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Response to Request for Further Information from Knockharley Landfill Limited 
 
 
Further to the Agency’s request for further information on the 24th of June 2022, on behalf of 
Knockharley Landfill Limited, please find below and attached our specific responses. The delay 
in responding was due to the complexities involved in addressing the EPA’s request to update 
sampling conducted in 2018 as part of the original EIAR and complete new air dispersion 
models using Dunsany met data.  
 
Given the time that has elapsed since the application was prepared, we accept that it was 
beneficial to update the sampling data submitted. However, we wish to point out that the 
information submitted in the EIAR was up to date when our planning application was 
submitted. The cost in both time and expense in updating the data has been significant.  
 
It is the opinion of Beauparc that to ensure the infrastructure needs of the state are met in a 
timely manner, a mechanism needs to be in place to ensure that projects deemed to be 
Strategic Infrastructure can be progressed by the Agency in parallel with the application 
process by An Bord Pleanála. 
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For ease of interpretation the Agency’s queries have been reproduced below, with each query 
addressed directly below in a different typeface. 
 
1. In relation to your correspondence, received on the 19 April 2022, please 

provide the following information [Regulation 9(2)(k)]: 
a. Compare the monitoring data from the on-site meteorological station 

against the meteorological data from Dublin Airport and Dunsany 
meteorological stations. Determine, in relation to wind speed and 
direction, which meteorological station data is the closest comparison to 
the on-site monitoring data. Provide the results and conclusion of this 
assessment.  

b. In the event that Dunsany meteorological station is found to be the 
closest comparison in the assessment above, re-run the odour impact 
assessment model utilising the meteorological data from Dunsany 
station. Include all assessment scenarios as per the Odour Impact 
Assessment Report in Appendix 7.1 of EIAR Volume 3 – Appendices.  

 
The on-site meteorological station is a useful tool for recording wind direction, it was not 
commissioned, or located, with the intention of providing highly accurate historical wind 
speed data. We were unable to obtain meaningful historic wind speed data from the on-site 
meteorological station. 
 
As we have stated previously, Dunsany wind data was discounted from use in the original and 
subsequent EIARs, and licence applications, as it did not comply with selection criteria defined 
by the UK’s Atmospheric Dispersion Modelling Liaison Committee, as referenced by the EPA’s 
guidance AG4. The procedure in AG4 is as follows: - 
 

• Estimate the mean annual wind speed in the region of the installation using a wind 
map (available from the Met Eireann website (https://www.met.ie/climate/what-we- 
measure/wind). 

 
• Calculate the ratio of the mean annual wind speed for the source and the mean annual 

wind speed for the nearby meteorological sites (as shown in Table 6.1 in AG4). 
 

• Choose a meteorological station with the mean annual wind speed ratio between 0.9 
to 1.1. to estimate the dispersion from the site. 

 
Application of the above procedure indicates that the annual mean windspeed at the study 
site is estimated 5.2m/s, Dunsany has an average windspeed of 4.1m/s. It therefore remains 
our position that the use of Dunsany wind data is likely to lead to an overprediction in odour 
exposure and impact risk as Knockharley landfill. 
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However, irrespective of our concerns regarding the Dunsany wind data, in order address the 
EPA query, we have re-run the odour impact assessment using the meteorological data from 
Dunsany and all scenarios as per the Odour Impact Assessment Report in Appendix 7.1 of EIAR 
Volume 3 – Appendices have been covered. 
 
As per the original EIAR, the attached report Updated odour impact assessment of a proposed 
amendment to operations at Knockharley Landfill models the following scenarios: - 
 

• Scenario 0: Baseline conditions in 2018. 
• Scenario 1: Year 4 without the development. The situation which is likely to occur in 

the final active deposition stages of the landfill if it continues to operate in line with 
current planning and licence conditions. 

• Scenario 2: Year 4 of proposed development. 
• Scenario 3: Year 6 of proposed development. The situation which will occur in the final 

stages of the landfill if the development proceeds. 
 
The findings of the updated assessment are stated within the attached report as follows: 
 

The odour emissions generated from the site are predicted to decrease if the 
development goes ahead, in comparison to the baseline situation (scenario 0) and the 
situation which would occur in the final stages of the landfill if the proposal did not go 
ahead (scenario 1). This is despite the increase in waste input and is due to the 
enhancement in the intermediate capping proposed as part of the development and 
the fact that the majority of additional waste which will be accepted will be stabilised, 
inert or non-biodegradable and hence has a low gas and odour generation potential. 
 
The odour exposure levels around the site are also predicted to decrease in comparison 
to the baseline and year 4 without development situation, which will result in a 
reduction in the number of properties that are exposed to odour levels that exceed the 
Environmental Protection Agency’s impact benchmark of C98, 1-hour ≥ 1.5 ouE/m3. 
The model predicts that the odour exposure levels will marginally exceed the EPA 
impact criteria at 1 no. property during year 4 of the development and 3 no. properties 
during the worst case year 6. This compares to 7 no. properties in the worst case year 
without the development. 
 
The overall conclusion of the study is that the development will have a beneficial effect 
on odour exposure and reduce impact risk in comparison to the situation that would 
occur if the site continued to operate under its existing permit. 
 
It should be noted that a degree of conservatism has been applied in the selection of 
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odour emission rates and the choice of meteorological data. Hence, the predictions 
should be viewed as a precautionary. This assertion is supported by the complaint 
record for the site which indicates a low level of complaints which have been 
decreasing over the last four years. 
 

We trust the attached revised air dispersion model is to the Agency’s satisfaction. 
 

c. As noted in the Agency’s previous correspondence, dated 10 February 
2022, the Agency considers the odour emission measurements from 
samples taken in 2010 may not be reflective due to age and given that 
the nature of waste has changed over the time period. AG4 guidance also 
recommends triplicate sampling to reduce uncertainty and to enable the 
identification of outliers. Accordingly, the Agency considers it 
appropriate to provide more representative data. Therefore, provide 
updated odour emission measurements as per Table 16 and 17 of the 
Odour Impact Assessment Report in Appendix 7.1 of EIAR Volume 3 – 
Appendices, and incorporate into the appropriate model.  

 
It was and remains our view that the samples taken in 2010 represented a useful worst-case 
scenario, likely to over-estimate odour emissions from the site. 2010 data was supplemented 
with data from 2018. However, as the Agency correctly notes, the nature of waste has 
changed. Since 2010, and 2018, the volumes of putrescible waste reaching the landfill have 
declined considerably. This has been the result of the increased bio-stabilisation of waste and 
increasing use of brown bin collection and composting to deal with the putrescible fractions 
of municipal solid waste. Therefore, both odour and gas yields at the landfill have reduced. 
Further changes at the landfill since 2010 include the following: improved pipe and well 
infrastructure, improved intermediary capping and improved final capping. In combination, 
the changes since 2010 have resulted in a significant decrease in odour complaints, as 
illustrated in figure 2 in Section 2.3 of the attached report. 
 
To respond to the Agency’s request for more recent data, a new round of sampling was 
conducted on the 22nd and 23rd of September 2022. It was found that odour emissions 
associated with freshly tipped waste reduced from 9.2 odour units (ouE/m2/s) in 2018 to 5.8 
ouE/m2/s in 2022. When daily cover was applied the odour units reduced from 0.8 in 2018 to 
0.4 in 2022. 
 
Direct odour sampling conducted since 2010 shows a significant decline in source odour 
emission rates, as illustrated in the below table. 
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The above results show a significant decline in odour emission rates since 2010. The decline 
in odour emissions rates has resulted in significantly reduced complaints. The decline in odour 
emissions is due to the following:- 
 

• Improved temporary capping 
• Improved quality control in the installation of the top liner 
• Decreasing quantities of putrescible waste 
• An increased number of extraction wells and improved pipe infrastructure 
• Improved final capping 

 
We trust the above is to the Agency’s satisfaction. 
 

d. In addition to point c above, it is noted that emissions from landfill gas 
utilisation, as outlined in section 1.3.2 of the Olfasense report received on 
the 19 April 2022, were based on 2 gas engines running rather than 4 
gas engines (as outlined as running 365 days/year in Attachment 7.4.1), 
and were based on library data rather than olfactometry. Accordingly, 
amend appropriately for the correct number of gas engines and carry out 
direct odour measurements using olfactometry by appropriately 
accredited contractors.  

 
The use of two gas engines is a realistic scenario due to the availability of gas on site. The 
reduction in the volumes of putrescible waste arriving on site has resulted in a corresponding 
reduction in gas yields. There is currently insufficient gas available on site to run more than 2 
engines simultaneously, therefore the 2-engine scenario is valid. We have consulted widely 
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on the issue of sampling of engine exhausts for odour emissions. 
  
As the gas engine exhausts operate at in excess of 600 degrees C, we have been advised by 
Olfasense, and others, that gas engine exhausts temperatures are too hot to allow for direct 
odour monitoring and therefore a library data source continues to be used in the attached 
report. 
 

e. Provide all required details in relation to the appropriate model as set out 
in section 6.12 of EPA Guidance Note (AG4) on Air Dispersion Modelling 
from Industrial Installations, and in particular a site plan showing 
buildings, sources, boundary and receptor grid and the model data 
inputs. 

 
The attached report was prepared to comply with the relevant reporting requirements of 
section 6.12 of the latest version of AG4.  
 

f. Clarify if the results of the year 4 and year 6 scenarios are considered 
worst case relative to all other future years. 

 
Year 6 of the proposed development, i.e., Scenario 3 is the worst-case scenario, from an odour 
impact perspective. This is considered the worst-case scenario as gas generation is predicted 
to be at its highest, at 2,150m3/hr, and the active cell will be located to the north of the site. 
During year 4 gas volumes are only expected to reach 2,059 m3/hr. 
 
2. In relation to Attachment 7.4.1 – Emissions to Atmosphere – Main and 

Fugitive Emissions, provide the following information [Regulation 9(2)(i)]: 
a. In relation to the emission point code A2-1, A2-2, A2-3 and A2-4; clarify 

which emission points relate to the two lead engines (capacity of 1,000 
m3/hr each) and which relate to the two back up engines (capacity of 800 
m3/hr each), as outlined in Section 2.2.9 of Volume 2 – Main EIAR. 

 
We can clarify that engine S3 (A2-3) and engine S4 (A2-4), as shown on the drawing below, 
are the lead engines, with the other engines used only as back-up in the event that S3 and S4 
require repairs or maintenance. Since the EIAR was produced, newer gas engines with a lower 
volumetric capacity, at 800m3/hr each, have been installed. The use of these lower volume 
engines reflects the lower gas yields at the landfill. It was the emissions from these newer 
engines that were modelled in the attached report. 
 

b. In relation to the emission point code A2-5 and A2-6; clarify which 
enclosed flare these two emission points relate to i.e. the duty flare of 
2,500 m3/hr capacity, the duty flare of 1,500 m3/hr or the back-up flare 
of 1,500 m3/hr, as outlined in Section 2.2.9 of Volume 2 – Main EIAR.  
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We can clarify that A2-5 refers to S1 in the below drawing. This stack operates in an engine 
shut down situation, or during engine maintenance. This stack has a capacity of 2,500m3/hr. 
 
The back-up flare A2-6 refers to S2 in the below drawing, is a flare for burning gas which is 
unsuitable for use in the engines. This stack has a capacity of 1,500m3/hr. 
 
There is an additional back-up flare, but it is retained as a spare and is not operational. 
 

 
 
 

c. In relation to the emission point code A2-5 and A2-6; provide the ‘Typical 
Days Usage/Year’ for each point as required by the Attachment Table. 

A2- 
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Emission point A2-5 runs only when the engines are not operating. The typical usage annually 
is approximately 14 day/yr. 
 
Emission point A2-6 continuously burns gas which is unsuitable for use in the engines and 
operates on a 24/7 basis. 
  

d. In relation to proposed ELVs, the volumetric flow for each main emission 
point is stated at 3000 m3/hr, which is higher than the capacity of each, 
as outlined in a. and b. above and in Section 2.2.9 of Volume 2 – Main 
EIAR. Clarify the reason for the increased flow and/or propose an 
appropriate flow for each emission point based on the capacity of each 
source. 

 
In this licence review application, we did not seek to change the volumes from those already 
contained in the existing licence. While A2-5 and A2-6 currently have lower volumes, 
reflecting existing operating conditions, we seek to retain the flow rate as per the existing 
licence. 
 
Flows on landfill gas capture and recovery sites are highly variable and are influenced by 
changes in atmospheric pressure and various other factors. The flows modelled in the 
attached air dispersion reports are based on actual engine flow measurements of up to 2,400 
Nm3/hr. 
 

e. Propose an appropriate ELV for sulphur dioxide for each main emission 
point.    

 
The existing licence does not impose an ELV for sulphur dioxide. Our licence application did 
not seek any change to the ELVs, and we do not seek a SO2 ELV for the emission points. The 
key findings of the attached air dispersion model are: 
 

• For scenario 1 (future normal operational conditions) the modelling results indicate 
that predicted concentrations fall below all of the short term and long term limit values 
set out in EPA guidance AG4 at all nearby sensitive receptors for all of the pollutants 
{including sulphur dioxide} assessed. The predicted concentrations are also below 
AG4’s Maximum Allowable Process Contribution for all pollutants assessed. 

 
• For scenario 2 (engine failure scenario) the results indicate that predicted 

concentrations fall below all of the short term limit values at all nearby sensitive 
receptors for all of the pollutants {including sulphur dioxide} assessed. The predicted 
concentrations are also below AG4’s Maximum Allowable Process Contribution for all 
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pollutants assessed. 
 
The main emission points are subject to the Medium Combustion Plant Regulations (2017).  
The Regulations require existing combustion plant to achieve the emission limit values 
specified in Tables 1 and 3 of Part 1 of Schedule 2 of these Regulations by 1st January 2030.  
The emission limit value for sulphur dioxide that will apply from 1st January 2030 is 
60mg/Nm3. 
 
 
3. In relation to Attachment 7.4.2 – Emissions to Atmosphere – Minor and 

Potential Emissions, provide the following information [Regulation 9(2)(i)]: 
 

a. In relation to the emission point code A3-1; clarify which enclosed flare 
the emission point relates to i.e. the duty flare of 2,500 m3/hr capacity, 
the duty flare of 1,500 m3/hr or the back-up flare of 1,500 m3/hr, as 
outlined in Section 2.2.9 of Volume 2 – Main EIAR.  

 
We have reviewed site operations, the licence application and the EIAR. Emission point A3-1 
is an error in the review application. A3-1 is a duplication of A2-5. We apologise for this error. 
 
Under normal operations, gas is drawn from the landfill and fed to the gas engines via a 
network of pipes. A3-2 refers to the mobile gas flare, which is deployed at points around the 
landfill as a method of preventing escape of methane and mitigating odours in the event of a 
leak from, or damage to, the landfill gas collection pipe infrastructure. In the event of pipe 
damage, the mobile flare is brought to the repair site. Landfill gas is then drawn into the 
mobile gas flare while the damaged section is repaired. Once the repair is complete the flare 
is turned off and the gas is redirected back into the repaired section of pipework. 
 
 

b. Provide the Typical Days Usage/Year for the emission point code A3-1 
and A3-2. 
 

A3-2 is typically deployed for less than 7 days per year. Repairs are usually complete within a 
typical working day. The volume of this flare is 500m3/hr. 
 

c. Provide the Easting and Northing Six Digit GPS Irish National Grid 
References for emission point code A3-2.  
 

There is no grid reference location for A3-2 as it is a mobile unit deployed in the event of a 
leak. 
 

d. Complete the ‘Emission Details’ for emission point A3-1 and A3-2 as 
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required by the Attachment Table. 
 

Emission 
Point 
Code 

Easting Northing Description of 
source of 
emission 

Parameter/material Mg/
Nm3 

Kg/
hr 

Kg/yr Abatement 
system 

A3-2 n/a n/a Landfill gas flare 
to be deployed for 
local leak 
abatement 

As per A2-5 
 

As 
per 
A2-5 

  None 
proposed 

 
 

e. It is noted that the flare associated with A3-1, cannot be used in 
conjunction with the landfill gas engines, however, clarify why emission 
point A3-1 has been regarded as a minor emission point, taking account 
of the guidance in relation to determining main and minor emission 
points and in the event that gas utilisation is no longer viable or is off-
line. The Agency Guidance is available at the following link: 
https://www.epa.ie/publications/licensing--permitting/waste/Licence-
Application-Form-Guidance---Version-2.1.pdf 
 

As stated above, emission A3-1 was entered in error. 
 

f. Clarify why emission point A3-2 has been regarded as a minor emission 
point rather than a main emission point, taking account of the above 
guidance in relation to determining main and minor emission points and 
its use in the management of landfill gas odours currently and in the 
future. 

 
Emission point A3-2 is regarded as a minor emission point since it is a rarely used mechanism 
to mitigate odour nuisance/methane escape in the event of damage occurring to the landfill 
gas pipework. As stated above, the unit is a mobile unit used on occasion. It is typically 
deployed less than 7 days per annum. 
 

g. Section 2.7.2.4 of Volume 2 – Main EIAR notes that all leachate tanks and 
exhaust from vacuum tankers will have dedicated venting with carbon 
filters to facilitate passive or pumped venting of gases which may be 
dissolved in leachate. Update Attachment 7.4.2 where appropriate for any 
onsite leachate storage tanks that may provide this emission source. 

 
The installation and operation of the leachate management plant will be the subject of a 
Specified Engineering Works.  The SEW submission will include the gird co-ordinates of the 
leachate storage tanks and will included details of relevant odour abatement systems 
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4. Provide the thermal input capacity (MW) related to all four gas utilisation 
engines and all four gas flares [Regulation 9(2)(g)].  

 
The thermal inputs to the engines are 1.4MW for the larger engines (A2-1 and A2-2) and 1.06 
for the smaller engines (A2-3 and A2-4). 
 
5. In relation to the air dispersion model for emissions from landfill gas flares 

and utilisation engines, please provide the following information [Regulation 
9(2)(k)]: 
a. The volumetric flow inputs utilised in the model appear to be lower than 

the capacity flows of the engines and gas flares, listed in Section 7.4.2.2 
of Volume 2 – Main EIAR, and lower than the proposed volumetric flows, 
in Attachment 7.4.1 – Emissions to Atmosphere – Main and Fugitive 
Emissions. Confirm the correct volumetric flows to be utilised in the air 
dispersion model. 
 

The volumetric flows used in the attached air dispersion model were based on actual 
volumetric flow data recorded in September 2022. The flows are recorded within Tables 4 
and 6 of the air dispersion model as follows: - 
 

 
 

 
 

 
b. Clarify why Flare 4 (capacity of 500m3/hr) was not included as a source 

in the model inputs, as listed in Table 7-13 of Section 7.4.2.2 of Volume 2 
– Main EIAR. 

 
As stated above, flare 4 refers to a mobile flare used on occasion to facilitate repairs to 
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the landfill gas pipe network. 
 
c. Update the air dispersion model in relation to point a. and b. above, 

utilising more recent modelling data than the 2017 stack testing regime. 
Utilise also, the meteorological data from Dunsany Meteorological 
Station if required pending the outcome of the assessment in point 1.a 
above.   

 
See attached. 
 
d. In the event that all gas utilisation engines are off-line, confirm what gas 

flares will operate in a worst-case scenario and assess the impact utilising 
the air dispersion model.  

 
Flares listed as A2-5 and A2-6 will be the flares operating in a worst-case scenario of the 
all gas engines being off-line. This is recorded in scenario 2 in the attached air dispersion 
report. 
 
e. Provide all required details in relation to the appropriate model as set out 

in section 6.12 of EPA Guidance Note (AG4) on Air Dispersion Modelling 
from Industrial Installations, and in particular a site plan showing 
buildings, sources, boundary and receptor grid and the model data inputs 
and include a copy of the Air Scientific Air Emissions Compliance 
Monitoring Emissions Report in an Appendix to the report. 

 
See attached air dispersion report, which was completed in accordance with EPA Guidance 
Note AG4. 

 
6. Clarify what potential treatment will be carried out on the leachate as noted 

in Section 2.7.2.1 of Volume 2 – Main EIAR and confirm that any treated 
material will continue to be tankered off-site for further recovery or disposal 
[Regulation 9(2)(i)].   

 
The leachate management plant will be designed to pre-treat leachate from the residual non-
stabilised cells, the inert and stabilised cells and the IBA cells and the process wastewater 
from the biological treatment plant before they are sent of off-site treatments plants for final 
disposal. The detailed design of the leachate management plant will be a Specified 
Engineering Works (SEW), which will be submitted to the Agency for prior approval before 
the plant is commissioned.   
 
When the leachate treatment plant has been installed and commissioned the raw leachate 
will be pumped from the lagoons and holding tanks to the modular treatment plant.  The 
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treated leachate will be pumped to the storage tanks pending removal off-site to municipal 
wastewater treatment plants. 
 
 
7. Confirm if it is intended to proceed with the contingency storage of baled 

recyclables and baled MSW in the proposed development now that the 
biological treatment plant will no longer proceed [Regulation 9(2)(i)].    

 
Yes. It is intended to proceed as it is our view that temporary contingency storage will be 
required by the state due to its continued and considerable over-reliance on exports. Disposal 
capacity is severely constrained in Ireland. Therefore, in the event of a market upset, major 
climatic event, or the breakdown of a large disposal facility, temporary storage will be 
required to allow for continuation of household and commercial collections.  
 
We will not be proceeding with operation of the biological treatment plant. However, we 
intend to construct the biological treatment plant building, in accordance with planning, for 
the purpose of storing baled recyclables and MSW. 

 
8. Provide a copy of the planning permission, and any associated files, relating 

to the installation and operation of the gas utilisation plant – planning 
reference NA70015 from Meath County Council [Regulation 9(2)(e)].  

 
The planning permission requested dates to 2007. We have requested a copy of NA70015 
from Meath County Council’s archive and are awaiting a copy of same. We will forward a copy 
of this document as soon as we receive it from Meath. 
 
However, a copy of NA70015 is not required to comply with Regulation 9(2)(e) of S.I. 
137/2013 and should not further delay the processing our review application. ABP-303211-
18 is the permission for the development comprising or for the purposes of the industrial 
emissions directive activity to which the application for the licence relates… Therefore, ABP-
303211-18 is relevant planning decision for this licence review application, as required by 
regulation 9(2)(e). This document has previously been forwarded to the Agency previously 
complete with the accompanying EIAR. 

 
9. In relation Attachment 7.7 – Discharges to Storm Water, provide the Easting 

and Northing grid reference details for storm water discharge point SW10, 
if now determined [Regulation 9(2)(i)].    

 

The final location of storm discharge point 10 has not yet been determined. When this 
location is finalised the grid reference details will be provided to the Agency. 
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In addition to the above, please also provide an updated non-technical summary 
(Application Form, and EIS where applicable) to reflect the information 
provided in your reply, insofar as that information impinges on the non-
technical summary. 

 

An updated non-technical summary is attached.  

Given the severe capacity constraints for waste disposal in Ireland, we respectfully request 
that the Agency prioritises the further processing of this application Should you have any 
queries, please do not hesitate to contact us. 

 

Yours sincerely, 

 

___________________ 

David Tobin 

For and on behalf of Knockharley landfill limited 

 

 


