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Introduction 

The Renewable Energy Association (REA) is pleased to submit this response to the Environment 
Agency’s Business engagement assessment. In November 2014 the REA responded to the 
consultation on amendments to the mobile plant standard rules SR2010 No.4, No.5 and No.6 which 
authorised the spreading of waste on land for agricultural benefit or ecological improvement, and 
site-based standard rules SR2010 No.17 for the storage of waste. The original proposals were revised 
following this consultation process. 
 

About the REA 

The Renewable Energy Association represents a wide variety of organisations, including generators, 
project developers, fuel and power suppliers, investors, equipment producers and service providers, 
and companies and public sector organisations involved with the management of biodegradable 
wastes.  Members range in size from major multinationals to sole traders.  There are over 750 
corporate members of the REA, making it the largest renewable energy trade association in the UK.  
Within the REA, its Organics Recycling Group promotes the sustainable management of 
biodegradable resources, covering both aerobic and anaerobic technologies. The Wood Heat 
Association is a subsidiary of REA, the largest renewable energy industry association in the UK. 
 
This response comes from the Organics Recycling Group (ORG) of the REA which deals specifically 
with all issues relating to the collection, treatment and use of biodegradable resources. 
 

REA views 

 
The changes proposed to the mobile plant standard rules permit are shown below:  

1. Amend storage quantity limits so that they apply per deployment rather than per permit.  

2.  Retain the maximum storage limit of 3,000 tonnes at any one time but restrict the storage 
of non-stackable wastes to a maximum of 1250 tonnes. The proposal to reduce maximum 
storage time from 12 months to 6 months will not be taken forward at this time. Require 
storage of digestate within 200m of a designated site to be covered. 

3. Allow deployments for continuously managed areas of land in excess of 50 hectares. 

4. Restrict (but not ban) the spreading of high readily available nitrogen wastes within 
groundwater safeguard zones designated for nitrates. 

5. Prevent spreading occurring in frozen or waterlogged conditions.  

6. Introduce a requirement to notify the Environment Agency of intention to commence 
spreading.  

7. Revise the list of acceptable wastes and add a number of new wastes. 

8.  Minor amendments to existing definitions and wording to provide greater clarity and 
consistency 
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General comments 
 
Whilst the sums shown within Annex A of the BEA show a net saving to industry of £0.68m, the REA 
consider that there is an underestimation in the costs associated with some of the changes to be 
implemented and in the case of savings made an over stating of the savings derived, our comments 
on these can be seen below. 
 
The REA support an industry which operates in a manner which is safe to the environment and 
human health, however it must be noted that this is not a cash rich industry and with the recent 
subsidy cuts imposed on the sector, further costs and barriers will deter future investment even 
further and may force less scrupulous operators to ‘go underground’ to avoid the proposed 
additional cost burden. The REA seek proportional regulation based on site specific risk assessments 
and not on fictional ‘concern’.  
 
It is important that new anaerobic digestion facilities are constructed with ‘adequate’ storage to 
accommodate digestate arisings with appropriate capacity to cope with the vagaries of the UK 
climate. If this is not done, then there will be greater pressure downstream on the recycling 
contractors/land-spreaders and farmers to provide an end of pipe solution. 
 
An additional consideration which has not been factored in within the BEA is in respect to the 
planning consents required to build storage facilities (excluding temporary stores). The impact both 
visually and in respect to  traffic movements will determine the success or failure of gaining planning 
consent and this cost both financial and in terms of time delay do not appear to have been 
considered within the BEA. 
 
 
Annex B 
Move to storage limit per deployment rather than per permit 

1. Previous Paragraph 7 exemptions had no storage or area restrictions. The paragraph 7a 
exemption introduced the concept of storage and area limits. 

 

2. Previous interpretation of allowing storage limits of 3000t to apply to each deployment 
rather than each permit was disingenuous as the EA would have been well aware that this 
was occurring and how storage was being interpreted.  This practice has been carried out by 
operators, registered by permitting officers and inspected by local area officers since the 
relevant standard rules were published six years ago. The total avoided cost realised by 
moving from ‘storage per permit’ to ‘storage per deployment’ is shown under Annex B as 
£3.768 million. This is a one off saving realised in the first year and the REA consider this to 
be overstated. 

 

3. Storage limits have never been regulated on a permit basis as this was always going to be 
completely unfeasible. Many permit holders hold multiple deployments across different 
locations. The EA acknowledged this when we discussed this with them at the outset of the 
consultation. 
 

4. The REA do not consider that savings as shown are achievable in reality, as holding a permit 
and a deployment for each activity would be completely unviable and unrealistic. 
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5. The REA would therefore strongly request that this factor be removed from the BEA and cost 

impact reassessed. 

 
6. The REA consider that there is an Over-estimation of costs of the use of external consultants 

for obtaining a permit. The REA consider that a cost of between £500-£750 per application is 
more realistic, the majority of the cost is actually in securing individual deployments. 
Therefore, a permit at £720 and a consultant fee of between £500 -£750 is more typical is 
£1470, instead of £2266. This saves nearly £1,000,000 from the figure “cost” at the bottom 
of Annex A.   

7. The REA also consider that the figure of deployments/permits on this calculation is over 
stated. It is well known that some deployments are applied for by operators as a “safety net” 
and aren’t actually used, or for other reasons may not be utilised within the 12 month 
period. Therefore the number can be reduced further which would reduce the savings 
shown. 

 
Changes to the provisions for temporary storage of waste prior to spreading 

1. The REA consider that the estimation that only 10% of deployments are being utilised for 
non-stackable/liquid wastes is too low. This figure is further decreased by assuming a 
percentage will be using “hub” stores. The REA considers that with the current growth in AD 
and the volumes of digestate being deployed that the number of deployments for liquids is a 
higher proportion than quoted. The REA consider that any deployment for the use of liquids 
on land over a 12 month period will utilise a spring application and an autumn application (to 
maximise the uptake opportunity within the crop and save costs on the use of artificial 
fertilisers) onto the same land to maximise the liquids allowable in the 12 month period, so 
will spread in excess of the 25t/ha the 1250t over 50ha allows. Therefore potentially all liquid 
deployments could theoretically require a separate storage permit if they were to follow this 
model.  

The increase in storage from the previous exemptions was widely welcomed as this showed 
pragmatism on behalf of the EA. However, to reduce the liquid storage limit back to 1250 is a 
retrograde step, especially as output from spreading teams can be in excess of 1000 t/day 
and responsible operators are trying to target applications to when there is a crop need. To 
construct storage facilities to contain 1250 tonnes to be used as storage for wastes then fall 
under the EA requirement that when storage is being used continuously for the storage of 
wastes. These storage facilities already require a site permit. Any dedicated storage facility 
for deployed wastes will need a permit and unless the store falls under the remit of the 
GPDO this will also require a planning permission and all the attendant costs associated with 
that. As this volume will not be cost effective, the aim will then be towards large scale 
storage facilities at huge costs.  

 
2. The BEA has assumed that 75% of operators will continue to utilise the 1250 tonnes 

allowable under deployment storage, leaving 28 new stores to be constructed? The REA 
considers that in reality operators will flout this, one way or another, declaring 1250 tonnes 
but spreading more. To make the construction of a store viable, the store would need to be 
used repeatedly during the lifetime of the deployment and be utilised for any subsequent 
registrations.  

  
3. The cost for a farmer/operator to build a storage facility is considerable. An REA member 

who is involved in this has recently constructed a 35,000 tonne store which cost in excess of  
£250,000 to build. Although it is accepted that the cost of a store can be spread over a 20-25 
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year period, it is still going to be extremely challenging for many operators to find the initial 
capital to invest in these stores. 

Construction costs will vary tremendously dependant on the underlying soil type and the 
requirements made by the EA. If there is for example an underlying aquifer then the 
demands in respect to the integrity of the store will be much higher and more costly.  The 
costs for any two stores may vary tremendously. 
 

4. Cost of permits for new site based storage facilities: The REA considers that the 32 new 
permits proposed in Point 2 (iii) are heavily understated.  If the EA wants all operators to 
comply with these new requirements. There needs to be consideration given to the number 
of sites who may move from moving their materials status from product to waste. 

The costs shown for gaining technical competence are also considered to be too low at 
£400/person. The required EPoC course is currently £850 and the correct Wamitab 
qualification is set at £2500 - £3000 per person. CMS will range from £7000 - £8000 along 
with scheme audit costs etc. The costs that the BEA show would appear to only include the 
direct costs of obtaining technical competence, whereas there needs to be additional funds 
allocated for staff cover whist staff are off site. In many cases there will be a requirement for 
external training required to get staff up to standard and this has a significant cost associated 
with it.  
 

5. Point (iv) Transport and handling costs: have been largely ignored with no cost allocation 
provided for the additional costs incurred as a result of moving this material over further 
distances to any new stores. The REA consider this to be an omission having discussed this 
with a number of operators. Haulage costs are not inconsiderable and can contribute 
significant cost to the overall spreading costs for operators. 

6. Point (v) Cost of covering high RAN wastes: There is an assumption here that all sites will be 
able to locate their temporary stores outside of the 200 zone of a designated site. This will 
not always be possible and would result in the need to cover the tank with a material such as 
‘aerocover’. To cover a tank of 1500m3 will cost in the region of £12k which equates to an 
additional cost of £9.60 m3. There does not appear to be any requirement to cover PAS110 
stores? Is this for a designated SSSI or every SSSI? As not all SSSIs are sensitive to ammonia 
and with the withdrawal of any EA guidance, it will be very difficult to counter EA objections 
over deployments in the future. 

7.  Point (vi) Avoided pollution incident and clean-up costs: The REA considers this cost 
estimate regarding avoided incidents to be pure conjecture. We have not been made aware 
of the costs incurred for ‘incidents’ up to this time and we asked in our initial consultation 
response for evidence to support this decision. 

Deployments for areas greater than 50 hectares 
The assumption raised here is that, there will be savings made on larger scale deployments.  
In reality the REA considers that this saving would not in reality be spread over all operators, 
only a few who manage to make use of the new area arrangements would qualify. The BEA 
has assumed that all the “savings” are assumed to cover the whole industry, whereas some 
people will save money, whilst others will find significant costs. As noted in the REA’s original 
response, the definition of the continuous parcel will mean that few companies will be 
eligible to meet the criteria proposed. Due to the interpretation proposed for this, it is highly 
unlikely that this will be of much use to industry. Low rate materials have the ability to be 
applied on a precision basis, this does nothing to further this technological improvement. 
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Prohibit spreading in groundwater zones (GSgZs) for nitrate: 
1. The REA has previously commented on this in respect to this being an unnecessary 

requirement adding additional cost. These controls are not required, as the current NVZ 
regulations already cover this and this is effectively double regulation. A number of operator 
members of the REA have an extensive part of their land bank which is used for 
landspreading within the GSg zones. Although 4 miles doesn’t seem far, it is not 4 miles of 
driving; it is 4 miles in a straight line. As previously commented it is neither fair nor 
proportionate regulation when other types of manure/slurry used are not controlled by 
these zones. (For example search for Driffield) and you will see multiple zones to north and 
south of this postcode. Travelling further afield to avoid these zones will be a necessity, and 
this travelling is every year in the future and not just one year as is suggested in the text.  

 
2. The savings projected will be outweighed by the unfairness and additional costs of the 

proposed systems, predominantly for those using liquid wastes, in terms of new storage 
permits, and those who find themselves in groundwater safeguard zones.  

 
 
 
 
 

~ End of REA statement ~ 


