, — - This memo has been cleared for. . .. .
)a’ . . submission to the board by o
: ' ~ Dr Tom McLoughlin, Senior Inspector.

~©  OFFI . oo ispeeior.
ep . Signed: | J9/zoéc/ Date: 7/11/2013
Envvronmenul Protemon Agency Maes Lo R A R

REPORT OF THE TECHNICAL COMMITTEE

ON OBJECTIONS TO LICENCE CONDITIONS

1 TO: = Directors .
,FROM: " Technical Committee - - Environmental Licensing PrograMme ‘
'DATE: . 7'" November 2013 R o -
- Ob]ectlon to a Proposed Decision (PD) issued to Country Clean Recyclln‘g’
RE: | - . Limited, Churchfield Industrial Estate, John F. ConnoIIy Road, County Cork,
: ‘ L|cence Register W0257 01

Application Details

Type of facility: | | Non-Hazardous Materials 'Recov_ery/Waste _'Transfer |
' _ ‘ Facility ‘ ‘ ' -
Classes of Activity - 3"'Schedule: D13, D14, D15.

(P = principal activity): 4" Schedule: R3, R4, R5(P), R11, R12, R13.

Quantity of waste managed | 100,000 tonnes
per annum (application): o ,

Classes of Waste: ’ Municipal solid waste, construction and demolition
waste, dry recyclable waste, non-hazardous household,
commercial and industrial waste separately collected

L | bio-waste.
| Location of f_acility/: Churchfield Industrlal Estate John F. ConnoIIy Road,
' _County Cork '
s Licence application received: " | 5 February,2009
PD issued:’ L 23 July 2013

1. Company and background to thlS report

‘The appllcatlon relates to an existing- materials recovery and. waste transfer station operated
" by Country Clean Recycling Limited. The facility operates under a waste facility permit from

Cork City Council. Country Clean Recycling Limited applled for a waste licence to accept

.100,000 tonnes of waste per annum. :

: This report relates to a valid first party obJectlon recelved by the Agency in relation to the '
Proposed Decision issued to Country Clean Recycling Ltd on 23 July 2012.




-2 Con5|deratlon of the objection

‘ _The issues raised in the objection are summansed under the headings below. The orlgmal
objection should be referred to at aII times for greater detail and expan5|on of particular
points.

Ob]ector's name and Address o Date Received

Country Clean Recychng Ltd ,‘ s - , | 19 August 2013

“The Technical Committee (TC), comprlslng of Brian Meaney (Chair) and Ewa BablarCZyk has
considered all of the issues raised in the objection and this report details the Commlttees
comments Each issue raised in the ob]ectlon is outlmed in turn beIow

Objection 1. Conditions 1.7.1 and 1.7.3 Waste acceptance and‘operations hours

. Conditions 1.7.1 and 1.7.3 of the P'D,.Iimit Wastewacceptance hours as follows:
- ‘Waste acceptance 0600 to 1930, Monday to Sunday;

, and mechanlcal waste treatment operatxons as follows:
Waste treatment: 0700 to 2000, Monday to Sunday.

‘The facility may otherwise be operated 24 hours. These are the hours applled for in the
original licence application in 2009. Since that time, the appllcant states that operations have -
changed and the following hours are now. sought for waste acceptance and treatment:

| - Waste acceptance: 0600 to 0000 Monday to Sunday
7 ' Waste treatment: 0600 to 0200 Monday to Sunday:.
: ‘The applicant’s own collection vehicles operate double shifts and collect waste between 0600

- _.and 2300 and deliver waste to the facility by mldnlght The applicant has operated to these -

requested hours for the last three years with no noise complaints received. Predicted noise
levels are provided in the ob]ectlon showmg all predicted IeveIs to be within the limits
: speaf' ied in the PD. ‘

. Techmcal Committee’s Evaluation -

In further information provided dur|ng the I|cence appllcatlon assessment the appllcant.v |
. requested the following: :

-Waste acceptance 0500 to 2100 Monday to Sunday
.Operation: :24 hours. '

-The information stated that sorting and waste processmg operations normally take pIace
between 0500 and 2000. The licensing inspector recommended the hours specified in the .
EIS and- thése were included in the PD (as set out above). There is no evidence that the
expanded hours were considered in the EIA carried out by the planning authority. They were
- not considered as part of the EIA carried out by the Agency. The proposal to extend the
waste acceptance and operational hours cannot be facilitated at this stage in. the licensing
- process. A licence review (|f a licence is granted) W||I be reqwred to facilitate a change of
this nature. , : :

.-Recommendation:

|No‘change -




‘ "Ob]ectlon 2.  Condition 2.1.2 FAS waste management training programme '

'fThe applicant ob]ects to the requirement for the Environmental Health and Safety OfF icer
(called the “environmental deputy” in the objection) to complete a FAS waste management'

- training programme or equivalent because of his existing qualifi cations, skills and experience
in environmental management. The person in question, Mr Flor Crowley, is said to have -
masters and bachelor of science degrees from the University of Limerick in addition to nine
years’ expenence in his position at the facility. The yard manager Mr Tim. O'Regan has
completed the FAS programme. _ :

Technical Committee’s Evaluation

~ The FAS waste management training programme is no Ionger in exrstence Itis adequate
that the condition be amended as recommended below ' :

Recommendatlon

Amend condition 2. 1 2 as follows: -

The I|censee shaII ensure that personnel performlng specifically assrgned tasks shall |
- be qualified on the basis of approprlate education, training and experlence as
: requwed and shall be aware of the reqwrements of. thls licence.

‘ Objectron 3. Condxtron 2.2.1 Enwronmental Management Svstem

The apphcant objects to the tlme perlod of six months provided to. establlsh an'
" Environmental Management System. The timescale is not thought reasonable given the scale
_of the task and the programme of other- works (licence condltlons) requmng attentlon wrthln'
12 months. :

'Techmcal Committee’s Evaluatlon
‘The period of six months is a standard requirement in EPA licences and is approprlate
Recommendatlon' ]

| | No change

' Ob]ectlon 4 Condition 3.1.1 Speaf ed Engineering Works

- The appllcant objects to having to notify speC|f' ed engineering works to the Agency two
months in-advance of commencement of works. A one-month period is sought in order to
avoid delays in commencing site works and to facilitate greater efficiency in undertaking site
- works. The installation of such infrastructure as waste handling and processing equipment'is
~ deemed critical to operations and-a two month delay for Agency approval |s excessive.

Technical Committee’s Evaluation

- The objective of notifying specified englneenng works is for the Agency to ensure, at Ieast -
that proposed works are in compliance with the licence, represent BAT and will not result in
environmental pollution. The two month notifi cat|on perlod is a standard reqwrement and is
appropriate. :

Recommendation:

lNochange o | | - R N J



' —Ob]ectlon 5 - Condrtron 3.11 Wheel cIeanrnq equrpment

- The applicant objects to the obllgatron in condition 3.11.1 to provide and marntaln a means
. of .wheel cIeanlng at the facility. The condltlon is not deemed necessary for the following --
reasons _

- the ma]orlty of waste handhng will be inside the burldmg, and
a yard sweeper will be in constant use cIeanlng the yard.

‘ Scope is sought to obtain the Agency S agreement to have or not have a wheeI wash.
| » Techmcal Committee’s Evaluation -

The condition does not require the. installation of extensive ‘or expensive equrpment at the

- . facility, simply that wheel cleaning equipment is available to be used “as required”. The
" condition does not require that all vehicles are cleaned. The PD.provides for the acceptance

of reIatlver dirty wastes like mixed municipal waste, separately collected bio-waste and

. construction and, demolition waste. The obligation to clean wheels “as requrred" and to

mspect the wheel cleaning area da|Iy is appropriate.

. Recommendatlon

| No change o

Ob]eCtIOI'I 6. : Condition 3.12 Dutv and standbv capacity for equmment

‘_Condltlon 3.12.1; The applicant objects to having to maintain 100% duty capacnty and 20%

e standby capacity for “plant deemed critical to the efficient and adequate processing of waste
" at the facility (including inter alia waste- -loading vehicles, ejector trailers and air handling -

'ventllatlon and abatement plant)”. The applicant. has to date made no  allowance for. -
additional standby or spare capacity as this would require the purchase of new plant and
equipment, which is not considered feasible. The applicant believes this would also increase

_- the environmental footprint of the proposed activity and would trigger a licence review.
" Condition 3.12.2: The appllcant requests extension from three to six months of the time

period for the submittal of a report detailing the duty and standby "capacity of waste

processing ‘and handling equipment. The request is based on the number of one -off reports

“generally required during implementation of the licence.

. Condition 3.12.3: The applicant ob]ects to havmg to keep within the duty capacrty of waste

handling and processing equipment on a daily basis. A three-month averaging period is
sought that will allow for variation in the daily quantlty of waste received and the need to

store or stockplle waste during busy periods.

Techmcal Committee’s Evaluatlon

~ Condition 3. 12.1: It seems reasonable that an operator will not necessarily have mvested in
 20% standby capacity’ when installing new' equipment. However, whilst the need: for
' additional or new standby capacity might be difficult to justify where waste processing

equipment is already installed and operational at the facility, it is a- reasonable requirement
when installing air handling ventilation and abatement plant for the first time (which is a

" requirement of condition 3.13.1(ii) of the PD, unless otherwise agreed by the Agency — see

- objection 7 below). The amended condition 3.12.1 below is recommended

* Condition. 3.12.2: The request is reasonable and amendment to the condltlon is

-recommended below.

_ Condition 3.12.3: The duty and standby capacrty requrrements of condrtron 3.12.1 relate o
- equally to the capacity to store or handle waste as. to process waste. Therefore, if the
- - applicant wishes to store or stockpile waste at the facility, it must be demonstrated, via the




duty and standby capacity . report requwed under condition 3.12.2, that there is adequate' .

storage capacity available. No change is recommended to condition 3.12.3.

Recommendatlon

-Amend condltlon 3.12.1as foIIows (proposed amendment in bold)

.'Items of pIant deemed crltlcal to the efficient ‘and adequate processmg of waste at the

facrlnty (including air handlmg, ventllatlon and abatement equipment and, unless
otherwise agreed by the Agency, waste handlmg and processmg equlpment) shall
be provided on the following basis:

O 100% duty capacity; : :
(i) - 20% standby capacity available on a routine basis; and

(iii) "~ - Provision of contlngency arrangements_and/or backup and spares |n the case |
' - of breakdown of cr|t|ca| equment : , :

: Amend condition 3.12.2 as follows (proposed amendment in bold):

Within'six months from the date of grant of this Iicence the licensee shall provide'a report-
for the agreement of the Agency detailing the duty and standby capacity, in tonnes per day;
of all waste handling and processing equipment to be used at the facility. These capacities

| shall be based on the licensed waste intake, as per Schedu/eA Limitations, of this licence.

. Objection 7.. ~ Condition 3.13.1(ji) Odour management system to be installed

The applicant objects to the condition that states that, unless otherwise agreed 'b_y the

Agency, and within 24 months of the date of grant of a licence, a cOntinuouslne_gative air
pressure system with off-gas treatment is to be installed, the objective being to- avoid

~ significant escape of odours or dust. The applicant states that this requirement is not feasible

given.the expense as well as the large size and layout of the facility. The applicant-also
states that no odour complaints have been received and management arrangements are. in
place to mitigate against odorous. emissions. The objection includes an-odour dispersion
assessment dated 6 October 2011 carried out for the applicant as part of the licence
appllcatlon (This assessment was conS|dered as part of the original Inspector’s Report and

will not be déscribed in detail here). The applicant proposes taking a reactive approach to. -

odour complalnts and the implementation of appropriate odour management techniques [not
defined in the objection] should such complaints be . recelved The appllcant proposes

o replacing condition 3.13.1(ii) with the following:

Other such measures as may be requnred by the’ Agency to alleviate dust or odour
nuisance. . :

- ;Tech_mcal Commlttee’s Evaluation '

“As ‘set out by the licensing inspector, BAT requires that consideration be given to the
~~ requirement to capture, contain and treat odorous air. The appllca'nt intends moving from a
~ current waste intake of no more than 50,000 tonnes per annum® to 100,000 tonnes per -

annum. The applicant intends relying on |mplementatron of a range of good practrces that
are mtended to avoid odour emissions, not least including the removal of putrescible waste

1 Although the waste facility permlt does not specify a- maximum waste: intake, this is the maximum waste
. acceptance’ perm1531ble under a waste fac111ty perrmt of this type.




' wnthln 24 hours keeplng doors shut, rmprovmg the building |ntegr|ty and |mplement|ng an
odour management plan and audit procedures. .

The licence condition in the PD allows that the mstalIat:on of the ventilation system shall be
carried out “unless otherwise agreed by the Agency” and within 24 months. .Thus the

. “applicant will have 24 months to demonstrate to the Agency that its management practices

are adequate such that the ventilation and odorous air treatment systems need not be
installed. If, on the other hand, the management practices prove inadequate to manage the .
* actuality -of odour prevention for the increased level of activity. at the facility, then the full
prowsmns of the condition will be avallable to Agency to address odour emissions.

-Recommendatlon

| No change

" Obj'ection 8. -~ Condition 3 19 Penod for submission of a report gn fire water
retention capacity

~ The appllcant objects to the six month period provnded in the RD for the completlon of a fir-

water retention risk assessment. A 12-month perlod is sought due to the number of one-offr

reports requwed in the PD. ‘
Technical Committee’s Evaluation ‘
Whilst there is rio- apparent immediate threat of fire at the facility, a major fire would result

~ina significant volume of water used to fight the fire. It is imperative in the interest of

pollution and accident prevention that steps are taken to ensure the risk of escaping .
* contaminated fil re-water is assessed and addressed in the shortest time. No change is -
recommended ‘ : .

Recommendatlon.

| No change -

: Objec_:tion 9. Condition 3.25 Tmescales for enclosing trmber shreddlnq and storage
' - -activities

Condition 3.25.1 requires the applicant to .enclose the timber- shreddlng activity within six.-
months of grant of a licence. Condition 3.25.2 requires the appllcant to contaln timber. and

- ~ shredded timber within the waste transfer buudmg

The appllcant considers that the six-month period specrf ied in condition 3. 25.1is too short It
- is thought that planning permission might be required for the necessary. structure:.

In relation to condition 3.25.2, the appllcant proposes installing, a _covered area for
stockpiling timber and shredded timber, which also might see delays due to -planning
permission requirements. It is also noted that storage of woodchlp msrde the main buuldmg
will increase fire risk. -

' Techmcal Commnttee S Evaluatlon

oIt is reasonable to suggest than obtalnlng plannlng perm|SS|on for an addltlonal structure at

- the facility mlght delay |mpIementat|on of condition 3.25.1. Amendment is proposed as set

: out below.

It is not stated in the ob]ectlon but appears hkely, that the same structure will-be used for
stockpiling and shredding timber and storing shredded material. This being the case,
implementation of condition 3.25.2 should be linked toa S|m|Iar timeline for |mplementat|on
‘ Amendment is proposed as set out below.




R Recommendatlon.

) 'Amend conditlon 3.25as foIIows (proposed text in bold)
l " 3. 25 'l'mber Shreddlng and Storage

'- 3.25.1 Within six months of the date of grant of this l|cence ora Ionger period i agreed
by the Agency, the timber shredder and tlmber shreddlng area shall be enclosed to contain

and restrict dust and noise emissions.

3.25. 2 W|th|n the same tlmeframe as prowded for in condltlon“ 3.25.1, stockpiles of
timber and shredded material - shall .be contained. within the enclosed ‘area to be

| established under condltlon 3.25.1 or other desrgnated areas of the ‘waste transfer

statlon bwldlng to minimise dust generatlon

Ob]ectlon 10. . Condltlon 6.1 Test broqramme for abatement equipment

The applicant obJects to the requirement in condition 6.1.4 to establish warning and- actlon '

-~ levels for ammonia‘in emissions to air from the waste transfer building. The inclusion of the

parameter is - unduly burdensome and’ overly specrf C in the context of avordlng odour

' emrssmns from the facrllty

It is requested that the parameter “odour” is used in the conditior_i in place of .“ammonia".

'7 Techmcal Commlttee s Evaluation

The request is reasonable however it is not. clear how warning and action levels would be
established for odour if this parameter were used in place of ammania. Neither is.it clear, -
without knowing what technology .will' be employed to treat the emission to air, what
parameters are-in fact approprlate to monitor the -efficacy. of the process. The amendment

~ below is proposed.
:Recommendatlon

{ Amend condition 6.1. 4 as follows (proposed text in bold) -

) 6.1.4 The test programme shall establlsh appropnate warnlng and action level values for |

emissions to atmosphere of dust and other parameters as may. be agreed by the Agency j |

: from the waste transfer burldlng

| Objection 11. " . Condition 6 20 1 Storaqe and removal of MSW and BMW wrthln set,

time periods

The appllcant objects to the obllgatlon to remove MSW and BMW from the facrlrty wrthin 48
hours of its arrival at the facility (or 72 hours at publlc hollday weekends)

) Regardrng MSW, the applicant mtends treatlng MSW to remove the blodegradable fraction
~ The oversize fraction (plastic,” paper etc.) will be baled and stored- for up- to two weeks

pending export for recovery. It is-not feasible to remove this treated MSW within 48 hours. .

" The fact that it is baled-and wrapped prevents odour nuisance arising.

- The applrcant requests that only waste that is destrned for disposal should be sub]ect to the
. 48-hour removal condrtlon

Regarding BMW, the applicant proposes to store the matenal unt|I such t|me as a bulk load»
can be moved elsewhere for treatment. As the BMW is stored |n a “surtable enclosed area, it -

. wrll not give rise to any odour complaint




] Techmcal Committee’s Evaluatlon

It i noted that earlier in the objection (see objection 7-above) the appllcant stated that aII
“wet waste is bulked and transferred within 24 hours” which is less than the 48 hours

~ required in the licence ‘condition. Notwithstanding this apparent discrepancy in commitments

to management practices, it is reasonable to suggest that treated MSW (with the major

~ organic fraction removed) that is baled and wrapped pending export need not be removed

within 48 hours (or 72 hours on public holiday weekends). The amendment below deals with

. this matter and specifies that putrescible and odour-forming- wastes are to be removed

within. the time limit in order to minimise the risk of odour nuisance.

The appllcant’s request that the time limit should only apply.to waste destined" for- dlsposal o
does not address the fact that waste destined for recovery operatlons (e.g. source separated

bio-waste) can also cause odour. Therefore no change is recommended on this ground.

vBiodegradabIe municipal waste (BMW) has considerable potential for odour nuisance and is a
- primary consideration for the licence condition that requires prompt (i.e. 48 hours) removal
‘of waste that has the potential to cause odour nuisance. The applicant ‘applied-only for the
" acceptance of 1,040 tonnes per annum' of separately collected bio-waste. This equates to

some 20 tonnes on average per week, or 'somewhere over one vehicle load. This seems low.
given the increased roll-out of brown bins at households and businesses for the separate

- collection of bio-waste. However, as can be seen below in objection no. 17, the applicant is

now seeking authorisation through the objection to accept 16,000 tonnes of separately
collected bio-waste. These facts do not provide adequate reason to relax the 48- hour
condition- for removal of the material from the facility. ‘

Recommendatlon

Amend condltlon 6. 20 1 as follows (proposed text in bold)

| 6.20.1 All MSW and BMW shall be stored. in de5|gnated areas inside the’ waste transfer |

building. All separately collected bio-waste shall be stored in suitably covered and enclosed

| containers, in designated areas, in the waste transfer building. All putrescible and odour-

forming waste, including organic fi nes, shall be removed from the facility within 48
hours’ of their arrival at the facility, except at Public Holiday weekends. At Public Holiday

-weekends, these wastes shall be removed within 72 hours of their arrival at the facility.

ObJectlon 12, Condition 8.1 Indoor storaqe of waste and materlals

Condition 8.1 reqwres the indoor storage of waste other than metal glass. and other wastes
as may be agreed by the Agency. The applicant .wishes to store tyres, timber paIIets
woodchip, soil and stone, inert C&D rubble and gas cylinders outdoors

© The appllcant also wishes to bale metal outdoors an operation it has carried out for four
. years W|thout environmental nwsance

Techmcal Commiittee’s Evaluatlon _ ,
In relation to the first request, the condition as wntten aIIows for Agency’ agreement to store

-waste and materials other than metal and glass outdoors. The OEE will be able to agree

appropriate storage arrangements for waste and recovered matenals subject to more

.detalled proposals than are contained in the objection.

Regardlng the baling of metal outdoors, the licensing mspector’s assessment is that only
wood. shredding can be carrled out outside the waste transfer building, subject to' the
limitations of condition 3.25, discussed .above. There is inadequate information provuded in
the objection (and in the section of the application referenced in the objection) on the nature




~ and scale of the metal baling activity, its potential for noise and dust emissions and -
mitigation measures in place. The amendment below to condition 8.1 is proposed and the
OEE will be able to agree to the outdoor processing -of waste subject to more detailed
proposals than are contained in the. ob]ectlon ' L ‘ '

Recommendatlon

:Amend condltlon 8.1 as follows (proposed text in bold)

‘ Unless otherwise agreed by the Agency, all waste processmg shaII be carried out inside |

| the waste transfer building, with the exception of wood shredding. which shall be carried out. _

as stated in Condition.3.25.1. All wastes/materials shall be stored within the waste transfer
building with the exception of metal, glass and other wastes which may, if agreed by the | .~
Agency, be stored in de5|gnated bays outdoors. :

. Objection 13. Condltlon 8.2.3 Waste acceptance subject to waste profi I|nq and
T T . waste characterisation off-site : :

. The applicant objects to being'restricted to only accepting waste from new customers
" subject to initial waste profiling and waste characterisation off-site. The objection relates to

once-off customers of the facrllty The foIIowmg instances are cnted where this will pose,
operatlonal diffi culties: :

o The applicant operates a br|ng centre and a pay. as you drop system at the facility.
- Public access to the facility is controlled and all loads are mspected upon arrlval and
the waste type and quantlty recorded :

‘e For commonly occurring.. waste streams that are common in nature to known, new
and public customers, such as segregated paper and cardboard packaging and mixed
7 municipal waste, it is asserted that on-site prof ling is acceptable.

’ Techmcal Commiittee’s Evaluatlon

It is accepted that initial waste profiling and waste characterlsatlon off-site is not possrble in
certain instances, most notably where members of the public' can drop waste off at the
facility. It is noted that condition 8.2. 2 requires- the establishment of detailed written
procedures for the acceptance and handling-of waste at the facility. These procedures will -
~ address the use of a bring centre and pay-as-you-drop system by members of the publrc For ..
clanty, the amendment below to condltlon 8 2. 3 is recommended '

: Recommendatnon

Amend condition 8.2.3 as foIIows_(proposedtext in bold):

Unless otherwise agreed by the Agency and where there are waste acceptance
. procedures in place to the satisfaction of the Agency, waste shall be accepted at the |
facility only from known customers or new customers subject to initial waste profiling and
| waste characterisation off-site. The written records of this off-site waste profi ling and
characterisation shall be retained by the licensee for all active customers and for a two year
perlod foIIowrng termrnatlon of Ilcensee/customer agreements :

Objection 14, Condition 8.13 Only treated waste may be dlsoatched to a Iandf I
facmty -

- The appllcant objects to the immediate |mplementat|on of this condltron and requests a two- . ,'
year lead-in tlme prior to its |mpIementat|on in the Ilcence for the foIIowrng reasons:-




. alterations to current operations might be reqdired'
e the 2013 BMW landfill diversion targets are I|ker to be achieved;

~ .o the applicant operates a two-bin collection system in addition to a separate cIothes ‘
© collection;

e for relevant commemal customers since 2010, a three-bin system is'in pIace and roll-
.out to domestic customers has commenced ‘ ‘

" Technlcal Commlttee S Evaluatlon ,
- The condition is a requirement of the Landfill Directive since 2001 and is already ‘included in

- all landfil Ilcences The obligation to send only treated waste to landfill would have been
passed back the waste-to-landfill- supply chain by now (mcludmg the applicant’s facility) and

should not represent any change to current practice. Also, it is noted that the applicant’s use
of two- and three-bin systems should allow compliance without mechanical treatment of the
transferred waste. It may be however that certain operational changes will be required (if
not already implemented) regarding untreated or unsegregated waste deposited at the bring
centre and pay-as-you- drop systems in operation at the faC|I|ty '

Recommendatlon

ﬁlo change

" Objection15. . Condition 10.2.1 Six-month period for preparation of a
Decommissioning Management Plan

The applicant objects to the short timescale (5|x months) prowded for the preparatlon of a
- fully detailed and costed: plan for the decommissioning or closure of the site or part thereof.
. Reference is made to the large number of once- off reports reqwred within SIX months and
- extension to twelve months is sought.

‘Technical Commiittee’s Evaluation

Completlon of the DMP is necessary to allow for completlon of the Enwronmental Llabl|ltles ’
Risk Assessment (condition 12.3.2, required within twelve months) and making of financial
_ provision. No variation to the schedules for completion of ELRA and fi nancial provision is
sought by the applicant. A short extension to nine months for the DMP appears to be the
longest permissible period given the importance of the document for completion: of the ELRA
“and making of financial provision within. the following three months. . '

. Recommendation:

" |*Amend condition 10.2.1 as foIIows‘(propdsed text in bold): |

The licensee shall prepare, to the satisfaction of the Agen'cy, a fully detailed and. costed plan
for the decommissioning or closure of the site or. part thereof. This plan shall be: submltted to
the Agency for agreement within. nine months of the date of grant of this licence.

Ob]ectlon 16 Condition 12.2.1 Pavment of waste services authority charges -

_ The appllcant ob]ects to the apparent openness of the condition and expresses concern that
this openness provides for variation in charges by the Water Services Authority in.a way
inconsistent with normal pricing mechanisms. Removal of the condition -is sought, aIIowmg
the appllcant to.deal dlrectly with Cork City Council on the matter. '

10



~ Technical Committee’s Evaluation

The condition is a standard licence condition where there is consent to discharge ffluent to
sewer. Its inclusion was not sought by the ‘sanitary authority and there is no consequent
obligation on-the Agency to include it in the licence. Failure on the part of the applicant to
make payment to Cork City Council on foot of a contractual agreement between the two
parties is not a matter of concern to the Agency.

.R_ecommendatlon. \ -
| Delete condition 12.2.1. . : . , ]
‘ Objection 17. Schedule A.2 Waste acceptance categorles and guantltle

The applicant seeks revision of the quantities of waste listed in the Table A.1 of the licence."
" The applicant also seeks an increase in. authorised waste acceptance from 100,000 tonnes
- per annum to 150 000 tonnes per annum, as foIIows '

A 2 Waste Accepfance

Proposed Recommended
Non Hazardous Determination Amendment

Wasfe TypeNO'e 1 Maximum Note2 Maximum Note2
(Tonnes Per Annum)

, (TonnesPer Annum) G
B (ouseiele) &Commersic o i aanl T NPT
8y Vst RO B 4000
o o 36000

IOOOO

74 000

; “";".1‘002000‘ - -1 rw;'"_i»'--:'i'.1‘501'900.-‘ ‘;5%
The appllcant C|tes developments smce the l|cence appllcatlon was ‘made in 2009, notably
the sale by local authorities .of their waste collection operations. Some of this business was
acquired by the applicant and waste intake has risen substantially over the last four and a
half years. Also, the closure of another waste facility in Cork has removed 80,000 tonnes per-
-annum of local waste handling capacity. A limit of 100,000 tonnes'is now viewed as

- prohibitive to business_operations. The applicant did not make- any update of the licence
' appllcatlon on the initial 100,000 tonnes due to uncertainty caused by the delay in issuing. a

. licence. The applicant expects it will be in breach of the 100 000 tonne limit within a year.

The applicant has offered in the objection to:

o meet with the Agency to dlscuss the proposa| and

- prepare an Enwronmental Impact Statement to enable the Agency to make a deC|5|on
. on the matter. :
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Technical Commlttee (] Evaluatlon '

It is not pOSSIb|e to recommend an increase in the waste tonnage from 100, 000 tonnes to
150 000 tonnes, for the foIIowrng reasons:

* 'no enwronmental assessment was’ compIeted by the appllcant or the Agency wnth‘
"~ - ‘regard to the proposed increase;

o the Agency is not currently -entitled in law to request an Enwronmental Impact
~ Statement from the applicant and carry out an Environmental Impact Assessment
mdependently of the planning’ authorrty, and

. o even if the Agency were so entitled, there is no possibility in the ob]ectlon phase of a
llcence application for substantive-third party/publlc comment on the proposal.

- A licence review will be requrred to accommodate the request to lncrease the total quantlty »
of waste to be authorised. ~

- With regard to the' quantitative spI|t between |nd|V|duaI waste categorles note 2 to Table A.1°
allows for. the Ilmrtatlon on |nd|V|duaI waste types to be varied by- agreement with the

‘Agency.
Recommendation: :

) .I-No chang'e ’

) Ob]ectlon 18. Schedule C 2 4 Frequencv of' monitoring of storm yvater emissions

The appllcant seeks the addition of & note to the table in Schedule C 2.4 aIIowmg for the
monitoring frequency to be altered with the agreement of the Agency. |

" Technical Committee’s Evaluatlon

The general provrsron of condition 6.7 of the PD already accommodates the request to
amend the schedule and will in due course allow changes in monitoring frequency to be-
agreed - :

: Recommendation“:

| No cnange '

- Objection19. . Schedule B.3 Emission limits to sewer

'The 'appllcant objects to the emission limits for flow, pH, temperature, toxic units and ail,
fats and greases in-the schedule, stating that they are more restrictive than the limit values -
in the existing trade effluent dlscharge licence |ssued by Cork City Council.

» Techmcal Committee’s Evaluatlon

Under section 52 of the Waste Management Act 1996 as amended, the Agency wrote to
Cork City Council seeking its approval to authorise a discharge from the facility to sewer.
Included in the information provided to the Council was a table of data provided by the
- applicant that set out the characteristics of the emission made to sewer. The Council, in their -
reply to the Agency, appears to have taken. the information in this table as “draft’ emission
limits” and deemed them acceptable for |ncIu5|on in the licence. These limit. values were
included in'the PD. - :

 Itis not possible to seek new authorlsatron from Cork City Council at this stage in the Ilcencen
assessment process. It may be possible once a licence is granted for the licensee to seek -
agreement with the Council for amended limit values and then to seek a change to the

12




licence by way of technlcal amendment under section 42B of the Waste Management Act
1996, as amended. -

Recommendatlon-

| No change

Addltlonal |tem 1 Update of site bounda;y - submussmn of new drawmg

“Condition 1.3 of the PD identifies drawing number 1094_09_005 (Drawing 5) as |Ilustrat|ng
the facility. boundary for the purpose of the licence..The applicant has sought an incfease in

‘the size of the facility boundary to facilitate. its recént purchase of additional land to the rear .

. of the facility. The new area will provide improved access to the buildings at the rear of the
site. Planning permission was granted by Cork County Council* (13/04463) in March 2013 for
the construction of a retaining wall, five waste storage bays ancillary servrces and the
relocation of - a stormwater attenuatlon tank ~

Technical Commlttee s Evaluation |

No information is prov1ded in the objection on prewous uses of this land, nor whether there
are any environmental liability issues on the land. The Agency’s EIS system shows a green
field and this was confirmed by the licensing inspector. .

~ The Cork County Council website confirms the final grant of perm|SS|on According to the
planners’ reports and other reports presented by Cork County CounC|I on its website in
relation to the grant of planning permission:

o the addltlonal land is 0.11 hectares in area and part of an agrlcultural fi eId
e itis undeveloped W|th no extant pIannlng permissions;

o the storage bays will be used for open storage of dry materlals such as crushed
*aggregate wood and wmdscreen glass;

.o fill materlal will be used to bring up the IeveI of the land and the pIannlng condltlons ‘
- state that any use of waste .as fill must be authorlsed by the Agency or the’ Iocal'

E ‘authonty

- There would appear to be no reason not to- authorlse inclusion of the addltlonal land wrthln
the licence boundary. :

- Recommendatlon:

_ .Amend:c0nditton 1.3 as follows (proposed text in bold):

| For the purposes of this llcence, the facility is the area of land outlined in red on Drawing

No. 1094_09_005 (Drawing 5) Issue No. 02 dated 16/08/13 of the documents |

provided in correspondence dated 16/8/2013. Any reference in this licence to “facility”
| shall mean the area thus outlined .in red. The licensed act|V|t|es shall be carried on only
within the area outlined. :

Addltlonal |tem 2. Conditions 9.4.3 and 9.4.4
~The appllcant notes that conditions 9.4.3 and 9.4.4 are |dent|cal
T_echmcal Commnttee s Evaluation

2 The new area of land is in the functlonal area of Cork County Council while the main part of the facxhty is in
the Cork Clty Councﬂ functional area. -
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The applicant is correct.
Recommendatlon-

| Delete condltlon 9 4.4.

3. Overall Recommendatlon

Itis recommended that the Board of the Agency grant a I|cence to the applicant

(i) . for the reasons outlinéd in the Proposed Decision, and :
(i)  subject to the conditions and reasons for same in the Proposed Decision, and
“(iii) sub]ect to the amendments proposed in this report. :

~ Signed:

Brlan Meaney, Senror Inspector
for and on behalf of the Technlcal Commlttee
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