
Review of an Environmental Permit under the Environmental Permitting 
(England & Wales) Regulations 2016 (“EPR”) 

 
Decision document recording our decision-making process 
 
We have decided to vary the Permit for Scunthorpe Sewage Treatment Works (STW) 
operated by Severn Trent Water Limited, as a result of an application made by the Operator. 
 
The Permit number is EPR/ZP3598EY. 
 
The Variation notice number is EPR/ZP3598EY/V002. 
 

What this document is about 

 
This is a decision document, which accompanies a variation notice.   
 
This decision document:  
 explains how the application has been determined 
 provides a record of the decision-making process  
 shows how all relevant factors have been taken into account 
 justifies the specific conditions in the permit other than those in our generic permit 

template. 
  

Preliminary information and use of terms 
 
We refer to the Permit (both existing and as varied) as “the Permit” in this document; and to 
the variation of the Permit as “the Variation”. 
 
In this document, we refer to Severn Trent Water Limited as “the Operator” and Scunthorpe 
Sewage Treatment works as “the Installation”. 
 
The Application was duly made on 30 September 2014. 
  



How this document is structured 
 
 Our decision 
 The legal framework 
 How we took our decision 
 Key issues in the determination 

 Annex 1 – the decision checklist  



1 Our decision 
 
We have issued a Variation, which will allow the Operator to operate their facility as an 
Installation, subject to the conditions in the varied Permit.   
 
This Variation does several different things:   
 
 First, it gives effect to our decisions following the identification of the Operator as 

undertaking a “newly prescribed activity” (NPA) under the Industrial Emissions Directive 
(IED); 
 

 Second, it takes the opportunity to bring earlier variations into an up-to-date, 
consolidated Permit. The consolidated Permit should be easier to understand and use; 
and 

 
 Third, it modernises the entire Permit to reflect our current template.  The template 

reflects our modern regulatory permitting philosophy and was introduced because of a 
change in the governing legislation. This took place when the Pollution Prevention and 
Control (England and Wales) Regulations 2000 (“PPC”) were replaced in 2008 by a new 
statutory regime under the Environmental Permitting Regulations 2007 (now the 2016 
version). 

 
The introduction of new template conditions makes the Permit consistent with our current 
general approach and philosophy. Although the wording of some conditions has changed, 
while others have disappeared because of the new regulatory approach, it does not affect the 
level of environmental protection achieved by the Permit in any way.  
 
We consider that, in reaching our decision, we have taken into account all relevant 
considerations and legal requirements and that the Permit will continue to ensure that a high 
level of protection is provided for the environment and human health.   
 
The original Permit, issued on 17/11/08, ensured that the facility, would be operated in a 
manner which would ensure the protection of the environment specified in the existing 
Guidance at the time. To the extent that we have substantively altered the Permit as a result 
of this variation, the new requirements will deliver a higher level of protection to that which 
was previously achieved. 
 
As we explained above, we do not address changes to the Permit in this document, to the 
extent that they give effect to either the consolidation of earlier variations, or introduce new 
template conditions.  
 
2 The legal framework  
 
The original Permit was granted on 17/11/08 under the Environmental Protection Act 1990 
and regulated under the Waste Management Licensing Regulations 1994. 
 
The Installation will be subject to the requirements of the Industrial Emissions Directive (IED) 
2010/75/EU and regulated under the Environmental Permitting (England and Wales) 
Regulations 2016 (SI 2016 No 1154). The IED was transposed in England and Wales by the 
Environmental Permitting (England and Wales)(Amendment) Regulations 2013 on 27 
February 2013. 
 
The IED seeks to achieve a high level of protection for the environment taken as a whole from 
harmful effects of industrial activities. It does so by requiring each of the industrial installations 



to have a permit from the competent authority (in England, the Environment Agency, or for 
smaller Installations, the relevant Local Authority). The IED has increased the number of 
activities that require an Installations permit. These are predominantly regulated as “waste 
operations” and include (when exceeding specific thresholds described in IED): 

 hazardous waste treatment for recovery; 
 hazardous waste storage; 
 biowaste treatment – recovery and/or disposal; 
 treatment of slags and ashes 
 metals shredding; 
 pre-treatment of waste for incineration/co-incineration; 
 biological production of chemicals; and 
 independently operated wastewater treatment works serving only industrial activities 

subject to the Directive 
 
Article 11 of the IED requires the relevant authority (the Environment Agency in this case) to 
ensure that the Installation is operated in such a way that all the appropriate preventative 
measures are taken against pollution, in particular through the application of Best Available 
Techniques (BAT). Under Article 15(2), the Permit must contain emission limit values (ELVs) 
(or equivalent parameters or technical measures) for any pollutants likely to be emitted from 
the Installation in significant quantities. These ELVs are to be based on BAT, but also on local 
factors and EU Environmental Quality Standards. The overarching requirement is to ensure a 
high level of protection for the environment and human health.   
 
We are required by Article 13 of the IED to keep abreast of developments in BAT. In addition, 
Article 13 requires us to carry out a periodic review of the permit’s conditions, and to update 
them if necessary. 
 
The IED also requires the European Commission to organise an exchange of information 
between EU Member States so that what are known as BAT reference documents (or BREF 
notes) can be published, creating a level playing field across the EU, providing a consistent 
set of standards for new plant, to which regulatory authorities in the Member States can then 
have reference. These BREF notes are the basis for our own national sector technical 
guidance. The Commission is also required to update BREF notes on a regular basis. The 
waste treatment BREF notes are currently being reviewed and a final issue date is not 
presently known.. Under the IED, all permits will be subject to review within four years of the 
publication of revised BREF notes. This means that we will need to do a further review 
against any new standards in the BREF notes at some time in the future.   
 
The IED is to be implemented over several years commencing from 7 January 2013. For 
existing installations operating “newly prescribed activities”, the relevant date for 
implementation was 7 July 2015.  
 

3 How we reached our decision  
 
It is the Operators responsibility to ensure they are correctly regulated for the activities they 
are carrying out. Following adoption of the IED, the Environment Agency has engaged in a 
range of briefings and communications with the waste industry sector to raise awareness of 
the implications of the Directive and the need to ensure their facilities are correctly regulated 
(particularly after the implementation date of 7 July 2015 for newly prescribed activities). 
 
Early in 2014, the Environment Agency provided further briefings to industry trade bodies and 
wrote to operators we believed may be implicated by these changes. We provided detailed 
information sheets that described the implications and the process operators should follow if 
they decided to have their activities permitted as Installations.    



 
We confirmed that most facilities fell into one of two groups: 
 

 Facilities permitted from April 2007 
When these facilities were permitted, a thorough assessment would have been 
carried out to confirm whether the proposed activities were using “appropriate 
measures” as a standard to protect the environment.   
 
This standard of protection is the same standards that would have been assessed 
against had the facilities applied as an Installation activity (i.e. BAT). The permit 
would have also been issued with modern conditions that ensured protection of the 
environment.   
 
We consider that these facilities are effectively ‘IED-compliant’ in terms of the 
technical standard of the facility with the exception of the “newly prescribed activity”. 
For these facilities, we consider that, in general, no further technical assessment is 
required, so administrative variations are an appropriate mechanism to show the 
activities as Installation activities. The administrative variation is a necessary route for 
the Operator to formally ask for this activity to be included in their permit and for us to 
advertise that request on our Public Register. 
 
The Environment Agency granted permits for new waste activities under the Waste 
Management Licensing Regulations 1994 beyond April 2007. Where a facility falls 
into this group, the Environment Agency shall determine whether or not the 
application was assessed using “appropriate measures”. Where it is determined that 
the application was assessed using “appropriate measures”, the application will be 
designated as an “administrative variation”.  

 
 Facilities permitted before April 2007  

For these facilities, a “normal” or “substantial” variation is appropriate because a 
detailed technical assessment is required on aspects of the Application in addition to  
the administrative changes.  
Substantial variations will only be relevant where the newly prescribed activity is 
being added to an existing installation permit. 

 
This Variation 
The original Permit was granted on 17/11/08 and subsequently varied on 14/10/10. We have 
reviewed the documentation submitted in support of the original permit and subsequent 
variation application(s) in this determination. We are not satisfied that the standard of 
protection was assessed using appropriate measures. We have determined this Application 
as a normal variation. As the Variation will not have any negative effects on the environment, 
it is not a substantial variation and so does not require consulting on. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



4 Key issues in the determination 
 
Background 
This application is one of eight submitted by the operator to update their permits in line with 
the changes brought about by IED.  The operator has applied for all eight sites to increase 
their permitted quantities and a list of EWC codes they wish to accept.  This will allow for 
greater business flexibility, allowing the operator to divert imported tankered waste to the 
most appropriate site for treatment. 
 
The issued permit is a result of ongoing discussions between the operator and the 
Environment Agency, aspects of which have changed from the information contained in the 
original applications submitted.  In July 2016, the Environment Agency and the operator met 
to discuss waste types and waste acceptance procedures. 
 
The operator proposed to categorise EWC codes into three groups which they deemed to be 
reflective of the risk of the waste stream.  They grouped them up into lower, medium and 
higher risk (the three categories of EWC codes are discussed in more detail below).  The 
Environment Agency agreed this would be a pragmatic way of addressing the large number of 
EWC codes and would reflect the variation in the waste streams.  
 
The operator discussed waste acceptance procedures and various testing methods which are 
used to ensure that the waste streams are suitable to be added to the anaerobic digestion 
treatment process.  Only when the operator is confident that the imported wastes will not have 
a detrimental impact on the biological treatment process will they be added to the digesters. 
 
The operator also highlighted their wider duty as a sewage undertaker.  They explained their 
responsibility to manage the sewage from customers through to sewage treatment and 
discharge of treated effluent from the UWWTD process.  Accepting unsuitable wastes would 
risk interrupting various stages of the treatment processes, jeopardise their responsibilities as 
a sewage undertaker and potentially lead to breaches of discharge consents and enforcement 
proceedings from the Environment Agency and Water Services Regulation Authority (Ofwat). 
 
The Environment Agency recognises the responsibilities of the operator and has taken them 
into account during the determination of the eight applications.  The waste acceptance 
procedures submitted as part of the application lacks the detail that was discussed at the 
meeting.  The Environment Agency has therefore asked for these procedures to be updated 
to reflect the three categories of EWC codes and the level assessment required before they 
are introduced to the anaerobic digestion treatment process.  This update will be made 
through an improvement condition. 
 
This permit 
The variation consolidates EPR/ZP3598EY (containing the AD plant). The CHP engine was 
not previously permitted but has now become a directly associated activity. As part of this 
determination, the Operator informed the Environment Agency that they had replaced the 
engine setup they previously had (1.3 MWth engine at the start of this determination) with a 
new 2.09 MWth engine. The emissions to air from the CHP engine were assessed as part of 
this determination (see Air Quality Assessment – new engine). 
 
The AD plant is co-located at Scunthorpe Sewage Treatment Works (STW), where the 
operator also carries out treatment of effluent received via the sewerage network under the 
Urban Waste Water Treatment Directive (UWWTD).  UWWTD-derived sludge from the STW 
is also treated in the AD plant.  This is known as co-digestion. 
 



The anaerobic digestion of indigenous (from Scunthorpe STW) UWWTD-derived sludge is 
regulated by different legislation and does not form part of this permit.  This permit only 
relates to the treatment of imported tankered waste including UWWTD derived sludge from 
other STW, whether owned by the operator or from third party plants. 
 
The permits also includes 2 waste operations 
 The import of digested sludge for dewatering; 
 the import of waste into the STW for treatment via the UWWTD route.  This permit only 

covers the import of the waste not the subsequent treatment. 
 

 
Waste types and acceptance procedure for anaerobic digestion 
The operator has applied for a range of waste streams which are deemed non-standard or 
‘bespoke’ wastes.  To ensure these wastes are appropriately managed and treated, the 
operator in consultation with the Environment Agency, has divided the EWC codes into three 
groups – Groups A, B and C. 
 
 Group A consists of wastes listed in the Anaerobic Digestion Quality Protocol, standard 

rules permits and the T21 exemption.  These wastes are known to be suitable for 
biological treatment.  For the purposes of this permit these are deemed “low risk”. 

 Group B consists of ‘bespoke’ wastes where the variance in waste streams is understood 
by the operator.  These have been deemed “medium risk” by the operator. 

 Group C consists of ‘bespoke’ wastes where the variance in waste streams is larger and 
therefore have been identified as “high risk” wastes by the operator.  These wastes will be 
subject to more rigorous criteria under the waste acceptance procedures. 

 
The three groups of waste streams have differing acceptance procedures based on risk.  
Group A, being of lower risk, has standard requirements and Groups B and C have more 
rigorous procedures for acceptance, testing and ensuring compatibility.  The compatibility of 
the waste is assessed following the operators waste acceptance procedures which outlines 
the techniques and procedures for each grouping.  The waste acceptance procedures (WAP) 
provided during determination have been linked to the permit as operating techniques.  The 
operator will be required, through an improvement condition, to revise the WAP in line with 
the relevant guidance and with reference to the three groups of wastes to include more detail 
on the types of testing that are carried out. 
 
Improvement conditions 
The site does not currently have an odour management plan (OMP).  The Environment 
Agency requires all anaerobic digestion plant operators to produce an OMP.  An improvement 
condition has been added to the permit for one to be submitted in line with the appropriate 
guidance. 
 
An improvement condition has been added to the permit requiring the operator to review their 
current waste acceptance procedures in line with the appropriate technical standards and 
make reference to the three groups of waste streams, as detailed above. 
 
No drainage plan currently exists for the site.  An improvement condition has been added to 
obtain one.  The completion date has been set so that the operator has time to coordinate 
drainage plan reviews across the eight sites. 
 
Two improvement conditions have been added to the permit for the Operator to carry out 
monitoring of ambient air to establish if bioaerosols are emitted from the sludge cake storage 



and treatment areas.  If this is the case mitigation and further ongoing monitoring will need to 
take place. 
 
Air Quality Assessment (Old Engine Setup) 
 
An air dispersion modelling report was submitted with the application, Part II – Detailed Risk 
Assessment, Emissions to Air, C2-6.4 Dispersion Modelling Assessment. 
 
In summary: 

 Predicted environmental concentrations at sensitive human receptors are not likely to 
result in an exceedance of the environmental quality standards 

 No ecological receptors assessment required (AQTAG 14 rules apply for thermal 
input of facility < 5MWth) 

 No air quality management areas (AQMAs) within appropriate screening distance 
(2km) 

 
Assessment of Air Dispersion Modelling Outputs 
 
The Applicant’s modelling predictions are summarised in the tables below. 
 
The Applicant’s modelling predicted peak ground level exposure to pollutants in ambient air 
and at discrete receptors. The tables below show the ground level concentrations at the most 
impacted receptor.  
 
Table C2-6j and Table C2-6k of the modelling report provide peak emission concentrations off 
site and at sensitive receptor.  This is for: 
Scenario 1 – CHP engine running 
Scenario 2 – CHP engine and 2 boilers running on gas oil 
 
Scenario 2 models the worst case scenario (short term) in which both boilers will be run 
continuously in conjunction with the CHP engine. In practice, the boilers are stated to be in 
use approximately 5% of the year. The short term PC and PEC values stated for the 
pollutants listed below will be taken from Table C2-6k, thus giving a conservative estimate of 
the potential short term impact from the site. 
 
 
Nitrogen dioxide (NO2) 
 
The impact on air quality from NO2 emissions has been assessed against the Environmental 
Standard (ES) of 40 g/m3 as a long term annual average and a short term hourly average of 
200 g/m3.  The model assumes a 70% NOX to NO2 conversion for the long term and 35% for 
the short term assessment in line with Environment Agency guidance on the use of air 
dispersion modelling.   
 
At sensitive locations peak short term PC was <10% of the ES but the peak long term PC 
was not <1% of the ES so the PC could not be screened out as insignificant.  
 
However, both the peak short term and long term predicted environmental concentration 
(PEC) are <100% of EQS emissions therefore are unlikely to give rise to significant pollution. 
 
Particulate matter (PM10 and PM2.5) 
 
The impact on air quality from particulate emissions has been assessed against the ES for 
PM10 (particles of 10 microns and smaller). The ES are a long term annual average of 40 
g/m3 and a short term daily average of 50 g/m3. 
 
At sensitive locations the peak short term PC is <10% of the ES and the peak long term PC is 
<1% of the ES and so can be screened out as insignificant.  Therefore we consider the 
Applicant’s proposals for preventing and minimising the emissions of particulates to be BAT 
for the Installation. 



 
PM2.5 was screened out during the H1 assessment on the basis that the long term PEC/EQS 
was found to be <70% (see Table C2-6i). 
 
Sulphur dioxide (SO2)   

 
There is no long term EAL for SO2 for the protection of human health. The long term impact of 
SO2 is typically considered as part of the ecological impact assessment but was not required 
for this site (see Impact on Habitats sites, SSSIs, non-statutory conservation sites).  
 
At sensitive locations the peak short term PC is <10% of the ES for each of the short term 
averaging periods and so can be screened out as insignificant. Therefore we consider the 
Applicant’s proposals for preventing and minimising the emissions of SO2 to be BAT for the 
Installation. 
 
Carbon monoxide (CO) 
 
There is no long term EAL for CO for the protection of human health. At sensitive locations 
the peak short term PC is <10% of the ES and so can be screened out as insignificant. 
Therefore we consider the Applicant’s proposals for preventing and minimising the emissions 
of CO to be BAT for the Installation. 
 
Volatile Organic Compounds (VOCs) 
 
The Applicant has used the ES for benzene for their assessment of the impact of VOC.  This 
is based on benzene having the lowest ES of organic species likely to be present in VOC 
(other than PAH, PCBs, dioxins and furans).   
 
The applicant has used monitoring data of total volatile organic compounds (TVOC), non-
methane volatile organic compounds (NMVOC) and benzene from other facilities.  Based on 
measurements from 12 other engines. 
 
The below table shows that for VOC emissions, the peak long term PC is >1% of the ES so 
cannot be screened out as insignificant.  
 
However, the long term predicted environmental concentration (PEC) is <100% of EQS, 
therefore emissions are unlikely to give rise to significant pollution. 
 
Table 1 - VOC 

Period EQS 
(ug/m3) 

Baseline 
air quality 

level 
(ug/m3) 

PC
(ug/m3) 

PEC
(ug/m3) 

PC of EQS 
(%) 

PEC pf 
EQS 
(%) 

Annual 
mean 

5 0.35* 0.17 0.52 3.4 10.4 

 
*2001 baseline data for benzene - https://uk-air.defra.gov.uk/data/laqm-background-home. 
 
 
Impact on Air Quality Management Areas (AQMAs) 
 
There are no AQMAs within 2km of the installation boundary, therefore no assessment of the 
impact to AQMAs beyond this screening distance was required. 
 
Impact on Habitats sites, SSSIs, non-statutory conservation sites 
 
As the thermal input of the facility is <5 MW there was no screening of ecological sites 
required. This is in line with Agency guidance AQTAG14.  Therefore, an assessment of the 
operators modelling and conclusions on sites have not been carried out.



Air Quality Assessment (New Engine) 
 
A H1 assessment was submitted for both the old engine setup (1.3 MWth) and the new 
engine setup (2.09MWth). All of the pollutants assessed (NO2, SO2, PM10, CO and VOCs) 
apart from PM2.5 screened in, meaning that further assessment of the emissions to air from 
the new engine was required as part of this determination.  
 
Following the H1 assessment, more information was requested from the Applicant and the 
AQMAU Screening Tool v5.2 was used to carry out further assessment of the emissions to 
air. By taking into account a number of factors that can impact the flue dispersion and 
corresponding impact on sensitive receptors, the output from this tool provided a more 
realistic representation of the risk posed by the new biogas engine. 
 
In summary: 
 Predicted environmental concentrations at sensitive human receptors are not likely to 

result in an exceedance of the environmental quality standards 
 No ecological receptors assessment required (AQTAG 14 rules apply for thermal input of 

facility < 5MWth) 
 No air quality management areas (AQMAs) within appropriate screening distance (2km) 

 
The AQMAU screening tool predicted peak ground level exposure to pollutants in ambient air 
(grid receptors) and at sensitive human receptors (discrete receptors). The results are 
summarised below for each of the aforementioned pollutants. 
 
Nitrogen dioxide (NO2) 
 
The impact on air quality from NO2 emissions has been assessed against the Environmental 
Standard (ES) of 40 g/m3 as a long term annual average and a short term hourly average of 
200 g/m3. 
 
At sensitive locations peak short term PC was not <10% of the ES and the peak long term 
PC was not <1% of the ES so the PC could not be screened out as insignificant.  
 
However, both the peak short term and long term predicted environmental concentration 
(PEC) are <100% of EQS emissions therefore are unlikely to give rise to significant pollution. 
 
Particulate matter (PM10 and PM2.5) 
 
The impact on air quality from particulate emissions has been assessed against the ES for 
PM10 (particles of 10 microns and smaller). The ES are a long term annual average of 40 
g/m3 and a short term daily average of 50 g/m3. 
 
At sensitive locations the peak short term PC is <10% of the ES and the peak long term PC is 
<1% of the ES and so can be screened out as insignificant.  Therefore we consider the 
Applicant’s proposals for preventing and minimising the emissions of particulates to be BAT 
for the Installation. 
 
PM2.5 was screened out during the H1 assessment on the basis that the long term PEC/EQS 
was found to be <70%. 
 
Sulphur dioxide (SO2)   

 
There is no long term EAL for SO2 for the protection of human health. The long term impact of 
SO2 is typically considered as part of the ecological impact assessment but was not required 
for this site (see Impact on Habitats sites, SSSIs, non-statutory conservation sites).  
 
At sensitive locations the peak short term PC is <10% of the ES for each of the short term 
averaging periods apart from the 15-minute mean, and so could not be screened out as 
insignificant. However, the short term predicted environmental concentration (PEC) is <100% 
of EQS emissions therefore are unlikely to give rise to significant pollution. 
 



Carbon monoxide (CO) 
 
There is no long term EAL for CO for the protection of human health. At sensitive locations 
the peak short term PC is <10% of the ES and so can be screened out as insignificant. 
Therefore we consider the Applicant’s proposals for preventing and minimising the emissions 
of CO to be BAT for the Installation. 
 
Volatile Organic Compounds (VOCs) 
 
The ES for benzene was used to in the assessment of the impact of VOC, the same as the 
Applicant had used in their assessment of the emissions to air from the old engine setup (see 
Air Quality Assessment – Old Engine Setup). This is based on benzene having the lowest ES 
of organic species likely to be present in VOC (other than PAH, PCBs, dioxins and furans).   
 
The applicant used monitoring data of total volatile organic compounds (TVOC), non-methane 
volatile organic compounds (NMVOC) and benzene from other facilities.  Based on 
measurements from 12 other engines. 
 
The peak long term PC is >1% of the ES so cannot be screened out as insignificant. The long 
term predicted environmental concentration (PEC) is >100% of EQS. Upon further review it 
was decided that the assumption that benzene would make up 100% of the VOCs emitted 
was highly conservative in this case. 
 
Table 2 below shows that even if 64% of the VOCs emitted were benzene (highly unlikely), 
the risk posed by VOCs would screen in as medium risk (PC > 1%, PEC < 90%) and be 
unlikely to give rise to significant pollution.  
 
Table 2 – PEC/EQS calculated for varying benzene/VOC compositions. 

Benzene/VOCs Maximum 
PCs 

calculated 
(ug/m3) 

PC/EQS (%) Background 
Conc. (ug/m3) 

PEC/EQS (%) 

100% 6.3 126.80 0.40 134.8 

75% 4.8 95.10 0.40 103.1 

64% 4.1 81.15 0.40 89.2 

60% 3.8 76.08 0.40 84.1 

50% 3.2 63.40 0.40 71.4 

40% 2.5 50.72 0.40 58.7 

30% 1.9 38.04 0.40 46.0 

20% 1.3 25.36 0.40 33.4 

10% 0.6 12.68 0.40 20.7 

 
Considering that the benzene content of sewage digester biogas is likely to be low, and most 
benzene will be destroyed during combustion, it was concluded that emissions of VOCs are 
unlikely to give rise to significant pollution. 
 
 
Impact on Air Quality Management Areas (AQMAs) 
 
There are no AQMAs within 2km of the installation boundary, therefore no assessment of the 
impact to AQMAs beyond this screening distance was required. 
 
 
Impact on Habitats sites, SSSIs, non-statutory conservation sites 
 
As the thermal input of the facility is <5 MW there was no screening of ecological sites 
required. This is in line with Agency guidance AQTAG14.   
 



Annex 1 – decision checklist  
 
Aspect 
considered 

Decision 

Consultation 

Responses to 
web publicising  

There were no responses to the web publication. 

Operator 

Control of the 
facility 

We are satisfied that the applicant (now the operator) is the person 
who will have control over the operation of the facility after the grant of 
the permit. The decision was taken in accordance with EPR RGN 1 
Understanding the meaning of operator. 

The facility 

The regulated  
facility  
 

The extent/nature of the facilities taking place at the site required 
clarification. 
 
The regulated facility comprises the following activities listed in Part 2 
of Schedule 1 to the Environmental Permitting Regulations and the 
following directly associated activities: 
 
Installations 
S5.4 A(1) (b) (i) - Recovery or a mix of recovery and disposal of non-
hazardous waste with a capacity exceeding 75 tonnes per day (or 100 
tonnes per day if the only waste treatment activity is anaerobic 
digestion) involving biological treatment. 
 
DAAs 
 Storage of waste 
 Blending and mixing of waste prior to recovery 
 Digestate storage 
 Digestate treatment 
 Treatment and storage of digestate cake 
 Gas treatment and storage 
 Steam and electrical power supply 
 Auxiliary flare operation 
 Raw material storage 
 Surface water collection 
 
Waste operations 
 Direct import of tankered waste to Scunthorpe STW 
 Import of digested sludge for dewatering 

European Directives 

Applicable 
Directives  

All applicable European Directives have been considered in the 
determination of the application. 

The site 

Extent of the site 
of the facility  

The operator has provided a plan which we consider is satisfactory, 
showing the extent of the site of the facility. A plan is included in the 
permit and the operator is required to carry on the permitted activities 
within the site boundary. 



Aspect 
considered 

Decision 

Environmental Risk Assessment and operating techniques 

Environmental 
risk 
 

We have reviewed the operator's assessment of the environmental risk 
from the facility.   
 
Additionally, the AQMAU Screening Tool v5.2 was used to assess the 
emissions to air from the new engine setup. We are satisfied that 
predicted environmental concentrations at sensitive human receptors 
are not likely to result in an exceedance of the environmental quality 
standards. 

Operating 
techniques 

We have reviewed the techniques used by the operator and compared 
these with the relevant guidance notes –  
 

 IPPC S5.06 – Guidance for the Treatment of Hazardous and 
Non-Hazardous Waste;  

 How to comply with your environmental permit, Additional 
Guidance for: Anaerobic Digestion – Reference LIT8737 – 
Report Version 1.0, November 2013. 

 
The proposed techniques/emission levels for priorities for control are in 
line with the benchmark levels contained in the above technical 
guidance notes and we consider them to represent appropriate 
techniques for the facility.  
 
We consider that some of the operating techniques do not meet the 
technical standards specified.  We consider that there are omissions in 
the supporting documents. We have therefore included improvement 
conditions in the notice which requires a review of the site’s operating 
techniques (see key issues).

The permit conditions 

Updating permit 
conditions during  
consolidation 

We have updated previous permit conditions to those in the new 
generic permit template as part of permit consolidation. The new 
conditions have the same meaning as those in the previous permit(s). 

Raw materials 
 

We have specified limits and controls on the use of raw materials and 
fuels.  

Waste types 
 

We have specified the permitted waste types, descriptions and 
quantities, which can be accepted at the regulated facility. The wastes 
are restricted to those which are biodegradable only to help ensure 
they’re suitable for biological treatment.  We are satisfied that the 
operator can accept these wastes because they have the necessary 
infrastructure, operating systems and technical capability to manage 
these wastes in an appropriate manner. 
 
We made these decisions with respect to waste types in accordance 
with our Technical Guidance Note – Framework for assessing 
suitability of wastes going to anaerobic digestion, composting and 
biological treatment.  
 
The operator has not explicitly used this guidance, however they have 
followed the general principles set out within the guidance. See in key 
issues. 

Improvement 
conditions 

Based on the information on the application, we consider that we need 
to impose improvement conditions.    
 
See Key Issues section of the decision document. 

Incorporating the 
application 

We have specified that the operator must operate the permit in 
accordance with descriptions in the application, including all additional 
information received as part of the determination process. These 
descriptions are specified in the Operating Techniques table in the 
permit. 



Aspect 
considered 

Decision 

Emission limits We have decided that emission limits should be set for the parameters 
listed in the permit.  
 
The following substances (Nitrogen oxides, Sulphur dioxide, Carbon 
monoxide, Total Volatile Organic Compounds) are being emitted from 
the facility.  ELVs based on BAT have been set for these substances 
and others. 

Monitoring We have decided that monitoring should be carried out for the 
parameters listed in the permit, using the methods detailed and to the 
frequencies specified.   
These monitoring requirements have been imposed in order to 
demonstrate compliance with the conditions of the permit for 
operations requiring the management of air emissions. We made these 
decisions in accordance with LFTGN 08: Guidance for monitoring 
landfill gas engine emissions and Guidance for monitoring enclosed 
landfill gas flares (LFTGN 05) which are considered the most 
appropriate TGN for this activity.  

Reporting We have specified reporting in the permit. As the monitoring of point 
source emissions to air is only required annually, reporting is also 
required annually. Reporting forms have been prepared to facilitate 
reporting of data in a consistent format. These reporting requirements 
are deemed sufficient and proportional for the Installation. 

Operator Competence 

Environment 
Management 
System  

There is no known reason to consider that the operator will not have 
the management systems to enable it to comply with the permit 
conditions.  The decision was taken in accordance with the guidance 
on operator competence and how to develop a management system 
for environmental permits. 

Financial 
provision 

There is no known reason to consider that the operator will not be 
financially able to comply with the permit conditions.   

Growth Duty 

Section 108 
Deregulation Act 
2015 – Growth 
duty 

We have considered our duty to have regard to the desirability of 
promoting economic growth set out in section 108(1) of the Deregulation 
Act 2015 and the guidance issued under section 110 of that Act in deciding 
whether to grant this permit.  
Paragraph 1.3 of the guidance says: 
 
“The primary role of regulators, in delivering regulation, is to achieve the 
regulatory outcomes for which they are responsible. For a number of 
regulators, these regulatory outcomes include an explicit reference to 
development or growth. The growth duty establishes economic growth as a 
factor that all specified regulators should have regard to, alongside the 
delivery of the protections set out in the relevant legislation.” 
 
We have addressed the legislative requirements and environmental 
standards to be set for this operation in the body of the decision document 
above. The guidance is clear at paragraph 1.5 that the growth duty does 
not legitimise non-compliance and its purpose is not to achieve or pursue 
economic growth at the expense of necessary protections. 
 
We consider the requirements and standards we have set in this permit 
are reasonable and necessary to avoid a risk of an unacceptable level of 
pollution. This also promotes growth amongst legitimate operators 
because the standards applied to the operator are consistent across 
businesses in this sector and have been set to achieve the required 
legislative standards.

 


