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LINERGY & ULSTER FARM BY-PRODUCTS MERGER INQUIRY 

Summary of hearing with Department of Agriculture and Rural 
Development (Northern Ireland) & Northern Ireland Environment 

Agency on 2 September 2015 

1. The Northern Ireland Environment Agency (NIEA) has regulated the rendering 
sector (for those regulations for which it has responsibility) in Northern Ireland 
(NI) since 2005 (prior to that it had been regulated by local authorities). NIEA 
regulates more rendering facilities than any other regulator in the UK.  
Specifically, it regulates noise, odour, air emissions and water emissions. 
Companies that wish to provide rendering services in NI are required to apply 
for a permit and are regularly inspected under a risk-based inspection 
frequency scheme. The frequency of the inspection is dependent upon the 
performance of the relevant plant, with inspections taking place anywhere 
between two to five or more times a year. It informed the CMA that Ulster 
Farm By-Products (UFBP) had frequent visits from NIEA due to the state of 
their Category 1 (Cat 1) plant.  

2. One of the key issues with the UFBP Cat 1 plant was odour. NIEA held that 
this was a historical issue within the rendering industry generally. UFBP were 
fined a total of £35,000 by NIEA, due to the cumulative odour issues, which 
was attributed to bad equipment, lack of maintenance and lack of 
management at the Cat 1 plant over a period of years. There was a total of 
nine charges, seven of which stood, two were dropped as part of guilty plea. 
Residents frequently complained about odour issues; the issue was 
exacerbated by the proposed planning application by Rose Energy, an energy 
from waste plant which was located right beside UFBP. 

3. In a two year period (from 2003-2005), prior to NIEA taking over the regulation 
of the sector, UFBP had accumulated six prosecutions for water offences.  

4. In November 2005, NIEA issued a permit to UFBP, covering pollution to the 
air, water and land. UFBP was also issued with an improvement programme, 
in an attempt to achieve compliance with the discharge conditions in the water 
to the river. They were compliant for about a month but went downhill 
thereafter. NIEA prosecuted UFBP twice for offences relating to water 
discharges. The first fine was £5,000, the second was £24,000.  

5. Following the £24,000 fine, NIEA deemed that the fines levied on UFBP were 
not working in resolving the water issue. It issued UFBP with an enforcement 
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notice to achieve compliance or stop discharging into the river. UFBP chose 
the latter as it was unable to comply with the relevant regulations. It later 
invested in its treatment plant, achieved compliance, and had no water 
discharge issues after November 2009.  

6. NIEA wrote to UFBP in October 2011 telling it to address the odour issues. 
One potential solution was to upgrade its oxidisers but this was never fully 
explored with UFBP due to the proposed takeover by SAPI in early 2012. 
However, SAPI outlined a number of improvements it intended to implement.  

7. The UFBP Cat 1 plant was old and spread over different buildings. This 
required by-product material to be transported from one building to another. 
Also there was far too much equipment in small areas, with some equipment 
remaining outside due to a lack of space. NIEA’s opinion was certain aspects 
of the UFBP Cat 1 plant needed addressing and were not fit for purpose, for 
example its thermal oxidisers.  

8. NIEA said its policy had been to work with companies to improve standards 
and their environmental performance, and so it did not forcefully close UFBP 
down, although it had prosecuted the company on a number of occasions and 
issued nine enforcement notices. It said the UFBP experience had taught it in 
future to shorten the timescale in trying to remedy such situations but with 
robust enforcement.  

9. Upon SAPI taking over UFBP, it told NIEA that Cat 1 was not its core 
business. NIEA said that SAPI had provided it with an upgraded programme 
for the Cat 3 line, and advised that it would make a decision whether it wanted 
to stay in Cat 1 business at some stage within the first six months of taking 
over. 

10. NIEA said that in October 2012, the motherboard of the thermal oxidiser on 
the Cat 1 lines on the abatement plant went down for a few days. At the end 
of October there was a serious electrical fire on the meal cooler of the Cat 1 
line. NIEA believed that SAPI was unwilling to spend the money to fix the 
meal cooler and all the electrics; and thus made the decision to close the 
Cat 1 line.   

11. Previously, NIEA received roughly 150-200 complaints a year regarding the 
pollution from UFBP; since the closure of the Cat 1 plant this has decreased 
to one in both 2013 and 2014 and three in 2015.  

12. NIEA thought that the UFBP Cat 1 plant, following the meal cooler fire, was 
probably beyond repair and the only way it could have remained in business 
would have been for the owners to invest significantly in the upgrade of the 
equipment and infra-structure of the Cat 1 line. SAPI has now taken parts of 
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the Cat 1 plant to use in their Cat 3 plant, and consequently the Cat 1 plant is 
no longer available to be restarted.  

13. NIEA stated that environmental legislation is based upon best available 
techniques. Therefore if a new entrant wished to enter the market the 
environmental standards it would need to adhere to would be quite high, in 
line with the latest equipment available.  

14. The Department of Agriculture and Rural Development (DARD) advised that 
the transportation of materials is covered by the animal by-products 
regulations. The material must be in a leak-proof container that is capable of 
being covered; and the container has to be capable of being cleansed and 
disinfected.  

These regulations are in line with EU legislation and subsequently the rules 
regarding transport are the same both in Northern Ireland and the Republic of 
Ireland.  

15. DARD explained that Cat 1 material is high risk material generated from either 
a meat plant or fallen stock. It goes to a rendering plant where heat and 
pressure are applied (the process of rendering) to produce meat and bone 
meal and tallow and must then be incinerated, although Cat 1 tallow can be 
utilised in boilers, generators and in bio-diesel. The meat and bone meal goes 
for incineration. Cat 3 material consists mainly of material safe for human 
consumption but which is not intended for human consumption. It is a 
commercial decision whether material is sent for human consumption 
(sometimes there may be overseas markets for different animal parts for 
human consumption), other uses, or is sent for rendering. The rendering 
process itself for Cat 3 is the same as Cat 1. These end products are used for 
various products including pet food, animal feed, bio diesel and cosmetics. 
Due to the higher value of the end products, Cat 3 material is more valuable 
than Cat 1 material.  

16. The amount of water in the material being rendered will affect profitability as it 
needs to be dried off. Where the material has more fat the renderer will 
produce more tallow. As an animal dies, its carcass ages and breaks down 
and the quality of the fat as a source of tallow deteriorates. It is for this reason 
that renderers prefer fresher fallen stock carcasses. DARD stated that fallen 
stock probably makes up about one third of all Cat 1 material.  

17. In DARD’s view the two Cat 1 plants were not currently working at full 
capacity, and it considered that the market probably could not support another 
Cat 1 plant of a scale similar to the two plants currently operating. Whether 
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another Cat 1 processing plant is set up is a commercial decision made in this 
environment. 

18. DARD said that the parts of the animal classified as high risk (Cat 1) can be 
reclassified as set by the EU, and the proportion of Cat 1 has reduced. There 
would be a further reduction in the Cat 1 proportion where a country achieved 
negligible risk status, the requirements of which include where the last 
identified BSE case in a country had been over 11 years previous. The United 
Kingdom would be free to apply for negligible risk status in 2018 at the very 
earliest (this had been set back to 2020 following a recent BSE case in 
Wales). There had been a recent BSE case in the Republic of Ireland with a 
DOB of 2010 so it would have to wait 11 years until 2021.  

19. DARD held that cross border trade would be practical as the island of Ireland 
is relatively small. It would be up to the renderers to decide if it would be 
commercially viable to trade both North and South of the border.  

20. Although the regulations and technology for rendering chicken by-product are 
the same as for other animals, they tend to be rendered in separate facilities. 
This is partly due to the fact that there is a specific market for chicken meat 
and bone meal, so it makes sense to keep it all one species. DARD stated 
that the chicken rendering facilities were running at over capacity.  

21. It was noted that planning permission was granted by Local Authorities. 
Therefore if a new entrant wanted to either build a new rendering facility or 
re-open a closed down facility, it would have to approach the Local Authority.  


