-iiig carried out between April 2006 and Noveinber 2008, M heii the facility 
as closed, identified exceeclaiices o r  the dust deposition liinit at the on-site monitoring 

locations The inoiithly nioiiitoiing conducted since the augineiitatioii of tlie dust control 
ineasures at the facility has deinonsti ated that these iiieasures have proven to be effective, a 
fact acknowledged by the Inspector Gi eeiistai coiisiders that the moiiitoi ing data does not 
support the Agency's position that dust emissions from the waste activities are 01- will be a 
cause of nuisance and that this IS iiot a reasonable grouiid for rehisal 

The PD states that the ability to coinply with the 45 dB night-time limit has not been 
demonstrated However it is not proposed to operate during night time, which is defined in 
tlie Licence as 2200 to 0800 hours Therefore the 45 dB liinit is not rclevant and is not a 
1 easonable gi ound for refusal 

The PD states that the ability to comply with the daytime limit of 55dB(A) 'at the nearest 
noise seiisitive locatioiis, boundary and neighbouring premises' has iiot been deinonsti-ated 
These thi-ee locations are dealt Miitli separately below. 

Noise Sensitive Locations 

The facility is located i n  '1 long established industi ial estate with comiiieici~il and light 
industi in1 pi eniises adjoining to the north, west and east The site 15 sur1 ounded by conci-ete 
~ a l l s  appioxiiiiately 2in high to t l ie  mi-tli, east and west 

The closest i csidential pi-opci-ties ai e iippi-oxiinately 240111 east of the lacility bouiidai 1 
Tallaglit Hospital, M hicli is identified as a noise sensitive location (NSL) i n  the culient noise 
moiiitoi ing progi-aiiime, i b  19Om south west of the facility Theie is a FAS tiainiiig ceiitie 
iiiiin et1 i a t  el y so ut11 of tlie 1 a c i li t y eii ti aiic e ancl a pha i in ac eu t i c a 1 inmu fac tu1 i ng fac 11 i t 4 
(Ricesteele Limited) adloining the noi thein boundary 

The noise nioiiitoring coiiducted to date, both in compliance with tlie Licence conditions and 
as i equested by the Agency dui-ing the Licence Review piocess has clcai-ly demonstratecl that 
the noise einissioiis fi-om the facility are not adversely affecting the nearest NSL (Tallaght 
Hospital) oi the nearest private iesidences. 
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Tlie definition of a NSL in the Licence includes, Ai11 ( ell11rg 1101 l SC~ .  11otel 01- I1o5tc1, llelllrll 
hrulrhiig, rdzrurtroiiiil CY i ( d d ~ ~ l m m r ,  plaw of 11 o i  \liip o i  eii tei . t~iirinicii t  ti1 ~1171~  otlici, /CK i l l t i  

1eivIA. Officcs or industrial and coiiiiiiei cia1 opcratioiis aie excluded from tlie definition. The 
Inspector states that the FAS 11 aiiiing centre and offices, M liich was established since tlie 
granting of the current Licence, is a NSL Tlie i-eaxlii foi this opinion i~ not g i ~  en. but it  is 
assumed that tlie Agencq considcrs it to bc an 'educatioiial establishment' 

0 1 .  ~ 1 1 ~ ~ 0  Of hlgll ~ l l 1 7 C ~ l l l t )  1.1 Ill< 11 f o l -  I f \  ]jl.O]IC'l. PllJO)//l7C'll/ /.PlJl/ll <'\ ( l h 5 C ' l l C e  O/ 1101\C' ( l f  17111,5(111iL' 

At the Agency's request, noise iiioiiitoiiiig was cairied out outside the FAS building at times 
when the Greenstar facility was opei-atioiial and closed The Inspector acl<no\~ ledges that the 
background noise levels at the monitoring point were higher than 55dB when the Greenstar 
facility was closed aiid that this was due to tiaffic iioise aiid coiiimerc~al activities iii tlie 
iiidustrial estate (refer to Table 3 below which is an eltract from the Inspector's report) 

lable  3. Nc 

Tallaght Hospital (iiottli eastein gate) Open 56 52 

Closed 55 4s 

South easi comet- ut' Ricssteele ILtd. pi-eiiiises Open 6 h 6 I 
(acl.ioins mi-l l i  bouiidary of facility) 

Closed 53 52 

C lowl  50 i o  

The Inspector notes that when the Greenstar facility \+'as opei atiiig, iioise levels a t  Station 3 
were 1 1 dB higher than tlie bLicl<grouiid levels 111 addition. tonal coiiiponeiits LA el e audible 
fi-om revcrsiiig alariiis and i~iipulsive components arose f i  om containel loading The 
Inspectoi states that tlie Agency G~iidaiice (Guidaiice Note for Noise 111 Relation to Schecluled 
Activities 2006) recommends that noise eiiiissiom fi-om a facility should be penalised by 5dB 
if the iioise iiicludes a cleai ly audible tonal and/oi impulsive component. 

However the actual let cl measui-cd was 57dB, \A liich if tlie 5dH pciialtj I:, added, inci-eascs to 
62dB. This is only 7clB aboi c the 55dB liiiiit for a NSL Furtlieriiioie, as the iiioiiitoi~ng was 
not carried out Inside the building the iiitei i ial  IC\ els are not k n o ~  11 Building designers 
typically apply a liigli le\cl of noise Insulation, expected to icduce noise Ic\els by at least 
25dB 

    
    

    
    

    
For

 in
sp

ec
tio

n p
ur

po
se

s o
nly

.

Con
se

nt 
of

 co
py

rig
ht 

ow
ne

r r
eq

uir
ed

 fo
r a

ny
 ot

he
r u

se
.

EPA Export 29-03-2011:03:40:44



6 o f 8  

Noise assessiiients are typically based on exteiiial iiicasuiemeiits, because 1-esideiits and 
occupants of high amenity areas have the right to enjoy the use of their gardens aiid adloiiiiiig 
lands As the FAS centre was coiistructed iii an  existing iiiclusti-ial area M it11 high backgiouiid 
iioisc levels, FAS clearly coiisidered that it did not requiie the sdine level of piotectioii a p i i i s t  
iioise as that o f a  house or other high aiiieiiity use 

The Iiispcctoi- concludes that the survey results (7dB above the daytime h i i t  for an NSL)  
highlights the facility has the potential to came a sigiiificant noise related impact a t  thc FAS 
training ceiitre The Inspector does not appear to have considered the fact that 
occupantshsei-s of the centre have never coiiiplained about noise from the Greenstar facility, 
although tlie noise levels are comparable to those measured at a ncighbounng pi-eiiiises 

Site Bouiidary 

Greenstar acknowledges that the 55 dB (A) limit cannot be achieved at the site boundary 
T h ~ s  is common to many, if iiot all, waste niaiiagenieiit aiid iiidustrial activities. This is 
recogiiised in the Agency's Guidance, where Section 3.3 recommends the establishment of 
limits for NSL.  Section 3.4 states that for Iiidustrial Estates where h i t s  may be set at tlie 
boundary, such limits may be higher than at the NSL to reflect the relative pioxiinity o f  the 
iioise The Guidance also states that noise liiiiits m a y  be set on individual s o ~ i c e s  of iioise. 
talaiig cognisance of the target liinit levels to be acliiex ed eitliel at the boundaiy O I  iieaiest 
NSL 

N e i,dibo u ri ii  g P rciiii ses 

The site is located in a long established industrial a i m ,  M i t h  a iiuinbei of la ige  industrial units 
in the \ icinity The PD does iiot ideiitif) the 'iieigliboui-iiig pieiiiises' but the Iiispectoi - 5  

ieport confirms that this is the Ricesteele facility (the single of3jectoi to the application). 
v, here Gieenstai ~ l s o  conducted noise moiiitoiiiig at t he  iequcst of  the Agcnc! The liispectoi 
states that iiotable iioise level incleases weie attributable to tlie opeiatioiis a t  the Gieciistai- 
ficility. M ith an iiicieasc of 9dB abo\ e the background le\ el Hov, e\ el- the actual le\ el 
measui ed was 61 dB in a yai d outside the Ricestecle inanufactur ing building Including the 
5dB penalt) foi- iiiipulsive noises iiicreases the lei el to 66dB(A), v, liich is 1 1 dB(A) abo\ e the 
claytlmc 111111t for a NSL.  

The Iiispcctoi aclaiiowledges tliat Ricesteele is not by definition a noise seiixitii e location, h u t  
consideis the statidaid l lOlSe  Iiii1lts (45dB ~ilghtlllle d l ~ d  55dB da)t1111e) shOuIc~ dppl) OLLtside 
the Ricestcele building to avoid noise-i elated iiuisaiice Ricesteele is a phi-maceutical 
niaiiufachtrer. \\hose ope1 ations themselves generate iioise, and the yai cl could not he 
categorised as being siiiiilai- to residential or high amenity lalid use 

'The Agenc) * 5  Gtridaiice includes a conelation betw een noise levels as iiiexui-ed i n  dB(A) and 
how tliat is perceived, which are pi esentecl belorn 
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Sound level dB(A) 
0 
25 
35 
5s 
70 
85 
100 
120 
140 

Descriptio 11 

Ab solute s i 1 en c e 
Very quiet room 
Rural night-time setting with no wind 
Day-time, busy roadway 0 S 1mi away 
Busy restaurant 
Veiy b~ i sy  pub. \ oicc lias to be iaisecl to be heard 
DISCO or rock concert 
Uncomfortably loud, coli\ ei sation impossible 
Noise causes pain i n  cars 

The noise levels measured outside the Ricesteele facility are less than those occui-ring in a 
busy restauiant. Fui-theriiioi-e in Iiiikiiig of' NSL iioise limits with 'nuisance', the Agency 
establishes a tlu-eshold for noise-related nuisance of 45dBA night time and 55dBA daytiine 
for any occupant of an iiidusti-ial estate 

Coilclusion 

Tlie Agency considers that noise levels recorded at two off-site locations, which are less than 
those encountered in a busy restaurant. constitute noise-related nuisance. Tlie off-site 
locations include the yard of adjoining lot occupied by a manufactui-iiig activity, aiid the 
secoiid is at the eiitrancc to a nearby tr'iiiiing centic, neitlici of mliich constitutes high amenity 
landuse In thc context of the site location in a busy industrial estate, where ambient noise 
levels already exceed the NSL day time l i m i t ,  Creeiistai considers that the Agenc) ' 5  opinion 
1s not JLiStlfled 

Tlie mitigation nieasiii es iii place include acoustic bail leis (2ni high concrete walls on t h e e  
sidcs of the facility), confinement of cei t ~ i n  operation\ to 11 i t l i in buildings, ieplacement of 
tiaclc machine to eliminate potciiti,illy srgiiiiicaiit t o n a l  emissions; changes 111 opei ational 
practices to minimise iiiipulsi\ c ciiiissionb (associated with dropping metal, and the telescopic 
loader scraping on the ground, change i n  opci ations when loading containcl s aiid using s l d  
steer loader) 

The Ageiicy coiicluclcs that, as i t  is not possible to accept or process al l  metals indoors, the 
activities proposed in the application would result in  significant noise emissions The 
Agency's position in the PD that i t  is mandatory to car1 y out M astc acceptance and pi-occswig 
indoors is iiot coiisistent with its o n  n Guidance ~vliicli states that, where piacticablc, noisy 
activities sliould bc uiidci-taken indooi s 
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Conclusion 

Greeiistai coiisiders that the iioise iiiitigatioii iiieasui es piovided are appropriate for an acti\ ity 
located iii a busy industi-ial estate The Agenc)'s assessment of significance is based on iioise 
lebels outside adjoiniiig ancl nearby premises, which ale less tliaii those occui-1-ing in  a busy 
restauraiit aiid are consibtent with those typically encountered i n  industi-ial/coiiiiiiercial 
estates Gi-eeiistar does not consider this to be a justifiable giouiid foi- refusal 

Filial Comment 

Greenstar considers, based on the 1-easoiis presented above, that proposed decision to refuse 
the application is not justified Greenstar made the application on the basis of advice received 
from the Office of Climate, Licensing aiicl Resouice (OCLR) iii 1-espoiise to a request Cool- a 
Technical Aiiiendiiient The OCLR Inspector's Report on the Technical Amendment 
recomnieiided that 'the l iwisee  be ridilised tlicii i i  i t  ii\te licerice revieii I S  reyitir.ed to 

chcinge of nctrvities The licerice im  i cwl  ~ippl ic~i t ion  rliull ~ ~ ~ e c i j ' i c ~ i l l ~  nrlilr-e5.5 the einis~ioiis 

aasocinted w t l ~  thc pvoposrd actiiities ithich ii~cre iiot cor1sidci~il 12, the Agei~ci p o i ?  to grunting 

nccolnl72o~lclte the reyz1ertcd chnllge, 0 1 1  the llU\l\ of Il1e rcule C i l l d  \Lope of the I-eqlierterl 

tiiig wci\te licence 

At the time tlie OCLR advised Gi-eeiistai to apply for tlie review, the OCLR was awaie that 
facility activities were a source of mise  eiiiissioiis The I nspector's Report on the Tecliiiical 
Aiiiendiiient notes that OEE had ievieLved a noise sui \/cy pi ovicled by the licensee, which was 
coiiducted 111 Deceiiibei- 2008, that had recorded icsults of between 58 aiid 69 dB(A) LAeq 
(30 minutes) The Iiispectoi notes h i t  the iesults wci c above the staiidai-d eiiiissioii l imi t  
values fbi- iioise of 55 dB(A) LAeq (30 minutes) dui iiig the daytime and that  the monitoring 
iepoit stated that the elevated noise levels mere associated with a multiple of souices 
mcludiiig traffic aiid emissions fi-om siiii-o~iiicliiig cminiei  cia1 pi eiiiises 

Theicfoie, in leaching a decision that a Licence Re\ IC\\ \h i ecpii-ed. tlie OC LR \A as a\% are 
that the iioise lexels from the activity mcie \i i i i i lnr to  t i  c that the Agency coilsidel\ to 
coiistitute a iiiiisaiice Howebei, the OCLR did not iclentifq' the iinpnct of these noise le\ els 
on iieiglibouring properties in the iiidusti ia l  estate as being 01. coiicci-ii oi soiiietliiiig that 
should be addressed in a i e ~  iew The only issue iaiscd \! that the cuiient Licence did not 
coiitain ELVs for iioise 

Greenstar completed the assessment of iioise iiiipcicts on the basis that the activity was located 

Hospital While the OCLR, when pi-ocessiiig the application, requested additional noise 
iiionitoi-ing at a number of locations, both within and outside the boundaiy of the industrial 
estate, Greenstar was not a i d  could not have  been awai-c that the OCLR considered premises 
at the site boundary and nearby to be Noise Sensitive Locations, as defiiied in the current 
LI ceiice. 

111 LI busy ilidListi-ial estate atid t l lc i t  the 11etIicst 1ioisc sci1slti\. c locat1011 WL?S the T>illLight 

For reasoiis outliiied i n  this objectioii. G I  eenstai- respectfully requests that the Agency to  
amend the proposed decisioii and gi-aiit the application 
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