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Introduction

Waste management is currently one of the biggest challenges facing Ireland. This report addresses a number of key issues from the perspective of business.

Dublin Chamber of Commerce last published a business waste management policy in 1997. This was set in the context of the emerging Dublin Regional Waste Plan, which was published in 1998. This plan was supported and endorsed by the Chamber, as it contained a strategy and an appropriate balance of measures to address the waste management problem.

This report reviews progress on waste management in the Dublin region and in a national context. It outlines the areas of progress and reviews the areas where progress has been behind target,. In that context, a number of policy issues are addressed from a business perspective.  

Since the publication of the Dublin Regional Waste Plan, there have many positive developments progress across a number of fronts. Recycling rates are increasing, the Dublin Waste to Energy Thermal Treatment plant is making progress, and there is greater public awareness and acceptance that waste disposal must be paid for.

However, a number of worrying factors are still evident. The volume of waste coming from all sectors has increased substantially, the rate of development of necessary waste infrastructure is still slow and there is a wide gap to be bridged in the public communication of many waste management issues. 

The report also provides information for business on current waste management issues, including clarification of the new regulations for hazardous waste, packaging and recycling. In addition, examples of waste management best practice from a number of business sectors are included.     

I would like to thank Mark Moran, who chaired the Working Group on Waste Management, his colleagues on the group, and Pat McCann, who chaired the overall City Business Committee, for their contribution to this work.

Clive Brownlee

President

Dublin Chamber of Commerce

February 2004.

Summary of Recommendations 

· The planning and development process for critical waste management infrastructure needs to be fast tracked to accelerate key projects. Priorities include:

· The Dublin Waste to Energy Plant

· Additional landfill facilities in and close to Dublin

· Additional recycling facilities

· This fast-track planning process can be facilitated by the introduction of the Critical Infrastructure Bill and the inclusion of key waste management as projects under the Bill

· The “proximity principle” needs to be re-evaluated to allow for a more economically efficient approach to waste management. This is particularly relevant in the Dublin region, where high land costs and the lack of suitable open space acts as a disincentive to the development of waste infrastructure in the metropolitan region.

· Specifically, the Dublin Waste to Energy Plant should be allowed to accept waste from outside the Greater Dublin Area, while new landfill to accommodate waste from the Dublin region should be allowed to be developed in adjacent regions.

· The role of the private sector in the development of necessary waste management infrastructure should be encouraged and facilitated, including greater usage of Public Private Partnership arrangements.

· Householders and other producers of domestic waste should pay the full economic costs of dealing with that waste. At present, that cost is of the order of €300 per household per annum.

· A national strategy, with new facilities, is required to deal with hazardous waste produced in Ireland
2
The Policy Context

2.1
Dublin Chamber waste policy

The Chamber’s 1997 report Waste Management Strategy for the Dublin Region was prompted by the development of Dublin Regional Waste Plan. That was set in the context of the rapid rise in volumes of waste (four million tonnes of solid waste were produced that year), and the increasing levels of waste regulations emanating from the EU and Irish government. 

The principal recommendations of that report were as follows:

1. Development of pilot projects to encourage waste minimisation in industry and the rolling out of the results.

2. Extension of the existing landfill site at Balleally, north County Dublin and development of the waste bailing facility at Ballyogan in south County Dublin

3. Development of waste to energy facilities and location of the plant in an area that will make most efficient use of its power generation capacity

4. Promotion and expansion of the Repak industrial packaging recovery project

5. Increase in recycling facilities

6. Extension of the (pilot) Kerbside recycling project throughout the city

7. Establishment of “bring centres” for disposal of recyclable products

8. Development of measures to promote greater reuse and recycling of construction waste

9. Facilitating the entry of private sector firms into the collection and disposal of domestic and commercial waste

10. The introduction of user charges for waste collection on a per-use basis

11. Pioneering of new and flexible approaches to litter and waste collection management. 

12. New initiatives and additional resources to deal with litter

2.2
Dublin Regional Waste Plan 

The current strategy for addressing waste in the Dublin region is set out principally in the Dublin Regional Waste Plan (DRWP)

Produced in 1998, the plan addresses issues such as waste prevention, recycling, recovery and safe disposal. It applies to the areas covered by the four Dublin local authorities, and the overall planning period is 20 years.

A key objective of the plan is to reduce dependence on landfill and increase private sector involvement in the waste management chain.  The plan was designed to dramatically cut dependence on landfill from approx. 80% for all wastes in 1997 to 16% by the year 2004, provided new recycling schemes and thermal treatment are put in place. 

In terms of the 2.3 million tonnes handled by the Dublin Authorities, approximately 53% of this waste is of construction/demolition origin, some 17% is industrial in origin while household and commercial sectors each contribute about 13% of the waste stream handled. Recycling of Dublin’s municipal, industrial and construction/demolition wastes will increase to some 60% from a current 20% (10% for municipal waste only).

The plan sets out ambitious targets for waste minimisation, aiming to have reduced annual growth rates for all categories of waste to .5% by 2003 and to 0% by 2007.
Reduction in Waste Growth Rates (Targets for 1998 – 2011)
	Period / Waste Type
	1

1998 – 1999
	2

1999 – 2002
	3

2003 – 2006
	4

2007 - 2011

	
	
	
	
	

	Household
	2%
	1%
	0.5%
	0%

	Green Waste
	0%
	0%
	0%
	0%

	Bulky Waste
	2%
	1%
	0.5%
	0%

	Commercial
	1%
	0.5%
	0.5%
	0%

	Industrial
	1.5%
	1%
	0.5%
	0%


Targets for Waste Collection are 

Waste Recycling and Recovery Targets 1999-2004

	Source
	Recycling
	Thermal
	Landfill

	
	
	
	

	Households
	60%
	39%
	1%

	Commerce/Industry
	41%
	37%
	22%

	Construction/Demolition
	82%
	0%
	18%

	Total
	59%
	25%
	16%


Policy Implementation

The principal dates for implementation of new facilities were as follows:

· Construction/Demolition Waste Recycling
-
1999 (North Dublin)










2000 (South Dublin)

· Waste Recycling Centres



-
1999 / 2004

· Home Address Collection 



-
1999/2000

· Green Garden Waste Composting

-
2000/2001

· Dual Collection and Biological Treatment 
-
2002

· Thermal Treatment Plant



-
2004

· Additional Landfill (extension or greenfield)
-
2000

Paying for Waste Management

The total investment costs of new waste facilities up to year 2011 is €323 million  - €37 million (12%) on collection, €210 million (65%) on recycling and recovery and €75 million (23%) on landfill. An increase in investment was budgeted for   This shows that current expenditures of the order of €31 million per annum will increase by approximately €26 million over the first 5 years and by over €38 million to almost €76 million per annum in conjunction with the major investments in thermal treatment and other facilities (see table below).  

In addition to implementing the Plan, it is a policy objective that €6 million be invested over a 2-3 year period in setting up the new structures recommended, i.e., planning, regulation, and community environmental officers together with significant community based initiatives in waste reduction and minimisation, schools programmes, media promotion, etc., as outlined in the Plan.

Ultimately, over the period 1998 - 2011, the average cost will be approximately €26 million per annum in excess of current expenditures.  These figures are based on waste management costs calculated as part of the Dublin Waste Strategy Study in 1997.

Capital investment required for the plan is as follows: 

	Year
	€

	1997/1998
	34,461,077

	1999
	32,307,140

	2000
	25,886,875

	2001
	18,651,647

	2002
	30,561,697

	2003
	148,911,258

	2004
	686,312

	2005
	2,072,518

	2006
	521,740

	2007
	2,332,703

	2008
	3,635,685

	2009
	3,451,838

	2010
	7,700,300

	2011
	10,871,808

	Total
	322,052,966


A key target of the plan is that charges be levied on all waste producers, including both householders and industrial/commercial enterprises.  Such charges would be related to the waste volumes or weights produced, which would provide incentives for minimisation and recycling.
2.3
Review of Progress 

While a more structured review of the Regional Waste Plan follows in the next section, it is worthwhile to note some areas of progress over the past five years: 

· There has been a significant increase in recycling. 280,000 green bins have been distributed to date. Four recycling centres have opened in Dublin and a capital investment of €825 million was made in recycling facilities nationally. Also, over 70 bring centers have opened in the Dublin region.
· Recycling facilities for construction waste have opened at Ballealy Landfill in Fingal and Roadstone’s C&D Waste Recycling Centre in Belgard Quarry.
· Waste charges have been introduced and increased incrementally to economic levels by the four Dublin local authorities. 

· Wheeled bins have gradually replaced traditional dustbins, waste bags and other forms of waste disposal in Dublin jouseholds
· Efforts to boost waste minimisation were led by the appointment of Environmental Awareness Officers by Dublin City Council. The officers are responsible for advising business on minimisation and education programmes such as green schools and green office campaigns. Waste minimisation may also be boosted by current proposals aim to replace current standardised bin charges with weight-related charges in 2005.
· Waste growth in Dublin city has been reduced below 1.5% annually – well below the national growth level.
· The tendering process for the Waste to Energy incinerator is well advanced and a site has been identified. However, the statutory public consultation and planning stages have yet to commence. 
· There has been some progress in establishing facilities for biological treatment. On completion of the 1999 Biological Treatment Feasibility Study, two possible sites for such a facility were identified.

· While the collection and disposal of domestic waste is still dominated by the local authorities, private sector firms are playing a larger role in the collection of some domestic waste and large amounts of business waste. The private sectors is also contributing to the development of waste facilities.
· Dublin City Council has applied significant resources to the litter problem, including the introduction of additional on-street cleaning machines, the introduction of a 6.00 am to 2.30 pm street cleaning shift, the extension of the Litter Warden service, the introduction of a “name and shame” policy for litter offenders and implementation of the Lord Mayor’s Litter Initiative and Charter for busy city centre streets.

· Dublin City Council has increased enforcement of licensed waste collection and disposal services through the introduction of a field officer service. 

There has been less success in tackling other areas.

· Waste levels at national level are still increasing at between 3% t o5% per annum. 

· While a household hazardous waste collection has been started, overall facilities for hazardous waste disposal are undeveloped.
· There is still a severe shortage of landfill capacity. While there are five new landfill sites currently under consideration, including Kill, whose planning permission expires in July 2004 of next year, over 21 landfill sites in the Dublin region, including both the Ballyogan and Dunsink landfills, have been closed. While some of the slack has been taken up by the Athurstown and Balleally landfills increasing their landfill input tonnages, these increases have not kept up with the growth in waste generation. As a direct result, landfill costs for business have rapidly escalated. 
· There is still public opposition to both the siting of waste facilities, and the enforcement of waste charges.

· The cost to business of waste management is increasing at a significant rate.

2.4
National Policy

The National Development Plan 2000-2006 states:

Article 4.63: Local authorities are required under the Waste Management Act, 1996, to prepare waste management plans. A comprehensive waste management planning exercise is now underway at local/regional level, which will, inter alia, identify infrastructural and investment requirements necessary to give effect to this policy approach. Most authorities are currently engaged in the preparation of regional waste management plans, based in many cases on regional strategy studies which addressed the scope for, and made recommendations regarding the provision of integrated waste management infrastructure.
2.5
Ireland and Europe compared 
It is recognized that Ireland has been a laggard in the development of a comprehensive waste management strategy, and is well behind the “best in class” countries in Europe.

In order to benchmark Ireland’s progress, and also to set realistic targets for future developments, it is useful to compare Ireland’s ratio of waste treatment against our European peers. The following table illustrates those ratios:

	Country
	Recycled
	Incineration
	Landfill
	Other

	Austria  
	45.5% 
	15.5% 
	45.4% 
	0%

	Belgium
	39.5% 
	28.6% 
	32.0%
	0%

	Denmark  


	28.1% 
	55.8% 
	15.5% 
	0.6%

	Finland  


	17.3% 
	3.2% 
	57.2% 
	22.3%

	France  
	5.8% 
	40.4% 
	46.9% 
	6.9%

	Germany  
	29.6% 
	23.0% 
	45.8%
	0%

	Greece  
	7.1% 
	0% 
	92.9%
	0%

	Ireland  
	7.8%  
	0%
	92.2%
	0%

	Italy
	0%
	5.5% 


	94.5%
	0%

	Luxembourg 
	7.2% 
	55.7%
	37.1%
	0%

	Holland
	44.3%
	40.5%
	15.2%
	0%

	Portugal
	0%
	0%
	87.9%
	12.1%

	Spain
	0%
	4.4%
	83.2%
	12.4%

	Sweden
	15.6%
	40.6%
	37.5%
	  6.3%

	UK
	7.0%
	  8.7%
	83.3%
	0.9%

	EU Average  
	14.4%
	19.6%
	62.8%
	2.9%


It can be seen that Ireland is well behind the EU average in recycling, and a good distance off the leaders in this area such as Austria, Belgium, Holland and Germany.

At present, Ireland makes no significant use of incineration for waste disposal, as compared to countries such as Denmark, Luxembourg, Holland and Sweden, where incineration is widely used.

At the other end of the waste spectrum, Ireland is overly dependent on landfill, where it is joined by the traditionally less well-off countries of Europe, such as Greece, Spain, Portugal and Italy. 

Set against those benchmarks, the Dublin Waste Strategy targets of achieving a target of 59% recycling seems challenging, whereas a target of 25% incineration seems relatively low.
3
Issues Going Forward

3.1
Construction Waste

Regulation

The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) National Waste Database 2001 Report has confirmed that construction and demolition (C&D) waste amounted to 4.9% of the total quantity of waste generated in Ireland in 2001, increasing by 35% between 1998-2001, largely as a result of the economic boom.

The increasing tonnage of C&D waste corresponds with a significant decrease in landfill capacity. Diminishing disposal capacity has resulted in Government targets of recycling C&D waste of 50% by 2003 and 85% by 2013.  The latest findings from the EPA state that the national target of 50% recycling of C&D waste is being met.  According to the report, 65.4% was recovered in 2001.

The estimate for C&D waste generation in 2001 is 3,651,412 tonnes, of which new construction, repair and maintenance activities are the greatest generators of waste (c. 56%) followed by soil excavation (c. 38%) and demolition activities (c. 6%) (EPA, 2003).  Approximately 65.4% of this waste was recovered in 2001 at EPA-licensed and local authority-permitted facilitates.
The Dublin Waste Management Plan (1998) states that in the Dublin Region, 53% of waste handled by the local authorities is of construction/demolition origin. The plan sets out a target for C&D waste of an 82% recycling figure by 2004. The plan sets the provision of recycling facilities for C&D waste as a priority in both the North and South of the country. 

Issues

The potential end use of recycled construction waste is an issue. At present, the NRA Guidelines do not provide for the use of recycled material.  This has resulted in the part-use of recycled granular fill for sub-base construction only. 

There is a need to develop the infrastructure to deal with construction and demolition waste. The EPA has recommended that the network of facilitates required nationally for, inter alia, construction and demolition waste, should be identified in a national strategy.

The consequences of increased C&D waste recycling is the need for waste segregation on-site.  European Best Practice dictates that all accepted C&D waste must first be segregated at source prior to arriving at a recycling facility.  As this practice is adopted in Ireland, the industry will be required to segregate and store materials for recycling on-site. 

Deconstruction is an emerging concept within the construction industry, prompted by both rising waste disposal charges and planning restrictions.  Deconstruction, as opposed to demolition, involves the dismantling of a building in a way that maximises the salvageable components for reuse and recycling.  Its use is linked to the promotion of more sustainable construction methods, primarily focused on minimising environmental impacts, but there is also an economic cost saving element to its adoption, namely by diverting reusable materials away from the waste stream, leading to notable cost savings for construction companies.

In the UK, it has been shown that the recovery of 500,000 roof tiles for reuse in a housing development saved one developer £80,000 and a major house builder saved £600 in waste disposal costs per housing unit built through the segregation and reuse of material on site. 

A further obstacle to the use of recycled C & D  waste (including ash from thermal treatment) is a reluctance to use recycled materials for new construction (e.g., road bases, unit paver). Dublin local authorities have been working with representatives of the construction industry in a Construction and Demolition Waste Working Group in an effort to introduce changes in construction standards that would create an outlet for materials recovered from C&D wastes. 
Recommendations

A targeted programme of waste minimisation and recycling for C & D waste should be introduced, building on the work already achieved.

Significant savings can be made in choosing more sustainable routes to construction and deconstruction,  Preliminary findings from UK waste reduction projects suggest that waste minimisation results in significant cost savings, together with environmental benefits. 

The work of the Construction and Demolition Waste Working Group should be pursued to a successful conclusion.
Planning Issues

Recent decisions of an Bord Pleanala to grant planning permission for incinerator projects elsewhere in Ireland are welcome, insofar as they took national waste management policy into account in their decisions.

Nonetheless, the overall planning process for waste management facilities is still slow and uncertain and needs to be streamlined.

3.2.1
Strategic Development Zones (SDZ)

Strategic Development Zones or SDZs were introduced under the Planning and Development Act 2000. According to Section 166 of the Act, if specified development is of economic or social importance to the state, the government may designate one or more sites for the establishment, “of a strategic development zone to facilitate such development.”

The application of SDZs at present is related to the provision of housing and mixed use schemes. The act makes no reference to their use for the provision of infrastructure. It is unlikely that a SDZ would be implemented for a waste treatment facility such as a landfill or an incinerator in its own right. A more integrated proposal of combining waste treatment facilities with an industrial park where industries would be located in close proximity to waste management infrastructure. Such a scheme would have to comply with the relevant Regional Waste Management Plan.   

3.2.2
EPA and Planning Authority
The current legislative procedure for determining applications for a range of waste infrastructure projects falls under the jurisdiction of two regulatory bodies - the relevant Planning Authority and the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA).  

The European Commission issued a Reasoned Opinion dated 25th July 2001 concerning a lack of integration in the processing of planning applications involving both bodies. The Commission has found that Irish legislation for the implementation of Directive 85/337 EEC and Directive 97/11/EC i.e. the EIA Directives, fails to comply with the terms of the Directive in respective projects requiring an IPC Licence.   

Planning applications with an EIS requiring separate lodging of IPC or Waste Licences to the EPA, are contrary to the legal provisions of the EU Environmental Impact Assessment Directive on the integrated determination of an application requiring an EIS.

The Irish Government sought to introduce a more integrated approach with the introduction of Sections 256 and 257 of the Planning and Development Act 2000, concerning environmental considerations in the case of projects requiring an IPC licence.   However Section 3.2.9 of the European Commission’s Reasoned Opinion rules that this provision does not "remedy the flawed procedures" which results from the split of authority function. 

This dual application process can also prove bureaucratic.  A more integrated approach in deciding the applications for Waste Treatment facilities has the potential to speed up the application process and answer the criticisms of the European Commission with regard to integrated project assessment.

3.2.3
Recommendations

The Chamber recommends the establishment of a Critical Infrastructure Board with responsibility for processing planning applications for large infrastructure projects, including waste management facilities.

This is likely to require special section of the High Court, specifically designed to deal with appeals to planning decisions. 

3.3
Dublin Waste to Energy Project

Current Situation

The Waste to Energy Plant is the product of numerous studies including the Waste Strategy Study 1997, the Waste Plan 1998, the Technical Feasibility Study 1999 and the Siting Study 2000. A client liason officer was appointed in 2001 and the procurement process started in mid 2002.

The facility is to be constructed through a design, build, operate and finance public-private partnership structure. Subsequent to the issuing of the invitation to tender, 13 submissions were received, and after a detailed comparative assessment, four consortia were shortlisted: 

1. ELSAM ESBI, John Paul, Arthur Cox, Deloitte & Touche

2. Onyx Aurora, Terence O’Rourke, Herbert Smith

3. SOTEC, Fehily Timoney, Mason Hayes & Curran

4. Tiru, Enviros Aspinwall  

Negotiations are due to commence with these preferred consortia, after which best and final offers will be made and contracts will be signed in 2004.

The statutory planning stages are expected to start in early 2004, when an application will be made to an Bord Pleanala for planning permission and to the Environmental Protection Agency for a licence. 

Issues 

It is anticipated that construction will take 24 month from start to finish, and commissioning will take another 9 months. The length of the planning process is unclear and will depend on the granting of both planning permission and the EPA licence, both of which can be subject to lengthy appeals processes.

In relation to the location of the plant, it is noted that objective siting criteria were established, as follows:

–proximity to waste

–end market use possibilities for energy and heat

–site size and current land use

–proximity to residential areas

–general planning and environmental issues

On that basis, the site at Poolbeg was identified as achieving an appropriate balance between the various criteria. 

As part of the process of local engagement, a Community Interest Group has been established in the Ringsend area, a Local Office was opened in mid 2000

and a Communications Coordinator appointed later in 2000. The Chamber welcomes these initiatives as part of the overll consultation process.
A number of concerns have arisen at local level about the site location, and the issue of traffic movements in and out of the area generated by truck movements serving the plant are part of those concerns. However, the Chamber does not intend to second-guess the location decision, but notes that the Poolbeg peninsula has become effectively a location for major utilities and the waste to energy plant is in general accord with that use.
Originally planned to open in 2004, the waste to energy facility is not now expected to be operational before 2008. If further delays are to be avoided, it will be vital that the planning process proceeds speedily through the statutory processes of planning permission and licence application. 

Current regulations stipulate that only waste originating in Dublin City and County will be processed at the Ringsend facility. However, on ground of economies of scale, there is a strong case for allowing waste arising in the Greater Dublin Area (Wicklow, Meath, Kildare) to be processed in Ringsend. 

It is noted that the ESRI have recommended a centralised waste disposal system of two to three facilities is sufficient for a country of Ireland's size. Otherwise a plethora of smaller local waste disposal facilities paid for by the taxpayer could cost anything up to euro2.5 billion.

Recommendations

The Chamber supports the development of the Dublin Waste to Energy plant and supports the fast-tracking of the planning process to ensure its delivery.

Consideration should also be given to increasing the size of the plant to cope with future waste levels.

There is also a strong case, on the grounds of efficiency, to allow for waste from outside of the four Dublin counties to be processed at the Dublin plant.  

3.4
Recycling

Regulation

The lack of suitable manufacturing processes in Ireland means that recycling is in fact totally logistics with the vast majority of collected materials being segregated and transported to the most appropriate manufacturing or disposal facility mainly outside of Ireland.

Issues

Segregating waste can result in lower handling charges for the waste producer and a reduced cost of getting the segregated wastes into the logistics stream. Recycling risks contaminating new production processes, causing expensive downtime or the danger of substandard products being produced.

The cost to companies of handling and disposing of ever increasing waste products generated from mainstream activities. 

Use of recyclable materials in packaging is not always the best material, from an environmental point of view.

The cost of recovering raw materials from used products can be higher then the cost of production from mined raw materials. 

There are some remanufacturing processes happening in Ireland. Electronic Recycling rebuild computers, Bailey Waste shred old pallets which are then reprocessed in Clare into usable fibre board.

A recent, and welcome, development is the agreement reached by the Dublin local authorities for the collection of Tetra Pak containers as a recyclable item in domestic green bins. This has involved a “producer responsibility” agreement with the producers of the material, and who are contributing to the costs of recycling and re-processing the material.

Recommendations

· Focus on developing efficient segregation processes, which will minimise the cost of handling our waste streams, whether they are exported as reusable raw materials, used as waste to energy or land filled.

· Encourage R&D into alternative uses for segregated waste materials and the development of manufacturing facilities, to take up any opportunities identified, possibly through tax driven incentives could be used

· Building in the real cost of processing waste into prices. This would allow recycled materials to compete more effectively against mined raw materials

· Improve remanufacturing processing facilities 

· Research ways of stimulating/supporting the recovery market

· Funding of a Buy Recycled Campaign for business.  A demo project would cost as little as €300k over 24 months 

· Extend the use of On-street Recycling Units, which have already been introduced on a pilot basis at 20 locations in the city.

Develop further “producer responsibility” agreement s with manufactures and other producers of products which could be involved in the recycling chain.

3.5
Hazardous Waste

Current Situation

There is still no comprehensive national strategy regarding hazardous waste. Approximately 90% of our hazardous waste are exported, 50% of this goes for incineration, while the remaining 40% goes for recovery (eg: solvents, oils, dry cleaning waste, photo developer).

Clinical waste also needs high temperature treatment; this effectively is a “yellow box” sharp including out of date drugs. Some of the hard materials e.g. sharps go for high temperature incineration. 

The recent Bord Pleanala decision to allow for a hazardous waste incinerator to be built at Ringaskiddy is a welcome first step. However, because of its limited size, it will not be capable of dealing with all hazardous waste being produced in Ireland, and the problem of disposal will continue.

Regulation

The Waste Electrical Electronic Equipment (WEEE) Directive 

This directive bans the following goods from landfill: White goods; Televisions; Computers; Telephones; Fluorescent tubes; Lamps and; Electronic toys. This regulation will come into effect from mid-2004

Integrated pollution control licenses

Policed by EPA, licenses specifically designed for businesses handling chemical, toxic, and dangerous substances.

Issues

Exporting proves to be a very expensive method of disposal to both, the producer and the carrier. Provision of economically and environmentally efficient waste infrastructure for all waste is recognized as a vital element in the competitiveness of any country and adequate infrastructure is a major factor in considering investment. Venture capitalists have been deterred in the setting up of incinerators here in Dublin specifically for hazardous waste disposal.  

Integrated pollution control licences will mean a lot more of management time will be spent on, the monitoring and control of these licenses and not on their core business.

Most hazardous waste is currently exported, as the required facilities do not currently exist in Ireland. This forms of waste include liquid waste, 

All chemical, oily, clinical and hazardous waste has to be exported for treatment or incineration. As bonds have to be put in place for the transfrontier shipment of hazardous waste, this proves to be a very expensive method of disposal both to the producer and the carrier.

Recommendations

A national strategy regarding hazardous waste is required. This needs to be supported by a policy to construct additional incinerators and other facilities to deal with the level of hazardous waste produced in Ireland.

3.6
Landfill

Current Situation

Municipal Solid Waste arising in Dublin grew by roughly 32% between 1998 and 2001, an average of 10.5% per annum. 

Currently there is only one landfill accepting commercial waste in the Dublin region, the Balleally landfill in Fingal.

Issues

The cost of disposing of waste to landfill is the single biggest inflator of waste collection and disposal costs in Dublin over the past twenty years. Disposing of waste to landfill cost approximately €8 a tonne in 1996 this has since increased to c.€150 a tonne in 2003, an increase of 1,875% over the time period or c.20% p.a. This rate of increase is set to continue until something is done about the decreasing supply of legitimate waste disposal routes accessible from the Dublin region. The cost of disposing waste at Balleally is currently €165 (including landfill tax). The €165 cost of disposal at Balleally is higher than the average of €150 quoted earlier because the shortage of legitimate disposal routes for the Dublin waste contractors is particularly acute. Arthurstown landfill in County Kildare accepts waste from South Dublin County Council, Dublin City Council and a number of private contractors after the waste is bailed at two transfer stations located in Dublin.

Dublin as a region generated c.900,000 tonnes of Municipal Solid Waste in 2001 and another c.200,000 tonnes of non hazardous industrial waste. This is c.1.1m tonnes of waste p.a. requiring disposal. The legitimate disposal routes for this waste in 2001 were:

Ballyogan (now closed) 
c.100,000 tonnes p.a.

Balleally


c.280,000 tonnes p.a.

Dunsink (now closed)
c.330,000 tonnes p.a.

Arthurstown 


c.330,000 tonnes p.a

Total



c.1,0400 tonne p.a.

The balance of the waste c.60,000 tonnes p.a. (1.10m tonnes minus 1.04m tonnes) was probably disposed of in landfills located in adjacent counties such as the KTK landfill located in Kildare.

The oversupply of waste in Dublin region above the legitimate disposal capacity was the main driver of landfill price inflation in 2001, however since 2001 the situation has been declined as both the Ballyogan and Dunsink landfills have been closed. Some of the slack has been taken up by the Athurstown and Balleally landfills increasing their landfill input tonnages, however, these increases have not kept up with was generation which we estimate to be growing at c.3.5% p.a. or c.80,000 increase in the past two years. This pattern of declining number of landfills in Dublin reflects the national trend where the number of landfills declined from 126 in 1998 to 92 in 2001.

An Bord Pleanala has also obstructed a natural overflow of waste out of the Dublin region by ring fencing the waste regions. The Board has restricted some new proposed landfills  in the neighbouring regions only to take waste from the regions in which they are located and prohibits these landfills from accepting waste from the Dublin region which had previously worked as an important escape valve for the over supplied region of Dublin. 

The case has been made that thermal treatment of waste is one way of easing the tension between the oversupply of waste and lack of legitimate disposal routes. However, given the current growth in waste arisings, by the time the incinerator is built it will only be able to accommodate the increase in waste arisings that will occur between now and it’s commissioning.

This issue of the delay in getting the incinerator commissioned also highlights the delay in getting waste infrastructure. The protracted planning permission and EPA licence process introduces significant delays in getting the necessary waste infrastructure developed. As a result while there might be waste infrastructure projects in the pipeline there is a no infrastructure in place to service the country’s current needs. 

This delay also increases the perceived risk associated with achieving the necessary investment returns from developing waste infrastructure resulting in fewer waste infrastructure projects in the pipeline.

Recommendations

· The planning process for new landfill should be streamlined as part of the critical infrastructure projects

· Given the difficulty in acquiring suitable sites for landfill in Dublin, new landfill for waste from the Dublin region will need to be developed outside the region.

3.7
Packaging Waste

Regulation

The packaging Regulations 2003 compel suppliers of packaging and packaged products to take responsibility for the waste their activities generate, both directly (on-site) and indirectly (supplied to end users).

All companies that supply packaging have obligations with respect to packaging waste on-site. They must segregate and recover most packaging waste arising on-site (e.g. paper/card, plastic wrap, etc).  This is a national ban on most packaging waste from landfill or disposal.

There are further obligations for suppliers whose turnover is greater than €1M and who supply in excess of 25 tonnes of packaging per annum, and are so called ‘major producers’.  These obligations relate to the taking back of packaging waste and the funding of its recovery on a national basis.  Basically, this represented the introduction of a ring-fenced ‘green tax’ and an additional cost to businesses.

The new waste packaging regulations classify hotels, restaurants and licensed premises as producers of packaging waste. Those who place in excess of twenty-five tons of packaging waste on the market and have a turnover of one million euro are obliged to become a member of a compliance scheme to meet their recycling obligations under the Act.  This requires the producer to supply detailed statistics of the movement of packaging waste received and disposed of at the back door, as well as that which is passed on to the customer. The waste contractor is also required to provide details of waste collected under the specific waste streams for recycling. This is not possible if the nominated waste types have not been separated at source.  These revised regulations aim to achieve a 50% recovery target for packaging waste (450,000 tons) by 2005 in accordance with European Legislation.
Issues

Recovery targets

Our previous national packaging waste recovery target at 25% by weight, was lower than that of most other EU Member States. Additionally, with no material-specific requirements, our target could be met through the recovery of an aggregate total of materials. This, coupled with existing collection and reprocessing infrastructure for materials such as paper, card, and glass packaging waste, resulted in Ireland achieving the target at a lower than expected cost to business.

Our national recovery target has since increased to 50% recycled packaging waste with a minimum of 15% per packaging type for 2005.  This increase, together with even more stringent targets for 2008, will result in a more costly recycling process, particularly for materials such as plastic and metals, where no reprocessing infrastructure is currently in place (Table 1). Consequently, packaging suppliers will inevitably face increasing financial liability in the near future.

Table 1: Ireland’s New Packaging Waste Targets

	Method
	Material
	% Target by Weight by 31 Dec 2008 (maybe 2012)

	
	
	

	Recovery
	An overall target
	25 – 60

	Recycling Only
	An overall target
	55 – 80

	
of which:
	Glass
	60

	
	Paper/Board
	60

	
	Metals
	50

	
	Plastics
	22.5

	
	Wood
	15


The recovery target means recycling and energy recovery, meaning that incineration with energy recovery cannot be relied upon to achieve the recycling targets above. Ireland may get a temporary reprieve from the target deadline, but only until 2012.

Compliance

To comply with the packaging regulations, suppliers must firstly commit resources to the segregation and recovery of packaging waste on-site. Secondly, major producers must additionally fund the recovery of packaging waste they take back from consumers. 

In practice, this means receptacles at each location for segregation of each type of packaging waste. This is a viable option for some companies, but may be unhygienic and impractical, especially for the food sector and retailers with limited floor space. Each company should investigate their particular circumstances, as the new regulations have ameliorated this problem by allowing businesses to source their obligation through a waste broker, within certain limits.  The leisure industry has a distinct advantage in that they already perform an automatic take back of what it supplies and most likely has established segregation practices.  

The other option for ‘major producers’ is group compliance through a company called Repak. Repak members are exempt from accepting back packaging waste at their premises.  Members pay a compliance fee, which is then used by Repak to subsidise waste brokers to recover packaging waste to a specified target. This fee is essentially a more direct form of the ‘green tax’, which is derived from statistical packaging submissions by type and weight from each member. Given the complexity of collating and reporting packaging data, members are starting to realise that counting packaging costs money. This is particularly true for major distributors and retailers who import goods.  

While members are exempt from taking back packaging waste, they are still obligated to recover on-site packaging waste. 

Segregation

The difficulty with source separation has been packaging which is a large part of recycling waste is generated and discarded within the preparation area and is likely to be contaminated by food waste, unlike a retail operation where the produce and the packaging are removed intact form the premises and outer packaging is more easily separated on delivery.
Cost
Administering compliance costs money in terms of both time and resources.  While the direct expense of compliance (i.e. the compliance fee) is generally acknowledged, many companies fail to consider the indirect costs.  In order to recover packaging waste a company must invest time and resources in waste management.  This will include, for example, waste management charges and equipment such as balers or compactors.  Additionally, in order to compile and collate accurate packaging statistics on the supply side, staff from financial, operational, and IT departments will need to be deployed. 

Inevitably compliance can put a strain on a company in terms of financial pressure, resource consumption and digression from core activity.  Furthermore, inaccurate administration is a common error which can incur unnecessary additional costs. Some companies’ errors may cost tens of thousands of Euro each year.

Recommendations

Companies must choose to fulfil their obligations using either resources that already exist in-house or a specialist consultant. This may require investment in staff training and software solutions to facilitate efficient administration, reporting and waste management. 

In all instances, the first steps in addressing the issue for any company should be as follows:

1. Benchmark Assessment: 
Am I a ‘major producer’?

What waste do I generate and how do I manage it?

2. Cost/ Benefit Analysis:
Which form of compliance is most cost 

effective for my company?

3. Resource Management: 
Do I have the resources to manage this 

obligation?

Are they adequately trained?

4. Analyses:


Do I need to change my operations?

Would a change result in cost savings?

5. Future Obligation:

Is the cost of compliance significant?

3.8
Catering Waste and other Biodegradable Wastes

What is Affected?

Biodegradable waste includes food waste (including catering wastes), paper and cardboard wastes.  These are all part the waste streams found in the leisure industry (Hotels, Pubs, Clubs, Restaurants, etc).

Legislation

The European Community Landfill Directive (1999/31/EC) is a fundamental piece of legislation that will alter the way Ireland manages its biodegradable wastes.  Its primary aim is to reduce the amount of waste disposed of in landfills.  In particular, this Directive has stipulated targets to reduce the amount of biodegradable waste sent to landfill over the next 13 years.  These targets are shown, thus:

Table 1 – Ireland’s Targets to reduce biodegradable waste to landfill
	Year
	Maximum Permitted to Landfill

	
	

	2006
	75% of 1995 tonnage of municipal biodegradable waste

	2009
	50% of 1995 tonnage

	2016
	35% of 1995 tonnage


Source: Preventing and Recycling Waste: Delivering Change, 2002

To help meet the targets in the Directive, the European Commission has a working document on the ‘Biological Treatment of Biowaste’ (2nd draft).   For instance, it indicates that in order to have a good quality, uncontaminated compost, the biodegradable waste must be ‘source separated’.  Additionally, in the working document, it states that separate collection schemes should be set up by Member States.  This document will be the basis for a Directive on the treatment of biowaste

Issues

The leisure industry will be affected by the document on ‘Biological Treatment of Biowaste’, as the sector will have to provide a separate collection systems for biodegradable waste (see Table below).

Table 2 – Separate Collection Systems

	Separate Collection Systems

	

	· Food waste from restaurants, canteens

	· Biowaste from markets

	· Biowaste from shops, small businesses and service undertakings

	· Biowaste from commercial, industrial and institutional sources unless used on site


Source: Working Document on Biological Treatment of Biowaste, 2nd Draft

In recent times, health issues such as BSE and Foot and Mouth disease has led to new legislation by the European Commission on the handling and disposing of biodegradable waste.  This legislation (Animal by Products Legislation) provides strict controls on the collection, treatment process and end use of animal by products (including catering wastes).

The regulation will have an economic effect on the leisure industry, as the sector will have to provide separate container on their premises and train staff to separate biodegradable waste at source.  However, the sector will benefit from a greener image and possible reduced landfill costs.
Recommendations

Segregated collection systems for dry recyclables (glass, metals, paper and card) and organic waste should be a central tenet in the regional Waste Management Plans whereby targets can be achieved.  
4
Best Practice

4.1
Hotel

Energy Efficiency

The Irish Energy Centre along with the Irish Hotels Federation carried out a study, which highlighted that hotels could reduce their energy costs by an average of 34%. By improving their energy usage the most efficient could still reduce costs by 21% while the least efficient could achieve up to 49% reduction.  The two major benefits are the contributions to reduce the emission pollution related to the burning of fossil fuels and also a reduction in energy costs.

Many well documented tips on how to control energy costs from the use of energy efficient lighting to “switch it off” practices in production equipment and heating are being heard more and more throughout the industry.

· Covers for the swimming pool.

· Optimise water temperatures.

· Optimum temperature settings.

· Energy efficient equipment.

· Keep windows clean to maximise daylight.

· Draught proofing of doors and windows.

A route that many hotels have chosen to take is, that of using combined heat and power (CHP).  This type of system can supply heat requirements while generating electricity, at very little extra cost.  This system has about an 80% efficiency compared to coal fired generating, which is about 43% energy efficient.  CHP has the effect of halving the CO2 emissions by 50 %. Jurys Doyle Hotel Group has installed CHP systems in many of its hotels, which has resulted in substantial savings.  The Group also estimate their contribution to reduction of Greenhouse Gas emissions is in excess of 7,000 tonnes per year in its Irish Hotels.  In the event of the application of Climate Change Tax being introduced the use of clean technology such as this should help to minimise the level of these taxes on users of clean technology, as is presently the case in the UK.

The environmental guide for Hotels “A Natural Shade of Green” produced by the Tralee Institute of Technology, quotes the Burlington Hotel in Dublin as having saved €75,000 per year, through the use of CHP and the Hotel payback period was 2.3 years.  This is just one of 13 hotels in the Jurys Doyle Hotel Group in Ireland

Building Energy Management Systems (BEMS) could be introduced to support sufficient comfort control and help analyse energy usage.  Its aim is to create and maintain the best occupancy conditions, for guests and staff with the minimum use of energy resources.

It is important to have the facility to control and monitor energy in selected zones enabling areas like blocks of rooms or individual rooms to be closed down when not in use.  Also the facility is to optimise the different temperature levels in different areas.

The using of key cards, which activate and deactivate power in bedrooms are now wisely used throughout the industry.

Water Usage (look at info on UK in the EPA’s recent Climate Change report)

The consumption of water and the potential for waste in hotel operations is very great both from usage by guests and also from the activities. The volume of water purchased is also charged for treatment and in some cases the volume purchased is used to determine the cost of the effluent discharge licence (volume in volume out).  The equipment and fittings can greatly determine the volume of water usage whether that be a dishwasher, toilet or shower systems flow restrictors or automatic flush detection systems for public washrooms.

Case Study

The following comparison is made between two hotels close by one another in the south Dublin area.  Both hotels have roughly the same number of bedrooms and both provide equivalent size food and beverage outlets: -

· Hotel A - Built in 1963, has no water reduction systems to speak of, as the myth of water being free and plentiful prevailed at that time.  The consumption of water per annum for the hotel is in excess of 40,000 cubic metres.

· Hotel B - Was constructed in the last ten years, is part of an International Company who have a strong environmental ethic.  They have reduced size toilet cisterns, showerheads that reduce the volume of water required, flow restrictors and a number of other measures to minimise water consumption.  The annual usage of water at this hotel is less than 15,000 cubic metres. A reduction of 30% in water consumption is very substantial and illustrates the volume of waste that exists where systems of management are not in place

The cost of water in this area is 98c per cubic metre and a proposed cost of 78c for effluent treatment for each cubic metre used. This demonstrates the commercial advantage of responsible water management and rightly so.

Effluent Discharge

The effluent discharge produced by hotels has in the past not been considered of any great consequence, but this has been revised in the light of the introduction and upgrading of treatment plants, for the improvement of water quality under European legislation.  The cumulative damage being caused by grease emanating from commercial food operations in large urban areas is regarded as a serious problem that needs to be tackled.  This requires the installation and correct management of grease traps to retain the grease as well as its correct disposal.  In addition to grease the other issues are identified are: -

· Phosphates

· BOD Levels

· COD Levels

· Discharge Temperatures

· PH Levels  

· Suspended Solids

The relevance of these measurements and the potential to manage them are explained as follows: 

-Phosphates are contained mainly in cleaning materials and their elimination is easily managed with the availability of phosphate free products.  There is also the opportunity to use concentrated cleaning materials, which achieve cost savings due to the reduction of transport and packaging.

BOD and COD levels can be effectively managed by good housekeeping.

The temperatures of discharge can be quite high from both the kitchen and bedroom discharge and may have the effect of allowing fats and greases to escape grease traps to solidify at a later stage and create blockage in the system.

All of these are outcomes are the result of the systems of management applied in the operation and the level of performance determines the level of pollution that will occur.

Provision for the management of these processes should be identified 

Effluent Discharge Licence 

The review of discharge from a catering premises and its potential for pollution is highlighted by many of the Council Authorities, now requiring hotels and restaurants to carry an effluent discharge licence.  While it is also due to the fact that the cost of water improvement and the provision of treatment plants needs additional funds and the net is being cast wider to meet this need.  

It must also be noted that the Mogden Principle by which the charges are determined recognises that effective management of effluent discharge reduces the licence cost.
4.2 Construction  Best Practice

4.2.1
Roadstone C&D Waste Recycling Centre

One of the most successful recovery facilities in operation at present is the privately-run C&D Waste Recycling Centre at the Roadstone- operated Belgard Quarry. The facility operates under a waste permit and accepts on average 100,000 tonnes of non-contaminated, segregated C&D waste per year.  The accepted waste comprises concrete, asphalt, masonry, bricks and mortar.  The concrete, bricks and mortar are crushed and graded to form a recycled granular fill which sells at half the cost of virgin fill.  The asphalt is reused within the quarry’s own operations.  The majority of the waste material originates in the Dublin Region from building contractors such as Hegerty Demolition, SISK and SIAC.  

A charge of €3.00 per tonne is applied for receipt of waste material, and recycled material (100mm-0 granular fill) is charged at €4.00 per tonne.

4.2.2
Value Green Construction Scheme

The Value Green Construction Scheme is a pilot project funded by the Environmental Protection Industry (EPA) and initiated by Waterford Chamber of Commerce.  The scheme involves three construction industry companies aiming to prevent and minimise waste in their operations.

It is reported that the Companies involved, Dermot Fitzpatrick Construction Ltd, Ger Freyne Ltd and McInerney Construction, have reduced their waste for disposal by 15 to 23%.

The scheme focuses on three areas:

1. Calculating how much of a particular material is needed for the particular construction and ensuring this is the amount purchased.

2. Housekeeping. One person drives around the site twice a week collecting all new material that is left in an area where it is likely to become waste. It is then brought to a more appropriate location. This also leads to an improvement in site safety.

3. Raise waste awareness particularly through the use of on-site signage.

To date, the scheme has seen reductions of up to 7% in individual material waste measurements with cost reductions of up to 20% for contractors with waste bin costs exceeding €100,000.  

4.2.3
Construction Case Study – Beddington Zero Energy Development UK (BedZed)

The Beddington Zero Energy Development is a mixed-use scheme in South London that is attracting a significant amount of interest in relation to its use of recycled material in construction. The BedZed ethos is to integrate sustainability into every aspect of the construction process. Materials used were selected for low environmental impact sourced locally and from recycled and reclaimed materials.

BedZed sourced 3,404 tonnes of reclaimed and recycled materials, 15% of the total construction materials. All of the recycled and reclaimed materials used were either cheaper than the conventional option or the same price even after the additional staff time was accounted for in handling the material.  High grade reclaimed materials such as doors or structural steel require a willingness to work at securing a reliable source of material. Long lead-in times and storage space are particularly helpful in making reclaimed and recycled materials a viable option.

Table 1.0
Cost Savings of BedZed Construction Project

	Recycled/Reclaimed Material
	Quantity Used
	Cost Savings

	Recycled Aggregate
	980 tonnes
	£9/tonne vs £12.50/tonne virgin aggregate

Cost saving of £3.50/tonne

Total Cost Saving of £3,430

	Reclaimed Internal Timber Studwork
	54,000m of 50x100m and 75x100m
	14% cheaper than certified timber

£28,215 vs £32,766 new timber

time spent sourcing est. £1,200

Total cost saving £3,351

	Pre-Stressed Concrete Floor Slabs 
	
	Time saving – no drying/setting time

	Reclaimed Steel
	98 tonnes
	4% cheaper than new product

£300 vs £313 new
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