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REPORT OF THE TECHNICAL COMMITTEE ON

OBJECTIONS TO LICENCE CONDITIONS

TO: Directors

FROM:  Technical Committee - LICENSING UNIT |

DATE: 01/09/2005

RE: Objection to Proposed Decision for Limerick County
: Council, Gortadroma Landfill, Waste Reg: 17-3

“Class(s) of act|V|ty , 3" Schedule: 1,5(P), 6,7, 11and 13.
IREE B S | 4™ Schedule: 2, 3, 4, 9, 10, 11, 12 and 13.
Loca‘tibh"_-’bfactiv‘ityf': o Gortadroma Landfill, Gortadroma, Balyhahill,
, : o County Limerick

Llcence apphcatlon recelved , 'f; | 02 July 2004

PD |ssued pETEAL L s <. 126 April 2005

;Flrst party ob]ectlon recelved o : | 23 May 2005

;{:Thlrd Party Objectlon recelved o | 23 May 2005

Company

This waste review application relates to an existing facility consisting of a landfill and
a civic waste facility at Gortadroma, Ballyhahill, County Limerick. The review of the
existing licence was initiated to allow for the construction of an additional 11 lined
cells and installation of associated leachate, landfill gas and sutface water
management infrastructure at the facility. The proposed decision allows the facility to
carry out landfilling, composting, storage and recovery of dry recyclables at the civic
waste facility. The facility is allowed to accept 130,000 tonnes per annum (tpa) for
disposal and 77,000 tpa for recovery.

Consideration of the Objection

The Technical Committee, comprising of Pernille Hermansen (Chair), Jonathan
Derham and Malcolm Doak, has considered all of the issues raised in the Objections
and this report details the Committee's comments and recommendations following
the examination of the objections together with discussions with the inspector, Breen
Higgins, who also provided comments on the points raised.

This report considers the one valid third party objection and the first party objection.



First Party Objection

The consultant for the applicant submitted an objection (dated 20 May 2005)
addressing the Agency on a number of conditions contained in the proposed decision
of 26 April 2005 mainly relating to installation of infrastructure and environmental
monitoring requirements at the facility:

A.1. Condition 3.10

The applicant objects to Condition 3.10 stating that silt traps are not required on all
surface water discharges from the facility as all surface water is diverted to and

discharges from the storm water settling tanks. The storm water settling tanks

operate on a weir system which allows retention of the waters and settlement of
suspended solids. Furthermore the applicant requests that oil separators are not
required on all surface water discharges from the facility but only from run-off from
hardstanding areas before the discharge to the surface water settling tanks

Technical Committee’s Evaluation: The TC agrees that the storm water settling

tanks will ensure settlement of suspended solids. The TC notes that
uncontaminated storm water such as storm water from roof building should not

A.2. Condition 3.19 (D)

The applicant objects to Condition 3.19(d) stating that it is not in accordance with
the guidance in the Agency Landfill Manuals Landfill Site Design. Further the
applicant states that complying with a minimum fall of 1:50 in all directions may
resultin the necessity to excavate to greater depths or construct cells of smaller size
than those described in the EIS with the preliminary design based on the
recommendations of the Landfill Site Design Manual.

The Proposed Decision requests that all further cell designs be forwarded to the
Agency as Specified Engineering Works (SEW) and agreed prior to commencement
of construction. The applicant requests that this be amended to reflect the
recommendation of the Site Design Manual or to refer to “unless otherwise agreed
with the Agency’:

Technical Committee’s Evaluation:

The TC notes that Section 7.3.2 of the Landfill Site Design Manual as referred
to by the applicant specifies that the base of cells should be sloped with a
minimum fall of 1:50 towards the leachate collection sump [in any cell] and a
1% fall is specified for the main [inter-cell] collector pipe. This is considered
BAT and the final design will have to include these requirements.



The applicant has stated in the licence application (Attachment D.2) that
design and specifications for various infrastructure will be available at the
detailed design stage (see ‘objection below); accordlngly the TC notes that all
final cell design detail will be forwarded to the OEE a8 SEW and agreed prior to
commencement of construction. This will provide an opportunity to check that
the correct basal slopes are in place.

A.3. Condition 3.19 (F)

The applicant requests that the condition be amended as the drawing referred to
shows the final contour levels of the filled cells and not the formation levels of these
cells.

Technical Committee's Evaluation: The TC notes that Drawing No. 6.5 shows

the final contour levels. The applicant states in the licence application
(Attachment D.2.) that formation levels will be determined at the detailed
design stage.

A.4. Condition 3.25.2 (C)

The applicant requests that the number of three leachate monitoring points be
reduced to one monitoring point per cell as previous odour issues at the facility have
been - partially attributed to infrastructure which punctures the capping system
aIIowmg landfill gas to be released. The applicant queries the need for additional
leachate monitoring points in relation to the installation of leachate recirculation
system as all the cells with proposed leachate recirculation installed will be fully
engineered cells and the lining systems are constructed to have a fall to one specific
point which is the lowest point in the cell from where the leachate is abstracted and
the highest head of leachate is recorded. Furthermore the applicant proposes to
install a separate leachate collection pump in cell 11 and in all future cells. These
collection sumps will be fitted with level recording and attached to the scada control
system.

Technical Committee's Evaluation: The TC notes that with just one leachate
monitoring point it will be impossible to assess the working of the leachate
recirculation as leachate perching may not be identified. The TC considers that
three monitoring points are essential for adequate monitoring of leachate head
in the cells, one of these monitoring points may well be the leachate collection
sump as proposed by the applicant. , It is not possible to calculate a
leachate/water table without three points of reference.

‘Recommendation: No change




A.5. Condition 6.11

The applicant requests that the word “telemetry” be replaced with “automated
control” system. An automated control system has been installed at the facility for
the control and management of leachate. The system is a “hard-wired” system linked
to a PLC control system in the administration block.

Technical Committee’s Evaluation: Agreed.

0 read as follows:

Automated Control System tiif', '

Unless otherwuse agreed |n aclvance wnth the Agency ana tom etedv\é:
control system shall- be mamtamed ‘at the facility. AL facmty*
loperatlons Ilnked ‘to the: automated control ‘system: shall ‘have a-
" manual’ control ‘which will be reverted to in the event of break in
: 'power supply or durlng malntenance :

A.6. Condition 6.11,2(II) & Schedule C.2.2

The applicant requests that the condition be deleted as the storm water tanks only
discharge to the White River through a pipe and there is no discharge from the tanks
to perimeter streams.

Furthermore the applicant queries the requirement for continual level monitoring
within the storm water settling tanks. The applicant states overflow of the tanks is
prevented due to their weir system.

Technical Committee’s Evaluation: The TC considers that continual level

monitoring is not needed at the storm water settling tanks due to the weir
system. The TC notes that there is no discharge to perimeter streams from the
storm water tanks; rather only to White River, and recommends the condition
be amended to reflectthis. However as part of the routine visual examination
required in Condition 6.8.1 the applicant should check the water levels in the
tanks to confirm operation of the unit and inparticular that the size of the tanks
are approprlate to handle storm water run-off from the faC|I|ty

A.7. Condition 6.11.2(III)

The applicant states that continuous quality monitoring equipmentwill be installed at
the outlet of the storm water settling tanks and queries whether additional quality
monitoring equipment is required to be installed at the end of the discharge pipe
from the tanks to the White River.

Technical Committee’s Evaluation: Condition 6.8 requires that the applicant
submit a proposal for the installation and maintenance of continuous
monitoring to be carried out at the outlet of the storm water settling tanks.




Condition 6.11 states that the automated control system shall be installed and
the system shall include the recording of the surface water quality at the outlet
of the storm water settling:ponds. The TC notes that no water is being
discharged to the perimeter streams from the storri’ “""flater settling tanks (see
A6 above) and recommends that surface water quality only be recorded at the

outlet of the storm water settling tanks. ,
(iii) should be amendeéli”“;%,

ecommendatlon Condltlon 6. 1

0
2l

Quallty of the surface water at the outlet of the storm water settllng ponds (|n
accordance with: Condltlon 6.83); . : g g il RS St D

A.8. Condition 10.1

The applicant requests that the condition be amended as they see difficulties in
installing a final cap at the set time frame of twelve months after filling of the cells
has ceased.

Technical Committee’s Evaluation: The TC notesthe concern of the applicant
in relation to the possibility of constructing a final cap within the set time frame
and amend the condition as set out below which would be in line with current
requirement for landfill facilities licensed by the Agency

dec Jto read as follows*i

he: cells havmg been fi Iled to the reqmred level e el

A.9. Condition 11.7 and Schedule E

The applicant requests that the condition be amended as the dates for submittal of
the AER varies.

Technical Committee’s Evaluation: Agreed.

: : For the. purposes ‘of clari
be Tmended to read as follows :

h\:éq_nual’~Envir0nme“ti'képbrtf( AER) ) Annually By 315t March of each

A.10. Schedule B.3

The applicant requests that the condition be amended so a maximum rate of 5
m3/hour be applied subject to the minimum river flow of 50 I/s and minimum 40
dilutions of effluent at all times. The pump installed at the leachate lagoon is variable
speed pump which uses the SCADA system to check and regulate the flow from the
pump every fifteen minutes. According to the applicant the pump is dependant on



the head of leachate above it and cannot be set to run on a continual flow rate. If
this is not acceptable the applicant proposes the insertion of “unless agreed
otherwise with the Agency".

Technical Committee's Evaluation: Agreed.

| %,_ISSIOI'I 'Pomt Referen e No.:
: Volume to be emttted :

Time”“Oﬁ emi"séiOn:jlf S £ No dlscharge below a mlnlmur'n'r‘:ver ﬂow in
ER. oo 4ee oo White River-of '50.1/5; and must be greater than:
. I 40 dllutlons 0f efﬂuent atall tlmes

S s

A.11. Schedule C.3

The applicant requests that the parameter “Flow (pumped water from interceptor) be
deleted as there is N0 pumped groundwater interceptors installedat the facility.

Technical Committee’s Evaluation: The TC notes that in Section 3.84 Potential
Impacts of the EIS submitted with the application, the applicant states that:
The groundwater will be locally lowered during construction of the new cells
This will be of temporary nature and the groundwater conditions will
equilibrate after cell completion. Due to the naturally Aigh groundwater levels
control measures such as interceptor drains and/ or sub cell drainage system
will be required to locally control the high water table. The TC considers it
appropriate to monitor the flow of the water pumped from interceptors during
the cell construction phase at the facility.

A.12 Schedule C.2.3

The applicant requests that note 5 attached to the parameter Ammoniacal Nitrogen
be amended. Note 5 refers to analysis using a Spectrophotometer. The applicant
proposes the insertion of “or alternative method as agreed with the Agency” to allow
research to be carried into the cost and practical impacts of this method of analysis.

Technical Committee’s Evaluation: The TC considers the requirement of note 1
in Schedule C.2.3 adequate in relationto the method used for analysis of
Ammoniacal Nitrogen. The note requests that all the analysis shall be carried
out by a competent laboratory using standard and internationally accepted
procedures. Note 5 can be thus amended.




,ended to read as:follows:

Recommendatlon N@te 5 oL

5(.

Note 51 A grab sample shall be taken at the.inlet and thgl )
settlmg ponds on-a dally basns ‘
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Third Party Objections

Gortadroma Action Group

One Third Party Objection submitted by Tim Mullane & Others, Gortadroma Action
Group, Carnagh Ballyhahill County Limerick (dated 19 May 2005) is considered.

The objection contains a cover letter as well as a six page objection letter divided
into four sections: /

L Objection

2 Objection 1: Geology/Hydrology
3. Obijection 2

4. Conclusion

Mr Mullane writes on behalf of the members of the Gortadroma Action Group (GAG).
In the cover letter, Mr Mullane states that the group is strongly opposed to the
further extension of the landfill due to the impact on the landscape and the potential
effect it-may have on the water supplies from wells depending on the groundwater
under'or near the proposed extension site. Furthermore the group objects to the
conditions which they consider would allow the local authority to reduce its efforts at
management of the facility to the ultimate detriment of the local community

B.1 Objection

Mr Mullane states that the main reason for the objection is that the facility is located
in an area that is fundamentally unsuited for such an operation and continues to
cause on-going problems for the local residents. According to the objector the only
way to adequately address this issue is to refuse to revise the licence.

The second ground for objection is that according to the objector the Agency has
reduced the standards progressively from the issuing of waste licence 17-1 and
thereby reduce the protection afforded to the local community. The objector states
that the reduction/omission of standards would lead to the local authority dropping
their standards to match the requirements of the licence and give the local
community nothing with which to defend themselves.

Technical Committee’s Evaluation: The first waste' licence (WL 17-1) and the
second waste licence (WL 17-2) were issued on 26/11/99 and 25/9/03
respectively. The second licence was subsequently amended (WL 17-2/A) on
9/8/05to provide for provisions in accordance with the WEEE Regulations
(S1340 of 206). The Proposed Decision, subject of this objection, has been
updated/revised to take into account the POE Act and the IPPC Directive. The
layout of the proposed decision may vary from previous issued licences but




contains the same key measures/controls as licences issued in the past for this
facility. Furthermore the TC has reintroduced conditions from the existing
licence (WL 17-2) (see recommendations below).

"Recommendation: Nochange ~

B.2 Objection 1Geology/Hydrology

The objector states that the main issue is the question of the effect of the proposed
extension on the wells supplying drinking water to the local residences/farms. The
extension of the facility brings it closer to residences to the north, east and south of
the boundary than the existing licensed facility. The objector states that all these
residences have private wells and are possibly supplied from the same underground
source or aquifer. The objector notes that the information submitted by the applicant
does not establish whether there is an aquifer supplying these houses.

The objector questions the whole reason for the necessity for the production of the
EIS if it does not take the issue of human habitat seriously and states that no
development should be permitted until the impact on human beings are clear. The
objectors disagree with the applicant's assessment of the likely effects on
groundwater being minimal. The fact that the applicant proposesto gather additional
information in relation to the overburden deposits constituting an aquifer during the
site investigation for the detailed design of the proposed cells could cause irreparable
damage to the local water supplies with no adequate safe alternative suppty. The
objectors question whether the approach and preparatory investigations of the
applicant meets the requirements set out in Landfill Site Investigation Manual and
whether the Agency's standards have been applied to the reports in the EIS.

The objectors note the decision of An Bord Pleandla to refuse permission for the
development of the southern section of the proposed extension.

Furthermore the objectors state that the continuous dewatering suggests that the
applicants know it is dealing with an area generously supplied with underground
water.

Technical Committee's Evaluation; The DoELG-EPA-GSI Groundwater Protection
Response Matrix for the proposed site is R2' resulting in the site being
considered suitable for the development of a landfill site subject to guidance in
the EPA Landfill Site Design Manual or the conditions of a waste licence. The
hydrogeological survey shows that the groundwater flow at the facility is in a
south-westerly direction.

Groundwater monitoring results from the existing landfill show an impact of
landfilling along the western boundary of the site, west of cells 1-4, which are
unlined cells. A bentonite cut off wall has been installed around cells 1-4 which
prevent uncontrolled leachate discharge from the cells. Groundwater
monitoring carried out in 2003, of private wells 500m upgradient and 1000m
downgradient of the site show microbial contamination in 31 of 33 wells
monitored. According to the applicant this can-be contributed to septic tanks
and agricultural sources. The applicant states that there is no indication that
the landfill is impacting on the groundwater quality at any of these wells.




The nearest private dwelling to the facility is located 90m from the southern
boundary of the facility. The TC recommends that additional groundwater
monitoring boreholes are installed down gradient of the proposed landfill cells
and the residences south of the boundary of the extension and that monitoring
of private wells downgradient of the landfill is carried out (see section B.34.3
Monitoring of private wells below). R

The TC considers that having regard to the groundwater flow, the aquifer
response matrix,” and groundwater monitoring, the underlying aquifer is not at
risk from the existing landfill or the proposed extension. Furthermore measures
are in place to monitor the groundwater quality in boreholes downgradient of
the facility as well as any downgradient private wells, and Condition 11.1.4
requires that any possible environmental contamination of groundwater be
treated as an incident and notified to the Agency in accordance with the
Condition.

In relation to the adequacy of the assessment of groundwater impact carried
out by the applicant and detailed in the EIS submitted with the application, the
TC notes that the Inspector's Report accompanying the Recommended
Decision states the Agency acknowledged that the EIS complied with the
requirements of the EIA and Licensing Regulations in the Atrticle 14(2)(a) letter
issued to the applicant on 08/03/05.

The objection regarding “continuous dewatering” at the facility is dealt with in
. Section A. 11 of this report.

¢ 5 shouild be added to S ‘C.3'Groundwater . -

onitoring boreholes
‘ hSiOI] to beagreed by g.the:

6.3 Objection 2
B.3.1 Condition 1: Scope

Hours of Operation

The objectors object to the opening hours at the facility. GAG states that the hours
of work for construction has not been included in the licence which the group feels
leads to situation that can be exploited by the Local Authority, contractors and
subcontractors. The objectors state that the hours of work should not start earlier
than 8:00 on any morning and specific mention should be made of Construction or
maintenance work in this condition. The objectors propose that work should cease at
18:30 at the latest each day of the working week except in emergency.




Technical Committee’s Evaluation:

The TC notes that the operational hours allowed in the proposed decision are as set
in the existing licence (WL 17-2):

(c) The landfill at the facility may be operated only during the hours of 7.30am to 8.00pm
Monday to Friday inclusive, 7.30am to 6.30pm on Saturdays and 8.00am to 4.30pm on
Sundays and Bank Holidays.

(d) Operations on Sundays and Bank Holidays are limited to essential maintenance and fly
spraying activities only.

The TC considers the objectors point to be reasonable, particular as the applicant states in

Section 3.5.6 of the EIS submitted with the application that the impact of construction noise

will be significant, albeit temporary. Based on this, the TC recommends that the hours for

construction be included in the Proposed Decision as proposed by the objectors.

Constructlon a v

18:30pm: Monda' ! : :
Sundays andBank Holld‘mys o e

P

B.3.2 Condition 3: Infrastructure and Operation

The objectors notes that the conditions of the licence does not seem to apply
contract works or to contractors except for Conditions 3.17 and 3.18 meaning that
the same control measures in relation nuisances does not apply to contractors.

Technical Committee’s Evaluation:

Condition 2.1.1 of the Proposed Decision requires that the applicant shall ensure that
that personnel performing specifically assigned tasks are qualified on the basis of
appropriate education, training and experience, as required and shall be aware of the
requirements of the licence. Furthermore Condition 2.2.2.6 requires the applicant to
establish/maintain procedures for training and provide training for all personnel
whose work can have a significant effect upon the environment. The TC considers
that this will ensure that the same control measures in relation to nuisances does
apply to all contractors working at the facility. The licence conditions speak to all
operators/activities carried on within the site regardless of whether by a contractor
or not.

B.3.2.1 Condition 3.19

The objectors points out that that the depth of the composite liner has decreased
from 1.0 m to 0.5m and states that this should be reverted to 1.0m as set in the
existing licence WL 17-2.

10.




Technical Committee's Evaluation:

Condition 3.11.1(a) of the existing licence (WL 17-2) requires a composite liner
consisting of a I m layer of compacted soil with a hydraulic conductivity of less than
or equal to 1x10°m/s, (or equivalent to be agreed with the Agency) overlain by a
2mm thick high density polyethylene (HDPE) layer. el
In the Proposed Decision the applicant is required to install a composite liner
consisting of 0.5 m of Bentonite Enhanced Soil (BES) with a hydraulic conductivity of
less than or equal to 1x10°m/s, overlain by a 2mm thick high density polyethylene
(HDPE) layer. The EPA Landfill Site Design Manual notes that the | m clay liner (@ k
= 1x10° m/s) may be replaced with a 0.5m thick enhanced soil liner of equivalent
performance (i.e. a BES). Estimated leakage rate is one of the most efficient and
defensible methods of comparing mineral liner performances.

To determine whether 0.5m BES will provide the equivalent protection to I m clay
layer the leakage rate has been calculated for both type of liners as set out below.

Q =k (i), where Q = leakage rate
k = permeability
i = hydraulic gradient (h/d)

h = height of liquid (to base of liner, so Im head on
top of a I m liner gives a 2m height to base)

d = depth of liner
with a permeability k = 1x 10 m/s the leakage rate for the two types of liner are:
0.5m BES: Q = 1x 10? (1.5/0.5)=3 x 10° m*/m?/s = 0.095 m*/m?/year
Imclay: Q= 1x 107 (2/1) = 2x 10° m*/m?%/s = 0.063 m*/m?/year
This shows that the 0.5m BES with K = 1x 10® m/s is less effective in controlling
leakage (by a factor of 0.032 m?/m?/year), i.e. the protection provided by the two

types of liner is not equivalent.

If the permeability is set at 1x 10™°m/s the calculated leakage rate Q for 0.5m BES
IS:

Q = 1x 10 (1.5/0.5) = 3 x 10™° m*/m?%s = 0.0095 m*/m?*/year

This leakage rate for 0.5m BES (K = 1x 10™° m/s) is smaller than the rate calculated
for Im clay (with K = 1 x 10° m/s) and the protection is therefore at least
equivalent.

The TC considers that 0.5m of BES with a permeability of K = 1x 10 will provide
equivalent protection as required in the Agency's Landfill Manual Landfill Site Design.

11




Recommendatlon Condntlon 3 19(a) shouldfbe amended to read RS e

g,

(a) - A comp051te hner con31st1ng of al 0 Sm*layer of BES w1th a hydrauhc conduct1v1ty ofless
than or equal to 1x10 "mi/s, overlain by 4 2mrm’ thlck hxgh density polyethylene (HDPE)
layer .

B.3.3. Condition 5: Emissions
B.3.3.1 Condition 5.5

The objectors states that the condition has been reduced to almost a meaninglessly
general statement by comparison with the presentation of the same issues in
previous and existing licences (WL 17-1and WL 17-2). The objectors request that
the following conditions from the existing licence (WL 17-2) be reinstated in the
proposed decision: Conditions 7.7, 7.8 and 8.11.

Bird Control

The objectors request that Condition 7.7 from the existing licence (WL 17-2) be
reinstated in the proposed decision.

Technical Committee's Evaluation:
1

The TC notes that control of nuisances in relation to birds is covered in Condition
6.18 of the Proposed Decision. However the restrictions in relation to use of gas
guns are not present in the condition of the Proposed Decision.

Noise Control

The objectors request that Condition 7.8 from the existing licence (WL 17-2) be
reinstated in the proposed decision.

Technical Committee's Evaluation:

The TC notes that Condition 7.8 of the existing licence (WL 17-2) has not been
included in the Proposed Decision. However, control of noise emission should be
adequately controlled by Condition 4.5 and Schedule 85 which negates the need to
include the above mentioned condition. Furthermore the applicant is required to
carry out an annual noise survey in accordance with Condition 69 of the Proposed
Decision to ensure that they operate within the set noise limit values.

12
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Odour Control
The objectors request that Cohdlt]on 8.11 from the eXIstmg licence (WL 17-2) be
reinstated in the proposed decision.

Technical Committee’s Evaluation :

The TC recommends the inclusion of Condition 8.11 (of WL 17-2) in relation to odour
control at the facility, as there have been several complaints in relation to odour
nuisances at the facility. Further requirement for odour monitoring shall be included
in Schedule C3 Ambient Monitoring of the Proposed Decision. The TC notes that the
applicant has stated in the Attachment F.8 of the application that odour monitoring
in accordance with Schedule D3 of the existing licence (WL 17-2) is being carried
out at the facility, and sees no reason why this should not continue.

nydltlon 6 16

,d ldentlfy the. sourcé of th!
where relevant), and

i,(\i;ii) recommendatlons’ vto‘ deal V\;Ith odour problems “and:

“*3 Amblent Monltorlng

Quarterly See Note?

1 : med‘out ‘at four:noise sensitive Jocations s agreed by?the Agency
?jNote 2:'Analysis for: orgamcs,;mercaptans, orgamc acidsand hydrogen sulphlde :
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B.3.3.2 Condition 5.6

The objectors state that there is no mention of adequate requirement to check the
water quality and the flow in the river prior to emptying the pond for maintenance
purposes. The requirement allowing the applicant to submit it's own conditions to the
Agency without the need to publish them and include them in a printed schedule in
the proposed decision is considered a significant weakness by the applicant.
Furthermore the objectors note that daily/periodic visual inspection does not specify
the parameters to be observed and this is further weakened by lack of mention of
details of instruction/training required to carry out these inspections.

Technical Committee’s Evaluation:

Condition 5.6 requires that a trigger level for the concentration of ammonia
from the storm water settling ponds to be discharged to the White River shall
be submitted for agreement by the Agency within one month of the date of
grant of this licence. The trigger level will have to meet any legislative criteria
and any agreed proposal will be available for viewing by the public.

In relation to the visual inspection to be carried out, the TC notes that as
specified earlier the applicant shall ensure that all personnel performing
specifically assigned tasks are qualified and are aware of the requirements of
the licence as detailed in Condition 2.1 of the PD.

B. 3.4 Condition 6: Control and Monitoring

The objectors state that Condition 6 should contain a specific condition clarifying the
responsibility of the applicant to ensure that all contract work and those who carry it
out adhere to the strict conditions of the proposed decision for all their activities for
example Condition 6.14 in relation dust control.

Technical Committee’s Evaluation:

The conditions of the PD apply to all personnel working at the facility as
detailed above.

B.3.4.1 Condition 6.16

GAG objects to attachments C7 and H1 referred to in Condition 6.16 not being an
integral part of the PD.

Technical Committee’s Evaluation:

The TC notes that it is general practice to refer to attachments of the licence
application for further details. The PD provides the following interpretation for
Attachments: any reference to Attachments in this licence refers to
attachments submitted as-part of this licence application. Also Condition 1.3
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reinforces the binding to the licence of programmes included in an application
and cited in the licence.

Recommendation: Nochange o 1

B.3.4.2 Condition 6.18

GAG objects to the omission of prohibiting bird control by use of noise polluting
means.

Technical Committee's Evaluation :

This issue was dealt with in Section 3.31 Bird Control.

B.3.4.3 Condition 6.20 & 6.20.2

The objectors states that the conditions of the PD have been diminished by not
including Condition 5.4.1(b) of the existing licence (WL 17-2) relating to the
maximum length of the working face in the proposed decision.

Technical Committee's Evaluation:

The TC notes that the requirement in relation to the maximum length of the
working face has been omitted from Condition 6.20.2.

Cell Cover

GAG objects to the omission in the PD of Condition 6.7 of the previous licence (WL
17-1) relating to cell cover at the end of the working week.

Technical Committee's Evaluation:

Conditions 5.4 and 5.5 should adequately address the need for cover of the
working face and any other landfilled areas within the facility.

T It e A R Z LT

Monitoring of privatewells

GAG objects to the omission of Condition 8.6 of the existing licence (WL 17-2)
relating to monitoring of private wells.

15




Technical Committee’'s Evaluation:

The TC considers it appropriate to include monitoring of private wells 500m
downgradient of the landfill facility.

'Reco'ﬁtmendatioh' Insert e followmg Cond|t|on '+ -Condition 6.16 and’
‘renumber accordlngly ; i o
/Sub]ect to the: agreement of. the well owners, all» ‘pri

.500m downgradient of" the faC|||ty shall ‘be included |n the momtormg*%
,.programme set out in’ Schedule C.3 Groundwater Momtorlng, of thIS;

Ilcence.

B.4 Objectors’ Conclusion

The objectors state that the proposed decision lacks any conditions that require the
applicant to address more environmentally friendly alternatives to landfill. According
to GAG, a severe weakness of the proposed decision is lack of progressive reductions
in waste intake to bring the applicant's performance into line with EU and National

waste managementtargets and objectives.

Technical Committee’'s Evaluation:

The TC notes that this issue was addressed in the Inspector's Report
accompanying the recommended decision.

Overall Recommendation

Itis recommended that the Board of the Agency grant a licence to the applicant

(i) for the reasons outlined in the proposed determination and
(i)  subject to the conditions and reasons for same in the Proposed
Determination,

and
(i)  subject to the amendments proposed in this report.

Signed

P;I/]m oon_Koared
‘0 Pernille Hermansen, Inspector
for and on behalf of the Technical Committee



