enva)

Ms Noleen Keavey, ‘ RECEIVED

Office of Environmental Sustoinability, Time

EPA Headquarters, =

P.O. Box 3000 11 JAN 2017
Johnstown Castle Estate, L
County Wexford. o Signature _M H

Environmental Prote

| | ction Agency H

, ' N P.O. Box 3000, Johnstown Castle Eitath
‘ ) Co.Wexford. - ’

Date: 11™ of January 2017

Licence Ref. No: W0184-02
Objection to the Proposed Determination

Dear Ms Keavey, ' ' . \\,0?’:
%\é
N\ 30
O&O\é\
Enva Ireland Ltd. being the applicant/licensee of @E&@Oposed Industrial Emissions licence (Reference |
W0184-02) would like to object to specific corl(ﬂ‘t@hs contained within the Proposed Determination as i

detailed in the attachment. é}\ S
G
As required please find enclosed the @t fee of €253

While we have sought to be as co ?‘%henswe as possnble in our submission,-if you have any queries arising
from our submission please do net esitate to contact me so that we may have the opportunity to clarlfy
the matter for the Agency before a any final decision is made.

, Yours rely ,
Garet Ke Iy
D|rect

Portlaoise Clonminam Industrial Estate, Portlaoise, Co. Laois, R32 XD95, Ireland (Registered address) Enva Ireland Limited t/a Enva
Cork Raffeen Indistrial Estate, Ringaskiddy Road, Monkstown, Co. Cork, T12 TW44, Ireland Registered No: 317186, VAT No: IE 6337186A.

Shannon Smithstown Industrial Estate, Shannon, Co. Clare, V14 FTS3, Ireland Directors: S. Dick (Managing) T. Waish, . Barcroft, T. Davy, A Fitzpatrick. G. Kelly

Dublin John F Kennedy Réad, John F Kennedy Industrial Estate, Dublin 12, D12 CF34, Ireland & ‘
. - 0 0 @,,,1 LqurQLgnn www.enva.com

Northern Ireland | Cloonagh Road, Downpatrick, Co. Down, BT30 6L}, Northern Ireland wogoat! o RO SE
; , P eteres SeS, a DCC company
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Condition 1.8.2 ‘ z Hi .

i ] : ]
Current Wordmg m the Proposed Determlnatlon : g
Waste shall be*accepted at the msta/lat/on_ only between the hours of 07:30 and 21 00 Monc ayto
Sunday /rtrclusme—- S it

i |
Licensee Comment , : j
The facmty supports.the sh|pp|ng sector and |s also involved in responding to emergency |, }
sp|IIs/|nc1dents, both of WhICh can) requlre the§arr|val of waste at the facility at anytime of thé (ii ay
or night. Whlle offloadmg 'may.in’some.cases-be deferred to the following morning this can create

ji!

sngnlflcant operatlonal difficulties in particular where oil cools in the tanker i increasing its ws*os ty
and thereby making pumping more difficult. This can then require heating the oil in the tanker to

assist offloading which is operationally difficult to achieve. It is requested that to best faCIlltth
such scenarios the licence allows for the acceptance of waste during the same hours as the ho Urs
of operation (7am to 11pm). |
I
Proposed clause wording: -~ ° I
Waste shall be accepted at the installation only between the hours gj 07:00 and 23:00 Mondfy to

Sunday inclusive. \@ Hv
\\o\ ‘
6.
&Oiéfé\ i
(o y .
. &QOQ\K& i
Condition 3.7.2 OQQ\\@ - ]

Current Wording in the Proposed Determlnatlgﬁ0 \$° ' ' ‘5 1
All tank and drum storage areas shall as a r@'h(ﬁum be bunded, either locally or remotely, toa
volume not less than the greater of the following:
i) 110% of the capacity of the lasgest tank or drum within the bunded area; or {'”' ‘l
ii) '25% of the total volume of $ubstance that cou{d be stored within the\bunded area;

Licensee Comment
The condition appears to require new drums or empty drums to be stored in bunded areas wh| _f

would not be necessary. It also appears to require tanks such as rainwater or mains water tanksjto
be bunded which would not be necessary. )

0
=

Proposed clause wording:

.
i

Unless otherwise agreed with the Agency all tank and drum storage areas shall as a minimu’;ﬁ‘, Ibe

bunded, either locally or remotely, to a volume not less than the greater of the following: ;

i) 110% of the capacity of the largest tank or drum within the bunded area; or , ;
ii) 25% of the total volume of substance that could be stored within the bunded area: |
3
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Condition 3.19.3

Current Wording in the Proposed Determination : » .

The wheel cleaners shall be used by all vehicles Ieawng the facility as reqwred to.ensure that storm
water or waste is carried off-site. All water from the wheel cleaning area shall be collected for safe
disposal.

Licensee Comment . .., 7 AR

There is a typographical error whereby the word ‘no’ is mlssmg from the.sentence. In addition it is
requested that for clarity the word ‘contaminated’ be inserted before storm water and the
sentence be qualified to note that it only refers to waste being carried off-site by the wheels of
vehicles and potentially deposited on the roadway (i.e. not transported off site in the proper
mtended manner). - : N :

l

}Jroposed clause wording:

'The wheel cleaners shall be used by all vehicles leaving the facility as required to ensure that no
contammated storm water or waste is carried off-site by the wheels of vehicles. All water from the
~whee/ cleaning area shall be collected for safe disposal. '

&.
v S
| gp’
Condition 3.19.4 \Q S

Current Wording in the Proposed Determlnétlah‘ ‘ S
The wheel-wash shall be inspected on a @@%as:s and drained as requ1red Silt stones-and other .
accumulated material shall be removet‘f g% required from the wheel-wash and disposed of

E§

appropr/ately I e
&

! 3

Llcensee Comment: - . 00&0 : :

The clause is unnecessarily prcéscrlptlve Operation of the exrstlng on-site wheeI wash is very rarely
if ever necessary as vehicles are managed to avoid/minimise contact with debris/soil or
:contavmlnated storm water. A dally inspection is therefore considered excessive. Condition 3.19.2
'separately requires the wheel-wash to be provided and malntamed while condition 3.19.4
indirectly requires the equipment to be functioning.

Propo'sed clause wording:
'Delete clause or reword to read: . : - , .
The wheel—wash shall be /nspected and dralned as reqwred to ensure its proper functlonlng

L)
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Condition 3.22.3 S
Current Wording in the Proposed Determination ~ . - : - oo : ‘

All waste oil treatment and storage tanks and vessels shaII be closed to ensure no fugrttve E
emissions occur. - .

Licensee Comment .
The condition appears very wide ranging and could be interpreted to prohibit any relativelil
-insignificant fugitive emission including for example from flanges valves mstrumentatlon e1g.v '
which is-considered virtually impossible. -

Proposed clause wording:

All waste oil treatment and storage tanks and vessels shall be closed to ensure no significant
fugitive emissions occur.

Condition 3.22.5 : . S : i

: & 1
Current Wording in the Proposed Determination \@ |
The waste soil treatment building shall be fully enclosed on a[g@f’\des and doors installed. 1

Licensee Comment \Qo\\}e? B *
The required infrastructure will have to be constrg&e@and therefore'a ttmeframe needs to be!

provided to allow for this development SR

(O |
S |

L . 3w
<<°A‘ RS X1

Proposed clause wording: <
\

Within 8 months of the date of gra ?éthrs hcence the waste so:l treatment bwldmg shall be fi ]

enclosed on al/ sides and doors installe ‘

‘. . b ¥ s ' ' {

Condition 6.10 » L e
Current Wording in the Proposed Determination

The integrity and water tightness of all tanks, building structures, containers and underground b
pipes and their resistance to penetration by water or other materials carried or stored therein'shall
be tested and demonstrated by the licensee within 12 months of the date of grant of this licehce!

This testing shall be carried out by the licensee at least once every three years thereafter and' .
reported to the Agency on each occasion. This testing shall be carried out in accordance with ar
guidance published by the Agency. A written record of all integrity tests and any ma/ntenance lo
remedial work arising from them shall be maintained by the licensee.

Licensee Comment ;
The clause appears to exclude the provision and validity of any test reports carried out by the
licensee (under the current licence) before the date of the new/revised licence being granted a
thereby cause unnecessary duplication and additional impact on the Licensee. For example a ta
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tested 12 months before the date of the new/revised licence would apparently have to be -
retested which is considered excessive and unnecessary. The frequency of tank testing is also
considered excessive when compared to the oil industry norm, the significant number of tanks in
operation at the facility and the impact on the process in terms-of down time. The Licensee would
suggest that a frequency of up:to 5 years be accommodated in the licence for tanks noting that the
.oil industry norm would more typically be every 10 years (or more) for tanks. Separately to the
testing regime, the Licensee would in any case respond to any apparent loss of integrity (Ieaks

etc) and effect a repair to maintain the required integrity:

Proposed clause wordmg _ - ‘

The integrity and water tightness of all tanks, bu:ld/ng structures, containers-and underground
pipes and their resistance to penetration by water or other materials carried or stored therein shall
be tested-and demonstrated by the licensee within 12 months of the date of grant of this licence.
This testing shall be carried out by the licensee at least once every five years thereafter and
reported to the Agency on each occasion. This testing shall be carried.out in accordance with any
guidance published by the Agency. A written record of all integrity tests and any.maintenance or
remedial work arising from them shall be maintained by the licensee..

&
: \\\ 3
739
Condltlon 6.18.6 . § \@5
Current Wording in the Proposed Determlr@‘h@n A :
i A/r-spargmg of waste oil shall only take{p‘i)@&% if the temperature of the waste oil is less than 30°C

* and the tank is connected to the vap N'i?a/ancmg ring main.
\
1§ << 4,

()

Llcensee Comment RO :
! Sectlon 5.3 of the Inspector’s g\egort notes that the EPA. proposed monitoring regime to fully
& charqacterlse the emissions fr%m the 100°C air sparging carried out by Enva up to January. 2016 was
i not g:arrled out by Enva for a number of reasons. Enva sought (as part of the licence review) the
A option to carry out this monitoring once connected to the RTO and subject to a series of batch
trials to characterise the emissions (and fulfil the EPA monitoring requirement). However this has
.not been provided for in the Proposed Determination.

As part of the submission made to the Agency in September 2016, Enva proposed a
comprehensive alternative to the Agency’s monitoring regime sought in the Section 90 request in
January 2016. Enva proposed that the Agency’s monitoring regime be carried out but under a far
more controlled scenario whereby the emissions were captured and treated by the RTO (once
installed) as opposed to being vented to atmosphere (as was the case up to January2016). One of
the primary reasons the requested monitoring was not carried out prior to the introduction of the
RTO was due to the potential for further nuisance odours over a significant time period and under
the threat of further enforcement action were there to be further nuisance odours (which the -
Directors had personally been put on notice of). The alternative monitoring proposal by Enva
would allow for the proper assessment of the potential emissions from the sparging process and
will provide the Agency with the evidence base required to make a determination on the
continued use of the high temperature air sparging process. The Licensee is proposing to make a
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very significant investment in an RTO for the oil recovery process and which would be consi ﬁ’ersd :
“the ultimate abatement techmque for the waste oil processing industry. i '
iy .
| .
Furthermore, Enva proposed that these tests be carried out on a series of batch trials to- be1$ sreed 1
with the Agency. Only on foot of the results of these batch trials, the full characterisation of{ jma |
emissions and the demonstrated abatement efficiency of the RTO to treat these emissions,: kt uld ‘

the Agency consider whether to authorise the use of the air sparging at higher temperaturegt‘w!an

30°Cin the future. Enva are not seeking immediate consent for such high temperature spar] i ing

L mmmenm

on grant of the licence but are seeking a means whereby Enva can, in properly controlled
circumstances, gather monitoring data to provide to the Agency and therefore allow the EPA it

make a determination on the potential air sparging of hot oil after the RTO is installed. L‘

: ‘ 3]
Enva respectfully contends that it is 'unreasonable and unjustifiable that the Agency would toﬂ
prohibit a means to gather data for the Agency’s further assessment. The Licensee is makingfé
considerable investment in the installation of an RTO which is compliant with BAT and is R
considered the ultimate abatement technique for the sector. Enva request that a wording is' '
included in the licence to facilitate a test programme to allow a series of high temperature (ca.
100°C) sparging batch trials to gather the necessary emissions rei@t\éd data and inform the [ %
Agency’s decision making on this potential process step. S%chg‘h approach allows the Agency
retain control of the decision making on this potential pr, s step but from an informed

perspective. It is considered highly likely that the em@ @@ from this potential process step,

SR * b

abated through the proposed RTO, would be dem 's?%‘ted to have no significant impact on ai
quality in the local area. The test programme vgﬁz&%s“m any case have to asses-this approprlateh ]

q . vl~ [

O 4
Proposed clause wording: < Q '
Air-sparging of waste oil shall only take ce if the temperature of the waste oil is less. than 3

and the tank is connected to the vagour-balancing ring main. Air-sparging of waste oil c‘
- temperature of greater than 30°C (with the tank connected to the vapour-balancing ring main

RTO) may only recommence on authorisation from the Agency. The decision of the Agenc
sanction the recommencement of air sparging oil at a temperature greater than 30°C wil
subject to the outcome of a series of trials and associated environmental monitoring. The num
timing and duration of trials and the extent of the monitoring regime to be undertaken mus
agreed with the Agency in advance of any such trials.

Condition 6.19.3
Current Wording in the Proposed Determination

Gases shall only be introduced to the regenerative thermal oxidiser when the appropriate
operating conditions have been achieved. In particular: :
(i) The burners in the combustion chamber are on and operating satisfactorily; P
(i) The temperature required under Condition 6.19.1 has been reached and ma/nta/ned/
the combustion chamber. '

ﬁi"’f
|
|
‘t
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Licensee Comment

Natural gas is used as a fuel to heat the chamber and maintain the temperature at the optimum

temperature. In this regard, natural gas is introduced to the -regenerative thermal oxidiser at
.ambient temperatures to bring the chamber. to the optimum temperature and the process/waste

gases will only be introduced at this point. For the avoidance of misinterpretation of the condition

it is proposed the condition be reworded in-the Final Determination.

" Proposed clause wording:

Process gases for abatement shall only be introduced to the regenerative thermal oxrdrser when

; the approprlate operating conditions have been achieved. In particular: . = .-
! ! (i) The burners in the combustion chamber are on and operating satzsfactorlly, ;

; regenerat/ve thermal oxidiser.

|
;' a »o° R\
[

(ii) The temperature required | under Condition 6.19.1 has been reached and maintained in
the combustion chamber.

Condltlon 6.19.7 _

Current Wording in the Proposed Determlnatlon . *”9 : :

On/y gases from process or abatement systems not mv@“@mg the use or treatment of ch/onnated
solvents or other wastes that contain ha/ogenate@\o\@an/c compounds shall be directed to the

\Q ©
S

Licensee Comment > @
No chlorlnated solvents are employe\ the Enva site or are used in the waste treatment process
at the facility. However, all virgin faﬁ@fs as well as the recovered fuels produced by Enva at the site

! have low levels of chlorine preserﬁﬁ’n the fuels (typically less than 0.3% m/m). As such, vapours.

frorr% the waste fuels processeggﬁt the Enva site will contain trace levels of chlorine and these

vapdurg, will be routed to th€RTO.

The RTO has been designed to allow for acceptance of up to 1% of chlorine in the vapour stream

wrthout increasing the risk of dioxin formation or other impact. As noted in Enva’s submission to

" the Agency in May 2016 in answer to question 15, the proposed RTO suppller (Durr) currently has
: several RTO units operating within Ireland some of which have relatively high levels of chlorinated

: compounds in their input stream (up to 10g /Nm?). These RTOs are operated at the same

j temperature (850°C) as the proposed RTO and monitoring of their emissions has demonstrated no

'. 5|gn|f|cant dioxin formation occurring (<0.1ng/m?). As such, the operating temperature of the RTO
' coupled with the absence of elevated chiorinated solvents in the waste stream means the dioxin
risk is very low. As a consequence, to allow for the ongoing operation of the site with minimal risk

. to the environment and RTO operation it is requested to change the wording of this condition.

Proposed clause wording:

Only gases from process or abatement systems not /nvolvmg the use or treatment of chlor/nated

solvents or other wastes that contain halogenated organic compounds greater than 0.3% (m/m
‘ Chlorme) shall be d/rected to the regenerat/ve therma/ OXIdISE‘I' '
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Condition 8.10. - : ' ’ . j
Current Wording in the Proposed ‘Determination ' - Co S
All waste treatment and processing shall be carried out inside a bu:/d/ng or closed vessel. AII. wzc

Licensee Comment ' L 1
While most waste storage areas are currently roofed or proposed to be roofed, currently the )
unloading of packaged waste takes place in a bunded area (Area E in Fig 2.2) that is not currem

roofed and it is ot proposed to roof this area. Wastes are only staged in this area for relatively
short periods of time (normally 24 hours) after unloading where they are inspected prlor to be lng

ste
|
storage shall, within 12 months of the date of grant of this licence, be carried out inside a bu ilding

or in a covered area. These requirements also apply tothe storage of empty unwashed contq n or's,

moved to a storage or processing area. The roofing of this area would afford little advantage fcr a

significant level of expenditure.

Proposed clause wording:

All waste treatment and processing shall be carried out inside a bUI/%ﬁg or closed vessel. Unles ¥

otherwise agreed with the Agency all waste storage shall, W/thll](\dﬁ months of the date of gral
of this licence, be carried out inside a building orina covereg g{g@a These requirements also ap;
to the storage of empty unwashed containers. é?? s\o . §
&é}\o@o@
Condition 8.13 G , »
Current Wording in the Proposed Determinatidn ’ ' S
Mlxmg of hazardous waste and non-haza &éﬁous waste ' i
.. : : o N 7 .

The licensee may mix hazardous wastes of different categories or mix hazardous waste with nor
hazardous waste subject to the following:

o
‘a—-;.-

" e The mixing operation shall conform to best available techn}'ques
e The mixing operat/on shall be carr/ed out in accordance with a Standard Operating

’ Procedure : _
e The purpose of the mixing operation shall be the production of waste der/ved fuel for L
dispatch to an appropriate facility; o ‘,

The miixing operat/on sha// resu/t in no enwronmental emissions; |

The mixing operation shall present no risk of adverse or unexpected chemlcal react:ons

" resulting in the sudden or gradual release of gases;

L]

Licensee Comment

Clause 8.13 as drafted in the Proposed Determination is only considered approprlate for the ? it

proposed preparation of waste-derived fuel and thus clarification is sought in relation to the

proposed bulking of waste for export. Bulk wastes for onward shnpment (normally by export) m ay

include both hazardous and non-hazardous wastes, destined for appropriate licensed
recovery/disposal. This can include contaminated soils, filtercakes, drilling muds and other

A
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compatible bulk wastes. The destination facilities for these wastes can accept both hazardous and
non-hazardous wastes, which are both processed in the same manner and it would be inefficient
to ship these separately. While these are not mixed to a homogenous state they are stored in the
same area (bulk pile) and some mixing will inevitably occur. It.is requested that the third bullet
point be deleted and the fourth bullet point be qualified to include the word ‘significant’.

Proposed clause wording:
The licensee may mix hazardous wastes of different categories or mix hazardous waste with non-
‘haza*fdous waste subject to the following:

i e The mixing operation shall conform to best available techniques;

. The mixing operation shall be carried out in accordance with a Standard Operat/ng

. Procedure;

The mixing operation shall result in no significant environmental emissions;

e. ' The mixing operation shall present no risk of adverse or unexpected chem/ca/ reactions
resulting in the sudden or gradual release of gases;

RPN,
L]

: &
i ’ é\\)

S

. Condition 8.14 , %@
Current Wording in the Proposed Determmat&g@%f heading)
Standards regardmg the supply of waste- g&f@%d fuel

. &é’ @0 .
:Licensee Comment : q : .
These conditions should only relat% @solld waste derlved fueI and not to recovered oil Wthh is”
: dealt with separately under theﬁnce It is suggested that the heading be amended to reflect the

fact that the clause only rela&gs to solid fuels and not waste oil derived fuel.

Prop'os_ed heading wording:

Standards regarding the supply of solid waste- derived fuel

Condition 8.14.5

Current Wording in the Proposed Determlnatlon

The licensee shall annually, or at a greater frequency if so instructed by the Agency and unless
otherwise agreed by the Agency, demonstrate, using a method agreed or specified by the Agency,
that the treatment process for the manufacture of waste derived fuel results in a materially
significant net increase in calorific value over the mixed waste introduced to the treatment process.

Licensee Comment :

Insofar as this condition requires the licensee to demonstrate that the calorific value (CV) of waste
derived fuel it manufactures is greater than that of the mixed waste used to produce it, as the
condition appears to do, the proposed condition is incapable of being complied with and should

Page 9
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‘be deleted. It is not possible to increase the CV of wastes beyond the combined CV of the wias
mixed together. The purpose of the process is to produce a consistent; homogenous waste’ ‘
derived fuel meeting the proposed recovery facility’s acceptance criteria (e.g. Cement kilns in’
Ireland), rather than to increase the CV of the waste derived fuel over the mixed waste inplﬁ';c

Enva request that Condition 8.14.5 is removed in its entirety. k

Condition 8.17
Current Wording in the Proposed Determination
No waste shall be dispatched from the installation for:

. recovery, or
e use,
at an unlined soil recovery facility.

& (
Licensee Comment & t
Enva have operated a soil treatment & recovery facility at va ?’ortlamse for over 15 years. '
During this time, under the approval of the EPA, Enva h a.treated contaminated soils to reacf
inert criteria set out in Council Decision 2003/33/EC§°(§§er to enable recovery at appropriate
facilities within Ireland. All recovery processes, pr\gc%\d?ﬁ}es testing criteria and final destlnatlo
outlets have previously been approved by the é@@%y In particular all facilities used for the
dispatch of treated soils meeting this inert c&‘fg\é\a have been subject to approval from the Age

These facilities have been for the most part@ﬁmed soil recovery facmtles ‘ Ao

O

The wording proposed in the Propos%di‘(getermination would appear to prevent the potential |
reuse of remediated soils completely. The reuse of remediated soils is in line with the waste
hierarchy and is to be encouraged rather than overly restricted or prevented. It must be provid
within the final licence if granted that remediated soil meeting the appropriate criteria can be
reused or recovered at suitable final destinations and not restricted inappropriately. It is -

contended that that there are suitable criteria that provide for use/recovery at a variety of fina
(unlined) destinations using a risk based approach.

It is noted that several existing soil recovery facilities licenced by the Agency specifically requrei‘
use of the inert criteria set out in Council Decision 2003/33/EC and yet these are unlined facilities.

If in certain cases the inert criteria set out in Council Decision 2003/33/EC is not considered
sufficient protection at a specific soil recovery facility it is still highly likely that there is suntable
criteria to provide sufficient protection at the specific location.

In addition the definition of ‘an unlined soil recovery facility’ is considered potentially ambiguou

and may be interpreted to include soil recovery facilities (outside of Ireland) using thermal or
other techniques rather than simply depositing soil on or in the ground. This would therefore

appear to prevent their potential use by Enva which is not considered to be the Agency’s intent
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|
1

It is proposed that the qualification ‘Unless otherwise approved by the Agency’ be inserted before
the existing sentence thus providing a mechanism to agree suitable destination facilities for -
remediated soil.

Proposed clause wording:
Unless otherwise approved by the Agency no waste shall be dispatched from the installation for:

. recovery, or
. use,
at an unlined soil recovery facility. -

SCHEDULE A: leltatuons

Current Wording in the Proposed Determination

A.1 Waste processes

4 pullet point: s

‘Sorting, crushing, shredding and repackaging of waste fo\@\\onward sh/pment to appropr/ate ,
>

facilities; \2 &
S\
Licensee Comment - \Q{@ ‘ .
‘The exnstlng activity whereby containers (@\ \@rums wheelie blns IBCs etc. ) are cIeaned/washed
for reuse or if not reusable ,then disposgd.of has not been mentioned in this section and.for clarity

it is requested that this existing act'b\’/ft\.\@e included in this section. While in most cases these-

- containers are not considered was Q\}hey may in some cases be waste (where they are discarded

by a‘:customer).'.lt is proposed t?é\the fourth bullet pomt be amended to include the word

washing. s
Proposed clause wording: . : » .

L an bullet point: . -

Sortmg, washing, crushing, shredd/ng and repackagmg of waste for onward shipment to
appgopnat_e facilities; :

i

Schedule A.2 Waste‘Acceptance

Table A.2.1

~ Licensee Comment : :

The table sets out the maximum tonnage to be accepted at the faCIIIty per annum in each waste’
type. It is requested that a note be included to allow for the Agency to authorise variances in the
individual category.tonnages subject to the overall tonnage remaining unchanged. This is provided
for in the current licence (W0184 -01). :
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Proposed clause wording: -
Insert a Note to column 3 to state:

|
The quantities of the individual waste types may be adjusted, only with the agreement of thot |
i

Agency, subject to the total authorised waste quantity remaining the same.

Table A.2.2 Prohibited waste and waste categories i
Current Wording
The following wastes or categories of waste shall not be accepted at the installation:

|
o Household waste and waste derived from household waste except as mentioned in ch
A2.1

® Biodegradable municipal waste and waste der/ved from b/odegradab/e mun/c1pal wa-‘fe

except 20 01 25 E

e Agricultural waste except as mentioned in Table A.2.1° ‘ j
e Animal by-products i
e Potentially infectious healthcare risk waste K4 g
e Construction and demolition waste except as mentioned zg@T able A.2.1° I
NG
Licensee Comment eg? & 5

The prohibited wastes/categories are to a degree quig%p#oad and may lead to specific mstance

where a waste is prohibited unnecessarily For exgn{rlgl‘e the inclusion of Animal by-products lS

considered too broad a restriction as it would @‘é\t@nt the potential acceptance of tallow at t!he
facility which could potentially be used in tQé dduction of a waste dérived fuel. It is therefore ’
suggested that the prohibition be amended\t% include ‘unless otherwise agreed with the Agenc(y

being added to the first sentence theret%&aollowmg the Agency scope to consider such cases lf t
arise and can be properly managed at the facility.

The prohibition on ‘potentially infectious healthcare waste’ is considered too broad and vaguée

definition as to what might or might not be potentially infectious. The HSE Guidelines on Waste

does not define potentially infectious healthcare waste but rather defines a number of specific

healthcare risk waste namely: biological, infectious, chemical, sharps and radioactive. Enva are'
proposing to accept ‘infectious’ healthcare waste but would propose to collect both sharps and
chemicals (laboratory reagents, medicines etc.). It is-therefore requested that the word potent

be deleted to avoid confusion and provide a clearer more workable definition as to what is i )
prohibited. ! '

The list of prohibited wastes includes ‘construction and demolition wastes except as mentioned

Table A2.1’' thereby apparently prohibiting the acceptance of non-hazardous construction and
demolition wastes. As there are no additional hazards or concerns with regard to this non-

hazardous C&D waste it should not be prohibited. It is considered necessary for the facility to 'b' :

able to accept non-hazardous C&D waste (e.g. soil & stones, concrete, or mixed C&D waste) as |
well as hazardous C&D waste for commercial reasons. Such non-hazardous waste may be
processed on site (e.g. screened to separate fractions) and or bulked for export as efficiently as
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.hazardous C&D waste with no additional environmental impact. It is requested that this waste be
.removed from the prohibited list.

i ‘ ~.
: Proposed clause wording:

Unless otherwise agreed with the Agency the following wastes or categories of waste shall not be
accepted at the installation: :

| o Household waste and waste derived from household waste except as ment/oned in Table

A2.1 S o A

o;‘r Biodegradable municipal waste and waste derived from. b/odegradable municipal waste

. except 2001.25 :

. Agricultural waste except as mentioned in Table A2.1

Animal by-products - ‘

o Infectious healthcare risk-waste

SAEELRE R .

\T&L
+ i i ‘ . \\,\é
! . . - §)
" Schedule B.1 Emissions to Air @ S
5L : . &\0* :
» Current Wording in the Proposed Determlrﬁm@

4 Limit on aggregated emissions of VOC OQSQ}@“

- Total authorised emission of volatile organic

fE t c??ql@ﬂ
Sources o mlssrons o air at the in on compounds (VOC = measures as TOC(as C))

O
Dlscharges to air mentloned in thlsds%\hedule
(Schedule B. 1: Emissions to Air) hich TOC is
a egulated parameter, lncluwgﬂ; 1, A3-52,
A3-53, A3-54, A3-55, A356 and A3-57

‘ New discharges to air as may be agreed by the | .
71 Agency for which TOC is a regulated parameter

1.02 kg/hour, measured as TOC (as C)

Licenseé Comment
Section 8 of the inspectors report details the consnderatron of emissions to air from the Enva facility

and in particular Section 8.7 addresses the “Impact of Emissions on the Receiving Environment”.
* This section of the report identifies the rationale behind the setting of emission limit values for VOCs
at the Enva facility. Enva considers that the setting of the ELVs in this excessrvely restrictive manner
should be revisited (as set out below) and revrsed limits set (also set out below) for a number of

reasons

i i : L. ‘.
. Reasons for objection:

e Firstly, in the Section 90 response issued to the EPA on the 6"*‘ of September 2016, the six
. carbon filters have been categorlsed as “minor” emission points in accordance with the EPA
~ classification approach outlined in “IPPC Application Guidance Notes V4/12” and the
rationale for this categorisation has been clearly presented based on monitoring data in the
submission to the EPA. This “minor” categorisation has not been disputed in any EPA
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-above are applied but Enva reques &h@@standard mass emission limits for Total VOCs are

_ proportionate approach based on the available data. . ‘f

correspondence or in the inspectors report and these emissions points remain ”mi,r‘mﬂtf:r” in
their classification. It is highly unusual for such strict limits to be applied to minor ejr"hi.s sion
points and this places a significant financial and operational burden on Enva whichf'«i" not
consistent with EPA licensing policy or norms and as such is dlsproportlonate i Enva
acknowledges the EPA requirement for proper regulation but to impose such excess !/ely
strict limits and monthly monitoring on a whole series of minor emission points in ,tha PD
does not appear to be based on the scientific data presented to the EPA and as such appears
unreasonable and unsupported by evidence. {0

?
i

Secondly, it is noted that the inspector does identify the source of the concentration Iim‘it in
the PD as BAT 41 of the Waste Treatment Industries BREF (2006) which states that BAT]|i IS to
reduce air emission of VOCs to 20mg/Nm3 but for low VOC loads, the higher end of the range
is extended to 50mg/Nm3. Given that all but one of the carbon filters proposed will have
very low flows/loads (A3-52, A3-53, A3-55, A3-56 and A3-57 will all have maximum volume
flows of 2,220Nm?3/hr) and all are designated as minor emission points, hence a BAT l|m|t of
50mg/Nm? would be more appropriate to these sources as opposed to that applied injt the
PD (20mg/Nm3). As noted in the TA Luft, the mass em\u\}gsnon values effectively act’ as
thresholds above which the concentration limits appl\Lénd given that these are immor
emission points a mass emission threshold of 0. lkg\Ah It should apply (i.e. 20% of th(e BAT
limit of 0.5kg/hr). In other words, a Total VOC I| ef50mg/Nm?3 on the carbon filters wpuld
only apply where the mass emissions from tl@@é@?xrce were above 0.1kg/hr (i.e. the EPAs
threshold for significant emissions). Enva @%@Q\st that in the event that the EPA contlnue
with the-use of concentration limits in gj?e(;&}nal Determination, that the limits as expgessed

i

applied in the licence as per bullet Q@;ﬂs( number 4 below. r 3

R
Thirdly, the ambient air, quality limit for benzene is employed by the inspector as the
benchmark for setting Total VOC ELVs and this approach {(as noted by the inspe'ctor) is hi Jhly
conservative and does not accurately reflect the emissions from the plant Further details
are provided in the following section on how Enva suggest concerns around benzene le /els
from the plant may be resolved with more specific monitoring proposed Wthh is a mpre

l
Fourthly, thereis potentlal for methane generation from biological degradatlon ofthe wa ste
oils processed at the Enva facility. Methane is odourless and is not a health hazard |n ipe
open atmosphere and hence, emissions of methane do not pose a nuisance risk or a I‘lSv( to
human health. While the carbon filters provide a high abatement efficiency for the npn-
methane VOCs, the efficiency for methane removal is considerably lower. As such, sett}mg
these very low emission limits for VOCs from the carbon filters will result in a. _h;igh
compliance risk (as a result of methane) that is unnecessary and with little environmental
gain in relation to human health and odour. Enva request that a proportionate approach | be
adopted by the use of the standard TA Luft Mass Emission rate for Total VOCs (0. 5kg/hr) @s
employed as standard in Ireland, is employed in the Final Determination to properly regula

te
4
VOC emissions including methane from the carbon filters.

|
|

o e SRR

Page 14

EPA EX t)ort 12-01-2017-

20:08:02




The inspectors report has disregarded the evidence supplied by Enva in the form of the air dispersion
modelling requested by the Agency of the VOC emissions and supplied by Enva for this review
“process This modeIIing has been undertaken in accordance with EPA standard practice to illustrate
‘the potentlal impact on the environment of Enva operating at full capacity from all VOC emissions
sources (including the TA Luft Emission Limit of 0.5kg/hr applied as standard in Ireland). The
imodellmg indicates no significant impact on the receiving environment at these emission levels
‘(Total VOCs).. Levels have been compared to specifically identified VOC emissions from the Enva
:"plant such as tquene xylenes, etc. Methane does not pose a health risk in open ambient air 50 there
His no comparator for assessing |mpact from methane.

The EPA carried out a series of air emissions tests on tanks at the Enva site in April 2012 and found
no ewdence of significant.levels of benzene in the emission gases. Similarly the EPA have carried
out ambient air quality testing.in the Clonminam area of Portlaoise (ca. 150m from the Enva site)
; over several months in 2015 and found that levels of benzene in the area were circa 25. 8% of the
limit for the protectlon of human health (5ug/m?3) and typical of levels in an "urban area close to
roads and other sources of benzene. The EPA noted that there is no evndence of any impact as a
_result of benzene emissions from ENVA at this monitoring égcatlon Other VOCs (e.g. toluene) are
noted and these are more representatlve of emissions fr%rﬁ Enva’s oil recovery process.

However the inspector has disregarded this sig ﬂ@ﬁ\t ewdence base and cites the reasons for this
=in Note 2 to Table 5 of the inspectors report wﬁ%@notes that “Total VOC is compared against an air
qualtty standard (AQS) for benzene, thereoq&l\@ no AQS for total VOC. It is acknowledged that the
temission will in fact contain little to no béngene, meaning that assessment against this parameter is
h/gh/y conservative in terms of protegﬁq@a/r quality”. Asnoted by the inspector there is no evidence
base'm either the EPA emissions m%gitormg of the Enva tanks or the EPA ambient monitoring in the
'Portlaoise area to highlight benzgﬁe as a risk. The use of benzene as a comparator for Total VOC
emissions is not approprlate ustifiable and should instead be accounted for by a separate limit
“for benzene in addition to a 'i"otal VOC limit.

Give’n the concerns of the Inspector in relation to benzene and in the interests of ensuring full
transparency of the emission levels of key pollutants such as benzene Enva propose that routlne
compllance monitoring for- benzene is ‘undertaken and the approprlate emission limit value is
applled for this parameter. The TA Luft 2002 C|tes that benzene isa Class i carcmogenlc substance
i and the followmg gundelmes apply
i
© 1 ‘Mass Flow of 2.5 g/hr
¢ooelor e
Mass Concentration of 1 mg/m3

leen there are seven potential sources of benzene at the Enva facility the aggregated emission rate
;“ for benzene is therefore 0.0175 kg/hr (7 x 2.5 g/hr) This limit should be applied for benzene which
L will gbe specifically tested in the monitoring regime. Modelling of all seven sources at this mass
emussuon rate is shown graphically in Figure 1 which demonstrates that the maximum ground level
, concentratlon if all stacks operated at this ELV would be 0. 37ug/m3 compared to the limit value of

Sug;/m and hence no significant impact from benzene on the surrounding environment.
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Flgure 1
background) as a result of the proposed benzene mass emission limit.

Wit‘h the levels of benzene regulated in the Final Determinatibn t‘hryou“gh a specific ELV forAtH
minor emission points, the ELV for the remaining VOCs (methane, toluene, xylenes, etc.) shoulc
set based on standard pract|ce for these Iower risk compounds. .The BAT Guidance Notes for

Waste Sector: Waste Transfer and Materials Recovery (2011) does not include any ELV for t)ttal
VOCs but other more recent BAT notes! include employ the TA Luft 2002-guidelines at the - 3AT
emission limit values and this has been standard practice for setting limits .for emlssmns:‘?to
atmosphere in Ireland. Paragraph 5.2.5 of TA Luft 2002 lists the guideline for Organic Substances as

follows:

Mass Flow of 0.5 kg/hr- : ' : I
or . o - 3

. Mass Concentration of 50 mg/m3 : _ .

1 BAT Guidance Note for Ferrous Metal Processmg and the Pressmg, Drawmg and Stampmg of Large Castmgs
where the Production Area exceeds 500 sqm (2012)

BAT Guidance Note for the Manufacture of Integrated Circuits (2010)
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. Thisiis the limit typically employed in the various sectoral BAT Guidance notes and the mass emission
‘;Iimitl}(O.Skg/hr) sought for the carbon filters in this licence review in line the EPA principles of

consistency. The air dispersion modelling previously submitted for this licence review has
demonstrated that all carbon filters operating at this Mass Emission Limit of 0.5kg/hr will not have

_an adverse impact on air quality. Figure 2 shows the cumulative impact of the RTO and carbon

fllters operating at this limit as the maxnmum ground Ievel concentrations as a result of this
operatlon

‘20,000

yg/m**3

Figure 2: Annual Average vOoC concentratlons (from the RTO and Carbon Filters - excluding
background) as a result of the proposed mass emission limit.
| _

R I

~ The:model illustrates the maximum ground level concentration will be 78.11ug/m3 (Average Total

; VOés) to the east of the site at the rail yard. The inspector’s report notes that this concentration
" compares unfavourably to the air quality standard for benzene which is true but with benzene

speci:ifically addressed by means of a specific limit for this parameter as outlined above, comparison
of tlhe total'VOC level with the benzene limit is not valid. Other parameters such as toluene,
ethylbenzenes and xylenes are attributed to the Enva facility and health guidelines for these
parameters are as follows: :
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Toluene . 1,910ug/m?3 (UK Environment Agency Guideline)

4,410pg/m3 (UK Enyironmeht‘Agency Guideline)
2,_2v()0ug/m3 (UK Environment Agency Guideline)

"Ethylbenzene

Xylenes |

Based on these more relevant guidelines, the maximum ground level concentration (78.11i‘;ig‘h;m3)
as a result of all stacks operating at the standard TA Luft mass emission limit of 0.5kg/hr would be
4% of the strictest health guideline (Toluene). There is no EAL for methane given that this parameter
poses no health risk in open ambient air and potentially the emissions from the Enva facnllty

constitute a large fraction of methane.

As a result, the operation of all of the carbon filters (which are designated as minor emission po i
at a mass emission rate of 0.5kg/hr will not have an adverse impact on human health or the

environment and this limit should be used as the basis to set the ELVs for the carbon filters

emission limits is more applicable and the relevant mass er@@slon limits for use in the
Determination are outlined below. Q@

\ !

As a result of this analysis, the use of the aggregate@ég'ﬁ@?sion limit for VOCs from minor emlssmn
points as currently presented in the-PD is not just{ﬁ‘eg‘and is disproportionate and unreasonabl e as-

to account for a specific limit for benzene also

a result. Enva request that this schedule is ameﬁa

in addition to a specific more appropnate l&m’x&r other VOCs as presented below.
s\o
Proposed clause wording: @(\\O
o
Limit on aggregated emissions of VOC

. Enva
respectfully request that the EPA amend the aggregate limits for these minor emissions sources to
include for an aggregate benzene limit and aggregate Total VOC limit based on TA Luft as| Best
practice. Given the significant differences in volumes flows from the}carbon filters, the use of mass

'mal
{
‘E

Total authorised emission of volatile organic
compounds

Sources of Emissions to air at the installation

Discharges to air mentioned in this schedule
(Schedule B. 1: Emissions to Air) for which TOC is
a regulated parameter, including A2-1, A3-52,
A3-53, A3-54, A3-55, A3-56 and A3-57
New discharges to air as may be agreed by the
Agency for which TOC is a regulated parameter : ' !

3.50 kg/hour, measured as TOC (as C)
0.0175 kg/hour, measured as Benzene

i

In addition to the change in the aggregated limit in Schedule B.1, Enva request that the emission

limit values for the carbon filters listed in Schedule B.1 are also modified as follows:

Limits on Specmc Emnssnon Points

Source Total Orgamc Carbon (as C) Benzene

Mass Emission Limit (kg/hr) Mass Emission Limit (g/hr)
A3-52 5 - 2.5 i
A3-53 0.5 - 2.5 i
A3-54 0.5 2.5
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enva

-A3-55 0.5 25
A3-56 . : - 0.5 " S : 2.5
~A3-57 . - .05 LT . 25

“-As outlined earlier, minor emission point emission limits-are not typically set by the EPA, however
Enva does consider the setting of emission values for these minor emission points to be
“acceptable once these are set at an appropriate level, in order to provide transparency to the EPA

-:and the general public. These proposed emission limits'will provide the relevant information on
the actual levels of benzene emitted from the Enva site while at the same time allowing for the
.appllcatlon of the standard TA Luft mass emission limit for VOCs for the more typical VOC
q..emnssmns associated with the Enva:-site (toluene xylenes, methane, etc.). '

b | ’

I J

!

Schedule B 3 Emissions to Sewer

i
1
't

[

I Llcensee Comment - . - : oo & :
“The entlre Schedule B.3 in the Proposed Determlnatlonv\@mcorrectly based on Schedule C.4 of the

orlglnal licence W0184-01 and subsequent techn@\al fhendments as published on the EPA public
flle ThlS schedule is however obsolete, as it wa ul equently replaced in agreement with the Local
'Authorlty (Laois County Council) and the Ag {ﬁ&‘ﬁt October 2006. The details of this were included
‘ln our response to query 20 in our sgcb sion dated 6th of September 2016. Subsequent
1commun|cat|on between Enva and \@Water (who are now the appropriate authority for
gdlscharges to sewer) to clarify the: rgag‘ﬁr has confirmed that the proposed schedule was intended
@to be based on the current limits n@cﬁﬁace for discharges to sewer which are those included in our
‘response to query 20. Enva ?efore objects to.the proposed Schedule B. 3 to allow for it's
: replacement by Irish Water ygﬁj%\ea revised Schedule . :

X

|

- Schedule C.1.2. Monitoring of Emissions to Air
- Current Wording in the Proposed Determination

EmiSsion Point Reference No: ‘ A3-52, A3-53, A3-54, A3-55, A3-56 and A3-57
‘ Parameter Monitoring Frequency Analysis method/technique
,Total Organic Carbon (as C) Monthly " FID

Licensee Comment

As outllned in the. previous objection, in the’ Section 90 response issued to the EPA on the 6t of
September 2016, the six carbon filters at the Enva facnhty have been categorised as “minor” emission
pomts and this categorisation has not been disputed by the EPA. The “minor” categorisation is
; clearly demonstrated based on actual monitoring data and the levels detected and anticipated in

. futu(:re have been very low and/or periodic in nature.
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Based on a review of EPA licensing and enforcement practice, the requirement for monitg?‘lrl ng of
minor emission points is highly unusual and is rarely, if ever, applied in EPA licenses. Typically only

“main” emission points or boiler emission points are assigned monitoring frequencies in Schedule C
of licenses as these are the key pollutant sources.- At the Enva facility, the RTO'is a main enlns?lon

point and the PD requires continuous VOC monitoring of this source as well as other periodicites

b

(quarterly. NOx and CO and biannual dioxins/furans). Enva do not object to this monitoring revlme

;EPA

licensing practice. . = . S : : : . b
. ' ‘ vi

given that it is a “main” emission point and the testing regime is consistent wuth current

A
i
ol

However, requiring monitoring from minor emission points is not consistent:with cur'r"e”n't"
licensing practice. Notwithstanding this point and as indicated earlier, Enva understands the n

for some periodic monitoring to be undertaken on these minor sources to publically demohs1irate
compliance both with the Total VOC limit and the benzene limits proposed in the objection to

<

Schedule B.1 listed earlier.

However, Enva objects strongly to the imposition of the excessive lgyel of monitoring propose d' on

these minor emission points (i.e. monthly monitoring of the. car(bon filters) as specified'in the;

This is not consistent with current EPA licensing practice ar@E are unaware of any other lice Ysee

who is required to carry out monthly monltormg of anyg‘?gjmssuon point, let alone emission pg
categorized as minor. . \Q 7 i
OQQ\ TN £

In the first instance, the requirement for mon ﬁomtormg may often not be feasnble given: that

a-number of the sources are periodic or bacgsq\mm nature and operate intermittently. Atanyg

time only a fraction of the filters are likely $&°’be operating and hence, monthly monitoring: cauld
require several visits of a monitoring %@Q’ﬂ In addition, the financial implications of impo's’mg

rous
given that these are minor emission points with little significance and which other similar opera‘tors

monthly monitoring for 6 minor emlsa@ points (i.e. up to 72 samples per annum) is highly one
are not faced with such costs.

Enva acknowledges the EPA requirement for some monitoring on these minor emission poin"t§

to require monthly monitoring does not appear to be.based on the scientific data presented tojt
EPA and is not consistent with established practice. Enva respectfully requests altered m )
appropriate monitoring regime that is more in line with the significance of the emission points Lind

licensing norms as follows:

Proposed clause wording:

Emission Point Reference No: A3-52, A3-53, A3-54, A3-55, A3-56 and A3-57 -

tmg

EPA
eed

!

|
fD.-

|nts
i
i

§

ven

sz L

Parameter Monitoring Frequency Analysis method/technique ]

Total Organic Carbon (asC) © Quarterly . B CT) I ;
- ' ' ~ Charcoal tube / :{ ‘

Benzene v Biannually- Analysis by solvent desorption . £

9=

followed by GC-MS or GC-FIl
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)

Schedule C.4 Waste Monitoring

Current Wording : . : _ ,
Waste Frequency . Parameter Method -

Incoming waste oil Each container PCB <10ppm Standard Method
accepted for treatment | Chlorinated/halogenated
compounds
\| Treated soil for landfill | Each treated batch Landfill waste Standard Methods
acceptance criteria
‘ Other Note 1

Note; 1: Analytical requirements to be determined on a case by case basis

Licensee Comment

The fequirement to test PCBs in all incoming waste oil containers is an extremely onerous task as
‘the test method requires a laborious manual clean up stagesfor the waste oil prior to analysis in a
Gas Chromatograph. The requirement to carry out suc%@lalysis would require significantly more
laboratory staff dedicated to just this single parargﬁtg,%which is grossly disproportionate to the
risks involved. The current controls in place reqgireall waste oils arising from the energy/electrical
sectors to be analysed before collection andthis"has been very effective in managing and
.controlling PCBs within the regulated wa@%@‘éctor. Furthermore the majority of waste oils
collected arise from automotive and, gﬁ(@?e sources where it makes little sense to analyse for

. AN q
P(CBs. & O
N
6\0
Proposed wording: S
&
Waste Frequency Parameter Method
Incoming waste oil Waste oil arising from PCB <10ppm Standard Method
electrical equipment Chlorinated/halogenated
compounds
Treated soil for landfill | Each treated batch Landfill waste Standard Methods
acceptance criteria
Other Note 1

Note 1: Analytical requirements to be determined on a case by case basis

Schedule E.1 Reprocessed oil Quality, Monitoring and input Restrictions

Licensee Comment

The ‘iTabIe E.1 setting out the parameters for the monitoring of Reprocessed Oil includes the
parameter Fluorine, however there is no standard or validated method available for analysing
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fluorine in used oil or waste oil derived fuels. Fluorine is not considered a parameter of con

relation to waste oils and is not typically monitored in any waste oil derived fuels, including

UK where the relevant test method used for halogens is IP 503 used to determine the Chlorin

content. Enva has invested in the laboratory equipment necessary to analyse waste oils and’vﬁla ste

oil derived fuels for halogens using IP 503 which is considered the most appropriate paramet |

(included already in Table E.1 & E.2). It is therefore requested that Fluorine be removed fro*{nl
. {

Table E.1 on this basis.

Proposed clause wording:
Delete fluorine from Table E.1
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