Nevitt Lusk Action Group

Submission in objection to the application of Fingal County Council for
Planning permission and a waste licence in Nevitt Lusk.
EPA Waste Licence Application W 0231-01

By John Shortt for Nevitt Lusk Action Group - 2nd January 2007

R

We hereby object to the above subject applicati

grounds and call on An Bord Pleanala/EPA tajrejectfin
Council appllcgtlon. Protection Agency

=5 JAN 2007

Dear Sirs

Further to letter of December 14, 2006 from An Bord Pleanala requesting
further submissions, since the completion of the or. b‘ﬁearing significant
information has come to our attention and as youshave accepted a
subsequent submission from Fingal Countyoﬁgﬂ‘}'nciI/Department of the
Environment Heritage and Local Governg;%zéf in the interest of justice we
know wish to make the following subn@%@ws for consideration in your review
ROA
process. RO
Eo®

RAAY .
As many of the issues we wishdt JHave considered relate to both planning and
environmental matters and duesto the inter-relationship of these topics we
deem it necessary that botl;p((ﬁe EPA and An Bord Pleanala be jointly

addressed. QOQ

We hereby object to the above subject application on the following grounds
and call on An Bord Pleanala/EPA to reject Fingal County Council application.

Inadequate EIS.

As part of the EPA prescribed guidelines Fingal County Council must carry
out an EIA and publish the results in an EIS. One of the principal’s of this
process is to allow those opposed to the application to review the analysis
and data contained in the EIS and make their objections to the EPA and An
Bord Pleanala during the statutory reviews. Fingal County Council were not
time constrained in the preparation of the EIS.

They have a statutory obligation to present an assessment of the likely
impacts of the proposed development (as outlined under section 3.2.5 of the
EPA guidelines on the information to be contained in Environmental Impact
Statements dated March 2002). This guideline is to ensure that the data and
comprehension of the investigation is such that ‘ALL POTENTIAL' risks to the
environment from their proposed development is adequately investigated,
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assessed and reported on in their application. Provision for the prevention
and control of abnormal operations (accidents) must be regarded as
reasonable and prudent.

It is clearly not meant to be an iterative process of the public having to
engage ‘Expert’ Consultants to interrogate the EIS or indeed carry out their
own investigations and for Fingal County Council to produce ‘New Data’
during the course of an oral hearing when if they had correctly carried out
their investigations and honestly reported the data in the EIS an informed
debate could have taken place during the Bord Pleanala oral hearing.

The introduction of ‘New Data’, Maladministration and witnesses for Fingal
County Council misleading the inquiry clearly put the public at a distinct
disadvantage during the hearing and completely undermined the principal that
the EIS contained a fair and accurate representation of the facts. The EIS as
issued prior to the Oral hearing has been found to be based on factual errors,
negligent in failing to comply with the statutory obligations of an EIS and
significant omissions on matters highly relevant to the competence and
adequacy of the EIS as demonstrated later in this document. The fundamental
of an EIS is that it is comprehensive in its treatment of the subject matter,
objective in its approach and meets the requireme tthat it alerts the decision
maker and members of the public to the effect of¢he activity on the
environment and the consequences to the g@*(rﬁunity inherent in the carrying
out of the activity. It must meet the stanqgf’géglmposed by the regulations. The
new evidence we are presenting clea 'Q@*ows that significant adverse
environmental effects would resultéi;{@@éisions were based on the EIS as
reviewed in the oral hearing. .\ﬁ\%\&o@

RN
On this basis we call on’An B\@?%? Pleanala/EPA to reject the Fingal County
Council application and restere credibility to the process of which An Bord
Pleanala/EPA is the cusgmé‘%gn.

Failure to Identify and Assess All Likely Significant Impacts.

Background

The EPA document “Guidelines on the Information to be contained in
Environmental Impact Statements”, sets out in section 3.2.5 the statutory
requirement for the applicant to present an assessment of the likely
impacts of the proposed development.

Whilst probable or likely impacts must be addressed, risk assessments of
abnormal operations and accidents must be carried out “where the worst
case impacts pose significant threats to the environment and/or human
health”, based on the likelihood of their occurrence.

The UK Environment Agency “ Guidance on Assessment of Risks from

Landfill Sites” (GARLS)(External Consultation, Version 1, May 2004) is
presented in appendix 1 as a reference document that represents Best
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Practice and Best Available Technology specifically related to landfill sites,
and will be quoted frequently in this submission.

A Brief Summary of the GARLS Methodology

Risk assessment subjects relating to landfill sites are identified by GARLS

Landfill Gas
Hydrogeological
Stability

Dust

Accidents

This section of the submission will therefore confine itself to these landfill
related subjects.

GARLS proposes the following approach to risk assessment, i.e. “the use of a
tiered approach, source-pathway- receptor methodology, and the use of
environmental benchmarks to define what may represent an acceptable
impact”. The tiered approach is structured as foIIows\(g,.
e Tier 1 — Risk Screening < >
o Tier 2 — Simple Risk Assessment \A.@O
e Tier 3 — Complex Risk Assessngﬁgtd\
LS
Risk Screening .Oij\ X
¢ ldentifies complete source ég:@&ﬁway receptor linkages
e Screens out insigniﬁcan&ﬁ,\g}ﬁ%
e Prioritises the risks ané‘g&eptors
¢ Provides an initial aség@sment of the impacts at a receptor

N
Simple Risk Assessmenféoare recommended when
¢ the risk screening is insufficient to make an informed decision on the
risks posed by the site
“In reality most landfill sites will require a Simple Risk Assessment for further
investigation of priority risks identified during the Risk Screening process”.

Complex Risk Assessments should be carried out when

¢ A Simple Risk Assessment indicates an unacceptable level of risk, or

o There is sufficient uncertainty regarding the source -pathway-receptor
linkages and the use of conservative assumptions does not provide a
basis for a decision, or

¢ The site setting is sufficiently sensitive to warrant detailed assessment
and a high level of confidence is required to ensure that the site does
not pose any significant pollution risk.

In it's recommended methodology the GARLS document does not differ,

except in terminology, with the EPA Guidelines document, however it is

specifically designed to be applied to landfills.

GARLS — Sources, Pathways, and Receptors
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GARLS has identified the potential sources of landfill pollution as
¢ Landfill gas

Accidents

Hydrogeological risks /Leachate

Dust or particulate matter

Stability

And the receptors as
Humans

Flora

Fauna

Air

Water

Land
Buildings

“A number of subdivisions should be considered ---
¢ Domestic dwellings

e Hospitals égf”

e Schools &

e Sensitive habitat P é*\

e Commercial and mdustn@f@f‘emlses

¢ Public footpaths Qo&&

¢ Major highways an or roads

e Playing fields  &°

¢ Open spaces, pa‘?‘l@%nd farmland

e Allotments &°

¢ Onsite vegetﬁlon

e Air quality ﬁv?anagement areas

e Groundwater (including potential use of currently unused
resources)

¢ Groundwater fed discharges, springs, and river baseflow

o Surface water

¢ Public water sources and other licensed water abstractions
(including source protection zones)
e Licence exempt private water supplies
Pathways can be airborne, surface, or subsurface.

Potential Sources and Receptors of pollution which have not been adequately
addressed or not addressed at all in the EIS are highlighted in the above lists.

A Simple Risk Assessment of Slope Stability

Slope failure of landfills, even those constructed using the latest engineering
techniques, are catastrophic events with potentially fatal consequences. (See
examples in Appendix 2).
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GARLS 3.14 Assessment of Stability Risk states that

“The level of complexity of the stability assessment will depend mainly upon
the complexity of the natural geology and the design structures within the site,
rather than the sensitivity of the setting. It is necessary for the operator to
provide sufficient confidence that stability and integrity of the structures are
assured. For simple slopes without a complex geology there may be little
need for detailed assessment whereas steep slopes will require much more
consideration. For example Risk Screening with the provision of evidence
of an unsaturated zone beneath the site may be sufficient to screen out
the need to assess basal heave._The principle is that the assessment must
provide sufficient confidence that stability is assured and the integrity of the
structures within the site will be maintained.”

e The soil beneath the Nevitt site is within the saturated zone.

e The subsoil is characterized by a top layer of saturated clay underlain
by gavels to a depth of ten meters.
Some trial boreholes indicate artesian conditions.
Recirculaton of leachate is envisaged. 0@.

There is a risk of basal heave / excessive pore ég%ssures giving rise to loss of
shear strength, most probably along the S liner interfaces, and seepage /
piping, through underlying and perch%&g}aevels giving rise to loss of toe
pressure (see article and example Kf’ aﬁpendlx 3). Adequate ground water
control measures would need to bgﬁ%@ﬁstructed This may not be possible due
to complex hydrogeological con@%ﬂs, or practical, due to excessive cost.
EF

Sources &° &

e Slippage of a Iarge(\@antlty of waste, (the total facility is for approx. 10
million tons). A large slippage could reasonably be expected to be in
the region of one million tons based on international examples of such
events. ( See Appendix 3 - Bogata).

¢ Destruction of cell bottom liner resulting in escape of large quantities of
leachate to the surrounding environment.

e Destruction of leachate extraction and collection system leading to
elevated heads of leachate in unaffected cells with consequential
further slippages occurring and/or overflow of leachate in these cells
i.e. a cascade effect.

¢ Destruction of gas collection system leading to escaping toxic gases
and risk of explosion.

Pathways

Waste
e Down gradient southwards to the reception area <100metres.
e Down gradient eastwards to the MiI (250metres), domestic
dwellings (400) metres), primary school playing field
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(400metres). NI (700metres), Hedgestown Primary School
(800)metres)

Leachate
¢ Into the local streams and Cordoff River system flowing into
Rogerstown Estuary.
¢ Into the groundwater downgradient to the northeast, east,
southeast, south and southwest of the site.

Landfill gas
¢ Horizontally and vertically through affected waste cells and
surrounding soils.
e Airbourne depending on climatic conditions, wind speed and
direction.

Receptors
Human
e Site staff and members of the public using the reception area.

¢ Vehicles using the Ml motorway.
¢ Residents east of the Ml. &
e Teachers and children using the sctg@ol playing field
e Pedestrians, cyclists and motaqugkﬂcles using the NI.
e Teachers and children at H >stown Primary School.
e The MI Business Park at\W hestown Interchange
0{\
Environmental & §®
e The Locally Impggté\@ Moderately Productive Aquifer water
resource. QoQ
e Horticultural w, (ﬁ%/gﬂs down gradient of the landfill.
e The Cordu
¢ Rogerstown Estuary Widlife Reserve
o Horticultural fields and crops

Archaeological

e The extensive and nationally important archaeological feature
discovered by geophysics within the southeast segment of the
landfill enclosure.

This feature is the only known “Neimeadh” ever to be discovered in
Ireland, and appears to be a Very Early Christian Eccesiastical
enclosure. The placename Nevitt however has led Irelands foremost
experts to the conclusion that the site is probably of Pre-Christian origin
and has been described to an Bord Pleanala by Prof. Barry Raftery,
UCD, Dr. Richard Warner, Ulster Museum, Dr. Andy Halpin, National
Museum of Ireland, Mr. Donal MacGiolla Easpaig, Placenames Branch,
and others as important and unique.
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(See Appendix 4,4a, copy of communication to all objectors to the
development from An Bord Pleanala dated 14 December 2006, with
attached letter to Fingal County Council from the Dept. of the
Environment, Heritage and Local Government, dated 27 November
2006 )

Infrastructural
e The M1 Motorway
e The major natural gas pipeline which runs alongside the M1

Unacceptable risk to Humans

It is clear from this Simple Risk Assessment that the potential fatal
consequences of Slope Failure during the construction, operation or
aftercare of the proposed landfill at this site, warranted a Complex Risk
Assessment of Slope Stability in the EIS, which could have been the
subject of discussion and debate at the An Bord Pleanala Oral Hearing,
and the subject of submissions to the EPA. This has not been done to
a degree, which could be deemed Best Pragtﬂ:e or Best Available

Technolo ©

W S &
Consequently the public have bgg’ Heprlved of their statutory rights,
and could be placed at risk if t C|I|ty were to proceed. Therefore in

the interests of justice to t o blic, and public safety, we call on the
EPA and An Bord Pleanat&gé reject this application on the grounds of
this omission. <<0\®\\

Unacceptable risk to the gnwronment

The breakdown of the leachate and landfill gas protection systems
could lead to catastrophic environmental damage some such as
horticultural wells would have to be closed down indefinitely. This
application fails to address the environmental consequences of slope
failure and should therefore be rejected on these grounds.

Unacceptable risk to Important Archaeology

It is also clear that a slope failure (or other form of accident such as
leachate escape or gas explosion) in the vicinity of the archaeological
site could result in its destruction or damage. On the basis of the
sensitivity of the archaeology to such accidental destruction or damage
we call on the EPA and An Bord Pleanala to reject this application.

Unacceptable risk to nationally important infrastructure

International experience has shown that slope failure even in modern
engineered landfill facilities can result in waste travelling in excess of
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one kilometre from the landfill. The M1 motorway and main gas line are
only 250 metres from the landfill boundary and are within the predicted
pathway of a waste collapse. Damage and consequential closure of
one or both of these nationally important facilities is an unacceptable
risk. The failure of the EIS to address this eventuality is a justifiable
ground for refusal of this application.

Risk Assessment of Accidents

The GARLS document makes the following statement at page23,
3.2.3 Planning Applications

“Where the planning application and the PPC permit application are being
conducted in parallel then the accidents, hydrogeological, landfill gas,
particulate matter, and stability risk assessments produced for the permit
application can be used by the Agency to consider its response to the
planning application”

We have already discussed the absence of any attempt at a comprehensive
Stability Risk Assessment in the EIS. Sln‘g rly no Accident Risk
Assessment has been presented.
\% ,5*\
GARLS page 62, ” 7.4.2. PPC Permits”, gf?@és that

\\,\ S
“The sensitivity of the location will @g@ <p‘art|cularly crucial when considering the
consequences of failures that n:& Soccur at a landfill. The main use of the
accident scenarios will be tp ermining whether the proposed site is so
sensitive that a permit sho\u‘% not be issued, and for determining the
acceptability of risk man ement measures, monitoring, and contingency
planning. Where the copsequences of an accident are serious then the risk
management measures to prevent its occurrence must be correspondingly
more robust. In some cases, the consequences of an accident may be so
significant that a serious risk is posed notwithstanding the proposed
risk management measures, and this would make the Ilocation
unsuitable for a landfill.”

The potential sources of accidents to the environment at a landfill are
identified in the GARLS document at 4.1.4 “Source Term — Accidents”,

and are listed as release of leachate, release of landfill gas, fire and
explosion, and escape of waste. (See attached Appendix 5 “Landfill Fires
Guidance Document”).

Any of the above accident scenarios at the proposed landfill have potentially
lethal consequences. For example, a risk assessment of fire and explosion
would reveal the possibility of lethal traffic accidents and /or long term closure
of the M1. Yet no risk assessment for accidents is attempted in the EIS.

Fingal County Council by failing to adequately address or by

EPA Export 25-07-2013:20:56:58



omitting these important issues have failed in their statutory

duty. Consequently we request the EPA and An Bord Pleanala to reject this
application, and, on the basis of the above Slope Stability Risk Assessment to
declare this site unsuitable for a landfill.

lllegal Landfill Site within site.

The farm holding original owned by Mr Jim Monks (Which is now in the
ownership of Fingal County Council, acquired in 2006) lies within the
proposed land take for the Landfill site.

It is an integral part of the proposed site and the EIS should have contained
the comprehensive results of an Environmental Risk Assessment (Following
an internationally recognised code of practice for site investigations e.g.
British Standard) for this unregulated Waste Disposal Site.
&
As this Assessment was not carried out Fingal C@@nty Council are clearly in
breach of ministerial Direction (WIR04/05). & Q@
\O
EPA ‘Code Of Practice’ Environmental § gﬁb assessment for Unregulated
waste Disposal Sites (Oct 2006, pa,%eQzl@ states the following.
S
In relation to illegal sites that cqﬁﬁ%ﬁ%to existence since a waste licensing
regime was put in place, the @@y direction states that certain sites should at
all times be remediated suchdas

N
“Lands proximate to exi§t4°ng or planned residential development or
educational facilities, in which case remediation shall require the removal, in
the shortest practicable time, of all waste except where it is shown that an
alternative solution provides greater protection to the environment and the
health of the local population”.

As the unregulated waste site is within 250 metres of the local school
playground and six homes, it is imperative that all waste illegally disposed of
on the site is removed prior to embarking on the risk assessment process.

As Fingal County Council failed to meet their statutory obligation of keeping a
register of all wells with an extraction rate greater than 25 cubic metres (See
attached letter exhibit 6) the EIS failed to identify all wells south and east of
the proposed landfill site and no Source-Pathway-Receptor (S-P-R)
conceptual model for environment management was presented. To have an
illegal landfill site sitting within Europe’s largest dump would create another
variable that would make it impossible to identify the sources of pollution or
implement mitigation measures in such an event. The EIS review of the
unregulated site is totally inadequate and on this basis alone we call on the
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EPA and An Bord Pleanala to reject the Fingal County Council application and
instruct them to immediately remediate this site.

Health Impact assessment.

The EIS health impact assessment was proven to be totally unreliable and the
credibility of Dr Hogan’s research methodologies and presentation was
proven to consist of plagiarism. The selective representation of literature
reviews failed to give an accurate review of the health risks to the local
community. No survey was taken of the health status; age profile of the local
community and taking national demographics is insufficient. The local
community actually has a high number of aged, infants and highly vulnerable
people who would be severely impacted by the compulsory purchase order,
consequences or living in close proximity to a landfill. As no health impact
assessment was carried out on this basis alone we call on the EPA to reject
the Fingal County Council application. (See attached letter exhibit 7 from Dr
Anthony Staines )

Air Pollutants/Noise Pollution

As the traffic survey failed to carry out a detailed “TREP SURVEY” of proposed
movements of waste that would be coming to the@f’e it is impossible to
identify the number of trucks, haulage time of trip’ distances required.
Therefore we cannot calculate the polluta PQQ& put or noise output resulting
from the transport of waste from south, , east and north county Dublin. In
fact no comprehensive plan was preosg@g@d as to how waste would be brought
to the Dump. It is totally unclear wiigthér raw waste would be brought directly
to the dump or if waste would be scessed at bailing stations etc. It is evident
that Fingal County Council ha‘(?gjhot considered or investigated what the most
suitable option is from a Iogig@i&s, cost or environmental impact perspective,
The EIS only identifies mig@étion measures and without a detailed analysis of
the volume of pollutantsWhich will be introduced as a consequence of the
dump how can you ascertain that the mitigation measures will be adequate.
As no plan was presented in the EIS we cannot evaluate the risks posed by
the proposed dump and on this basis alone we call on the An Bord
Pleanala/EPA to reject the Fingal County Council application.

Need for site

Base upon the evidence presented (by CEWEP) at the Bord Pleanala hearing
on existing/approved landfill capacity in the greater Dublin region and the
national waste management policy of not developing new large scale sites we
maintain there is no need for an additional dump in the greater Dublin region.
Landfill has been eliminated in many countries and it is a non sustainable
model which only deals with the effects of waste, our emphasis must be on
avoidance and by granting a license to Fingal County Council we are making
life easy for the local authorities in the short term and failing to deal with the
root cause. It is imperative that we focus on sustainable models of managing
waste and any decision, which goes against this principal, is fundamentally
flawed and on this basis alone we call on the An Bord Pleanala/EPA to reject
the Fingal County Council application.

10
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Methane gas generated by site.

The EIS did not contain a detailed prediction of gas output, treatment process
or volume of pollutants that would be emitted to the atmosphere as a result of
the flaring or conversion of gas to energy. This proposed landfill is the largest
in Europe and if the scale factors are not incorporated into the EIS we are
unable to assess the risks posed to human health or the environment. There
was no source-pathway-receptor assessment carried out on the risk from
landfill gas migration This is a fundamental flaw and without the correct data
or conceptual risk modelling being carried out it is impossible to make an
informed decision. On this basis alone we call on the An Bord Pleanala/EPA
to reject the Fingal County Council application.

Landfill site design

As no detailed site design was presented to show footprint, how they intended
to maintain the 10 metres of clay cover, how they intended to reroute streams,
identify portions of site that would be below the water table level and how they
intended to deal with surface water or detailed capa@ﬂy analysis for
attenuation ponds, location or processing capablgs?/ The policy of Fingal
County Council appears to be “Trust Me”, ltgs gur belief that it is their
responsibility to prove that the proposedogiﬂ will not propose a threat to
human health or the environment. Wit “a detailed plan and correct data
this is a fundamental flaw of the EIQ\cﬁr@wnhout conceptual risk modelling
being carried out it is impossible L&m*éke an informed decision. On this basis
alone we call on the An Bord géé@ﬁ\ala/EPA to reject the Fingal County

Council application. \0
O

&

s

|_eachate migration.

There was no source-pathway-receptor assessment carried out on the risk
from leachate migration. This is yet another fundamental flaw in the EIS. In
fact the manner in which the topic was presented in the oral hearing would
lead one to believe that the leachate would be totally contained in the 10-
metre clay overburden. This is clearly not the fact and in our opinion was a
misrepresentation of the truth. As no detailed drilling/ sampling took place in
the maijority of the landfill site cell footprint it is not possible to ascertain the
vulnerability of the aquifer under the site.

Leachate treatment & disposal.

No detailed plan was provided showing the anticipated volume of leachate to
be treated over the years of the site development or the size of treatment
works required. The plan to pipe leachate over a significant distance to the
local foul sewer in Lusk takes no cognisance of the fact that this pipe will have

11
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to pass over local rivers and no risk assessment or monitoring plans were
presented. In fact the proposal is to transport the leachate to the Portrane
waste treatment works (this is not in place and no timing for completion of this
project was advised). It is therefore impossible to gauge if the correct
infrastructure will be implemented and the function of the EIS is to ascertain
that the correct infrastructure is being put in place to handle the leachate
produced. This is a critical area and by omitting this critical data and analysis
it is impossible to make an informed decision. On this basis alone we call on
the An Bord Pleanala/EPA to reject the Fingal County Council application.

Hydrogeoloqy
The GSI have designated the aquifer beneath the proposed landfill as “locally

important moderately productive” and as such a potential resource for
groundwater.

The EPA has identified this particular aquifer as being of exceptional potable
quality.

The GSI have identified the fault line immediately to the east of the proposed

landfill as being the area most likely suited in terms\é% sustainability and yield

for the location of future Public Water Suppl)&ab@?actlon wells in the locality.
& é\

The IFA have stated that the aquifer is ugég;‘%cally as a source of water for

the production and processing of mor ih half of Ireland’s vegetable

production, with an estimated annu@‘}@ ue to the local economy of 500 million

euros. 59 &
O \\
Accidental escape of large que ajfﬂltles of leachate from the landfill site could
Have the effect of permane polluting the groundwater down gradient of the

landfill where the majorltéb he estimated 150 horticultural wells are located.

Please refer to the attached reports prepared subsequent to the An Bord
Pleanala oral hearing by 4 eminent hydrogeological experts in which all
consistently highlight the inadequacy of the hydrogeological section of the EIS
and do not support the building of a Landfill site in the Neuvitt.

Mott McDonald report 15" November 2006 Appendix 8
White Young Green report 23RP November 2006 Appendix 9
Kevin Cullen report 7" November 2006 Appendix 10

GS! letter of October 24™ 2006 to EA Appendix 11

On this basis alone we call on An Bord Pleanala/EPA to reject the Fingal
County Council application.

Archaeology

We have addressed above the importance of the Archaeology on site and its
vulnerability to accidental damage. The map of the Odour Plumes predicted

12

EPA Export 25-07-2013:20:56:58



for at least the next 30 years extend across the main archaeology and would
render it sterile for development as a tourist attraction. This is unacceptable
and unprecedented and we call on the EPA to reject the application on this
basis alone.

Community consultation

Consultation should be on a reasonably informed basis on both sides and not
some courtly charade concerned more with the appearance of discussion and
interplay than with real dialogue. | attach correspondence with Mr Gilbert
Power Appendix 12 in which you can follow the trail of correspondence
inadvertently addressed to our group member, which demonstrates the
internal attitude of the most senior person with responsibility for Environment
within Fingal County Council to the local community. Our group don'’t “Enjoy”
spending their own personal time and finances to see our requests being
treated with such frivolity and their attitude is representative of the reckless
consideration we have been receiving from Fingal County Council throughout
this entire process.

The unwillingness of Fingal County Council to pro&p\g% any relocation plan to
the families faced with CPO and eviction cleir.lggéﬂects the lack of

consultation. 45)0@@
R \@G
On this basis alone we call on An Boggbﬁﬁanala/EPA to reject the Fingal
County Council application. 6@0@\«
$)

Yours truly,

( John Shortt
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Environmental Prqtectbn Agency
‘ pC Vlnensing.

Recs®d _ g JAN 2007

Initial§ —————

APPENDIX 1

“Guidance on Assessment of Risks from Landfill Sites”

UK Environment Agency
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Consultation Questions

Background

This guidance sets out what is required with respect to risk assessment for landfills. It is intended to provide
the framework to enable landfill operators to produce a structured risk assessment that relates to the
regulatory decisions that the Environment Agency must make. It does not provide all the necessary detail to
undertake individual risk assessments.

The following is a summary of the main issues raised in the guidance and upon which the Agency would
particularly welcome responses:

1. Scope of the document (Section 1)

The guidance covers risk assessments in respect of landfill gas, hydrogeological, stability, dust and
accidents. The main emphasis of the guidance is on decision-making with respect to PPC permit
applications.

Views are invited on the appropriateness of the scope of the guidance.
2. Risk Assessment Approach (Section 2)

The guidance describes the proposed approach to risk assessment,. This includes the use of a tiered
approach; the source pathway receptor methodology and the use gfenvironmental benchmarks to define
what may represent an acceptable impact. The Risk Screening ap{Sroach adopted by the guidance involves
basic scoring or ranking techniques to prioritise potential rislggi%*elation to each other. This approach would
place simple modelling and calculations primarily into the&?%g@e Risk Assessment tier.

o

Views are invited on the approach to risk assessmsﬁ?éiﬁ& the guidance, in particular the approach to Risk
Screening. S
Q$<\Q}

3. Expert Interpretation (sections 2 and 7)&\&34\\0

SR
The guidance stresses the need for expéq,@Qinterpretation. This is to ensure that any assumptions and
uncertainties are clearly identified and @iressed. The guidance also warns against undue reliance being
placed on quantitative model results.@ﬁii; is to ensure that modelling is only used where the understanding
of the site can support that use. o}

Views are invited as to the appropriateness of this emphasis and approach.

4. The Source, Pathways and Receptors (section 4)

The guidance describes the source of the risk, the pathways and the receptors with respect to each of the
risk assessment subjects.

Views are invited as to how the guidance deals with the source, pathways and receptors.

5. Risk Assessment Scenarios (section 5)

The guidance considers three categories of events to describe the operations of a landfill: normal, abnormal
and accidents. The guidance identifies example scenarios that can be considered in each of the risk
assessment subjects.

Views are invited on this approach to categorising the potential impact of landfills through normal and
abnormal occurrences and on how accidents are dealt with in the guidance. Views are invited on the
example scenarios provided.

6. Reporting of Human Health Impacts (section 6)
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Pollution is defined as emissions that may be harmful to human health or the quality of the environment, and
the risk assessment must therefore consider the potential impact on people and the environment. The
guidance gives recommendations as to how a risk assessment should be reported including the potential
impact on human health \

Views are invited on the reporting requirements in particular how the risk to individual receptors should be
reported and how the potential human health impact should be set out.

7. Decision-Making (section 7)

The guidance requires that the potential impact of the landfill is predicted for a variety of circumstances. The
predicted impact is then considered together with any proposed regulatory measures and best practice
operating techniques, in order to make a regulatory decision. The guidance stresses the need for expert
interpretation; simple numerical pass and fail criteria cannot be used in isolation to make a decision. The
Agency will make a decision based on professional judgement informed by the understanding of the landfill,
the resuits from all the risk assessments and any consultation responses.

Views are invited on how normal, abnormal and accidents are used in the decision-making process. Views
are also invited on whether the guidance provides a framework for a proportionate, consistent and
transparent decision based on evidence.

Who should read this consultation?
This document will be of interest to landfill operators. It will be of garticular interest to operators and

consultants involved in preparing a landfill PPC permit application. I&Will also be of interest to those bodies
who are consultees to the PPC application process or who may &ish to contribute to the decision-making

rocess. )
p O{\S\O&é\
How to respond to the consultation \Qo \,\},\@

Responses, requests for further copies, or querieg\@gﬁ’ding the scope or content of this paper should be
made to: Jill Rooksby (Landfill Sector Coordinaf Environment Agency, Olton Court, 10 Warwick Road,
Olton, Solihull, B92 7HX. email: jill.rooksby@gﬁv{m ment-agency.gov.uk. The closing date for responses is
Friday 30" July 2004. ({o\\ *{\é\

Where representative groups respond t%\%ﬁQe proposals in this paper it would assist the Agency if they
provided a summary of the people arz\%\‘lhe organisations that they represent. Please order your comments
under the same headings as thes<Consultation document. Responses may be made public uniess
confidentiality is specifically requesféd. All Reponses will be included in any statistical or other summary of
resulits.

Code of Practice on written consultation

This consultation document has been produced in accordance with the Cabinet Office Code of Practice on
written consultation.

The consultation criteria are:

1. Consult widely throughout the process, allowing a minimum of 12 weeks for written consultation at
least once during the development of the policy.

2. Be clear about what your proposals are, who may be affected, what questions are being asked and
the timescale for responses.

3. .Ensure that your consultation is clear, concise and widely accessible.

4. Give feedback regarding the responses received and how the consultation process influenced the
policy.

5. Monitor your department’s effectiveness at consultation, including through the use of a designated
consultation co-ordinator.

6. Ensure your consultation follows better regulation best practice, including carrying out a Regulatory
Impact Assessment if appropriate.
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Should consultees have any complaint or comment about how this consultation process is conducted they
may direct them to the following person, who is outside the Agency team responsible for the document:

Mr Jack Bradley, Environment Agency Corporate Affairs, 2430 The Quadrant, Aztec West, Almondsbury,
Bristol, BS32 4AQ. Telephone 01454 878786 or Email: jack.bradley@environment-agency.gov.uk

EPA Export 25-07-2013:20:56:58


mailto:jack.bradley@environment-agency.g0V.uk

Publishing Organisation
Environment Agency, Rio House, Waterside Drive, Aztec West, Alimondsbury,
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Website: www.environment-agency.gov.uk
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contained herein.
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\O

Statement of Use ogf’eb

This guidance is intended for use by 0 cy staff in assessing submitted risk

assessments. It will also be of use to lapdfil operators in assessing the risks from their

landfill facilities and when preparing rig&g%osessments in support of a PPC landfill permit

application. It is intended to highlighgﬂi\@?ey issues to be addressed by risk assessments,

and to direct readers to other detailggﬁsk assessment guidance where that already exists.
fé\
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Assessment ot Risks from Landfill Sites

1 INTRODUCTION
1.1 Background to the Guidance

Risk assessment is used in many areas of life as an aid to decision-making. It is
particularly relevant to areas of environmental decision-making such as the operation of
landfill sites. Landfill developments are almost always controversial and regulatory bodies
such as the Environment Agency and the planning authorities have to make decisions as
to whether the development is acceptable and what constraints should be imposed on the
operator to manage the risks from the landfill. These decisions will be closely scrutinised
by all interested parties.

In order to build and maintain public trust in the regulatory process, the Environment
Agency’s decision-making process should arrive at decisions that are:

¢ legal
¢ rational
e transparent @\0&
3
¢ justified Q& Q@o\
S
* understandable &

O <

L
These attributes are consistent with theo®{ﬁ>ciples of Managing Risks to the Public"
established by the Government's gisk<®improvement programme (http://www.hm-
treasury.gov.uk/media//8B2AE/risk_prificiples 220903.pdf). This initiative was set up

following a detailed review of risk mé’g@'ﬁ”ement across government (Strategy Unit, 2002).
O

$\
For landfill sites, risk assessme sforms an essential part of the decision-making process,
but it is only one part. The risks@assessment does not itself provide an answer but it informs
the process so that a rational and justified decision can be reached. The method of
reporting is important — a structured and well documented risk assessment, where
assumptions, limitations and areas of uncertainty are clearly presented provides the basis

for transparent decision-making. This guidance relates to risk assessments to support
decision-making in the regulation of landfill sites.

1.2 Purpose and Scope of the Guidance

This guidance document has been produced to promote the consistent application of risk
assessment techniques in relation to decision-making at landfill sites. It is intended to
provide the overall structure for undertaking and reporting a risk assessment for a landfill
site. It should allow Agency staff to understand what is required from a submitted risk
assessment. The guidance should also allow operators to understand what the required
objectives and outcomes of the risk assessment process should be. This guidance does
not provide all the detail needed to conduct a risk assessment for a landfill and reference
must be made to other guidance on risk assessment.

Risk assessment must be used by operators to develop their design and risk management
procedures for landfills. However the main emphasis of this guidance is on the production

External Consultation April 2004 Version 1.0 Page 1
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of risk assessments submitted in support of applications made to the Agency. In particular
to provide guidance to operators as to the Agency’s requirements for risk assessments
produced in support of Pollution Prevention and Control Permit applications. Section 3
addresses PPC requirements and Section 7 provides an overview of relevant legislation.

The guidance can also be used to determine the risk assessment requirements to support
the Agency’s decision-making in the following areas:

¢+ . consultations on planning applications
e variation applications

« surrender applications

The main scope of the guidance is limited to five areas of risk assessment:

+ Accidents and their Consequences

» Hydrogeology

¢ Landfill Gas é\é"
Particulate Matter & 7@
ey O &
«  Stability EAN
S

QY «
This guidance concentrates on the abcgt%@ay areas of concern specific to landfill sites.
The scope of the guidance does not in€iude a detailed consideration of “nuisance” such as
litter, although the “amenity” risk agseSsments are dealt with briefly in section 3.1.5. For
issues such as noise, reference sh@iﬂd be made to the PPC cross-sectoral guidance (see
Section 3.1.5). S
&

The guidance indicates how impacts on human health and on habitats should be
addressed. The guidance also covers how these impacts should be reported and how
they guide the decision-making process.

The guidance does not deal directly with determining Best Available Techniques (BAT) for
leachate and landfill gas treatment. The Agency is producing separate BAT guidance for
leachate treatment. The Agency guidance on the management of landfill gas forms the
basis for setting conditions in PPC permits that provide all appropriate measures to be
taken against pollution, to limit emissions and impact on the environment including human
health.

1.3 Additional Guidance
The main guidance that should be read in conjunction with this document is as follows:
Guidelines for Environmental Risk Assessment and Management (DETR et al., 2000);

IPPC H1 Horizontal Guidance: Environmental Assessment and Appraisal of BAT
(Environment Agency 2003);
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Assessment of Risks trom Landtill Sites

Hydrogeological Risk Assessments for Landfills and the Derivation of Groundwater Control
and Trigger Levels (Environment Agency 2003);

Guidance on the management of landfill gas (Environment Agency, 2004);

The Stability of Landfill Lining Systems Report No 1 Literature Review (Environment .
Agency, 2002); :

The Stability of Landfill Lining Systems Report No 2 Recommendations (Environment
Agency, 2002);

Guidance on monitoring of landfill leachate, groundwater and surface water (Environment
Agency, 2003);

Monitoring of Particulate Matter in Ambient Air around Waste Facilities, M17 (Environment
Agency, 2003);

Guidance on Landfill Completion (Environment Agency, 2004);

Guidance on applying the Habitats Regulations to waste management facilities (Appendix
6 of the Habitats Directive Handbook (Environment Agency, 2003).

1.4 Structure of the Guidance

&
Section 2 introduces some of the key concepts of risk assessment including a tiered
approach and discusses the different levels (tiers)(@fﬁgis?( assessment that may be required
at a landfill (Sections 2.4 to 2.7). The use %fp bdels and the iterative nature of risk
assessment is discussed (Sections 2.8 to 2.%)& S

Q
S
Sections 3.1 and 3.2 consider the risk @%og\eqésment requirements for PPC permitting and
planning respectively. ,\\@Q\O
Q®$\Q

Section 4 considers the sources, %é%ways and receptors. A distinction is made between
the source term for existing and new sites (Sections 4.1.1 and 4.1.2). Inert sites are
considered in Section 4.1.9. Séction 4.2 considers the main pathways for emissions and
the issue of how much detail is needed in understanding the processes involved (section
4.2.3). Section 4.3 deals with the receptors. Section 4.4 considers the setting of
environmental benchmarks against which to compare the impact of emissions. The issue
of background quality is dealt with in Section 4.5.

Section 5 sets out the different categories of operations that need to be considered
(Section 5.1), then looks at the scenarios that need to be addressed in the risk
assessments (Sections 5.4 to 5.10).

Section 6 deals with the methods of reporting.
Section 7 considers decision-making, setting out the legislation background (Section 7.1),
the assessment of impacts (Section 7.2) and regulatory decision-making (Section 7.3).

This includes decisions on landfill location (Section 7.4) and the risk management
measures (Section 7.5).
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Assessment ot Risks from Landfill Sites

2 OVERVIEW OF RISK ASSESSMENT FOR LANDFILLS
2.1 Background

Risk assessment is used widely within regulation, business and finance as a management
tool to aid decision-making. It involves the separate consideration of the likelihood and the
consequences of an event, for the purposes of making decisions about the nature and
significance of any risks, and how best to manage any unacceptable risks. It is an activity
which is familiar to and performed by us all, albeit intuitively.

Risk assessment requires an understanding of the source of a hazard, the characteristics
of a receptor that may be at risk from that hazard, and the means, or pathway, by which
the receptor may be affected by that hazard. Risk management typically involves answers
being sought to the following questions.

«  What hazards are present and what are their properties?

« How might the receptors become exposed to the hazards and what is the probability
and scale of exposure?

* Given exposure occurs at the above probability and m@%nltude what is the probability

and scale of harm? O@

)
* How significant is the risk and what are the u 3 inties?

5\
»  What needs to be done to prevent, contrgﬁggﬁmmmlse the risks?
S
S

The Agency adopts a tiered approaq gnswenng these questions, in accordance with
good practice, which is described its general guidance on environmental risk
assessment and management (D W% et al, 2000). The tiered approach is outlined in
Figure 2.1. By adopting a tier approach resources can be targeted where risks or
uncertainties are high thus ghsuring that the level of effort is proportionate and risk
reduction is maximised.

Clear definition of the problem allows screening and prioritisation of risks, which allows the
level of risk assessment to be matched to the needs of the problem. [ the risk
management decision cannot be made based on an initial Risk Screening assessment,

then more detailed approaches are used, focusing on the key risks identified. The
emphasis is on:

» understanding the environmental setting;
« employing simple, qualitative tools to identify and prioritise risks; and

» applying greater levels of quantified risk assessment according to need.

It is important that all risk assessments, are carried out in a robust, systematic and
transparent manner.
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Assessment ot Risks from Landtill Sites

It is important to distinguish between the terms risk and hazard. They are often used
interchangeably but have distinct and separate meanings. These are defined in DETR et
al., (2000) and are reproduced in Box 1 along with additional key terminology.

Box 1 — Definitions relevant to risk assessment

Consequences — the effects (or impacts) of a particular, situation or event. Impacts may be
positive (benefits) or negative (costs or harm). Risk assessments usually focus on assessing the
potential negative consequences (the harm) that may result from the realisation of the identified
hazards.

Harm - the damage to a receptor that results when a hazard is realised.

Hazard - a property or situation that in particular circumstances could lead to harm .

Risk - a combination of the probability, or frequency, of occurrence of a defined hazard, and the
magnitude of the consequences of the occurrence.

Risk assessment - the qualitative/quantitative estimation and characterisation of risks.

Risk management - the process of making and implementing decisions about accepting or
altering risks.

Pollution - emissions as a result of human activity which may be harmful to human health or the
quality of the environment, cause offence to any human senses, result in damage to material
property, or impair or interfere with amenities and other legitimate uses of the environment.

Any risk assessment should be carried out at a level o @p\gmplexity that is proportional to
the potential environmental hazard that the site ng@, the level of uncertainty, and the
likelihood of risks being realised. This important gti ﬁple means that the appropriate level
of risk assessment should be that which is suffi @ht to provide confidence in the predicted
impacts, in order to allow decision-making. “more sensitive the setting, the greater the
level of confidence required. '&\Oi\@\&

L
The purpose of carrying out anQéﬁ\\ér\onmental risk assessment is to inform a risk
management decision; that is, to determine what risk management measures need to be
taken to prevent and control theidentified risks. There may be more than one way of
managing the identified risks, gfid the decision as to which is the best option may need to
be informed by a detailed C()ptions appraisal taking into account relevant factors of
technology, economics, social issues and management. The Agency’s H1 guidance on
Environmental Assessment and Appraisal of Best Available Techniques (BAT) provides
guidance on comparing different risk management methods (Environment Agency 2003a).
Within this guidance, sections 7.4 and 7.5 describe the decision-making process with
respect to PPC permitting.

The risk management measures, both for any particular site and for the operations taking
place there, should be regarded as an integrated whole. A change to one part or element
of the system, such as the design standards, or the quality and content of record keeping,
or the training and competence of staff, will potentially change the effectiveness or
performance of the risk management system as a whole. This means that any proposed
changes to any part of a risk management system should be assessed for their effect on
the overall performance of the risk management measures, to ensure that the necessary
standards of environmental protection are maintained for that system and for the overall
site operations.
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allow application of tools in proportion
to the complexity and priority of the risk.
They also help in ensuring problems
are properly defined and scoped out
prior to the application of numerical
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Guidance on Environmental Risk
assessment and Risk Management
(DETR, Environment Agency and
Institute for Environment and Health,
2000).
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Assessment of Risks from Landtill Sites

2.2 The ‘Source-Pathway-Receptor’ Concept as the Basis for Risk Assessments

Fundamental to the good practice framework for risk assessment shown in Figure 2.1 is
the source-pathway-receptor approach. For a risk to exist there must be an identified or
plausible relationship between the three individual components of:

+ source - i.e. the hazardous substance or material

« pathway - i.e. the mechanism by which the receptor and source can come into contact
(e.g. by a hazardous event or action on site giving rise to a release of the hazardous
substance or material to atmosphere or to ground)

* receptor — i.e. the entity (e.g. human, water body, ecosystem, building, etc.) that is
vulnerable to the adverse effects of the hazardous substance or material

These are discussed in detail in Section 4 but an overview is provided below.

The ‘source’ for waste management facilities is defined by the hazardous properties of the
waste types and operations to which they will be subjected on an existing or proposed site.

‘Pathways’ are the means by which the identified hazar °§re transferred from the source
into the environment and from there to any deﬁr&ed\ﬁeceptors’. These include, but not
necessarily restricted to: O(io'\é\

G

RN
* releases to atmosphere such as Ian{c\ﬂ@@ﬁas and particulate matter (atmospheric
pathway) §Z°®

» releases to the sub-surface envir@i\m‘ﬁnt such as leachate and landfill gas (sub-surface

pathway) QQQQ

S\
§)
» releases to surface water su(gﬁ‘as a leachate breakout (surface water pathway)
OO

If humans (or animals) are exposed to hazardous substances or emissions via one or
more of the above pathways, harm to their health may occur through a number of

“‘exposure pathways”. For example, in the case of releases to atmosphere, exposure may
be via inhalation or ingestion (see section 5.9).

Receptors are those entities that are liable to be adversely affected by the identified
hazards. These include, but are not necessarily restricted to:

» people outside the site boundary
» properties outside the site boundary

» ecosystems, especially sites (but not exclusively) designated in accordance with the

Habitats and Birds Directives
+ surface water in the vicinity of the site
» groundwater in the vicinity of the site

« atmosphere, which is a receptor in regard to the risk of climate change.
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Assessment ot Risks trom Landfill Sites

If it can be shown that there is no plausible connection or pathway between potential
releases from a specified hazardous source and environmental receptors, which are
known or expected to exist in the vicinity of the site, then the situation cannot be
considered to present a risk. In this case, there is no plausible source-pathway-receptor
relationship.

Box 2 - Examples of potential human health source- pathway-receptor linkages
There is potential for wide exposure to dust/particulate matter from landfills and there is likely to be a complete
source-pathway-receptor linkage at all landfills.

Deposits of dust, combustion products and/or raw gas constituents in areas of food production such as
allotments or market gardens:or irrigation of crops with contaminated water can occur and could impact on
receptors including people. Accidental or deliberate consumption of soil may be an appropriate consideration,
for example, where there are domestic dwellings with gardens.

Some of the trace constituents of landfill gas have known hazardous properties. Landfill gas, if not collected
and treated, can be dispersed over a wide area with varying levels of dilution depending upon the
meteorological and topographical conditions. At all landfills producing gas, where there are relevant receptors,
there will be the potential for a complete source-pathway-receptor Iinkag%,j
N
The emissions from landfill gas flares and engines have differera}Q%\haracteristics because of the different
nature of the combustion but both have the potential to progaé"g/ﬁmpounds harmful to human heaith. Where
there are relevant receptors, there will be the potential gefgitoomplete source-pathway-receptor linkage from
aerial combustion product emissions. Q\\}Q >

RS
Where there is a drinking water supply down ggai?\@ﬁ?@\of the landfill there will be the potential for a complete
source-pathway-receptor linkage. Public \gaf?gt[o?&supplies from groundwater are carefully monitored and
! controlled and there is often some form of%v@r treatment prior to use. The impact of leachate contamination
: on a public drinking water borehole would e a major environmental and water resource incident. Provided the
‘1 problem is identified and the source-pgﬁ/vay —receptor linkage is broken, the impact would be the loss of the
| resource rather than an impact on ;fu%lic health. For a landfill situated on or in a non aquifer, with no private
\ drinking water supplies and no surface water receptors, there would be no need to consider the human health
i impact of drinking contaminated water as for this scenario there would be no potential complete source-
‘ pathway-receptor linkages. In this case, other environmental pathways and receptors might require more
attention.

A decision that a plausible source-pathway-receptor relationship exists does not always
mean that there must be firm evidence of the presence of all three components. However,
it must be evident that the source has hazardous properties that have the potential to
adversely affect the receptors in question. Furthermore, the presence of the receptors
must be proven or be a realistic possibility. It may not always be possible to prove the
presence of a pathway linking the two, but again this should be a realistic likelihood rather
than a purely theoretical possibility.

In making decisions about source-pathway-receptor relationships for waste management
facilities, it is important to give consideration to taking a precautionary approach in the light
of expected changes and events over the lifetime of the facility. These may result in the
nature of the relationship changing with time. For example, changes to the physical and/or
chemical structure and composition of waste materials will influence the nature of the
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associated hazard(s). Decisions should be made on a site-specific basis, bearing in mind
the need to take both a proportionate and precautionary view.

If a plausible source-pathway-receptor relationship is identified for a particular site, this will
normally be taken by the Agency to demonstrate the need for appropriate risk
management measures to prevent the anticipated risks being realised. In many cases,
robust decisions about the presence of a plausible source-pathway-receptor relationship
will be sufficient for decision-making about the need for risk management measures. The
resources applied to risk assessment should be proportional to the risk and this means
that it may not always be necessary to undertake a detailed quantitative risk assessment.
An exception is where detailed quantitative assessment of the probability and scale of
risks involved may be necessary to enable detailed design of the risk management
measures, for example, design of landfill liner systems. In other cases, simple
assessments of probabilities and consequences may be sufficient to inform decision-
making.

The basis of the tiered approach to risk assessment (see Figure 2.1) is that the level of
effort put into assessing risk reflects the nature and complexity of the risk. For many
waste management facilities, it will be more appropriate to put most effort into design and
management of the facility, provided that robust initial decisions are made about source-
pathway-receptor relationships, and the location of thg site is potentially acceptable.
Identification of such relationships requires a good g{ﬁderstandmg of the environmental
setting and the processes that could result in r@é ors being exposed to the particular
hazards.
&Q S

2.3 Problem Formulation (Including C‘Q%éptual Model Development)

Understanding the problem to whng[‘r (&é risk assessment is to be applied is a critical
precursor to any risk assessment <Q@“cess This involves formally defining what the risk
assessment is actually for. This efisures a clear understanding as to the intentions and
boundaries of the risk assessr@é(ﬁ The main method of understanding the problem that
the risk assessment must address is through the development of the conceptual model of
the landfill.

In this guidance the term conceptual model means an understanding of the landfill
(including the design and operational fundamentals) in its environmental setting. This
understanding is then used as the basis for conducting the risk assessment.

It is important to recognise that the conceptual model is not just an understanding of the
site setting alone. Without the understanding of the basic design and operational
principles of the landfill (for example elements such as waste types, schematic
containment design, cell sizing, gas management provisions etc) it is not possible to fully
consider the relationship between the site and its environment. The development of the
conceptual model is important since, if there is a misunderstanding of the basic concepts
of the site’s design or environmental setting, then any consideration of the risk will be
flawed. The conceptual model is likely to change, with time. For example, monitoring is
likely to provide an increased knowledge of the site illustrating the need to continually
review and update the conceptual model (section 2.8) as more data are gathered and
interpreted.
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The conceptual model must identify possible sources, pathways and receptors and the
processes that are likely to occur along each of those pollutant linkages. The conceptual
model should incorporate a broad range of information into a single coherent model, for
example, information on:

+ geology
» hydrogeology and hydrogeochemistry

* hydrology

» topography

+ landfill development
+ local ecology

* human populations

+ chemical analysis e.g. leachate and landfill gas

A conceptual model may use some or all of this informatigg- depending on the nature and

complexity of the risks and the sensitivity of the sﬂ;@@ A conceptual model may be
presented in a visual form, that is, in diagrams m%& ting the various source-pathway-
receptor linkages and in writing, possibly in tab?@@lng the same information.

There should be only one conceptual modgﬁ?@the landfill site submitted as part of a PPC
permit application. There must not be@@p%rate accident, hydrogeological, landfill gas,
particulate and stability conceptual m

General guidance on the develogﬁent of conceptual site models for sub-surface
contaminant transport has been O%gibhshed by the Agency (Environment Agency, 2001).

It is important to recognise thg’t the conceptual model will not always be at the same level
of detail. The level of detail will vary depending upon the complexity of the risk assessment
to be undertaken. For instance a complex hydrogeological assessment may require a
~ detailed understanding of the attenuation properties of the unsaturated zone in order to
predict the behaviour of contaminants in that pathway. The level of uncertainty in the
understanding of the site’s setting is also an important consideration in determining the
level of detail required in the conceptual model.

The information requirements that form part of the overall conceptual model are often
related to the information needed for modelling tools at different levels of assessment. The
overall principle is that the understanding of the site and its environmental setting must
provide the Agency with sufficient confidence that the risk assessment is considering the
correct issues i.e. the problem formulation is correct. For more sensitive locations, it is
likely to be important to understand the landfill and its setting in greater site-specific detail.
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2.3.1 Best Practice and Best Available Techniques (BAT)

Best practice landfill management techniques must be incorporated into the conceptual
model. There are many examples of past risk assessments for biodegradable landfills
where the risk of lateral migration of gas is considered and the suggested risk
management measures are a barrier and active gas extraction. These risk management
measures should be considered at the start of the assessment. The conceptual model and
Risk Screening are the most important stages in determining the best practice
requirements. The risk assessment process should be used to refine, where necessary,
the best practice requirements. The requirements for risk management measures at a
landfill will always be a mixture of best practice and the site-specific requirements
determined through a risk assessment. At the PPC application stage the proposed design
must form part of the conceptual model.

Meeting the technical requirements in the Landfill Regulations should be taken to fulfil the
relevant requirements of the IPPC Directive (96/61/EC). The Landfill Regulations provide
some specific technical requirements for each of the three different classes of landfill
(landfills for inert, non-hazardous or hazardous wastes). The conceptual model must
include the relevant requirements for that landfill type. Box 3 gives some examples of
these technical requirements. &

N

Where the Landfill Regulations do not provide any ﬁgciﬁc technical requirements, for
example leachate treatment, the guidance proqpégﬂ by the Agency in respect to BAT
should be applied in order to prevent or gﬁi@‘ﬁvisa control emissions such that no
significant pollution is caused. In order togsceinply with BAT requirements, landfill gas
combustion should be carried out accor@dﬁ(@x o Agency guidance on the Management of
Landfill Gas (Environment Agency 200@\&nd associated guidance. Where landfill gas is
being generated it must be colle 'ﬁ&nd appropriately treated and it is essential to
understand that best practice and/o 0<B\est Available Techniques are used to determine the
majority of risk management measures for landfill gas. For such directly associated
activities the H1 methodologyoﬁnvironment Agency 2003a) can be used to assess the
significance of the emissions and prioritise areas for control.

Box 3 - Examples of Landfill Regulation Requirements

Landfills must have a geological barrier (Paragraph 2 of Schedule 2).

A landfill for non-hazardous waste must have a leachate collection (including an artificial sealing liner) and
extraction system (with few exceptions) as well as a geological barrier (Paragraph 3 of Schedule 2).

Where leachate coliection is necessary, leachate accumulation at fhe base of the site shall be kept to a
minimum (Paragraph 3 of Schedule 2).

Landfill gas must be collected from all landfills receiving biodegradable waste and the landfill gas must be
treated and, to the extent possible, used. Landfill gas which cannot be used to produce energy must be flared
(Paragraph 4 of Schedule 2).

Landfill gas management must be carried on in manner which minimises damage to or deterioration of the
environment and risk to human health (Paragraph 4 of Schedule 2).
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2.4 Tiered Approach to Risk Assessment

The tiered approach allows the level of detail in a risk assessment to be proportionate to
the nature and complexity of the risk being addressed. There are three tiers of risk
assessment - Risk Screening, Simple Risk Assessment and Complex Risk Assessment.
The level of detail required increases at each tier with the risk assessment focussing more
closely on high priority risks identified in the previous stage as requiring further
investigation. Each tier of risk assessment is described in the subsequent sections.

The necessary level of a risk assessment will always be a site-specific determination.
Many factors such as uncertainty in data and site understanding will affect the level of risk
assessment but Risk Screening will guide prioritisation of risks to be taken forward for
more detailed assessment. Other factors that affect the level of risk assessment are
sensitivity of the environment including the presence of relevant receptors and the
confidence in how the models used represent the site-specific circumstances. The
selected level(s) of assessment for each risk assessment topic, identified in Section 1.2,
should be explicitly justified in the risk assessment report. The relevant reporting criteria
are given in Section 6.1.4.

2.5 Tier 1- Risk Screening )
&
Risk Screening is the first tier of risk assessment and ﬁé\\/olves the initial consideration of
the risks associated with a landfill. Risk Screening&ﬁﬁ%ed to determine whether the landfill
represents, or potentially represents, a risk t eptors. This process typically involves
identification of possible source-pathway-reseptor linkages from the conceptual model,
and an initial assessment of the likelihogt sahd magnitude of any effects that could be
associated with each pollutant linkages ere there are no complete potential source-
pathway-receptor linkages then theo\'ﬁ}&\& need not be considered further. Based on the
assessment of the likelihood and tﬁ@Q?\;onsequences of effects, the Risk Screening stage
should also prioritise the risks suqb*(fhat the efforts in any subsequent, more detailed, risk
assessment stage can be focug@\ on those risks identified as important.
C

Risk Screening should:

+ identify complete source-pathway-receptor linkages

* screen out insignificant risks
» prioritise the risks and receptors

* provide an initial assessment of the impacts at a receptor

It is recommended that the Agency should be consulted on the Risk Screening
assessment prior to making a PPC application. This will facilitate discussion between the
operator and the Agency on the understanding of the site and the priorities for the
subsequent risk assessment work.
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Various approaches to Risk Screening have been developed, common criteria used are:

 Identification and magnitude of consequences — Risk Screening can be based on
an initial evaluation of the likely pathways between the source and any potential
receptors.

Characterising the nature of the hazard requires a consistent measure to be used and
usually reflects the importance of the hazard in relation to others. For example, one
measure might be the relative toxicity to likely receptors of the chemical components
of leachate.

* Probability of consequences — The likelihood of exposure to the hazard being
realised can be roughly estimated using coarse indicators at the Risk Screening stage.

» Significance of the risk — This reflects the harm that may result if exposure to the
hazard actually occurs. The screening of impacts or consequences should take
account of their nature, geographical extent, timing and duration, and their likely
importance.

This level of assessment involves basic scoring or ranking tgchniques to prioritise potential
risks in relation to each other. Risk Screening may be based on numerical scoring scales
such as low (1) to high (5) to score both probability and’consequence, or qualitative scales
where probability and consequences are ranked ®0§scale of, say, low to high. Examples
of basic risk matrices are provided in Figure M@énd 2.2b; these are only intended to be
illustrative and are not a prescriptive appr@é?gﬁ\. Whatever scoring or ranking method is
used, the key to effective Risk Screenin%}isig@nsistency and transparency of approach.
§)

K

. . AN
Figure 2.2a lllustrative example of basw(gjs‘k%atrlces
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Figure 2.2 b lllustrative example of basic risk matrices
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The use of calculations is not usually necessary at the Risk Screening stage as these
would normally be undertaken at Tier 2, or Simple Risk Assessment stage (section 2.6).

However, at some sites it may be useful to include gbog}pmg calculations in the Risk
Screening process as an aid to conceptual model de X@fopment This may include use of
gas generation models such as GasSim (Enwron@érﬁ Agency 2002a). The use of models
at the Risk Screening stage can be helpgaP vhen, say, updating an existing risk
assessment. When using scoping calculat:gﬁ Stisks may be prioritised by, for example,
comparing chemical concentrations Ld\@ e leachate and gas to appropriate
standards/criteria to establish which mg?@é the important substances to consider. In this -
guidance these criteria are called egﬁ{\&mental benchmarks. Guidance on the selection
and use of environmental benchmaflgﬁs provided in Section 4.4.
§)
2.6 Tier 2 - Simple Risk Assg@s\\ment
OO

Simple Risk Assessments (Figure 2.1) should be carried out for landfills when the Risk
Screening is insufficient to make an informed decision on the risks posed by the site.
Simple risk assessments will be appropriate where there is confidence that the source-
pathway-receptor linkages described in the conceptual model are well understood, the site
is of low sensitivity and where the Risk Screening has not identified any receptors that
would be particularly susceptible to the consequences of emissions. In reality, most
landfills will require a Simple Risk Assessment for further investigation of priority risks
identified during the Risk Screening process. Many of the source-pathway-receptor
linkages are well understood and will require further consideration (see Section 4 for
further information on the sources, pathways and receptors).

The level of detail will differ from that required at the Risk Screening tier mainly through a
more detailed understanding of the source and particularly the pathways. More site-
specific data will need to be collected for a Simple Risk Assessment. This data might be
the site-specific concentrations of components in leachate and landfill gas; ambient dust
concentrations etc. The criteria against which to compare this data must be appropriate
for the receptor(s) of concern and might include site-specific environmental benchmarks
(see section 4.4). Criteria used in the Simple Risk Assessment must be conservative in
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order that non-significant risks can be identified and “screened out’. It is the use of
conservative assumptions that may allow a Simple Risk Assessment to provide sufficient
confidence that the impacts would be acceptable.

Typically, quantitative calculations should be used in Simple risk assessments. These are
often based on generic information and data with conservative input parameters,
assumptions and methods. A simple assessment may sometimes use probabilistic models
such as LandSim 2.5 (Environment Agency 2003d) though often single values will be used
rather than probability distributions.

Where conservative assumptions in a Simple Risk Assessment result in unacceptable
predicted impacts, then it is not sufficient to conclude that if less conservative assumptions
were to be used the situation would be acceptable. It would be more appropriate to
complete a further iteration of the Simple Risk Assessment with less conservative inputs
providing these are robust and can be justified. Alternatively, high priority risks may require
more detailed investigation in a Complex Risk Assessment.

2.7 Tier 3 - Complex Risk Assessment

Complex Risk Assessments should be carried out when: .
NS

&
+ A Simple Risk Assessment indicates an unacce\eta@ level of risk, or
N S

+ There is sufficient uncertainty regarding thg@%@ce-pathway-receptor linkages and the
use of conservative assumptions does ngyﬁ@ ide the basis for a decision, or
+ The site setting is sufficiently sensith&@f@@?varrant detailed assessment and a high level
of confidence is required to ensur@% the site does not pose any significant pollution
risk. EL
N
A Complex Risk Assessment @ﬁould focus on those source-pathway-receptor linkages
where risks have not been“"screened out’. This means that different areas of risk
assessment (accidents, hydrogeological, landfili gas, particulate and stability risk
assessments — see Section 1.2) may require different levels of complexity — the examples
in Box 4 illustrate this point.

Box 4 - Examples of different levels of complexity within landfill risk assessment

A landfill in a former clay pit with a significant natural geological barrier overlying a minor aquifer may not need
a Complex hydrogeological assessment. It may however require a Complex landfill gas assessment
depending upon the source-pathway-receptor linkages.

Within the landfill gas risk assessment, a site with receptors for aerial pathways may require a Complex Risk
Assessment of the emissions from flares and engines. If a weak source-pathway-receptor linkage is present
for subsurface emissions then a Simple Risk Assessment may be appropriate for the same site.

Complex Risk Assessments are detailed quantitative assessments and require more
detailed site-specific information. The conceptual model for a Complex Risk Assessment
would typically require a high level of detail. For instance, more site investigation may be
required to understand the local hydrogeological pathways and to gather site-specific
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information on geochemical properties such as cation exchange capacity. Site-specific
topographical data (terrain and buildings) would usually be needed to understand the
pathways for aerial dispersion.

Complex risk assessments often use probabilistic techniques. Probabilistic modelling
techniques can take account of the inherent variability of a heterogeneous waste body and
the environmental setting. Complex Risk Assessments will often use sophisticated
modelling tools such as new generation air dispersion models. A Complex stability
assessment will often use models based on, for example, finite element analysis
techniques.

2.8 lteration in Risk Assessments

Risk assessment is an iterative process. This means that information gathered through
undertaking the risk assessment (or through monitoring) is fed back into earlier stages and
the process begins again. The understanding of the site will be refined (and may change)
throughout the life of the site as more information is gathered and interpreted. The
conceptual model must be continually updated to ensure that the fundamental
understanding of the landfill site is correct. For example, monitoring or site investigations
may provide information on groundwater levels that may ne&essitate a change in a number
of assumptions in the conceptual model; this could then gequire a new iteration of the risk
assessment &
S
When operators are designing their site theycy@({lgboommonly go through a number of risk
assessment iterations before arriving at thei %&ferred option. The Agency will rarely see
these iterations. In practice, the operator gqﬂ!\qshbmit the version of the risk assessment that
reflects the specific proposals in the gﬁ@%ation. For regulatory decision-making, unless
the Agency requires further risk as '§§i§>\ent work, the decision will be based on the final
iteration of the risk assessment sub\ﬁiﬁed with an application.

,\O
It is important to understandoqtﬁ\at the risk assessment process does not end at the
application stage. The risk“assessment and conceptual model must be reviewed
throughout the life of the site. Reviews should be undertaken at the annual review of the
monitoring plan and data required by the PPC permit, at any point of relevant change in
operation, at the four yearly review required by the Groundwater Regulations, and for
surrender. The risk assessment process is only really complete when the Agency has
accepted the surrender of the permit or waste management licence.

2.9 The Use of Models in Risk Assessment

There are a large number of models that can be used for each of the different risk
assessment topics and at different stages of a risk assessment. It is essential to recognise
that models are tools to be used in a risk assessment and that they are not the whole risk
assessment. It has not been uncommon in the past for a LandSim model to be submitted
on its own with the intention of satisfying the hydrogeological risk assessment requirement.
GasSim models have been submitted as a landfill gas risk assessment. A model is not a
risk assessment. It has often been argued that if the Agency has “agreed” (or not objected)
to the input parameters then when the result shows an “acceptable discharge” (e.g. where
a LandSim model predictions are below the environmental benchmark) then the
assessment has definitively demonstrated that the impact is acceptable. This misses the
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important point that the limitations and assumptions in the model and the conceptual
model all have to be considered in the decision-making process.

There are a large number of models that could be used for different aspects and levels of
risk assessment. There are, however, some general points that should be considered for
all models.

+ Is the model applicable for the site (the conceptual model) and the scenarios to be
considered i.e. is it fit for purpose?

* Is the model appropriate for the level of risk assessment considered?
+ Are the limitations of the model clearly understood and reported?

+ Has the model been validated?

+ Are all the assumptions clearly stated?

+ Are the key assumptions clearly identified?

+ Are all input parameters justified and appropriate for the level of risk assessment i.e.
site-specific for a complex assessment? 2

&
» Has a sensitivity analysis been carried out? i.e. ii&ﬁe significance of changes in the

parameters clear? o&g\‘é\
S\
* Have all relevant uncertainties been iden%ﬁ%ﬁ“gnd appropriately addressed?
&\OQQ&QQ
&
2.9.1 Model Headroom BO
NN\
SN

A paper produced by the Agencyj\s,oﬁir Quality Modelling and Assessment Unit a “Risk
based pragmatic approach to address model uncertainty” (Environment Agency, 2002b)
considers “model headroom”. ﬁ is a measure of how close the predicted contribution
and background levels are to the environmental benchmark (Environmental Assessment
Level (EAL) or Air Quality Standard) — see section 4.4. Where the contribution of the
emission and the existing background is close to the benchmark there is low model
headroom. Where the combination of background and the impact of the emission are far
from the benchmark then model headroom is high.

Model Headroom = (EAL — (background levels + predicted impact))/EAL (1)

This approach is directly applicable to landfill gas and particulate risk assessments. For
the hydrogeological risk assessment, it may be possible to use the “model headroom’
approach for List 1l substances, however it is not appropriate for List | substances since
these must be prevented from entering groundwater. The Agency’'s guidance on
Hydrogeological Risk Assessments should be referred to for more information
(Environment Agency, 2003b). Model headroom can be generated by providing a
predicted impact which can be added to the known baseline concentrations and compared
to a relevant environmental quality standard as in equation (1) above. This approach may
be particularly relevant where there is a quality objective for a surface water or other water
body receptor. For air quality the predicted impact would be the maximum ground level
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concentration. Where probabilistic models have been used for the hydrogeological
assessment then the 95% confidence limit value would normally be used.

2.9.2 Model Confidence

Model confidence is an indication of the complexity of the modelled scenario (i.e. terrain
and buildings) and the quality of the input data (i.e. meteorological data). Where there is
high confidence in the model and high model headroom then there may be no need for
further modelling. Conversely low confidence and low model headroom clearly requires
more detailed modelling work.

Model confidence can be considered on the basis of how exactly the site fits into the
scenarios for which the model was developed (i.e. the complexity of the geology and
hydrogeological systems, for instance faulting) and how much confidence there is in the
input parameters. Confidence in input parameters may depend on the quality and quantity
of monitoring and on site investigation data providing an understanding of site-specific
material properties and hydrogeological behaviour.

2.9.3 Model Reporting

It is important that the limitations and applicability of all n@ggls used are understood by the
operator and that this understanding is reflected i &he risk assessment report. With
respect to the reporting requirements the foIIowing\\étﬁuld be considered.

e§>
« The limitations and applicability should b@?@éorded
« Enough information to run commergﬁgé%vallable models should be provided
+ Electronic versions of input data@@%ld be provided

« Copies of in-house models s ld be supplied along with the technical specifications,
user documentation, moO validation documents and appropriate benchmarking
studies

« An interpretation of results and comparison of predicted impacts to environmental
benchmarks by an appropriate person should be provided

* Allinput parameters and assumptions recorded and justified
+ Evidence of senior QA/QC review

+ A sensitivity analysis should be provided

Appendix E of H1 (Environment Agency 2003a) summarises the reporting requirements for
air dispersion modelling and the Hydrogeological risk assessment guidance (Environment
Agency 2003b) provides reporting requirements for modelling risks to groundwater.

It is always important to remember that the use of any model forms only part of the risk
assessment and the reporting must place it in the overall context of the site.

External Consultation April 2004 Version 1.0 Page 18

EPA Export 25-07-2013:20:57:00



Assessment ot Risks from Landtill Sites

3 RISK ASSESSMENT FOR POLLUTION PREVENTION AND CONTROL (PPC) AND
PLANNING

3.1 Pollution Prevention and Control

The application for a Pollution Prevention and Control (PPC) permit requires the
production of a risk assessment covering accidents and their consequences,
hydrogeological risk, landfill gas, particulate matter, stability and a Habitats Directive
assessment. No part of the assessment should be considered in isolation. If the landfill gas
assessment is passed to the operator's gas experts, the hydrogeological assessment to
the hydrogeologists and the stability assessment to the engineers, who all separately work
on their own section then this will not adequately reflect the interactions between these
areas. It is crucial that the overall risk assessment process is based on a single conceptual
model and all the interactions between risk assessment topics are considered. Examples
of the interactions between the risk assessment topics are provided in Box 5. Section 5.2
considers further the interactions between the different risk assessment topics identified in
Section 1.2.

Box 5 — Examples of interactions between the components of the risk assessments

For cell and phase design, the aim is likely to be minimising leachate ggneration, but it should also produce
sufficient depths of waste to allow active gas extraction to be estgblished as soon as possible and must
produce waste slopes that are stable. Gas fluxes are likely to be hié}\est through waste slopes so the design

should aim to minimise the period these temporary slopes slgg&*l.ok]d@xist.
5\

O~
Leachate recirculation is often briefly mentioned onlyipda leachate management section. However, it has
implications for gas management, as it can subst y increase gas generation rates. Leachate recirculation
also has implications for stability as it can increa@% the moisture content in sections of the waste mass.

PO _

Although experts will be required foc€onsider each topic, it is vital that the individual risk
assessment topics are considered" together by the operator to produce a coherent risk
assessment for the landfill aog?% whole. The Agency’s guidance on the design and
operation of landfill sites (ERVironment Agency 2004a) considers these interactions in
landfill design. Agency staff must also ensure that the separate risk assessments
submitted in support of an application are not considered separately when determining the
application.

3.1.1 Assessment of Hydrogeological Risk

The Agency’s guidance on assessing hydrogeological risk (Environment Agency, 2003b)
gives an indication of the likely level of such an assessment based on the waste types and
environmental setting and reference should be made to that guidance. The level of the
assessment will depend on the sensitivity of the site. In practice, most landfills for
hazardous and non-hazardous waste will require complex risk assessments unless they
are located in low sensitivity environments, due to the need to reduce uncertainty, and the
difficulties in obtaining adequate site-specific data. Source-pathway-receptor linkages to
water supplies identified during Risk Screening would be likely to require a complex
assessment with respect to human health. Similarly, linkages to receptors identified within
the Habitats Directive (Section 5.10) may also require a Complex Risk Assessment.
Before proceeding with a Complex Risk Assessment, a robust examination of the
probability of the hazard being realised and the potential consequences should have been
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carried out during Risk Screening (Tier 1). Where appropriate, a Simple Risk Assessment
(Tier 2) should have been undertaken to identify the most significant risks and provide a
focus for the Complex Risk Assessment.

3.1.2 Assessment of Landfill Gas Risk

People are the primary receptors of concern with respect to the hazards associated with
landfill gas. In general, a Complex Risk Assessment employing air dispersion modelling
using appropriate models (such as AERMOD or ADMS) is likely to be required at the PPC
permitting stage for all landfills taking biodegradable waste. The Agency has produced
general guidance on air dispersion modelling (Environment Agency 2002c). A Complex
Risk Assessment for landfill gas is likely to be required for landfills for hazardous wastes.
In both cases, it is important that Risk Screening (Tier 1) and Simple Risk Assessment are
undertaken first to ensure that the Complex Risk Assessment is robust and correctly
focussed.

3.1.3 Assessment of the Risk from Particulate Matter

For the assessment of risk from particulate matter, at Risk Screening, there should be a
consideration of whether there are waste streams possgssing a hazardous property,
where the physical characteristics of the waste will allow’ particulate generation and the
presence of human receptors. Generation from area ources as well as the waste deposit
should be considered so the phasing and restora@jg@lans will be critical.

O <

Risk Screening should be used to identify w@‘%@% quantitative assessment is required. The
procedure for identifying risks from | iis (Environment Agency 2003e) provides
guidance on making this determinatioongé(b% level of risk assessment will be dependent on
the waste types and operations pg{@,\@q&d at the landfill. For landfills for non-hazardous
wastes, it is likely that a Simple Risj@ﬂ\ssessment would be justified but a Complex Risk
Assessment may not be necess J. More detailed quantitative assessment would usually
be justified for particulate matg%ﬁgg a landfill for hazardous wastes.

The impact of the landfill on sites covered by the Habitats Directive must be assessed
(Section 7.1.7) and the particulate matter assessment must consider receptors identified
within the Habitats Directive. Risk Screening should take account of the proximity of the
landfill to a European Site, as designated under the Habitat Regulations 1994. If the landfill
site is within 2km/5km of a European Site (Special Area of Conservation (SAC) or Special
Protection Area (SPA)) then further consideration of waste type, site controls, likely
pathways and the sensitivity of the Interest features identified within the SAC or SPA is
required. It will be necessary for the operator to provide sufficient information for the
Agency to conclude that the landfill will have no adverse effect on the integrity of any
relevant European sites and this may entail a Complex Risk Assessment.

3.1.4 Assessment of the Stability Risk

The level of complexity of the stability assessment will depend mainly upon the complexity
of the natural geology and the design of the structures within the site, rather than the
sensitivity of the setting. It is necessary for the operator to provide sufficient confidence

that stability and integrity of the structures are assured. For simple slopes without a
complex geology there may be little need for detailed assessment whereas steep slopes
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will require much more consideration. For example, Risk Screening with the provision of
evidence of an unsaturated zone beneath the base of a site may be sufficient to screen out
the need to assess basal heave. The principle is that the assessment must provide
sufficient confidence that stability is assured and the integrity of the structures within the
site will be maintained.

3.1.5 Risk Assessment of Amenity Topics

As well as the key landfill risk assessments identified above, there are a number of other
aspects that need to be dealt with in the overall consideration of risk:

* noise and vibration
» odour
o litter

» birds, vermin and insects

« mud on road
&.
This guidance does not deal in detail with all these aspg@ts of the overall risk assessment.
However it is worth highlighting that: @ @
O

s the overall principles of risk assessment %@gpﬁn this guidance apply
+ the same single conceptual model s%gﬂ@be used for these assessments

+ the same receptors and any relega?k&ddltlonal receptors should be considered

QQ
S\O

It is recommended that the prgf)osed level of risk assessment for each amenity topic
should be discussed at the presapplication stage.

There is cross-sectoral PPC guidance and guidance produced for waste management
licensing on many of these topics and reference should be made to these. In addition to
the H1 guidance (Environment Agency, 2003a) the following documents will be of use in
assessing the risks for noise and odours.

Noise Guidance - Internal Guidance for the Regulation of Noise at Waste Management
Facilities, Environment Agency, (2002d)

IPPC H3 - Horizontal Noise Guidance Part 1 ‘Regulation and Permitting’, Environment
Agency (2002e),

IPPC H3 -~ Horizontal Noise Guidance Part 2 ‘Noise assessment and Control’,
Environment Agency (2002f).

Odour Guidance - Guidance for the Regulation of Odour at Waste Management Facilities,
Environment Agency, (2002g)

IPPC H4 - Horizontal Guidance for odour Part 1: Regulation and Permitting ,Environment
Agency, (2002h)
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IPPC H4 Horizontal Guidance for odour Part 2: Assessment and Control, Environment
Agency, (2002i)

The Agency has produced a screening methodology for considering amenity risk
assessments - Procedure for identifying risks from landfills (Environment Agency 2003e).
This considers where a more detailed level of risk assessment is required. In the past,
amenity risk assessments have often been qualitative but it is important to consider when
a quantitative assessment should be undertaken. It is not possible to be prescriptive about
when a more detailed risk assessment will be required. The key question is whether Risk
Screening provides the Agency with sufficient confidence for decision-making.

For existing sites the current performance of the risk management measures can be used
to help determine if a more detailed assessment is required. Noise or odour complaints or
incidents can indicate that a quantitative assessment (e.g. a noise survey) is required. The
absence of such complaints should not preclude a quantitative assessment. Where there
are no high sensitivity receptors, a quantitative assessment may not be required.

Release of particulate matter has been considered separately in this guidance because
this often requires more detailed quantitative assessment.

&
3.1.5.1 Human Health ®®
S
N Q@
Human health can be impacted by the amenity pits listed above. Odour experienced off
site represents a completed source- pathway ptor linkage that can have physiological

and psychological (stress related) health 8&@3& Odour is included within the definition of
pollution as an off site emission that M@es offence to human senses’. The impacts
identified in the amenity assessments\‘%sﬁst be considered alongside those from the key
risk assessments covered in thlsQég&Jment With respect to odour this is particularly
relevant to the landfill gas risk ass%s‘sment

&

3.2 Planning &

There are a number of different stages within the planning system that may require
different levels of risk assessment. The important stages with respect to the landfill
development are:

+ strategic planning
+ scoping for Environmental Impact Assessments

+ planning applications, including environmental statements

3.2.1 Strategic Planning

Waste plans produced for strategic planning can take a number of forms, which are
beyond the scope of this guidance. Risk Screening would normally be the appropriate level
of assessment although more detailed assessment may be required where specific sites
are to be identified in a strategic plan. This will depend upon the location of the landfill with
respect to the Agency’'s Policy and Practice for the Protection of Groundwater
(Environment Agency 1998) and Landfill Directive Regulatory Guidance Note 3
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(Environment Agency 2002j), and the presence of receptors. It is possible that a Complex
Risk Assessment might be necessary prior to the inclusion of a site in the waste local plan.

If a landraise is proposed the capacity of the site will depend on the footprint but also on
the proposed slopes. A simple or complex assessment of the stability risk may therefore
be required at the strategic planning stage.

3.2.2 Environmental Impact Assessments

Applications for new landfills will almost always require an Environmental Impact
Assessment (EIA). It is important that the Agency replies to scoping opinions on ElAs to
ensure that all the relevant issues are covered in the environmental statement which
provides the risk assessment at the planning stage. Risk Screening or, sometimes, more
detailed quantitative assessment (e.g. Simple Risk Assessments) should be used to guide
development of environmental statements.

3.2.3 Planning Applications

There are some elements of a risk assessment that may require a more detailed
consideration at the planning stage to avoid compromising,the regulatory position at the
permitting stage. Key issues include the location of gas flares and engines and the stack
heights. To correctly size stack heights at a particular location and ensure acceptable
ground level concentrations, a detailed air disgl\;éﬁan assessment may be needed. If
planning permission has set the location and g@@k heights on the basis of visual amenity

. . . . N\
alone, this may compromise emission contr@b?@&}

S @
The planning authority is also a co@?’@@ént authority under the Conservation (Natural
Habitats, & c) Regulations 1994 (re arred to in this document as the Habitats Regulations),
and will therefore be required to congtict an Appropriate Assessment under Regulation 48
(1), for the landfill site planning application. As another relevant competent authority the
Agency may be required to @&Ssist in the completion of this assessment. Therefore
information for the Habitats aSsessment may be required to be submitted at the planning
application stage.

Where the planning application and the PPC permit application are being conducted in
parallel then the accidents, hydrogeological, landfill gas, particulate matter and stability risk
assessments produced for the permit application can be used by the Agency to consider
its response to the planning application.
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4 SOURCES, PATHWAYS AND RECEPTORS
4.1 Source Term

The conceptual model must provide an understanding of the source term. The basic
source term for landfills is the deposited waste, the properties of which may result in a
hazard by the emission of liquid, gaseous and solid substances. There are a number of
potential release points for emissions, for example the flux of gas through a waste flank,
which are often referred to as sources. This guidance considers release points as part of
the pathways not as the source (Section 4.2.1).

There is an important distinction between considering the source term for new landfills and
existing landfilis and this is discussed in detail below.

4.1.1 New Sites

For a new landfill there will be no site-specific information and the source term can only be
based on:

+ literature values &
&S
« information from “similar’ landfills S &
. é\
« models (e.g. gas generation models) og? s\
&Q \\>\

This provides a key area of uncertam@%Before the site construction and operation,
conservative literature values should g@o used for the source term at the Risk Screening
and Simple Risk Assessment tiers ure that only truly insignificant risks are screened
out and not considered further. V\;& the site is operational, the monitoring programme
and review process must addre Sthis uncertainty and provide an understanding of the
implications of any deviations cf)B the assumed values.

4.1.1.1 Landfill Gas

New sites will have no landfill gas composition data. The waste types must be considered
carefully to determine from the literature the potential range of trace components in the
gas stream. Data from landfills which have accepted “similar” waste types can be used
with caution to provide predictions of composition. It is not possible to accurately predict
the trace gas composition for landfills taking a wide range of waste types and this major
uncertainty must be recognised and reflected in the substances and concentrations
selected for consideration. Indicator (or surrogate) substances can be used but the
selection of substances and levels must be clearly justified (Section 4.1.6).

41.1.2 Leachate

For a new site, the leachate source term will be based on a number of indicator
determinands and not on actual leachate analysis. The leachate source term will have
been estimated on basis of the expected wastes, experience at similar sites and the
results from waste characterisation tests (see guidance on Hydrogeological Risk
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Assessments for Landfills and the Derivation of Groundwater Control and Trigger Levels,
Environment Agency, 2003b). The Agency is conducting research on the potential future
source term with respect to leachate composition (Environment Agency 2004b).

41.1.3 Future Waste Types

The requirement in Regulation 10 of the Landfill Regulations to only accept treated waste
has implications for the source term both for landfill gas and leachate. These changes in
future waste streams make predictions of gas generation and leachate quality more
uncertain. This emphasises the |mportance of appropriate monitoring of the source term
(Environment Agency 2003h).

4.1.2 Existing sites

41.2.1  Monitoring

For existing sites the source term must be quantified through representative and reliable
monitoring of the waste types accepted, the leachate quality and quantity, the landfill gas
composition and rate of generation and other associated factors such as the moisture
regime within the site. If this data does not exist then |@°order to support an application
further monitoring to characterise the source term will be required. As with all monitoring,
the methodologies must ensure representative gz\fa@i\ts Depending upon the age of the
site, future predictions may still be need to b& based on literature values to reflect the
changes in the source term over time. Q\\}QQ&\\
i Q@\‘
4122 Landfill Gas (\&x
<L &\0’
An important precursor for congijctlng a landfill gas risk assessment will be an
understanding of the trace gas _svmposition (Environment Agency 2002k). It is important
that this is sampled at pointsSwithin the site that will give representative results, since
different areas of the site which have been landfilled at different times and with different
waste streams may have a different gas composition. Pumping trials and monitoring within
the waste body will also provide information on the source term. Records of volumes of
gas extracted and treated are also important in understanding the source term. There are
other site-specific indicators that must be considered including leachate recirculation,
meteorological data (e.g. rainfall and recent history of atmospheric pressure) and waste
types accepted.

4.1.2.3 Use of Monitoring Data in Risk Assessment

There will normally be a body of data relating to existing sites that can be used in a variety
of ways to describe the source term in the different risk assessment tiers. For instance, in
the Risk Screening or Simple Risk Assessment tiers, maximum recorded values could be
used as conservative assumptions to determine the level of risk. In a Complex Risk
Assessment, the same data could be used in a more statistical way to develop a more
detailed understanding of the characteristics of the source term. With respect to the trace
gas composition, Simple Risk Assessment might use maximum values from limited data,
whereas a Complex Risk Assessment is likely to need a better statistical basis
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(Environment Agency 2002m) and therefore more data (the issue of correctly collecting
trace gas data is a vitally important one, Environment Agency 2004c).

Where indicator substances are selected for the risk assessment they should reflect the
actual leachate or gas composition (and their hazardous properties) at the site.

4.1.3 Waste Types

Whatever the level of the risk assessment, the landfilled waste must be well understood,
as this is the basis for the hazard from the landfill. The mix of waste types (and the site-
specifics of the landfill) will determine the quality and quantity of the leachate and landfill
gas source term and as such are a vital consideration in identifying the landfill hazards.
For a new site, a detailed consideration of each waste type proposed will be required. For
an existing site, consideration of records of the wastes accepted will be required.

Each individual waste stream should be considered in the assessment. It may be possible
to group these into categories of wastes that present similar hazards so long as this is fully
justified. Where there may be particular contaminant concentrations in a waste stream this
should be identified. This will be of relevance to non-hazardous wastes with concentrations
of substances below the levels necessary to make the waste hazardous as well as to
hazardous wastes. All potentially incompatible wastessmust be identified. Changes in
waste types will require a review of the risk assess énts and the relevant areas for this
should be highlighted. Section 6.1.2 considers the'1isk assessment reporting requirements
for waste types. However it should be recogr@ﬁ%gi\ hat accurate prediction of contaminant

concentrations in leachate based on the tBs deposited is not possible (Knox et al,
2000). ;\\oo&\«
P
S
4.1.3.1 Waste Acceptance Ratios <<O\®\\
(JO
S\

Waste acceptance ratios will be 0ed in most landfills for non-hazardous wastes to ensure
that the mix of waste types wiil produce a leachate within the normal range of predicted
constituents. Limiting the ratios of different waste types has been a commonly used
method of preventing an unacceptable concentration of contaminants within the leachate.
Waste acceptance ratios are therefore an important risk management measure relevant
across a number of risk assessments.

Box 6 - An example of a change in waste acceptance ratios

A review of the stability risk assessment would be required where an operator wishes to vary the waste
acceptance ratio for sludges in the PPC permit. At most landfills the range of particle sizes in the waste is very
large however future pre-treated wastes may have a narrower range of particle sizes. Any such changes in the
nature of the wastes to be accepted must be reflected in a revised assessment which must feed into
operational plans such as phasing plans.
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4.1.4 Source Term - Accidents

The assessment should identify the hazards to the environment posed by the landfill
installation. The following are examples of hazards that should be considered:

+ release of leachate:

- overfilling of tanks / lagoons;

- failure of plant and/or equipment (e.g. pipework failures, blocked drains);

- failure of engineered containment;

- failure to contain firewater;

- making the wrong connections in drains or other systems;

failure of valves or couplings;

failure of leachate extraction systems leading to elevated heads;

discharge of an effluent before adequate checking of its composition has taken place;
waste slippage;

vandalism of liners, pumps and equipment etc.;

* release of landfill gas:

- failure of gas collection system; &

- failure of flares or engines; 0@@‘

- waste slippage; ) S

- vandalism; é?%o\o'\

&
. NN
+ fire and explosion: PN
W@
- failure of waste acceptance prq\rﬁv;{\qm@res i.e. incompatible substances coming into
contact; 0\\&\0)
- failure of landfill gas extractior}\s§stems/controls;
- vandalism: &°
&
OO

+ escape of waste.

The hazard identification stage (Figure 2.1) is the key stage in the consideration of
accidents and their consequences. The consideration has to be detailed and site-specific.

The consideration of hazards should be on the basis of the proposed risk management
measures. What is not wanted is an assessment that, for example, identifies overfilling a
leachate tank as a hazard and then proposes a filling procedure and monitoring to reduce
the likelihood of occurrence. A landfill operator may have conducted a number of iterations
of the risk assessment to arrive at the proposed risk management measures but the
Agency will base its regulatory decisions on what is actually proposed. The risk
assessment should consider the failure of the proposed or existing safeguards.

4.1.5 Source Term - Hydrogeological Risk
The hazard from leachate is primarily based on the contaminant concentrations. There has

been a substantial amount of research on leachate composition (Department of the
Environment 1995, Environment Agency 1997) as well as routine leachate monitoring at
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licensed sites and the hazard from landfill leachate is generally well understood. Future
changes to the waste types may change this current understanding of the hydrogeological
source term. Leaching limit values are a key waste acceptance criteria for landfills for
hazardous and inert wastes. It may be possible to make assumptions on the source term
based on the leaching limit values for inert sites (Section 4.1.9) and for landfills for
hazardous wastes.

4.1.5.1 Decline in Leachate Contaminant Concentration

For most biodegradable landfills the application will consider the decline over time of the
concentration of contaminants in the leachate. This is commonly described as a “declining
source term” and is considered in models such as LandSim (Environment Agency, 2003d).
The improvement in leachate quality with time is an important consideration in
understanding the long-term risk. At the application stage, all that can be produced is a
prediction of the decline in contaminant concentration. The risk assessment can provide
an estimate of how long the management systems would need to be sustained in order to
prevent the risk of pollution. The value of the declining source term is an initial prediction of
the time that the landfill is likely to pose a pollution risk. This should be refined throughout
the lifetime of the site.

&
NS
4.1.6 Source term - Landfill Gas @
& &
Landfill gas should be taken to mean any g duced by a landfill. For sites taking
biodegradable wastes, this will be the fam|I Ik constituents of methane and carbon

dioxide and a wide range of trace constltgégr Landf lis taking only inorganic wastes will
not produce the same type of landfill his is of particular relevance to landfills for
hazardous waste and landfills for noq= zardous wastes (or separate cells within those
sites) taking non-biodegradable wa?"t’e@\

\.
4.1.6.1 Landfill Gas Hazards (\°¢\
OO
The basic hazards that may exist from landfill gas are:
» odour;

+ toxicity (including carcinogenic, mutagenic and toxic to reproduction) acute and
chronic;

» explosion;
» asphyxiation;

» global warming.

It is the trace components of landfill gas that pose an odour and toxicity risk and the bulk
gases that pose a risk due to explosion and asphyxiation (although carbon dioxide is also
toxic). Trace concentrations and composition vary widely from site to site. The gas from
some landfills possesses a greater hazard than that from others. Explosion and
asphyxnatlon hazards are generally related to sub surface migration and accumulatlons of
gas in enclosed spaces.
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4.1.6.2 Gas Generation Rates

Landfill gas generation will alter with time. The rate of landfill gas generation will change as
will the composition of the constituent gases. Gas combustion will peak after a number of
years and utilisation will often not begin until a few years after waste deposit commences.
Different areas of the site will be producing different compositions and volumes of gas
depending on when and how the waste was deposited.

Consideration of the source term (for example, at the application stage for a PPC permit)
will provide estimates of the gas generation potential and a time profile developed. At Risk
Screening, an initial gas generation profile for the site should be produced. There are a
number of factors that influence the gas generation and collection efficiencies and there
are a variety of models that can be employed for predicting rates of gas production, for
example GasSim (Environment Agency, 2002a). Gas generation models are likely to be
used for all biodegradable landfills as part of the conceptual model development and to
inform Simple and Complex Risk Assessments. As with all models the uncertainties in
these predictions must be recognised. These models are generally indicative of the order
of magnitude of the gas production and it is vital that during the operational and aftercare
phases information is gathered on the actual gas prodgced. This will mean keeping
records on, for example, gas volumes collected and any@xes from the site. As well as the
actual volumes generated, it is vital to ensure t he assumptions made in any gas
generation predictions are critically evaluated thégazégh the monitoring and review process.

When looking at variations in emission rat Qﬂandf' Il gas for different areas of the site, it
will be important to link this to the preserm& pathways (i.e. for subsurface migration) and
receptors. In addition to the concente&tion of landfill gas that is being produced by the
biodegrading waste, the rate of gaé‘ﬂ@vmg through the surrounding ground is important.
However, it should be noted that v Fy low gas flow rates over a prolonged period of time
can result in the same build upo@ an explosive or asphyxiating mixture of landfill gas in
confined spaces as that for higher flux rates. Therefore, gas flow rate figures have to be
viewed in the light of the pathway-receptor linkages.

4.1.6.3 Trace Gases

Comparison of trace gas composition against environmental benchmarks (see Section 4.4)
can indicate which substances are likely to pose the greatest risk. This prioritisation
process should be used to determine which substances to consider in a quantified
assessment and at what level of complexity this quantification should take place i.e. what
level of risk assessment is required (Section 2.4). Additional information on important
landfill gas trace components for consideration is provided in Agency guidance
(Environment Agency 2004c). In the hydrogeological risk assessment, indicator
substances are used to consider the impact. It is considered less appropriate to do this for
trace gasses since additive impacts may need to be considered. All substances which are
not screened out should be considered in the assessment and assessed against an
environmental benchmark (or other suitable criteria). One possible alternative approach is
to consider a conservative situation where all non-methane volatile organic compounds
are taken to be one of the most harmful substances for example benzene.
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4.1.6.4 Combustion Products

The substances that are emitted following combustion will depend upon the composition of
the gas and the operating conditions under which the gas is burnt. For instance, where the
gas contains hydrogen sulphide the emissions would include sulphur dioxide. Substances
are converted during combustion; they cannot be lost. If the emission standards given in
Agency guidance (Environment Agency 2004d and 2004e) cannot be met using best
combustion practice, then generally gas clean up will be required pre or post combustion
(Environment Agency 2004f).

4.1.7 Source Term - Particulate Matter

Particulate matter can contain hazardous substances and possess hazardous physical
properties. Landfills are comparable to major earthworks or quarrying developments in that
there are heavy plant and other traffic movements, areas of exposed soils, unsurfaced site
roads and so on (Section 4.2.1). An additional concern with landfills is any dust that may
be generated either directly from the waste or via processes within the waste i.e.
bioaerosols.

The hazardous substances present are likely to be related 49 the waste types accepted at
the landfill. The selection in the risk assessment of parti ilate substances with hazardous
properties will therefore depend primarily upon th $§ e streams accepted or proposed
for acceptance at the landfill. Each waste stream&%@ d be considered on the basis of the
composition and characteristics (i.e. particle sﬁ%@b oisture content etc.). A list should be
produced for the possible substances th@i‘ éshould be considered in the quantitative
particulate risk assessment. Compariso maX|mum concentrations in the waste with
environmental benchmarks will help pr tq“§e the substances for conS|derat|on and provide
a link to quantitative monitoring. QQ\Q\\
QO

Determining the source term for iculate matter such as bioaerosols will be a challenge
for the operator. In the absencce’%?élte-spemﬁc data literature values for emissions should
be sought. ©

4.1.8 Source Term - Stability

Stability is slightly different from the other areas of risk assessment in that the risk
assessment process for stability will largely concentrate on the source term and the risk
management measures that are to be put into place. When assessing the stability and
integrity of structures, consideration must also be given to the source-pathway-receptor
linkages to determine the impact at the receptors at risk from any potential failures.

4.1.9 Inert Sites

Landfills which have only accepted - or will only accept - inert waste as defined by the
Landfill Regulations (Regulation 7(4)) cannot produce polluting leachate and landfill gas.
For the majority of the risk assessments considered here, these inert landfills would not
present a hazard (though stability and nuisance dust must be addressed). An assessment
of the impact of a landfill for inert waste under normal operations will therefore almost
inevitably result in an acceptable impact. However, one of the principal environmental risks
from inert waste landfills arises from inadvertent deposit of wastes that are not in fact inert.
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Landfills for inert waste are often proposed in more environmentally sensitive locations and
hence the acceptance of waste contaminated with potentially polluting substances can
pose a significant environmental risk. Additionally, inert waste landfill proposals often
involve minimal levels of engineering. In many cases reliance is placed on waste
acceptance procedures as the principal risk management measure. In some instances, it
is possible that the risk assessment may indicate a need for a higher degree of site
engineering.

The likelihood of acceptance of non-inert wastes at a particular site will depend on a
number of factors including:

+ how well characterised the waste is
+ the degree of heterogeneity of the waste

» whether the site is to accept waste from a single, pre-identified source or
from numerous sources

« the waste acceptance procedures

The significance of the risk will depend upon: éo&
&

+ the environmental sensitivity of the landfill's s%tﬂ*ng*\

+ the engineering measures i.e. an arhﬁual\lg&-‘@?%bllshed geological barrier

o°Q S
Requiring an assessment of the poss&{f@ risk posed by inadvertent deposit of non-inert
wastes does not imply that IandﬁQ@o Srators will deliberately breach permit conditions.
Instead, the need to consider this eQ@?wtuahty should be seen as essential to carrying out a
comprehensive and realistic risk %g\\%essment

&
4.1.9.1 Stability

Due to the nature of the waste in an inert landfill, settlement and consolidation will be
considerably less than in a biodegradable landfill. Stability is still an important issue and
the final landform and phase slopes must be designed to be stable over the short, medium
and long term. One important change that has been made by the Landfill Regulations is
the absolute requirement for a geological barrier to provide attenuation capacity (Schedule
2 paragraph 3 (4)). There is no requirement to collect leachate at an inert landfill and the
design and stability assessment must consider any potential build up of water within the
waste body.

4.1.9.2 Hydrogeological Assessment

The Landfill Regulations require that an inert landfill site has a geological barrier along its
base and sides. Paragraph 3 (4) of Schedule 2 to the Landfill Regulations effectively sets
a default standard for such a geological barrier. This standard is for a mineral layer that
provides a degree of protection of groundwater, soil and surface water that is at least
equivalent to that resulting from a mineral layer with a permeability of less than or equal to
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10"m/s and a thickness of greater than or equal to one metre. The barrier must also
provide sufficient attenuation capacity to prevent potential risk to soil and groundwater.
Additionally, the Regulations allow for artificial completion or reinforcement of the
geological barrier but require that in such cases the barrier is al least 0.5 metres thick.
Consideration can be given to the use of suitable waste streams entering the site to
enhance or establish a geological barrier if the natural materials around the site are not
suitable. When artificially establishing a geological barrier using suitable waste inputs, the
design of the attenuation layer can take into account different combinations of thickness
and permeability in order to provide the necessary attenuation capacity.

The Regulations allow a reduction in the above standard if a hydrogeological risk
assessment indicates that the landfill poses no potential hazard to groundwater, soil or
surface water. Any risk assessment seeking to justify such a reduction should concentrate
on the potential consequences of emissions i.e. it should reflect the sensitivity of the
environmental setting.

The first step in determining the risk from an inert landfill should be a consideration of the
sensitivity of the location; this should initially comprise a Risk Screening assessment that
should consider all relevant pathways and receptors (Environment Agency 2003b).
Consideration of pathways should take account of, for instance, likely unsaturated zone
travel times; the potential for attenuation including the nagural and/or artificially established
geological barrier; travel times in the saturated zone; antl levels of dilution to receptors and
monitoring boreholes. The sensitivity of the re& rs to contamination, including the
consequences of contamination, should alsg”be considered. If consideration of the
receptors and the pathways, in particular th@t{fgﬁ&el times, indicates a low sensitivity setting
then further risk assessment effort may r;(}gt;gg\needed.

Where consideration of the setting i '%&w&es a sensitive location then further, more detailed
assessment should be undertake oq}ﬂtially a Simple Risk Assessment. The potential
source term for an inert landfill can'be assessed in a number of ways. This could include
back calculating using the methodology for the derivation of remedial targets for soil and
groundwater to protect water‘tesources (Environment Agency 1999). This would give an
indication of the leachable contaminant levels that would potentially be of concern. The
leachate source term could be based on literature leaching values for contaminated soils.
It would also be possible to initially consider the leachate quality at the levels of the waste
acceptance leaching criteria for inert waste landfills then run further scenarios with
increasingly greater levels of leachate contamination. This could provide an understanding
of the source term that would have to be present to cause pollution. Where the site is
operated in phases/cells the assessment could potentially consider a contaminated
leachate in just one area of the landfill.

4.1.9.3 Landfill Gas Assessment

A qualitative Risk Screening approach to the source term for landfill gas at an inert landfill
would normally be appropriate. This should be a similar approach to that described above
for the hydrogeological risk. The assessment would normally be limited to a Risk
Screening involving the consideration of the consequences of a risk being realised
including the sensitivity of receptors. This is intended to ensure that the source term is
evaluated at a level reflecting the sensitivity of the site. Further more detailed risk
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assessment might then be required, although the extent of any further assessment shouid
be proportional to the risk identified. If there are receptors of sufficient sensitivity to justify
it, migration monitoring along the pathway would be required, in addition to the monitoring
within the waste, to ensure that a pollutant linkage does not arise undetected.

4.2 Pathways

Having identified the sources, the conceptual model must identify all the site-specific
pathways along which any emissions may potentially travel. There are two basic pathways
considered in this guidance for substances emitted from a landfill.

¢ Airborne

+ Subsurface

There are other important pathways such as surface outbreaks or spillages of leachate
and for mud on the road but the two basic pathways above represent the majority of the
concerns for the risk assessments considered in detail here. Surface run-off should be
dealt with mainly through the consideration of accidents (see Section 4.1.4).
P
4.2.1 Release Points \Qe&\}
o\

The pathway includes the release point that r gﬁ%nts the start of the pathway. Even
though a subsurface release may subsequen b come an aerial release (e.g. landfill gas)

the initial release point from the landfill ne be considered. A list of potential release
points is given in Box 7. This list is no&@&ﬁ‘austlve and other site-specific examples will
exist. S

N\
Box 7 - Potential Release Points 5 (,OQ
Airborne Subsurface
Leakage from landfill gas extractlorg@%(/\stem Leachate leakage through the basal and side
e.g. pipework, well heads, valves wall containment engineering
Emissions from gas combustion stacks e.g. Side wall liner leakage of gas

gas engines and flare stacks

Gas emissions from capped areas, Gas dissolution from the leachate following
intermediate capped areas, waste surfaces, leakage
flanks, tipping faces

Particulate matter emissions from landfill
surfaces, tipping faces, roads

4.2.2 Processes within the Pathway
Movement through a pathway often changes the concentration of a substance from that
emitted. This will be true where attenuation and dilution processes occur as leachate

moves through the unsaturated and saturated zones and for aerial dispersion of landfill
gas. The movement of gas through the ground or following dissolution from leachate can
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change the composition and concentration of the emitted substances. Describing and
understanding these processes in the pathways will form an important part of a risk
assessment.

Historically, most attention has been focussed on the subsurface pathways and these are
most important for leachate movement and the subsurface movement of landfill gas that
can lead to explosion or asphyxiation. Dispersion in ambient air also requires an equal
emphasis; stack heights, meteorological data and topography are important elements of
this pathway.

4.2.3 Level of Detail in Understanding the Pathways

The level of detail required in understanding the pathways will depend on the level of the
risk assessment. In Risk Screening and Simple Assessments, it may be sufficient to have
a basic understanding of the pathways since conservative assumptions are likely to be
made. In a Simple Risk Assessment, it may be sufficient to assume that there is a direct
source-pathway-receptor linkage without having a detailed understanding of the actual
pathway. For instance, it might be assumed that there is no geological faulting and a direct
hydrogeological pathway exists to a receptor. If such an assessment were to indicate that
the impacts were not acceptable then the understanding of éghe pathway would need to be
refined to assess whether the initial assumption was” over conservative. The site
investigation requirements for a Simple Risk Assess t must be sufficient to establish
the basic geology and hydrogeology. If Justlﬁab@O@nservatlve assumptions lead to an
assessment that the risk is acceptable, more ngﬁgéd assessment would not be required.
S >

With respect to air dispersion, a Compl@%sk Assessment is likely to require greater
detail for topography than that reqwr &r a Simple Risk Assessment. For example,
consideration of terrain may not be g@d to conduct a Simple Risk Assessment whereas
a more detailed modelling study is Iﬁg‘@ to consider the influence of buildings and terrain.

As well as the pathways thro%he environment the release points for the landfill will be
an important part of understanding the landfill. For Risk Screening a general
understanding of release points would be sufficient. Simple Risk Assessments using
conservative parameters might select a plausible worst case set of release points. For a
Complex Risk Assessment the site-specific release points would need to be identified and
understood. Releases from area sources, such as gas releases from an uncapped phase
or flank may need to be dealt with in more site-specific detail in a Complex Risk
Assessment.

4.2.4 Monitoring

One key outcome from the consideration of the pathways should be the identification of
monitoring locations. This should relate to the release points that represent the start of the
pathway (e.g. monitoring of gas collection pipework) and to key points along the remainder
of the pathways towards the receptors. It should be noted that the location of monitoring
points will normally be based on a mixture of risk assessment and best practice. For
instance, best practice requires boreholes for monitoring subsurface gas migration at
intervals around the site even if there is no apparent source-pathway-receptor linkage
(Environment Agency 2004g). Similarly for groundwater, two downstream monitoring
boreholes are required as a minimum however the majority of landfills will require more
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than this due to the complexity of sub-surface flow. It is the understanding of the pathways
that will dictate the number and location of boreholes for the downstream monitoring
regime (see Environment Agency 2003h for more information).

4.3 Receptors
All the site-specific receptors must be identified in the conceptual model. There are a

number of potential receptors that need to be considered with respect to landfill sites. The
generic categories are listed below:

* humans
« flora
* fauna
« air
e water
+ land _
- &
* buildings/structures N
o
SCA

A number of subdivisions within these basic Qgio ories should be considered in the risk
assessment and examples of these are lis@éo below. It is worth noting that groundwater
can be considered as both a receptor a aQQ pathway. Although humans are the basic

receptor at a house, hospital or fo Q@*ﬁ, for the purpose of the site-specific risk

assessment the following list represe\nﬁghe types of receptor that should be considered:
Lt

N
« domestic dwellings (human g&:’upation closer than 50m, between 50 and 250m,
between 250 and 500m andoQJS(éyond 500m)
C

* hospitals
+ schools and colleges

» sensitive habitats and environmental areas e.g. SSSIs within 2 km, European sites
(Special Area of Conservation (SAC) / Special Protection Area (SPA)) within 2km/5km

+ offices, industrial units and commercial premises
+ public footpaths or bridleways

* major highways and minor roads

+ playing fields

. open spaces, parks and farmland

+ allotments

* on site vegetation

+ Air Quality Management Areas
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« groundwater (including potential use of currently unused resources)
« groundwater fed discharges, springs, and river baseflow
« surface water

» public water supplies and other licensed abstractions (including source protection
zones)

 licence exempt private water supplies

4.3.1 Exposure routes

Many of the listed receptors reflect different exposure routes to the same basic receptor
i.e. people. Health risk assessments can include very detailed considerations of exposure
routes and dosages. When considering the overall impact from the landfill these different
potential exposure routes must be considered (Section 7.2.2).

It will be necessary to consider the nature of the risk at each receptor. There may be some
instances when the same people are receptors for more than one source via more than
one pathway. For instance a person living in one of the hduses may walk regularly on a

4.3.2 Short and Long Term Exposure ,g?o &
& &

P
One key consideration is whether the ex \Qﬁ% at a receptor is long or short term. The
site-specific receptors should be consideé]'gd]ak to determine over what time periods people
may potentially be present to be expo\s@g\fo an emission. Guidance to Local Authorities on
air quality management (DEFRA, y considers the locations with respect to Air Quality
Strategy (AQS) Objectives. The obgs?. ives apply where members of the public are likely to
be exposed over the averaging geriod of the objective. This principle can reasonably be
applied to substances not covered by the objectives to provide a basis for the selection of
appropriate environmental benchmarks. Section 4.4 considers the short and long term
environmental benchmarks against which an emission may be compared.

4.3.3 Future Changes in Receptors

There may be a potential change in land use around the landfill that is known at time of a
PPC application. For instance, where there is a planning permission in place, or where an
area has been designated for a particular use. In these circumstances although the land
may not yet contain the receptor in question it may be appropriate to consider the potential
receptor in the risk assessment.

4.3.4 Grouping Re'ceptors

It may be useful to group receptors together where the risks are likely to be similar e.g. a

particular street or small group of houses. Section 6.1.3 considers the reporting
requirements with respect to receptors.
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4.3.5 Distance to Recebtors

There should be no automatic cut off distance outside which a receptor should not be
considered. It is possible that a receptor at 550m may be subject to higher concentrations
of substances than a receptor at 4560m. An airborne emission could have an impact a long
way from the landfill depending on the pathways (i.e. topography and meteorological
conditions). Similarly a leachate plume could have an impact a considerable distance from
the landfill depending upon the pathways and receptors. Risk Screening can be used to
exclude receptors where it can be demonstrated that the impact is not significant.

4.3.6 Habitat Receptors

Risk Screening should take account of the proximity of the landfill to a relevant receptor. If
the landfill site is within 2km/5km of a European Site - (SAC) or (SPA) - then further
consideration of waste type, site controls, likely pathways and the sensitivity of the Interest
features identified within the SAC or SPA is required. It will be necessary for the operator
to provide sufficient information for the Agency to conclude that the landfill will have no
adverse effect on the integrity of any relevant European sites. Further assistance
identifying relevant receptors is provided within Appendix 6 of the Habitats Directive
Handbook. The sensitivity of specific types of Flora and Fauna protected within the
European sites to landfill hazards is provided within® Table 1 of that document

(Environment Agency 2003i). &
S
4.4 Environmental Benchmarks 0@9%@\0
S

It is important to determine the level of @ﬁi@?nission from a landfill that would constitute
pollution. All landfills have the potentigﬁ@o\%mit substances (even an inert landfill will emit
some particulate matter), but whatJevél can be considered not to be harmful? This is
essentially defining what constitutegoﬁollution e.g. what may constitute an unacceptable
impact. Environmental benchmarks'need to be selected to allow a comparison of the level
of an emitted substance {@Qa receptor (or compliance point) against relevant
standards/criteria. For a quanitified risk assessment the potential impact of an emission is
evaluated through comparison against these appropriate standards in order to assess the
significance of the impact and allow a decision to be made on whether the impact of the
landfill on air or water quality may be acceptable.

The Agency guidance on Environmental Assessment and Appraisal of BAT H1
(Environment Agency 2003a) is essentially intended as a screening tool which indicates
where an emission requires further assessment such as modelling the impacts of
emissions to air. The basic principle being that if an impact is insignificant in comparison to
the environmental benchmark then no further quantification is required.

The H1 guidance suggests screening out insignificant emissions to air where the predicted
impact of an emission is:

* less than 1% of the long term environmental benchmarks; and/or

» less than 10% of the short term environmental benchmarks.
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Where the emission is very low in comparison to the environmental benchmark then this
can also be used to screen out insignificant emissions. For instance, if the concentration of
a particular contaminant in the leachate is much less than the relevant environmental
benchmark at the receptors, then after taking into account the uncertainty associated with
the contaminant concentration it may be concluded that there is unlikely to be a significant
risk associated with that contaminant.

Comparison against environmental benchmarks can also be used to prioritise the risks that
need further consideration. For example substances are considered as percentages of
their environmental benchmarks then the percentages can be compared to help prioritise
the risks and concentrate the risk assessment effort. Similarly the comparison of predicted
impacts against environmental benchmarks at the receptors could give a prioritisation of
receptors. Further more detailed assessment may refine or change this prioritisation of the
receptors. For instance, the output from a new generation air dispersion model may
indicate which receptors are likely to be most at risk (exposed to the maximum ground
level concentrations) from aerial emissions.

It is necessary to identify the most appropriate air and water quality standards for each
site-specific receptor and compliance point. It should be noted that the national air quality
objectives apply to any outdoor locations where thec public is regularly present.
Environmental benchmarks can be developed by copsidering existing environmental
quality standards and other potential sources of relgéant criteria. To set environmental
benchmarks it will be necessary to consider: ég}é\\o\
&
* which emitted substances should beQ\g@ﬁcated an environmental benchmark for
assessment é’i@é

» what concentrations/criteria are %ob(ébnate

Q
+ what is the appropriate time cp%rlod e.g. short or long- term 8 hour or 15 minute
average, hourly or annual mgﬁ‘ns etc.

+ The location at which the gnwronmental benchmark will be assessed (this will be linked
to monitoring locations and receptors)

Each point above should be explicitly addressed and justified.
4.4.1 Selection of Substances

Not every possible constituent of an emission need have an environmental benchmark
selected. For existing sites knowledge of leachate, gas and dust composition can inform
the choice of substances for which an environmental benchmark should be set. A limited
number of indicator substances can be used in the risk assessment and it is these that
should normally be assigned environmental benchmarks. The guidance on
hydrogeological risk assessment (Environment Agency, 2003b) gives examples of the
types of substances that could be used as indicator substances to limit the amount of
modelling required. It is important that the choice of indicator substances represents the
range of substances potentially emitted from the site (Section 4.1.6). As monitoring and
analysis takes place through the life of the site the appropriate substances to consider may
change and this would form part of the review process.
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4.4.2 Selection of Values

The IPPC H1 Horizontal Guidance Note (2003a) uses environmental benchmarks as an
indicator of a degree of environmental impact that can be considered acceptable for a
particular substance to a receptor or environmental medium. Environmental Quality
Standards (EQS) are prescribed for certain substances and are used to define the upper
bound of a concentration of substance in the environment that is considered tolerable.

At present, statutory EQS exist only for a limited number of substances. However, the
Agency has derived provisional benchmarks for substances released to each
environmental medium from a variety of published UK and international sources. These
are known as “Environmental Assessment Levels” (EALs).

For some substances with persistent, bioaccumulative or highly toxic effects, it is difficult to
establish thresholds below which it could be considered “no harm” takes place. In these
cases, the landfill operator should take a more precautionary approach to the prevention
and control of the substance, and the substances should be given greater priority when
considering the relative environmental risk between options. Further advice should be
sought from the Agency regarding the scope and detail gpf risk assessment for these
substances. @
\.

4.4.3 Values at Different Tiers of Risk Assessme@&@

There may be differences in environmenta ﬁ%@chmark selection and use depending on
the level of risk assessment. For Slmple sessment, selection of the most stringent
value for environmental benchmarks f &e%ch media should be made without too much
consideration as to specific rece b(& Complex Risk Assessments considering the
potential impact on human receptor: &%y have to consider the sensitivity of the receptor in
greater detail to develop env:ronnke‘thtal benchmarks using methods such as tolerable daily
intake or other methods of de\éje{éﬁglng health criteria values.

4.4.4 Hydrogeological Risk Assessment

The guidance on hydrogeological risk assessment (Environment Agency 2003a) provides
environmental quality standards from which groundwater EALs can be derived. Unlike the
air quality EALs, the hydrogeological risk assessment guidance includes consideration of
baseline conditions in the selection of EALs

4.4.5 Landfill Gas

For toxicity risks both from landfill gas and its combustion products, the air quality EALs
given in H1 (Environment Agency 2003a) should be used although for a Complex Risk
Assessment of human health impact, further consideration of appropriate standards may
be required. For odour, H4 (Environment Agency 2002h) provides guidance on odour
thresholds.

Explosion and asphyxiation EALs are not considered in H1. The Guidance on the

Management of Landfill Gas (Environment Agency 2004g) gives guidance on setting levels
in external gas monitoring boreholes for assessment and compliance purposes. For
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explosion and asphyxiation these are based on 1% v/v Methane and 1.5% v/v Carbon
Dioxide and a consideration of the site-specific background. These levels should be used
as benchmarks for comparison against predicted impacts.

4.4.6 Particulate Matter

The particulate matter criteria appropriate for use at waste management facilities, including
landfills, is considered in guidance on the monitoring of particulate matter in ambient air
around waste facilities, M17 (Environment Agency, 2003f). M17 considers the categories
of particulate matter to be taken into account in any assessment, the air quality criteria that
exist for different types of suspended particulate matter around waste facilities and how to
choose the most appropriate air quality criterion for a waste facility.

‘Nuisance” dust is not dealt with in detail here, landfills can reasonably be expected to
meet the same “nuisance “ dust standards as other developments. M17 provides guidance
for assessing nuisance dust around waste facilities. EQS for PMy particles are available
from Air Quality standards which are reproduced in the H1 guidance (Environment Agency
2003a). Where EALs are not found in H1 or M17 for the substances selected then
methods such as using the tolerable daily intake should be used to determine an
environmental benchmark. Operators should discuss ang, proposed approach with the

Agency before proceeding. &>
&
N
oﬁi\ﬁ
4.5 Background Environmental Quallty \\)\f&\

o“@
Background information is required tg?Q d%termme the sensitivity of the receptors, for
example, through issues such as @@‘headroom Section 2.9.1). This background data
requirement will generally be the sg?@@ for all levels of risk assessment though the level of
interpretation of the data may va‘g\.v,

For groundwater and surface Water receptors, at both new and existing sites monitoring of
the potential receptors must have been undertaken, so this background data must be
available. Background monitoring for groundwater, surface water and soil gas is accepted
practice at landfills. Routine aerial monitoring is not yet standard practice and such
monitoring programmes will need to be developed using a risk based approach.
Background information on air quality is available from a variety of sources (Department
for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs 2003).

4.5.1 Characterisation of the Background

One of the often asked questions for new landfills is how long a background monitoring
period is required. This is not the correct question to ask. The background monitoring must
provide an understanding of the landfill's environmental setting whether this is for
groundwater or ground gas levels. The question that operators should be asking is, can
the background monitoring provide confidence that the environmental setting is
understood to a sufficient level?

4.5.2 Groundwater
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Groundwater monitoring over a period of twelve months is often mentioned since this will
at least give a chance of observing seasonal trends. One year is insufficient to understand
how the hydrogeology reacts to differing patterns of rainfall over the period of time that a
landfill will pose a potential risk. In some circumstances such detailed long-term
understanding may not be necessary. For example a landfill for non-hazardous waste
where the groundwater is 100m below the base of the landfill with a substantial geological
barrier will not need the same level of confidence as a landfill for non-hazardous wastes
where the base of the landfill is 2m above the groundwater level. In the first case, only a
limited amount of monitoring would be required to provide sufficient confidence in
understanding of the groundwater. The second case would require a much greater
understanding of the hydrogeological regime, which may require monitoring over a
prolonged period.

4.5.3 Stability

The flow regime within the unsaturated zone and the rock units surrounding the site needs
to be established to enable the stability of the slopes to be accurately assessed. This
should consider the location of any seepage and the quantity of head build up-that is likely
to occur following those slopes being confined. This assessment should be carried out
during conditions of high rainfall, to enable worst case condg,j,ons to be identified.

N

4.5.4 Soil Gas o't\\é
S

It is essential to have an understanding of thgg‘b@@‘&ground gas conditions. Monitoring of
subsurface gas at the landfill must be sufficiéntfo understand the levels and importantly
the composition of the background gas. Trace gas analysis must be undertaken, sufficient
to characterise the gas. The level of gffaﬁ is required would be site-specific, but for all
sites that have the potential to prog§g§ methane and carbon dioxide, the baseline gas
composition should be sufficiently ﬁlgﬁ* understood to allow a comparison with future gas
analysis. This must ensure that a distinction can always be made between gas originating

from the landfill and the baseling@as.
OO
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5 RISK ASSESSMENT SCENARIOS
5.1 Planned and unplanned occurrences
Operations within landfill sites can be broadly characterised in three categories.

« Normal - including the inevitable degradation of engineering controls and management
systems and planned maintenance, for example periodic shut downs of gas treatment
plant for routine maintenance etc

+ Abnormal - unplanned but foreseeable. Including for example unplanned shut downs of
gas treatment plant and breakdowns of equipment such as leachate pumps

» Accidents

It is important to recognise that normal operations includes the predictable degradation of
management and engineering systems such as leachate management measures
including the artificial sealing liner and capping systems. LandSim 2.5 (Environment
Agency 2003d) considers the degradation of management systems with respect to the
hydrogeological risk assessment. The assessment of normal operations must therefore
deal with the inevitable degradation over time of bo@%anagement and engineering
structures. &

O &
5.2 Risk Assessment Interactions oé??@é

There are important inter-relationships @éen the different risk assessments and this
must be reflected in the scenarios selg t8d. For instance, the stability assessment of a
waste slope would need to include e ¢hate recirculation proposals. Leachate heads are
also an important issue for stability<8nd for landfill gas. It is important that these inter-
relationships, illustrated in Table 5.1 be recognised and recorded as assumptions in the
risk assessment. When circymstances deviate from the agreed risk assessment
assumptions, for instance a ISachate management problem (e.g. elevated heads above a
permitted 1 metre) this must trigger a review of the stability and landfill gas assessment.

Whereas for the landfill gas and hydrogeological risk assessments there will be emissions
that do not constitute pollution, in general for stability the structure either fails or it does
not. An appropriate factor of safety must be selected that reflects the consequences of the
failure. For instance where the consequences of a side wall liner failure would be to
remove a barrier to a subsurface pathway to a sensitive receptor such as gas migration to
a cellar, then the design should include a higher factor of safety. It is worth noting that
without active extraction, engineered barriers cannot entirely break the pathway for gas
migration.
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Table 5.1 An illustration of risk assessment interactions.

[42]

Interactions Hydrogeological | Landfill Gas | Particulate | Stabilit

Change in waste types v

Waste acceptance ratios v

Leachate recirculation

Leachate heads

Capping system

Lining within the waste body

Surface and groundwater management

Phasing and cell design

Timing of capping and restoration

AR ANANANENEN

v
v
v
v
v
v
v
v
v
v

AYRNANANENENENENENEN

Basal and side wall liner designs

5.3 General Requirements for Risk Assessment Scenarios

Landfills change significantly over time. These changes are associated with the
progressive landfilling of waste, the physical, chemical and biological processes within the
waste and degradation of risk management systems. It is important that the different
stages of the landfill are reflected in the conceptual model and the risk assessment
scenarios. For instance in the past, some waste management licence applications have
not considered the impact of flare emissions becaus@\ at the point of application the
applicants were not sure when or how much gas. they would be flaring. It would not be
possible to permit a new landfill without evalu b‘fm\g e impact of flaring and future gas
utilisation. The risk assessment scenarios mugﬁ%&ﬁsfy the following.

+ The assessment must consider the r@@\gy@er the whole life cycle of the landfill

+ Different time scenarios must b @Qﬁ\sldered in the risk assessment e.g. including the
phasing and development plan,dhe operational phase as a whole; short term post
closure and long term post clo éégere etc

* The risk assessment mustd?e conducted for the whole installation
» The interactions with other areas of risk must be considered

» The three categories of operations (normal, abnormal and accidents) must be reflected

The assessment of the risks posed by a landfill site should be conducted to cover the
entire life cycle of the landfill. Landfill sites can present a hazard for very long periods of
time and the assessment cannot be restricted to the short term operational life of the site.
The risk assessment must cover the time until the landfill no longer poses an unacceptable
risk to the environment. This means looking at the stabilisation processes within the waste
and the degradation of any artificial engineering or other structures/processes which are
used to manage the environmental risk.

Determining the scenarios that should be considered in the risk assessment is an
important stage in the process and one that should be undertaken at the Problem

Formulation stage (Section 2.3). Guidance on selecting scenarios is given in the following
sections.
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5.4 Accident Scenarios

There are some accident hazards which should be dealt with under the hydrogeological,
landfill gas, particulate and stability assessments. This is highlighted in Table 5.2. Only
where the accident scenarios cannot be covered in the individual risk assessments is a
separate consideration required.

5.4.1 Fires

One key accident hazard is fire. Although related to landfill gas and hydrogeological risk
assessments, it falls outside the usual scope of both. A separate fire and explosion
assessment should be conducted. This should consider the airborne releases (gaseous
and particulate) and water contamination issues such as contaminated firewater. Fire or
explosion damage to engineered containment would normally be dealt with in the
hydrogeological and/or landfill gas risk assessments. The principles given elsewhere in
this guidance should be applied to the assessment e.g. the level of the assessment should
be proportionate to the seriousness of the risk. Where there are near receptors for air
borne emissions then modelling of emissions from fires would normally be required. The
modelling should be repeated for a number of different meteorological conditions in order
to feed into contingency plans that can be related to tly conditions i.e. atmospheric

stability and wind speed at the time of the incident. &>
&
5.4.2 Surface Water S
G5

Leachate spillages that do not enter groundw st will need to be considered separately to
reflect the risk to surface water. Slmllarly\\tﬁ%“mpact of flooding on surface water following
overtopping will need an assessmentoﬁ(Qtsﬁde the hydrogeological risk assessment. The
risk to surface water (other than @é@fed by groundwater) will primarily be assessed
through the consideration of acmdeﬁ

\.
5.4.3 Waste Slippage Ooo°¢\

Any significant waste slippage would be considered as an accident. A movement of the
waste that led to a slip into an unlined area of the site would have implications for leachate
and landfill gas risk. The management of the risk of slippage (i.e. the movement of the
waste mass) should be dealt with as part of the stability risk assessment. Consideration of
the associated consequences of such an event i.e. landfill gas and leachate releases
should be considered in the landfill gas and hydrogeological risk assessments
respectively. The consideration of the accident hazards should inform the selection of
scenarios for the landfill gas and hydrogeological risk assessments.

5.4.4 Example Accident Scenarios

The following table is a list of example accident scenarios that should be considered for
quantification in the relevant risk assessment topics. The level of risk assessment
employed for the scenarios would normally be the same as that conducted for normal
operations. The risk assessments would usually cover specific accident scenarios using
the same modelling techniques used for assessing the impact on receptors of normal (and
abnormal) operations. Not all of these will be appropriate for each site and there may be
other site-specific scenarios that require consideration.
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Table 5.2 Example Accident Scenarios

Accident Hydrogeological Landfill Gas Partiqulate Stability

Flooding v Y o b Y

Catastrophic failure of the basal artificial sealing | v/
liner in one (or more) cell(s)

Catastrophic failure of the basal artificial sealing | v/
liner and artificially enhanced geological barrier
in one (or more) cell(s)

Catastrophic failure of the side wall liner in one
(or more) cell(s) no active landfill gas extraction

Catastrophic failure of the side wall liner in one
(or more) celi(s) with active landfill gas extraction | ' - -

Elevated leachate heads in one (or more) cell(s)

Catastrophic failure of the side wall liner in one
(or more) cell(s) and elevated leachate heads
with active landfill gas extraction

Catastrophic failure of the side wall linerinone | . == = .
(or more) cell(s) and elevated leachate heads no
active landfill gas extraction

Catastrophic  failure  of gas  collection |-
infrastructure

Waste slippages

Deep seated landfill fires

R

Leachate spillage

.O @\J

SRS

It is important that the accident sce@@i used in different risk assessment topics are

consistent. For instance the consid@*@tﬁn of the failure of a side wall liner system should

use the same assumptions in 4@% stability, landfill gas and hydrogeological risk
S

assessments.
o°o¢\\
5.5 Hydrogeological Risk%ssessment Scenarios

For hydrogeological risk assessment, the time scenarios are discussed in Agency
guidance (Environment Agency, 2003b) and basically reflect the operational phase (pre
capping), the post closure period when management systems are still functioning and the
long term situation where management systems are degrading and leachate quality is
improving. LandSim 2.5 reflects this understanding of the change of the landfill with time.

The risk assessment must be conducted for the whole of the installation. Where areas that
no longer receive waste (‘closed’ parts of the landfill) are included in the installation the
risk assessment must address those areas. (Landfill Directive Regulatory Guidance Note 6
Environment Agency 2003g). The risk assessment must be able to differentiate between
different areas of the landfill and predict the individual and cumulative impacts from
separate sections of the site. The scenarios for operational periods and capped periods
must be carefully developed. It is also necessary to be able to predict the impact of waste
overlying existing deposits. Where a proposal involves the lining/deposit above existing
waste deposits the hydrogeological risk assessment must quantify the impact of leachate
release from the existing waste as a result of the placement of further waste above it.

External Consultation April 2004 Version 1.0 Page 45

EPA Export 25-07-2013:20:57:02



Assessment ot Risks trom Landfill Sites

5.6 Landfill Gas Scenarios
5.6.1 Scenarios for subsurface migration, surface and fugitive emissions

Landfill gas risk is managed through the effective collection of landfill gas (and subsequent
proper treatment). The scenarios that should be considered in the risk assessment have to
reflect the range of normal operations and also abnormal conditions. The scenarios that
should be considered are summarised in Table 5.3 below:

Table 5.3 Gas Emission Scenarios

Scenarios assuming maximum gas generation rate | Subsurface migration Surface and
assuming capped landfill | fugitive emissions

Proposed/predicted collection efficiency Normal Normal

Planned down times of gas extraction (based on | Normal ' Normal

proposed maintenance periods) and worst case
meteorological conditions

Predicted degradation of artificial side wall liners, and | Normal
other management systems e.g. silting/blockage of side
wall aggregate layers

Selected uncapped areas, waste flanks from phasing i s é& .| Normal
and capping plans D
No active gas extraction due to unplanned failure Abnorrr@ Abnormal
based on proposed response/repair times
Longer term failure of active gas extraction ﬁ@n rmaI Abnormal
Fugitive emissions from collection infrastructure (basgdlf> -~~~ -.": " - | Abnormal
on times between monitoring of pipework etc.) ,&\Oi\@\& P L
Fugitive emissions from a degraded cap (Q@?é\f on|. - " . . | Abnormal
times between monitoring of surface emsg&%)& LRy

C;O

The abnormal scenarios will help®determine the sensitivity of the site. It is important to
consider the potential impact gino gas collection, even though this should not occur, as
this will help inform the Agency’s decisions on the appropriateness of the proposed risk
management measures such as containment engineering, factors of safety, monitoring
programmes, telemetry and response times for failures. Understanding what may happen
if collection is not taking place will help determine how quickly the systems need to be
repaired and whether back up secondary systems are needed, which spare parts are
needed on site etc. This is linked to the contingency planning required (Section 6.1.1).

Any landfill is likely to contain a variety of potential point source emissions and fugitive
emissions related to landfill gas. The release points will change with time, for example
temporary waste slopes and the scenarios listed above must be examined with a range of
release points that reflects the risks at different stages of the site’s development. The
times at which the above scenarios should be considered will depend upon the site-
specific phasing and development plan but should include the aftercare phase as well as
“situations which may represent the plausible worst case. For example when there is
exposed/sacrificial collection infrastructure and where a large waste surface/flank will be
left exposed for the longest time. The proposed phasing plan should be considered
together with the proximity and the pathway to receptors to develop a plausible worst case
scenario. For subsurface gas migration, consideration should be given to the time where
the area of the landfill against the pathway is full of waste with a cap in place.
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The level of detail required for the quantification of the scenarios will depend upon the
level of risk assessment required (Section 2.4).

5.6.2 Scenarios for point source emissions from combustion

When a new landfill site is proposed, the rate of gas production will not be known (and the
limitations of models should be recognised - Section 2.9) and the timing of utilisation (i.e.
electricity generation) can only be estimated. The risk assessment must reflect the likely
long term combustion at the site i.e. the stage that should be modelled is the maximum
predicted number of flares and engines. The scenarios that should be modelled are shown
in Table 5.4 below. The table gives a matrix of combustion combinations and emission
limit compliance.

Table 5.4 Gas Combustion Scenarios Emission Limits

Operations Met Exceeded
Maximum predicted gas engines running at optimum capacity Normal Abnormal
No operational engines, all gas being flared Normal Abnormal
All gas engines and flares running at optimum capacity Normal Abnormal

&.
The flares will often be in place as back-up to the en inés but it is not unusual for the
predictions of gas production to be under estimates for the engines and flares to be
running concurrently. The above situations shouldﬁ\%ﬂ%ct the anticipated normal operations
of the engines and flares and also the situa&é?éw' n here all the combustion equipment is
running at full capacity. Note that full capa@txx\’\may not be identical to good operational
. . IS . s A .
practice as the need to reduce emssm@g%gﬁay require that combustion is carried out at

less than full capacity. P

&
Each of the combustion combinatio Q\s\hould be considered where emission limits are met
and where emission limits are exgEeded. Emission standards will be set in a PPC permit
for both flares and engines ggsvironment Agency 2004d and 2004e). These will be
compliance limits enforced bycfhe Agency. Where an EQS may be breached or where the
predicted site-specific impacts require it, more stringent emission limits than those given in
the Agency guidance may be required. In order to determine the appropriateness of the
risk management measures and the potential risk posed by the site it is necessary to
understand the impact on the receptors of emissions above those proposed. This must

include substances produced as a result of incomplete combustion and substances formed
post combustion. The situations that may give rise to the exceedence of emission limits
could include failure to operate the flares or engines according to best practice.

5.7 Particulate Risk Assessment Scenarios

An assessment of normal operations of the landfill should consider:

» deposit of identified waste streams within the proposed opérational restrictions

» surface releases from waste and other surfaces based on the proposed phasing and
restoration programme
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+ releases from vehicle movements based on proposed operational restrictions and dust
suppression proposals

An assessment of abnormal operations should consider:

+ failure of dust suppression procedures (e.g. bowser not on site within proposed
response times etc.)

« deposit of identified waste streams with a failure of operational restrictions

~ » exceptional meteorological conditions

The key time period for particulate risk is when the site is operational. Effective restoration
of the site should ensure that there is minimal particulate risk in the post closure period.

5.8 Stability Risk Assessment Scenarios

The stability risk assessment should consider each slope and structure that will exist
throughout the landfill's life. This means a number of different temporary slopes need to be
considered through the operational life of the site as well as the final pre and post
settlement contours. The stress history of those slopgs and the potential effect of pore
water pressures should be considered O@L@
S\O
There are a number of elements that need t&%‘@nsidered in a stability risk assessment.
@
« The final landform N
SN
+ Side wall liners &8 {QQ)
X
&

« Sub grade
g {éé\\
. Temporary waste slopes &

« Other structures i.e. leachate extraction and monitoring wells

The phasing plan for the site will indicate which waste slopes will exist and for how long
each will exist. All the temporary waste slopes proposed in the phasing plan for the landfill
must be assessed. A change to any one slope could have knock on effects for the whole
phasing plan and the scheme for the site must be considered as a whole.

Associated structures can mean almost any landfill structures not otherwise covered but
will primarily mean leachate management structures (wells and up slope risers) and
structures such as cell separation bunds.

5.9 Human Health

Harm to human health is potentially the most emotive issue a site will have to deal with
and a rigorous assessment of health risks will be essential to a smooth application

process. When considering the risk assessment scenarios it is necessary to consider the
possible source-pathway-receptor linkages that may have an impact on human health. The

External Consultation April 2004 Version 1.0 Page 48

EPA Export 25-07-2013:20:57:02



Assessment ot Risks trom Landfill Sites

following is a list of some of the main exposure routes. There are other potential routes
that may need to be considered at some landfill sites.

+ Drinking contaminated water

+ Inhalation/Ingestion of particulate matter
+ Eating contaminated food/soil

* Inhalation of landfill gas

¢« Inhalation of combustion by-products

5.9.1 Risk Assessment Topics

The main potential risk to human health from most landfills is likely to come from airborne
emissions. [t is important that the risk assessment scenarios explicitly address human
health impact. This will be predominantly within the landfill gas assessment but should also
involve consideration of dust impact and possible other pathways. For example the
contamination of food from allotments or market gardens may need to be considered
depending on source-pathway-receptor linkages and Risk¢8creening. Health impacts will
also need to be included when considering accidents an&thelr conseguences, for instance
in the event of a fire. It is important that all the potenti ‘health effects are brought together
in a summary. Some of the site-specific receptors will be potentially exposed to particulate
matter, raw landfill gas and combustion by cts. Section 6.1.3 considers reporting
requirements and where applicable, the lmpéci% on a receptor should be brought together
and the cumulative effect considered. ec}\ S
N (\\

Table 5.5 presents an indicative s \ary of the main exposure routes and where these
exposures should be consdered@ﬁ the risk assessment process. These should be
adapted where necessary to ad{%@éss the site-specific risks.

Table 5.5 Examples of the risk assessment topics with respect to human health

Exposure route Accidents | Hydrogeological | Landfill Gas | Particulate | Stability
Inhalation of landfill gas v R s
Inhalation of combustion by-products |, v v i
Inhalation/Ingestion of dust v R v

Eating contaminated food v v v v .
Drinking contaminated water v v w

Potential source-pathway-receptor linkage v/

5.10 Habitats

The requirements of the Habitats Regulations should be integrated within the risk
assessments ensuring all potential hazards from the landfill and their potential pathway to
the European site are assessed. A worst case scenario will need to be considered for each
hazard. This will then need to be linked into the specific sensitivities of each interest
feature that the European site has been identified for, to ensure that the Agency has
sufficient information to determine no / likely adverse effect on the integrity of the
European site.
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Table 5.6 indicates where the Habitats Directive assessment may need to be conducted in
the risk assessment topics covered by this document. There may be other site-specific
exposure routes that need to be considered. This will need to be combined with the
amenity assessments that are beyond the scope of this document (Sections 1.2 and

3.1.5).

Table 5.6 Examples of the risk assessment topics with respect to Habitats

Exposure route to Habitat Accidents | Hydrogeological | Landfill Gas | Particulate | Stability
Toxic Contamination (via water) v v :
Toxic Contamination (via air) v a
Nutrient Enrichment v v
Habitat Loss v v v v v
Potential source-pathway-receptor linkage v/
g
P
&
&
S
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&&°
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6 REPORTING

Since the decision on a landfill application must be transparent, justifiable and
understandable the reporting of a risk assessment is very important. The following
sections outline the required outputs from the assessments and the recommended
reporting requirements.

6.1 Risk Assessment Outputs

There are a number of outputs from the risk assessment process that must be recorded.
These are summarised in Table 6.1. The key assumptions and their significance should be
reported in a consistent format across the separate risk assessment topics. This will allow
a ready check to be made as to whether the assumptions made are consistent. Any
common assumptions used in the separate risk assessment topics must be recorded.
Within each risk assessment topic the inter-relationships with other topics should be
recorded and cross-references made to ensure a consistency of understanding on the part
of the operator. This could be achieved through the production of a summary for each risk
assessment using the relevant outputs in Table 6.1 as headings.

Review and update of key assumptions should be n@é% to the requirement for risk
assessment reviews either annually or as part of g&/\ariation to working practices; or
triggered by monitoring results (i.e. assessmerg\*\Peé\els). For example a proposed new
waste type, such as a treatment sludge, may igﬁf@ﬁce the stability assessment, the landfill
gas generation profile and the absorptive %@‘éity of the waste and thus may require a
review of all of the risk assessments. It isdmportant that the sensitivity analysis provides a
detailed understanding of the signiﬂcaaﬁ“@%f changes in key parameters. This is critical in
understanding how important thg{& gtected changes are and enables a risk-based
approach to regulation. \Qo@

fy\\O

6.1.1 Accidents Outputs 00{\@

Contingency plans are an important output from the assessment of accidents. It is
important that contingency plans are site-specific rather than generic. This means that the
on-site actions must be specific to identified hazards and that off-site requirements relate
to actual receptors and consider existing pathways. For instance where modelling of fire
scenarios has been undertaken, it should be clear where under different meteorological
conditions the likely maximum ground level concentrations would arise and information or
actions can then be focussed on the relevant receptors. Contingency plans must not
consist of vague statements such as “appropriate steps will be taken where necessary
following consultation with the Agency”.
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Contingency Plans should cover the following areas:

¢ remedial actions

¢ mitigation measures

¢ monitoring measures

+ liaison with other relevant bodies
+ information provision to the public
e personnel responsibilities

« personnel training and guidance on specific accident scenarios

Following an incident a review of risk management measures and contingency plans
should be triggered. This could involve undertaking an updated risk assessment based on
knowledge gained as a result of the incident.

6.1.2 Waste Types
&

The consideration of the waste types for the risk assesam%nt should follow a format similar
to the example shown in Table 6.2 below. The EL@Q@BH Waste Catalogue (EWC) should
be used to identify either individual waste stre *Gr where this can be justified, to group
together waste types where the hazard is suff;fé ehtly similar. It is likely that tables similar to
Table 6.2 will contain a combination of quaﬁ% e and quantitative information. The limiting
values should be specific maximum i ‘on the total concentrations and the leaching
potential should provide limits on th \(}‘q@%hable composition (this information may not be
available for all waste types, for msfégée solid municipal waste).

«©
O
Table 6.2 Example format for considaﬁng the hazard from waste types
EWC (or groups | Description Physical | Primary Limiting | Leaching | Gas Odour Particulate
of codes) form contaminants | values potential | generation | generation | generation
potential potential potential
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Table 6.1 Recording of the risk assessment outputs

Outputs Hydrogeological Landfill Gas Particulate Stability
Assumptions v v v v
Avreas of uncertainty v v v
Sensitivity analysis v v v v
A review programme to test key assumptions | v’ v v v

i.e. a validation plan

Triggers for review of risk assessment v v v
Selection of environmental benchmarks v v v
Risks screened out as insignificant v v v
Trigger (compliance) levels and control | v/ v v
(assessment) levels
Emission limits A R & v .
Risk based monitoring programmes ~ locations, | v’ v eg. migrati@ monitoring | v v
frequencies, determinands locations and.fregiéncy
Operational parameters v e.g. maximum leachate | v e.g. ju ﬁﬁ&?@n for the timing of | v'e.g. waste handling/ | v' e.g. restrictions on areas
head and action levels (for | active @@%@z jon; deposit; dust | for leachate recirculation;
example 1 metre maximum QéQ&\}\ suppression; site road | waste placement against
and 0.75m action level) ;\\o(\ & construction; speed | phase separation bunds.
s limits.
il
Design parameters v eg. permeability g&?v e.g. side wall liner and cap; | v e.g. phasing; capping | v e.g. material properties for
thickness  of  enh extraction system design; gas | and restoration. lining or subgrade materials;
geological barrier 5\0 treatment pre or post combustion; maximum slope angles and
0535‘ number and capacity of flares; ' lengths; designs for |
Oo° utilisation capacity; stack heights associated structures; |

_| factors of safety

AN
<
<

Maximum response times to specified failures of

equipment

Programmed down times for equipment v v

Telemetry requirements v v

Indicative completion criteria v v

Time period for active management v v

Impact on receptors quantified and assessed | v’ 4

against environmental benchmarks

Contingency plans v v v v
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6.1.3 Receptors

The predicted impact at each receptor (or group of receptors) must be reported. The
reporting should be centred on the receptors and the assessment of risk to each receptor
clearly identified. Reporting the impact for each receptor enables the predicted impact from
each risk assessment topics to be considered together. The most usual examples will be
the impact of airborne emissions which will commonly impact upon the same receptors.

A single list of receptors should be provided with a reference to the site plan showing the
locations. This can be reported in the form of a table which also provides reference to
where in the risk assessment documentation an assessment of the risks to that receptor
are presented. An example format is presented in table 6.3 below.

Table 6.3 Example format for reporting the risks to receptors

Receptor Plan Accidents Hydrogeological | Landfill Gas | Particulate | Stability
Carnation Street | '~ v R, v v e
| Boundary Bum r~ v v R N R
| Potential source-pathway-receptor linkage v Document/Section/Page Reference(s)

Human health impacts must be explicitly addressed for @ﬂ&the relevant human receptors
identified. For many sites the landfill gas and partic lite assessments will be the most
appropriate place to deal with a summary of thg&é@%glth effects. There must be a single
summary of the potential health effects bringirigtogether all the risk assessment topics.
Exposure of the same people at different Iogﬁ ions (e.g. local residents who use footpaths
and eat food from allotments) must be reeg\o‘?gg .

™

&
Reference should be made to <<tga‘él\&\tability, hydrogeological and landfill gas risk
assessment guidance for more prggi% information requirements in the risk assessment
§)

process. &

{\
6.1.4 Level of Risk Assessmé%t

The level of risk assessment undertaken must be justified in the report. A possible format
is shown below in Table 6.4.

Table 6.4 Example format for reporting the level (tier) of risk assessment undertaken

Risk Assessment Topic Level of Risk | Justification Risk Management
Assessment | reference Measures references

Accidents

Hydrogeological

Landfill Gas

Sub surface migration

Landfill gas releases

Combustion point source releases
Particulate Matter

Stability
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6.1.5 PPC Statutory Consultees

6.1.5.1 Human Health

For a PPC permit application, the Primary Care Trust or the Local Health Boards (in
" England and Wales respectively) and the Food Standards Agency are two of the statutory
consultees. This is an important part of the application process. The consultees have the
public confidence and can provide knowledge or expertise the Agency may lack. If the
consultees are satisfied with the risk assessment (assumptions, justifications, outputs and
statements) the Agency is more likely to be satisfied and the application process should
proceed more smoothly.

In order for the consultees to make an informed input into the permitting process the risk
assessment must address their specific areas of concern. The reporting of the risk
assessment should allow the consultees to make an informed response to the PPC
application. A good PPC application will be one that provides sufficient information to
enable the statutory consultees to provide a view to support the Agency’s decision-making.

As stated above in section 6.1.3 there should be a single health impact assessment
summary that directs the reader to the relevant sections of¢the individual risk assessment
topics and, where relevant, considers any combinations O@ﬁ‘impacts on human receptors.

6.1.5.2 Nature Conservation 09’7&

SO

English Nature or the Countryside Counq&b‘?&*@ales are the relevant statutory consultees
in England and Wales respectively. If&ﬁ‘@ﬁandﬁll is within 2km/5km of a European site,
they will be consulted on the appi@é\@éh and will receive a summary of the Agency’s
Habitats assessment. N Q@

\0
CROW Act assessments for Sit\éé\ of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI's) may also require
consultation with English Natéire or the Countryside Council for Wales, if the application
has the potential to damage a SSSI.
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7 DECISION-MAKING
7.1 Legislation and Background

The basis for regulatory decision-making is the legislation. The following sections briefly
outline the relevant legislation and regulatory background in England and Wales.

7.1.1 Overall Objective of the Landfill Directive

The overall objective (Article 1) of the Landfill Directive (1999/31/EC) is to prevent or
reduce as far as possible negative effects on the environment (including harm to human
health). This is to be achieved by way of stringent operational and technical requirements
on the waste and landfills. The risk management measures adopted at the landfill must
minimise the impact on the environment and human health.

7.1.2 Accidents

The Landfill Regulations require that a permit include appropriate conditions ensuring that
the landfill is operated in such a manner that the necessary measures are taken to prevent
accidents and to limit their consequences (Regulation 8 (2) {c)). Many landfill assessments
have in the past been conducted assuming that all fhe risk management measures
function perfectly for the entire life of the site. The Agency’s experience of regulating
landfill sites indicates that this is not the case. It '@qu‘if)ortant to appreciate that an accident
such as a major fire or leachate spillage couldocfﬂi@éntially have consequences beyond that
expected during the lifetime of normal oper. .

A\
S

Box 8 - Example comparing accidental emi@’c@g to those of normal operations
A leachate pumping failure resulting in spill@\@o an unlined area of the site could equate to many years of
leakage through the engineered containm%g@[here is little point in collecting leachate from well engineered
basal leachate sealing and collection gfs‘tems and then subsequently handling it in poorly designed and

managed pipework and storage facilitie$’
[

PPC permitting introduces a step change in the manner in which landfill operators must
plan for and handle accidents. The consideration of accidents and their consequences is a
crucial part of the landfill risk assessment.

7.1.3 Hydrogeological Risk Assessment

The basis for providing groundwater protection is currently the Groundwater Directive
(80/68/EEC) which is implemented for PPC permits by the Groundwater Regulations 1998.
The Directive will be replaced by a daughter directive under the Water Framework
Directive in the future. The Groundwater Regulations have to be considered both at the
PPC application stage and also for any variation which may impact on the risk to
groundwater, as the PPC permit will be a groundwater authorisation. Paragraphs 2 and 3
of Schedule 2 of the Landfill Regulations set out additional specific requirements with
respect to groundwater protection in particular the requirements for a geological barrier
and the collection and extraction of leachate (Environment Agency 2003g).

Compliance with the Groundwater Regulations should be considered for the whole life of
the landfill. Where the landfill represents a serious environmental risk at any stage of its
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lifecycle it should not be permitted. The hydrogeological risk assessment should be
conducted in accordance with the Agency’'s guidance on Hydrogeological risk
assessments for landfills and the derivation of groundwater control and trigger levels
(Environment Agency 2003b). This guidance must be read in conjunction with that
document.

7.1.4 Landfill Gas Risk Assessment

Paragraph 4(2) and (3) of Schedule 2 of the Landfill Regulations require that landfill gas be
collected and that the collection, treatment and use of landfill gas must be carried on in a
manner which minimises damage to or deterioration of the environment and risk to human
health. For new sites Paragraph 1 of Schedule 2 requires that a landfill (PPC) permit
should only be issued where the locational characteristics or the corrective measures to be
taken indicate that the landfill does not pose a serious environmental risk. Reference
should be made to the Guidance on the Management of Landfill Gas (Environment Agency
2004q) for more detailed guidance on how to conduct a landfill gas risk assessment.

7.1.5 Particulate Risk Assessment

Paragraph 5 of Schedule 2 of the Landfill Regulations reguire that measures must be
taken to minimise the nuisances arising from the landfil \ﬁ? relation to odours and dust.
Paragraph 1(1) of Schedule 2 of the Landfill Regulatlo& requires the location of a site to
take account of various potential receptors mclucgn fé?éSldentlal recreational, agricultural,
urban sites and nature protection zones 83 ection 7.4). In addition there are
requirements for assessment when a bean site (as defined by the Habitats
Regulations) has been identified as a req\e‘b F and relevant hazards have been identified
(Environment Agency 2003i). &é’ N

<<°\§

*\QOQ

The Landfill Regulations requ1re<4¥(|\ Schedule 2 paragraph 6 (1) that the placement of waste
must ensure stability of all theWaste on the site and associated structures and in particular
must avoid slippages. Paragraph 6 (2) requires that where an artificial barrier is used, the

geological substratum must be sufficiently stable, taking into account the morphology of
the landfill, to prevent settlement that may cause damage to the barrier.

7.1.6 Stability Assessment

Although the requirement to consider stability is explicit in the Landfill Regulations this is
not a new requirement and the stability of the waste mass should always have been an
essential design feature for landfill sites. When undertaking the stability risk assessment
reference must be made to the Agency’s guidance on Stability of landfill lining systems
(Environment Agency, 2002l). There are also many engineering documents providing
guidance on stability issues, for instance on angles of repose.
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7.1.7 Habitats Assessments

Regulation 48 (1) of the Habitats Regulations requires the Agency, as a competent
authority, before issuing a landfill permit, to conduct an appropriate assessment of the
application and its potential implications for any relevant European sites. Regulation 48 (2)
requires the applicant to provide such information that the Agency may reasonably require
for the purposes of this assessment. The request for this information is presented within
the Habitats Assessment in Part B of the Landfill PPC application form.

Prior to the Landfill Permit being issued the Agency must determine, from information
submitted, that the landfill will not have an adverse effect on the integrity of the European
site (Regulation 48 (5)). A permit may only be granted if this is not determined, if there are
no other alternatives solutions, and that the operation must go ahead for reasons of
overriding public interest (Regulation 49).

7.2 Assessment of Impacts

The impact assessment is a key area in the decision-making process. It involves the
prediction of the level of an emitted substance at a receptor and the comparison of the
predicted levels, that may arise, against relevant criteria i.e. environmental benchmarks.
This must provide an assessment of the potential enyironmental effects (including on
human health) of emissions that have not been screenetf out as insignificant. The following
points must have been addressed in a quantitatig@"{@( assessment in order to inform the
decision-making process. O@?@‘\O
SN
'« a quantification of the impact of emissi\@‘ﬁ:%*

« a comparison of the predict \'iﬁ%@%oct must be made against the appropriate
environmental benchmark (sectf@i&@&A)

$\
« an evaluation of the potenti I human health impact must be made of the total
cumulative exposure (e.g. additive) for each relevant receptor

« an interpretation must be made by an appropriately qualified person

Simple and Complex Risk Assessments must quantify the predicted level of substances, at
each relevant receptor, for normal and abnormal operations and for accidents (see Section
5). Normal operations will occur, and the impact assessment is a consideration of the
consequences of these operations. For abnormal operations and accidents the
likelihood/frequency of occurrence must also be considered alongside the consequences
of the predicted impact (see Section 7.4.2). Any decision will never be determined simply
on whether the predicted impact is below the environmental benchmark. Predicted impacts
near or approaching the criteria may, given the uncertainties, indicate that the proposed
development may not be acceptable. Section 7.6 discusses decision-making in the face of
uncertainty.
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7.2.1 Accidents

H1 (Environment Agency 2003a) includes a methodology for considering the probability of
occurrence and producing matrices of risk for accidents. The recommended approach
here is to place a greater emphasis on the consequences of an occurrence (the impact)
and using this to feed into the risk management procedures and contingency plans.
Estimates of the probability of occurrence are just that, a qualitative consideration of the
likelihood. The processes within a landfill are less well understood than, for example, a
chemical manufacturing plant and methods of predicting occurrences such as fault tree
analysis will be correspondingly less useful.

For each identified hazard an assessment of the impact at all relevant receptors should be
made. As in all areas of risk assessment the effort must not be disproportionate to the risk
and an appropriate level of detail should be achieved by employing a tiered approach as
described in Section 2. The depth and type of assessment will depend on the
characteristics of the installation and its location. The main factors which should be taken
into account are:

» the scale and nature of the accident hazard presented by the landfill

» the potential impact on the receptors A &
&
Section 5.4 details where the individual risk ass@g?ss\j@é\nt topics should consider the impact
of accidents. & &
SN
7.2.2 Human Health &
S
\Q A .
Much of the required impact assessing % falls under the landfill gas risk assessment. The
impacts from landfill gas emissions®and from any combustion point sources must be
considered together for each human health receptor. Both short and long term exposure
must be considered separa& by comparing the predicted concentrations against

appropriate criteria.

The health impact of accidental releases in addition to normal exposure should be
considered. This will help in evaluating the appropriateness of the risk management
measures and contingency plans.

7.2.3 Landfill Gas

Clearly a scenario representing no collection of gas cannot exist at the same time as one
representing full capacity combustion. The proposed operations of the site should be
considered including timings for flaring and utilisation, planned and unplanned down times
taking into account the proposed response times and spare part storage etc. As part of
the interpretation of the impacts, a plausible worst case combination of predicted impacts
should be considered as well as the impact of the proposed normal operations. It is likely
to be appropriate to compare exposure to elevated emissions and some other abnormal
events or accidents (for example, the initial release of gas from a waste slippage) to the
short term environmental benchmarks.
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7.2.4 Global Warming

Global warming is not a site-specific risk issue and will not require a specific assessment
of impact on local receptors.

Landfill gas is an important contributor to greenhouse gas emissions in the UK and
biodegradable landfills must be designed and operated in a manner that ensures the
maximum practicable collection and treatment of the gas. This maximum extraction and
treatment (normally oxidation of methane to carbon dioxide through combustion) is
consistent with the best practice requirement for managing landfill gas.

7.2.5 Personnel

It may seem self-evident that suitably qualified persons should conduct the risk
assessment but this cannot be stressed too strongly. Any risk assessment will have made
assumptions in the conceptual model and in any quantitative modelling undertaken; such
assumptions require expert judgement. The interpretation of the impact must be made in
full awareness of the significance of the assumptions and the uncertainties.

It is important that care is taken when comparing predicted concentrations against
environmental benchmarks. The comparison is not a pasg or fail scenario. For example for
an environmental benchmark (or percentage thereof) g\fﬁ 00pg/l a predicted level of 95ug/l
is not a pass and 105ug/l a failure. Given uncerta fles in the assessment, there may be
no real difference between the two predictedcﬁagkentrations. A suitably qualified person
who fully understands the limitations of the@*?@é\ess and any implications arising from the
predicted levels of emissions should g@ﬁi\@‘ct the comparison with the environmental

benchmark. B8
$ \\q

7.3 Regulatory Decision-making\ooQ
O
A
The objective of a risk assessgg)éﬁi with respect to decision-making is to:

+ provide the Agency with sufficient confidence to make the relevant regulatory decision

In order to support a decision, the risk assessment must:

+ provide a sufficient understanding of the landfill site and its setting
+- identify all the site-specific receptors and pathways

+ define pollution for the site through environmental benchmarks

» provide an understanding of the critical assumptions/parameters

« evaluate the impact at the receptors

» report on the predicted impact at each individual (or groups of) receptor(s)

One key factor in this is a good ljnderstanding of the condition of the landfill through the
conceptual model.
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The two main areas where the Agency must make decisions are:

* J|ocation for new landfill facilities

- risk management measures

As is discussed below the two are closely linked for new sites since the risk assessment is
conducted on the basis of the site setting and the proposed landfill design and operation.

The decision on landfill location can be made at the planning or PPC permitting stage. A
decision on the acceptability of the corrective measures can only be finally made at the
PPC permitting stage.

7.4 Decisions on Landfill Location

A decision as to whether a landfill location is acceptable is one of the most important
decisions to be supported by a risk assessment. For new sites, the Landfill Regulations
contain provisions as to landfill location which are outlined below. These provisions do not
apply to existing sites (i.e. areas already in operation on 15 June 2002 or not already in
operation but the relevant authorisation for its operation wag’granted before 15 June 2002)
however they do apply to any extensions to existing snteg@\

Paragraph 1(1) of Schedule 2 of the Landfill Lg&aqfons relates to the location of a site
with respect to various potential receptors lnc groundwater, waterways, water bodies
and coastal waters. These receptors will 4@ y be covered in the hydrogeological risk
assessment. The impact on remdenhq,}t,\\zg@\creatlonal agricultural and urban sites will
largely be dealt with in the landfill gas. é?@fbartlculate risk assessments.
& N

Paragraph 1(2) of Schedule 2 reqq@%s that a landfill (PPC) permit may be issued only if
the locational requirements or th corrective measures to be taken indicate that the landfill
does not pose a serious envifonmental risk. Paragraph 1(2) does not apply to existing
sites.

Regulation 5 of the Landfill Regulations requires that a planning permission may only be
granted for a landfill if the locational issues in paragraph 1(1) of Schedule 2 have been
taken into consideration.

Landfill location with respect to groundwater is considered in Landfill Directive Regulatory
Guidance Note 3 (Environment Agency 2002j).

7.4.1 Planning Permission

The basic decisions that the Agency can make with respect to a planning consultation are:

« to object to the application;
« to object on the basis of insufficient information;

* not to object to the application.
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Since the locational requirements only apply to new sites it can be assumed that in most
cases the decision will be supported by an Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) at the
planning stage. The EIA should provide at least a Risk Screening Assessment (particularly
where the Agency has made a full response on the scoping of the EIA) and should have
identified all the site-specific pathways and receptors. The Risk Screening with its
consideration of the source-pathway-receptor linkages may be sufficient for the Agency to
take the view that the proposed landfill poses a serious environmental risk and would
justify the Agency objecting to the application. It may be that without further quantification
of the impacts or details of the risk management measures that the Agency does not have
the basis for making a decision. In these circumstances the Agency may choose to object
to the application on the basis of insufficient information. If the pollutant linkages indicate
that the sensitivity of the site’s location may not be high and the concern is centred on the
appropriateness of the risk management measures then the Agency is likely to not object
to the planning permission. The determination of the acceptability of the risk management
measures for the landfill can be made at the PPC permit stage.

The Agency will object to the planning application where the criteria in the landfill location
position statement are met (Environment Agency 2002j). Where the Agency does not
object to the planning application this does not mean that it will necessarily issue the PPC

permit. &

&
Where applications for planning permission and a RP% permit are being conducted in
parallel then the risk assessments submitted ino\gﬁ)ort of the PPC application can be

used to inform the Agency’s decision on what& Sponse to make to the planning authority.
NS

The following section describes in more eg%@fthe decision-making process as it relates to
a PPC application. ,\(\09 o

\<\\,
S
7.4.2 PPC Permits S
Q

A
The Landfill Regulations requ&@%;\at for a new landfill, a permit may be issued only if the
locational characteristics or corrective measures to be taken indicate that the proposed
landfill does not pose a serious environmental risk. This is a consideration of the sensitivity
of the location and the proposed risk management measures. The risk assessment for a
PPC permit application must provide the basis for this decision. With respect to
groundwater, Landfill Directive Regulatory Guidance Note 3 (Environment Agency 2002j)

provides the criteria for determining when a PPC permit should not be issued.
The risk assessment should have considered three basic scenarios:

» normal operations
« abnormal conditions

* accidents

Normal operations means that the proposed corrective measures are functioning as
designed. It should be noted that normal operations should include the predicted
degradation of management systems. Where the Agency believes that under normal
operations the proposed new landfill poses a serious environmental risk then the permit
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should not be issued on those grounds. Environmental risk must be taken to include
human health.

In order to determine if a serious environmental risk is posed it is necessary to consider
failures of corrective measures, accidents and their consequences i.e. abnormal conditions
and accidents. Section 5 outlines the scenarios that should be considered and should give
a good understanding of the impacts of various occurrences. If the consideration of failures
gives the Agency sufficient confidence that the landfill does not pose a serious
environmental risk then the Agency can issue the permit. Where the predicted impact of an
accident or failure would be unacceptable — and in many cases it would be surprising if
they were not — this does not mean that the Agency must necessarily reject the
application. What needs to be considered are:

¢+ the magnitude of the consequences including the sensitivity of the location
¢ the likelihood of occurrence given the proposed risk management measures
¢ the risk management measures to prevent accidents/failures

¢ the contingency plans to mitigate the consequences
&

The sensitivity of the location will be particularly@crucial when considering the
consequences of failures that may occur at aoéﬁ;rafd‘fill. The main use of the accident
scenarios will be in determining whether the @i:%p%sed site is so sensitive that a permit
should not be issued and for determining theSagceptability of risk management measures,
monitoring and contingency planning. Wh\ e consequences of an accident are serious
then the risk management measures \gu&%vent its occurrence must be correspondingly
more robust. In some cases, the con\sé@@ences of an accident may be so significant that a
serious risk is posed notwithstandfhogﬁhe proposed risk management measures and this
would make the location unsuitabl\e;‘\fbr a landfill.

Having considered all the abaye issues, the professional judgement of the Agency officers
will be used to determine if the proposed landfill would pose a serious environmental risk
and whether the permit can be granted or should be refused.

7.5 Decisions on Risk Management Measures

For existing sites (i.e. areas already in operation on 15 June 2002 or not already in
operation but the relevant authorisation for its operation was granted before 15 June 2002)
the locational requirements do not apply (Paragraph 1(13) of Schedule 4 of the Landfill
Regulations).

For all landfill applications, the decision that the Agency must make relates to the
acceptability of the risk management measures in complying with the requirements of the
Landfill, Groundwater, Habitats and PPC Regulations. This includes the requirements of
Regulation 8 (2)(c) and paragraphs 3, 4 and 6 of Schedule 2 of the Landfill Regulations
(accidents and their consequences, hydrogeological risk, landfill gas, particulate matter
and stability respectively).
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Not all risk management measures will be determined through the risk assessment.
Regulations, best practice and where applicable Best Available Techniques will determine
many of the design, operational and management measures required at the landfill. Some
examples of the key requirements are illustrated in section 2.3.1 in Box 3. The operation
and design of the landfill in accordance with best practice is an essential part of the
decision-making process. The risk management measures must minimise the impact on
the environment and this means that although an assessment may produce an
“acceptable” impact a more stringent operational standard may still be required. One key
example of this is where a hydrogeological risk assessment model may suggest that an
acceptable concentration of List Il substances would result from a leachate head, for
example, of 5 metres. In such a case a compliance limit for the leachate level should still
be set (for example, at a maximum 1 metre) to minimise the emissions to groundwater.

The key decision to be made by the Agency for all landfill applications is the acceptability
of the risk management measures proposed. The assessment of the impact of normal
operations will provide the basic support for the decision as to whether a permit can be
granted, taking into account all the uncertainties and assumptions. For a quantified risk
assessment, the comparison of the predicted impact of emissions against the relevant
environmental benchmarks will form the basis of the assessment of the impact.

The assessment of accidents and abnormal operationsdsﬁoﬁl support the decision on the
robustness of the engineering and management sy§téms required, in particular issues
such as contingency planning, monitoring of opesations, telemetry, redundancy and back
up equipment and procedures (see Section 7.40@9“
SN
Where the risk assessment does not s "the professional judgement of the Agency
officers that the risk management me: s meet the necessary requirements then the
Agency can consider: Qé\%*\&\
N

&

» rejecting the permit éé\xé\

. " . o .
* requiring additional mforméﬁon on the risk management measures

+ issuing the permit but include prescriptive or improvement conditions

Improvement conditions shouid not be an option for new sites, which can reasonably be
expected to meet the necessary standards at the point of issue of the permit. For existing
sites the risk assessments should clearly show where the priorities for improvements lie.

The operator may choose to withdraw the application for a new site and consider a more
detailed risk assessment and a revision of the proposed risk management measures.
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7.6 Decision-making in the Face of Uncertainty

There will always be uncertainty associated with a risk assessment. The areas of
uncertainty for a landfill risk assessment include:

+ proportions of waste types accepted

» leachate composition and quantity

* gas composition and generation rates

+ particulate matter composition and generation
* monitoring data

« point source emission rates and composition
+ fugitive/area emission rates and composition

* hydrogeological setting

* meteorological regime &
$\
* models and input parameters *@
S &
* receptor presence and sensitivity 09?’ SO

+ short and long term performance of risk Qﬁ‘agégement measures
o@é}\*@
It is important that the areas of unce(talgiy are considered, understood and recorded. That

there will always be uncertainty hé%tb be accepted and there are a number of ways of
potentially addressing this. These @n include:

«  further site investigation <

+ additional monitoring

+ probabilistic models and probability density functions

» conservative “worst case” assumptions

+ confidence levels

+ concepts such as model head room and model confidence (section 2.9)
* more complex assessments

» factors of safety

* over engineering/redundancy

The above examples are ways of either addressing uncertainty by gathering more
information, using modelling techniques to reflect the uncertainty or using the design to try
and compensate for uncertainty.
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It has to be remembered that a risk assessment does not provide the “answer”. All risk
assessments must be interpreted by appropriately qualified people who can understand
the uncertainties, the assumptions made and their significance for an individual site. In
particular, care must be taken that undue reliance is not placed on the “numbers” that are
generated by quantitative modelling. It is tempting to generate a number from a model, to
compare it against a numerical environmental benchmark and then to declare that the risk
assessment has demonstrated acceptability. Modelling must not be relied on beyond the
point that the understanding of the landfill can support.

There will be circumstances where uncertainty is of greater significance than in others. For
landfill sites this will largely be related to the sensitivity of the environmental setting and
hence the potential impact. This means that it will not always be necessary to fully address
the uncertainties. It is the understanding of the site in its environmental setting i.e. the
conceptual model and risk screening stages that are the most important elements of the
decision-making process. A decision can be made provided that the significance of the
uncertainty is understood. There will always be a residual level of uncertainty. The
Agency’s inclination is to require that uncertainty be addressed through the provision of
additional information. Although this can be fully justified in many cases it will not always
be justifiable. The question is whether a decision (rationa!b.and justifiable) can be made
using the professional judgement of the officers involyed. The uncertainties must be
recognised and recorded to ensure the transparency ofithe decision-making. What the risk
assessment must provide is confidence that the risks@are understood to a sufficient level. A

. S .

risk assessment, or any other process, can nngé?\stYowde certainty.
W

L

4

ra

({o\ *'&\0)
\QOQ

&

&

External Consultation April 2004 Version 1.0 Page 66

EPA Export 25-07-2013:20:57:03



Assessment ot Risks from Landtill Sites

KEY POINTS

Risk Assessment

The level of risk assessment effort must be proportionate to the risk (Section 2.1)

The development of a robust conceptual model of the site is a vital precursor to the risk
assessment process (Section 2.3)

Risk Screening is essential and needs to consider all the relevant source-pathway-
receptor linkages to ensure that risk assessment effort is focussed on the significant risks
(Section 2.5)

Interpretation of the risk assessment must be made by an appropriately qualified person
who understands the assumptions and limitations of the conducted assessment and who
can therefore place any quantitative results into the correct context (Section 2.9)

&

Risk Management Measures &
>

Y
o°1 L

Best practice/Best Available Techniques wﬂgo‘é?@ermlne many of the risk management
measures required at the landfill (Section 2, Q\‘*‘l

0 &
The risk management measures mus@r@ent or minimise the impact on the environment
and human health (Sectlons 71 an@o?@?

QO

Decision-Making

e—

The risk assessment must be considered in the overall context of the site, reflecting the
assumptions and uncertainties (Sections 7.2.5 and 7.6)

The regulatory decision should never be based simply on whether quantitative assessment
being compared (Section 7.2.5)

The understanding of the landfill site in its environmental setting is the single most
important element in the regulatory decision-making process (Sections 7.3 and 7.5)

The regulatory decision must be proportionate, consistent, transparent and it must be
based on the evidence including that from consultees (Sections 6.1.5 and 7.3)

e

has produced a number lower than the relevant environmental benchmark to which it is’

]
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GLOSSARY

Techniques their methods of operation which indicates the practical suitability of
(BAT) particular techniques to prevent and where that is not practicable to
reduce emissions and the impact on the environment as a whole. For
these purposes: “available techniques” means “those techniques which
have been developed on a scale which allows implementation in the
relevant industrial sector, under economically and technically viable
conditions, taking into consideration the cost and advantages, whether or
not the techniques are used or produced inside the United Kingdom, as
long as they are reasonably accessible to the operator”; “best” means “in
relation to techniques, the most effective in achieving a high general level
of protection of the environment as a whole” and “techniques” “i

|
Best Available The most effective and advanced stage of development of activities and

includes
both the technology used and the way in which the installation is
designed, built, maintained, operated and decommissioned.

Best Practice  Best practice should be taken to mean all appropriate measures, in
accordance with Agency guidance, to be taken against pollution, to limit
emissions and the impact on the envirorggént.

S

i Conceptual An understanding of the landfill \(i ﬁlding the design and operational

% Model fundamentals) in its environm ﬁ?@i setting. The conceptual model must

» identify the sources, pathw. \\}éhd receptors at a landfill. A conceptual

model represents the ungte‘\fsf’anding of the problem and is used as the

basis on which to devgjé? & site specific risk assessment. The level of
detail required of th.g\‘%gﬁdel will depend upon the complexity of the risk

| asses t. S &
: smen <:00®

Corrective The term used;@?’aragraph 1 of Schedule 2 of the Landfill Regulations. It
f Measures should be takeén to mean the risk management measures to be taken.

CROW Act Countryside and Rights of Way Act 2000

Emission The direct or indirect release of substances, vibrations, heat or noise from
individual or diffuse sources in an instaliation into the air, water or land.

Environmental A standard or criterion against which the level of an emitted substance

Benchmark can be compared at a receptor. For a quantified risk assessment the
potential impact of an emission is evaluated through comparison against
these appropriate standards in order to assess the significance of the
impact and allow a decision to be made on whether the impact of the
landfill on air or water quality may be acceptable.

European Site Defined by Regulation 10 of the Habitats Regulations. This definition
includes SACs and SPAs. It is also government policy to include
RAMSAR sites within this definition.

Groundwater  All water which is below the surface of the ground in the saturation zone
and in direct contact with the ground or subsoil.

External Consultation April 2004 - Version 1.0 Page 68

EPA Export 25-07-2013:20:57:03



Groundwater
Regulations
Habitats
Regulations

Harm

Hazard
Landfill
Landfill Gas
Landfill

Regulations
Leachate

Pathways

Pollution

PPC
Regulations

Ramsar sites

Receptors

Risk

Risk
assessment
Risk
management
SAC

External Consultation April 2004

Assessment of Risks trom Landtill Sites

The Groundwater Regulations S| 1998 No. 2746

Conservation (Natural Habitats, & c.) Regulations 1994 S| 1994 No.
2716

The damage to a receptor that results when a hazard is realised. Harm to
the health of living organisms or other interference with the ecological
systems of which they form a part and in the case of man includes
offence to any of his senses or harm to his property.

A property or situation that particular circumstances could lead to harm.
A waste disposal site for the deposit of the waste onto or into land.

Any gas generated from landfilled waste.

The Landfill (England and Wales) Regulations SI 2002 No. 1559

Any liquid percolating through deposvte@, waste and emitted from or

contained within a tandfill. Q@\
o\

The mechanism by which the r ?gr and source can come into contact
(e.g. by a hazardous event o 5 Qﬁon on site giving rise to a release of the
hazardous substance or m@ihgi% to atmosphere or to ground).
0 ®\

Emissions as a resul{@?{ﬁuman activity which may be harmful to human
health or the quajjsy\' the environment, cause offence to any human
senses, result in d&ajﬂage to material property, or impair or interfere with
amenities and %I@%r legitimate uses of the environment.

The Pollutlon Preventlon and Control (England and Wales) Regulations
S 2000 No.1973 (as amended)

Ramsar sites are designated under the Convention on Wetlands of
International Importance (‘The Ramsar Convention’).

The entity (e.g. human, water body, ecosystem, building, etc.) that is
sensitive or vulnerable to the adverse effects of the hazardous substance
or material

A combination of the probability, or frequency, of occurrence of a defined
hazard and the magnitude of the consequences of the occurrence.

The qualitative/quantitative estimation and characterisation of risks.

The process of making and implementing decisions about accepting or
altering risks

Special Area of Conservation as defined by the Directive 92/43/EEC, on
the Conservation of Natural Habitats and of wild fauna and flora.
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SPA Special Protection Area as defined by the Directive 79/409/EEC on the
Conservation of Wild Birds

Source The hazardous substance or
management facilities is defined by the hazardous properties of the waste
types and operations to which they will be subjected on the proposed

site.
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Kettleman Hills Waste Landfill Slope Failure. I: Liner-System Properties

by James K. Mitchell, Fellow, ASCE, (Prof., Dept. of Civ. Engrg., Univ. of California, Berkeley, CA 94720), Raymond B. Seed, Assoc. Member,
ASCE, (Assoc. Prof., Dept. of Civ. Engrg., Univ. of California, Berkeley, CA), and H. Bolton Seed, H M., (Deceased, formerly Cahill Prof. of Civ.
Engrg., Univ. of California, Berkeley, CA)

Journal of Geotechnical Engineering, Vol. 116, No. 4, April 1990, pp. 647-668 47 Permissions for Reuse #'
Purchase Information
Document type: Journal Paper ZS;\O\&
Discussion: by M. K. Yegian and etal. (See full record) <&
S il i W
Closure: (See full record) &Q}é\ N _
O
Abstract: A slope-stability failure occurred in C}Lﬁaﬁ\re hazardous-waste landfill (90 ft high) in which lateral displacements of up

to 35 ft and vertical settlements of up g&AM ft were measured. Failure developed by sliding along interfaces within the
composite, multilayered geosynthetié-compacted clay liner system beneath the waste fill. The testing, analyses, and
related studies made to determt &£§ cause of the failure are the subject of this and a companion paper. The present
paper presents details of a direét shear and pullout testing program undertaken to determine liner-system-interface
shear-strength characteristics. The interfaces between the various geosynthetics, and between these materials and the
compacted clay in the liner system, are characterized by low frictional resistance, with values of interface-friction angle
as low as 8° for some combinations. The most critical interfaces were determined to be those between high-density
polyethylene (HDPE) geomembrane and geotextile, HDPE geomembrane and geonet, and HDPE geomembrane and
saturated compacted clay. Representative values of interface shear-strength parameters were obtained for use in the
stability analyses described in the companion paper. The variations in measured strength parameters for the different
interfaces in the liner system indicate the-desirability of conducting similar test programs for proposed new facilities to
establish design parameters.
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Bandung (GB)
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Geo- und Umwelttechnik
dr. kdlsch Bandung (GB)

The Leuwigajah dumpsite disaster

The Leuwigajah dumpsite is located close to Bandung, the capital of lédonesian Western Java Province, 180
km South-East of Jakarta. 4500 t waste from Metropolitan area Ba@@ung is delivered to the site. The Iandﬁll
has been established in a narrow valley. The location offers a %»Apurable hydrogeological situation with a
bedrock covered by a thin layer of 1m clay. Precipitation (g% gh'in the region between 1500-2000 m per year
and significantly non-uniform. Waste disposal procedures carried out on a basic level. Dumping started
from the top of the valley dropping the waste just ove&@%@ dge.
Oo

After 3 days of heavy rainfall, the landslide hap&é'@ on February 215, 2005, when 2.7 mio cbm waste
started sliding down the valley. The waste versd an area of 900 x 300 m. 147 people died in the ruins of
two settlements. The satellite image, assert by Institut Teknologi Bandung, shows the scenery. the
yellow line indicates the former boundary @ihe dumpsite. Just a winding waste cliff was left from the former
70 m high dumpsite. é‘\

&
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Figure 2: View from the slope crest down to the v,
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Bandung (GB)

Figure 3: Uphill view from the valleyo
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Tl&S ensuc analysis obtained some interesting results. The
ity was affected by two major causes. Pore water pressure
s generated in the surface between clay and waste due two
¥ ground water and surface run-off. Simultanously, smouldering
i &> fires in the upper part of the landfill had combusted plastic and

“. paper particles, which acted as reinforcement.

The farnesic back calculations considered this effect by means of

reducing fibre cohesion and cohesion to zero. Finally, the sliding

- body shown in figure 7 came out as the most unfavourable one
while still matching the oberserved failure geometry.

S 08/12/2006
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Abbildung 7: Stability calculation - most unfavourable section, yielding mfw__.____un.._B

The result confirmed for the first time, what had been found in advanced calculations before. In case. the
waste shows a high inner shear strength, the failure of the entire landfill turns into the most critical loading

situation.
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Payatas (GB)

= Geo- und Umwelttechnik
dr. kdlsch Payatas (GB)

Payatas landslide

Payatas dumpsite is located in Quezon City in the North-East of Manil %épltal of the Philippines. Around
the landfill the township Payatas B is placed, home of about

™M

| 3

The picture shows the housing area in front and the dumpsite in the background, about in March 2000,
monthes before the landslide. As often in devolping countries, people are not only living around, but also at
the daumpsite

Page 1 of 5
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SO

(X

25 - e
. Q%age above shows slum huts at the dumpsite before
((o&\ katastrophy, the picture on the left side shows
SNabandoned huts after the landsilde, which had not been
\6\ destructed

On July 10,2000, early in the moming, the waste slope
~ moved down like a garvalanche, burying dozens of these
slum huts under meters of waste

08/12/2006
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Payatas (GB)

m@vm:. can be seen. In the foreground, the
@w@wm slum huts as well as a part of the

O

In the background the part of the slope, which remained
waste garvalanche of 1,2 Mio cbm came in from the left, bu
township (right side)

%

The pictures of the rescue action indicates what really happended al that deadly place. The emergency
teams found 230 people dead, but still up to 800 people ar missed

. i s e il
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The picture above shoes the situation in August i’ Cabout 4 weeks after the failure, when we arrived at
the place to conduct a first forensic analysis. Tigg ﬁhscue works were suspended close before. The view falls
from the crest of the remaining slope over thg -shaped failure area.
RS
\
#

~

CJO

o T | T B Vo Yrmte it da Y fon e mdice b st OR/122006
EPA Export 25-07-2013:20:57:05



Payatas (GB)

Same location, uphill view.

.’ >

In order to protect the township from leachate water percolating ou
been constructed around the covered area.

Back to LANDFILL STABILITY

Tadben: lesmomas de Teanlonalh dalhtmal finarinénn P S SR |

2
t

ﬁ%jm downslided waste, a trench has
©.
©)
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Rumpke (GB)

i Geo- und Umwelttechnik
dr. kdlsch Rumpke (GB)

Rumpke landslide

&

o
Rumpke Consclidated Companies is the largest private waste comp@s\( in the USA and the No_ 4 in the

nation. In Colerain, a township close to Cincinnatti (Ohio) the nse operates Rumpke Sanitary Landfill,
one of the so-called Mega-landfills in the Midwest. Establis 45 1.6 Mio. t of municipal solid waste are
disposed every year. Currently an dumping area of about {120 acre) is in use, located north-weslt to an
grandfathered area of about 54 ha. The grandfathered as been destroyed by a slope failure on March
§,1996, when 1,2 Mio. m? waste were sliding downé,}\o\&\
S
&8
RS
S
Q§
c®
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Rumpke (GB)

Page 2 of 4

The grandfathered part of the landfill elevates 75 m high above the original ground. The North-west siope.
where the landslide occurred, had an average slope ratio of 1:2 6. The landfill had no gas extraction. For
leachate drainage not more than surrounding ditch at the toe of the slope has been constructed. 18 monthes
before the failure, the original ground along the North-wesl slope has been excavated 42 m deep to prepare
an expansion area. The slope down to the hole was 1:2,3. Additionally in October 1995, the toe of the slope
was cut vertically 2,5 m high in order to get space for an access road. . On March 4,1996 local staff

> - recognized small cracks through the covering

= Earth material at the crest of the slope. Initially,

X the crack were identified as a result of common
landfill settlements and were stuffed But the
following days the cracks showed up again and

= again. Till the morning of March, 9 the cracks had

TN T S L e NR/ 122006
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been expanded up to the toe of the slope
Horizontal movements of the toe of the slope indicated the the entire slope was going to move. Around 11
AM. the to of the slope had moved 3-5 m away, the cracks meanwhile opened up to 1 m. Close to noon,
more cracks opened and black leachate was spurting out under high pressure. At noon, the entire slope
started to move and within 5 minutes 1.2 Mio m? waste were sliding out of an landfill area of 5 ha 360 m
downhill. A shell-shaped vertical wall, up to 60 m high with an extent of 300 m was the left-over.

e -

shell-shaped failure area

waste covered expansion area after the slide

Al E B Hia YATAVA
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APPENDIX 3

Piping failure in gravel
— Richard Meehan, Stanford University

Pore pressure induced slide 55
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What do witnesses see when a failure occurs? Most often it
has been the occurrence of sand boils near the tog of the
levee, followed by overtopping. In most recent @ﬁses the
river did not rise above the top of the levee @rather, the
levee failed, sinking below the river lave@'? &

\Qo \*
R
. o é
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mech:1:boils g1f:98

One traditional model of piping failure is based on the analysis

of Terzaghi and predecessors who studied several catastrophic " %
failures of concrete dams built on river alluvium., The model ;,,-,,'4} Frow net

seepage was based most usually on the assumption of a uniform reve.gof
isotropic medium within which a coherent field of seepage pressure developed

memenard adini mmhﬂﬂ:ﬂﬂf\fi‘;maﬂh hfﬂ‘ll
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Geomechanics: How a Viennese science illuminates levee failures and forms the core of a field of expertise on the matter. Page 2 of 10

following principles of heat or electric flow developed in the nineteenth century.
Interestingly these methods arose at the same time as Lyell was promulgating his
doctrine of uniformitarianism, a Victorian era governed by paternalistic,
Protestant ideas about the world or if the world was not actually that way, how the
world should be described. This image of the world continues to appeal, and among
those groups to whom it appealed most powerfully was engineers, Northern European
paternalists with a strong hand for command and control.

mech:3:1£22.gi£:154

™
B
b

We have seen how this analytical technique realized in the form of a flow —jgiﬁﬂ
(2

net from led the Corps of Engineersto reach thej ®omforting conclusion that s’
the upward gradient was a mere XX, well belgwﬁéhat would be required to pez3. 2
cause significant sand boils. <ﬁ§§
pech:5:1f23 gif: 155 &%&
S
&<
WO @
&

Levee designers are schooled in so%ﬁ?@echanics, which features
theoretical models which assume ho eneocus characteristics to
the ground. Analysis based on ho Sgeneity (encouraged by borings
that are too shallow) suggests &ggt flood pressures at the levee
toe will be innocuous as in A. What, if as is more often the
case, there is a ravel layer at a depthless than about 50 feet?
Pressures can substantially exceed the "homogeneous" assumption.
Suppose, further, that the gravel bed is truncated on the land
side of the levee, and accessible to flood water via a pit on the
river side of the levee? A potential for doubling the pressures
exist, resulting in very large uplift and erosive potential at the toe. Analysis,
untempered by experience in field geology, often leads to unsafe conclusions.

ﬁﬂr'(b:&’pp'.c' ,//C{E_

mech:5 . 5: 1542 gif:149
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Geomechanics: How a Viennese science illuminates levee failures and forms the core of a field of expertise on the matter Page 3 of 10

The permeability of the gravel layer is the main determinant of how seepage occurs,
including the type and size of concentrated seepage from boils (equivalent to yield
of a small well) and the rate of movement of a pressure have horizontally through
the layer. Test results show that the gravel layer consists of about 70 percent
gravel to 2 inch size with some coarse sand, soil "C" above, with behavior as
indicated. Soil classification (by standard techniques) serves as a basis for
estimating permeability, K, steady sand boil discharge, and erosive capacity.
Continue...

mech:9:1£32 . gif:163

3 1:'".‘0‘3-1’)’{ : “_:-.1-' Sy Ty ARy,

The pressures beneath the toe can be determinedéﬁ§ | o™ Y' = wlg“'T’““
drawing a flow net. Equipotentials and llneg flow " -f-r1;-r~ l » ”r'fL
must then approach square shapes to meet Haﬁ%quatlons . e ; / 5T
S Y IR v

of filed. I drew these beginnings of a £ ﬁ’net at the T

Denver airport while waitn 5 hours for@%@%llght to & ¢ um<A'<=u~vih a £
SanFrancisco. They are pretty crude 3§ I think that you can see that the case on
the right, where seepage has 1n31n3§§kd a 12 £t head under the model in a presumed
gravel layer is a lot worse than Y case on the left.

mechl:9.5:1F48 . gif:183 é’\\-é\

s

Clearly the precision of a flow net has its
limitations; refininement can be achieved by
setting up a small cross section as a finite
difference equation on a spreadsheet. In the
example I've shown here it is quite clear that
the "gravel layer" has a greta influnece on
the pressures beneath the toe of the levee,
resulting of a factor of safety approaching 1
for development of a quicksand condition at
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Geomechanics: How a Viennese science illuminates levee fatlures and forms the core of a field of expertise on the matter. Page 4 of 10

the tow. Clearly under such conditions a head of 12 or so beneath the central part
of the levee results in failure of the levee foundation and slippage of the toe.

mechl: 9. B:flosmets. gif: 184

The mathematically ideal underseepage flow creates toe pressures
equal to one half the river level.

machl:10:u2.gif:74

&.
The real underseepage flow may create toe pregﬁﬂres equal to the
river level. §y§§
(Y
&5
RS
mechl-11:ul . gif:75 (\Q \&s
\\,$(\

q ‘\.0
The difference in pressure benea ‘§§he downstream section
of the leveee is shown in the fqgﬁdation pressure profile
at a depth of 5 ft into the foyfidation. Obviously the
sand layer makes a big differénce so it is an important
boundary condition to the problem.

machl:15:1649.gif 165

In effect we have a 6 million cubic foot leaky bladder (200 x 30 x 1000)
of very loose sand. In the early stages the pressure will be confined by
the overlying strata (except for D'Arcy flow) . At a gradient of 0.5 to 0.7 sand
boils will develop with flow constrained by the ability of the gravel to supply
water to a single well. If this amount does not exceed a few gallons a minute, the

, PO T § A . ~
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Geomechanics: How a Viennese science illuminates levee failures and forms the core of a field of expertise on the matter. Page 5 of 10

ability to create a large boil in several hours will be limited. If however the
gravel delivers flows of several hundred gallons a minute -- and we know from local
irrigation well experience that this is the case -- then the potential for a large
boil, a rough pipe several miles in diameter, exists with potential for discharge
of liquefied sand limited only by the fluid dynamics of liquefied material.
Continue. ..

mochl:16:1€27.g1if:153

Why levees may fail after the flood peak

mech2:0.1::205

Why is there a lag time? Before sand boila§§§3910p it is
necessary to "inflate" the sand boil br s out. For each foot
of levee as much as 100,000 gallons o§§ﬁﬂter must enter the
aquifer, a process that takes many hﬁth. Similarly, as the flood recedes, the
inflated aquifer remains pressurl é@g perhaps dangerously so, for hours after high

water. Continue. .. OOQ
mech2:1;1£30 ,gif:161 Oof\.é\
O : -— I ]

. , P lerts
Engineers use mathematical "models" to evaluate, A \ ; l ‘
predict, and manage physical processes. On W Py '5 ,--ﬁ ‘att
January 27, I sketched out a model of the flow R WYL O Y $ '. :ﬂ ’;
process beneath a typical Feather River levee o i A -.< ‘;«..1
that was underlain by an old river channel. To i e - b A
make it simple, I broke down the physical system ’ Y fop Gos

into several cells; for example, cell (1) is the
channel on the river side of the levee. It gets water from the river and feeds it
into the levee foundation, cell (2).

LLAA%? 3

hHn /fanamar etanfard edi/cmashan/fland/manh heml
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Geomechanics: How a Viennese science illuminates levee failures and forms the core of a field of expertise on the matter. Page 6 of 10

Each cell needs to be told something about itself; how permeable are its walls, how
quickly does water flow through it, how much does it swell when pressurized. These

define how fast a pressure wave will migrate through the foundation from the water

to the land side of the levee.

These factors can be combined into a set of A ~ 1-'._ ) e [<ﬁ

differential equations, or, as I've done
here, into a step-by-step finite difference c.ﬁ
model.

b

mech2:2:scalcl .gif:79
é“&

TIME LAG: Artesian pressures of about 15 fe\g%\%re sufficient to
cause uplift of the toe. These pressures time to develop;
it is necessary to pump water into the %gif to raise the
pressure. Alternatively, each 100 fooi{oOQg 1l requires 10 cubic B e
feet of water to raise the pressure‘gﬁfoot This results in a L6305t
wave of pressure moving from the g&g@r to the landside. This process can be modeled
on a spreadsheet. Principal varlahfgs are permeability of gravel and access of
water to it. 49

&

mech?:3:1€38.gif:178 C}

The increase in water pressure causes buoyancy to develop in the sand, _sﬁgaiﬁﬁﬁﬁf—
with changes in pressure at 30 feet depth reducing from 30 psi to ﬁﬁ§_j9=>mn.k
perhaps a third of that value. This carries ground heave of several

inches (estimate 6 inches). Flood survivors describe a scene of zoological panic:
snakes appear and the orchards fill with panic stricken badgers, skunks, and deer,
like the famous fire scene from "Bambi."

mech2:4:1£29.g1f: 160
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Geomechanics: How a Viennese science illuminates levee failures and forms the core of a field of expertise on the matter. Page 7 of 10

The model indicates that a pressure wave passes beneath the levee.

mech2:5:1£36 .gif:176

Mechanics of a levee failure: what happens at failure?

mach3:0.1::217

Here is one depiction of the failure mechanism.

mach3:0.5:boilsb.g1f: 99

What is the process of final failure? No one knows for sure. But
this illustration suggests a general likelihood, without
providing all of the details. Continue...
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mech3:l:ud . gif;:108

According to the model the history of the upward seepage gradient is éth/ 3

as shown. By the time the actual failure, the gradient is predicted ‘“j;gg}ﬁf

to be 0.5? Which is sufficient to cause heavy sand boils and also —N\___| 4F 2

weaken the toe to the point of sliding of the levee toe. _11__:3 L
L B

mech3:2:1£34.gif:174

Typically, a rise of artesian toe pressure of 33 feet

would assure failure. It would be sufflcmequﬁo create J [T TI

near uplift of a 30 £t thick topstratum wj unit weight —— !

of 100 1bs/cu ft.. Considering the satq@@ﬁ%on and ) = '# 2o 15 bite

swelling of the top stratum in the af&%é%ed area, inflow need (F @7

of about 18 inches of water, or 0. léfﬁ*water per foot of 15" - g £t /F4 voe

head change, would accompany this dpﬁgssure rise. ’gg,(;fﬂ,fm:feuﬁvép'* 3

mech3:3:1£39 . gif:179 \6\00

&

S
('JO
Mechanics of a levee failure: How pits make matters worse

mechd :0.1::216

Breaches in the top stratum by pits on the river side results in pat
faster and larger buildup of pressures beneath the toe. ﬁQ;Lﬁéggszzziz?’

mechd:1:1F35.gif:175

We see here a case in which a pit may exist 1000 feet

EPA Export 25-07-2013:20:57:05



Geomechanics: How a Viennese science illuminates levee failures and forms the core of a field of expertise on the matter, Page 9 of 10

away from a levee. Using simple D'Arcy flow theory we can examine separately the
relative influence of a pit with seepage through a natural 20 ft. floodplain
blanket. Results indicate that each could contribute about 0.6 cfs or 250 gallons
per minute; the pit even 1000 feet away significantly influences boil discharge.
( Separate calculation of these two cases is not rigorously correct, but it is an
informative approximate start on the problem.)

mach4:2:1£33 . gif:164

Here is visual comparison between Linda, !986 Arbog a, 1996

the 1986 and 1997 levee failures

and the location of pits dug in the
floodplain near the levees. Both ' §§§§_
photographs are the same scale. (" i oy

Artificial pits were present at
both failure sites as shown in the &g° .
photographs (same scale). Pits ar€§$ 0 3
1000 to 2000 ft. away from the &%
failure points, in line with oé\é\
channels that pass beneath thé&’
levees.
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Questions or Comments?

meehan@blume.stanford. edu
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Pore Pressure Induced Slide in Solid Municipal Waste
Doiia Juana Landfill -- Bogota -- Colombia

Gabriel Fernandez,
University of Illinois, Urbana, [llinois, U.S.A.
e-mail: mspeck{@uiuc.edu

David Hendron*,
GeoSyntec Consultants, Chicago, Illinois, U.S.A.
e-mail: dhendron@geosyntec.com

Alfonso Castro
Geotechnical Consultant, Urbana, Illinois, U.S.A.
e~-mail: acastro@net66.com

A sudden and catastrophic slide involving approximately 1.5 million metric tons of solid waste took place on September 27, 1997
at the Dofia Juana Landfill in Bogota, Colombia. The sliding mass moved approximately 1500 meters into the adjacent Tunjuelito
River, which was temporarily dammed. Results from a forensic investigation carried out by the authors are presented in this report.

The Doiia Juana landfill site encloses an area of 250 hectares (635 acres) where solid waste was placed in consecutive stages in
several landfill cells. Two large solid waste cells, identified as Zone I and La Mansig,were built prior to the construction of the
Zone I cell, where the accident described in this report took place. Leachate wase ected. injected and recirculated within the
solid waste in the Zone II for about three months prior to failure. Short-ts&\, gravity induced leachate recirculation was
implemented in the older cells (Zone I and La Mansion) which remaine%gab&é

S A
The Zone II cell has a rectangular footprint area of about 25 Hecm@ﬁ@s}%ms) which rests on a gently sloping terrain (about 7E)
which dips in the direction of the long axis of the rectangle. Thg '@{te in the Zone II cell was placed in layers 2.5 meters thick
interbedded with an intermediate soil cover 0.25 m to 0.3 mqﬁc <”An approximately 10 m-wide berm was installed every four
waste layers and the face of the landfill slope between berg WS built to a 3H:1V inclination. The overall slope of the waste cell
in Zone II had an inclination of 4. 7H:1V. The maxim ickness of the waste deposit was about 40 meters (131 ft) and due to the
inclination of the ground surface, the difference in c{eSa\ﬁn between the toe and the crest of the waste landfill was about 100 m
(328 f1). ES
o
Field measurements and stability analysis indica@é\that the excessive pore pressure generated within the waste in the Zone I mass
was the principal cause of the slide. Pore p{é@ures initially developed during landfill construction as a result of the high water
content of the waste, and the inadequate drainage system of the landfill mass. Additional pore pressures were induced by
three-months of leachate recirculation carried out in an attempt to reduce contamination prior to discharge. Leachate injection
pressures, which are considered to be representative of the landfill pore pressures, increased gradually from about 10 psi to 15 psi
at the initial time of injection to a range of 20 psi to 25 psi towards the latter part of the injection period and occasionally to 40 to
50 psi immediately prior to failure.

The original design criterion was based on a zero pore pressure condition within the solid waste mass. Stability analyses carried
out in this study indicate a factor of safety of 2.0 under the design conditions. However, a marginally stable condition, with a factor
of safety of about 1.2, was estimated for the initial pore pressures measured at the end of landfill construction. The marginal
stability anticipated in the analyses corresponds well with the considerable bulging and cracking of the waste materials observed in
the landfill prior to recirculation. Finally, unstable conditions, and successive failure, with a factor of safety of 1.0 or slightly lower
was calculated with pore pressures corresponding to those measured in the injection lines during recirculation. The geometry of the
critical failure snrface corresponded well with the actual location of the sliding surface observed in the field.

Mechanical properties of the landfill materials used in the analysis were obtained from in-situ tests carried out in the landfill area.
Their magnitudes are within the range of values reported in the literature, although the high water and organic content resolved in
relatively low strength values.

This case history is considered to be significant because it documents a pore-pressure induced stability failure in a solid wastefill

with a high initial water content and under leachate recirculation, and provides ficld measurements of the critical pore pressures
required to induce failure.
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Large Landslide Risks in

Solid Waste Facilities...
Geotechnical Fundamentals Count

ntil recently, Livge Ldslides

had not accurred in solid

waste facilities. However, in
1992, a bavge Laindslide oconrred in a
hazardous wasge Tacility in Calilprnia.
In 1996, an cven larger bindshide, about
1.5 million tons, occurred in Ohio,
Andin 1997, a still Farger Iandslide,
abows 18 million tons, occurred in
Rogata, Colombia, | was involved with
the forensic evaluation of the cause of
alb thiee of these Tandshdes and have
o few insiphits into (the lessons that can
be leamed from their orcurrence,

The Iandstide that occurred at the
Dona Juanag Landlil) an Golambia
provides the best insight into the geo-
technical aspeers of these tacilities that
are the most unportant {or Jesign.
ers. 1 these important aspects are i,
accounted for properly, designers risk
the distinad possibility of repeating
hstory and creating an opportunity
for other geotechnical engineers (o
write about the lussons learmed from
the next Lge lndslide in solid waste.

Dona Juana Background
and History

Doma Juana Land il was the ceniral
solid waste disposal facility for Bogata,
The land G handled about §,000 tons
of salid waste per day that contained
avety high percentyre of putrescible
organic solids (compired Lo the waste
streamy in the Hnited Sues), The
newest part of the facility—about 3%
actes in area—wirs the cell thit lailed.
The Lwcility design included mem-
brane and soil liners, o very e and
sophisticated base leachate collection

28

By David M. Hendron, P.E.

Cee,

v e ..-..AL\_.- )

Figure 1, Dona Jnana Landfill Site After Pailure.

systeen, and vertical gas collection pip-
ing on g gridd theoughout e landhil
aren. The gas collection piping tully
penerrared the solid waste profile.

é‘ga—St nint

There were several prior landfill
cells at e facilitg. These celis col
lected leachite and disposed of it in
relatively untreated form by discharge
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w0 the river, Tocated about 1-1/7 km
awaty. The elevation of the river was
sthot 200 m below the base clevation
ol the Lawdfilt, ¥or the newest eoll of
the tacility, the cell that failed. the Gity
of Bogaty decided to treat the Jeach-
ale pnor to dmposal in the river. After
due considenation of several alternaie
wechnulogies, the City chose 1o treat
the leachate using recirculation of the
leavhite into the landlill. A systen
af pumps and 300-m long hotizon-
tal pipes was designed to handle the
reinjection. of Jeachate at a maximum
rate in the range of about 600 10 Y00
l/min 10 treat leachate.

Aflier ¢correcting some problems
with the arigingl piping desipn, the
operator began reinjection in junc
1997, {nitially, the solid waste in the
landfill aceepted leachate at the rite it
wiws beingg generted, Tlowever, apyimax-
imately one month after the pumping
started, the operator observed that the
rate of Jeachae generation began tn
signilicanty increase anmd the e s
which the solid waste would sccept

developing on the Lyce of the panially-
compleced landfill, and, within 24
T, the Tandhll had faled i a cata-
strophic manner. Figure t is a photo-
praph of the Filure, which resulred in
about 1.8 million tons of salid waste
Howang 1 1/2 km o the niver. “The low
slide intersected and filled the river.

What [Happened?

First and foremost, all of the engi-
neering decisions made about use of
recircalation at this factlity were based
solely on the smalysis of the leachine
chemical characteristics, The only gea-
technical analysis madce in the origi-
mal desipgn of the facility was that the
CXCUSE Pore pressure in the sysiem wis
going to be “zero” hecause the leach-
ate drainage and gas collection svstems
would wemaove all fluids and gisses
from the facilityOfven thase gener-
ated during t.lBL(\mprcccdcnu:d rate of
recireulatiomof leachare for treatment
pricy Q?dll.\'[msul. Consequently, the
5 o“,g?{&.nhilily analysis dane for the

N .
Sesitn did not include ATY CXCURS e

the recirculation of leachate .«'igniﬁ-;\\oo @p\rcssurc in the solid waste.
contly decrgased. The trends imli«',:g% O\$(\ As part of my analysis of the il
.

by these two observilions wergsS
degrees out of phase with each(Gl

Almost immediately :\(i?r it
becamne appasent that mu;?ﬁloruinjvc-
tion wax much fess thy ¢ rate of
leachate peneration, th’lnndlill uper-
ator actempted to discuss the situntion
with the design engineer. The aperi.
tor was told thu the matter had wo
he resolved with the new enginecring
firm on the project which was respon-
sthle Tor inspection and cerbfication
of the work. The operatar was told, in
effeet, thae the original designer had
no on-gaing responsibility for the
system. The operator also was told
Lo reinjeel, all of the leachate or faee
ronsequences that induded [inancial
penalties or discharge of leachate
the river.

The operiator continued his atiemipl
10 discuss the situation with the City
ol Bogaty ard ar the some time (ried
L make improvernents to the system
o achivve the goal of no dischaige 1o
the river, On Sepleisher 26, 1997, thwe
operalor observed o sysiern of cracks

EGOTI¥B-T1-ESE +

\.

ure, 1 anplyzed pore pressures mea-
sured i piezometers installed in
the cell adjacent (v the failed lamd-
1 cell immediately after the failure.
The design of the adjacent landfill
cell was identical 1o the failed cetl
with the exceplion thal no recircula-
tion was attempled in the adjacent
reff. These piezometers showed that
cxeess pore pressures of almaost 35
meters of water existed in the center
of the adjacent landlill. My visual
ohservations in carly Octobher 1997
indigated that the adjacent Jandfill
cell had signilicant evidence of open
cracks on the exterior slope and was
only marginally stabhle. 1 performed
w simple stability analysis using the
vxcess pore pressures deseribed above
and added the injection pressure data

- meastred ar the new cedl that failed,

showing thar the Gaitare of the new
cell occurred by the applicadon of the
injection pressures, Had geotechnical
engineers for the designers nsed this
experivnee-in the desipn of the new
cell, they could nat have assumed

March/April 2006

UTYJE] BwWwag B RUO)

22t pore presstires tor the new ¢
So how did this Tappen? This
ten eads us 10 the lessons that @
learned from a case history like this
[ beliewe there are several answers g
uestion thatare genvsally inereel;
First, the desipners chose a b
ate treatment technology that the
nor understand very well. The re
Latiun technology had not been
in (he inlended mgnner lor this si
project. Moreover, there were ne
studivs made 1o determine wh
the technology would even ac
plish leachate treatinent to the d
needed w meel project objeclives
situation ke this, one should al
proceed cntiously, evaluate “wh
seeririos thar dilfer from Jnticip
conditions, and monitor performs
Second, the designers made
easy (bt inconect) ssstoption
CxCess pore pressuees wogld e
because the internal dratnage sys
would perform on a long-term
to achieve their assutited condi
They hpd o pnaldytient basis fos
design assumption and uederntoe
maonitoring to verify that excess
pressures were not developed.
withoi the application of 1he rei
ton pressures, there were signif
pore pressures in an adjacent fa
cell, but no measurements were )
1 docment these conditinns bey
the adjncent Landfill was declased
“stable” with a facior of safety asi
nally designed of about 1.5. In
post Giilure observittions of signif
cracks an the exterinr of this ta
cell and analyses by the lorensic
showed that the adjacent landhl,
a Tactr of safety of about 1.1 orl
Third, the entire design t
inored the efiect on pore pressal
the solid waste mass that would be
viated by hasic physical and cher
phenomena of solid waste degrade
especially degracdation when enlié
by leachate recirculation. In esy
unilike sails, the volurae of solb
a solid wasle envitonment et
decreases with decomposition,
spaces are filled with landfill gaw
presses ithove atmospheric, and
pretatinres of the phuses are signifu
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above the ambient conditions, All three
ifferences are sipnificantly exacerbated
when reencalation s part of the facil-
wy Jdesipn, Additionally, all three ditfer-
ences can result in much higher pore
pressures in solid waste facilities than
cumparable soil situations,

Suggestions for the Future

Leachate recireulation (bioreactor
wehnology) is being used more andd
more in solid waste facilitics and will
fikely become a more inportant tech.
nology tor the future, Nothing in this
article is intended o detract from the
use of this type of technology, as it
can be nsed successfully. On the other
hand, 1 hape that individuals working

30
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on present and future projects where
recircnliion is being considered will
hetter recognize the geotechnicnl
eflect of the recirculation procedures
on all clements of the solid waste
facility and ensure that the opceration
is properly sized for the sitwation,
From the geotechnical engineer-
ing perspective of fiture projects, peo-
technical engineers should fully realize
whiat they do and do not lenow about
the long-tero performance of intemal
leachate and landfill gas collection syx-
tems. Specifically, they shandd necognize
how these systems will actually reduce
pone pressuecs in the solid waste to leve
els compatible with sate operarions and
with the assiunptions used i the design

@-Stra fa

QU0 TLTOTLIDII

“of the facility. This is true for the occur-

¢

rence of large sized mass landslhides
that ocouwrred ab Dang Juang, in CGali-
fornia, and in Ohio, as well as for sti-
bhility of susface cower elements of solid
waste projects. ()

David M. Hendron, PLE., is a geatiech-
nical engineer with abinost 40 vears of
experterce consuling ve geotechnicad comd
envirnrmental aspects of projects, He cone
tinucs 1o be a very active practitioner of
Keo-envtronmental engincering on proj-
ety deross the country aid abrodd. He
i oenrrently a serior consulting principal
with GroSyatec Consultants in Chicago,
Hlinois. Mr. Hendran can be reached at
dhieriedron@hgeosyilee.con.
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' Our Ref: 06F.CH2269

Your Ref: John & Marion Shortt

O' Connell & Clarke Solicitors
Suite 142,

The Capel Building,

Mary's Abbey,

Capel Street, Dublin 7.

14th December 2006

Re: Fingal County Council Compulsory Purchase
(Fingal Landfill) Order 2006.

Dear Sirs,

The Board is of opinion that in the particular circumstances of this case it is appropriate in the
interests of justice to request you to make submissions or observations in relation to the
enclosed submission dated the 27th of November, 2006 received from the Department of
Environment, Heritage and Local Government. é\} '

: $
Accordingly, you are requested to make, within three weeks @e%ﬁs}%ing on the date of this
letter, any submissions or observations that you may have in felétion to this enclosure. Any
submission in response to this letter should be received bydfiedBoard not later than 5.30 p.m.
on 4th of January, 2007. If no submission or observzgfr\qﬁs received before the end of the

period, the Board will proceed to determine the case \Q@ﬂ\l@ﬁt further notice to you.

, &S
Please quote the above case reference number {i 'Mrther correspondence.
K\
N
Yours faithfully, &°
A
(\og\\
oS

Siobhan White
Executive Officer

Encl:

|
|
|
|

An Bord Pleandla |

64 Sriid Maoilbhride.
Buile Atha Cliath 1.

Tel: (01) 858 8100
LoCull: 1890 275 175
Fax: (01) 872 2684
Weh.hup/www.pleanala.ic
cimail:bord @ pleanalu.ie

64 Marlborough Sireet.
Dublin 1.
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At ROINN COMFISHAOIL,
THIAREACH T2 AGHS
RIALTAIS 2 TFILL
DEPARTMENT OF THE

ENV'SONMENT, HERITAGE AND

LOCAL GOVERNMENT

DUN SCEINE

“LANA FHEARCAIR

BAILE ATHA CLIATH 2

DUN SCEINE
HARCOURT LANE

C 2

Tel: +353 1 888 3109

Fax: +353 1 478 0721

Reason:

27" November 2006

AN ROINN COMHSHAOIL OIDNREACNTA AGUS RIALTAIS AiTiUIL

DEPARTMENT OF THE ENVIRONNENT HERITAGE
AND LOCAL GOVERNMENT

Our Ref: DAU-DU-DF-G2006/328

County Secretary,
Fingal County Council,
County Hall,

Swords,

Co. Dublin.

Re:  Ref. No. G2006/328 by Fingal County Council for proposed landfill site at

* Tooman/Nevitt, Fo Dublin,
A Chara,

We refer to the Council’s notification in relation to the above- -proposed development.
Outlined below are the archaeological recomxgendatlons of the Department of the
Env1ronment Heritage and Local Govemment
. - . \A %
This Department has examined the Qﬁaeologxcal component of the Envirénmental
Impact Assessment by Margaret Gg@/ and Co. Ltd., submitted in connection the above
proposed development. We con@ﬁ?@\@fh the mmganon proposals forwarded in the EIS.
§ . .

Given the significance a d,?\notentxal significance of the sites to be avoided by the
development we make thg C§@\Tlowmg additional recommendation:

$\

O
Should planning pe@ssion be granted for the development it is recommended that
conservation and rivanagement plans be completed for each of the sites that are to be
avoided by the development. Such plans should be submitted to this department for
agreement in advance of the commencement of construction work for the landfill site.

‘To ensure the continued preservation (either in situ or by record) of places,
_caves, sites, features or other objects of archaeological interest.

Kindly forward a copy of your decision to the following address as soon as it issues:

The Manager,

Development Application Unit,

The Department of the Environment, Heritage and Local Government,
Dun Sc€ine, Harcoun Lane, Dublin 2.

In addition, please acknowledge receipt of this letter and forward the relevant receipt to
‘the address above.

- — AN BORD PLEANALA
Mise le meas, TIME BY
D@ 13 DEC 2006
J LTR-DATED FROM
Proinsias De Battin . L
Development Applications Unit
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Landfill Fires Guidance Document

Landfill fires, both surface and subsurface, are more common than one might expect. Although no one agency in the

United States tracks the number of landfill fires a local search of wéb engines witt-indicate landfill fires have occurred
from California to Minnesota and throughout the northern hemisphere. In California alone more than 25 subsurface
landfill fires have been reported during the past 15 years. Most of the incidents are small fires or rapid oxidation
events and are usually handled by the operating facility and the local or state regulatory agency. Seldom do the
subsurface events become large-scale environmental responses.

Types of Landfill Fires
&

&
The most common types of fires occur at the surfacegwhere fuel and oxygen are abundant. These fires can burn
between the suiface and one foot below grounQ&T@% other type smolders below ground and can extend down to 40

feet. SO
Fo
SN
Surface Landfill Fires N

A surface fire can start if the facility Q&Og&s hot objects (for example, barbeque coals or other ashes) or overdraws
the landfill gas collection system. Q(Iéi}@rson, spontaneous combustion, or a discarded cigarette can start fires. Yo
keep fires small and manageablgginirhediate action is necessary. Actions may include using heavy equipment to
remove the burning material to a$afe area, the application of soil to suffocate the fire, or the use of suppression
agent and firefighting activitie SIf no action is taken, significant amounts of rancid and toxic smoke will be generated
from burning surface trash 'S xicity of this smoke depends on the compasition of the waste stream.

O

Subsurface Landfill Fires

A subsurface fire typically starts from overdrawing a gas collection system or spontaneous combustion. These fires
are more likely to burn slowly without visible flame or large quantities of smoke and are characterized by rapid
oxidation of an organic waste. The waste mass tends to oxidize around the extraction well, in the influence zone of
the extraction well, or near a surface feature that allows oxygen to enter the waste mass. Subsurface fires in gas
collection systems are detected by elevated temperature at the well head or by the detection of soot in the gas
collection system. At times, underground combustion/oxidation will go undetected until a sinkhole or smoke appears.
Normally you will never see an actual flame during this type of fire unless the subsurface fire is excavated and
exposed to the atmosphere.

How Spontaneous Combustion Occurs

In spontaneous combustion, waste material is heated by chemical oxidation and biological decomposition. The

-
EPA Export 25-07-2013:20:57:06



Landfill Fires Guidance Document Page 2 of S

| SIS

resulting heat causes the material to reach the point of ignition. This type of rapid oxidation in a municipal or
construction/wood waste facility is directly related to the amount of moisture present in the fill. The bacteria--both
aerobic and anaerobic--present in organic matter require water to biologically breakdown organic matter. As shown in
the equation below, as organic material is biodegraded, heat is produced along with other constituents.

Organic Matter Bacteria _  Biodegraded

(solid waste) * H20 organic matter T CHs +CO: +Other gases

Equation Text Description: In the presence of bacteria, organic matter (solid waste) and water react to produce
increased heat (delta t), methane (CH4) gas and carbon gjoxide (CO2) gas as well as other gases and degraded
organic material. &>

&
With the correct conditions present, spontan ;ﬁ\\mbustion can occur in household trash or at construction debris

facilities. This type of combustion will produogﬁgs&essive amounts of carbon monoxide (CO) and other trace toxic

gases due to incomplete oxidation. Q\\}Q é&\,\\
TN
. . O &
Detecting Subsurface Fires ¢
\

S
SN

To determine if a subsurface fir& %@sts, one must have visual confirmation or other conditions present. Generally a
subsurface fire can be conﬁrme\gcby:

Substantial settlemelgfgver a short period of time

Smoke or smolderin8 odor emanating from the gas extraction system or landfill
Levels of CO in excess of 1000 parts per million (ppm)

Combustion residue in extraction wells and/or headers

Increase in gas temperature in the extraction system (above 140° Fahrenheit) or
Temperatures in excess of 170° Fahrenheit.

2 & & o o 0

To confirm a subsurface fire by using CO, the results must be acquired through quantitative laboratory analysis. Most
field portable equipment only have qualitative abilities and are susceptible to cross-sensitivity with high temperatures,
humidity, and other constituents of landfill gas (for example, volatile organic compounds, hydrogen sulfide, etc.). As a
result, landfill gas containing these conditions and constituents may produce artificially high carbon monoxide
readings when using portable monitors.

The CIWMB staff considers levels of CO in excess of 1,000 ppm to be a positive indication of an active underground

EPA Export 25-07-2013:20:57:06
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landfill fire. Levels of CO between 100 and 1,000 ppm are viewed as suspicious and require further air and
temperature monitoring. Levels between 10 and 100 ppm may be an indication of a fire but active combustion is not
present.

Employee Health and Safety Risks

F /D /Q / f iubsuﬁace landfill fire can create many types of life threatening conditions. These conditions must be communicated
. ' One to all site personnel and anyone who is involved in the project. Site hazards may include slips, trips, and falls;

confined space issues; carbon monoxide and toxic gas exposures; possible cave-ins due to the void spaces; and burn
4 B b/ issues from the elevated temperatures. Safety protocols and considerations related to subsurface landfill fires should
/ n g be implemented for site workers.

Mﬂ“ Q/« For example, CIWMB air monitoring data from subsurfac;%andﬁll fires detected CO levels in the range of 2,500 to
28,000 parts per million {ppm) at ground surface. Give% at the immediate danger to life and health (IDLH) level is

«Z "t 1,200 ppm, personnel and site air quality monitoring £r CO and other chemical exposures may be necessary. CIWMB

/ P L he staff has also recorded temperatures in excess 3961 degrees Fahrenheit within 1 to 3 feet below ground surface.
Although not typical, sinkholes in excess of 8 in diameter and 5 feet in depth have occurred during underground
fires. For additional information on employ\\;@ gﬁ%tection, contact Cal/OSHA at 1-800-963-9424 or via e-mail at:

InfoCons@dir.ca.gov. Q
. Q(\ é‘ﬁ
2
Suppression Methods &&°

S
As with any fire, once one side o(@?e fire tetrahedron collapses the chemical reaction will stop. Landfill fires can be
extinguished by smothering wi ¥ s0il, using heavy equipment and a suppressant agent, or simply temporarily shutting
down the gas extraction sys . No one method will work for all conditions. Each suppression plan will be unique due
to site-specific conditions. At times, only an interim cap will prevent the extension of the fire, while other times the
use of heavy equipment and foam is preferable.

Interim Cap Recommendations

Based on past experiences with other landfill fires and the thermal properties of plastics (e.g. geomembrane,
geotextile, or geosynthetic anything), it is not recommended that a geomembrane or geosynthetic clay liner (GCL) be
used to cover the landfill unit until the subsurface fire is extinguished. Although some GCLs do have a large clay
component, the potential for rapid settlement from subsurface fires can make the repair and maintenance very
difficult. It is recommended that the cap be constructed of a soil with the following properties:

a. A clean, low permeability soil capable of obtaining a permeability of 1x10°° cm/sec with a maximum particie
size of three inches or less

b. The soil should be classified as SC, ML, CL, or CH according to the unified soil classification system

httrne Hvamvrrar Asvrrsmale mn eans R aE W a PR I R o —~ i e e -

EPA Export 25-07-2013:20:57:06




Landfill Fires Guidance Document Page 4 of 5

c. The soil should be compacted to a minimum of 89 percent of the maximum dry density as determined by ASTM
D-1557 '

d. The cover should extend a minimum of 10 feet beyond the landfill area if feasible

e. The clay cover should be a minimum of 18 inches, but recommended the clay cover be 24 inches and placed
over a graded foundation layer

f. Each lift of clay should not exceed 9 inches before compaction.

Once the fire is confirmed extinguished, other layers including geotextile, geomembrane, GCL, and/or vegetative
could be installed. '

Suppression Agents

Although there are many types of foam and wetting agents, it is best to use a class A foam or wetting agent. These
chemicals include a surfactant that reduces surface tension-and improves penetration depth. Class B foams are
ineffective because it is impossible to separate the oxygen from the fuel as it is done with flammable liquids. Class B

foams are a two dimensional product, while class A i wetting agents work on three dimensional fires such as
landfill and tire fires. ' S

N
S A
s\O
G
Water S &
The application of large amounts of watgr out a suppression agent is not recommend. Large amounts of water

may actually acerbate the fire potentigﬁw increasing the amount of biodegraded matter and heat. The excess water
will also increase contaminated run@ﬁ\aﬂd leachate.

S
Who Needs to Be Notified?
N

Typically, if the landfill fire @{Tocalized and contained in a small area, the LEA, appropriate CIWMB staff, and the local
fire department should be notified. Site specific factors, permit conditions, or other mandates may require that the
landfill operator or site owner notify other entities including the local air quality management district, the United
States Environmental Protection Agency, the California Office of Emergency Services, local hazardous materials
program, and neighbors.

Conclusion

The recommendations presented in this document are based on practical working knowledge of past surface and
subsurface fires at waste facilities. Each debris or landfill fire will have site-specific issues that must be addressed. For
more information on monitoring requirements or other protocols, please contact Todd Thalhamer, P.E., at the CIWMB.

Todd Thalhamer has worked at CIWMB as a waste management engineer since 1992. He has worked on several
major waste fires, including the Tracy tire fire and the Fresno debris fire. He is a registered civil engineer and also a

tbon: [agmrrenr msvvremale mm el T AL L ¥ o ~ ot e
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Lieutenant with the El Dorado Hills Fire Department.

Last updated: June 28, 2006

LEA Information Services http://www.ciwmb.ca.gov/LEACentral/

Donnaye Palmer: donnayep@ciwmb.ca.gov (916) 341-6321

©1995, 2006 California Integrated Waste Management Board. All rights reserved.
Terms of Use/Privacy
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BBC NEWS | Europe Guernsey | Landfill fire burning for a year i [ Page 1 of 2

(§21 2] U8 Home News Sport Radio TV Weather Languages
Search

) UK version (®) International version | About the versions Low graphics | Accessibility help

News services

®@ eren BBC News in video and audio 'I_f"”' HeNS Wiveny

Last Updated: Monday, 27 March 2006, 20:55 GMT 21:55 UK

News Front Page

rl B2 E-mall this to a friend &b Printable version
g Landfill fire burning for a year
1 %, An underground fire has been smouldering under a WHERE T LIVE
Afich Guernsey landfill site for a year, it has emerged. - | BBC Guernsey
Surfing news, travel,
Americas X . . leisure and more from
Asia-Pacific The blaze, at Mont Cuet was first discovered last April whe%. the BBC Website for
Barops boreholes were dug and abnormally high temperatures o“\ox | Guernsey
) recorded inside the waste. Q&? &
Middle East A SEE ALSO:
South Asia : s Q5 < Deputy criticises recycling work
uk Public Services bosses said it started when oxygeg,@&éped 35 Mar 06 | Guemsey
Buiiness into the landfill. & 6_,(‘\\0 Mixed waste ban call is rejected
S Q 20 Feb 06 | Guernsey
ith . . ,
) :“ There has been one unsuccessful attempt to_gse the fire REp recycling to spell jobs
Science/Nature itk water. Now a team from the UK is to gone over to use ~ ©2 Feb 06 | Guemsey -
Technology nitrogen to snuff it out. & _j:.e.’mt :sla(\d w::ste plans rejected
Entertainment P 26 Jan 06 | Guernsey
Have Your Say Environmental services project manager for Public Services, RELATED INTERNET LINKS:
o Rab Roussel, said the fire was small and constant checks States of Guernsey
" PICUTeS - were being made on the site. G T R S
Country Profiles it R S R A R s
content of external internet sites
Special Reports  BE& E-mail this to a friend &b Printable version
Programmes TOP GUERNSEY STORIES
Drink-drive campaign sees arrests
RELATED BBC SITES Smoker is assaulted outside pub
SPORT Deputy urges States to slow down
WEATHER 7 | News feeds
ON THIS DAY

EDITORS' BLOG
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Landfill Fire Case History 3

PROVIDING AT ULLURANGE O LANDEIUFIRECONTROL
AND FREVENTIUN SERVICES WORLOD WIDE!

CASE HISTORIES

Index | Services | People | Equipment | Case Histories | Papers | Contacts

£ .Ll | I l- - / : Campbell Mountain LandFfill Case Histary
o = Delta Shake and Shingle Case History

Mack truck delivering 5,000
gallons of water.

Site Map Vancouver Landfill Case History

&

Case Historles ) Smoke was observed at the Vancouver Landfill on Wednesd ‘%ctober
- 18th, 2000. It was quickly established that an 8m (24 %{Q layer of
m

construction demolition waste was on fire in an 80 g§° cell. Within hours
Owr Iorvlcu Porschner Construction, the landFfill earthmoving ctor mobilized three off-
road Mac dump trucks to deliver water to the s@& . &&ch truck delivered a fire
Our Pacple fighting payload of 20,000 litres (5,000 U S. ). The trucks were operated
around the clock, & &
Our Equipment &"O@Q Skid mounted monitor
With smoke and steam continuing to’é?_n@abe from several vents on the landfill 9elivers 200 gpm
Our ’w surface, the fire investigation tearg/ R LandfillFire Control Inc. was
contacted on Friday morning. Wlthir&}(ﬁe hour an emergency assessment team
Our Contacts was an the way to the fire site. A&ar hole punch grid was guickly established to
monitor temperature and land as composition including carbon monoxide,
Homes oxygen, methane and hydro sulphide. All steam and smoke vents on the

landfill surface were also fifdged and surveyed to establish exact locations. As
elevated CO levels and high O2 levels were detectad, a water line capable of

————————— delivering up to 1,000 gpm was established to the fire site and a high capacity
fire monitor was mobilized.

Toll Free To cut off the oxygen supply to the fire, additional clay intermediate cover was LandfillFire Control Inc.

placed on the side slopes of the burning cell over the weekend. Water application , ., . . idballan ona

1-866-863-3131 continued around the clock. Within a week the monitoring resuits conclusively
demonstrated that carbon monoxide, temperature and oxygen levels were

24 hour emergency # dropping. The fire was declared extinguished on Friday, October 27th. Total
extinguishments costs were approximately $80,000 Cdn.

probe

1-B66-FIRE-911
A forensic review established that the fire was triggered by spontaneous
combustion of the demolition, land clearing and construction (DLC) materials.
1-866-347-3911 Gaps in the intermediate cover soll allowed entry of oxygen into the waste,
promoting high temperature aerobic decomposition, exothermic pyrolysis, and

http://www.landfillfire.com/histories. html
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eventually a full scale fire.

Enquiries Rapid response by the City of Vancouver, Porschner Construction and the

LandfillFire Control Inc. team resulted in quick control of the fire and full
extinguishment in less than two weeks.

&
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Landfill Fire Environmental and Air Quality Monitoring Page 1 o

~lrl /Ji."oJ_.-JI.flJ)j SERVIGCES JJJJL'-'_.'J JJJ.‘Jd

LANDFILLFRE o [
r'*"ﬂ" i :

Index | Services | People | Equipment | Case Histories | Papers | Contacts

Jj_l_!) = S Environmental and Air Quality Monitoring

———————"smoke from major landfill fires threaten health of fire fighters as well
Site Map as workers and residents in the area. Monitoring of air quality is vital
—— to ensure that all parties will be properly protected. We provide agﬁull

range of air quality sensors for CO2 , CO, methane and H2S g\ trailer
Our Sarvices ©  based air quality monitoring laboratory is available to test fg a wider

range of environmental parameters. Our team main ata base
Our People of gualified occupational hygienists across North A (@a who can be

rapidly mobilized to address health and safety i

Our Equipment ) \\}
Leachate generated by fire fighting water esents another major

Case Histories environmental challenge, especially if t ill is located near aquatic habitat, be
it a stream, river, lake or wetland am adopts fire

Our Papears fighting methods that do not appl\; ive amounts of water to fires. When

practical, we strive to recycle wa g foam agents to minimize impacts

Our Contacts 6\0
For more information please cgi 1-866-863-3131

Home OOQ
Return to services.
———]
. Employment
Fire Safety Training
Toll Free
Fire Safety Audits View our employment
opportunities or post your
1-866-863-31231 Fire Prevention and Response Plans resume online.

2 1 l.oul emergency #
Fire EX”HQLI shment Str ﬂt'."gl!.“'-,
Business Links

1-B66-FIRE-911 Fire Extinguishment Services
Speringhansen.com
Fire Monitoring Key-Safety.com
1-866-347-3911
Environmental and Air Quality Monitoring

http://www. landfillfire.com/s6.html 26/12/2006
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http://www landfillfire.com/s6.html

Forensic Investigations

Expert Testimony

Copyright 2003 LandfillFire Control Inc.

Page 2 of 2

Contact Informatiaon

Sales Enguiries
General Enquires
Webmaster
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