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1.

SUMMARY
This report responds to concerns raised in a petition brought before full council and
a Council motion regarding the operation of Omega Proteins Ltd in Thornton and
the transport of materials around the district associated with that plant. Issues in
relation to vehicle movements, spills, and odour are covered. The report includes
input from both Environmental Health and Planning.

2.

BACKGROUND
2.1

The Company and Premises in context

2.1.1 Omega Proteins Ltd is one of many companies operated by the Leo Group.
The plant, which is located in Thornton, is permitted to render category 1
animal by products by The Animal Health Veterinary and Laboratory Agency.
Additionally it operates under the requirements of an environmental permit
which incorporates conditions in relation to discharges to air, water and land.
This is issued by the Local Authority.
2.1.2 The material is brought to the plant for rendering either directly from
slaughterhouses or from the companies holding and bulking up plant which is
located at Swalesmoor in Calderdale. The materials arising from the
rendering activity, tallow and meat and bone meal, are taken off site for
incineration.
2.2

Planning Issues
2.2.1 The Council recently concluded legal proceedings regarding out of
hours HGV movements and has written to update residents and ward
councillors about this and the other issues raised in the petition. The
background to the site and detail of the relevant planning conditions is
contained in the letter to residents See Appendix1
2.2.2 The Planning Service is grateful to residents for informing the Council
of various activities related to the site and appreciate the cooperation
of the residents. The Company have agreed to co-operate with the
Council, however, officers will continue to monitor the site,
taking appropriate action if the company breaches planning
conditions.
2.2.3 HGV Movements
Previous monitoring has indicated that the main issue has not been
with the total number of HGV movements but the extent of out of
hours movements. Monitoring of the site continues to take place
sufficient to identify the extent of any breaches. If there are ongoing
breaches then consideration will be given to the scale and extent of
these breaches to decide on the appropriate course of action. Should
a notice be issued then further monitoring would be undertaken to
identify the nature and extent of a breach in a manner that it can
be used if necessary in further legal proceedings. The Council is
investigating the installation of a visible (overt) CCTV facility at the
entrance, in the meantime there will be selective site visits. The

operator has been asked to provide records of HGV movements and
this information will be requested when necessary as part of the
enforcement process.
2.2.4 Out of Hours Operations
The primary issue to address is if the operator is rendering on a
Sunday, Bank or Public Holiday. Previous investigation of this issue
has led to the conclusion that there may be regular and limited activity
at the plant, such as plant and site maintenance which is permitted
and is not a breach of condition. However, further investigation will
take place to determine if there are any ongoing breaches of this
condition.
2.2.5 HGV Route along Black Dyke Lane etc.
Reference is made to an undertaking offered by the operator in the
2002 planning appeal in relation to HGV routes to and from the plant.
Legal advice has been received that the undertaking attached to the
2002 appeal decision is no longer effective and capable of
enforcement. The company are now operating under a permission
which was granted by an inspector in 2010. There are no routing
restrictions in the 2010 planning conditions which regulate the site.
2.3

Movement of Animal by Products – Spillages
2.3.1 The legislation which governs the movement of animal by products
require that the material must be transported in covered leak proof
containers. A tarpaulin cover is viewed as acceptable for this purpose.
There have been many instances of spills of animal by products in
recent years attributable to one of the companies in the Leo Group.
The Company which is used for the transport of material has changed
over the years from Omega Proteins (Transport) Ltd to Alba Transport
Ltd and is currently Kintore Transport Haulage Ltd.
2.3.2 Spills, when they occur, present a health risk from the spill of infected
material and in many instances cause significant traffic disruption from
the blockage they cause in the road. In most cases the company do
attend to clear up the material promptly. When a spill is notified an
officer attends from Environmental Health Services (EHS) and where
possible evidence is gathered to proceed with legal action. To date
three successful prosecutions have been taken in 2005, 2007 and
2008 against Omega Proteins (Transport) Ltd. In September 2011
Alba Transport Ltd pleaded guilty to 8 spillages offences and were
fined £32,000 and ordered to pay £9528.45 in costs.
2.3.3 The Police do attend the spillages and have taken action in their own
right by serving Fixed Penalty Notices (FPNs) on the drivers and in
some instance prosecuting the drivers.

2.4

Movement of animal by products – odour
2.4.1 Many complaints have been received about odour from the vehicles,
unfortunately there is no statute which deals with this and as a
consequence no action can be taken. A letter has been drafted and

sent by the Chief Executive on two occasions to local MPs asking for
their support to lobby parliament. (The second occasion as a result of
the Council motion). The most recent letter was sent in April this year
(Appendix 2). Following the first letter which was sent two years ago
defra advised that they intended to work with the two rendering
associations, FABRA and UKRA, to produce industry Codes of
Practise to tackle amongst other things odour from vehicles. Recent
dialogue with defra indicates that those Codes of Practise were never
produced despite agreement from the rendering associations that they
would draft them.
2.4.2 Defra has also made us aware of a piece of work which was carried
out by them which looked at the practicalities of refrigerating this
material during transport. This is attached at appendix 3. The
requirement to refrigerate the material during transport has not been
incorporated into UK law or guidance although it is included in the
European BREF notes for this industry. This was also raised in the
aforementioned letter for MPs.
2.4.3 It is considered that the age of the material may also affect the odour
which is emitted from the vehicles. A holding and bulking up plant is
located at Swalesmoor in Calderdale. At this plant material is brought
from slaughterhouses and similar premises and bulked up into larger
loads before being taken for processing at one of the rendering plants
belonging to the Leo Group, including the one at Thornton. It is
possible that this holding process results in older more odorous
material being transported.
2.5

Environmental Permit issues
2.5.1 The process of animal rendering has been regulated at this site via an
authorisation and subsequently a permit since June 1999. Local
Authorities are required, under the provisions of the Environmental
Permitting (England and Wales) Regulations 2010, to permit a number
of processes including rendering. The permits are produced having
regard to statutory guidance issued by defra. Appendix 4 lists the key
dates and actions in relation to the permit at Thornton.
2.5.2 Complaints are regularly received from residents in the area by
Environmental Health Services (EHS) regarding the odour arising
from the operation of the plant. Appendix 5 provides a summary of
complaints received over the last 18 months. Where possible when a
complaint is received an officer visits the site to try and witness the
odour. If a visit is not made or if an odour is witnessed the company is
made aware of the problem and they provide a written report following
the incident. In addition to responding to complaints visits are made
routinely by officers on a proactive basis.
2.5.3 A condition is provided in the permit which prohibits offensive odour
beyond the site boundary. However the statutory guidance places a
number of caveats on this condition. For example the offensive odour
must be witnessed by the regulator and a due diligence and
reasonable steps defence is provided for in the guidance. The

difficulty of enforcing this condition was included in the
aforementioned letter to MPs. (Appendix 2)
2.5.4 In February 2011 a new varied permit was issued to the company.
This included a requirement for olfactometry testing and odour
modelling to be carried out at the plant. Concern has been raised
within the petition about the timescales involved with carrying out
these tests. There are only a very small number of companies who
are able to do this work and who are consequently in high demand.
This did result in the initial tests being delayed. The permit condition,
produced from statutory guidance, then requires that the report
detailing the results of the tests is produced within 8 weeks of the date
of testing. The company, in general, have met this target and, as a
result of the initial testing, problems were highlighted which required a
second suite of tests to be carried out. The company instigated the
second tests and on receipt of those results the odour modelling was
carried out. Following on from the modelling EHS have been in
dialogue with the company regarding any further improvements which
are required at the plant. Due to the specialist nature of this process
and the complexity of tackling the odours a decision has now been
taken to employ a specialist consultant in this work area to provide
advice on any further steps which can be taken to tackle this problem.
2.5.5 EHS has liaised closely with other Local Authorities, the Environment
Agency, the Scottish Environmental Protection Agency, the Northern
Irish Environment Agency and the Irish Environmental Protection
Agency on this matter in an effort to secure improvements at the plant.
It has become clear through that dialogue that the odour issues which
are being experienced in Thornton are being experienced in other
towns and cities across the United Kingdom and the Republic of
Ireland where these plants are located.
2.5.6 A project has now been set up, funded by the above mentioned
agencies, to try and tackle this problem. The project is being managed
by the Scotland and Northern Ireland Forum for Environmental
Research (SNIFFER) and is seeking to identify the issues and best
practise across the industry which can assist agencies. Ruth Lees,
Principal Environmental Health Manager in Bradford is the local
authority representative for the country on this group. As such she is
well placed to keep up with information and issues as it unfolds and to
contribute to the outcomes of the project.
2.6

Role of other Agencies
2.6.1 The Council motion asked that a review of enforcement and
management options by other agencies should be undertaken.
Environmental Health has liaised with the agencies identified and can
report as follows:
•

State Veterinary Service, now the Animal Health, Veterinary and
Laboratory Agency. The agency are highly satisfied with
operations at the Omega Plant in Thornton and report that the site,
from their perspective, is well run, spotlessly clean and the

•

•

•

company are always prompt to carry out any work requested.
The Environment Agency advises that they have no regulatory role
in the operation of the site at Thornton or in the transport of the
material.
Fire and Rescue Service advices that they have no additional role
at Thornton other than their usual fire safety role which would
apply at any business premises. They have no specific issues
outstanding regarding the premises.
The Police advise that they have no role at the site at Thornton
other than their normal policing role. They have been involved with
spillages due to the dangerous driving element and the issues
around the roads being blocked. A meeting has been held with
them to look at any possibilities of working together to try and
tackle the problems associated with the spillages.

2.6.2 The Council motion asked that the Chief Executive meet with the plant
operator. The Chief Executive has already met the owner of the
Company in September 2010 to discuss the impact of the plant and its
operations on the residents of the district. Given the nature and stage
of action being taken at the present time, Legal Services have advised
that care must be taken not to compromise the Councils regulatory
and enforcement role. For these reasons it is not felt appropriate for
such a further meeting to take place at this time.
3.

OTHER CONSIDERATIONS
There are no other considerations.

4.

OPTIONS
There are no options for consideration.

5.

6.

FINANCIAL & RESOURCE APPRAISAL
5.1

The regulation of this process and associated complaint investigation is very
resource intensive. The permitting regime was introduced on a polluter pays
principal but the cost to the authority of regulating this Company due to the
high numbers of complaints received by the authority far exceeds the annual
fee paid. This cost is currently contained within existing Council budgets. If
legal action was undertaken this could be a significant cost to the authority
and efforts would be made to recover the legal costs from the company.

5.2

In connection with the recent legal proceeding regarding out of hours HGV
movements agreement has also been reached that the operator will pay the
Council’s costs of investigation and legal proceedings (£12,000) and a
further lump sum payment (as a bond against future enforcement
requirements of £15,000) to a total of approximately £27,000.

RISK MANAGEMENT AND GOVERNANCE ISSUES
There are no significant risks arising out of the implementation of the proposed
recommendations.

7.

LEGAL APPRAISAL
7.1. The Report concerns 3 distinct areas of Regulatory functions of the Council.

8.

7.2

Firstly the regulation of odour nuisances arising from commercial activities
under the Pollution Prevention and Control Act 1999 and the Environmental
Permitting ( England & Wales ) Regulations 2010. The Council have issued a
permit to operate a schedules installation namely an animal by product
rendering process activity at Earling Works Half Acre Road Thornton and the
compliance with the conditions of permit is monitored by and regulated by
officers of the Councils Environmental Health Services. There have been no
breaches of the permit conditions to date.

7.3

Secondly spillages of animal by products on the highway are regulated under
Article 21 of the European Community Regulation 1069/2009, Article 17,
Annex VIII, Chapter 1, Section 1 of European Community Regulation
142/2011 and Regulation 17 and Schedule 1, of the Animal By-Products
(Enforcement) (England) Regulations 2011 [SI 2011/881] made under Section
2(2) of the European Communities Act 1972 The animal by products are
required to be transported in a leak proof container or vehicle. The
transportation of animal waste is monitored and regulated by officers of the
Councils Environmental Health Department. There have been breaches in the
past a number of which have been prosecuted as set out above resulting in
significant sentences.

7.4

Thirdly development control is regulated by the Town and Country Planning
Act 1990 i.e. breaches of planning conditions under section 187 of the Act.
The sites planning permissions with conditions were varied on appeal by the
Secretary of state in December 2010. The activities at Earlings Works are
monitored and regulated by officers of the Council Planning Department and a
number of breaches have been prosecuted resulting in significant sentences
and penalties

OTHER IMPLICATIONS
8.1

EQUALITY & DIVERSITY
There are no equality and diversity issues arising out of the proposed
recommendations.

8.2

SUSTAINABILITY IMPLICATIONS
The Council seeks to work with both the business and the local community to
ensure the social, economic and environmental well being of the area. In
doing so it is guided by legislation and statutory powers which place
constraints on the Local Authority and means that developments beyond the
district need to be taken into account. This includes working through
Environmental Health to influence environmental regulation and business
redesign at a national level to more fundamentally address this industry and
its practices.

8.3

GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS IMPACTS
The greenhouse gas emissions associated with the animal by product
industry can be attributed to it's demand for energy. Rendering of raw
materials in particular requires constant high temperatures often met by gas
powered boilers. The industry's demand for road transport fuels is also a
significant factor to influence greenhouse gas emissions that is inevitably
linked to the distance between source locations, storage and processing
sites. The report in Appendix 3 notes that additional fuel required to
refrigerate trailers would increase consumption by 18-35 litres per day with
related greenhouse gas emissions increase of 16-24%. According to the
report, cryogenic cooling offers an efficient alternative to refrigeration
however the resulting greenhouse emissions depend on the overall process
employed.

8.4

COMMUNITY SAFETY IMPLICATIONS
There are no safer communities’ issues arising out of the proposed
recommendations.

8.5

HUMAN RIGHTS ACT
Regard must be had to Human Rights legislation in all action taken by
Bradford Council

8.6

TRADE UNION
There are no trade union issues.

8.7

WARD IMPLICATIONS
The Omega plant is located in the Bingley Rural ward. The residents affected
by the plant are located in both the Bingley Rural ward and the Thornton and
Allerton ward.

9.

NOT FOR PUBLICATION DOCUMENTS
None

10.

RECOMMENDATIONS:
That the work of Planning Services and EHS in dealing with the issues arising from
this site and the transport of materials via the regulatory framework, is supported.
That the Council lobby government about the difficulties of regulating this industry
as detailed in the letter to MPs at Appendix 2.
That support is given to the work of the officer partaking in the SNIFFER project to
find solutions to the issues around odour control associated with this industry.

11.

APPENDICES
Appendix 1 – Letter sent by Planning to residents in relation to the recent legal
action
Appendix 2 – Letter sent by the Chief Executive to MP’s requesting they lobby
about the issues affecting this industry
Appendix 3 – Document provided by defra on the refrigeration of animal by
products in transit
Appendix 4 – Summary of the key dates and actions taken at Omega Proteins Ltd
in Thornton
Appendix 5 – Summary of complaints received by EHS.

12.

BACKGROUND DOCUMENTS
There are no additional background documents.

APPENDIX 1
Department of Regeneration and Culture
Planning, Transportation and Highways
Development Management
3rd Floor
Jacobs Well
BRADFORD

BD1 5RW

Tel:

(01274) 434605

Fax:
(01274) 722840
Minicom:
E-Mail:
chris.eaton@bradford.gov.uk
My Ref:
Your Ref:
18th June 2012

Dear Resident,
Planning Enforcement
Erlings Works Rendering Plant , Half Acre Road, Thornton
(Operated by Omega Proteins Ltd)
I am writing to those residents who have contacted the Council regarding issues at the rendering plant at
Erlings Works, Half Acre Road, Thornton. The purpose of this letter is to update you on the Council’s position
and the recent prosecution for out of hours HGV movements.
1. Background to Planning Conditions
Planning permission was granted by the Council in 1990 to demolish the exisiting maggot farm/rendering
plant at Erlings Works and erect a new building. Restrictions on the number of HGVs visiting the site was
originally limited by condition to 10 in and 10 out.
In 2001 the operator applied to increase HGV movements, the Council refused the application, but the
operator appealed to the secretary of State and in 2002 they won the appeal in part, which allowed an
increase the HGV movements limits. The out of hours limit on HGVs was then set at 7.00pm to 8.00am
Monday to Friday and not at all on Bank and Public Holidays. There was also a condition allowing 14 out of
hours HGV movements for emergency purposes. The daily maximum for HGV movements was limited to
40.
The inspector at the 2002 appeal attached conditions to control the number of HGVs for highway safety
reasons, but whilst acknowledging there were some limited highway safety issues, he did not consider that
highway safety was a major issue. The inspector referred to three properties in the immediate vicinity of the
site and imposed conditions to limit impact on amenity on those properties mainly with reference to local
noise impact. The operator also submitted an undertaking to the Inspector in relation to the route of HGV
movements to restrict HGV’s from turning left out of the site and formalised the main route to the site through
Keelham and Well Heads onto Half Acre Lane.
Over the following years the rendering business increased and in 2006 and 2007 the operator made
planning applications to increase the number of HGV movements and reduce the out of hours HGV number
limits. The applications were refused by the Council, however, the operator appealed to the Secretary of
State and a public inquiry took place in 2010. The operator was successful on appeal and a new set of
conditions was drawn up by the Planning Inspector as set out in appeal decision ref:
th
APP/W4705/A/07/2042004 dated 9 December 2010. This decision gave an increase in the number of HGV
movements to a maximum of 70 per day and amended the out of hours period to 10.00pm to 8.00am upon
the installation of acoustic measures at the site entrance. The operator submitted to the Inspector a signed
undertaking in relation to the times of HGVs passing Keelham School to limit the impact upon drop off and
pick up times at the school for highway safety reasons.
The acoustic measures have now been implemented and I will refer to this further under Current Limits on
HGV Movements (below).

The rendering plant itself is permitted to operate 24 hours a day Monday to Saturday but not on Sundays
and Bank and Public Holidays when they can carry out maintenance, but not rendering or incineration.
2. Planning Enforcement
2.1 Out of Hours HGV movements
The majority of planning issues raised in relation to the plant are about out of hours HGV movements.
Over the period referred to above, the Council have taken legal proceedings against the operator for
breaching the limits on out of hours HGV movements resulting in the typically limited fines for breach of
condition. Breaches of planning condition are normally dealt with in the magistrates court as a summary
offence.
Public concern has increased over HGV movements and was prominent in the 2010 appeal process. As the
daily limits have increased these concerns have risen. The planning inspector recognised these concerns
and that the restriction on out of hours movements would have some benefit upon the amenities of residents
living alongside the roads used for access, such as Well Heads, as well as in the immediate vicinity of the
site entrance.
Following receipt of the 2010 appeal decision in December 2010 the planning enforcement process was
again set in motion. The operator was asked to comply with all the relevant planning conditions of the 2010
appeal decision.
Monitoring of the site took place, sufficient to establish there had been a breach of condition and following
this a formal notice relating to condition 8 of the 2010 appeal decision was then issued by the Council. This
th
took effect on 10 February 2011 and as usual allowed a period of 28 days for compliance.
Condition 8 states:
Until the acoustic attenuation measures approved under planning permission 10/03571/FUL dated 13 July
2010 have been implemented in full, no HGVs (as defined as Other Goods Vehicles Classes 1 and 2 in the
DoT’s Design Manual for Roads and Bridges ) shall enter or leave the site except between the hours of
08.00hours and 19.00 hours Mondays to Saturdays and not at any time on Sundays or Bank or Public
Holidays.
Appropriately authorised covert CCTV monitoring of out of hours HGV movements took place by the Council
from 31.3.11 for a period of 8 weeks. The next stage in the enforcement process was to commence a formal
investigation in relation to the ongoing allegations of out of hours HGV movements
Following the detailed investigation, by which time we were well into the Summer of 2011, the Council issued
legal proceedings against the operating company Omega Proteins Ltd. Unfortunately, progressing the
matter through the court system has been complex and protracted.
th

On 12 June 2012 the ongoing legal proceedings reached a conclusion. The operator (Omega Proteins Ltd)
admitted 8 offences which were the basis of the 2011 investigation. Agreement has also been reached that
the operator will pay the Council’s costs of investigation and legal proceedings (£12K) and a further lump
sum payment (as a bond against future enforcement requirements of £15K) to a total of approximately
£27,000. In addition, agreement has been reached that the operator will undertake measures to ensure
compliance with planning conditions at the rendering plant. The operator has agreed to co-operate with the
Council, however they have also been warned that formal enforcement action will be taken by the Council if
necessary. I am advised by the Council’s Solicitors that the conclusion of the recent legal proceedings as
referred to is in the public interest.
To put this in context, the previous prosecution in relation to out of hours HGV movements was heard before
th
the Bradford Magistrates Court on 29 September 2009 and on that occasion the operator was only required
to pay a total of £2,750 costs and fines combined.
2.2 General Levels of HGV movements
The level of HGV movements has been raised with the operator formally in the recent legal proceedings and
they have agreed to comply with planning conditions that limit the general level of HGV movements.
However, further monitoring is now proposed. If there are regular breaches of the relevant condition then a

formal notice will be issued and if necessary subsequent legal proceedings commenced.
The Council is also considering if a permanent cctv camera can be installed to assist with HGV monitoring.
2.3 Signage on vehicles
A scheme for signage of vehicles has been approved and the operator has agreed to ensure this scheme is
complied with. In any event monitoring of HGVs must take place in the vicinity of the site and not on the
general road network, as information obtained in this manner cannot be specifically verified as a breach of
condition, although it may give an indication of activity at the site. I shall refer to monitoring in more detail
later in this letter.
2.4 HGV Route along Back Heights Road
There is no planning condition which restricts the operator in relation to highway routes, however at the time
of the 2002 appeal the operator gave the Planning Inspector an undertaking that vehicles would not exit to
the left when leaving the site. It is understood that any such movements are limited in number, if there is any
significant change in circumstances this matter will be reviewed.
2.5 Out of hours operations (Sundays)
There have been a limited number of complaints in relation to Sunday working. Visits to assess the issues
have taken place. It appears that there have been a small number of out of hours HGV movements on
Sundays and maintenance operations at the plant, but it does not currently appear that rendering is taking
place. The site is not required to cease all activity, but HGV movements and rendering operations are not
permitted. The operator has agreed to comply with the relevant condition.
3. Current Limits on HGV Movements
The acoustic measures required at the entrance to the site as referred to in condition 8 of the 2010 appeal
decision have now been implemented. The requirement for the planting of the bund is not part of the
acoustic measures and therefore the Council has informed the operator that the acoustic measures are in
place. The operator has also been asked to implement the planting requirements and it is understood these
will take place in the 2012/13 planting season.
The limits on HGV movements and requirements for records of HGV movements are now set down in
conditions 7, 9 and 10 of the 2010 appeal decision.
3.1 Out of Hours HGV Limits
The current HGV out of hours requirement now begins at 10.00pm and runs to 8.00am (Monday to
Saturday). Bank and Public holidays are also HGV out of hours;
Condition 9 states:
Once the acoustic attenuation measures approved under planning permission 10/03571/FUL dated 13 July
2010 have been implemented in full no HGVs (as defined as Other Goods Vehicles Classes 1 and 2 in DoT’s
Design Manual for Roads and Bridges) shall enter or leave the site except between the hours of 08.00 and
22.00 Mondays to Saturdays and not at any time on Sundays or Bank or Public Holidays.
3.2 General HGV Limits
To clarify the position in relation to the general level of HGV movements, it is considered that condition 7 is
now in effect. Condition 7 states:
Once the acoustic attenuation measures approved under planning permission 10/03571/FUL dated 13 July
2010 have been implemented in full, no more than 60 movements per day (30 in and 30 out of the site) shall
be permitted by HGVs (as defined as Other Goods Vehicles Classes 1 and 2 in Dot’s Design manual for
Roads and bridges). This number shall be averaged over a one week period and the maximum number in
any one day shall not exceed 70 (35 in and 35 out). Records of all heavy goods vehicle movements shall be
kept for a minimum period of three years in a form to be agreed with the Local Planning Authority, and shall
be made available to the Authority on request.

There is a maximum daily limit of 70 HGV movements in total.
4. Monitoring
Further monitoring of out of hours HGV movements will be undertaken and the Council will consider if
additional planning enforcement action is necessary.
With respect to residents undertaking detailed surveillance of HGV movements, then this is not required,
however we do not wish to discourage any genuine enquiries or useful information.
It is useful to the enforcement officer to have information from residents on the patterns of HGV movements
so that any issues can be identified and investigated further and such ongoing co-operation is appreciated.
Please also be aware that the Council does not rely on residents to act as a witness in court proceedings for
planning cases. There are always risks associated with evidence and witnesses and what will be believed
and can be proven in court. In general that is why we undertake investigations in the way we do and use
professional witnesses who are appropriately trained and experienced to obtain and present evidence in a
planning case.
If you continue to be affected by out of hours HGV movements or any breach of planning please notify the
relevant enforcement officer and the matter will be investigated.

Yours sincerely,

Chris Eaton
Development Services Manager

APPENDIX 2

APPENDIX 3

Options for improved transport of ABP
Introduction
The rendering sector is currently facing criticism over delivery of ABP materials to their
sites as these materials are claimed to be in a noxious and degraded state leading to
complaints over odour and roadway deposition of materials due to overfill and run-off
which are exacerbated by the fluidity of the decomposing material.
Secretary of State's Guidance for the A2 Rendering Sector SG8 contains the following
guidance in Para 3.10:Material arriving at the plant will generally already be beginning to degrade. The amount of
degradation is a function of the time and storage conditions at source and the time and
storage
conditions during transportation. The more degradation the more odorous the material is
likely to be. It is important therefore that the received material arrives as fresh as possible
as this will result in easier handling and a reduced loading on odour arrestment plant.
Despite this it appears that ABP materials are being stored and bulked on sites prior to
onward transportation in road vehicles which are typically articulated tipper HGV’S with
sheeted covers. The transportation of this material is the source of complaint however as it
is outwith the permitted site area it is not able to be controlled under the relevant LAPPC
regulations.
Options
The options to consider on the control of transport are as follows:- 1) A limit on timescales
for materials to be stored prior to treatment 2) Sealed transportation 3) Chilled and sealed
transportation.
Timescale Limit
A timescale limit would fit in with the ethos proposed by Para 3.10 of SG8 and would
ensure that material was transported to the treatment site within the shortest possible time.
The limit on time spent in bulking/storage areas should limit the potential for degradation
and generation of odours.
There are several problems related to setting this option as a regulatory requirement.
Under ABP materials identified for treatment by rendering have no other route for disposal.
consequently even if a material was outwith the agreed timescale it would still be required
to follow this route. ABP materials would be extremely difficult to trace so proof of age
would be onerous to regulate against. ABP materials can potentially arise in areas where
transportation systems are limited such as the Scottish Islands which could lead to either
an unfair regional time limit or a system which would fail due to external forces such as
ferry cancellations.
A voluntary scheme could potentially work on a time limited basis as this has been
demonstrated as the traditional method of moving ABP material to site, however it appears

that the success of this method relies upon the commitment to the scheme by the
rendering site and associated transport sector.
Sealed transport
Sealed transport in not an option for the transport of material which can degrade to give off
organic gases as this can lead to over pressurisation and the potential for explosion.
Chilled Transport
The prevention of the generation of odour can best be achieved by maintaining the ABP
materials in a condition which either prevents or limits degradation of the material, freezing
or chilling ABP materials would therefore be an option. To function effectively refrigerated
containers are required to be enclosed, this will prevent the spillage of ABP materials
during transportation.
Currently ABP materials are not chilled for onward transportation at the end of their
production at abattoirs, however many of the source carcasses are required to be chilled
under food products regulations. So the need for pre-transportation chilling of material will
depend on the source of the material.
Environmental impacts of chilled transport.
Food transport (motive power and refrigeration) responsible for 1.8 % of total UK
greenhouse gas emissions [UKCERK.]
The total addition of the rendering sector to the UK greenhouse gas emissions can be
considered in terms of the additional loading added by the introduction of refrigerated
transport.
There are currently differing options exercised for refrigerated transport however the
insulated bodies conform to a universal standard:Bodies:
• Normally insulated (IN) k= 0.7 W/m2K
• Heavily insulated (IR) k= 0.4 W/m2K
• Temperature control -20 oC; -10 oC; 0 oC; +12 oC
• Most common certification is for all temperature classes (FRC – mechanically
refrigerated and Heavy insulation).
The refrigeration unit employed will relate to the vehicle in use, currently the following
options are common: independent diesel engine with direct drive to compressor and fans – chosen by
majority of trailer transporters
 independent diesel engine driving generator to electrically power compressor and
fans – majority of truck transporters
 Vehicle diesel engine driving generator / alternator to electrically power compressor
and fans – small truck and van transporters
As the likelihood is that the rendering sector will continue to operate HGV trailers by
preference then consideration of the environmental impacts of operating these systems
relate to the additional diesel requirements involved.

Table 1

From Table 1 the likely increase in diesel use with refrigeration will be between 18 -35
litres per day dependant on the vehicle in use, which will give a potential increase in
transport related greenhouse gas emissions for the sector of between 16% – 24%.
Newer technologies are available and could be encouraged for use in this sector, such as
Cryogenic refrigerant held under pressure and released as required (CO2 or Nitrogen for
example).
CRYOGENIC
Cryogenic (total loss Liquefied carbon dioxide (CO2) in an open system). Liquid CO2
evaporates to provide cooling & is then vented to atmosphere. It is feasible to use
cryogenic liquid carbon dioxide for transport refrigeration for both rigid vehicles and
articulated lorries. Operating costs of the conventional and CO2 systems will largely
depend on the relative cost of diesel fuel and liquid CO2. However in environmental terms
there is a potential to generate zero GHG emissions if CO2 is recovered from industrial
processes.
Conclusion
The introduction of chilled transportation for the movement of ABP materials will
significantly reduce the number of complaints arising from this sector by preventing the
emission of noxious odours and the accidental deposition of materials.
The environmental impact can be reduced to nil by the use of cryogenic refrigeration but if
traditional methodologies are employed the increase in vehicular GHG’s would be
between 16%-24% depending on the vehicle used.
Norman Donnelly
Local Authority Unit
2010-12-15

Appendix 4
Date
Prior to1998

1998 (November)

1999 (June)
2000 (January)
2001 (June)
2004 (May)

2007 (October)
2008
2008 (February)

2008

2008
2010

2011 (February)
2011 (April)
2011 (May)
2011 (May)
2011 (August)
2011 (August)
2011 (September)
2011 (October)
2011 (October)
2011 (October)
2011 (December)
2011/2012

Actions
Erlings Works site contained a variety of offensive trades
including Knackers Yard and Part B authorised maggot breeding
process
Application to operate an animal by-products rendering process
at Erlings Works site received by Environmental Health from
Mitchell By-products Ltd
Part B authorisation to run animal by-products rendering process
issued.
Rendering process starts operation.
Permit variation.- Change of operator to Omega Proteins Ltd
Enforcement notices served on Omega Proteins Ltd. Notices
relate to process doors being left open and smoke emissions.
Remedial action taken by company to improve situation.
A (2) permit issued.
Condensate tanks moved inside and effluent piped to tanks for
collection.
Thermal Oxidiser installed – permit variation. The variation also
lists improvements to drainage (redirection of surface water to
reduce flooding of yard areas), extension to raw material bay,
meal loading area (under cover, but separate from processing
area and under negative pressure to odour abatement).
Noise attenuation (bio filter fans – rubber bush mounts, enclosing
fans) following an independent assessment, plus the
improvements to noise screening at Heather View and bunding
on drive with associated planting schemes.
Diesel generator now only used for emergencies
Various general improvements including installation of mains gas
and electricity (reduced noise and reduction in emitted pollutants)
and biofilter reconstruction. The most important work on the
biofilter was replacing plastic bins with slats to allow better air
flow and also allowing the digger to drive onto them for
maintenance.
Variation of permit. Main changes were to require emissions
testing and building integrity testing.
building integrity and extraction assessment undertaken
Building integrity assessment report received
Odour assessment (olfactometric testing) undertaken
Building Extraction audit report received.
Odour assessment results received number of improvements
made to bio filter.
Emissions monitoring undertaken
Repeat Odour assessment undertaken
Re-approval by Animal Health under the new ABP Regs.
Emissions monitoring report received
Odour assessment results received
Review and improvement of EMS and Health & Safety
procedures– project on-going.

2012

2012 (May)

Recent changes include – bio filter media is turned and topped
up with fresh at least once or twice a year as and when
compaction starts to occur. Usually around April and Sept.
Dispersion modelling( including odour) report received

Appendix 5
Complaints summary
Over the last 18 months (1 January 2011 – 30 June 2012) 191 complaints about activities
from Omega Proteins have been received.
In response to the complaints, the majority of which are related to odour allegedly from the
site, a total of 141 visits, have been made. On 29 occasions (20%) an odour associated
with the installation was detected by officers. On these occasions further investigation was
carried out however on no occasion was there sufficient evidence to support a breach of
the odour boundary condition.
On the occasions where a plume was observed by the investigating officer, the following
table gives an analysis of plume behaviour on those occasions.

Plume grounding
Plume not grounding

Odour Detected
11
18

Odour not detected
19
52

