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1 Introduction 

1.1 Air Quality Consultants Ltd (AQC) has reviewed the air quality information submitted by the applicant 

in response to the Environment Agency’s Schedule 5 Notice on 3rd December 2021, and Dorset 

Council’s second Regulation 25 request for further information, 26th January 2022.   

1.2 AQC has previously reviewed the planning application documentation including; Chapter 4 (Air 

Quality), its associated appendices, and relevant sections of Chapter 10 (Natural Heritage) of the 

Environmental Statement (‘ES’) for the Powerfuel Portland Energy Recovery Facility (the ‘Scheme’) 

in October 2020 and additional material submitted to Dorset County Council (DCC) in response to 

the first request for Further Information under Regulation 25 of the Town and Country Planning 

(Environmental Impact Assessment) Regulations 2017, namely Chapter 3 (Air Quality) of the ES 

Addendum and the associated appendices (3.1, 3.2 and 3.3).   

1.3 The information submitted to support the initial permit application was predominantly the same as 

that submitted to support the planning application, as described above.  This review now focuses on 

the additional information submitted in response to the Schedule 5 Notice and second Regulation 

25 request.  It specifically considers:  

• whether the air quality assessment is robust; 

• whether the reported conclusions are supported by the evidence provided;  

• whether the information presented is sufficient to understand the likely air quality impacts of 

the scheme; and 

• whether there are any inconsistencies between the planning and permit applications. 

1.4 Where errors or omissions are identified, they were categorised as either a: 

• Major Issue - in the opinion of the reviewer, any one individual failing would be highly likely to 

invalidate the reported conclusions, or if clear instructions from decisionmakers have not been 

acted on; 

• Moderate Issue - weaknesses have been identified which, individually, may or may not affect 

the conclusions; or 

• Minor Issue - weaknesses have been identified but the professional experience of the 

reviewers suggests that each one, in isolation, would be unlikely to affect the conclusions of 

the assessment.  There remains, however, the potential for multiple minor issues to combine 

to invalidate the reported conclusions.  Minor issues have also been identified where the 

material presented is misleading or otherwise inappropriate to inform consultation.   
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1.5 Previously, only limited attention was paid to the assessment of dust during the construction phase 

and to the release of odours, as is the case for this review.  Both of these impacts can be effectively 

controlled and so the Environment Agency should ensure that sufficient mitigation is in place.  If local 

complaints are received then it will indicate that the mitigation has not be effective and, if this 

happens, the Environment Agency should ensure that additional mitigation measures are applied.   

1.6 As with the ES a number of failings with the submitted documents have been identified.  Furthermore, 

despite these issues being raised previously, the information presented is frequently misleading and 

continues to be extremely difficult to follow.  For these reasons, the failure of this current note to 

highlight additional issues does not mean that no further issues exist or that the assessment is, in 

other respects, accepted.     
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2 Response to Schedule 5 Notice 

2.1 The adequacy of the responses to each of the specific issues raised in the Schedule 5 Notice, dated 

4th November 2021, is considered below.  

2.2 The information is presented in a piecemeal manner, addressing each of the issues raised by the 

Environment Agency in isolation.  There is no comprehensive presentation of the influence of 

emissions from all sources related to the proposed development upon human and ecological 

receptors.  This makes it very difficult to identify what the actual impact of the development would 

be, when all factors raised are considered in combination.  As a result there is no confidence in the 

information presented and thus the conclusions reached. 

1. Please clarify the height of the proposed Portland ERF stack. 

There is inconsistency on this point within the submitted permit application documents, for example, 

the Non-Technical Summary and the Supporting Information document refer to a proposed stack 

height of 90 metres, whereas the Air Quality assessment is based on a stack height of 80 metres. 

2.3 The documentation confirms that the modelled stack is 80m.  Generally, modelling a lower stack 

height would lead to worst-case predictions and thus would be appropriate.  However, due to the 

complexity of the terrain and location of sensitive ecological receptors above the stack, in this 

instance modelling a lower stack height may not be worst-case.  Therefore, there should be a 

requirement for additional modelling if the installed stack is not 80m.  

2. With regard to the submitted air quality modelling of emissions from the proposed Portland ERF 

stack please quantify and comment on the modelling uncertainties, re-evaluating predictions 

(including the use of alternative-modelling software as appropriate) and re-interpret predicted 

impacts in accordance with our guidance at Environmental permitting: air dispersion modelling 

reports - GOV.UK (www.gov.uk) 

Software validation documents, the Environment Agency’s own check modelling, sensitivity analysis, 

and interpretation of uncertainties indicate that the applicant’s predictions are likely to underestimate 

potential impacts at sensitive receptors. As a result of our audit, we found that the applicant’s 

conclusions cannot be used for permit determination. 

2.4 The documents states that the maximum slope for which the complex terrain model is appropriate is 

1.3, “although the model is useful when this criterion is not met (say up to 1.2)”.  Areas with slope 

greater than 1.3 lie between the stack and the closest areas of the Portland SAC, with areas of 

greater than 1.2 between the stack and the receptors at HMP Verne.  Therefore, there will be 

additional uncertainty associated with the model results in these areas and it should be considered  

whether it could alter the conclusions of the assessment. 
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2.5 It is not clear whether the ‘point of maximum impact’ results are presented for the same location in 

each instance, or based on the actual points of maximum impact for each model run.  This is 

important because many of the sensitivity tests alter the point of maximum impact. 

2.6 Previous errors in tables and graphs allow little confidence in numbers presented without source 

data.  Without clear presentation of results, it is difficult to sense check the conclusions reached and 

whether they could alter the conclusions of the previously submitted permit application documents. 

2.7 On balance, the uncertainty in modelled concentrations in relation to topography and meteorology is 

probably offset by the conservative assumptions applied to the emissions.  However, the lack of 

confidence in the results and presentation of a comprehensive set of results for human health and 

ecological receptors, which takes into account the combined influence of emissions from traffic, the 

main stack and the emergency diesel generator, make it very difficult to determine the expected 

impact at specific locations.  This is a major issue. 

3. Please provide the following information with regard to the operation of the proposed emergency 

standby diesel generator: 

a) a technical description of the operation of the activity (including estimated maximum annual 

operating hours and input thermal capacity) and a demonstration of how you will meet relevant Best 

Available Techniques (BAT). This should also include details of operating techniques and the 

infrastructure proposed to minimise the risk of pollution, including any details of secondary 

containment (e.g. bunds) used and how this meets any relevant standards. 

The permit application provides minimal technical information about the proposed emergency 

standby diesel generator. It is stated that the purpose of the generator is to provide sufficient power 

to run or shut the plant down in the event of the loss of a grid connection, and that otherwise it would 

only be expected to operate for short-term periods for testing purposes. 

Please note, the Environment Agency has recently set out to Energy UK the BAT expectations for 

new emergency standby diesel generators within IED permits (Chapter II permits, either as DAAs or 

part of a combustion activity aggregation). Applicants are expected to specify new emergency 

standby diesel generators according to BAT, which includes: 

 Emission levels equivalent to TA-Luft 2g standard, or US EPA Tier 2 

 Vertical stacks with no caps/cowls impediments 

 No persistent dark smoke. 

b) an air quality assessment which considers the impact of operating the proposed emergency 

standby diesel generator (using dispersion modelling as appropriate) on sensitive human and 

ecological receptors respectively. 
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The permit application does not consider the impact of emissions from the standby generator. Your 

assessment should consider the potential impacts of total emissions from the site under likely worst 

case operational scenarios (i.e. testing and emergency), for example, consider if the standby 

generator would be run at the same time as the waste incineration activity as this would increase 

potential impacts at receptors. You must also consider the maximum worst case timeframe that you 

could be operating the standby generator for, based on the site specific factors. You will need to 

include a clear justification as to why you have selected that particular timeframe. 

2.8 The assessment of the Emergency Diesel Generators (EDG) is considered inadequate for the 

following reasons: 

• The EDG emission location is not identified; 

• It does not consider the influence on total emissions from the site (i.e. in combination with 

EfW stack, traffic and shipping). In particular the combined influence on emissions from the 

EfW stack and generator are not presented, as required by the Schedule 5 notice;  

• It does not consider the impact of ammonia, sulphur dioxide and PM emissions from the 

EDG; 

• It does not consider the impact on annual mean concentrations, whilst the EDG will only be 

operated for short periods it will have an influence on annual concentrations; 

• It does not consider the impact of emissions on nitrogen and acid deposition fluxes; and 

• No receptor results or contours are presented, so it is not possible to determine the spatial 

extent of any impacts. 

2.9 This remains a major issue. 

4. Please review the originally submitted permit application documents and provide updated and/or 

supplementary information (as appropriate) to ensure that any information submitted to the local 

planning authority (LPA) in response to their letter requesting additional information dated 

30/04/2021, ref. WP/20/00692/DCC, where that information is also relevant to the environmental 

permit application, is submitted in support of the permit application. 

 You must ensure that your response clearly indicates the information which you consider relevant 

for the permit application, thereby distinguishing if from information submitted to the LPA which is 

outside of the Environment Agency’s environmental permitting remit. The Environment Agency is 

aware that information that would be relevant to the environmental permit application has been 

submitted by the Applicant in the aforementioned response to the LPA. This information should also 

be submitted to the Agency for consideration during our determination of the permit application. 

2.10 The information supplied appears to be simply a repetition of information submitted in response to 

the Regulation 25 request.  It does not appear to identify which information is of specific relevance 
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to the permit application and therefore does not fulfil the explicit request in the Schedule 5 notice. 

This is a major issue. 
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3 Regulation 25 Request  

3.1 The adequacy of the information submitted in response to the Regulation 25 request for further 

information sent on 26th January 2022, is considered below. As discussed in relation to the Schedule 

5 Notice, the information is presented by the applicant in an incoherent manner, with numerous 

errors in each iteration of the reports.  This leads to an absence of confidence in the information 

provided which is, therefore, considered insufficient to allow the regulators to make informed 

decisions about the likely significant effects of the proposals. 

ES Addendum Appendix 3.1 Diesel Generator and 3.2 Modelling Uncertainty  

3.2 These documents are the same as discussed in relation to the Schedule 5 notice in the previous 

section. 

ES Addendum Appendix 3.3 PM2.5  

3.3 This considers the significance of the impacts if the AQAL was assumed to be the 5 ug/m3 WHO 

guideline and compares emissions from Four Ashes with ELV. The conclusions appear reasonable 

and do not alter the conclusions of the ES. 

ES Addendum Appendix 3.4 Additional Dispersion Modelling  

3.4 The apparent errors in the traffic data in the August 2021 ES appear to be corrected in the January 

2022 report, even though it is stated that the report has only been updated to account for a change 

in cumulative schemes.  The differences between the traffic generation numbers presented in Table 

3 of the August 2021 and January 2022 Addenda, and similarly the graphs in Appendix D, 

demonstrated that the information submitted in August 2021 was incorrect, although this is not 

acknowledged within the report. 

3.5 There are now tables of results presented in Tables 4 to 6 that present the contributions from road 

traffic and the stack.  However, the numbers presented as the ‘cumulative impact’ in the final column 

appear to have omitted the stack process contribution.  This is a major issue. 

3.6 None of these tables include the generator model results and therefore still do not present the full 

impact of all emissions introduced as a result of the proposals. This therefore remains a major issue. 

ES Addendum Appendix 3.5 Roads Emissions  

3.7 This presents the combined impact of traffic and process emissions on concentrations of nitrogen 

dioxide and PM10 at human health receptors, although it excludes the influence of generator 

emissions.  In relation to the impacts on annual mean nitrogen dioxide and PM10 concentrations this 

is unlikely to alter the conclusions of the ES.   
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3.8 However, some of the potential short term nitrogen dioxide concentrations predicted in relation to 

the generator are extremely high.  These short-term concentrations will be the subject to the most 

model uncertainty in relation to local terrain and meteorology.  Although the probability of the 

generator running during meteorological conditions likely to cause the highest concentrations is low, 

this is a cause for concern because insufficient information has been provided about the points of 

maximum impact in the Diesel Generator Assessment.  This is a moderate issue. 
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4 Other Documents 

4.1 Whilst the documents below have not been reviewed in full, inconsistencies have been identified in 

the course of cross-referencing and evaluating the specific air quality documents discussed above. 

 Modelling Results at Discrete Receptor Locations 07 May 2021 

4.2 There is an error in Table 6 of the Modelling Results at Discrete Receptor Locations 07 May 2021, 

submitted as part of the permit application.  Column 5 (PC µg/m3) appears to be identical to column 

3 (% of AQAL) and the subsequent columns appear to be based on this apparently incorrect value. 

. 

Updated (2) Shadow Appropriate Assessment (January 2022)/Statement of 

Common Ground (25th January 2022) 

4.3 Paragraph 6.12 states that “the baseline concentration of NOx for the Isle of Portland to Studland 

Cliffs SAC taken from the APIS website is between 17.6 and 7.5 µg/m3, with the background NOx 

concentration being 10.19 µg/m3 where the process contribution from the ERF is greater than 1% of 

the critical level”.  This is incorrect, the values stated actually correlate to the nitrogen deposition 

rates, as shown below.  The correct background NOx concentration range is between 35.3 and 5.9 

µg/m3.   

 

4.4 Paragraph 6.14 then uses these values to calculate total concentrations and conclude that 

concentrations would be below the critical level of 30 µg/m3.  As demonstrated by the extract above, 

the correct baseline NOx concentration is in excess of the critical load.  Based on the information 
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provided on APIS, there is therefore potentially an area where the impact of the ERF would be more 

than 1% of the critical level and the critical level could be exceeded.  A potential exceedance of the 

critical level and the likelihood of this occurring (contrary to paragraph 6.14) is discussed in 

paragraph 6.19.  This again demonstrates an absence of confidence in the information which has 

carried through to the Shadow Appropriate Assessment.  This is a major issue because the 

conclusions of the Shadow Appropriate Assessment have been relied upon by Dorset County 

Council to inform the Statement of Common Ground, which states that, "the proposed development 

will not have any significant adverse effects on the statutory sites (SACs, SPAs, MCZs, Ramsar sites 

or SSSIs) within the vicinity of the proposed development”.    
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5 Conclusion 

5.1 Despite additional documents having been submitted, it is clear that the air quality assessment 

remains inadequate.  Many of the points raised in the review of the ES have been responded to, 

however, where additional information has been supplied, in some cases, it is also inadequate. This 

is important because, the Shadow Appropriate Assessment may have been based on incorrect 

information.  Impacts upon human health may also have been under-predicted.  There also remain 

outstanding issues raised in previous reviews that have not been addressed. 

5.2 Throughout all iterations of the documents produced by the applicant, there have been numerous 

errors in the calculation and presentation of results.  Where previous errors are corrected, new errors 

are introduced.  Interpreting air quality modelling requires trust that basic attention to detail has been 

applied throughout the modelling process.  The nature of the reporting errors give low confidence in 

any of the numbers presented. 

5.3 It is considered that any one of the issues identified in this review as ‘Major’ is sufficient to invalidate 

the conclusions presented in the ES or relevant permit application documents.  The number of 

‘Moderate’ issues might also, when combined, affect these conclusions.  It is thus considered that 

the air quality assessments are not fit for purpose and that additional information is still required in 

order to adequately inform consultation on the Scheme.   

5.4 The conclusions of the detailed review of documentation submitted to date is that the information is 

insufficient to allow regulators to make informed decisions about the planning and permitting 

applications.  There is thus no basis for, or evidence to justify, the statement that: "the proposed 

development will not have any significant adverse effects on the statutory sites (SACs, SPAs, MCZs, 

Ramsar sites or SSSIs) within the vicinity of the proposed development" (Statement of Common 

Ground between Dorset Council and the applicant).  The applicant has not provided sufficient 

evidence to substantiate this assumption. 

 


