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C o u n c i l  in  r e l a t i o n  t o  t h e  K i n s a l e  R o a d  L a n d f i l l  l o c a t e d  

RE: a t  B a l l y p h e h a n e ,  C u r r a g h c o n w a y ,  I n c h i s a r s f i e l d ,  S o u t h  
C i t y  L ink  R o a d ,  Co.  C o r k ,  W a s t e  L i c e n c e  R e g i s t e r  N o .  
WOO 12-03. 

Class of activity: Third Schedule: l(P), 2, 4, 5, 7, I 1, 12 & 13. 
(P = principal activity) Fourth Schedule: 2, 3,4, 10, 1 1, 12 & 13. 

Location of activity: Ballyphehane, Curraghconway, Inchisarsfield, 
South City Link Road, Co. Cork. 

Licence application received: 1 Oth December 2008 

PD issued: 29‘” November 20 1 0 

First Party Objection received: 24th December 20 10 

Third Party Objection None 
Received 

Company 

This report relates to objections received by the Agency to a Proposed Decision (PD) 
issued to Cork City Council on the 29‘” November 2010 in relation to the Kinsale 
Road Landfill. 

Kinsale Road Landfill has been in existence since the 1960’s and consists of unlined 
cells. The facility, including historically landfilled areas, is approximately 72 hectares 
in size. The facility was issued its first waste licence, WOO12-01, on 2 February 2000 
which authorised it  to accept approximately 200,000 tonnes per annum of household, 
commercial and industrial non-hazardous waste. The following infrastructure was put 
in place after this licence was granted: a new administration complex, weighbridge, 
wheel wash, waste inspection and quarantine area, a civic waste facility, a leachate 
conditioning plant, a composting slab (green waste), leachate cut-off wall, sheet pile 
wall, leachate collection drain, leachate storage lagoon, storm water retention pond 
and reed beds. 
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A revised licence, W0012-02, was granted 29 November 2002. This review was 
requested to authorise an increase in the available capacity of the landfill, alteration of 
the final cap requirements, to prolong the life of’ the C&D facility, to amend the 
boundary of the facility, to incorporate infrastructure developments and to amend 
monitoring requirements. Landfilling activities have ceased since 16 July 2009 in 
accordance with the Landfill Directive (1 99913 1 IEC) and the Waste Management 
(Licensing) Regulations (S.I. 337 of2002). 

Cork City Council applied for the current licence review, W0012-03, on 10 December 
2008. The primary reason for this licence review is to provide for the operation of a 
waste transfer station, to amend the landfill conditions in relation to the cessation of 
landfilling at the facility as required by the Landfill Directive and to reflect the 
revised final pre-settlement contour of the landfill facility agreed n i t h  the Office of 
Environmental Enforcement (OEE). 

Consideration of the Objections by Technical Committee 

The Technical Committee comprised of Caroline Connell (Chair) and Brian Meaney. 
This report contains the comments and recommendations of the Technical Committee 
following an examination of the objections. Discussions were held with the licensing 
inspector, Mr. Stuart Huskisson. Objection No. 8 was discussed with the OEE 
inspector for the facility Ms. Siobhan McDonnell. 

This report considers one valid first party ob-jection, Mhich u a s  submitted by Cork 
City Council. The main issues raised in the objection are summarised below. 
However, the original objection shoi~ld be ref’erred to at  all times fix greater detail. 

First Party Objection 
The applicant submitted a letter addressed to the Agency in the form of a short 
introduction and 15 points of objection as set out below. 

Nine points ofobjection are in relation to reporting timelines in the PD. 

Objection Nos. I - 9: Reporting Timelines. 

Objection No. 1 :  

Condition 3.10.1 states that “The licensee shall carry oirt u revised risk assessment 
that iticlzrdes the proposed Waste Transjir Station, to determine if‘ the jucili?v should 
huve a firewuter retentior? fuciliot. The licensee shall submit the msessmenf and a 
report to the Agenq! on the fincling-s und iwwnmendations of the assessment u.ithin 
six months of the dute ofgrunt ofthis licence”. 

The licensee feels that as they have not yet determined when/il’ the proposed waste 
transfer station will be constructed that the report be submitted rvithin three months in 
ad van c e of the co m In enc e in en t o f co n s t ruc t i on. 

The Technical Committee recommends the proposed change. 

Recommendation: 
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Amend Condition 3.10.1 as jollo ws: 

“...The licensee shall submit the assessment and a report to the Agency on the 
$ndings and recommendations of the assessment three months in advance of the date 
of commencement of construction of the waste transfer facility ”. 

Objection No. 2: 

Condition 6.15.4 states that “The licensee shall, within three months of the date o j  
grant q f  licence, submit to the Agencji for its agreement trigqer levels jbv TOC: 
condiictivity and pH jor the water entering the storm water retention pond fSRPI) 
prior to reed bed treatment (using the msthodologi~ oirtlined in Kinscrle Road Landfill 
- Target Levels j h r  Surfirce Water: Attuchtnent 8 of Article 14(2)(h)(ii) injorrnation - 
13”’ May 2009). The proposczl shall inciLide: (i)  trigger levels w,hicali it7hen exceedecl 
shall require the licensee to divest the storm lvatcr to the seiivr via SDI. In the 
intervening period the .fi,lloit,ing trigger levels ,fOr dii’ersiori of stoi‘in water to . s t~\ \~er  
shall apply at SRPI: Cc~ndiictivitr: > 1. 7SO,uS/~‘in: TOC: 7Smgl.  und; pH: <6 oi* 

The licensee considers the proposed timeframe to be onerous taking into account the 
totality of reporting required under the PD as well as the lead-in time for 
procuringiappointing suitably qualified consultants. The licensee requests that the date 
for submission of the trigger levels be increased to six months of the date of grant of 
licence. 

Condition 6.15.4 has specified interim trigger levels to be utilised until the Agency 
has agreed to triggcr levels submitted by the licensee. The Technical Committee 
recoininends the proposed change. 

9 !’. 

Recommendation : 

Amend Condition 6.15.4 as follows: 

“The licensee shall, within six months of the date of grant of licence ... ’’ 

Objection No. 3: 

Condition 6.15.5 states that “The licensee shall, within t h e e  monfhs of the citrte .f‘ 
grant of licence, submit to the .4gencj1 jbr its cigrcwnent> Ammonia warning and 
uction level values fbr: (a) storm Ji’ater entei-ing the storm \ivter refention pond 
(SRPI), prior to reed bed treatment, and 16) the storm water discharge fi-om the reed 
bed treatment system to the receiving witer (SRPS)”. 

The licensee considers the proposed timeframe to be onerous taking into account the 
totality of reporting required under the PD as well as the lead in time for 
procuring/appointing suitably qualified consultants. The licensee requests that the date 
for submission of the warning and action levels be increased to six months of the date 
of grant of licence. 

The OEE completed a scheduled audit of thc facility on 23 November 2010 and the 
following non-compliances \\ere noted: 

”Quality of Surface Water Discharge jrom Site Run-off to Reed-beds 
(SPR I )  
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It wms noted that resii1t.s j b r  SPR I (the inlet j i w n  the stornniuter pond to the 
reed bed system) regiilvrli~ sho11* elrvuted utnmonicr, jbr e~umnple, qf 73mg/l on 
the 09/06/10, 70mg/l on the OCi/lO/IO and 6Ymg/l on the 3///O/IO. Elevated 
conductivip, COD and chloride was also observed. 

The above results indicate fi-equent contaniination of the sicrface \vater/rztn-ofJ 
that is flowing pain the licensedjuciliiy to the stormwater pond. Tliorrgh SPR I 
is not a fiiial discharge pointjbr sutjacv tiuter.fkim the site, the resirlts above 
are of conceiw as operutions onsite .Yhoi4/d be c~onducted in U nianner \vherebv 
clean siir$~ce water is sent to SPR I and contoniincrted sii<firce Louter is 
diverted to the Ieuchate treatment sj’stem. 

“Quulity of Final Surfuce Water Discharge from Site To River (SPR.5) 

The jbllowing resiilts  we recorded at tlie licensed sirr.firce wirier monitoring 
point SPRS (which r-epresents the ,final siii;fUce ivater oiitlet jPom the 
stormnwter retention pond and reetlhed s?>stetn to [he riller) diiring 201 0: 
I15.61ng/l irrninonitr on the 17/02/10: chemiccrl o.yygen demund 1COLl) of 
Y7ii?g/102 on the I7m/ lO:  Other- Qr iur t t~  I 201 0 animoniu t-esiilts include 
ISmg/l, I .Itng/l, 1 Ong/l; Resrilts i.ec.orcl’ed in the Bianniial Report for  July to 
December 2009 show nrnnionia .YH4 02.‘) mg/l peirks of 27, 13 12, 10, 8.5, 
7.8nig/l. On m c ~ h  occusiotis. the COD ratigeLJ,fkoni 60 fo I 15. 

The crbove resiilts inilicnteji.equent c,otitnininLrtioii of the s i i r f u c 2  uwtw that is 
flmving j iom the reedbeds to the river. 

The audit report concludes that the above occurrences are in non-compliance with 
Conditions 3.14 and 6.5.1. 

Taking the above into consideration the Technical Committee does not recommend 
the proposed change. 

Recommendation : 

I No change 

Objection No. 4: 

Condition 6.15.6 states that “Tke licensee shall, ,*);thin three months q f t h e  date of’ 
grant of this licence, submit to the Agency f . r  its agreement U riqmnse programme 
f o r  the exceeu’unce of LI trigger, )turning or action level vulue. This response 
programme shall include s11c.h mctions LIS m e  necessuri~ to en~‘iirc-’ there \isill he no 
emissions to siirfim~ liltrter c?f‘t.nl’ii.cinrnenttrl sigriificunc.e”. 

The licensee considers the proposed timeframe to be onerous taking into account the 
totality of reporting required under the PI) as well as tlie lead in time for 
procuring/appointing suitably qualified consultants. The licensee requests that the date 
for submission of the response programme be increased to six months of the date of 
grant of licence. 

The OEE have been notified of seven incidences of ELV exceedence to date in 201 1 
and approximately 5 1 incidences of ELV exceedence in 20 10. An audit completed by 
the OEE at the facility in December 2008 listed a non-compliance for non-notification 
of elevated dissolved methane levels to the Agency. 
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The Technical Committee does not recommend the proposed change. 

Recommendation: 

1 No change 

Objection No. 5: 

Condition 6.16.1 states that “Within three months of the date ufgrunt of this licence 
and thereafrer as ma?> be proposed by the licensee, the licensee slicrll submit to the 
Agency jor  its agreement revised grm/nd~vuter monitoring trigger levels in 
uccordcrnce with the requirements o j  Council Directive /999/3 I/EC and having 
regard to the European Cornmzrnities Environmental Objectives (Grozrnchvater) 
Regzrlutiows, 2010 (SI. ;Yo. 9 ~ f Z O l 0 ) ” .  
The licensee considers the proposed timeframe to be onerous taking into account the 
totality of reporting required under the PD as well as the lead in time for 
procuring/appointing suitably qualified consultants. The licensee requests that the date 
for submission of the revised trigger levels be increased to six months of the date of 
grant of licence. 

It was identified in the Inspector’s Report that: 

0 the hydrogeological assessment report and ground Li’ater monitoring results have 
identified increased pollutant concentrations within the groundwater at the 
facility; and 

0 the geophysical survey suggests that a leachate plume is increasing over time. 

The “Report on the Geophysical Survey for the EPA, WOO12-02 Kinsale Road 
Landfill” referenced in the OEE audit report dated 23 November 20 10, states that the 
groundwater remediation and mitigation measures do not appear to be very effective 
in the northeast of the landfill and south of the landfill. The audit report states that 
additional geophysical surveying could be carried out to give a more detailed picture 
of leachate levels surrounding the landfill and repetition of the survey should be 
considered in the future to examine any changes in leachate levels and following any 
remediation measures. 

Taking the above into consideration the Technical C’oniinittee does not recommend 
the proposed change. 

Recommendation: 

I No change 

Objection No. 6: 

Condition 6.16.4 states that “Tlw I i i , c ~ n , v c ~ e  shiill. ltsithin thwr t ironth cg’ t h c ~  thre of’ 
grant of this licence, submit to the .-1gc~iic;~~ ,for i ts agreeiuewt (I i.i~i~ised groirndii’titer 
conceptrml rnoifel ,fbr the jbcilitjs, in L i c m I y l o i i c ’ c ~  )i,it/i RS I O /  75:2001 01‘ AST;M 
E 168Y-YS(2OO8). \t,hic*h identifies potential contcrniirinnts, pathijsq)s, receptors and 
includes c-ontoitr plots (verticcil and horizontal) jiir ai/ identijied contaminant plumes. 
The revised model shall be used to assist in the determination o j  the Programme OJ‘ 
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,Veasures specified in Condition 6.16.5 und shall he updated upon completion of the 
remediation ineasures and tliereajter as required by the Agent:]!". 

The licensee considers the proposed timeframe to be onerous taking into account the 
totality of reporting required under the PD as well as the lead in time for 
procuringiappointing suitably qualified consultants, engaging suitably qualified well 
drilling contractors and analysis of samples. The licensee requests that the date for 
submission of the revised model be increased to tu:elve months of the date of grant of 
1 icence. 

The Technical Committee recommends that the proposed change should not be 
accommodated for reasons outlined above for Condition 6.16.1. 

Recommendation: 

1 No chanae I 

Objection No. 7: 

Condition 6.16.5 states that: 
“The licensee shall within s i i  months of the date ojgrant ojthis licence, submit to the 
Agency for its agideement a detailed programme of remediution measures to he 
zindertuken for groundwater contaminants identgied to the east und south-eust of the 
lat7dJill. The programme of meustires shull have the objective of 

(i) limitiiig the input of pollutants into groztnd\vater: 
(ii) preventing or reversing, us uppropriute. unji significant and 

sustuined up1 \.urd trends in polliitunt concentrations: 
(iii) preventing the dc>tt>i*iorrrtion of’ the stutus qf ‘ the grozindtwtrr 

hoc(\,; uncl 
(iv) enhancing the quaii?i, of the gt.oiind\rzitrr lioc(v in uc~corclanc*e 

it-ith the requirements of the  Groiinrhvtrter Dirt~ctive. 
The lic>ensee shtrll ii7iplement all meusures ulithii7 LI tiniefbanw us  
agreed or as insttxc‘ted bj> the Ayenq>” .  

The licensee requests that the date for submission of the prograinnie of measures be 
increased to fifteen months of the date of grant of licence. 

The Technical Committee recommends that the proposed change should not be 
accommodated for reasons outlined above for Condition 6.16.1. 

Recommendation: 

I No change 

Objection No. 8: 

Condition 12.3.2 states that “The licensee sliall ai-runge JOr the completion, by LIPI 

indepeiidetii atid uppropriute yuul(fied c,oiuiiltunt, of‘ U cowipreIic.nsive and Jiiilji 
costed Environmental Liabilities Risk Assessment (ELRA) to addsess the liabilities 
,fi.orn past and present uctivities. The msessment shull include those linbiiities mid 
costs identified in Condition I O  fbr e..recution of‘ the CRAJ2/(P. A report on this 
assessment shall be siibmitted to the Agenc;ii jbr agreetiient ivithin twelije months of 
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dute of grant of’this licence. The ELRA sliull ht. revieitled as nrcessaq’ to reflect any 
signijicunt change on site. tind in utiy case every three years folloiving initial 
agreement. The resirlts of the revieit) shull be notijkd as part ofthe AER ’ I .  

The licensee considers the proposed timeframe to be onerous taking into account the 
totality of reporting required under the PD as well as the lead in time for 
procuring/appointing suitably qualified consultants. The licensee requests that the date 
for submission of the ELRA be increased to eighteen months of the date of grant of 
licence. 

The OEE completed a scheduled audit of the facility on 23 November 201 0 and the 
Sollowing non-compliance was noted: “Thc~ ,-lge~q: is u m w n e t f  thcrt itiacl’qzrtrte 
management of lundfill gas ot? site us cl‘ettrilecI trbove itrnd in Observrrtioti I helowi is 
leading to g r r s  rnigrcrrion jhm the site. notab!\! crt the Bliie Demons urea ant/ to the 
,$‘ortli East qf the~fucility tolvards Greenhills Es tute. ’ I  

Taking into consideration the earlier comments outlined in objection no. 3 with regard 
to leachate contamination of surface water, objection no. 5 in  relation to the 
contamination of groundwater and the above non-compliance regarding the potential 
for landfill gas migration, the Technical Committee recoininends that the proposed 
change should not be granted. The OEE were consulted on this matter and are in 
agreement with this recommendation. 

Recommendation: 

[No change 

Objection No. 9: 

Condition 10.10.1 states that “The licensee shull prepure, to the satisjaction of  the 
Agency, a jirlly detailed and cos fed ylcrn ,for rhe closure, restoration and long-term 
aflercare of the site or part there($ This plan shall have regard to the commitments 
given in the trpplication documenrution , jbr Liccnw Register h’irrnher WOO 12-03 ((1s 
n i q  be varied herein, or otherwise trmt.ntkd us notified in the .4ER und uppr-ovrd in 
writing by the Agetic:\’). This /dun shull he siihmittcd to thci Agenc:is ,j& t ~ g i ~ r n i e n t  
within six inonths ofthe tl‘ute ofgrant cd’tliis licrtice”. 

The licensee considers the proposed timeframe to be onerous taking into account the 
totality of reporting required tinder the PD as n ~ l l  as the lead in  time for 
procuring/appointing suitably qualified consultants. The licensee requests that the date 
for submission of the CRAMP be increased to twelve months of the date of grant of 
licence. 

As  Condition 10.10.1 is linked to the completion of the requirements of Condition 
12.3.2, as discussed above (objection S), the Technical Coininittee does not 
recommend the proposed change. 

Recommendation: 

I No chance I 
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Objection No. 10: Operation of the landfill gas flare. 

Condition 6.23.5: “In order to iiiiniiiii.se the i.elruw of untretrted lundjill gus ut 
nuisance forming c~oncentrutioiis/L~cliimes, the lundjill gas flare shull he cupable qf 
operating with a gas siippoi*t ,firel (e.g. nirtitrirl gcrs) to ~rllo\\? Cffbctive twatment of 
landfill gas in the went  thut the lani&ll gas itsey’ cunnot szipport cumhiistion. 
Alternative appropriate trec?tiwnt techniques m i j ~  be employed with the it’ritten prior 
approval qf the Agency”. 

Cork City Council stated that they object in principle to this condition on the grounds 
that “bad gas” is not combustible. The Council feel that the quantity and quality of the 
landfill gas available for combustion shall decline with time and at some point in the 
future the nature of the gas shall be of such poor quality that it will no longer be 
feasible to utilise or burn it. The Council stated that “bad gas” will be extracted from 
the site under negative pressure. The Council feel the addition of natural gas or other 
combustible gases to the mixtiire u w ~ l d  represent a uasteful itse of a non renelvablc 
resource at an exorbitant cost to the City Council. O n  exhaustion of the “good gas” 
available for utilisation or burning Cork City C’oiincil propose to liaise with the 
Agency to discuss alternative appropriate treatment techniques. 

The OEE completed a scheduled audit of the facility on 23 November 201 0 and noted 
“The lack o f  negative pressure recorded at these wells indicated thut the gas was not 
being abstracted from the ring muin system and therejbve tvas not being utilised or 
Jured ut the time qf inspection us required in the licence”. The OEE listed the 
following as a corrective action “The licensee shall ensiire thut all Iandjill gas 
generated ut the .faciliq is either utilised or -flared CIS reyziired in the licence. noting 
that flaring bit ckjinition reqirires coiiibzi~tion ”. 

Condition 6.23.5 allows alternative treatment techniques to be agreed u.ith the 
Agency as it states that “. . .ulternutivr oppropriutc trecmnent tc~c~hniqires mtry he 
e m p l o j d  on prior upprowl lvith rhr :Igeiicy”. As  such the Technical Committee do 
not recommend a change to this condition. 

Recommendation: 

I No change 

Objection No. 11: Surface VOC Emissions. 

Condition 6.26.2 (iv) “Arrai?~geinents jbr  the hi-anniiul preparation of an inclepc~nclent 
assessment and report on sut-jhce L‘OC emissions crt  the jircili?] ji3flowing completion 
of waste acceptunce ir? an.y cellLyiih-cell”. 

Cork City Council have requested that this Condition is removed as they feel it no 
longer applies as landfilling ofwaste a t  the facility ceased on 16 Ju ly  2009. They have 
also stated that final capping is ongoing and is due !’or completion by October 201 1 at 
which stage the swale will be fully capped. 

Condition 6.26.2 (iv) is part of a list of items to be provided for in  the Odour 
Management Plan which is to be agreed with the Agency within six months o f  the 
date of grant of the licence. The requirement to monitor surface VOC emissions is not 
limited to operational cells but is equally relevant to capped cells. Thus it  is not 
appropriate to delete the condition. 
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In any event, Condition 6.8 states that “The ,fieyuenc:v, methot1.c irricl stop oj  
monitoring, sampling and onulyses, LIS set out it7 this licence. inuj> he mnentled usith 
the agreement ofthe Agency ,$I 110 Ir’ing e vtr luat ion oJ’ test res ults. ’ ’ 

The Technical Committee does not recommend the proposed change. 

Recommendation: 

1 No change 

Objection No. 12: Weekly Nuisance Monitoring. 

Condition 6.3 1 . 1  of the PD states that “The licensrc shall, at U minimum oj’weeklv 
intervals, inspect the jucili?, and its immediate siirrounds nuisances ciizrsed bj> 
litter, vermin, birds* flies, mud, dust and odours. The licensee shall maintain a record 
of all nuisance inspections and any action taken us U result of these inspections”. 

Cork City Council considers this condition to be inappropriate as the facility no 
longer operates as a landfill site. The Council have no objection to carrying out these 
inspections on a monthly basis at the civic amenity site and at the proposed waste 
transfer station site when in operation. 

The Technical Committee do not recommend a change to Condition 6.3 I .  1 as scaling 
down the area of nuisance monitoring or the frequency of monitoring would depend 
on the potential for nuisances from the civic amenity site and the proposed waste 
transfer station crossing into the closed landfill area. Also in the future the Council 
may use bveekly nuisance monitoring records as evidence to support a proposed 
change in accordance with Condition 6.8 Lvhich states that “The ,fr.eqzienc~: methods 
and scope of monitoring. sampling and unalyses, as set out in this licence. mu)’ be 
amended Ivith the agreement ojthe Agencj’ following evaliration of test results. ” 

Recommendation: 

(No change 

Objection No. 13: Closure, Restoration and Aftercare Management Plan. 

Condition 10.1 states that “The licensee shall restore thefucilih oti a phased basis in 
accordance with the Closure, Restoration und Ajtercare !Vanirgement Plan as agreed 
under Condition IO. IO. I .  tinless otherwise agreed, oil uncapped oreas qf the landfill 
footprint shall he permanently c q p e d  bv 1 February 201 2”. 

Cork City Council stated that they have already capped the northwest part of the site 
under the existing playing pitch and access road, and will have completely capped the 
entire area within the sm’ale in the near future. The Council confirmed that the wetland 
area will remain undisturbed and is in its original state free of waste. The Council also 
confirmed that the waste underlying the proposed all weather events area in the 
northern part ofthe site, the area designated for the City Council depots and the site of 
the proposed waste transfer station is deemed to be inactive due to its age and 
currently poses no risk to the environment. The Council stated that in the future if 
these areas were to be developed a risk assessment would be carried out to determine 
any mitigation measures that may be required. Cork City Council highlighted that 
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normal final capping construction involves the placement of subsoil and topsoil over 
the gas barrier membrane as work progresses and that they are carrying out final 
capping works in accordance uith specified engineering Morks as approved by the 
Agency. 

If the licensee proposes to depart from the capping specification set out in Condition 
10.5, this can be agreed with the Agency. In addition Condition 10. 1 allows for the 
licensee to agree an  amended timeframe with the Agency as follows "...Un/ens 
otherutise agreed, ull uncapped oreas of the landJill Jootpyint sholl he permanently 
capped by 1%' Fehruagi 2012". As such the Technical Committee does not 
recommend a change to this condition. 

Recommendation: 

I No change 

Objection No. 14: Schedule C.4.2 Monitoring of Emissions to Sewer. 

Schedule C.4.2 requires temperature to be monitored weekly at emission point 
reference number SD 1. 

Cork City Council requests that this monitoring requirement be removed as the 
discharge to sewer at SDI is approximately 800 linear metres from the leachate 
conditioning plant and is at ambient temperature. 

The Agency issued a Section 52 Request (Waste Management Acts 1996 - 2010) to 
Cork County Council in order to obtain their consent to the proposed discharge from 
the activity Lzhich inbolves the discharge of leachate to a sewer. As part ofthe Section 
52 consent Cork County Council specified that temperature mas required to be 
monitored weekly at emission point reference number SDI .  As such the Technical 
Committee do not recommend the proposed change to Schedule C.4.3. 

Recommendation: 

I No change 

Objection No. 15: Schedules A to C. 

Cork City Council considers the monitoring requirements outlined in Schedules A to 
G of the PD to be more onerous that those set out in WOO1 2-02. They have confirmed 
that the landfill ceased accepting waste on 16 J d y  2009 and the active phase of the 
landfill will be capped in the near future. They feel the capping works will increase 
the capture of landfill gas from the site, dramatically reduce the inflow of rainfall to 
the waste body and accordingly the potential for environmental impacts arising from 
the facility will be minimised. Cork City Council considers thc frequency of 
monitoring outlined in the PD to be excessive taking into account the mitigation 
measures, pollution abatcnient and control technologics put in place by the licensee at 
considerable expense. 
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Cork City Council requests that the frequency of monitoring be reduced by 50% (with 
the exception of annual monitoring) for a period of one year from the date of grant of 
the licence. Following this period Cork City Council propose to review the results and 
in agreement with the Agency determine the future monitoring requirements in 
respect of each of the parameters and associated monitoring frequencies. 

The PD requires additional monitoring which includes; amongst other requirements: 
The requirements specified in a Section 52 Consent which was received from 
Cork County Council. 
Additional storm water monitoring parameters at emission point reference 
number SRPS which were put in place due to increased concentrations 
measured upstream in the system at SRPl. 
Ammonia to be monitored at storm water emissions point reference no. SW5 
due to elevated concentrations of ammonia recorded on occasions in 2009. An 
“Additional Parameter!’ entry was also listed for storm water monitoring from 
SRPS in order to allow for extra monitoring that may be required if elevated 
levels of a particular parameter are noted upstream in the system at SRPl. 

Taking the above into the consideration the Technical Committee does not 
recommend a change in the frequency of monitoring outlined in the PD. Cork City 
Council may utilise Condition 6.8 in the future to request amendments to the 
frequency of monitoring required by the licence: “Thej-equency, methods and scope 
of monitoring, sampling and analyses, as set out in this licence, may be amended with 
the agreement of the Agency following evaluation of test results, ’ I  

Recornmenda tion : 

Overall Recommendation 

It is recommended that the Board of the Agency grant a licence to the applicant 

(i) 
(ii) 

(iii) 

for the reasons outlined in the Proposed Decision, 

subject to the conditions and reasons for same in the Proposed Decision, and 

subject to the amendments proposed in this report. 

Signed: 

r G&iL i W 4 l - L  

Caroline Connell 

Inspector 
Environmental Licensing Programme 

Office of Climate, Licensing and Resource Use 
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