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Environmental Licensing Programme, 
Ofice of Climate, Licensing and Resource Use, 
Environmental Protection Agency, 
P. 0. Box 3000, 
Johnstown Castle Estate, 
Co. Wexford, 
Ireland. 

Environmental 
Protection Agency 

4* April2008 

Dear Sirs, 

Waste Water Discharge Licence Application DO04441 Carrigtwohill WWTP 

We wish to object to the licensing of the discharge of Canigtwohill WWTP to Slatty Waters on the 
following grounds: 

Overflows of untreated sewage to the estuary are, at present, nearly as large as the “treated” 
flows through the WWTP. 

We understand from the County Council that sewage waste is recorded as coming into the 
Carrigtwohill plant via the Carrigtwohill and IDA inlet meters. It is initially treated in an aeration 
tank and goes from there to a clarifier. The waste then goes through a second course of treatment 
consisting of an oxidation ditch and a second clarifier. If the volume arriving at the plant is greater 
than the volume available for treatment in the oxidation ditch, the excess overflows directly to the 
final overflow. This volume is recorded on the daily spreadsheets kept at the plant, copies of which 
we have, and outfalls to Slatty Bridge, together with the effluent coming from the second course of 
treatment. I attach a copy of the monthly record for December 2006 as illustration of this data. 

’ 

For the latest full year for which I have details, 2006, the volume of untreated sewage discharged to 
the estuary was nearly as much as the volume of treated effluent - about 44% of the total volume. 
This is unacceptable and, I would trust, cannot be licensed. 

In ‘Water Matters”, the South Western River Basin District explanation of planning for the future 
to preserve our increasingly rare resource of good quality water, including coastal water, action 
themes are advocated to overcome shortcomings in current water management. The first theme is 
“Joined-up thinking: for instance, ensuring that development plans and upgrades are in plnce 
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before new development is allowed. ” Carrigtwohill WWTP would appear to be a classic instance 
of where the environment has had to pay a heavy price for poorly planned urban development - 
but, we are delighted that the plant is planned to be upgraded now to a capacity of 45,000 PE as a 
single first step. 

Carrigtohill I. D. A. Total Total 
MONTH Inlet meter Inlet meter inflow outflow 

(treated) 
cu.m. cu.m. cu.m. cu.m. 

Jan-06 36470 23652 60122 63806 
Feb-06 27463 19213 46676 53005 

The monthly flow totals for the Carrigtwohill WWTP in 2006 were: 

Total 
overflow 

(untreated) 
cu.m. 
53270 
28215 

- 
TOTALS 452877 282958 735835 769066 604249 
Flowlday 1241 775 2016 2107 1655 

Nov-06 I 47154 I 39417 I 86571 I 83436 I 47628 
Dec-06 I 72973 I 35897 I 108870 I 115901 I 80924 

It is not as if these untreated sewage overflows are a new development due to the 2 new housing 
estates in the village, there have been large volumes of untreated sewage overflowing in the same 
way in : 

Jan~a~y - April 1999 12,000 - 3 1,000 cu.m./month 
November 2000 - July 2001 10,000 - 60,000 cu.m./month 
August - December 2004 15,000 - 48,000 cu.m./month 
April - July 2005 all over 35,000 cu.m./month 
October and December 2005 57,000 and 52,000 cum./month 

Now we have h s  untreated overflow rising from 50,000 to 80,000 cu.m. per month by the end of 
2006. 

The EIS, accompanying the WWDL Application, on p. 8 of Section 3, gives the DWF from the 
Carrigtwohill pumping station as about 725m3/d7 with storm flow rates of up to 2,70Om3/d and 
with up to a maximum flow of 4,40Om3/d reported. Typical flow rates for the IDA industrial estate 
are given on p.9 as 330m3/d. Both these inflows are about half the daily rate shown above for 
2006 (17241m3/d and 775m3/d). The EIS (p.9) states, “typical outfowspom the waste water 
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, 

treatmentplant are 837m3/day and typical overflows are 53m3/hy. ” These are clearly not based 
on recent information and are, in fact, seriously misleading. There is a 30-fold difference between 
the figure the EIS gives us of 53m3/d for these overflows and the 17655m3/d shown in the table 
above for 2006. 

The EIS authors do, however, admit also on this page that, “It appears that the overflow is 
operating continuously, even during dry weather conditions. ” To have untreated sewage 
discharging, even in dry weather conditions, and averaging as much as 1,655 m3/day (44% of the 
total discharge) into the tiny and enclosed Slaw Channel is totally unacceptable. 

By p. 18 of Section 3 of the EIS, the current loading figures for the plant appear to have been 
upgraded substantially to an inflow of 2,087 m3/d; 9,276 PE; 557kg/d BOD; 696 kg/d SS; 106 kg/d 
N; 16 kg/d P. 

And by the conclusion, on p.33 of this Section of the EIS, it is admitted that, “The existing 
treatment plant in Carrigtwohill is severely overloaded and the current efluent discharge 
standards can only be maintained by the use of temporary Venturii aerators anda high level of 
supervision and operator intervention. With predicted growth in the domestic and non-domestic 
loads as provided for in the development plans for Carrigtwohill and its environs, over-loading of 
the plant may be expected to worsen sign flcantly in the short term. ” 

With the plant thus admitted to being severely overloaded; already failing to meet its current 
effluent consent standards and unable to treat 44% of its hydraulic load, which is discharged as 
untreated overflow, we would trust that the licence of its discharge to an area protected as an SAC, 
NHA and SPA will not be contemplated. This is especially so as, “it is also recognised that the low 
levels of dilution available in the receiving waters at this location call for  a very high standard of 
final efluent. ” (EIS Sec.3, p.33) In truth, it must be one of the worst discharge locations 
imaginable. EIS p.36, “The available dilution at the existing outfallpoint is low... ” and again, on 
p.44, the outfall is described as, “... .with minimal dispersion. ” 

In Section 4 (p.35 of the EIS) it is confirmed that primary treatment (sedimentation) was not 
considered in Section 3 - Description of the Proposed Works. This would appear to be in 
contravention of the National Sludge Strategy of 1994, which laid down that all new plants should 
incorporate primary sedimentation. Primary sedimentation has the benefit of greatly reducing the 
BOD load that then has to be treated. 

On p.36 of the EIS we are then advised that “secondary treatmentprocesses of the type described 
above (for the new WWTP) cannotproduce an effIuent of the required quality and a ter thy 
treatment stage will be necessary.” Membrane treatment or constructed wetlands are suggested. 
There is, of course, no tertiary treatment at present to these protected waters. Meanwhile on p. 92 
of the EIS, we are reminded that, “If the proposed extension to the m P  does not take place, then 
the quality of the final efluent will deteriorate as  the region grows. This would have a substantial 
negative eflect on the river. ’’ 
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. .. .... . .. 

Missing sewage sludge from the WWTP 

All the sewage sludge from Carrigtwohill WWTP was disposed of to landfill at the Rossmore 
landfill site (see EIS preamble p. l), whilst the site was available. There is a weighbridge for all 
incoming loads and an engineer in charge of the very highest calibre, who assures me that every 
load would have been sent to landfill with him from the WWTP and that it would have most 
certainly been recorded by him. Under Freedom of Information, I have a record of all the sludge 
loads that have been received at the site since the end of 2000, which I summarize below. The only 
other substantial load to be received into the WWTP has been the leachate from the Rossmore 
landfill site, but you will see that there has been huge variation in the amount of sludge disposed of, 
varying from 50 to 78 tons per month in 2000/01, but dropping thereafter to a figure of more like 
30 tons and, on 11 occasions, to only about a third of that. For 3 months no sludge came out of 
the plant at all. One can only assume that, on these occasions, no treatment at all took place in the 
plant and the raw sewage was passed to the receiving waters. 

Monthly sewage sludge disposed of to the Rossmore Landfill Site (kg) 

January 
February 
March 
April 
May 
June 
J d Y  
August 
September 
October 
November 
December 
Totals 

2000 

na 
na 
na 
na 
na 
na 
na 
na 
na 
na 

39,630 
50,690 

* 

2001 

57,060 
52,170 
78,040 
3 8,420 
28,200 
43,930 
28,500 
52,970 
25,670 
25,770 
23,950 
29,070 
483750 

2002 

45,610 
26,770 
31,310 

na 
na 
na 
na 
na 
na 
na 
na 
na 
** 

2003 2004 2005 

14,780 
20,030 
36,300 
28,160 
1,300 
15,280 
29,540 
16,030 
5,550 
7,880 

0 
3,400 

178250 

0 
0 

35,060 
32,140 
5,180 
66,340 
29,580 
30,080 
29,800 
26,460 
42,260 
25,280 
322180 

4,440 
42,040 
28,780 
32,860 
19,930 
67,800 
43,680 
3 1,500 
43,820 
10,620 
20,560 
8,740 

354770 

2,006 

21,640 
14,550 
52,360 
29,860 
3240 
17140 
34070 
37480 
33900 
47640 
37290 
49460 

378630 

* Prior to November 2000 “the information was recorded electronically, but the system crashed and 
most of the data was irretrievable.” 

** No records were apparently available for these months, “due to a fault with the weighbridge” of 
the landfill site. This would seem unlikely for a commercial operation, where charges are on a 
weight basis. 

It can be seen that over 300,OOOkg less sludge was produced in 2003 than 2 years earlier and this 
level has shll not been achieved again. We are put in mind of the Acting County Engineer’s 
comments on the Midleton WWTP, which is also severely overloaded, that, “overJow incidents 
(are) more defensible than inadequate treatment or plant downtime. ’’ 
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I 

With a constant (though now increasing) sewage load from the village and no industry that 
generates such monthly load variation, despite the Council’s assertion on p. 10 of the Application 
that, “the pollution 1oadJi.om (the local population, industries and leachate) varies greatly with 
daily, weekly and seasonalproducers of efluent ”, we would hope that the County Council would 
need to have a very convincing reason for the huge monthly overflows, coupled with the shrinking 
and widely varying amounts of sludge that are being produced from this plant, if they are to 
convince you that a large proportion of the load from this plant is not being passed straight out to 
the sensitive waters of the Slatty Channel, untreated. 

We are told on p.9 of the Application that the works does not always achieve the 20/30 standard for 
effluent, but we wonder why it is that the Council cannot provide more up-to-date figures for 
effluent results than 2001 and 2002? Is it because of the growing number of overflows that they 
then refer to in the next paragraph? Can they really expect this discharge to be licensed when they 
state again at the end of p. 10, “Generally the plant does achieve the standards set in the Urban 
Wastewater Directive 1994. However there have been exceptions in recent years. ’’ Is this good 
enough for yourselves, or are we entitled to expect licencing to carry some sort of guarantee of 
satisfactory performance? 

Of the 4 months sampled in Table F. l(i)(a) for the primary discharge point, the BOD is 1.85 to 5 
times the 20mg/l consent and SS is 1.9 to 3.3 times the 30mg/l consent in 3 out of the 4 months. 
The 2007 figure given in the EIS (p. 17) for SS shows the January - June 2007 average effluent as 
being 6 times above the consent level. 

The Council also state on p. 10 of the Application that, “the Bnal efluent is discharged into Slatty 
Waters. f i e  current outflowsJi.om the WWi?P are approximately 3,OOOm3/day to the tidal waters of 
Slatty Waters. ” From the table above with the flows for 2006, it woufd appear that the average 
flows for 2006 were 3,762m3/day, but the County Council ignore two of the important parts of this 
question of the WWDL Application - “the nature and quantities offoreseeable emissions from the 
waste water works into the receiving aqueous environment as well as identifwation of signifwant 
e@et of the emissions on the environment.” Surely this was the place to admit that 44% of the 
outflows were of crude sewage, with significantly different effects of the emissions on the 
environment? 

Finally, the County Council tell us at the end of p. 10 that, “there is currently no spare capcity 
within the plant ”. 

On p. 1 1, under “Measures planned to monitor emissions into the environment”, we are told, “Cork 
County Council, as current operator has developedprocedures and processes for sampling and 
analysis of the incoming raw sewage, outgoing efluent, sludge and other by-products such as 
screenings, so that analytical results are reliable, consistent and accurate. ” With such assurances, 
it would seem unlikely that something as simple as sludge production could fail to be monitored 
accurately. 

However, the EIS (Sec. 3, p.9) does not appear to agree with the County Council’s opinion of their 
sampling efficiency. “Taking samples of the influent is diflcult because of the pumped nature of 
the influent. There are fm samples taken due to the lack of a suitable sampling location. ” 
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1 

Table D.l(i)(a) Primary Discharge Point. SWOl Carrigtwohill. 

The average flow/day is given rather accurately as 1804.6 &/day for “treated wastewater$’om 
Carrigtwohill wastewater treatment plant + surface water and storm water overflow”, but the 
figures above for the outfall in 2006, would appear to be twice as great, at 3762 &/d. For the first 
6 months of 2007, the total flow/day was even greater at 3930m3/day. The figure of 1804.6 
m3/day would appear to be seriously misleading. 

Tables D.l re storm water overflows SW02 and SWOl 

We note that no volumes at all are given for the size of these discharges to Barryscourt Stream. It 
would be important that some estimates were made in order to ascertain the hydraulic flow for the 
future WWTP upgrade? 

Table D.2 

In looking at the emission from the WWTP, it is important to take into account that Slatty Waters 
are designated as an SAC, NHA and SPA - i.e. a Natura 2000 site. The water has also been classed 
as sensitive. 

Table E.4 Primary discharge monitoring in 2007 

9 samples dates are recorded as having been sampled. In 5 out of the 9 samples, both the BOD and 
SS consents were breached, with the average BOD being 230% above and SS 164% above the 
20/30 effluent level the plant has to meet. None of the 7 effluent samples met the total N limit of 
15mg/l. and the average figure was 250% above the likely consent for sensitive waters. This 
discharge cannot surely be licensed until the plant has been upgraded and its consent conditions 
met. 

Conclusion 

With so much of the sewage flow by-passing the plant; with so much less sewage sludge being 
produced by the plant compared to 7 years ago; with consent failures of up to 600% and with the 
admission by the consulting engineers, who compiled the EIS, that the plant is severely overloaded, 
we trust that you will not see fit to license the primary discharge to Slatty Channel until the plant 
has been upgraded and the emission will meet the consent levels. 

Yours sincerelv. 

D. L1. Hugh-Jones 

Copy to the Legal Unit, DG Environment, Brussels. 
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