IN THE MATTER

of the Resource Management Act 1991 (RMA)

AND

IN THE MATTER

of a Board of Inquiry appointed under s149J of the Resource
Management Act 1991 to consider Notice of Requirements
and applications for Resource Consent made by the New
Zealand Transport Agency in relation to the Northern
Corridor Improvements roading proposal in Auckland.

STATEMENT OF EVIDENCE OF SIMONNE FRANCES ELDRIDGE ON BEHALF OF
AUCKLAND COUNCIL
ROSEDALE CLOSED LANDFILL
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1.

INTRODUCTION AND EXPERIENCE

1.1

My name is Simonne Frances Eldridge. I am the Sector Director – Energy |
Industry | Waste for Tonkin & Taylor Ltd (T+T). I hold a Bachelor of
Engineering Honors Degree (BE(Hons)) in Civil Engineering and am a
Chartered Engineer (CEng (UK)), a Chartered Water and Environmental
Manager (C.WEM), a Fellow of the Institution of Professional Engineers of
New Zealand (FIPENZ), a Member of the Institution of Civil Engineers (MICE),
a Member of the Chartered Institution of Water and Environmental
Management (MCIWEM) and a Member of the Hong Kong Institution of
Engineers (MHKIE).

1.2

I have over twenty seven years' experience in the planning, design and
construction of civil and environmental projects in the United Kingdom, Africa,
the Middle East, Asia, Australia and New Zealand. My specific experience
relevant to my evidence is that I have been the technical lead for the
rehabilitation

design

and

construction,

aftercare

management

and

development (on or adjacent to)) of thirteen closed landfills in Hong Kong and
over 50 closed landfills throughout New Zealand and Victoria, Australia. This
expertise relates specifically to waste mass stability, waste degradation
processes, landfill gas management, leachate management, capping design,
stormwater management, environmental monitoring and the specific design
requirements associated with building structures on closed landfills.

1.3

I was the Chair of the Technical Group that developed the Waste
Management Institute of New Zealand’s recently released Technical
Guidelines for Disposal to Land and was the author of the Design Section.

1.4

I am currently the technical lead for a project looking at the landfill gas risks
associated with Rosedale Closed Landfill (the Landfill). This project is not
related to the impacts of the Proposal but more generally in relation to
Council’s ability to manage risk at the Landfill.

1.5

Since July 2016, I have undertaken technical review and evaluation of the
impacts of the proposed Northern Corridor Improvements (Proposal) on
Auckland Council’s (Council) ability to give effect to the requirements of the
discharge consents held for the Landfill. The results of my technical input,
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pertaining to landfill matters, were included in the Council Submission on the
Proposal.

2.

CODE OF CONDUCT

2.1

My qualifications as an expert are set out above. I confirm that I have read the
Expert Witness Code of Conduct set out in the Environment Court's Practice
Note 2014. I have complied with the Code of Conduct in preparing this
evidence. Except where I state that I am relying on the evidence of another
person, this evidence is within my area of expertise. I have not omitted to
consider material facts known to me that might alter or detract from the
opinions expressed in this evidence.

3.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

3.1

My evidence comments on the effects of the Proposal on Council’s ability to
comply with the requirements of the discharge consents held for the Landfill
impacted by the Proposal and Council’s ability to respond to landfill related
risks in the future.

3.2

In my opinion, the effects of the Proposal on the Landfill can be appropriately
managed, provided some relatively minor changes are made to the Notices of
Requirement (NOR) and proposed consent conditions for the Proposal, as
outlined in my evidence. I summarise these changes as follows:

(a)

Consent conditions should pay specific attention to the location of
landfill infrastructure and reduce the designation extent to the area
required for the ongoing operation of the road once construction is
complete.

(b)

Consent conditions should require the Applicant to locate, protect
and/or

temporarily

or

permanently

relocate

affected

Landfill

infrastructure, in consultation with Council.

(c)

There

is

a

need

for

geotechnical

and

environmental

site

investigations to address current information gaps. The results of
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these investigation may give rise to amendments to proposed
conditions.

(d)

Consent conditions should reflect the Applicant's responsibility for all
landfill consent monitoring and non-compliance investigation and
rectification that falls within the construction boundary, during
construction of the Proposal.

(e)

Consent conditions should require measures to be taken to minimize
the duration of disruption to the monitoring record.

(f)

Consent conditions should require the Applicant to undertake pre,
during and post-construction settlement monitoring of the western
landfill slopes to assist in the understanding of the impact of the
construction works on the Landfill's stability.

(g)

The proposed replacement toe bund/retaining wall will need to tie into
the existing liner system and have provision for leachate interception
and gas monitoring.

(h)

Consent conditions should require the Applicant to agree the design
details with Council prior to construction commencing.

(i)

The Applicant should work closely with Council prior to construction
commencing to ensure safe isolation of the Landfill gas system can
be achieved.

(j)

The Contaminated Land Management Plan (which is required by the
consent conditions) should contain provisions that ensure the safety
of workers given there is a potential for an increase in uncontrolled
gas discharges within the construction area.

(k)

Any decision to move the existing gas main should only be made
after a robust Safety and Design Assessment.

(l)

Consent conditions should require the Applicant to undertake
modelling in consultation and agree appropriate measures to be
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taken should the modelling suggest the operation of the Landfill gas
flare will be affected.

3.3

I consider that the amendments to the conditions proposed by Mr Turner are
required to adequately address these issues.

4.

DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSAL

4.1

The Proposal comprises works on State Highway 1 (SH1) extending from
Oteha Valley Road in the North to Constellation Drive in the south and on
State Highway 18 (SH18) from the Albany Highway Interchange in the west to
the SH1 connection. Key elements of the Proposal include capacity and safety
improvements to SH18 and SH1 within the Project Area, including the
construction of a motorway to motorway connection for northbound traffic at
the SH18 to SH1 interchange and additional lanes and improved connections
to the local roading network. These elements of the Proposal will necessitate
alterations to both the SH18 and SH1 designations to provide sufficient
footprint for the proposed works.

4.2

Complementary to the above, the Proposal incorporates an extension to the
Northern Busway from its current terminus at Constellation Bus Station to the
Albany Bus Station. A shared pedestrian/cycleway path will also be provided
along the eastern side of SH1. These elements of the Proposal will require
new designations. An upgrade of the existing Constellation Bus Station is
proposed which also requires an alteration to the existing bus station
designation.

4.3

The Proposal will be delivered under an Alliance Framework.

4.4

The indicative alignment of the Proposal in the vicinity of the Landfill is shown
in Drawing 250310-3PRE-2ENV-SKT-2326-B (Attachment 1 to my evidence)
of the Application.

5.

PARTS OF THE PROPOSAL ADDRESSED IN MY EVIDENCE

5.1

My evidence addresses the potential effects of the Proposal on the Landfill
owned/managed by the Closed Landfill and Contaminated Land Response
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Team (CLCLR) on behalf of Council. Currently the Landfill and its potential
adverse effects on the environment are managed in accordance with
discharge consents. Accordingly, I have also considered how the Proposal
may affect the Council's ability to comply with the conditions of those
discharge consents.

6.

METHODOLOGY OF ASSESSMENT

6.1

My assessment has considered how the Proposal will affect Council’s ability to
give effect to the requirements of the discharge consents it holds for the
Landfill impacted by the Proposal. In order to make this assessment I have
read the relevant parts of the application documentation including the
Assessment of Environmental Effects (AEE), relevant technical appendices,
the proposed conditions and the evidence of:

6.2

(a)

D G Moore – Project design

(b)

A W Hale – Construction

(c)

A R Amputch – Landfill

(d)

C O Burn – Planning – Designations

(e)

D R McGahan – Planning – Resource consents

In addition to a review of the Applicant’s documentation, I have reviewed
Council’s discharge consent conditions, and summarised Council’s obligations
to maintain compliance, which primarily consist of:

(a)

Permitting no uncontrolled discharges to water or air other than those
authorized by the consents;

(b)

Walkover inspections;

(c)

Monitoring, including surface emissions, perimeter gas bores and
stormwater, groundwater and leachate quality monitoring; and
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(d)

6.3

Landfill gas extraction and destruction.

I have then assessed how the Proposal might constrain Council’s ability to
take these required actions, particularly monitoring; or otherwise affect
consent compliance, principally any potential to increase or change the nature
of leachate or landfill gas discharges from the Landfill.

6.4

Based on my experience with works on closed landfills, including the Landfill
affected by the Proposal as well as other landfills of similar age and
construction in Auckland, I have also considered the feasibility and potential
environmental effects of the works themselves.

6.5

The western boundary of the Landfill abuts SH1. The Proposal will encroach
onto the Landfill along the entire 475 m length from Busway Chainage 2050 m
to 2525 m. The applicant estimates that refuse excavation will be required
over an approximate 250 m length and that landfill infrastructure in the
western area will be affected by the Proposal.

6.6

In particular, the proposed works will affect the following Landfill infrastructure:

(a)

The landfill toe bund;

(b)

The landfill liner (in the northwest area), cap and cover;

(c)

Perimeter gas migration wells and monitoring well networks;

(d)

Landfill gas ring main;

(e)

Leachate collection trench and associated network and discharge
connections;

(f)

Stormwater cutoff drains, swales and pond; and

(g)

A periphery site access road.
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6.7

The Applicant’s drawings attached to my evidence (Attachment 1) show the
footprint encroachment, in plan and section, as well as the location of the
affected infrastructure.

6.8

Based on discussions I have had with CLCLR and my own experience at the
site, I understand that the management of stormwater is a current issue and
has the potential to be exacerbated by the Proposal. Stormwater issues and
in particular flooding in the north west corner of the site and the need for
protection of the landfill surface and infrastructure is presented in the evidence
of Mr Lee.

7.

RELEVANT EFFECTS OF THE PROPOSAL

7.1

The Applicant has prepared a draft consenting strategy (Attachment 2 to my
evidence) which provides a list of the Landfill consents held by Council and a
summary of the impact of the Proposal on the Council’s ability to comply with
the Landfill consent conditions.

7.2

The Applicant has also prepared a draft Minimum Requirements document
pertaining to the Landfill (Appendix C of Attachment 2), as part of the Project
Alliance Agreement, which outlines the specific measures and controls that
are required to mitigate the risks the Proposal potentially poses to the Landfill
and in particular to the landfill infrastructure,

7.3

To my knowledge, discharges from the Landfill are currently compliant with the
discharge consents requirements, with the last compliance audit for
stormwater and diverting groundwater completed in April 2016 and the air
quality annual report in May 2016.

7.4

Based on my review of the draft consenting strategy, the draft Minimum
Requirements and other relevant information from the Applicant, I consider the
Proposal has the potential to impact on Council’s ability to actively manage the
Landfill to mitigate the potential of uncontrolled discharges to the environment.

7.5

The Proposal involves significant disruption to the landfill infrastructure, which
is specifically provided and maintained to mitigate the potential effects the
Landfill could have on the environment. The disruption associated with the
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Proposal includes the excavation of significant volumes of waste and the
relocation of leachate and landfill gas infrastructure and site access roads.

7.6

I outline my concerns in the following sections.

8.

MANAGEMENT OF EFFECTS

8.1

Extent of the designation

(a)

In my experience, it is necessary to be proactive in the management
of landfill effects which includes actively extracting leachate and
landfill gas and managing stormwater runoff, so that there are no
unacceptable discharges of contaminants to the environment.

I

consider, unrestricted access to landfill infrastructure is important to
achieve proactive management.

(b)

Therefore, I consider, where possible, that all landfill infrastructure,
including

monitoring

points,

should

be

located

within

land

owned/controlled by the consent holder, which in this case is Council,
and therefore not subject to access constraints. Where this is not
possible, robust access agreements are required.

(c)

When it comes to access within a major road corridor there are many
health and safety considerations for both road users and workers,
including separation distances and the need for speed restrictions.
Therefore, where possible, I consider it is preferable for landfill
infrastructure to be outside a road corridor.

(d)

I have been an active participant in discussions between Council and
the NCI Project Team around the extent of the designation required
during construction versus that required for operation of the Proposal
post completion.

(e)

Based on these discussions with NZTA, I understand that the extent
of the designation being applied for reflects the land required for
construction but less land may be required for the operation of the
Proposal. In particular land along the north (Lot 1 DP 127427, CT:
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NA74B/525), and western boundaries (Part Allot 594 PSH OF
Paremoremo; Lot 1 DP 178109, CT: NA109D/354) may not be
required.

(f)

Based on these discussions, I understood that the NZTA will pay
specific attention to the location of the landfill infrastructure as part of
the detailed design process and will look to reduce the designation
extent once construction is complete to the area required for the ongoing operation of the road. I support this approach and recommend
that the consent conditions reflect this intent.

(g)

I note that the Condition DC.5 of the NOR Conditions attached to the
primary evidence of Mr Bain has been modified to reflect a similar
requirement for Watercare Services Ltd Designation 9310 and 9311.
In my opinion a minor amendment to this condition to also reference
the Landfill would be appropriate and reflect the outcome of the
discussions with NZTA in relation to the extent of the designation over
the Landfill footprint. I consider that the amendment to Condition
DC.5 proposed by Mr Turner is required to address this issue.

8.2

The potential impact of the operational management of the Landfill

(a)

The

Proposal

involves

significant

disruption

to

the

landfill

infrastructure which, if not managed appropriately, has the potential to
result in uncontrolled release of contaminants, in the form of waste,
contaminated water (leachate) and landfill gas, to the receiving
environment.

(b)

In my opinion, continued safe operation of the leachate and landfill
gas infrastructure, including collection, extraction and monitoring
equipment, is integral to managing the closed landfill to ensure there
are no unacceptable discharges of contaminants to the environment.

(c)

The Applicant has included in the Minimum Requirements measures
that the Alliance will need to take to minimize the risks associated
with this disruption. These risks include risks to construction workers
and members of the public, and the potential for contaminants
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produced by the Landfill's, waste, such as leachate and landfill gas, to
impact the surrounding environment.

(d)

Based on my review of the Proposal, aspects that require specific
attention include the stability of the western landfill slopes, landfill gas
management and monitoring infrastructure, leachate management
and monitoring infrastructure and stormwater management and
monitoring infrastructure. If the Proposal’s impacts on these aspects
are not managed well there is the potential that the infrastructure
could be damaged and/or contaminants released to the receiving
environment.

(e)

I consider that it is of high importance that the works associated with
the Proposal do not adversely affect the environmental management
of the site and that the potential impact of the works on the landfill
infrastructure both inside and outside the construction area is
mitigated.

(f)

In my view, a workable solution would be achieved by the Applicant
agreeing with CLCLR, who understands the detailed design criteria
for any modification to existing or provision of new landfill
infrastructure (and who is responsible for managing the Landfill), prior
to commencement of construction.

(g)

This approach has been discussed with the Applicant and this
requirement has been reflected in part in the resource consent
conditions attached to the primary evidence of Mr McGahan, in
particular Condition LW.1.

However, I consider that further

amendments to the conditions, as proposed by Mr Turner, are
required to adequately address this issue.

(h)

In order to identify issues early and to mitigate the potential for
unintended damage to existing infrastructure I consider that the
consent conditions should reflect a requirement for the Applicant to
locate and protect infrastructure, including, but not limited to, the
landfill gas management system, the leachate management system,
the leachate terminal manhole and leachate discharge pipe under the
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motorway, stormwater Pond 7, above ground surface water drains
and underground box culvert assets. I consider that the amendments
to the conditions proposed by Mr Turner are required to adequately
address this issue.

(i)

I note that paragraph 6.5 of Mr Amputch’s primary evidence refers to
specific site investigations (geotechnical and environmental) which
are planned for June / July 2017 to address current information gaps
and offers amendments to the proposed conditions. I concur that the
investigations are required and consider the results may give rise to
amendments to the proposed conditions.

(j)

In particular, given the potential effects of the Proposal on existing
landfill infrastructure are so significant, I am of the opinion that there
would be some considerable benefit in preventative measures being
taken to minimise the risk to landfill infrastructure prior to
commencement of construction.

(k)

Therefore, I consider that the consent conditions should require the
Applicant to locate, protect and/or temporarily or permanently relocate
affected infrastructure and that all changes, including the timing of
such changes should be agreed with Council prior to commencement
of construction. This change is not reflected in the resource consent
conditions attached to the primary evidence of Mr McGahan. I
consider that the amendments to the conditions proposed by Mr
Turner are required to adequately address this issue.

(l)

The following sections outline my observations and recommendation
in relation to the specific landfill infrastructure, listed in 6.5 above,
affected by the Proposal which I consider requires specific attention in
the consent conditions.

8.3

Access to and location of monitoring, as required by the landfill
discharge consents

(a)

The existing landfill consents require various forms of monitoring at a
number of locations, as follows:
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(i)

Stormwater, groundwater and leachate discharge consents:


3 monthly surface water quality monitoring at the outlet of
Pond 7, with addition analyses every second sampling
round (May & November); and



6 monthly groundwater sampling and groundwater level
monitoring from monitoring bores (2007A, 2008R, 2015)
and 2 monthly samples from GD4, GD1.

(ii)

(iii)

Air discharge consent requirements:


6 monthly monitoring of perimeter wells;



6 monthly of extraction wells;



6 monthly visual walk over site inspection;



Annual flare station monitoring; and,



Annual surface emission monitoring.

Trade waste consent requirements:


(b)

Annual leachate sample from the discharge point.

A number of these monitoring locations fall within the construction
area of the Proposal.

Access to any construction area poses

significant health and safety risk and in my experience the number of
personnel and companies accessing the area is best kept to a
minimum.

(c)

I consider that the consent conditions should reflect that the Applicant
is responsible for all landfill consent monitoring that falls within its
construction boundary, as well as noncompliance investigation and
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rectification, during construction of the Proposal. This change is not
reflected in the resource consent conditions attached to the primary
evidence of Mr McGahan. I consider that the amendments to the
conditions and in particular the advice note proposed by Mr Turner
are required to adequately address this issue.

(d)

Secondly, I understand that the Applicant proposes to hand over the
monitoring assets, associated with the landfill consents, to Council on
completion of the works. Therefore it seems appropriate to me that
these assets are designed to meet the requirements of Council.

(e)

I therefore consider that the consent conditions should require the
Applicant to provide for access for Council, or their Agent, to
monitoring / inspection points in the detailed design (i.e. post
construction) so that Council can continue to meet its consent
condition requirements. To ensure that these conditions are workable
I consider the location and design of, including access (including
relocation of site access road) to, replacement monitoring points
would need to be agreed with CLCLR. This change is reflected in the
resource consent conditions attached to the primary evidence of Mr
McGahan condition L1.10 d.

(f)

In my experience, a consistent and complete monitoring record is
important in the management of risk from closed landfills. As a result
of the existing landfill consent requirements this continuous record
exists to date. However, a number of monitoring points will need to
be removed and replaced as part of the proposed works which will
interrupt the monitoring record. I consider that measures should be
taken to minimise the duration of disruption to the monitoring record.

(g)

I therefore consider that the consent conditions should require
progressive decommissioning and replacement of monitoring points,
as far as is practicable, providing for minimal discontinuity in the
monitoring record. This change is reflected in the resource consent
conditions attached to the primary evidence of Mr McGahan.
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8.4

Potential impacts as a result of excavation of the toe bund and waste

(a)

In my experience, excavation of a landfill toe bund and parts of the
waste require complex temporary and permanent works design if
stability of the total waste mass is to be maintained and the potential
for uncontrolled discharges of contaminants to the receiving
environment is to be eliminated.

The design of such measures

requires a detailed understanding of the behaviour of waste from a
geotechnical and contamination perspective.

Exposing waste can

introduce air and moisture which can reinvigorate the waste
degradation process thereby potentially affecting the stability of the
waste and contaminant loading of discharges (i.e. changes in
leachate quantity and strength and an increase in landfill gas
generation).

The introduction of air can make it more difficult to

extract landfill gas as it is important not to introduce too much oxygen
into the waste or extraction system if underground fires and potential
explosive conditions are to be avoided.

(b)

I therefore concur that the consent conditions should reflect the need
for a suitably qualified landfill engineer(s) to form part of the design
and construction monitoring team to ensure the correct technical
expertise (geotechnical and contamination) is utilised in the design
and construction phase of the Proposal. I understand that the need
for such expertise is included in the draft Minimum Requirements
prepared by the Applicant and reflected in the resource consent
conditions attached to the primary evidence of Mr McGahan.

(c)

Furthermore I consider that the consent conditions should require the
Applicant to undertake pre, during and post-construction, settlement
monitoring of the western landfill slopes to assist in the understanding
of the impact of the construction works on the Landfill’s stability. This
change is not reflected in the resource consent conditions attached to
the primary evidence of Mr McGahan.

(d)

The Applicant has proposed a replacement toe bund / retaining wall
to ensure the ongoing stability of the waste. In my opinion, in order
for this new infrastructure to adequately address contaminant
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management (i.e. manage leachate and landfill gas discharges) it will
need to tie in to the existing liner system (i.e. provide for physical
connectivity between the existing and new lining system) and have
provision for leachate interception and landfill gas monitoring.

(e)

Given the ability for these aspects of the Proposal design to have a
direct impact on Council’s ability to meet its consent obligations, it
seems appropriate to me for the design to be agreed with CLCLR. I
therefore consider that the consent conditions should require the
Applicant to agree the design details with CLCLR prior to
commencement of construction. This change is not specifically
reflected in the resource consent conditions attached to the primary
evidence of Mr McGahan. I consider that the amendments to the
conditions proposed by Mr Turner are required to adequately address
this issue.

8.5

Potential impacts on the landfill gas management system

(a)

Landfill gas is currently actively extracted at the Landfill and
destroyed in an enclosed flare. There is also an auxiliary candlestick
flare which is operated if the enclosed flare is not available. The
flares and blowers are located in the landfill gas compound. The
remainder of the landfill gas management equipment, namely the
extraction network, including ring mains, headers, well connectors,
vertical extraction wells and condensate traps, is distributed over the
surface of the Landfill. The landfill gas management system layout is
shown

on

Drawing

No

250310-3PRE-2ENV-SKT-2330-B

(Attachment 1) although I note that the aerial photograph was taken
prior to the decommissioning of the Landfill Gas to Energy Plant at
the site.

(b)

The Proposal will disrupt the operation of the landfill gas management
system as follows:

(i)

Direct impact on extraction network infrastructure within the
construction area;
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(ii)

Indirect impact on the ability for the landfill gas management
system to operate efficiently as a result of disruption to the
infrastructure and the potential for air to be drawn into the
waste mass during the excavation works; and

(iii)

Potential downwash effects on the enclosed flare emissions
as a result of the proximity and height of the viaduct,
affecting the operation of the flare.

(c)

The Applicant has identified its desire for the extraction network to be
physically isolated within their construction area from the main
extraction system.

However, recent work I have undertaken has

identified that the existing landfill gas extraction network has limited
locations where sections can be physically isolated from the
extraction system.

(d)

The Applicant will need to work closely with CLCLR well in advance
of commencing construction to ensure the safe isolation of the landfill
gas system can be achieved.

(e)

Furthermore, in my opinion, although isolation of the system within
the construction area will simplify the operation of the rest of the
extraction system, the Applicant will need to consider how that might
affect the efficiency of the landfill gas management system.

In

particular there is a need for provisions that will ensure the safety of
workers given there is a potential for an increase in uncontrolled
landfill gas discharges within the construction area if it is not under an
active vacuum. In my experience, this aspect can adequately be
covered in the contaminated land management plan which is required
by the consent conditions.

(f)

Based on my understanding of the extraction system, there is
considerable benefit in moving the landfill gas main from the western
to the eastern side of the existing landfill access road to minimize
disruption to the operation of the landfill gas system during and post
construction. However, I concur with Mr Amputch in paragraph 12.8
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d of his primary evidence that the decision to undertake this change
should be made following a robust Safety in Design assessment.

(g)

My final point relating to the landfill gas management is the potential
for the Proposal to impact on the operation of the landfill gas flare and
in particular downwash effects.

I am not aware of any specific

guidance

distances

regarding

setback

or

relative

height

recommendations for landfill gas flares relative to roadways. I am
aware of Canadian guidance in relation to natural gas flares1 which
recommends specific requirements if structures are located within 5
times the height of the structure of the flare (namely the flare would
need to be 2.5 times the height of the highest structure). Option 3 of
the Proposal results in the roadway being 35 m from the flares.
Therefore, if the closest part of the Proposal is more than 7 m above
ground level when adjacent to the flare then, in my opinion,
consideration should be given to the potential impacts of the shared
use path on the operation of the flare.

The draft Minimum

Requirements prepared by the Applicant requires the Alliance to
undertake air dispersion modelling based on parameters I have
provided for the enclosed flare. Provided this work is undertaken,
and measures taken if the modelling suggest they are required, it is
my opinion that this issue will be adequately addressed. Therefore, I
consider that the consent conditions should require the Applicant to
undertake the modelling in consultation, and agree appropriate
measures to be taken should the modelling suggest the operation of
the landfill gas flare will be affected, with CLCLR. This change is not
reflected in the resource consent conditions attached to the primary
evidence of Mr McGahan. I consider that the amendments to the
conditions proposed by Mr Turner are required to adequately address
this issue.

1

Saskatchewan Ministry of Energy and Resources, Directive S-20 Saskatchewan Upstream Flaring and Incineration
Requirements, 1 July 2011
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9.

CONCLUSION

9.1

In my opinion, the impacts associated with the Proposal on the Rosedale
Closed Landfill are manageable provided the minor changes I have outlined
are made to the consent conditions.

Simonne Frances Eldridge
25 May 2017
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