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Dear  

 

Response to a Schedule 5 Notice EPR/ZP3537AT/A001 
 
We are writing in response to your Schedule 5 notice dated 20th December 2018. This relates 

to an environmental permit application for the Endless Energy Facility, Keighley, application 

number EPR/ZP3537AT, which was submitted by Wardell Armstrong (WA) on behalf of 

Endless Energy Limited. Further information is provided below in the same order as the 

Schedule 5 notice. 

As part of this response please find attached the following: 

• Schedule 5 Response – Air Quality  

• Schedule 5 Response – Noise Note  

• Appendix A – Noise Data for Noise Model 

• Appendix B – Noise Model Drawings 

• Keighley EfW – Wardell Armstrong Noise Model February 2019 

 

1 AIR QUALITY 

In reference to the detail you have provided within the Air Quality Assessment 

(modelling) we expect that modelling should be undertaken for all pollutants within 

Chapter 4 of the Industrial Emissions Directive (IED), and within our guidance ‘Air 

emissions risk assessment for your environmental permit’ – against AAD Target 
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Values, AQS and AELs, with sufficient evidence that emission concentrations are both 

realistic and representative. To complete this, please provide:- 

1.1 Assessment and evidence of carbon monoxide (1-hour short term) and VOC’s [benzene] 

(short term) for the normal operations operating scenario. 

Modelling results for 1 hour mean carbon monoxide and benzene are provided in 

Section 1.1 of the attached document Schedule 5 Response – Air Quality.  

1.2 Assessment of abnormal emissions scenario in accordance with Article 46(6) of the IED 

and inclusion of evidence that emissions of abatement failure are representative. The 

assessment should cover all relevant short term pollutants (including PCBs) and a long 

term Human Health Risk Assessment (HHRA) for dioxins and furans (including PCB’s). 

Section 1.2 of attachment Schedule 5 Response – Air Quality details the four abnormal 

operating scenarios. Amendments have been made to values used for acid gases and 

oxides of nitrogen. Assessment includes emissions of PCBs under abnormal operating 

conditions and a long-term Human Health Risk Assessment (HHRA), which covers 

dioxins and furans.   

 For abnormal emission assessment - include assessment of short term metals 

[antimony, chromium, copper, manganese, vanadium, mercury, cadmium); short 

term VOCs [benzene]; and short term NOx (if the emission limit value of 400μg/m3 

could be breached during abnormal operations). 

The abnormal emission assessment was updated taking into account amended 

emission concentrations and the additional pollutants requested. The updated 

results are presented in Table 2 of Section 1.2.1 of the document Schedule 5 

Response – Air Quality. No exceedances of the relevant Environmental 

Assessment Levels are predicted under abnormal emissions scenarios for any of 

the substances under consideration.  

 For abnormal emission assessment - emission values for acid gases appear to be 

low – please evidence and justify that these are realistic. 

Results have been updated using the maximum reported values across a number 

of similar sites. See responses to Question 1.2 for details of the emission values 

used, and the response to Question 1.2.1 for updated model predictions. No 
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exceedances of the relevant Environmental Assessment Levels are predicted 

under abnormal emissions scenarios for any acid gases. 

 For abnormal emission assessment - justify all abnormal emission rates and make 

sure any re-evaluation is included within the HHRA. 

Results have been updated using the maximum reported values across a number 

of similar sites. See responses to Question 1.2 for details of the emission values 

used, and the response to Question 1.2.1 for updated model predictions for 

assessment against Environmental Assessment Levels. No exceedances of the 

relevant Environmental Assessment Levels are predicted under abnormal 

emissions scenarios for any of the substances under consideration.  

1.3 The long term assessment of manganese appears to be assessed against an 

Environmental Standard (ES) of 150μg/m3 and should be 1.5μg/m3. This should be 

amended. 

According to Environment Agency guidance (https://www.gov.uk/guidance/air-

emissions-risk-assessment-for-your-environmental-permit), the Environmental 

Assessment Level annual limit should be 0.15 μgm-3. Model results for annual mean 

manganese are provided in Section 1.3 of document Schedule 5 Response – Air 

Quality.  

1.4 For assessment of arsenic and chromium VI it states “Notwithstanding the 

sophisticated design of the proposed facility, in order to ensure a conservative 

assessment, emissions were re-evaluated on the basis of the mean effective 

concentrations of 0.0010 mg/Nm3 and 0.000035 mg/Nm3 respectively, taken from 

Appendix A of the Environment Agency guidance note”. To be protective, we would 

expect these to be based on the maximum measured concentration or further evidence 

provided to justify the use of any data lower than the maximum emission 

concentrations, as per Environment Agency guidance – “Guidance on assessing group 

3 metal stack emissions from incinerators”. This requires amendment. 

Emissions of all Group 3 metals other than arsenic and chromium VI were screened 

out of requiring assessment using the measured concentrations provided in 

Environment Agency’s “Guidance on assessing group 3 metal stack emissions from 

incinerators.”  

The maximum quoted emissions in the Environment Agency’s guidance document 

“Guidance on assessing group 3 metal stack emissions from incinerators” sum to 0.54 

mg.Nm-3. The maximum potential emission concentration (within measurement 

https://www.gov.uk/guidance/air-emissions-risk-assessment-for-your-environmental-permit
https://www.gov.uk/guidance/air-emissions-risk-assessment-for-your-environmental-permit
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uncertainty) for heavy metals at the SITA Suffolk site (also designed by CNIM) is 0.12 

mg.Nm-3, 26% of the “maximum” measured emissions. Hence, it is concluded that the 

maximum emission levels quoted in the Environment Agency’s guidance document 

would provide an excessively pessimistic assessment of the air quality impacts of the 

site.  

In order to provide a worst-case estimate of emissions, which is highly unlikely to be 

realised in practice, an amended assessment was carried out using emission 

concentrations corresponding to 50% of the maximum quoted value in the 

Environment Agency guidance (“Guidance on assessing group 3 metal stack emissions 

from incinerators”). The amended results using these emission rates are provided in 

Table 4 of Section 1.4 in document Schedule 5 Response – Air Quality. 

1.5 For the HHRA, please clarify whether there is a fishery for human consumption within 

a 10km radius of the proposed facility, and if present we require assessment of thallium 

or methylmercury uptake with comparison to the TDI (tolerable daily intake) 

standards. 

A review of fisheries within 10 km of the proposed facility was conducted. The review 

confirmed there are no commercial fisheries within this area. There are 15 

recreational fisheries within this zone (defined as locations where it is permitted to 

catch or attempt to catch fish, principally by rod and line, pole or hand-held line for 

non-commercial purposes), which are not considered relevant for the purposes of the 

HHRA. 

1.6 We expect the assessment of all relevant ecological sites for the relevant critical levels 

and loads (both nutrient nitrogen deposition and acid deposition) to be based on 

Environment Agency AQTAG 06 guidance including any guidance on www.gov.uk. 

Pollutants for nutrient nitrogen deposition should include NOx and NH3 and for acid 

deposition should include SO2 and NH3 as well as HCl (both wet and dry deposition). 

HCl is missing from the current assessment. 

Both wet and dry deposition of HCl is included in the original assessment, although 

this is not noted in the report. On further analysis, an error was discovered in the 

treatment of HCl which led to the figures quoted in the report being higher than the 

actual model predictions. The corrected values are provided in Table 5 of Section 1.6 

of the document Schedule 5 Response – Air Quality. 

The corrected assessment of modelled process contributions to acid and nitrogen 

deposition against critical loads is presented in Table 6 of Section 1.6. As set out in the 
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air quality assessment, all modelled process contributions to acid and nitrogen 

deposition at European sites were less than 1% of the applicable critical load. 

1.7 Provide detail and appraise the expected effects from differing emission temperatures 

and velocities due to any operational changes associated with the process such as that 

of calorific value (CV) variances within the waste received and any changes to 

throughput levels (within maximum applied for) which could associate to this. Provide 

confirmation on the operational rate (CV and throughput) for which the impact 

assessments -including air quality assessment have been based. 

Constant temperature is maintained regardless of operating conditions, and as such 

only the emission velocity varies with operational changes. Emission data was 

provided for a range of operating scenarios representing variations in fuel throughput 

and calorific values; this data is presented in Table 7 of Section 1.7 of Schedule 5 

Response – Air Quality.  

Sensitivity testing was carried out using the upper and lower bounds of the exit 

velocities within the normal and control fluctuation operational ranges, marked 

“Scenario 2” and “Scenario 3” above; all operational variations in Lower Heating Value 

and fuel throughput lead to changes in emission velocity which fall within this range. 

The results of the sensitivity testing are presented in Table 8 of Section 1.7.  

1.8 Provide detail on uncertainties and any limitations to the assessment provided. This 

should be included as required by our guidance “Environmental Permitting: air 

dispersion modelling reports” on www.gov.uk. Our guidance states that “where the 

levels of uncertainty might affect your conclusions, run your data through another 

model to check the differences between models and the level of uncertainty in your 

predictions”. This position should be considered and addressed within your response. 

As a prediction of future concentrations, any modelling results are subject to a degree 

of uncertainty. In addition to uncertainties relating to the assumptions underlying the 

model calculations, there are also uncertainties in model inputs. Where possible, 

conservative assumptions have been made to provide a conservative estimate of the 

impacts of the proposed engine as described in Section 3.14 of the Air Quality Report. 

An analysis of model sensitivity to meteorological inputs and choice of dispersion 

model is presented in Section 1.8 of Schedule 5 Response – Air Quality. 

A sensitivity analysis was carried out for model sensitivity to choice of meteorological 

site. The Leeds-Bradford meteorological station is located 16km east of the site, 

whereas the Bingley meteorological station is located 5.5km south of the site. 

Furthermore, the Leeds-Bradford site has a significantly different setting to the site, 
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as it is located on the opposite side of Rombald’s Moor. As such, the Leeds-Bradford 

site was not used in the full assessment, although PCs predicted with this data are 

slightly higher than those predicted with the Bingley dataset. 

 

2 NOISE 

In line with our guidance, applicants are required to: 

• submit all noise modelling files or spreadsheet calculations 

• clearly state any assumptions used in the computer model or spreadsheet 

2.1 Please submit noise calculations and the evidence for the data used within the 

calculations. Please follow our guidance https://www.gov.uk/guidance/noise-impact-

assessments-involving-calculations-or-modelling#noise-data-you-must-provide. 

A .zip file including all SoundPLAN noise modelling files has been appended to this 

submission document. 

2.2 Within the noise assessment it is stated that “attended noise monitoring” was carried 

out: [Between 1224 and 1629 hours on 20th August 2013] and [Between 0145 and 

0344 hours on 21st August 2013]. Given that the proposed facility will operate 24 

hours-a-day, 7 days-a-week, evidence and justify that the backgrounds used are 

representative, in particular to other times of day and other days of the 

week/weekend. 

Attended noise monitoring was carried out by CNIM, in order to establish existing 

background noise levels at in the vicinity of nearby ESRS, over the following periods: 

• Daytime – between 1224 and 1629, on Tuesday 20th August 2013; and, 

• Night Time – between 0145 and 0344, on Wednesday 21st August 2013. 

Attended noise monitoring allows observations to be made regarding prevailing noise 

sources at monitoring locations and that representative residual noise environments 

are captured.  

Peak transportation periods generally take place between 0500 to 1000 (morning rush 

hour) and 1700 to1900 (evening rush hour). ESRs are located within close proximity to 

the surrounding road network, in particular Airevalley Road (the A650), therefore the 

noise environment in the vicinity of ESRs is dominated by road traffic noise. So 

avoiding these peak transportation periods is required to establish a ‘worst case’ 

background noise.  

The time periods selected for noise monitoring are considered to be representative of 

the quiet daytime and quiet night time periods, where ESRs are most likely to be 

https://www.gov.uk/guidance/noise-impact-assessments-involving-calculations-or-modelling#noise-data-you-must-provide
https://www.gov.uk/guidance/noise-impact-assessments-involving-calculations-or-modelling#noise-data-you-must-provide
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affected by noise from the proposed facility. Furthermore, during these ‘quiet’ 

periods, noise levels are unlikely to vary significantly during weekends and weekdays. 

The background noise levels used in the assessment were captured in 2013. Since this 

time, it is likely that the number of vehicles on the surrounding road network has 

increased, as generally the number of vehicles recorded on the UK road network 

increases every year. If the survey were to be repeated at the current time, it is likely 

that elevated noise levels would be recorded as a result of increased road traffic on 

the surrounding network. Therefore, the background noise levels used are considered 

to provide a robust assessment. 

2.3 Provide any survey data used for background data. 

Noise monitoring was undertaken by CNIM to support the assessment carried out in 

August 2016. Further details can be found appended to that report (Document No. 

OH800702 02/64 I 0001). 

 

I trust this provides the information you need to determine the application but please contact 

me if you need any further clarifications. 

 

 Yours sincerely 

for Wardell Armstrong LLP 

 

ALISON COOK 

Associate Director 

acook@wardell-armstrong.com 

 




