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Dear Sir

Town and Country Planning (Scotland) Acts

Planning application: 11/00788/AMM 

Relocation of Existing Waste Recycling Centre and Formation of a Waste to Energy Facility (Approval of Matters specified in conditions)
Adjoining Sites at Shore Road, Perth

Thank you for your econsultation of 17 June 2011.

On the basis of the information on which we have been consulted to date in respect of this application, we are not satisfied that noise impacts can be effectively controlled under the Pollution Prevention and Control (PPC) regime and, as such, we are not satisfied that the proposed development is currently potentially capable of being consented under the Pollution Prevention & Control (Scotland) Regulations 2000 and we therefore object in this regard.  

We also object to this planning application due to the lack of information on various other aspects of the proposal such that we cannot provide a view on consentability under the PPC regime at this time in respect of those aspects of the proposal.  Furthermore, there are significant environmental impacts on which we have provided detailed comment and objection. Whilst we will reconsider these objections if the issues detailed in this response are addressed to our satisfaction, we anticipate the provision of suitable information to demonstrate that the potential noise impacts can be adequately addressed may be difficult to achieve.

Notwithstanding our objections as detailed above, should you be minded to approve this application, we ask that the planning conditions in Appendix 1 be attached to the consent. If any of these will not be applied, then please also consider this representation as an objection in that respect. Please also note the advice provided below.

This advice is given without prejudice to any decision made on elements of the proposal regulated by us, which may take into account factors not considered at the planning stage.

The comments in this letter relate to the current application, which is for approval of matters specified in conditions and the accompanying Environmental Statement. The outline permission establishes the principle of a waste to energy facility on the site. 

Advice for the planning authority

1.
Introduction
1.1
Guidance and policy framework
1.1.1
In the course of developing our response to this application we have had regard to the submitted Environmental Statement (ES) and further information subsequently received (detailed below) and the following SEPA planning/technical guidance documents and Government policy:

· SEPA’s Thermal Treatment of Waste Guidelines (incorporating the May 2011 revision) 

· The Zero Waste Plan (ZWP) and associated Annexes

· Scottish Planning Policy (SPP)

· Planning Advice Note 63

· Planning Advice Note 51

· Office of the Deputy Prime Minister “Planning for Waste Management Facilities

· SEPA Land Use Planning Guidance

1.2
Issues to be considered in our assessment
1.2.1
In accordance with your advice, we have attempted to secure further information directly from the applicant during our assessment.  The information we requested is contained within Appendix 4 but is summarised as follows:

· Interim questions regarding emissions to air – emailed to RPS (applicant’s consultant) on 26 August 2011

· Interim questions regarding control of odour – emailed to RPS on 3 August 2011

· Interim questions regarding Heat Plan – emailed to RPS on 7 September 2011

1.2.2
In response to this, we received the following additional information:

· Email from RPS containing Odour Management Plan received 22 September

· Email from RPS regarding Heat Plan received 22 September

· Email from RPS regarding air quality received 23 September

· Email from RPS regarding air quality received 29 September

1.2.3
In respect of air quality/air emissions impacts, the information we have received at this late stage in the consultation is extremely detailed.  Given the time required to assess this additional information and due to holiday leave of key specialist SEPA staff during October, we have agreed to provide you with a further detailed response by 8 November.  

 

1.2.4
We have also been copied in to additional information sent to you on 22 September which includes further information in respect of noise impacts and other matters. We understand that the consultant has submitted this to you voluntarily and it does not form part of the ES and we have therefore not considered this in developing our response.  

1.2.5
For the avoidance of doubt, the detailed response from us relating to air quality due by 8 November will only consider the above noted additional information received by us directly from RPS in response to our requests.  According to the Scottish Government (Circular 3/2011 paragraph 128), any further information submissions in support of this application should be subject to a formal process of consultation between your authority and ourselves and as such, we will await any further consultation by you before responding to the additional information relating to noise sent to you by the consultant on 22 September 2011

1.2.6
It is necessary to distinguish between the assessment of information required at this planning stage when compared with our detailed technical assessment at the PPC permitting stage. Whilst we do not carry out this technical assessment to the same extent at planning application stage we do need to conclude that a development is potentially capable of being authorised by us under PPC. For this application, due to the physical constraints of the site and the sensitivity of the surrounding environment we require a significant amount of information on the detailed design of the development to allow us to come to a view on the likely consentability of the proposal.
1.2.7
It should be noted that, the provision of further information may result in us confirming that we are still not satisfied that the development is potentially consentable and that the provision of any additional information by the applicant is therefore undertaken at its own risk.

1.2.8
Our consideration of this proposal is based on assessment of the following issues.  Further information is provided below.

· Consentability under our regulatory regimes in respect of the following issues:

· Noise

· Air Quality

· Human Health

· Odour

· Energy Efficiency

· Drainage

· Construction phase environmental management

· Flood risk

· Land contamination

· Impact on the groundwater environment

1.2.9
Following the publication of Scotland’s Zero Waste Plan Annex B (Role of Land Use Planning to Deliver Zero Waste), the determination of both ‘need’ and ‘proximity’ are no longer issues on which we are required to comment on.  Please see Section 4 of Annex B to the Zero Waste Plan.
  

1.3
Site constraints and the surrounding environment
1.3.1
In commenting on the previous reserved matters application for this site, we have highlighted problems associated with the small size of the proposed site, its proximity to sensitive receptors and its lack of buffer strips. It is acknowledged that the applicant has taken these into account in the choice of technology and layout of the site within this application. Nonetheless, these issues remain and are a recurrent theme when assessing the environmental impacts of the proposal. The proximity of sensitive receptors and the location within the Perth Air Quality Management Area (AQMA) requires us to have a high degree of confidence in predicted environmental impacts. To date the information submitted to support the planning application does not convey a high degree of confidence such that we can come to a conclusion on consentability or environmental impact of this proposal. 

1.3.2
There are a number of aspects which have not been considered in the ES which will require space to be made available on this already congested site i.e. firewater containment; suitable sustainable urban drainage system features; and odour abatement plant. As raised previously, there is little flexibility on the site for additional abatement equipment and there is restricted potential for the location/relocation of noise emitting plant and of fitting noise, odour and air quality abatement equipment.  This lack of flexibility has implications in terms of the consentability of the proposal under the PPC regime.

1.4
Summary of the main issues
· The main areas of concern for us are air emissions particularly in the context of the AQMA, noise and odour. 

· As discussed in general terms within this response and subject to our detailed consideration of air quality impacts in our further response due by 8 November, the air emissions are of concern due to the stack height and other matters such as modelling, weather data, other emissions sources and the presence of the AQMA. 

· The applicant identifies in Section 11.10.1 of the ES that the adjacent prison accommodation block would experience ‘’large/very large’’ operational noise effects at night.  In Section 11.9.2 of the ES it is asserted that the ‘extensive acoustic treatments’ applied to all significant noise generating plant represent the likely maximum achievable mitigation at source. 

· Therefore based on this information we would anticipate that meeting the requirements for noise control to allow issuing a permit would be difficult in respect of this application.

· From the additional information submitted to us, the applicant has identified that an odour abatement plant is proposed.  We would highlight that the operation of this plant will represent an additional source of noise.

· Overall the application contains insufficient information to establish that there are technical solutions to mitigate air, odour and noise emissions due to the proximity to sensitive receptors and the relatively small size of the site. 

2.
Potential Consentability under SEPA’s Regulatory Regimes

2.1 Introduction

2.1.1
As stated above, the operation of the proposed development would be controlled by us under the Pollution Prevention & Control (Scotland) Regulations 2000 (‘the PPC Regulations’). At this time we would advise that we are not satisfied that the proposed development is potentially capable of being consented under the PPC Regulations.

2.1.2
It should be noted that the detailed design of some aspects of the facility has not been provided at this stage. We are therefore unable to determine whether or not the proposed plant has been designed in accordance with the Best Available Techniques. This would be assessed in detail as part of a PPC application. 

2.2
Noise 

2.2.1
As for many planning applications of this nature, much of the detailed plant design information required for accurate noise prediction is not available. We would normally undertake a detailed analysis of noise as part of the PPC application when details of the design of the plant have been progressed. However, in this instance, impacts on noise sensitive receptors have been identified at the planning stage by the applicant, your Environmental Health Officers (EHOs), and by our own technical specialists.  In conclusion we are not satisfied that the potential noise impacts have been adequately addressed in the planning application.  Of specific relevance to this site is the proximity of sensitive receptors, the lack of buffer strips and small footprint which imposes significant restrictions on potential for changes to plant type, layout and provision of additional noise abatement that would be available at other sites.

2.2.2
The ES concludes that the operational noise impacts associated with the proposal would have a large/very large impact on residential receptors located on the 4th floor of HMP Perth (a predicted rated impact of LAr,Tr 50dB).  Whilst this level is not uncommon in noisy areas (e.g. city centres, near busy roads, etc), it is above current World Health Organisation (WHO) target noise levels to protect against sleep disturbance. We are aware that there are particular security implications of disturbance due to noise on prison populations. 

2.2.3
The applicant states that the predicted impact is only marginally above the existing ambient background noise level measured at Location LT4. The readings from the surrogate background location (LT4 - roof of nearby Holden Environmental Offices) appear consistent and higher than expected when compared to Location ST1. While the difficulty in collecting noise data in the vicinity of HMP Perth is not underestimated it is very important to establish accurately the existing noise climate at the closest noise sensitive receptors (upper residential floors at HMP Perth). This information is currently not available although we are aware that your EHOs are engaged in collecting some information on noise levels at HMP Perth. 
2.2.4
Impulsive noise emissions such as clatters and bangs and those due to abnormal operation of the plant such as during start-up, shutdown and planned and unplanned maintenance are not discussed in the ES.  Any significant impulsive noise emissions occurring at night time would be likely to cause additional sleep disturbance at HMP Perth.

2.2.5
The noise attenuation targets stipulated in Appendices 11.2 and 11.3 of the ES as being required to achieve an overall rated impact of 50dB, appear ambitious and (due to the stage of plant design) too general. It is not considered that the applicant has submitted information to demonstrate that the stipulated noise reduction levels are actually achievable. 

2.2.6
Of particular concern is the mitigation of noise between the materials conveyor, the gasification main fans, the syngas cooling plant and the main gas engine hall in relation to their overall noise levels, the potential noise character (e.g. low frequency noise issues) and the close proximity of the aforementioned plant to the higher level residential floors of the adjacent prison block. Where there is doubt, and as in this case, where real data from existing operational plant is not available, we would urge a precautionary approach.

2.2.7
We are aware that noise monitoring at Island View  carried out by your EHOs for the purposes of assessing this planning application has identified that noise impacts at this receptor may have been underestimated.  The use of this (Council) monitoring information results in changes to the significance of noise emissions from the proposal from neutral/slight to slight/moderate demonstrating that residential properties in addition to HMP Perth could be impacted during the night time period. 

2.2.8
We note also that HGV movements between the proposed RDF facility and the plant may contribute further to noise impact and that this matter rests with the Council.

2.2.9
Noise summary

· In summary, we recognise that noise impact requires a robust assessment at the planning stage to determine the suitability of any proposed site for development and that you will be taking into account advice from your own EHOs on this matter. As you will see from the above, impacts on noise sensitive receptors have been identified by the applicant, in particular at night time to residents of the upper floors of HMP Perth. 
· There currently exists for this proposal a lack of detail on the design of the plant and the implications thereof, questions over the validity of the noise monitoring carried out and of the aspects modelled within the ES and lack of options for location/relocation of noise emitting plant and additional noise abatement equipment at this particular site. As stated earlier, the provision of suitable information to demonstrate that the potential noise impacts of the proposed development can be adequately addressed may be difficult to achieve.  On the basis of the information on which we have been consulted to date in respect of this application, we are not satisfied that noise impacts can be effectively controlled under the PPC regime and, as such, we are not satisfied that the proposed development is potentially currently capable of being consulted under the PPC Regulations and we therefore object in this regard.

2.3
Air quality 

2.3.1
Please note that we do not regulate emissions to air during the construction phase and have therefore restricted comments to the operational phase of the plant. The comments in this section relate to the air quality assessment contained in the ES, further discussions with the applicant and with your Environmental Health Manager.  As indicated earlier, this does not include an assessment of the additional information provided by the applicant at the request of SEPA which we received on 23 September.  As agreed with you on 27 September we will provide a detailed response to this aspect by 8 November.  For the avoidance of doubt we therefore object to the application on the grounds of potential adverse impact on air quality at this time.  We are currently reviewing the additional information submitted by the applicant in this regard and will reconsider our position in our further detailed response.

2.3.2
Perth Air Quality Management Area (AQMA)

2.3.2.1
The potential impact of nitrogen dioxide (NO2) emissions from the proposed plant requires careful consideration. The development site is located within the Perth AQMA designated by your authority in 2006 for the traffic related pollutants NO2 and particulate matter (PM10). Monitoring carried out by your authority has identified that the air quality objective and European limit value for NO2 (40µg.m3) is currently being exceeded or is at risk of being exceeded at a significant number of locations, including those in the vicinity of Shore Road. Emissions from the proposed plant would therefore contribute to these exceedences.

2.3.3
Developments in AQMAs

2.3.3.1
If significant risks to air quality in the vicinity of the development are predicted it is unlikely that we will be able to grant a PPC Permit for the current design. If you are minded to grant planning permission, a risk therefore exists that the consent may not be able to be implemented. To obtain a PPC permit the applicant will need to demonstrate that Best Available Techniques (BAT) have been applied to the proposal. It is possible to reduce the emissions of pollutants by providing additional abatement or aiding their dispersion by increasing the stack height.  
2.3.3.2
Where there is the potential for emissions to impact on air quality the reduction in stack height for aesthetic reasons may not represent BAT for the dispersion of stack emissions. You will note that the possibility of additional abatement plant and an increase in stack height may require the submission and determination of subsequent planning applications. 

2.3.3.3
We have, elsewhere, accepted a proposed industrial development in an AQMA where existing air quality standards are not being met or are at risk of not being met. This position has been justified subject to a robust demonstration that the process contribution will be very small, that BAT to reduce emissions has been applied (e.g. stack height, abatement etc.) and that there are firm plans for improvements in air quality which have been put forward by the local authority. In addition, relevant planning conditions have been requested to ensure the improvements in air quality are achieved before development begins. 

2.3.3.4
We note that the applicant intends to process refuse derived fuel (RDF) at the site and that the source of this material is not yet established. It is anticipated that the import of RDF will have associated vehicle movements which would be expected to contribute further to air quality impacts within the AQMA. We recognise that this matter rests largely with the Council however our concern is that additional vehicle movements may impact on background air quality which in turn may affect our consideration of the contributions from stack emissions. 
2.3.4
Plans for the Perth AQMA and the Proposed Development
2.3.4.1
Based on information contained in the Perth Air Quality Management Plan Progress Report dated April 2010 2010 Air Quality Progress Report there are currently no predictions for air quality improvements within the Perth AQMA which would affect our consideration of this matter.  

2.3.4.2
The methodology used for the air quality modelling provided within the ES is generally acceptable. However there were areas where further information was needed to increase the confidence where there is the potential to impact on air quality. Although process contributions to the ambient air quality were predicted to be relatively small, further contributions to the existing levels in the Perth AQMA must be considered very carefully and worst case scenarios predicted with confidence. 

2.3.4.3
We therefore recommend that further refining of the air quality modelling submitted within the ES is carried out before we can comment on consentability of this proposal with regard to air quality. Please find questions directed to the applicant on this matter in Appendix 3. Please note that the comments within Appendix 3 relate to the information provided within the ES and NOT to the further information submitted by RPS on 23 September.  As stated earlier in this letter, comments on that will be sent to you by 8 November.

2.3.4.4
Discussions with your Environmental Health Manager had identified that some important background air quality assumptions (referred to as ambient concentrations in the submission) may have been underestimated, particularly for NO2. It is noted that information on NO2 levels is available for Dundee Rd and Edinburgh Rd and that NO2 levels at these sampling stations currently indicate exceedences or risk of exceedences of air quality objectives close to the Shore Road site. The applicant has been asked to consult with your Environmental Health Manager to obtain the best available information on levels of pollutants within the Perth AQMA. 

2.3.5
Weather Data and Modelling

2.3.5.1
The use of Leuchars weather data for the submitted air quality modelling may not represent the worst case weather conditions for dispersion of stack emissions from the proposal due to the local topography. It is acknowledged that site specific terrain data have been included in the dispersion model however the effect of the local topography will have an enhanced effect on dispersion due to the stack height now proposed.

2.3.5.2
It is noted that weather data for 2003 – 2007 has been used as per the original planning application. This data will not include the prolonged periods of very cold, still weather which occurred in the UK winters of 2009 and 2010. The applicant has been asked to explore refinements to the weather data that will take into account local weather conditions and indicate the likely effect of these refinements on the predicted maximum environmental concentrations. We will provide comments on this aspect in our final response to you.

2.3.6
Other Emissions Sources

2.3.6.1
Cumulative impacts - existing sources of emissions in the locality are identified in Section 12.2.1 of the ES. Please note the Errol Brickworks described in 12.2.4 is no longer operational and the PPC permit has been surrendered. The applicant has been asked to consider emissions from the boiler stack serving HMP Perth in the air quality modelling cumulative study, with regard to oxides of nitrogen (NOx) emissions. Any use of back up fuel for the HMP Perth boiler such as gas oil would also be required to be assessed for short term impacts.

2.3.6.2
Sections 12.4.50 and 12.7 of the ES provide an assessment of the impact of emissions from operational vehicles from the proposal on local air quality with the process contribution predicted to be ‘imperceptible’.  Although we do not regulate emissions from operational vehicles outside the site boundary, an accurate estimate of background air quality is essential for our air quality assessment. The location of the treatment plant from which RDF delivery vehicles will be travelling to the site is currently unknown and predicting the worst case scenario for haul routes with any certainty is therefore difficult. Detailed assessment of operational traffic movements associated with this proposal will be carried out by your officers and we would seek advice from you on the validity of the predicted change in operational road traffic and the impact on local air quality. 

2.3.6.3
In section 12.4.43 of the ES it is estimated that 70% of the NOX emitted from the main stack will be converted to NO2 for determining the long-term impacts on NO2 levels in ambient air. The Environment Agency (EA) in the H1 Environmental Risk Assessment for air emissions recommended use of a 100% conversion factor for predicting worst case scenarios. It is acknowledged that the EA also advocate a phased approach: section 2 of the FAQ www.environment-agency.gov.uk/business/regulation/38791.aspx. whereby a screening/worst case scenario assessment is initially carried out using the 100% conversion rate. If predicted environmental concentrations exceed the air quality objective then one should proceed to step 2 where 70% conversion is used. This initial screening stage has been omitted in the ES. It would be appropriate for the applicant to highlight whether the air quality objective is exceeded using the 100% conversion rate before proceeding to using the 70% conversion rate.

2.4
Human Health Assessment

2.4.1
The ES submitted contains a Human Health Assessment.  We have reviewed this within the context of our planning guidance (LUPS 15) and Planning Advice Note 51 (paragraph 49) and Planning Advice Note 63 (paragraph 85).  We would carry out a detailed assessment of the Human Health Assessment at any PPC permitting stage (which includes consultation with the Local Authority and Health Board) and we have provided the applicant with guidance on our requirements in this regard within Appendix 5.

2.5
Odour  

2.5.1
There are various references to odour control in the ES, however the level of detail provided was not sufficient for us to make an assessment on consentability for an energy from waste facility located so close to sensitive receptors. We consider HMP Perth to be a receptor of particular sensitivity due to the inability of residents to move away from a source of odour which is causing annoyance. An accommodation block of HMP Perth is located 50m from the proposed waste reception building. The applicant’s identification of prison residents as ‘’non residential’’ is questionable. 

2.5.2
During the planning consultation process we requested further information from the applicant on odour (please see Appendix 4) including an odour management plan in line with SEPA’s Odour Guidance 2010 http://www.sepa.org.uk/air/odour.aspx . 

2.5.3
An odour management plan has subsequently been submitted by the applicant and goes some way to assuaging our concerns. However an incomplete response was provided to the accompanying questions on odour management. As such we believe there is still insufficient information to allow us to determine whether the applicant’s odour control measures are acceptable and would therefore object on the grounds of lack of information. We will reconsider this objection if the issues detailed in this response are addressed to our satisfaction.

2.5.4
We would reiterate that we cannot come to a conclusion without full responses to the questions given in Appendix 4 in particular to the odour potential from the RDF (Question 1) and the details of the proposed activated carbon abatement plant (Question 6).  

2.5.5
We agree that the odour potential from dry RDF is likely to be significantly less than for untreated municipal solid waste. However, as no details of the off site RDF manufacturing process are available (other than a statement that the putrescible fraction will be removed from the waste), the ability to control the presence of odorous material in the RDF is difficult to assess. 

2.5.6
The odour management plan indentifies the applicant’s intention to install an activated carbon odour abatement plant to treat air extracted from the waste storage and handling areas. However few details have been submitted. Lack of space on the site and the proximity of sensitive receptors (with regards noise from extraction fans etc) will restrict the choice of location for the abatement plant. A reference is made to the discharge of treated air from louvers running the length of the west face of the building which is the nearest part of the building to an accommodation block of HMP Perth. The height of these discharge points is not given. 

2.5.7
A description of the carbon plant has not been provided. Practical experience of the potential for high operational costs of running activated carbon odour abatement plant at an energy from waste plant (due to the high cost of replacement carbon) needs to be taken into account when considering whether this is an effective and sustainable system of odour control for this site. Insufficient information is provided to allow us to assess this aspect fully. The potential for presence of diesel fumes from delivery vehicles operating within the waste reception area would need to be taken into account and could lead to premature exhaustion of the carbon medium and odour breakthrough. The applicant should provide details of how the efficacy of the odour abatement plant will be checked to allow replacement of carbon before odour breakthrough, as this is not without difficulty.

2.5.8
The use of RDF rather than municipal solid waste should reduce the potential for odour from the site. However a waste management facility such as this still has the potential to cause odour and nuisance and rigorous controls would be required through the PPC permitting process.  

2.5.9
Whilst we would control aspects relating to offensive odour through the PPC permitting process, there is still the potential for residual odour nuisance for existing neighbours.  The PPC permitting process may require some alterations to the design of the facility with regard to odour abatement.  All these aspects are considered to have implications for your authority as the land use planning authority when determining the application.

2.6
Energy Recovery

2.6.1
Our Thermal Treatment Guidelines
 (TTWG) are recognised as a material planning consideration within national planning policy and guidance.  The energy efficiency of the plant will therefore be assessed in line with these guidelines (including the amendments made by us in May 2011).  

2.6.2
The Heat Plan included in the ES did not meet the requirements specified in Annex 2 of the TTWG.  However, during the planning consultation process we requested further information from the applicant on energy recovery (see Appendix 4). We have now received a satisfactory response and can confirm that the applicant’s demonstration of energy recovery is acceptable. 

2.6.3
At the planning application stage, we need to be satisfied that the energy efficiency calculations look reasonable and feasible. We would undertake a more detailed assessment of the energy efficiency calculations at the PPC application stage. However, it is important to note that under the PPC Regulations we can only require the operator to implement what is practicable, technically and commercially feasible.

2.6.4
In order to comply with our TTWG the proposed plant will have to be capable of achieving a minimum energy efficiency of 20% on the first day of operation. It is important to note that there is no minimum value for heat export, the 20% can be a combination of electrical and/or heat efficiency. The revised Heat Plan indicates a start up power efficiency of 39.5% (electrical only) with a commitment to export heat within 5 years of the plant becoming operational. The revised Heat Plan provides information on how the applicant proposes to achieve a minimum QI value of 100 (45% efficiency) within this timescale, although it is noted that details of potential heat users have not been progressed since the last application.  

2.6.5
In the response to further questions, the applicant has confirmed that there are currently no details of grid connections for electrical power export available for this proposal. In order to ensure that this aspect is progressed at the earliest possible stage we request that a condition is attached to any consent granted. Please see Appendix 1 for further information.

3.
Drainage 

3.1
We understand that domestic sewage from the facility will be discharged into the public sewerage system operated by Scottish Water prior to being discharged to Perth STW. Trade effluent will be treated on site, recycled within the process where possible and the remainder tankered off site for disposal at a suitable licensed facility. 

3.2
It is proposed that surface water will be discharged via a Sustainable Urban Drainage System (SUDS) to the existing surface water drain in Shore Rd. It is not known whether this surface water drain is under the control of Scottish Water or your own authority.  Due to the potentially large volumes of surface water generated and lack of space for SUDS features (although some are identified in Figure 7.1 of the ES) we require further information on this aspect. 

3.3
Due to the constraints of the site we need to be satisfied at the planning application stage that suitable SUDS can be accommodated on this site.  We therefore object due to a lack of information in this regard.  We would reiterate our comments relating to the site suitability in as much as the options for the provision of a SUDS scheme may be restricted.

3.4
Any SUDS system should be designed in accordance with the requirements of the CIRIA publication C697 ‘The SUDS Manual’ and three levels of SUDS is required for industrial use. 

4.
Firewater
4.1
The drainage proposals included in the ES do not discuss arrangements for dealing with firewater. Article 8(7) of the Waste Incineration Directive requires that incineration plant sites, including associated storage areas for waste are designed to prevent the unauthorised and accidental release of any polluting substances into soil, surface water and groundwater. Due to the small size of the site we need to be satisfied at the planning application stage that there is adequate space on site to provide suitable containment measures for firewater e.g. a storage tank and the applicant is asked to supply details of this including its location, we therefore object due to a lack of information in this regard.  We would reiterate our comments relating to the site suitability in as much as the options for the provision of such a storage facility may be limited. The information required includes detailed calculations associated with the sizing of the structure, its construction and provisions for isolation and sampling of firewater in the event of fire. 

5.
Construction phase environmental management

5.1
Pollution prevention and mitigation measures during the construction phase are set out in the ES. We are satisfied that with care, prevention and mitigation measures will be able to offer an adequate level of environmental protection. In order to ensure that these mitigation measures are carried out we request that a condition is attached – please see Appendix 1 for further information.   

6.
Site Waste Management Plan

6.1
The development of a Site Waste Management Plan is now considered best practice. To secure this, we request that a condition is attached to any consent granted which requires a full Site Waste Management Plan to be submitted for the written approval of the determining authority in consultation with us prior to work commencing on site.  Please see Appendix 1 for further information. 

7.
Flood Risk 

7.1
We strongly recommend the Flood Prevention Authority (Perth and Kinross Council) satisfy themselves that the development will not interfere or damage during construction or operation of the site; 

· The culverted watercourse (Craigie Burn) controlled and maintained as part of the flood prevention scheme which is located between the site and Perth Prison, directly adjacent to the site boundary.

· The existing walls and gates of the Perth Flood Prevention Scheme especially at Shore Road if any road access or improvements are required as part of the development.

7.2
We wish to highlight that development should avoid building over existing culverts or drains to prevent damage and provide continued access for operational maintenance (SPP paragraph 211 and PAN 69 paragraphs 75 and 76).

7.3
Surface water from the site currently drains to ground with no formal drainage scheme in place.  Section 7.6.3 to 7.6.20 of the ES indicates that surface runoff will be controlled by SUDS.  The design of the scheme must consider that the River Tay during fluvial flood or coastal surge events may increase river water levels adjacent to the site.   Local groundwater levels are also likely to increase locally in response to sustained high water levels within the River Tay.  Appropriate construction materials and methods could minimise any damage from all potential sources of flooding.   Any surface water drainage from the site may “back up “ into the site and require specific flood prevention measures e.g. flap valves to prevent water entering the site during flood events e.g. if any connections to the River Tay are proposed.    

7.4
We recommend that the Flood Prevention Authority (Perth and Kinross Council) is contacted to agree suitable discharge run-off rates.   We recommend that discharge from this site is controlled to ensure discharge is limited to the Greenfield runoff rate.
7.5
The advice contained in this letter is supplied to you by SEPA in terms of Section 72 (1) of the Flood Risk Management (Scotland) Act 2009 on the basis of information held by SEPA as at the date hereof.  It is intended as advice solely to Perth & Kinross Council as Planning Authority in terms of the said Section 72 (1).  Our briefing note entitled: “Flood Risk Management (Scotland) Act 2009: Flood risk advice to planning authorities” outlines the transitional changes to the basis of our advice inline with the phases of this legislation and can be downloaded from www.sepa.org.uk/flooding/flood_risk/planning__flooding.aspx.

8.
Land Contamination

8.1
The site has not been designated as a Special Site under Part IIA of the Environmental Protection Act (1990), and the site has not been identified as Radioactive Contaminated Land under Part IIA of the Environmental Protection Act (1990).  The Local Authority is the lead regulator for Contaminated Land and should be contacted for information in this respect.  Please see Appendix 2 for our comments in this regard.

9.
The Groundwater Environment

9.1
Our comments relating to the potential issues directly related to groundwater levels, hydrogeological site investigation and potential risks of dewatering at the site are provided in Appendix 2.

Detailed advice for the applicant
10.
Potential Consentability under SEPA’s Regulatory Regimes

10.1
As stated above, the operation of the proposed development would be controlled by us under the Pollution Prevention & Control (Scotland) Regulations 2000 (‘the PPC Regulations’). At this time we would advise that we are not satisfied that the proposed development is potentially capable of being consented under the PPC Regulations.  We have requested additional information on several aspects of the proposal and whilst we would prefer to have this information at the planning stage, it should be noted that it will be at the developer's own commercial risk if you do not wish to provide it.      
Occasionally, this may result in a development with planning permission being refused environmental consent.
11.
Surface Water Drainage

11.1
We have objected due to a lack of information regarding the provision of SUDS at the site. You will be required to treat surface water from the site in accordance with the principles of the SUDS Manual (C697) which was published by CIRIA in March 2007.  You should note that the design of the drainage system will be site specific and dependent upon the presence of any contaminants at the site, the remediation strategy and the risks posed by any residual contamination, in addition to the normal design considerations. 

12.
Construction and pollution prevention

12.1
We have requested a condition requiring the submission of an Environmental Management Plan (EMP). We recommend that the EMP is submitted at least two months prior to the proposed commencement of development to enable consultees time to assess fully the information. The EMP should incorporate detailed pollution prevention and mitigation measures for all construction elements potentially capable of giving rise to pollution during all phases of construction, reinstatement after construction and final site decommissioning. Full details of what should be included in the EMP can be found on our website.

12.2
In relation to tendering, please refer to CIRIA C648 which states that, “One of the main drivers for environmental improvements is pressure applied by clients through standards laid down in contract documentation.  Contracts should specify exact requirements for water pollution prevention in order to encourage high standards and to allow for like for like tender evaluation”.

13.
Waste management

13.1
We have requested a condition requiring a Site Waste Management Plan to be developed prior to works commencing on site. Advice on how to prepare a Site Waste Management Plan is available on the netregs website and from Envirowise who also provide free advice on resource efficiency.  Further advice on the reuse of demolition and excavation materials is available from the Waste and Resources Action Programme.

14.
Human Health Assessment

14.1
We have provided advice to the applicant with regards to the Human Health Assessment which will be required at the PPC permitting stage.  This advice is contained within Appendix 5

Regulatory advice

15.
Waste Management Licensing

15.1
The proposed site currently has a waste a management licence (WML) in place for part of the area in question (east section).  There are waste management exemptions in place for other parts of the yard (west section) for storage of certain wastes. The applicant should contact our regulatory staff to discuss the implications of the apparent wish to retain a small area within the site for continued WML activity and the surrender of the remaining WML area to allow a PPC permit to be issued.

Details of regulatory requirements and good practice advice for the applicant can be found on our website at www.sepa.org.uk/planning.aspx. If you are unable to find the advice you need for a specific regulatory matter, please contact a member of the Technical Support Unit team in your local SEPA office at:

Strathearn House, Broxden Business Park, Lamberkine Drive, Perth, PH1 1RX, tel 01738 627989

If you have any queries relating to this letter, please contact me by telephone on 01355 574200 or e-mail at planning.perth@sepa.org.uk 

Yours faithfully

Alan Farquhar

Planning Advice and Engagement Manager

Ecopy:  
Alan Pollock, RPS Planning and Development alan.pollock@rpsgroup.com 


Bob Nicholson, Grundon Waste Management bob.nicholson@grundon.com 


Garry Dimeck, Perth and Kinross Council gdimeck@pkc.gov.uk 

Appendix 1 - Conditions requested by SEPA

Environmental Management Plan

To ensure that the pollution prevention and mitigation measures during the construction phase as  set out in the ES are implemented, we request that this be addressed by a planning condition   ensuring that no development can commence on site until a full site specific environmental management plan (EMP) has been developed. This should be submitted for approval at least two months prior to works commencing on site. 

The EMP should incorporate the principles of all proposed pollution prevention and mitigation measures along with detailed method statements. This approach provides a useful link between the principles of development which need to be outlined at the early stages of the project and the method statements which are usually produced following award of contract (just before development commences) To assist, the following wording is suggested: 

At least two (2) months prior to the commencement of any works, a full site specific environmental management plan (EMP) must be submitted for the written approval of the planning authority [in consultation with SEPA] [and other agencies such as SNH as appropriate] and all work shall be carried out in accordance with the approved plan.

Reason: to control pollution of air, land and water.

Site Waste Management Plan

The development of a Site Waste Management Plan is now considered best practice. Our suggested wording for a condition in this regard is:

Prior to the commencement of any works, a full site waste management plan shall be submitted for the written approval of the planning authority, in consultation with SEPA, and  all work shall be carried out in accordance with the approved plan.

Reason: To ensure that waste on the site is managed in a sustainable manner.

Energy recovery  

In relation to energy recovery from the process, our Thermal Treatment Guidelines seek to maximise energy recovery. Maximum recovery of energy is also promoted within Scottish Planning Policy. It is important that to promote a high level of efficiency in energy from waste facilities through combined heat and power that the operator gain access to the electrical grid at the earliest possible stage.  We consider it is essential that the plant is physically designed to enable the export of electricity.  We therefore request that the following planning condition be attached to any consent:
Condition:
“Prior the acceptance of any waste for thermal treatment at the facility (including first operation to begin commissioning) the operator shall have written permission from the relevant competent authority to export electricity to the National Electrical Grid and have a physical connection in place such that power generated for export can be sent to the National Grid from commencement of operations”

Appendix 2 – Detailed Comments on land contamination and the groundwater environment
Land Contamination

We welcome the use of WAT-PS-10-01 in the assessment (within Phase II Update Report May 2011 - Part 5 Technical Appendices) of the drift deposits as a future groundwater resource. The assessment of a major discharge zone closer to the site than 50m is valid and as such the use of EQS as assessment limits is appropriate. 

We welcome the use of WAT-SG-53 for the reference to Environmental Quality Standards (EQS) values. It is unclear where the EQS value used for ammoniacal nitrogen of 0.017µg/l is from. WAT-SG-53 has an EQS value for marine waters (coastal/transitional waters) of 21µg/l for unionised ammonia. However, this would not alter the number of exceedances seen in leachate, groundwater and surface waters at the site.

Within the ES (section 8.6.3), it is stated that the made ground and perched water contained within the underground structures should be removed to an appropriately licensed facility for disposal if the underground gas holders are to be disturbed during construction or if piling is proposed within their footprint.

It is also stated that the made ground contained within the underground structures should not be used as backfill material on site and it should be removed to an appropriately licensed facility for disposal.  

Section 8.6.5 states that any excess excavated spoil (excluding that contained within the gas holders) may be used in the formation of landscaping, subject to the formation of a suitable capping layer. Given that the site investigation carried out in 2007 was a targeted investigation their may be hotspots of contamination that have not been captured by the sampling. As such this proposal should be in line with criteria set out in SEPA document Land Remediation and Waste Management Guidelines to mitigate the risk to the water environment, in particular, due to the proximity of the River Tay Special Area of Conservation (SAC).  Please also note our comments on this aspect within the section titled “The Groundwater Environment” below.

Within section 8.6.20 it is stated that given the industrial past of the site, validation of the mitigation measures proposed should be undertaken.  Within sections 8.8.3 and 8.8.4 it is agreed that prior to any construction works and also post completion of earthworks that further groundwater monitoring is undertaken. 

The Groundwater Environment

Recommendations and Summary

The Local Authority is the lead regulator for contaminated land and should be contacted for information in this respect; therefore the comments provided below are limited to potential issues directly related to groundwater levels, hydrogeological site investigation and potential risks of dewatering at the site.

The applicant should determine if dewatering is required based on groundwater levels and planned excavation depths, and calculate dewatering volumes if necessary. A CAR authorisation will be required if the construction activities involve dewatering. For the CAR authorisation it is likely that additional ground water level monitoring will be required to characterise tidal influence on the groundwater levels. The applicant should refer to SEPA's revised guidance document 'Licensing Groundwater Abstractions, including Dewatering (WAT-RM-11)' on SEPA’s website for information.  

If a CAR authorisation is required then an up to date and detailed water features survey of appropriate radius would be necessary.  For more information see ‘WAT-RM-11’.

We welcome the proposed mitigation approach of using sump pumps and sheet piling in areas requiring dewatering in addition to the construction method statement and best practice operating procedures.

Executive Summary
Figure 8.4 (ES chapter 8, Land Contamination) ‘Groundwater Contours’ states groundwater levels are between 3.5 and 4.0 mAOD not in units m bgl; It is important that there is certainty over the levels for groundwater and the correct units so that dewatering can be considered; in addition no date is given for the monitoring of these levels so that they can not be easily referred to against the site investigation (SI) information in the appendices. 

There is no distinguishable groundwater gradient underlying the site and so no distinct flow direction. This is likely to reflect the tidal nature of the site, the shallow groundwater exhibiting fluctuations of up to 0.5m. It is therefore assumed, given the proximity of the River Tay, that groundwater underlying the site is in general continuity with this surface watercourse. 

Where the groundwater levels at the site are likely to have significant tidal influence, use of dataloggers in the boreholes is recommended so that groundwater levels can be monitored continuously. There is currently significant variation (>0.5 m) in the groundwater level data for each borehole, continuous monitoring for a period is strongly recommended so that representative dewatering volumes can be calculated. In addition if the groundwater is in continuity with this surface water, input from the surface water during dewatering could greatly increase the dewatering volumes. This is dependant on the mitigation approach i.e. use of sheet piles and sump pumps. 

Geological information was sourced from the geological map of Perth (Scotland Sheet 48W), Solid and Drift editions. Based on the historical development of the site, a mantle of made ground deposits is likely to be present beneath the site and this may be thicker in the vicinity of the former gas holder tanks in the north of the site. Geological plans indicate the site to be underlain by alluvium and records indicate bedrock to comprise basic pyroxene-andesite, mainly with olivine and transitional to basalt. The depth to bedrock is not known.

The trial pit and borehole logs also provide useful information relating to the made ground and superficial deposits, however this information appears to be missing from this section. 

Disturbance to Groundwater

The groundwater underlying the site is considered to be represented by a shallow aquifer in continuity with the adjacent surface watercourse of the River Tay and lies at a depth of between 3.5m bgl and 4.0m bgl.

These groundwater levels should be considered against indicative excavation depths so that there is more clarity over what degree of dewatering (if any) is required.

Groundwater Impacts

Should the disturbance of underground structures occur, the dewatering of excavations is likely to be required. This will enable groundwater potentially impacted by excavation disturbance to be removed, thereby mitigating possible effects from its migration.

In areas of large excavations appropriate construction methods should be adopted to minimise the need to dewater excavations.

Dewatered groundwater should be tested prior to removal from site to determine the most appropriate disposal option i.e. to sewer or to an appropriately licensed treatment facility. If discharged to sewer it may require pre-treatment (e.g. settlement) and consent by the services authority. Dewatering should accord with appropriate guidance and principles, compliance with these will by definition mitigate significant impacts.

General Binding Rule (GBR) 15 or a CAR authorisation will be required if the cutting includes dewatering.  The applicant should fully characterise the depth to the water table and if necessary likely dewatering volumes.  The applicant should refer to SEPA's revised guidance document 'Licensing Groundwater Abstractions, including Dewatering (WAT-RM-11)' on SEPA’s website for information.  

If a CAR authorisation is required then an up to date and more detailed water features survey of the appropriate radius would also be necessary.  For more information see ‘WAT-RM-11: Licensing Groundwater Abstractions including Dewatering’ on SEPA’s website.  The water features survey should include details on any springs, wells and abstractions (licensed and private water supplies), as well as discharges, groundwater dependent terrestrial ecosystems and surface water features.  The potential risks posed by the cutting to each receptor should be assessed. If any risks are identified SEPA would expect to see proposals for any necessary mitigation measures.

Appendix 3 - Air Quality Modelling questions

Modelling uncertainties should be considered in the report, though applying an uncertainty factor of 2 does not change the risk of exceedances, as the PECs are mostly a result of ambient levels. It is important that any uncertainties in the ambient concentrations are considered.

The surface roughness used for the met site is the same as that used for the dispersion site (0.5); however the met site will be a flat grass surface with a roughness value more typically 0.005 from the drop-down menu. This should be considered.

The height of air concentration results is taken as at 1.5 m; however the height of exposure in some of the nearby buildings (such as the prison accommodation block) is significantly greater than this. This should be considered.

It may be useful to compare the ADMS results with the equivalent results derived from an alternative dispersion model such as AERMOD. This may capture the complexities of the terrain in different ways.

The contour plots are unclear and should include more detail and clarity.

It is not clear whether the worst-case modelling results are based on the 29 receptors only or on one or both of the model grids. Please clarify this aspect.

Appendix 4 - Interim Questions sent to Applicant by SEPA

Emissions to Air: Emailed to RPS consultants on 26 August 2011
Please note that SEPA do not regulate emissions to air during the construction phase and have therefore restricted comments to the operational phase of the plant. 

Question 1. Background air quality assumptions.

Discussions with the Perth and Kinross Council (PKC) Environmental Health Manager have identified that some important background air quality assumptions (referred to as ambient concentrations in the submission) may have been underestimated, particularly for nitrogen dioxide (NO2). It is recommended that you consult with the PKC Environmental Health Manager to obtain the best available information on levels of pollutants within the Perth Air Quality Management Area (AQMA). It is noted that information on NO2 levels is available for Dundee Rd and Edinburgh Rd and that NO2 levels at these sampling stations currently indicate exceedences or risk of exceedences of air quality objectives close to the Shore Road site. When ambient concentrations have been agreed with PKC and SEPA, the predicted maximum environmental concentrations should be recalculated and submitted to SEPA.

Question 2. Weather data. 

The use of Leuchars weather data may not represent the worst case weather conditions for dispersion of stack emissions from the proposal due to the local topography. It is acknowledged that site specific terrain data have been included in the dispersion model, however the effect of the local topography will have an enhanced effect on dispersion due to the low stack height now proposed (34m reduced from 80m). It is noted that weather data for 2003 – 2007 has been used as per the original planning application. This data will not include the prolonged periods of very cold, still weather that pervaded in the UK winters of 2009 and 2010. Please explore refinements to your weather data that will take into account local weather conditions and indicate the likely effect of these refinements on the predicted maximum environmental concentrations.

Question 3. Effect of nitrogen deposition on habitat.

Since 2009 the Kinnoull Hill SSSI designation has been reviewed – it is now notified for oak woodland, vascular plants and geological interest. However, the heath is still an important consideration and is an associated habitat of the woodland. Site documents have been redrafted in spring this year and may not yet have been loaded to the SNH website. Please consult SNH (Colin Castle) to obtain the best information available. In Section 1.5.3 and 1.5.4 of the ES it is stated that ‘the impact at Kinnoull Hill SSSI will be long term and due to the above mentioned exceedance will require further evaluation of the potential impacts on the features of this SSSI to determine whether these may be significant’. Please provide further detail on assessing each individual interest feature of the site with predicted nitrogen deposition, any sensitivities, wind rose data, mitigating circumstances e.g. terrain and details of the monitoring programme agreed in the 2009 EIA. 
Question 4. Group 3 metals distribution. 

EA Guidance referred to in Section 12.4.38 (now issued as V2 June 2011): http://www.environmentagency.gov.uk/business/regulation/38791.aspx provides advice to applicants on how the EA will consider air quality impacts from Group 3 metals stack emissions from Energy from Waste plants. This guidance is aimed at the PPC permitting stage, however it provides relevant advice on carrying out screening exercises and is applicable to planning applications where sensitive receptors are located close to the source of emissions. You provide some detailed Group 3 metals distribution data in Section 12.4.38. Please could you provide a summary of the PECs and PCs for each metal assuming 100% of the WID ELV as an initial screening exercise and as identified in Step one of the above guidance.
Question 5. Cumulative impacts.

Existing sources of emissions in the locality are identified in Section 12.2.1. Please note the Errol Brickworks described in 12.2.4 is no longer operational and the PPC permit has been surrendered. Can you explain why you do not consider that emissions from the boiler stack serving HMP Perth need to be taken into account in the air quality modelling cumulative study with regard to NOx emissions. Any use of back up fuel such as gas oil would require to be assessed for short term effects.

Question 6. Plume visibility.

Section 12.4.54  Please can you supply the inputs to the plume visibility assessment? Has plume visibility for the thermal oxidiser been assessed? (high efflux temperature noted). Very cold stable periods such as encountered during the last two winters may have an effect on plume visibility, are these significant?

Section 12.7.49 Assessment of plume visibility Note D states that the average distance of the stack from the site boundary is 75m. This is not correct but is it of relevance to the conclusion of the assessment? 

Question 7. Combined emissions
Notwithstanding the statement made in 12.7.52 are there any circumstances (including during abnormal operations) when emissions could occur simultaneously from the main stack and thermal oxidiser? 12.7.53 appears to identify that if one of the engines has failed then syngas may be diverted to the thermal oxidiser. This would suggest that the portion of syngas that cannot be used in the gas engines could be diverted to the thermal oxidiser resulting in emissions from the oxidiser and main stack simultaneously. As SEPA requires to assess the impact of worst case emissions including those occurring via abnormal conditions please provide an explanation of why simultaneous emissions from the main stack and thermal oxidiser under these conditions do not need to be considered.

Section 12.7.56 provides an assessment of the combined effect of thermal oxidiser emissions on standby with stack emissions – are emissions of CO from the thermal oxidiser on standby of significance?

Please confirm that there are no bypass or emergency vents where pollutants could be emitted to atmosphere.

Errata

Please explain the following anomalies:

Table 12.43 predicts the cumulative effects of NO2 emissions from the main stack plus NO2 emissions from the thermal oxidiser on hot standby. The process contributions from the cumulative effect of the above emissions at long-term WID limits appear to be lower than those for the main stack alone which are given in Table 12.30.

The Air Quality Appendix Section 2.1 refers to waste wood reception. Can you confirm that this should refer to RDF reception. You may also wish to reword the statement made in Section 2.4 of the Air Quality Appendix.

It is assumed that the titles for Tables 12.25 and 12.26 should refer to operational and not construction traffic.

For information

      Impact of emissions from operational vehicles.
Sections 12.4.50 and 12.7 provide an assessment of the impact of emissions from operational vehicles from the proposal on local air quality with the process contribution predicted to be ‘imperceptible’.  Although SEPA does not regulate emissions from operational vehicles outside the site boundary, an accurate estimate of background air quality is essential for our air quality assessment for N02 and PM10. The location of the treatment plant from which RDF delivery vehicles will be travelling is currently unknown and predicting the worst case scenario for haul routes with any certainty is therefore difficult. Detailed assessment of operational traffic movements associated with this proposal will be carried out by PKC. Rather than asking the applicant further questions on emissions from operational vehicles, SEPA will seek advice from PKC on the validity of the predicted change in operational road traffic and the impact on local air quality. 

Query from SEPA regarding information contained in the Environmental Statement dated 10 May 2011 – Control of Odour  - Emailed to RPS consultants on 3 August 2011
The objective of this note is to highlight where SEPA believes there is insufficient information to allow us to determine whether the proposal is consentable. It should be noted that further questions may arise as we go through the information but as requested we are sending in questions as they arise.

BACKGROUND

There are various references to odour control in the Environmental Statement (ES), however the level of detail provided is not sufficient for SEPA to make an assessment on consentability for an Energy from Waste (EfW) facility located so close to sensitive receptors. 

HMP Perth is considered to be a receptor of particular sensitivity due to the inability of residents to move away from the source of odour (or noise) which is causing annoyance. From drawing no 7070SAE/PA/01 rev A an accommodation block of HMP Perth is location 50m from the waste reception building. The public footpath along Shore Road lies within 10m of the waste reception building.

Due to the proximity of the sensitive receptors, an odour management plan should be submitted, please refer to SEPA’s Odour Guidance 2010 http://www.sepa.org.uk/air/odour.aspx 

QUESTION 1) What is the composition of the Refuse Derived Fuel (RDF), how is it proposed to be manufactured (in particular the level of drying or pasteurisation that may take place)?

The proposed waste input is a Refuse Derived Fuel (RDF) prepared off site. Some details of the composition of the RDF are given in Section 1.2.11. SEPA acknowledges that the odour potential from dry RDF is likely to be significantly less than for untreated municipal solid waste (MSW) however you should provide details of the specification of the proposed RDF which are relevant to odour potential. As no details of the off site RDF manufacturing process are available, the ability to control the presence of odorous material in the RDF (for example food and garden waste within household residual waste) cannot be assessed. It would be beneficial if you could provide details of regulated UK sites where similar material is stored to allow an assessment to be made of the odour potential of such RDF in an operating environment.

Please note that for a site processing this quantity of MSW, odour modelling would be anticipated at the PPC permitting stage and also potentially at the planning stage based on an assessment of odour potential and proximity of sensitive receptors (an example being for the DERL EfW Dundee).

QUESTION 2) The ES concentrates on issues of odour from the delivery and storage of RDF. The ES needs to consider wider sources particularly during abnormal operations (e.g. start-up, shutdown and emergency actions)?

The ES identifies that the main source of odour will be the delivery and storage of RDF. However as per the SEPA Odour Guidance, an Odour Management Plan should provide an assessment of potential impacts from all odorous releases from the facility including during abnormal operations. Notwithstanding the information provided in Section 15.5.13, for example, is there odour potential from venting of syngas, the production / cooling of the molten Plasmarok or metal from the plasma converter during syngas generation?

QUESTION 3) What is the methodology used to derive the ventilation extraction rate(s) and what is it?

It is noted that the RDF reception area will be maintained under negative pressure and in Section 15.5.14 it is stated that the extraction rate will be set at the rate at which odour is produced. Please provide your methodology for assessing extraction rate. SEPA’s Odour guidance suggests that as a minimum negative pressure be maintained by at least 3 room air changes per hour and any plant should be designed with this as a minimum criterion. Implications for the health and safety of workers must also be considered when assessing extraction rates. 

QUESTION 4) What areas are going to be under negative pressure, how is it maintained in the main reception hall (given the frequency of main reception door operations) and are the other doors going to have a self closing mechanism?

Section 12.7.48 identifies that ‘’odours that do occur are likely to be of short duration and are likely to be confined to delivery of the waste material’’. Section 10.4.8 refers to 120 two-way vehicle movements per day over the proposed 11 hour delivery window. This represents an activation of the roller shutter door every 51/2 minutes. Details on how the negative pressure integrity of the reception building would be maintained at that frequency of vehicle movements should be provided.  As a minimum SEPA would expect to see fast activating roller shutter doors in use (with approaching delivery vehicle activation) if not a full airlock arrangement to minimise the potential impact from odour.  The frequency of door opening may also be an issue for the noise impact from the facility.   Other doors used for staff access to the reception building should have self closing mechanisms. 

Confirmation that the overhead conveyor transporting RDF from the reception building to the gasplasma area will also be maintained at negative pressure should be provided.

QUESTION 5) Clarification of where the combustion air is coming from?

Negative pressure is normally achieved by extracting air for combustion in the EfW boilers from waste storage areas (as identified in Section 12.7.45). It understood that combustion air for the gasifiers is provided by on site oxygen generation.   Contradictory statements appear in the ES:-

Section 12.7.46 states that ‘’combustion air for the boilers will be drawn from within the buildings’’ and refers to destruction of the odours by the incineration process; while Section 15.6.19 states that primary odour control will be as a consequence of keeping the reception building under negative pressure (passed through a suitable filtration system). 

QUESTION 6) Confirmation of how the extracted air is going to be treated (including periods of abnormal operation)?

It is critical that you confirm how the odorous air is extracted from the RDF storage areas (and conveyor) and give full details of how this is treated and discharged to atmosphere, including during abnormal operations. 

QUESTION 7) Why is deodorant intended to be used?

 The ES states that ‘’during plant breakdown or maintenance, the main tipping hall doors will be closed and deodorant will be sprayed on the floor outside of waste tipping hours. Deodorant will be sprayed over all exposed surfaces and the tipping floor’’.  The use of deodorant sprays should not be required in a well managed site and their use would tend to suggest some failing in the primary odour control measures. 

In conclusion, it is SEPA’s opinion that from the level of detail submitted it is not possible to agree with the ES Section 12.10.5 statement that ‘’Odour generation during the operational phase is likely to be of neutral significance’’.

Heat Plan questions - Emailed to RPS consultants on 7 September 2011
Please note that SEPA’s Thermal Treatment Guidelines 2009 (TTWG) were amended in May 2011 to take into account the Zero Waste Plan and changes to SEPA’s remit with respect to energy efficiency and planning. A series of FAQ are also provided which you might find helpful. It is noted that the copy of TTWG attached to your Heat Plan does not include the 2011 addendum and I would draw your attention to the revised guidelines: http://www.sepa.org.uk/waste/waste_regulation/guidance__position_statements.aspx
Annex 2 (p22) of TTWG sets out the requirements of a heat and power plan and the information that SEPA expects to see accompanying a planning application and PPC permit application. 

Please refer to Section 2 of the 2011 addendum which explains that as a result of the Waste (Scotland) Regs 201, SEPA will require new thermal treatment plants to recover energy with a high level of energy efficiency. Compliance with the TTWG will be sufficient to meet this statutory requirement.

Section 2 of Annex 2 of TTWG sets out SEPA’s expectations for the format of a heat and power plan:

Section 1: Description of the facility technology

Section 2: Description of the waste to be treated and its energy value

Section 3: Heat and power plan

Annexes: Any supplementary information referred to in the submitted plans.

For the submitted Heat Plan:

Section 1: Description of the facility technology

In general, sufficient information is provided for the planning application stage when supplemented with information from other parts of the Environmental Statement (ES). However:

Q1. Your Heat Plan does not appear to supply details of grid connections for electrical power export as outlined in Section 1.2 of Annex 2 of TTWG, please supply this if available.

Section 2: Description of the waste to be treated and its energy value

SEPA is in agreement with the statement in Section 1.3 of the Heat Plan that the proposed installation would constitute an ‘’Advanced Conversion Technology’’ (ACT). It is therefore acceptable to consider the input to the plan as the syngas produced by the plasma gasification process and not the waste input to the process. However, there is some background information that is needed for SEPA to be satisfied that data inputs to the energy efficiency calculation can be justified. 

Q2. Section 1.1 of the Heat Plan gives a range of calorific values (CV) for syngas for this process of between 10 and 14 MJ/m3 (also stated as between 9 and 14MJ/m3 in section 4.3.22 of the ES). Please provide a statement explaining how these values for CV have been obtained, the variables affecting the CV of the syngas, notably with respect to the RDF supplied to the process, the specific value of CV used in the Heat Plan calculations and the specification of the RDF needed to remain within the required range of CV. Please ensure that the specification of the RDF is in line with information provided in other sections of the ES and in responses to further information requested by SEPA. If information is not consistent between different sections of the ES then SEPA will not be able to conclude the assessment.

In discussion with APP Ltd the estimate of 131m3/h of cleaned syngas production stated in section 1.2 of the Heat Plan is significantly underestimated.  

Q3. Please supply the correct value for syngas production. In order for SEPA to accept the power input to the gas engines (given as 38.78MW) as justified please clearly set out the data inputs and calculations used to generate the power input.

Q4. Section 1.1 of the Heat Plan (last para) states that the syngas production system will have an overall annual availability of 7446 hours. In Section 1.2 Output characteristics, a figure of 8760 hours per year is given for availability of saleable electricity. Please confirm which figure is correct. Please note references to the plant availability in other sections of the ES.  

Q5. Section A1 of Annex 1 of TTWG sets out SEPA’s expectations on commencement of operations, when it is realistic to assume there may be constraints concerning availability of heat recovery equipment and/or offsite users. A power efficiency of 20% upon start up should be demonstrated with the plan then going on to show how the QI value and indicative efficiency (of 45% in this case) will be achieved within five to seven years. Please start by providing details of the power efficiency upon start up assuming no heat export is available at that time. 

Section 3: Heat and power plan

As stated in Section 3.1 of TTWG this section should provide information on identified heat users. Section 4 of your Heat Plan identifies communications with potential heat users, however the evidence of direct communication does not appear to have been updated since the original planning application and refers to communication in the first quarter of 2009.

Q6. Please submit any updated information that you have for direct communication with potential heat users. 

Without the above information as a minimum, SEPA will be unable to comment on whether, for this aspect, the application is likely to be consentable (i.e. with regard to energy efficiency). Please note however that there may be further information required in addition to the above. 

Appendix 5 - Human Health Assessment Advice for Applicant  
This guidance relates to our assessment of the Human Health Assessment contained within the environmental statement.

It is acknowledged that significant exposure to NO2 and PM10 occur in parts of the Perth AQMA due to congested traffic emissions and emissions from Heavy Duty Vehicles. Due to concern for levels of these substances in ambient air, the applicant should clearly demonstrate that predicted emissions will have no significant health impact, especially for these substances. 
Section 4 of the ES addresses the baseline air quality for relevant substances. As described earlier, the baseline data for NO2 should be revisited by the applicant through consultation with your Environmental Health Manager and predicted environmental concentrations recalculated.

In addition, in Section 12.4.43 of the ES it is estimated that 70% of the NOX emitted from the main stack will be converted to NO2 for determining the long-term impacts on NO2 levels in ambient air. The Environment Agency (EA) in the H1 Environmental Risk Assessment for air emissions recommended use of a 100% conversion factor for predicting worst case scenarios. It is acknowledged that the EA also advocate a phased approach: section 2 of the FAQ http://www.environment-agency.gov.uk/business/regulation/38791.aspx. whereby a screening/worst case scenario assessment is initially carried out using the100% conversion rate. If predicted environmental concentrations exceed the air quality objective then one should proceed to step 2 where 70% conversion is used. This initial screening stage has been omitted in the ES. It would be appropriate for the applicant to highlight whether the air quality objective is exceeded using the 100% conversion rate before proceeding to using the 70% conversion rate.

It is not clear how the predicted environmental concentration for PM10 from the proposed stack emissions is assessed for adverse health effects. The ES notes that “fine particulate matter” is assessed for acute effects but it is not clear whether PM10 is considered as “fine particulate matter” and then assessed as PM 2.5 fractions. Concentrations (or exposure) of the particulate matter and those of acid gases should be determined and compared with relevant health criteria values. The report mentions that the acid gases and fine particulate matter are assessed for acute effects but provides no details for the assessment. 

Detailed assessment is provided in the ES for metals and dioxins/furans. The IRAP-h model version 4 (a US model) is used for the assessment of metals and dioxins/furans and relevant assumptions have been made within the UK context. However, the IRAP model uses the US reference concentrations (RfC) and reference doses (RfD) (UK equivalent for the tolerable daily intake, TDI). These health criteria values are based on non-cancer effects for inhalation and oral exposure pathways. It is not clear how cancer effects have been assessed using the index doses (i.e. estimates of daily intake of a non-threshold carcinogen that can be experienced over a lifetime with minimal cancer risk). The IRAP-h model does not assess cancer effects using index doses. The operators should clarify how they have derived the index doses and then how they have used the index doses to assess for cancer effects.  
Appendix 6 – Flood Risk caveats and further information for applicant

The Indicative River & Coastal Flood Map (Scotland) has been produced following a consistent, nationally-applied methodology for catchment areas equal to or greater than 3km2 using a Digital Terrain Model (DTM) to define river cross-sections and low-lying coastal land.  The outlines do not account for flooding arising from sources such as surface water runoff, surcharged culverts or drainage systems.  The methodology was not designed to quantify the impacts of factors such as flood alleviation measures, buildings and transport infrastructure on flood conveyance & storage.  The Indicative River & Coastal Flood Map (Scotland) is designed to be used as a national strategic assessment of flood risk to support planning policy in Scotland.  For further information please visit www.sepa.org.uk/flooding/flood_map.aspx.

We refer the applicant to the document entitled: “Technical Flood Risk Guidance for Stakeholders”.  This document provides generic requirements for undertaking Flood Risk Assessments and can be downloaded from www.sepa.org.uk/flooding/flood_risk/planning__flooding.aspx.  Please note that this document should be read in conjunction with Annex B in SEPA Policy 41: “Development at Risk of Flooding, Advice and Consultation – a SEPA Planning Authority Protocol”, available from www.sepa.org.uk/flooding/flood_risk.aspx.

Our Flood Risk Assessment checklist should be completed and attached within the front cover of any flood risk assessments issued in support of a development proposal which may be at risk of flooding. The document will take only a few minutes to complete and will assist our review process.  It can be downloaded from www.sepa.org.uk/flooding/flood_risk/planning__flooding/fra_checklist.aspx 

Please note that we are reliant on the accuracy and completeness of any information supplied by the applicant in undertaking our review, and can take no responsibility for incorrect data or interpretation made by the authors.
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