REA Response:
SEPA: Call for evidence on Permit technical requirements for non-waste AD over 100 tonnes per day.
The Renewable Energy Association (the REA) is a not-for-profit trade association, representing British renewable energy producers and clean technology and promoting the use of renewable energy in the UK. It has around 400 corporate members, making it the largest renewable energy trade association in the UK. 
The REA’s Organics and its Green Gas forum together comprise approximately 280 members, many of which operate commercial composting facilities, commercial scale anaerobic digestion (AD) facilities and recycle organics to land. More info available at www.r-e-a.net
The REA has not completed the on-line survey or spreadsheet due to the questions being site specific. Instead we provide some comments and feedback on specific sections below from feedback and comments from members. 
Timeline
The timeline for non-waste AD sites to hold an EASR authorisation is tight, especially for sites where infrastructure changes are needed. For significant changes there is likely a need for investment. Sign-off on any significant investment needs certainty, meaning that most businesses will wait to finalise investment decisions until permit requirements have been officially published. Given SEPA are planning to publish the final permit templates by summer 2026, this only gives businesses 18 months to finalise investment, undertake procurement, make necessary infrastructure changes, instal new equipment, etc. There are significant lead times for some equipment and if planning permission is needed there is an even longer lead time. 18 months feels very tight for all the requirements to be met. We would urge SEPA to consider a longer transition period or to use permits with improvement conditions to accommodate operators actively working to get into compliance with the new requirements.
When the Industrial Emissions Directive requirements were introduced for waste facilities there was a four-year implementation period for existing plants, with new plants needing to comply from the implementation date. We would encourage a similar transition for existing non-waste AD plants to give enough time to properly plan and implement the changes.
In SEPA’s Business and Regulatory Impact assessment this is acknowledged and it states: ‘SEPA, as the regulator, works with operators and has the ability to make case-by-case assessments to, for example, set conditions in permits designed to bring operators into compliance in a way that does not cause unacceptable impacts to their business or the environment’. We would urge that this approach is embraced and where sites demonstrate a willingness to comply and there is not a current environmental risk, they are given adequate time to make the necessary changes without negatively impacting their business. This is particularly relevant for AD plants that may be coming towards the end of their lifetime or tariff support. For some there may only be a few years of their tariff (FIT or ROCs) left and therefore may not be possible to get payback for investments made. For example, if a site only has a year or two of their tariff left, they may not have enough time to get a return on new investment and if immediate compliance was required, this could result in early closure of the facility. This needs to be considered when assessing acceptable permit conditions.  
SEPA resources
Members have raised a question about the additional resource burden these requirements will place on SEPA and how this will be managed to ensure the service level is maintained. 
BAT conclusions
The BAT conclusions state ‘The techniques listed and described in these BAT conclusions are neither prescriptive nor exhaustive. Other techniques may be used that ensure at least an equivalent level of environmental protection.’ We would urge SEPA to embrace this approach and allow deviation from the requirements when an equivalent level of environmental protection can be demonstrated. 
Specific BAT conclusions
We have highlighted below the BAT conclusions that members have raised concerns about
BAT 1 – EMS for smaller scale, low-risk sites – it should be possible to use a more streamlined system than would be typically seen at larger scale waste facilities.
BAT 2 – Waste characterisation and pre-acceptance procedures – these are not relevant for non-waste facilities. They will typically have a contract and feedstock specification agreed with input material suppliers. They often perform testing on inputs depending on the input type and facility. These conditions need to reflect the differences between the risks associated with waste v non-waste feedstocks. 
Regarding 2d – output QMS and digestate management – we are keen to understand if inclusion of this means that SEPA are changing their position regarding the status of digestate from non-waste AD, and the requirements for spreading, i.e. if end of waste is needed. For some plants there are likely to be challenges in meeting all PAS110 requirements. To date they have not been required to demonstrate ‘end of waste’ – given they are not using waste feedstock. A digestate management plan for all sites would be sensible but this is not necessarily an ‘output quality management system’.
BAT 3 – The requirements should be appropriate to the materials treated and the risks they present. There is likely to be a significant burden for additional monitoring for sites who may not have historic data available.
BAT 4 – The risks of storing non-waste are different from the storage of waste, so these need to be tailored to the level of risk posed by the feedstock.
BAT 6-8 – There will be costs associated with the additional monitoring and there should be scope for the reduction in frequency of monitoring, if over time the results are demonstrated to be consistent and below the AEL. Non-waste feedstocks are generally more consistent and the emissions from the site are more likely to be consistent over time. The BAT conclusions do account for reduction in monitoring frequency when results are stable and this should be made clear to operators and not a blanket frequency written into permit conditions. 
BAT 10 and 12 – Depending on the site, monitoring odour emissions from a farm-based plant may be difficult where there are other sources of odour nearby. This needs to be accounted for in the assessment of odour monitoring results and also in the development of odour management plans. 
BAT 16 – If a plant needs to retrofit a new flare to comply with the requirements, there is likely to be a significant cost burden associated with this. 
BAT 18 – Non-waste AD plants are generally not generators of high levels of noise or vibrations. This should be taken into account when assessing the level of mitigation needed. 
BAT 19  - Impermeable surfacing and secondary containment. If a plant has been built without these in place, the ability to retrofit these may well not only be financially challenging but technically difficult or impossible. It is good to see this is acknowledged in the applicability column of the spreadsheet.
BAT 34 Emissions to air – the cost of retrofitting air abatement is significant. The level of abatement needed should be related to the risk of environmental harm or nuisance. 



