RF Brookes – Rogerstone Park (Solway Foods Ltd) 
 
Permit Ref: UP3237CP

RF Brookes – Rogerstone Park

Response to Permit 4.1.4 and 4.1.5 Conditions – May 2015

Apologies for the change of format for the presentation of the data to cover the above Permit conditions. The presentation was part of the Annual Management Review required for our ISO14001 certification. We hoped it would demonstrate management commitment, and provide information that would be considered ‘above and beyond’ the information required. But following your department requests, we certainly see how some aspects of this information is confusing or worse, missing essential parts of the Permit requirements. 

Please see below for NRW query and subsequent comments: 

For example, permit condition 4.1.4 asks for a summary report detailing all fugitive emissions from the site in the reporting year, with reference to BAT standards. The site report at ‘EAL 13, and EAL14 references air leaks only. There is neither estimation of the quantity of air released nor any detail in what the site did to stop the leak and prevent future leaks. No doubt the detail is available if you drill down into the sites systems, but the detail should be reported within the submission to cover pc4.1.4. – There was no intention for the EMS summary to answer Permit condition 4.1.4. but rather as a requirement for 4.1.5. Please find attached Summary to satisfy PC 4.1.4. Thank you. Pc 4.1.4. now reviewed and accepted in full. (RT 13 May 2015).
For the KPI’s energy results sheet- the report shows a target reduction of 3275 kWh/t with an actual reported figure of 3552kWh/t achievement. The sheet shows that this is an increase of 12% but does not show the figure that this is a 12% improvement against, so that verifying the figures becomes difficult, and does not match the data reported for regulatory purposes. For example, the tonnes product reported for 2013 and 2014 were 25,817 and 27,021 tonnes respectively – an increase of 6.5%. The Energy used was 119543 and 127848 MW – an increase of 4.5%. The MWh per tonne product went from 0.83 MWh to 0.84MWh equating to 830KWh and 840kWh for 2013 and 2014 respectively, which is vastly different to the figures reported in the Jan – Dec 2014 Environment Management review of 3552kW per tonne product. 

Recommendation 1 – Site to explain why the reported figures are different to the permit reported submissions, and propose a method to standardise the figures. The reason for the disparities in the reporting is due to how ‘tonnages’ is reported to the business. It is collated slightly different than the way total product tonnages is collated for reporting purposes (it is a finance requirement! We collate production and sold. The figures reported internally are ‘as sold’.) Apologies for the confusion. We can demonstrate both methodologies as ‘tonnages’ for this purpose is identical to CCA calculations and are externally auditable.  To be set as an audit item on next visit. RT. (also covers rec 2 answer below)
Water-  A target was identified of 21.1mᵌ/t product. The site reported 23.2mᵌ/t product, but did not show whether this was an improvement on 2013’s return, or identify what percentage increase/decrease was made. NRW recognises that the target set was ambitious, and although it is disappointing to miss the target, recognises that efforts are being made by site to control water use. For clarity, our records show 2013 water use per tonne product to be 22.43mᵌ/tonne product and 2014 to be 23.19 – an increase in 3.3%. These figures need to be reported on the 4.1.5 submission for consistent openness of reporting.

Recommendation 2 – Standardise a method of reporting KPI’s in line with reported figures to NRW. Please see explanation of tonnages above. For future years we will ensure that we standardise all reporting. 
On the ‘regulatory compliance’ sheet it is not made clear that the site has received complaints for odour against it on June 9th 2014 at 16.38 hrs, and June 18th at 16.50 hrs, and that the latter complaint resulted in 2 breaches of permit conditions, namely pc 2.2.6 – failure of the odour abatement system, and pc 1.3 – failure to allocate adequate resources to achieve compliance. This resulted in a Category 3 breach with the category 4 breach waived. The earlier complaint was unsubstantiated at the time due to other local business cross over odours placing doubt over the origin. This level of detail should have been recorded in the submission for clarity. This breach ultimately costs the site 5% discount in annual subscription charges. 
Recommendation 3. Site to reissue the submission for pc 4.1.4 and 4.1.5 identifying the number of complaints received and the non-compliances recorded. It is not a requirement to submit complaint numbers for this is it? Could we remove this information please? The EMS review is a management summary and yes the breaches of Permit were not shared in that particular piece of work for two reasons: 
1. The complaints are logged in accordance with the requirements. Both complaints are definitely recorded, and the remedial actions. These records are available for viewing. Several items were ‘cherry picked’ to discuss at the management review meetings. 

2. This is a mistake on the part of RF Brookes. We misunderstood that there would be a breach because we brought the timeframe forward (for remedial works) significantly, so it is a surprise to learn about the 5% increase in subscription charges. 
The reporting of the number of complaints is not a mandatory requirement for EMS reporting under pc4.1.5. However, it is routinely reported to NRW by sites as an example of best practice, and originates from the 'How to comply with your environmental permit' series of guidance at 'H6 - Horizontal guidance note' at '2.2.6 - Complaints' where it states ' all complaints received by the organisation about their activities must be recorded and acted upon. Other sites report these to us as an example of best practice. Therefore, recommendation 3 remains only a recommendation to report the number of complaints you receive and report them within your pc 4.1.5 return. You are within your rights to not report this in the 4.1.5 return, and if you do not wish to do this, then NRW accepts you(RT 13 Apr 15). 
Site claims to have a daily discharge consent limit of 1500mᵌper day which has been breached with a reported average of 1570mᵌ. Notifications made to NRW for the 2014 reporting period show an average of 1469mᵌfor Jan to June, and 1541mᵌ for July to Dec. The average therefore would be expected to be around 1505mᵌ with an expected slight fluctuation in due to the calculation method employed. Therefore, site needs to explain why there is a difference in the reported averages in the 6 monthly returns compared to the 1570mᵌ reported in the 4.1.5.return.

Recommendation 4. Site to explain the differences in the reported effluent totals.

I had to go back through the records to see where these figures had come from. 
The annual figure for yearly total is 626,567 so an annual average must be 1716 m3 day. The only explanation we can offer is we had several months of interrupted meter supply (meter is owned by Welsh Water) during the year. We may have underreported – we backdated the figures agreed with WW and these are now correct. You will need to report this as a breach of your discharge consent to Welsh water if you have not done so already.
As an aside, WW have given us written confirmation that they will increase our daily Trade Effluent allowance to above 3000m3 a day so we will no longer breach this agreement. Can you send a copy of the new discharge consent when it comes through together with a copy of the increased discharge limit notification. 
