Determination of an Application for a PPC Permit under the Pollution Prevention and Control (England and Wales) Regulations 2000 (SI 2000 No.1973) 

Decision Document recording the decision-making process

Note: all references to the “PPC Regulations” are to the Pollution Prevention and Control (England and Wales) Regulations 2000 (SI 2000 No.1973), as amended.

Administrative details

Application date and Agency reference (“the Permit Application”)
15th October 2004
Permit number (the “Permit”)
TP3639BH
Applicant (the “Applicant”)
CELSA Manufacturing (UK) Ltd
Address/location of installation (the “Installation”)]


Tremorfa Works


Seawall Road


Cardiff


S.Glamorgan


CF24 5TH

Name of Authorising Officer
N.P.Allen

Signature of Authorising Officer:


All relevant documents have been sent to the IPPC Public Registers 

Purpose of this document

The Decision Document ("DD") explains how the Applicant’s Permit Application has been determined and why the specific conditions in the Permit have been imposed.  It is a record of the decision-making process to show how all relevant factors and legislative requirements have been taken into account.

Summary of the decision

A Permit for the Operator to operate the Installation has been granted by the Agency, subject to the conditions set out in the Permit.   The Agency considers that in its decision to issue the Permit and in the conditions imposed, it has taken into account all relevant considerations and legal requirements and that the permit will ensure that all appropriate measures will be taken against pollution and that no significant pollution will be caused.

Description of the Permitted Installation

A non-technical description of the Permitted Installation is included in the Introductory Note to the Permit.

A non-technical description of the installation is given in the Application, but the main features are as follows.

CELSA Tremorfa New Melt produces steel billet from scrap using an electric arc furnace and continuous casting.  The plant will be newly built in 2005 with a design capacity of approximately 1.3 million tonnes of finished billet per year (27,000 tonne per week).

The steel plant will operate 24 hours per day, seven days per week, 48 weeks per year with planned maintenance occupying the remainder of the time.

The installation and operation comprises:

· covered areas for the receipt, storage and handling of scrap steel. Other raw materials are received into a dedicated material additions bay and thence to separate holding silos ;

· a 140 tonne electric arc furnace (EAF) which is used to melt ferrous scrap that is added via overhead cranes to the furnace. Lime is added to aid ‘slagging operation’. Oxygen is injected via lances in order to oxidise contaminants in the metal and together with the addition of coke provides chemical energy to supplement the electric energy used in the melting;

· The lime-based, foaming slag rises to the top and is poured off, cooled and then transported off-site for processing in a separate facility (not regulated by this permit); 

· The remaining steel is ‘tapped off’ into a dedicated ladle furnace where further processing is carried out (additions of alloying and slagging agents) in order to purify the steel ready to pass to:

· a six strand continuous caster producing billets;

· storage area for billets;

· A fume extraction and filtration system for primary fume extraction from the main furnace, ladle furnace and secondary extraction from the building roof. Fume from the EAF (via a 4th hole in the furnace) is ducted away and cooled rapidly with a water spray. It is then mixed with extracted air from the ladle furnace and finally combined with air from the secondary roof extract (design to hold fugitive releases). This air is then passed through a bag filter to remove entrained particulates, before being discharged to atmosphere. The operation of the abatement equipment is interlocked with the operation of the arc furnace.

· a water clarifier treatment plant for cleaning and recirculation  of the water to the various cooling circuits of the process. Any make-up of the water is normally to compensate for evaporative losses.;

· waste handling and transportation systems including road and rail unloading/loading facilities access to the site for the importation of raw materials and the exportation of billets and associated by-products.

The main releases are as follows:

· fume from the melt furnace and associated ladle furnace cleaned by fabric bag filtration in the abatement plant is released from a single 45m stack (A1);

· fume from raw material handling processes, discharged via  a separate bag filter to a single 41m stack (A2);

· fugitive water vapour from the spray chambers used in the cooling of billets;

· emergency vents for argon, oxygen and nitrogen tanks; and occasional overflow from cooling tower cold well and the clarifier, released to sewer (release point S1, consented by sewerage undertaker) which then passes through open gullies where it is combined with surface water run-off, being discharged at point S3, to SE of installation.

The principal risks of fugitive releases are:

· dust and fume from furnaces bypassing fume collection points over the furnaces and in the roof canopy, then escaping from the building; and

· dust released during collection and handling of slag.

Note that the Permit requires the submission of certain information to the Agency (see Sections 4 and 5).  In addition, the Agency has the power to seek further information at any time under regulation 28 to the PPC Regulations provided that it acts reasonably.

PART A – The Operator and the Decision making process

The Agency’s determination procedure

A1
"Duly made" check on Application received

The Application was determined to be duly made as submitted on 15th October 2004.

A2
Consultation on the Application

The Application was advertised by the Applicant according to the requirements of Part 1 of Schedule 4 to the PPC Regulations on 18th November 2004 and 23rd November 2004 in The Western Mail and the London Gazette respectively.

The Agency sent copies of the Application to the following statutory consultees in accordance with Part 2 of Schedule 4 to the PPC Regulations: 

· Bro Taff Health Authority

· Cardiff Local Health Board

· the Food Standards Agency;

· the Countryside Council for Wales; 

· Dwr Cymru

· Cardiff County Council

· National Assembly for Wales

In addition the following internal consultees were used in the determination of the permit

Dave Headworth
Snr Technical Specialist (Hydrogeologist) re Site Report.

A3
Consideration of consultation responses

Responses were received from the following statutory consultees:

CCW

LHB

Cardiff Council

Dwr Cymru

FSA

No responses were received, despite reminders from the following statutory consultees:

NAW

Bro Taff Health Authority
No responses were received from members of the public during the determination period.

All responses have been considered by the Agency in determining the Application.  The ways in which material responses have been taken into account are summarised in the Appendix A to this document. 

A4
Matters of commercial confidentiality or national security

The Applicant made no claim for commercial confidentiality and the Agency has not received any information in relation to this Application which appears to be confidential in relation to any party.  There are no matters involving national security.

A5
Further information requirements

The Application was deemed duly made by the Agency, but further information was required in order for the Agency to be able to determine the Application.  Further information was requested from the Applicant by notice and emails as follows: 

Schedule 4 Notice dated 22nd December 2004, requesting further information regarding the submitted ASR and its relationship to data provided during investigations prior to new site development. Further clarification on a number of points within the application were also required.

Email 17th February 2005 regarding monitoring proposals for CO & Particulates.

Email 18th February 2005 regarding modifications to proposed drainage system.

Email 24th February 2005 regarding A2 stack height & use of Radioactive Sources on site.

A6
Regulation 10(3) ( operator competence)

The Agency is satisfied that the Operator is the person who will have control over the operation of the Installation after the grant of the Permit, and that the Operator will be able to operate the Installation so as to comply with the conditions that have been included in the Permit.

A7
Regulation 10(4) ( requirements for SWMAs) 

The Operator has replied to application question [B7.1] stating that the installation contain an SWMA and the Agency agrees with this assessment.

The Operator has replied to application question [B7.2] confirming that planning permission for the proposed SWMA is not required and the Agency is satisfied with this information.

A8
EPOPRA profile

The Agency is satisfied that the EPOPRA profile submitted with the Application remains accurate following the determination of the Application, and it will be used as the basis for subsistence and other charging, and for all other relevant purposes at the commencement of the Permit. At application a score of 187 was recorded, yielding an application fee of £31977. 

In accordance with the Agency’s EPOPRA Scheme however, the Operator’s EPOPRA profile for the installation may change over time.
PART B – THE INSTALLATION AND ITS MANAGEMENT

B1
Permit Section 1.1.1  - The permitted activities

The principal listed activity at the Installation falls within the activity description in Section 2.1 Part A(1) (b) of Part 1 of Schedule 1: Producing, melting, refining iron or steel or any ferrous alloy; including continuous casting.  The Agency considers that this constitutes the “stationary technical unit”.   
The Agency considers that the following unlisted activities are directly associated with the stationary technical unit and therefore form part of the Installation:

water treatment plant.

scrap handling & storage facilities

raw Material handling

billet storage

scale & slag handling

B2
Permit Section 1.2  -  Site plan 

The Operator has provided a plan which the Agency considers is satisfactory for showing the site of the Installation and its extent. A plan is included in the Permit at Schedule 5, and the Operator is required to carry on the Permitted activities within the site boundary.

B3
Permit section 1.5  -  Minor operational changes;  (Changes allowed within the scope of this Permit)

The Permit constrains the Operator to operate the activities subject to the limits and conditions in the Permit.  However the Operator may make minor changes as defined within the Application by notifying the Agency in writing under Conditions 1.5.1 -1.5.4.

B4
Site Report and  Protection of the site,

The Applicant has provided a Site Report as required by paragraph 1 of Part 1 of Schedule 4 to the Regulations. This part of the application and subsequent responses to related Schedule 4 questions were examined by a Technical Specialist from within the Groundwater & Contaminated Land Team (all communication is contained within working file). Main elements of the Site Report are:

The proposed installation will comprise a state of the art Electric Arc Furnace (EAF) and associated activities (scrap bay, ladle furnace, casting and billet bay). It occupies a 4.3-hectare site surrounded by other industrial activities,

The new EAF will be built on the site of the former Nailworks at Tremorfa to replace the steel production activities at the existing melt‑shop. The Installation is located towards the central portion of the existing CELSA site, with the current melt-shop to the north and a redundant bar mill and active Medium Section Mill to the south. 

The site is set in a predominantly mixed urban/industrial setting comprising the following notable features:

To the North; there is a mixture of open wasteland, large and small industrial buildings with a large residential housing area beyond and a school (which is directly across the road from the site). 

To the East, (between the site and the Severn Estuary) there is recently landscaped ground to be opened as a park. This believed to be reclaimed land.

To the South; there is a slag handling plant and waste transfer station associated with the Tremorfa site and the recently constructed Dwr Cymru sewage treatment plant, including a visitor centre. 

To the West; there are other facilities operated by CELSA, notably the former bar mill and medium section rolling mills. The nearest housing development is approximately 50m to the north west of the Tremorfa site boundary (and around 150m north east of the proposed replacement melt shop site).

Historical maps indicate that the Installation area was open undeveloped land (probably comprising saltmarsh). By 1951 the site had been partially developed, with railway sidings present towards the western boundary. A rolling mill was in evidence by the late 50’s, being expanded over the years. The site layout has remained largely unchanged from the mid 1960s until the present day.

Records of the site and surrounding areas have been reviewed by the Operator. This identified any substance in, on or under the land that may constitute a pollution risk to the land. Pollution prevention measures have been identified and an assessment of pollution potential to land has been undertaken.

Site management have reported there were no significant spillages or contaminative events during the known operational life of the former Nailworks.

Given the long industrial history of the Installation area for steel rolling and nail making and the fact that the land has been reclaimed using former steelworks waste and industrial infill, there is a reasonable likelihood of land contamination, however it is not anticipated that these previous uses would have led to significant site wide contamination.

The Operator recognised that the site was industrial prior to the development of the proposed Installation and that elevated concentrations of substances or materials in use within the Installation, found within the subsurface soils could be attributable to former site activities. In recognition of this, the Operator claimed to have carried out a Phase 2 sampling and analysis investigation. During both Schedule 4 Notice questions and a subsequent site meeting between EA & Operator, it was agreed that this sampling and analysis did not constitute a true Phase 2, but rather better corresponds to that needed by the Operator in their investigations for a new installation.

After consideration of the five primary tests detailed in EA guidance document (H7) CELSA considers that, given that the Installation will be newly constructed, there is 'Little likelihood of pollution' occurring as a result of the activities undertaken at the Installation. The reasons for this are:

The site will be newly constructed and entirely hard‑surfaced. 

The inventory of potentially polluting materials will be very low (no bulk storage tanks). 

All spillable materials will be kept in secondarily contained areas. 

The Operator concluded that reference data, with regards the site condition, or any long​ term monitoring boreholes were not necessary.

A conceptual site model was presented for the site making the following assumptions 

The site is underlain by Made Ground up to a maximum depth of 6.5m, generally comprising dense, dark brown / black silty gravely sand with limestone, slag, clinker, brick, coal, ash, metal, concrete, tyre fragments and glass. 

The Made Ground is underlain by alluvial deposits of firm blue grey mottled brown clay. 

At depth the site is underlain by the Mercia Mudstone Group. 

Shallow groundwater is present at or close to the junction between the Made Ground and the underlying Alluvial Deposits, between approximately 1.5 ‑ 4.5 m bgl. 

The Alluvial deposits represent a minor aquifer of variable permeability. 

The Mercia Mudstone is a nonaquifer of negligible permeability and would inhibit the downward migration of mobile contaminants (if present) within the shallow groundwater into deeper aquifers. 

The overall inferred direction of groundwater flow is assumed to be to the southeast, and it is assumed that groundwater within the Alluvial Deposits ultimately discharges to the Severn Estuary.

The Agency considers that this report adequately describes the condition of the site and in particular identifies any substance in, on or under the land that may constitute a pollution risk. 
To ensure the continued effectiveness of pollution prevention measures to protect the land the Operator is required to implement and operate under a Site Protection and Monitoring Programme, (Conditions 2.1.2 and 2.10.9), the design of which must be reported to the Agency within two months from the date of permit issue, Condition 4.1.7. 
B5
Permit Section  2.12  -  Multiple Operator installations

This is not a multi-Operator installation

Management

Management techniques are one of the available techniques for emission prevention and control and are therefore part of the determination of BAT [ see also Part C ahead ] for the installation. The permit contains standard conditions at 1.3 and 2.3 which are designed to deliver the requirements in most cases. 

B6
Permit Section 1.3  - Overarching Management Condition

The Agency is satisfied that appropriate management systems and management structures are in place for this Installation, and that sufficient financial, technical and manpower resource is available to the Operator to ensure compliance with all the Permit conditions. Standard condition 1.3.1 will ensure that the Operator maintains this position. 

It is intended that the Operator's Environmental Management System, will become externally accredited to ISO 14001 in mid 2005. Early review of this is suggested for the compliance phase of the permit.

B7
Permit Section 2.3  - Management 
B7.1
Permit Section 2.3.2-4 Staffing and Training  

The information provided in response to Questions in Section 2.3 of the Application indicates that the installation will be operated by an adequate number of staff, who are suitably trained and supervised.  Appropriate written operating instructions will be available, and a system will be in place for the recording of staff training. Standard conditions 2.3.1 to 2.3.4 will ensure that the operator maintains this position.
B7.2
Permit Section 2.3.5-6 Operation and Maintenance 

The information provided in response to Questions in Section 2.3 of the Application indicates that the installation will be operated and maintained in compliance with the Conditions in the Permit. Standard conditions 2.3.5 and 2.3.6 will ensure that the operator maintains this position.  

The Operator intends to implement a formal computerised maintenance system which includes maintenance planning, programmed preventative maintenance, breakdown history and recording of all maintenance done.

B7.3
Permit Section 2.3.7-8 Incidents and Complaints 

The information provided in response to Questions in Section 2.3 of the Application indicates that there will be a suitable incident/complaint logging and response system in place. Standard conditions 2.3.7 and 2.3.8 will ensure that the operator maintains this position. Responding to a question in the issued Schedule 4, the Operator has resisted the setting up of a Local Liaison Committee to deal with complaints received (mainly dust deposition, some noise ones). The Operator believes that the new installation, built to BAT standards will not receive complaints. This topic needs to be reviewed during the compliance phase of the permit.

B7.4
Permit Section 2.3.9 Fit and Proper 

Not applicable.

PART C:  DETERMINATION OF permit CONDITIONS

C1.   The legal requirements relating to permit conditions. 

Regulation 11 of the PPC Regulations requires that certain general principles are taken into account in the determination of permit conditions for PPC installations. These include that installations should be operated so as to ensure that (a) all appropriate preventative measures are taken against pollution, in particular through the application of BAT, and (b) no significant pollution is caused. Additional general principles include pursuance of the waste strategy objectives of the Waste Framework Directive, using energy efficiently, preventing accidents and returning sites to a satisfactory state on definitive cessation. 

Regulation 12 requires the permit to include such conditions as the regulator considers appropriate to comply with a range of requirements including the following:

· ensuring a high level of protection of the environment;

· setting emission limit values (ELVs) for pollutants likely to be emitted from the installation in significant quantities, having regard to their nature and potential to transfer pollution from one environmental medium to another;

· that these ELVs shall be based on BAT for the description of installation but shall take account of its technical characteristics, geographical location and the local environmental conditions;

· that the ELVs may, where appropriate, be supplemented or replaced by equivalent parameters or technical measures;

· that, where an EQS requires stricter ELVs, these shall be set;

· that conditions should aim to minimise long distance and transboundary pollution; ensure protection of the soil and groundwater and management of waste generated; relate to periods of abnormal operation, start up, stoppages etc; set steps to be taken prior to and after definitive cessation of operations; and set suitable emission monitoring, reporting and notification requirements.  

Regulation 3 contains the definition of BAT and this is supplemented by a number of other considerations set out in Schedule 2.    

There are also a number of other regulatory requirements beyond those in the PPC Regulations described above, which may affect the operating conditions that are required to be included in the permit. These are generally dealt with in Part C5 ahead.   

C2.    The Agency`s general approach to the determination / condition setting.

The Agency has produced technical guidance for most sectors subject to PPC. Together with cross-sectoral technical guidance, these include indicative standards that the Agency considers likely to deliver the various requirements set out above, having regard to any corresponding BREF Note. The indicative standards are divided into sections that correspond to each of the relevant requirements described in Section C1 above. The operator's application should include information about how it is proposed to operate the installation so as to meet these indicative standards or justify why other standards should apply instead. The Agency will assess the operator's proposals and if it is satisfied will apply specific as well as standard permit conditions designed to ensure the approved standards of operation of the installation will be maintained.  

Where there is no specific technical guidance for the activities that make up the installation there will be other related technical guidance that can be used to identify the technologies and techniques employed and the standards that can be obtained.  There is also other technical literature that the Agency may use to support its analysis of the installation.

C3.
Conditions  relating to  point source emissions  .  

The indicative BAT techniques relevant to this installation are set out in Technical Guidance Note TGN S2.01that has been developed having regard to the related BREF Note. The Agency has assessed the operator's BAT proposals as set out in sections 2.3 & 2.4 and compared them against the indicative standards applying to this sector as described in the TGN.  

Emissions to Air

The Agency has also reviewed the operator's assessment of the environmental impact of emissions from the installation. During pre-application discussions it was agreed that the Operator would provide an assessment of emissions to air from Release Points A1 & A2 based on ADMS 3 air modelling, rather than the rudimentary H1 spreadsheet. 

Since the installation is a new build, there is no actual emission data to use in the modelling.

Consequently the operator modelled particulates at 5 mg/m3 (i.e. half the benchmark) and Dioxins /Furans at 0.5 ng/m3. Other species (metals/ acid gases) were not modelled, being defended by the Operator on he grounds that other species have been shown to be negligible from the current installation and the new one will have lower emissions. The modelling appears sufficiently robust, using building downwash and terrain modules, together with local meteorological conditions. It should be noted that the new installation a new bag filter to minimise emissions and then renders harmless the residual emissions via dispersion from a stack. A1 uses a 45m stack height for the main releases, compared to only 33m for the existing melt shop.

Particulate impacts from A1 & A2 combined suggest that emissions will not breach ST AQ Standards and are less that 10% of these limits – thus insignificance. The LT impacts are above the 1% H1 guidance for insignificance (at 4%), though this is using a conservative assumption that A1 (main furnace extract) and A2 (raw material silo extract) are operating continually. In fact there will be a variable load on A1 depending on the melt cycle and only intermittent usage of A2 so the modelled result will be a considerable over-estimation.

Despite confidence from the Operator that a better than benchmark particulate emission value will be obtained, it was felt sensible to apply BAT limits at the outset of the permit, leaving opportunities for tightening when actual emission data is available.

Dioxin modelling was again carried out using the estimated maximum 0.5 ng/m3 benchmark release. Comparing the model’s ground level concentration against that obtained using actual data for the current installation shows a 45% reduction in max glc is predicted (0.1pg/m3 vs 0.187pg/m3 for current installation). With a range of emissions levels given for BAT, a value slightly higher than mid point of the range was applied (0.3 ng/m3)

The Operator had under the current installation’s PPC permit reviewed the tolerable daily Intake of Dioxin (TDI) for members of the community. The application then apportioned the new plant’s impact based on a reduction of intended emissions. As a consequence no group of people were exposed to the 2 pg TEQ kg.bw-1 day limit.

The Applicant modelling results were not subjected to any further review from AQMAU. This is defended on the basis that the time for such a review will be following results from modelling actual emissions from the installation – post start up.

The Improvement Condition plan includes IC3 to require full monitoring to be carried out, a review of how this impacts the modelling presented in the application, and if necessary (IC4) a repeat of the modelling. 

A pre-operation condition 1.6.2 requires a baseline assessment of Dioxins & Furans. This has been inserted to ensure that concentrations of Dioxins (and Zinc) are known prior to the operation of the installation. The Operator made representation for this to be removed on the grounds that it could unnecessarily raise fears in the community, but removal was resisted on the grounds that a baseline value would allow the installation to show improved performance. This & future monitoring should allow a review of the TDI predictions.

The application contained information surrounding impacts from air to the surrounding Habitat’s site (Severn Estuary) & SSSI’s (Estuary again and Gwent Levels). No significant impact was predicted. (see sections C19.9 & 10).

The proposed techniques / emission levels for priorities for control are in line with the benchmark levels contained in the TGN and the Agency therefore considers them to represent BAT for the installation; 
Particulate releases are the only ones identified as being emitted in significant quantities and even these are only narrowly above insignificance. An ELV and technical measures based on BAT has been set for these under permit conditions.

The use of water sprays on the gas off-take from the 4th hole of the EAF is defended by the operator as affording excellent protection against ‘denouvo’ synthesis of Dioxins. There will likely be minimal HCl in the off-gas, meaning that there will be no accelerated corrosion within the ductwork.

Together the ELVs set in permit conditions 2.2.1 to 2.2.3, the equivalent parameters / technical measures secured under conditions 2.1 and the improvement conditions contained in condition 1.4 secure that the approved position based on BAT and the other requirements of the Regulations for point source emission control described above will be maintained by the operator. The following table summarises the ELV’s applied, together with the proposed technique for meeting BAT.

Emissions to Air – from main stack (A1)

	Emission
	Benchmark given in S2.01
	Proposed limit in Table 2.2.2
	Details of proposed technique to meet limit

	PM10
	20 g/t LS mass release

10mg/m3  hourly average
	10mg/m3  hourly average
	Bag filtration

	S02
	24-130g/t LS mass release.

No concentration value specified.
	25mg/m3 15-min average
	Sulphur content of scrap low.

	NOx
	120-240 g/t LS mass release.

<50mg/m3
	25mg/m3  hourly average
	-

	CO
	0.74 - 3.9 kg/t LS mass release

100mg/m3  hourly average
	100mg/m3  hourly average
	Oxygen excess during combustion/post combustion

	PCDD/F
	0.07-9pg/t LS mass release

0.1-0.5 ng I-TEQ/m3 
	0.3 ng I-TEQ/m3
	Organic content of scrap is low. Rapid cooling of EAF off-gas. Bag Filtration

	VOC
	20rng/m3 hourly average (expressed as carbon)
	20rng/m3 hourly average
	Organic content of scrap is low.

	PAH
	3.5 - 71 mg EEPA16/t LS mass release
	No concentration limit applied. Monitoring required.
	Organic content of scrap is low. Bag filtration.

	PCB
	15 - 45 mg 1PC13/t LS mass release
	No concentration limit applied. Monitoring required.
	Organic content of scrap is low. Bag filtration.

	Metals
	Various concentration limits & / or mass release levels
	No concentration limit applied. Monitoring required.
	Bag filtration


Emissions to Water

There are no emissions to controlled water.

Emissions to sewer are predicted to be insignificant due to the benign aspect of the emissions (mainly site surface water run-off). The Agency concurs with this view. Within Table 2.2.8, limits have been applied to species (Oil & grease, suspended solids & metals). These ELV’s have used as a basis those values set out in S2.01 which are for releases to controlled water, even though releases are to sewer. Two exceptions to this are higher values for oil & grease (5 instead of 3 mg/l) and suspended solids (200 instead of 20 mg/l). These ELV’s are defended on the grounds that the Operator believes that they are achievable. In particular, the site operations will mean background dust levels could be high on occasions (traffic movements), plus DCWW consent is at 400mg/l to the sewer.

In reviewing the discharges to water the Agency has concluded that Direct Toxicity Assessment is not an appropriate method to be utilised for assessing the impacts to water. 

C4. Conditions relating to fugitive emissions.

Various requirements in regulations 11 and 12 mean that control of fugitive emissions should be secured by permit conditions. The Agency has assessed the operator`s proposals for control of fugitive emissions and considers that they will meet the regulatory requirements. Standard conditions 2.2.4 and 2.2.5 will ensure that the operator maintains this position. 
C5. Conditions relating to raw materials and water.

The use of raw materials and water are some of the available techniques for emission prevention and control and are therefore part of the determination of BAT for the installation. In addition “the consumption and nature of raw materials (including water) used in the process” is one of the factors to be considered in determining which of the other available techniques are BAT ( see Schedule 2 of the PPC Regulations).  The Agency has assessed the proposals set out in the Application in response to question B2.4 (section 2.2). They are considered consistent with the use of BAT and the standard Conditions 2.4.1.1-3 will ensure that the operator maintains this position.

The applicant provided details of an excellent water usage strategy that means that losses occur only from evaporation and those associated with maintenance activities on the cooling towers (the latter only 1500m3 every six months). This will be achieved by a cascade use of water, using ‘clean’ water only for those processes in need of it, with excesses being then passed to other processes whose requirements are less demanding. Water available at the end of the quality cycle will be used in order to cool the exhaust gases from the EAF furnace. The Operator’s make-up water will be based around rainwater harvesting, with make-up from reservoir only after former insufficient. These contribute to an expected usage of 1m3 / t LS vs the BREF benchmark of 3 m3/ t LS. The Operator has additionally indicated that ‘grey’ water from local Sewerage Treatment Plant is being actively considered.

Evaporative losses of water from the castor billeting cooling will result in large volumes of water vapour. Reduction of this volume by condensing was considered too expensive & is not normal practice across the sector. The plume will not be highly visible to residential areas, since even in adverse conditions it disperses readily (no complaints have been received from current operations as regards water vapour). Likewise use of ‘new waste heat’ to warm the plume above the dew point has not been considered as a useful process.

Evaporative cooling at the water cooling towers likewise will generate some fugitive plumes, but for the same reasons as above there is no reason to require alternatives to evaporative cooling, which is the process which enables removal of low level heat (ie 25 C to 20 C)
C6.  Conditions relating to waste handling and storage.
Waste handling and storage techniques are some of the available techniques for emission prevention and control and are therefore part of determination of BAT for the installation. Regulation 12(9)(b) also requires consideration of appropriate measures for the management of waste generated by the installation.  The Agency considers that the Applicant has appropriate measures in place for the storage and handling of waste to prevent releases during normal operations and to minimise the potential for accidental releases.  The standard Permit Condition 2.5.1 will ensure that the operator maintains this position.

Slag handling operations within the installation did not propose slag handling pots for EAF / Holding furnaces. Despite further questions within the Schedule 4 Notice, the Operator remained adamant that slag-handling pots create more problems than they solve. The Operator intends to mirror their Barcelona plant and provided details and pictures indicating that slag dust can still be minimised using tapping off to the ground. In essence the slag will be tapped to the ground close to EAF & Ladle furnaces. Any dust generated here will be captured by the building extraction. The slag will then be moved to an intermediate storage are outside the building to cool (assisted by water spraying as required). When cooled and safe to move this material is moved off the installation. Dust during these later operations will be minimised because the area set aside for cooling is protected from the prevailing wind, being sandwiched between two buildings and using a water bowser to maintain it in a damp condition. This has been accepted by the Agency, though standards will be monitored in the early days of the compliance phase of the permit.

C7. Conditions relating to Odour

On consideration of the Application and from its previous knowledge of the operation of the current installation, the Agency considers that the activities to be carried out at the installation are inherently non-odorous and the Agency therefore considers that the standard Condition 2.2.6.1 is appropriate and sufficient.
C8.  Conditions relating to  Noise (and vibration)

On consideration of the Application and from its previous knowledge of the operation of the existing installation, the Agency considers that the activities to be carried out at the installation have the potential to cause noise. Such noise, however, is unlikely to progress significantly beyond the installation boundary and is not likely to cause annoyance. 

This question of noise has been given detailed consideration, since Cardiff City Council consultation on the application yielded information that showed there had been a noise complaint referred to them and Agency regulation likewise is aware from discussions with some residents of noise issues associated with the current operations. 

The local Authority have also set 2 conditions associated with Planning Consent, following the response from the Operator during their Environmental Impact Assessment. These may be summarised as:

Adequate soundproofing of the installation according to approved plans

No noise rating level above 5dB(A) greater than background at any residential site(during construction or operational phases).

The Operator in their application has presented considerable data to support their assertion that the above planning requirements can be met and that noise from the new installation will not be a problem. These include:

1. Design of installation, ensuring that ‘noisier’ aspects of the process are enclosed in clad buildings, which are sited away from some of the sensitive residential locations.

2. A BS 4142:1997 report of noise monitoring has been presented using actual data for the current installation, together with data form the Operator’s Barcelona site (similar to the intended new installation). This report concludes that in all but extreme operating situations, complaints are unlikely and are indeed predicted to be more than 10dB(A) below background at key residential receptors.

The Agency believes that the Applicant’s proposals in respect of noise and vibration control represent BAT.  Agency therefore considers that the standard condition 2.9.1 is appropriate and sufficient.

Since, however, the new installation has not yet been built, a further condition has been included in the Improvement Programme (IC 2) in respect of noise and vibration from the installation. This requires a BS 4142:1997 assessment using actual data from the operating new installation.
C9. Conditions relating to  Pre-operation

Regulation 12(9)(d) allows the imposition of conditions in respect of “steps to be taken prior to the operation of the installation. 

The Agency considers that the following are sensible requirements: 

1.6.1 The Operator shall ensure that all plant, building and other construction work is complete before any operational activity takes place. The Agency shall be informed, in writing, a minimum of 2 weeks in advance of the intention to commence permitted activities at the installation.

1.6.2 The Operator shall present a survey of PCDD/F and Zinc levels in soil surrounding the site at sensitive locations. The scope of the survey shall be submitted for prior approval by the Agency. A report shall be submitted to the Agency detailing the results of this survey, together with proposals for future monitoring.

The first item prevents operations from being started before project completion, the second has been discussed in section C3 above.

IC 1 asks for a post commissioning report, enabling problems to be highlighted prior to prolonged installation operation.

C10. Conditions relating to Off-site (including Off-site motoring)

Regulation 12(12) allows the imposition of off-site conditions, subject to compensation in accordance with the Regulations. 

The Agency considers that it is not necessary to impose any off-site Conditions.   

C11.
Conditions relating to  Waste recovery or disposal

Regulation 11(3)(a) requires a consideration of appropriate conditions to ensure that “waste production is avoided in accordance with Council Directive 75/442/EEC on waste; and where waste is produced, it is recovered or, where that is technically and economically impossible, it is disposed of while avoiding or reducing any impact on the environment”. 

The Agency has considered the proposals in the Application for the avoidance of waste production and, in respect of such waste as is produced, its potential recovery or subsequent disposal.  (See section 2.6). The Agency is satisfied that the proposals show that waste production will be avoided as far as possible, and where waste is produced it will be recovered unless technically and economically impossible. The Agency is further satisfied that the Operators justification for their proposed waste disposal option shows that such waste that does arise from the installation that can not be recovered will be disposed of using a disposal method that avoids or reduces any impact on the environment. Standard Conditions 2.6.1 will ensure that this position is maintained.

Particular reference is made in the application to the EAF dust (900KT pa) produced from the bag house. The Operator acknowledges that this material is classed as Hazardous Waste (EWC Code 10 02 07 – Iron & Steel – solid wastes from gas treatment containing dangerous substances) due to lead oxide content (as well as other leachates e.g. Cd & Zn).

Currently this dust from the existing installation is being sent to Germany for recovery of Zinc – at substantial cost. This is consigned under the Special Waste Regulations (and imminent Hazardous Waste Regulations). The Operator has already conducted a review of processes / techniques for the treatment of this EAF dust (as an improvement condition of the existing permit). This submission was re-presented as part of a Schedule 4 response. These options included those options to see if the dust could be treated in order to enable to pass leachate requirements of the Waste Acceptance Criteria. A conclusion as to which (if any) of these techniques to employ is heavily dependent on the economics of the marketplace. With no existing UK facilities for recovery of the Zn (since Britannia Zinc closed), and with CELSA (as the previous ASW company) failing in their own Zn recovery process, then it is likely that a ‘ Zn-concentrating process’ will be introduced, with the aim of minimising recovery abroad.

However there is a further requirement in the improvement programme (IC 5) for the Operator to provide further details of the process envisaged for recycling of the Zinc containing EAF dust.

C12.  Conditions relating to  Energy Efficiency

Some aspects of energy efficiency form part of the consideration of BAT above. Regulation 11(3)(b) also requires appropriate conditions to be imposed in order to secure that “energy is used efficiently”.   The Agency has considered the information in the Application in respect of energy efficiency, including that for the Applicant’s proposed energy management system.  (See Section 2.7.2 of application). The Agency is satisfied that at the commencement of the Permit, the installation should be operated in an energy efficient manner, and that Standard Conditions 2.7.1 – 2.7.3 are appropriate and sufficient. In the early days of the compliance phase of the permit, a satisfactory implementation of the energy management system should be ensured.

In respect of Condition 2.7.1, the Operator is required to report energy usage annually on standard form E1, which has been modified to include a response to the amount of chemical energy used by the installation (this is via the use of coke & carbon during the melting cycle).
C13.   Conditions relating to  Accident prevention and control

Regulation 11(3)(c) requires the consideration of appropriate conditions to secure “the necessary measures are taken to prevent accidents and limit their consequences.”

The Agency has considered the accident management plan submitted under Section 2.8 of the Application and considers that the Applicant has a suitable system in place to identify, assess and minimise the environmental risks and hazards of accidents and their consequences. Standard Condition 2.8.1 in the Permit is appropriate and sufficient to ensure that the necessary measures will be taken to prevent accidents and to limit their consequences.
C14.   Conditions relating to Closure and decommissioning

Regulation 11(3) provides that “upon definitive cessation of activities the necessary measures are taken to avoid any pollution risk and to return the site of the installation to a satisfactory state”. Regulation 12(9)(d) also requires that there be appropriate conditions in terms of steps to be taken after the definitive cessation of operations. 

The Agency has considered the application response submitted by the operator and considers that the proposals for closure and decommissioning are satisfactory and that Standard conditions 2.11 will ensure that the operator maintains this position.
C15.   Conditions relating to On-site monitoring

Regulation 12(9)(f) requires consideration of appropriate conditions to address “emission monitoring requirements specifying measurement methodology, frequency, and evaluation procedure”. The Agency has decided that emissions monitoring should be carried out for the parameters listed in Tables 2.2.2 and 2.2.8, using the methods and to the frequencies it has specified in those Tables.  (See Condition 2.10.1.) These monitoring requirements have been imposed in order to ensure that emissions, particularly from A1 – main dust abatement are continually assessed for particulates and carbon monoxide. The former is important since particulates will contain most of the heavy metals from the process. The latter will enable combustion conditions during melt cycles to be reviewed. Annual requirements for other species to air are in line with TGN S2.01. Initial proposals from the Operator for the only included CEM for particulates, but through discussions and a Schedule 4 Notice, agreement was reached for MCERTs CEM’s for particulates and Carbon Monoxide.

Odour complaints against the site have not been a problem and thus it is believed that a CEM for VOC analysis is superfluous.

The Agency requires quarterly monitoring for lead as part of the ‘corporate scorecard’. The amounts of lead emitted appear relatively low and Policy colleagues were asked to agree to with drawing this condition. Whilst they agreed emissions were relatively low, permission was denied. Since inclusion in the corporate score card was based on thresholds arrived at by analysing Pollution Inventory returns, there may be an opportunity to review their inclusion at a later stage.

Emissions to sewer will be minimal, and monitoring may be felt superfluous. In discussions with Agency colleagues surrounding EAF dust recycling, mention has been made as to the consequence of Zn concentration in the dust has led to an increase in ambient levels of Zn. By monitoring in the site surface water, there is an opportunity to pick up a trend. The Operator has requested that the anticipated monitoring of S2 (SW corner run off and site foul water) in the 1st draft of the permit be removed. The Operator believes that sampling of this stream will be a health hazard for staff (foul drains) and also represents merely a small % of the site run off. Thus by restricting monitoring to S3, the option to pick up Zn trends remain.
A further requirement for ambient monitoring of Particulate dust and NOx levels has been included in condition 4.1.9 (being consistent with the earlier template conditions for the steel sector).

C16.  Conditions relating  to Records

Effective record keeping is considered to be one of the management techniques for emission prevention and control.  It is considered that the standard condition requirements are appropriate for this Installation.

C17.  Conditions relating to Reporting
Regulation 12(9)(f) requires consideration of appropriate conditions in respect of the reporting of monitoring results. It is considered that the standard condition requirements are appropriate for this installation. Section 2.10 (Monitoring) gives the main details justifying the requirements.

In respect of Condition 4.1.3 - Installation performance, water and energy usage, plus particulate emission per tonne of liquid steel produced gives a clear measure of the efficiency and environmental impact of the installation.
C18.  Conditions relating to Notifications

Regulation 12(9)(f) requires consideration of appropriate conditions for notification of incidents or accidents which may cause significant pollution. It is considered that the standard condition requirements are appropriate for this installation.

C19.
Other legal requirements relevant to the determination of the Application and to the setting of permit conditions 

Industry Specific

C19.1 Relevant Secretary of State Directions 

There are no Secretary of State Directions made under the Pollution Prevention and Control (England and Wales) Regulations 2000, as amended, which are relevant to the determination of this Application.  

C19.2
Regulation 12A – implementation of the Solvent Emissions Directive (SED)  (1999/13/EC) 

The Installation does not include any activity listed in Annex I of the Directive or activity which, whilst listed in Annex I, is above the relevant threshold in Annex IIA, so no provisions of the SED apply.

Air

C19.3
Environment Act 1995 – Section 81 (National Air Quality Strategy)

In determining the conditions for this Permit, the Agency has had regard to the National Air Quality Strategy.  The Agency considers that it has taken its decision in compliance with the NAQS, and that there are no additional conditions that should be included in this Permit.

Water

C19.4
Groundwater Regulations 1998

There are no releases of List 1 substances to ground or groundwater from this installation. 

The operation of the installation will not cause the disposal of a List 1 substance or other activity that might lead to an indirect discharge of such a substance. “Prior investigation” within the meaning of the Regulations shows that indirect discharges would not occur and conditions have been imposed to prevent such discharges. These conditions include suitable hardstanding, bunding of tanks and suitably specified drainage channels. 

The operation of the installation will not cause the direct or indirect discharge of List II substances but “prior investigation” has been undertaken and conditions imposed which secure prevention of pollution of groundwater. These conditions include suitable hardstanding, bunding of tanks and suitably specified drainage channels.

The conditions at section 2.2.3 secure these and other requirements of the Groundwater Regulations.  

C19.5  Water Framework Directive Regulations 2003

Consideration has been to whether any additional requirements should be imposed in terms of the Agency`s duty under regulation 3 to secure the objectives of the Water Framework Directive through ( inter alia) PPC permits, but it is felt that existing conditions are sufficient in this regard and no other appropriate requirements have been identified.  

Waste

C19.6
Waste Management Licensing Regulations (WMLR 1994) - (pursuit of the relevant objectives where there is the disposal or recovery of waste)

The installation includes no activities for the disposal or recovery of waste.

C19.7  Waste Oils Directive

The installation does not contain waste disposal or recovery activities involving waste oils to which the Directive applies.

C19.8 Hazardous Waste Directive 

As discussed in section C11, the installation does produce hazardous wastes to which the Directive applies and will correctly consign those wastes.

Conservation

C19.9 The Conservation (Natural Habitats etc) Regulations 1994

The proposed installation is within 1 km of the Severn Estuary European site. An Appendix 11 has been submitted to CCW. This submission (attached in Appendix C) contained an assessment of the impact of any air emissions and any noise impacts. There are no direct emissions of water to the European site. The conclusion was made by the Agency, with agreement from CCW (on 21st January 2005), that the new installation is not likely to have “ a significant effect on a European site”. 

C19.10 Countryside and Rights of Way Act 2000 (CROW 2000)

Section 85 duty concerning Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty  (AONB)

There is no AONB which could be affected by the Installation

Section 28G  Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 (WCA 1981) duty concerning SSSIs

Consideration has been given as to whether any additional requirements should be imposed in terms of the Agency's duty under section 28G WCA 1981 (as amended by Schedule 9 of CROW 2000) to take reasonable steps to further the conservation and enhancement of the SSSI. Two local SSSI’s (Severn Estuary < 1km) and Gwent Levels (< 2Km) were identified and an Appendix 4 document was prepared and submitted to CCW. This document came to the conclusion that the installation is unlikely to have a significant impact on the Estuary (see section C19.9) nor the Gwent levels (air emissions are diluted before any possible deposition). CCW concurred with this view (see Appendix B attached, file copy dated 21st January 2005). It is felt that existing requirements are sufficient in this regard and no other appropriate requirements have been identified.

Section 28 I WCA 1981 duty to consult English Nature/CCW

The advice received from CCW following its consultation as required under s28 I WCA 1981 (as amended by Schedule 9 CROW 2000), has been taken into account when deciding to grant the Permit, and in determining its conditions. It is felt that existing requirements are sufficient in this regard and no other appropriate requirements have been identified.

C19.11 Environment Act 1995 – Section 7 (Pursuit of Conservation Objectives)
Consideration has been given to whether any additional requirements should be imposed in terms of the Agency’s duty to have regard to the various conservation objectives set out in s 7 EA 1995, but it is felt that existing requirements are sufficient in this regard and no other appropriate requirements have been identified.

General

C19.12 Environment Act 1995 – Section 4 (Pursuit of Sustainable Development)

By section 4 of the EA 1995, the Agency has a duty to contribute towards achieving sustainable development as considered appropriate by Ministers and set out in guidance issued to it.  The relevant statutory guidance issued to the Agency by the Secretary of State for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs is The Environment Agency’s Objectives and Contribution to Sustainable Development: Statutory Guidance (December 2002).  It is noted that this document: 

“provides guidance to the Agency on such matters as the formulation of approaches that the Agency should take to its work, decisions about priorities for the Agency and the allocation of resources.  It is not directly applicable to individual regulatory decisions of the Agency”.  

In respect of regulation of industrial pollution through the PPC Regulations, the Guidance refers in particular to the objective of setting permit conditions “in a consistent and proportionate fashion based on Best Available Techniques and taking into account all relevant matters…”.  The Agency considers that it has pursued the objectives set out in the Government’s guidance, where relevant, and that there are no additional conditions that should be included in this Permit to take account of the section 4 EA 1995 duty.

C19.13 PPC Regulations - Schedule 4, Part 2. para 13  (EIA Directive information)

The Agency has assessed the information supplied by the Applicant in relation to Environmental Impact Assessment for the installation in response to Question B 5.1 but considers that no additional or different conditions are appropriate.

C19.14 Human Rights Act 1998  (HRA 1998)

The Agency has considered potential interference with Convention rights in reaching its decision and considers that its decision is compatible with its duties under the Human Rights Act 1998. The Agency does not accept that Convention rights are engaged in the present case.

Other
The permit & Decision Document has been peer reviewed and all comments assessed. Relevant points have been incorporated into the permit / decision document, as appropriate. Comments from these and also from Operator who has commented on drafts are copied to the determination file.

N.P.Allen





A. Gibbs

04/05/05
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APPENDIX A – Consultee responses
Summary of consultation responses received and the way in which they have been taken in to account in the determination process:

	Brief summary of issues raised
	Response received from consultee
	Summary of actions taken or show how this has been covered

	Local Health Board


	Accepting that insignificant impact should ensue from BAT. Would like to see Noise Survey & Actual Emissions reported after commissioning.
	Improvement conditions ask for such reports.

	Welsh Water


	Clarifying information received regarding position of the sewer discharge and possible need of applicant to apply for a new discharge consent to WW.
	Schedule 4 Notice obtained confirmatory information from Operator, which is incorporated into the permit (with, in the end, no need for another discharge consent).

	Food Standards Agency


	Concerned at levels of emissions of metals, particulates and Dioxins that would impact on local food chain. The concern was based upon incorrect understanding of emissions data provided in Application. On clarification by telephone/email, consultee wrote accepting minimal impact. FSA would like to see 1st round of emission monitoring data from the new installation, to confirm emissions are at or below BAT levels.
	Improvement conditions ask for such emission monitoring to be carried out.

	CCW


	Once supporting information for Appendix 4 & 11 provided in format required by CCW, CCW wrote back accepting likely insignificance (21/01/05)
	No further action required

	Cardiff City Council


	Information provided by CCC regarding Planning Consent conditions & one noise complaint.
	Permit conditions will enable noise conditions within the planning consent to be confirmed as met.

	
	
	


APPENDIX B – CROW Act consideration
	CROW Appendix 4

The  CROW  Act 2000 and Environment Agency Permissions - Formal Notice 


	
[image: image1.png]ENVIRONMENT
AGENCY





	Environment Agency Formal Notice To English Nature/Countryside Council For Wales

Requirements of section 28I of the Wildlife & Countryside Act 1981 as incorporated by the Countryside and Rights of Way Act (CROW) 2000. 

Duty in relation to granting any consent, licence or permit for activities to be carried out in or capable of affecting Sites of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI).



	To be completed by relevant technical/project officer in consultation with Conservation section, referring to the Agency Guidance and the  flow chart in CROW Appendix 2 titled , ' The CROW Act 2000 and Environment Agency Permissions' .
NB:  [1] It is expected that there has been preliminary Consultation with EN/CCW, where the application timetable permits. 

[2] Complete this form for any proposed permissions which the Agency is minded to approve, having taken account of the Agency’s S28G duties. This applies to all proposed permissions within an SSSI which relate to operations  listed on the OLD list, and to permissions outside an SSSI which are likely to damage its special features.

	 1.    Agency Region and Area Office:


	Environment Agency Wales

S.E Area Office, Rivers House, St Mellons Business Park, Cardiff,

CF3 0EY

	 2.    Name of SSSI(s):

                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                      
	1. Severn Estuary

2. Gwent Levels Rumney & Peterstone

	3. Type of permission:


	Application for a PPC Permit.

	4. Date for Agency determination:


	N/A

	5. Predicted 28 day date for EN/CCW 

Response (under S28 I(4)):


	CCW received PPC application 27th October 2004, thus response anticipated asap. 

	Agency reference no: 


	TP3639BH

	National Grid reference:


	ST 212763


	8.
 Description of proposal: 
	Statutory application for PPC Permit for a new arc furnace to replace the existing older one. The site will contain one (instead of two arc furnaces), adjacent materials handling and fume extraction plant. South of Rover way will be a continued scrap handling operation. There will be releases to air from the fume extraction plant and occasionally fugitives. There will be a minimal release to any process water to sewer.

	9.   Is the proposed activity within (wholly or partially) the  SSSI boundary? 


	Not within the boundary of any SSSI’s. However it is possible that emissions to air/water may affect the SSSI’s listed in Section 2.


	10. 
	If within the SSSI and on the OLD list, and/or outside the SSSI boundary, what aspect of the proposed permission is likely in the Agency view to adversely affect the notified interest of the SSSI?

PART A: LIST OF SSSIs WITHIN 2km OF SITE


	

	
	Site name
	xSAC comp-onent?
	Bio/Geo
	Grid reference
	EN/

CCW
	Main features (not all):


	
	

	
	1. Severn Estuary
	(
	Bio
	ST212761
	CCW
	Intertidal mudflats, sandflats,  rocky platforms and  Saltmarsh, sustaining populations of invertebrates, waterfowl and migratory fish
	
	

	
	2. Gwent Levels
	(
	Bio
	ST224779
	CCW
	The Gwent Levels reens are rich in plant species and communities (pondweed, snails & dragonflies). The aquatic invertebrate fauna is very diverse (marshflies, water beetles, damselfly)
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	PART B: MATRIX OF POTENTIAL IMPACTS ON SSSIs LISTED IN PART A .


	

	
	Name of

SSSI
	HABITAT

TYPE

PRESENT
	Detrimental impact from the following having considered sensitivity of the habitat types present (either yes (() or no (()).
	Proximity 
	Conclusion on the overall impact on the SSSI.


	

	
	
	
	F: Noise Disturbance.

J: Changes to water chemistry. 

Toxicity from Particulates, PCB’s, PAH’s or  heavy metals 

Nutrient enrichment form any phosphates in aqueous releases.

Acidity form deposition of acid gases.
	
	
	

	
	1. Severn Estuary
	Intertidal mudflats, sandflats,  rocky platforms and  Saltmarsh, sustaining populations of invertebrates, waterfowl and migratory fish
	(

	< 800m
	There are no direct water emissions to the Severn Estuary.

There will be no detrimental impact on the features of this SSSI caused by air emissions. See Habitat’s assessment & attached supporting document.
	

	
	2. Gwent Levels
	The Gwent Levels reens are rich in plant species and communities (pondweed, snails & dragonflies). The aquatic invertebrate fauna is very diverse (marshflies, water beetles, damselfly)
	(

	<2000m
	There are no direct water emissions to the Gwent Levels.

There will be no detrimental impact on the features of this SSSI caused by air emissions – on the basis that this feature is further away from the site than the above Severn Estuary site.
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	


	11. Name & job title of Agency Officer:


	Dr N.P.Allen

Determining officer
	Date form sent to EN/CCW:




	For Agency use only, once EN/CCW response received 

	12.   EN/CCW comment on assessment:
	Please circle one of following:

1) No comment/advice

2) Advise approval

3) Advise approval with conditions

4) Advise refusal

Please ensure that the EN/CCW response is attached to this Formal Notice.

	13.  Name & job title of EN/CCW Officer:


	
	Date of receipt of EN/CCW response:


APPENDIX C – Habitat’s Assessment
	Form HR01: Proforma for new applications within Stage 2 criteria.
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	Environment Agency Record of Assessment of Likely Significant Effect On A European Site (Stage 2)



	PART A

To be completed by relevant technical/project officer in consultation with Conservation/Ecology section and EN/CCW

	1.
Type of permission/activity:
	PPC  Application for a permit



	2.
Agency reference no:

	TP3639BH



	3.
National Grid reference:
	ST 212763



	4.
Site reference:
	Tremorfa New Melt Facility



	5.
Brief description of proposal:
	Statutory application for PPC Permit for a new arc furnace to replace the existing older one. The site will contain one (instead of two arc furnaces), adjacent materials handling and fume extraction plant. South of Rover way will be a continued scrap handling operation. There will be releases to air from the fume extraction plant and occasionally fugitives. There will be a minimal release to any process water to sewer.



	6.
European site name(s) and

              status:
	Severn Estuary  SPA, Ramsar, pSAC

	7.
List of interest features: 
	Summary:

3.9    Birds of estuarine habitats

1.12 Estuarine and intertidal habitats

inc. Atlantic Salt Meadows

1.13  Submerged marine habitats

2.5 Anadromous fish

Details:           

 SPA:

· Internationally important wintering population of Bewick swans

· Wetland of international importance for populations of 5 species of migratory wildfowl (European white-fronted goose, shelduck, gadwall, dunlin and redshank)

· Wetland of international importance, supporting winter populations of >20,000 waterfowl

· Supporting habitats of intertidal mudflats and sandflats, saltmarsh, shingle and rocky shores

Ramsar:

· Estuary with extreme tidal range

· Unusual estuarine communities, reduced species diversity and high productivity

· Populations and runs of rare migratory fish (Allis shad, Twaite shad, river lamprey, sea lamprey, Atlantic salmon, sea trout)

· Spring and autumn passage migratory birds

· Regularly supports >20,000 wintering waterfowl

pSAC:

· Estuaries

· Atlantic salt meadows (saltmarsh)

· Mudflats and sandflats not covered by seawater at low tides

· Sub-tidal sandbanks

· Reefs

· Migratory fish (Allis shad, Twaite shad, sea lamprey, river lamprey)



	8.
Is the proposal directly connected with or necessary to the management of the site for nature conservation?
	No

	9.
What potential hazards are likely to affect the interest features? 

	
	
	
	
	

	
	Sensitive Interest Feature:
	Potential hazard:
	Potential exposure to hazard and mechanism of effect/impact if known:
	

	
	Submerged marine habitats
	F: Noise Disturbance.

J: Changes to water chemistry. 

Toxicity from Particulates, PCB’s, PAH’s or  heavy metals 

Nutrient enrichment form any phosphates in aqueous releases.

Acidity form deposition of acid gases.
	Noise from furnaces & materials handling

Either:

a) any possible emissions to air, followed by deposition onto species.

b) Aqueous emissions direct to the Severn.
	

	
	Anadromous fish
	Ditto
	Ditto
	

	
	Birds of estuarine habitats
	Ditto
	Ditto
	

	
	Estuarine and intertidal habitats

(exc. Atlantic Salt Meadows)
	Ditto
	Ditto
	

	
	Atlantic Salt Meadows


	Ditto
	Ditto
	

	
	Key to Categories

A. Habitat loss

B. Changes in physical regime

C. Physical damage

D. Turbidity

E. Habitat/community simplification

F. Disturbance (noise, visual)

G. Competition from non-native species

H. Changes to flow and velocity regime

I. Reduced surface water flooding

J. Changes to water chemistry


	
	
	

	10.
Is the potential scale or magnitude of any effect likely to be significant? 

	a) Alone
	F. Noise

Noise from the furnaces & materials handling will be rendered insignificant due to the insulation provided by enclosed/insulated buildings coupled with shielding provided by existing buildings and the high land along the coastline.

J. Changes to Water Chemistry:

No this plant will have no significant impact on the Severn and indeed will be less than the current Melt Facility (which will be decommissioned following the successful commissioning of the New Plant).

Emissions to air are predicted to be at or below levels associated with BAT (and monitoring post operation of the plant to confirm this will be required by an improvement condition). 

Estimated levels of Particulates (where most of the metals will aggregate) are of the order of 80 te per year, with 130 te & 250 te of SO2 & NOx as worst-case scenarios respectively. These quantities are released to the whole surrounding environment and only a percentage (approx 25% based only simple surface areas of land/estuary) of this would be deposited over the Severn & Mud Flats and would be then be further diluted by extreme amounts.

Similar estimates of the annual releases of Dioxins yield approximately 6g per year, again to the whole environment, with much less reaching the Severn. It is estimated that this reflects a 30% reduction on current releases, which have been demonstrated already as insignificant.

There are no aqueous emissions from the process which go direct to the Severn since they are normally recycled within the process (On rare occasions during maintenance operations, there may be a necessity to send these to sewer). Surface water run-off are also sent to sewer, though to East Moors Sewerage Treatment Works where any organic loading would be destroyed. Heavy metals within the liquors are small and would accumulate in the sewage sludge, meaning a negligible level reaching the Severn direct.



	b) In combination with other plans or projects
	No – this site has an insignificant impact and cannot be meaningfully said to combined with other sites that (for example) contribute many thousands of tonnes per year of of SO2 & NOx.



	11.
Conclusion:

Is the proposal likely to have a

significant effect ‘alone or in

combination’ on a European

site?


(attach any relevant supporting information)
	No. 

For supporting information see pages 109-118 of PPC application, including Figs 16-20. See also additional document provided as addendum.(EIA TP3639BH)


	12. Name of EA Officer:


	N.P.Allen
	Date: 23/12/04

	13. EN/CCW comment on assessment:


	

	14. Name of EN/CCW Officer:


	
	Date:


Environmental Impact Assessment TP3639BH

This application refers to a new Arc Furnace installation that has not yet been built, but is to be built to new plant standards. It is expected to come on stream Q1 2006. The table below is a summary of the long-term impact from the existing Arc Furnace (which will be closed down on the commissioning of the new furnace). [Note at these levels of annual emissions 80 /130 / 250 te of Particulates / SO2 / NOx respectively, any short term impact can be dismissed]

	Substance
	EAL

(μg /m3)
	PC

(μg /m3)
	Background

(μg /m3)
	PC/EAL as %
	PEC/EAL as % 

	PM10
	40 1
	1.75 4
	20.5
	4.4
	56

	PM10
	40 1
	3.67 3
	20.5
	9.2
	60

	NO2
	30 2
	1.9 3
	17.4
	6.3
	64

	SO2
	20 2
	0.6 3
	6.8
	3
	37


Note 1: Long-term benchmark (Air Quality Objective Human Health)

Note 2: Long-term benchmark (Objectives for the protection of vegetation & ecosystems)

Note 3: Predictive annual mean concentrations at Severn Estuary (Grid Ref 322000, 176600) from the air quality modelling (carried out as part of original PPC application)

Note 4: Predictive annual mean concentration from the air quality modelling (carried out as part of current PPC application)

Using the guidance provided by CCW – Section 4, it can be seen that the table above indicates that the current Arc Furnace has an insignificant impact on the Severn (and indeed this was concluded by CCW in 2003 as part of the consultation process). The new arc furnace (that will replace the old one) will operate at BAT emission levels and it can be seen that particulate impact is predicted to fall. Emissions of SO2 / NOx are likely to be similar, perhaps slightly lower – based on the likelihood that the new furnace will operate more efficiently than the 30 year furnace.

Note following a period of operation of the new furnace, there will be a requirement for the environmental impact to be confirmed (via an improvement condition of the permit).

N.P.Allen 22/12/04
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