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Dear Stuart,  

RE: Not Duly Made Notice Response, Application Reference EPR/KP3332GH/V003, Bakkavor Foods 

Limited 

1. Application Fee 

 
A new top up application fee was agreed by Stuart Miller of the Environment Agency in an email dated 
3 August 2022. The additional fee amounts to £1,484.70 and confirmation of payment was sent by 
email from Gary Fern (Bakkavor’s SHE Manager) to PSC@environment-agency.gov.uk and Stuart 
Miller at the Environment Agency on 22 August 2022.  
 
Receipt of payment was confirmed by Stuart Miller by email on 25 August 2022. 

2. Change of Site Name 

 
The site name is Bakkavor Desserts - Newark 
 

3. Changed Effluent to Sewer via Emission Points S1 

 

3.1 Introduction  

 
Further to our email correspondence on 18 August 2022, we proposed to provide you with an 
additional assessment to address the following request in the Non Duly Made letter (reference 
KP3332GH, dated 19 July 2022):  
 

• Complete Form C6 – ‘Application for an environmental permit: part C6 vary a water 
discharge activity, groundwater activity, or point source emission to water from an 
installation’ As the discharge to sewer is changing (increase in flows) the form is 
required to be completed in order to capture details of the discharge. Application for an 
environmental permit: part C6 vary a water discharge activity, groundwater activity, or 
point source emission to water from an installation - GOV.UK (www.gov.uk) 

 
A completed form C6 has been attached as part of the not duly made response bundle. Please note 
that Questions 5, 7, 8, 9 and 10 are not relevant as the discharge concerns a release to sewer and not 
to surface water. 
 
The remainder of Section 3 addresses the following not duly made request:  
 

• An assessment for the increase in discharge volume from the effluent treatment is 
required to be undertaken. The assessment should characterise what the effluent is 
liable to contain and where hazardous pollutants are present a quantitative risk 
assessment should be undertaken. The assessment should be in accordance with 

http://www.gov.uk/
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Surface water pollution risk assessment for your environmental permit - GOV.UK 
(www.gov.uk). 

 

3.2 Effluent Changes and Trade Effluent Discharge Consent  

 
The company has discharged final process effluent to a Severn Trent Water (STW) operated sewer 
since 1993 (discharge point S1 under the environmental permit).  The constituents of the effluent have 
not changed over time.  I anything the effluent has over the years reduced in chemical oxygen 
demand levels and suspended solids levels as effluent treatment on site has improved.  
 
This discharge is authorised by a trade effluent discharge consent (TEDC). The TEDC has been 
varied multiple times since it was first issued. The most recent variation to the TEDC also resulted in a 
new TEDC number (009163V).  The main changes have been summarised in Table 1 below: 
 
 

Table 1 
Key TEDC changes for the Bakkavor Newark release from S1 since 1993 

Parameter 1993 2011  2020 

Maximum volume in 
24 h period [m3/day] 

450 450  650 

Maximum rate [l/s] 5.5 5.5 8 

Temperature °C <43 <43 <43 

pH 6-10 6-10 6-10 

Suspended Solids 
(SS) [mg/l] 

2500 1000 1000 

Phosphorous [mg/l] No limit No limit 25 

Chemical Oxygen 
Demand (COD) [mg/l] 

7500 5000 5000 

Maximum COD load in 
24 hours [kg/day] 

2800 2000 2800 

 
It should be noted at this point that the phosphorous limit has been introduced to the TEDC as a result 
of the revised river standards for phosphorous as a result of the implementation of the Water 
Framework Directive (WFD) which triggered a need for increased monitoring, control and removal of 
phosphorous from waste water treated at WWTW.   As a result a phosphorous limit was included in all 
TEDCs irrelevant of whether it is a constituent of the effluent.  It is understood from the STW 
representative that the main sources of phosphorous in effluent arriving at the WWTW are domestic 
sewerage and other sources such as for example dairies using phosphoric acid in their activities.   
 
The reduction in limits for SS and COD in 2011 were the result of Bakkavor introducing a DAF plant to 
treat their effluent and hence a better quality effluent could be discharged to the sewer making the 
high limits for SS and COD unnecessary.  The increase in effluent maximum daily volume was 
initiated by the operator to accommodate their increased effluent volumes due to increase in 
production capacity.  Since that point further increases in effluent have arisen due to additional clean 
downs undertaken as a result of revised industrial hygiene standards.   
 
Any changes to the TEDC limits requested by the consent holder are based on:  

• Any changes in the characterisation/ composition of the effluent;  

• the capabilities of the existing connection to the sewerage network; 

• the treatment capabilities of the waste water treatment works the effluent is destined for; and  

• whether there is any spare capacity for flow or load after taking into account the needs and 
requirements of all other customers discharging to the same WWTW. 

 

http://www.gov.uk/
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STW assesses TEDC applications and to some extent variations to ascertain whether it can treat the 
effluent in such a manner that it can comfortably meet its own obligations under its environmental 
permit on discharges to the River Trent.   
 
The current STW representative has known the site and its operations for over 30 years. Over this 
period, it is understood the representative has built a good relationship with the site and has a 
comprehensive knowledge of the operations, the plant at the site, the expansions and improvements 
made and has been able to accommodate previous requests by Bakkavor.   
 
 

3.3 Environmental Risk Assessment 

Objectives of the Assessment  

 
This assessment primarily concerns the impact of increased discharge volumes to the sewer from the 
Bakkavor installation, and the impact this has on treatment at STW’s WWTW before discharge to the 
River Trent. The composition of the effluent discharged by Bakkavor has not changed significantly 
since the 2009 permit application. However, the introduction of dissolved air floatation (DAF) 
treatment at the Bakkavor installation after 2009 led to STW reducing the SS and COD limits on the 
TEDC, compared to what was used in the 2009 assessment.  
 

Effluent Flow Data 

 
The TEDC now applies a daily volume limit of 650m3/day. Although this figure was used for the 
original assessment as part of the 2009 permit application, the flow limit was actually 450m3/day at 
that time. 
 
Bakkavor has supplied effluent flow data from 2019 onwards, which is presented in full as Attachment 
A. Data from the 2021 calendar year were used for the environmental risk assessment. During 2021, 
the mean volume discharged in each 24 hour period was 620m3, with a maximum and minimum 24 
hour volume of 900m3 and 305m3 respectively. Periodic exceedances of the 650m3/day limit were 
attributed to additional clean downs undertaken due to revised industrial hygiene standards.  
 
Despite exceedances of the daily flow limit observed in the 2021 flow data, STW has agreed in 
principle to increase the flow limit to a reflective level.  
 

Assessment Approach 

 
The Environment Agency’s online guidance for surface water risk assessment of hazardous 
pollutants1 and the Environment Agency’s trial H1 assessment spreadsheet were selected as relevant 
to assess the impact of Bakkavor’s final process effluent emissions to S1.  The H1 assessment 
approach was chosen as the nature of the effluent was known, as a result of effluent quality 
monitoring.  However, the parameters monitored were not subject to both published Environmental 
Quality Standards (EQS) and sewage treatment reduction factors and it is understood that both are 
required in order to complete the screening using H1. 
 
As a result the alternative risk assessment approach for ‘Assessment of sanitary and other pollutants 
within Surface Water Discharges’ guidance (H1 Annex D2)2 was explored.   

 
1 https://www.gov.uk/guidance/surface-water-pollution-risk-assessment-for-your-environmental-permit 
2 https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/h1-annex-d2-assessment-of-sanitary-and-other-
pollutants-in-surface-water-discharges 
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The pollutants and determinands assessed this way are: 

• Sanitary: included BOD, ammonia, suspended solids; 

• Phosphorous; 

• pH; 

• Temperature; and 

• Dissolved inorganic nitrogen (sum of nitrites, nitrates and ammonia as N). 
 

However, as the discharge from the site is not a direct discharge to surface water, the reduction of the 
pollutants achieved by the WWTW should be acknowledged by using published sewage treatment 
reduction factors.  There are no reduction factors for temperature, pH, settled COD and Total 
Suspended Solids (TSS), which are subject to emission limits under the TEDC. There is a reduction 
factor only for phosphorous (phosphorous containing compounds as P-20%). Phosphorous is not a 
compound introduced to the effluent as part of the site’s activities and therefore, any risk assessment 
based purely on phosphorous would not be representative of the whole effluent.  
 
Furthermore, to complete a risk assessment following the H1 Annex D2 approach would require 
detailed knowledge of the performance of the WWTW and what final effluent quality it can produce.  
This is considered to be out of the control of the operator.  There is insufficient information available to 
the operator to complete an assessment following this approach and hence assess was not pursued 
any further. 
 

Risk assessment 

A quantitative risk assessment is not considered suitable in this particular case for the reasons 
outlined above. 
 
The main change in the effluent characteristics are the higher daily volumes discharged at a slightly 
higher flow rate, and, with pollutant concentrations remaining the same, a corresponding increase in 
daily pollutant load.   
 
As discussed above these increases have been accepted by STW culminating in a TEDC variation.  It 
has been concluded that STW have completed their own risk assessment with a finding that there is 
sufficient capacity at the WWTW to treat the effluent to a standard required by their own 
environmental permit. 
 
Compliance with the TEDC limits is monitored by STW and data showing the results of STW spot 
sampling and analysis is included as Attachment 2.  There were several minor ‘repeat’ non-
compliance samples from 2019 and part 2020 but these do not normally cause any issues at the 
receiving sewage works and general site discussions keep such exceedances to a minimum. The 
operator is informed of any breaches using the standard format for single breach, repeat breach or 
significant breach, but the company has not been subject to formal samples and legal action as they 
and STW prefer to have a collaborative approach to resolving any issues. 
 
Recently, as a result of very hot and dry summers such as in 2020 changed the characteristics of the 
influent sewage at WWTW, causing some serious treatment issues.  As the Bakkavor effluent is such 
a significant contributor to the overall organic load being treated at the works, Severn Trent made the 
short term decision to part tanker their effluent off-site to help the works cope through this challenging 
period.   In the longer term, STW has been looking at alternative solutions one of which was to work 
with the operator to optimise the on-site ETP efficiency which included changing the works’ treatment 
process configuration.  This has proved very successful, and the COD levels were significantly 
reduced in the trade effluent being discharged which is clearly apparent in the graph included in 
Attachment 2 – compliance 2019-2022. 
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Following another similar dry and hot period during the summer of 2022, due to the measures that 
were taken in 2020, the WWTW showed no deterioration this time around and has been operating 
normally which is a great success story. 
 
In summary, there is a collaborative approach by STW and the operator to managing and controlling 
the effluent quality that arrives at WWTW in such a way that pressures on the WWTW are managed.  
Consequently, the changes in the volume and pollutant load in the effluent discharged via S1 from the 
Bakkavor site are not considered to have led to a significant increase in impact and are controlled 
adequately. 
 
4. and 5. air emissions and containment requirements  
 
Actions 4. and 5. are no longer required under the not duly made response, as per emails from Stuart 
Miller at the Environment Agency on 25 July and 5 August 2022.  
 
The 32 bit version of the H1 Tool files from the 2009 application have been revised so they can now 
be opened in 64 bit versions of Microsoft Access. The 2009 H1 Tool files are included in the document 
package as Attachment B. 
 

Yours sincerely 

 

 
Kenny Wintle  
Principal Consultant  
For and On Behalf of Waterman Infrastructure & Environment Ltd 

 


