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Rugby Borough Council — see comments in
paragraph 2.

Environment Agency, Rugby Primary Care Trust,
Countryside Agency, Health & Safety Executive,
English Nature, County Museum.

YES/NO  (if ‘No’ complete Suggested Next Steps)

Details to be specified
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Agenda No
Regulatory Committee — 22nd December 2005
Rugby Cement Works — Bag Filters

Report of the Strategic Director of
Environment and Economy

Recommendation

That the Regulatory Committee authorises the grant of planning permission for the
installation of a new bag filter with related plant and infrastructure at Rugby Cement
Works, Lawford Road, Rugby, subject to the conditions and for the reasons contained
in Appendix B of the report of the Strategic Director of Environment and Economy.

APPLICATION NO : R410/05CM030

RECEIVED BY COUNTY : 27/9/2005

ADVERTISED DATE : 13/10/2005

APPLICANT : Cemex UK Cement Ltd, Cemex House, Evreux Way,
Rugby, Warwickshire.

AGENT : Mr D Tomlin, Cemex UK Operations Ltd, Cemex House,
Coldharbour Lane, Thorpe, Egham, Surrey, TW20 8TD.

THE PROPOSAL : Installation of new bag filter with related plant and
infrastructure.

SITE & LOCATION : Rugby Cement Works, Lawford Road, Rugby

(Grid ref: 487.757)

See plan in Appendix A.

Warwickshire
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11

1.2

1.3

1.4

2.1

2.2

2.3

Application Details

The application proposes the installation of a new bag filter plant at the Rugby
Cement Works as a replacement for the existing electro-static precipitator (ESP)
dust filtration system.

The bag filters would be enclosed within a building measuring 27 metres long by
19 metres wide by 29 metres in height. The bag filter building would be located
adjacent to the existing ESP filtration system, on the eastern side of the main
kiln tower. New ducting would link the pre-heater tower to the dust bag unit
delivering exhaust gas, while a new main fan/motor and ducting would connect
the clean gas outlet part of the unit to the existing stack. The building would be
a steel framework structure clad in steel sheets, coloured to match the
remainder of the plant (mushroom).

The dust filtration process would involve exhaust gases from the kiln passing
through a series of 8 individual compartments, containing a total of 6240 woven
fibreglass bags. The gases would pass from the outside to the inside of the
bags, depositing the dust as a cake on the outside of the bags. Dust would then
be removed from the bags by intermittently and briefly blowing compressed air
inside each bag, forcing the dust to fall into hoppers located below before being
reintroduced to the manufacturing process.

A copy of the Applicant Supporting Statement as Appendix C.
Consultations

Rugby Borough Council (RBC) — comment that following the commissioning
of detailed expert advice, the Borough Council has for many years pursued the
fitting of bag filters at the plant to both reduce emissions and act as a safeguard
when the kiln shuts down. The Borough Council consider bag filters to be the
Best Available Technique for controlling emissions and should be fitted as soon
as possible.

The Borough Council has been asked to consider requesting a more detailed
and full Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA). The Council is confident in
Warwickshire County Council’s decision regarding the EIA. Delays by any
further assessment would be very unfortunate, as bag filters will provide better
protection for the people of the Borough. The Council will not therefore be
asking for a further EIA. Consultants have been commissioned for their
technical expertise to evaluate different technologies and bag filters were
considered to have a lesser environmental impact and provide reduced
emissions and better protection in the event of plant failure.

The application indicates the improvements made in emission control by
indicating that in the old plant emission limits for particulates was 140 mg/m?®
and that the current limit for the new plant is 55 mg/m?®. While this is factually
correct, it does not consider the total impact from the increased volumes of gas
released from the site or the improved dispersion of pollutants from the stack for
the new plant. However, the proposed 30 mg/m?is directly compatible with the
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new plant emission limit as the bag filter will not affect production and is a
significant reduction.

2.4  ltis clearly stated in the application that the reason for this application is to meet
the requirements of the Waste Incineration (England and Wales) Regulations
2002 as the kiln is now considered a waste co-incinerator under these
Regulations because of the proposals to burn tyres and, potentially, other
wastes. While the Council still has concerns about the burning of waste at the
site, these issues are being dealt with separately. While granting permission
may indirectly allow waste burning at the Works, it is considered more
appropriate to deal with the waste burning issue separately and not hinder an
application which, even if waste burning is permitted, will significantly reduce
particulate emissions from the stack.

2.5  The Environmental Statement indicates that under the Town and Country
Planning (Environmental Impact Assessment) (England and Wales) Regulations
1999 this development would not automatically require an Environmental Impact
Assessment (EIA) but it was recommended by Warwickshire County Council
(WCC) because of the Air Quality Management Area (AQMA) declared by
Rugby Borough Council. WCC limited the scope of the EIA to air quality, noise
and visual amenity. Given the proposed development (minor alteration to plant
resulting in a simple air quality impact of reduced particulate emissions) this is
considered reasonable and the decision made by WCC is supported.

2.6  The application indicates that historically coal and pet coke had been used.
This is considered potentially misleading because it is understood the plant has,
except for small trials with pet coke, only used coal. It is accepted that the
permit allows the use of coal or pet coke.

2.7  The application states that the only impact the bag filters will have on air quality
is reduction in emitted particulate concentration from the stack. This is an
important statement in determining impact and is considered by the Council to
be correct. Indirect changes in emissions from the stack by allowing the bag
filters, which would allow burning of waste such as tyres, is being dealt with
separately by the Council, notably consultation with the Environment Agency,
the Rugby Cement Community Forum and the Tyre Burning Review Group.
This approach is considered appropriate because granting permission for the
bag filters will improve particulate emissions if waste is burnt or not. The
decision to allow tyre burning is an Environment Agency matter under their
enforcement responsibility and it is not considered appropriate for the planning
process, regarding this alteration to the plant, to be used to try to prevent waste
burning and bypass the recognised enforcement route for waste burning
permitting.

2.8  The application does not consider the impact on the air quality management
area declared by Rugby Borough Council in December 2005 for nitrogen
dioxide, mainly as a result of traffic pollution in the town centre. Their approach
is considered acceptable. However, the assessment is considered potentially
misleading in that the EIA relates to the stack emission only, but could be
misinterpreted to indicate that this is the assessment of the whole site, which it
is not. Fugitive and low level point sources are significant sources of
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2.9

2.10

2.11

2.12

2.13

2.14

2.15

particulates, which affect mainly the New Bilton area. These sources are
unaffected by the bag filters and have not been considered in the EIA which is
considered appropriate in this limited scope EIA. Overall the conclusion that
particulate air quality will be improved is accepted because of the reduction of
particulates from the stack, which a have relatively small effect locally because
of the dispersion of the pollutants from the stack.

Currently, when certain problems occur in production, the electrostatic
precipitators (ESPs) automatically turn off, allowing significant discharges of
dust to be emitted from the stack. The advantages of the bag filters is that they
will continue to work when these problems occur and would result in virtual
elimination of the stack related discharge events which do affect local residents
and are a source of regular complaint. This is a very positive and welcomed
improvement.

The application indicates that there will be increased electricity use to move the
air through the bag filters, which equates to 15,277 tonnes per annum of carbon
dioxide. This increase in green house gas emissions is considered to be
serious globally, but the Council’s main concern has to be the protection of local
residents and, therefore, the increased emission is, reluctantly, considered
acceptable because of the advantages of the bag filters.

The assessment of the visual impact of the plume is considered to be
guestionable as the plume’s visual assessment is considered to be ‘low’.
Subjective assessment by officers suggests that the impact is higher. However,
the conclusion that the impact of the reduced particulate emissions will have
little effect on the visible plume is accepted.

The application proposes lagging or other insulation such that the unit complies
with a noise limit of 65.5 dB L eq, 5 minutes, free field. ThiS should be made a planning
condition.

The noise report proposes noise limits at sensitive residential properties. These
are considered appropriate and should be made a planning condition.

The report does not consider the impact of the construction of the bag filter unit
on the site. The applicant suggests similar conditions to those imposed on
planning permission R410/95CMO007 relating to upgrade of the works. This
proposal is generally supported. However, RBC would like an additional
condition requiring the submission of a detailed construction noise assessment
including details of the works being carried out, the proposed timescale, the
timetable for the works and the equipment that will be used, complete with an
assessment of the impact each phase will have on local residents. This should
be submitted to the County Planning Authority, for approval by them in
consultation with Rugby Borough Council Environmental Health. The plan
should be submitted and approved before work starts.

Councillor B Levy — welcomes addition of anything at the Works that would
assist with reducing emissions from the plant and improve air quality in Rugby.
Additionally, would wish to see adequate measures in place to monitor
emissions from the plant.
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2.16 All other Rugby Ward Members — no comments received.
2.17 Long Lawford Parish Council — no comments received.

2.18 Environment Agency — the Agency regulate the Cemex Rugby Cement
installation through a Pollution Prevention and Control Permit issued in August
2003 under the Pollution Prevention and Control (England and Wales)
Regulations 2000. However, the Waste Incineration Regulations (WID) come
into force for the installation on 27th December 2005. They impose lower
emission limits for certain pollutants, e.g. particulate matter (dust) where the limit
will be reduced from an hourly average of 55 mg/m® to 30 mg/m°. The
installation cannot currently guarantee to consistently meet this lower limit using
the existing abatement equipment, that is, electrostatic precipitators (ESP’s).
The operator is proposing to install a bag filtration unit to replace the main ESP
to ensure the limit can be reliably met.

2.19 Cemex will require a variation to their Permit in order to be able to install and
operate the filtration unit. The Agency will have due regard to all aspects of the
proposed modified operation of the installation and will have to be satisfied the
Operator is using Best Available Techniques to prevent or, where that is not
practical, reduce pollution.

2.20 The Environmental Impact Statement submitted with the planning application
identifies that the development has been proposed to reduce dust emissions
from the current operation and will not be associated with any alteration in the
manufacturing process, or to the scale of throughput. The Statement reports
that the proposed development will result in a general improvement in air quality
by reducing emissions from the main stack. Furthermore, a reduction in noise
levels will also be experienced, when compared to the existing ESP unit which it
would replace.

2.21 The existing ESP may be automatically tripped out by high carbon monoxide
concentrations for safety reasons, thus resulting in short periods of higher than
usual dust emissions from the main stack. This will not occur with the bag
filtration unit. Thus from a planning perspective the installation of the proposed
filtration unit will, in our opinion, afford a higher level of environmental protection
than currently exists. The Agency therefore has no objections in principle to the
planning proposals.

2.22 Rugby Primary Care Trust — The current proposal has arisen from a separate
permission which has been granted for the use of waste tyres as part of the fuel
to be used within the kiln. Although the current dust abatement method
(electrostatic precipitators) are able to meet the dust emission limits based upon
the use of coal and pet coke, they would not be able to consistently meet the
more stringent WID emission limits which will be relevant if tyres are used as
part of the fuel. Therefore, a new and improved dust filtration system (namely,
bag filters) is required in order to ensure WID compliance at Rugby Cement
Works.
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2.23 Additional information submitted by the applicant is satisfactory and addresses
the concerns raised by the Trust. In the Trust’s opinion, it is unlikely that the
proposed installation would present a risk to local people if the Cement Works
complies with WID, and is well managed and regulated.

2.24 Health and Safety Executive — advise that they wish to make no comments.

2.25 County Museum — no comments received.

2.26 English Nature — no observations.

2.27 Countryside Agency — no comments received.

3. Representations

3.1 Letters and emails of objection to the application have been received from six
individuals - four local residents, District Councillor Mrs Pat Wyatt and a firm of
Solicitors Richard Buxton, Environmental and Public Law. A copy of the letter
from Richard Buxton is appended; although it is addressed to Rugby Borough
Council and responds to their comments on this application it has been
accepted as being also a representation to the County Council. (See
Appendix D). Rugby Borough Council have received a further three letters of
objection from local residents.

Concerns include:

(i)
(ii)

(iii)
(iv)

(v)
(vi)

(vii)
(viii)
(ix)
(x)
(xi)
(xii)
(xiii)
(xiv)
(xv)

(xvi)
(xvii)

ww1/Regu/1205

Bag filters are not appropriate to/will not work at the Rugby Plant — where
else in the world are bag filters used in semi-wet process.

Bag filters would facilitate burning of more hazardous wastes at the plant
— plant could become general waste incinerator.

Without bag filters no waste could be burnt at the plant.

Bag filters would allow increase in particulate emissions from the burning
of wastes.

Plant has become a co-incinerator by stealth.

EIA inadequate and does not comply with EIA Regs — should deal with
whole issue of use of alternative fuels.

Application misleading.

Would bag filters work during plant start up or emergency shut downs.
Application is being rushed through without full consideration.

No valid planning permission or EIA was undertaken for plant as built.

All proposals/applications at plant should be considered together in order
to assess cumulative effects not piecemeal.

Bag filters would facilitate increased production at the plant.

Impact of proposal upon traffic should be assessed.

Plant does not burn pet coke.

Bag filters would only filter 60% of stack gases — will not stop pollution
from all of plant.

Bag filters could make fallout from plume worse.

Impact upon general air quality and health of residents of Rugby needs to
be considered — Rugby has higher death rate than elsewhere in
Warwickshire.
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3.2

4.1

4.2

4.3

4.4

4.5

4.6

(xviii) How can emissions from bag filters be guaranteed to comply with WID.

(xix) Bag filters would create additional noise.

(xx)  Concern over RBC’s approach to the bag filter application, especially in
the light of its air quality and environmental health responsibilities.

District Councillor Mrs Pat Wyatt expresses strong objection to the proposed
development and requests that the application is deferred until a full
environmental impact assessment has been carried out.

Observations
Background

Planning permission was granted in 1996 for a comprehensive upgrade of the
old Rugby Cement Works. The new upgraded works has been operational
since 2000.

Prior to the installation of the new plant, the previous cement works was
regulated by an ‘authorisation’ (required under the provisions of the
Environmental Protection Act 1990) limiting emissions of dust/particulate matter
from the kiln chimney to 140 mg/m? (milligrams per cubic metre of air). The new
cement works is subject to a more stringent emission limit of 55 mg/m® at an
hourly average. This emission limit is set within the Pollution Prevention Control
(PPC) Permit for the new plant.

New legislation in the form of the Waste Incineration (England and Wales)
Regulations 2002 (in accordance with the ‘Waste Incineration Directive 2000’
(WID)) introduce more restrictive controls on the incineration or ‘co-incineration’
of all types of waste. The Regulations and Directive are now relevant to the
operation at the Rugby Cement Works due to the use of chipped waste tyres as
an alternative fuel (partial substitute for coal) because the burning of wastes in
cement kilns is classified as ‘co-incineration’.

The Regulations and Directive require that if the process involves co-
incineration in a cement kiln, dust emissions from the main kiln stack must be
limited to 30 mg/m? at dry 10% oxygen reference conditions. The existing
electro static precipitator dust filtration system is not capable of consistently
meeting those more stringent emission limits. Cemex wish to continue the use
of alternative fuel at the Plant and therefore a new improved dust filtration and
collection system is required.

Existing Dust Filtration System

Dust filtration of exhaust gases from the preheater tower (tallest building at
centre of site) is currently undertaken by means of an electrostatic precipitator
(ESP) unit. This unit was installed at the Works as part of the
replacement/upgrade of the former plant.

The existing ESP process involves passing the exhaust gases from the
preheater tower through an electrically charged environment. The charge
passes to the dust particles which are then captured on electrode plates. The
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4.7

4.8

4.9

4.10

411

412

electrode plates are intermittently wrapped to drop the collected dust into
hoppers below the filtration system.

The exhaust gases pass through 4 such electrically charged fields, where each
field has an efficiency of between 85%-95%, and where the effect is to reduce
the dust in the exhaust to some 1000™ of the incoming dust load.

Particulate emission concentrations from the main kiln stack are currently in the
range of 45 mg/m? to 55 mg/m?, which is in compliance with current Pollution
Prevention Control (PPC) Permit limits. However, this would not comply with
new Regulation and Directive particulate limits for co-incineration. Therefore,
the applicant seeks to replace the ESP unit with a more efficient dust filtration
system.

The applicant states that the existing ESP system could be upgraded by the
addition of extra banks to meet the WID requirements. However, it is
understood that when certain problems occur in production, the electrostatic
precipitators (ESPs) automatically turn off, interrupting production and allowing
short term discharges of dust to be emitted from the stack. It has not been
indicated whether upgrading the ESP system would overcome this problem.
The bag filters by comparison should continue to work in such circumstances.

Proposed Dust Filtration System

The bag filter is intended to primarily abate chalk dust from a very early stage in
the raw material handling, this material having been fed from cyclones within the
main tower during initial drying and processing of imported chalk.

The new bag filter would be fitted with 6240 filter bags in 8 compartments. Each
compartment would be fitted with continuous monitoring equipment to detect
any bags that may burst. The compartmentalised design, each with 780 bags,
would allow for an individual compartment to be isolated from the exhaust gases
to carry out maintenance and repair work without impact on either operational
performance or production. Filter bags would be woven fibreglass bags with a
specialised membrane. Each bag would contain a steel cage to maintain the
bag shape during operation. Exhaust gases are directed proportionately to all
compartments, where gases pass from the outside to the inside of the bags
depositing gas as a cake layer on the outside of the bags. Dust is removed from
the bags by intermittently and briefly blowing compressed air inside the bag
forcing the dust to fall into hoppers located below before being fed back into the
manufacturing process.

Environmental Impact Assessment

Prior to submitting the application the applicant sought a formal ‘screening
opinion’ from the County Council as to whether the application should be
accompanied by an Environmental Statement. The development falls below the
thresholds in Schedule 2 of the Town and Country Planning (Environmental
Impact Assessment) (England and Wales) Regulations 1999 which trigger
consideration of the need for EIA. However, an EIA was considered desirable
because Rugby is designated as an ‘Air Quality Management Area’ (AQMA) due
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4.13

4.14

4.15

4.16

to air quality within the Town being below standards set within the National Air
Quality Strategy and because of likely public concerns. The County Council
also advised on the scope of an EIA, asking that it focus on air emissions and
the visual and noise impacts of the proposal. The applicant agreed to and did
provide an Environmental Statement and as a result the application is to be
treated and determined as if an EIA had been legally required under the
Regulations. The main text of the Environmental Statement is appended to this
report and Members can obtain further details (such as the full air quality
assessment carried out by Gair Consulting) from the Case Officer.

Notwithstanding the above, it must be recognised that the AQMA was
designated as a result of concerns in respect of emissions from vehicles in
Rugby Town Centre and not as a result of emissions from the Rugby Cement
Works. The designation stems from air quality assessments undertaken by
Rugby Borough Council indicating that the annual mean nitrogen dioxide (NO5)
air quality objective for 2005 (40ug/m™) was at risk of being exceeded at the
facades of certain buildings in Rugby Town Centre as a result of vehicle
emissions.

Air quality

Gases reach the main kiln stack from five sources, only one of which would be
de-dusted by the proposed bag filter. However, the gases passing through the
proposed bag filter represent 60% of the gases discharged through the main
stack and dispersion modelling carried out by Gair Consulting predicted that
ground level concentrations of particulates in these gases emitted from the stack
would be half of those resulting from the use of ESPs. The application states
that the new system would have no effect on emissions from the other four
sources, or from the low level particulate sources that have become the focus of
attention in the judicial review proceedings against the Environment Agency.
Moreover, the proposed bag filter would only reduce emissions of particulates
(i.e. dust) and would not affect other emissions such as nitrogen oxide, carbon
monoxide, sulpher dioxide, etc. All these other emissions, like those passing
through the proposed bag filter unit, would be subject to control by the
Environment Agency through the PPC Permit regime. It is understood that the
operation of bag filters would not make any consequent alteration in any other
part of the manufacturing process or in the scale of production (except so far as
shutdowns might be avoided).

A study of particulate emissions arising from the proposed development
compared with the existing ESP unit, contained within the environmental
statement, concludes that the bag filter system is the best solution for the
environment as a whole. The assessment compared emissions to air,
deposition to land, energy consumption, risks of environmental accidents and
visual impact of plume. The assessment concluded that bag filters are the ‘best
option’ for all elements with the exception of energy usage.

Rugby Borough Council Environmental Health Department, the Environment
Agency and Rugby Primary Care Trust have been consulted and support the
installation of bag filters at the plant as a means to reduce emissions and
increase environmental protection.
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4.17

4.18

4.19

4.20

421

4.22

Noise

The main noise source from the bag filter is likely to be the fan and motor
associated with dust filtration system. A noise assessment undertaken in
connection with the proposal identifies that the proposed unit would create
excess noise without mitigation. In order to prevent noise becoming a problem it
is proposed to provide acoustic attenuation to the fan and motor units. Subject
to the proposed noise mitigation measure proposed it is considered that the
proposed bag filter unit is unlikely to result in any greater noise impact than the
general operations associated with the manufacture of cement at the Plant as a
whole. The Environmental Health Officer has suggested conditions are imposed
on any planning permission granted to ensure noise does not become a
problem and suitable worded conditions are suggested.

Visual Impact

The proposed bag filter unit would be located centrally within the Plant complex
at the base of the preheater tower adjacent to the existing ESP unit. The scale
of the building, which is similar to the existing ESP Unit, and coloured to match
existing plant on site would result in the bag filter having no greater impact than
the existing Cement Works as a whole. Similarly, the bag filter would have little
impact on the visible plume.

Other Issues

Concern has been raised that the description of fuel used on site is unclear.
The cement works has traditionally been fueled by coal (and to a lesser extent
pet coke). While the plant is permitted to use pet coke it appears that its use
has been limited to trials only and not in recent time. In addition, the Works has
in recent time been undertaking well publicised trials of chipped waste tyres as
an alternative fuel. This application is connected with meeting stricter emission
controls associated with the use of alternative fuels at the plant.

Cemex propose to integrate the proposed dust bag filter plant into the plant
during a stoppage, on completion of the construction work. The next such
stoppage/shut down is scheduled for early in the new year. Upon integration of
the bag filter into the plant the existing ESP would no longer be connected to the
process and may be removed from the plant.

Operation of the bag filters introduces an increased energy requirement upon
the Plant due to the suction pressure required to draw the gases through this
type of filter is greater than an ESP. If the increased use of electricity is
converted to carbon dioxide tonnage, the total would be 15,277 compared to
11,882 if ESPs were used. However, this needs to be weighed against the
increased overall efficiency and effectiveness in the capture of dust. Therefore,
on balance it is considered that improvements to the filtration system outweigh
the greater energy use.

Concern has been raised by objectors that the installation of the bag filters
would generate additional vehicle movements at the Works. The application
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4.23

4.26

5.1

5.2

states that the installation of the bag filter unit will in itself result in no increase in
traffic movements. Dust collected in the bag filters is fed back into the system
so no additional waste is created for transport off site and fuel will continue to be
transported to the Works by road regardless of type.

Concern has been raised by objectors that bag filters are not suitable to the type
of plant in operation at the Rugby Works and in fact would not work. The
Environment Agency have not expressed similar concern in their response,
which describes bag filters, which do not 'trip’ and release dust discharges, as
offering a higher level of environmental protection than the existing ESP filtration
unit.

Planning Policy

Policy ER2 of the Warwickshire Structure Plan states that the environmental
impact of all proposed developments must be thoroughly assessed and
measures secured to mitigate adverse environmental effects to acceptable
levels. Policy R/G1 of the adopted Rugby Borough Local Plan sets out the
general standards against which proposals will be considered. Proposals will
normally be permitted where R/G1(11) the amenities enjoyed by occupants are
protected in terms of, amongst other things, noise, pollution and smell and
R/G1(12) where the new development is sympathetic to the scale and character
of its surroundings. Policy GP1 (appearance and design of development) of the
Rugby Borough Local Plan Review continues this theme.

Conclusions

The installation of the bag filter cannot by itself guarantee any specific total level
of emissions for the Plant, since the unit will deal only with particulates from one
of the five sources feeding the main kiln stack. However, because the bag filter
unit would deal with some 60% of gases emitted through the main stack, they
will have a significant impact on the totality of emissions and are predicted to
reduce particulates from that stack by at least one third (from 45 mg/m® to

55 mg/m?® to 30 or less mg/m®). Therefore, the direct effect of the proposed filter
bag system on particulate emissions will be to reduce them.

Because the bag filter unit will not affect other sources and forms of emission, or
alter other parts of the productive process so as to increase their polluting
potential, or increase vehicle movements to bring in raw materials or take away
waste, it will not have adverse indirect effects on air quality at or in the vicinity of
the Plant. However, the increased consumption of electricity required by the unit
will have an indirect effect on greenhouse gases greater by a little over a quarter
than the effect of the ESP alternative. However, this detriment is considered to
be outweighed by the reductions in particulate emissions likely to result from the
installation of the bag filter unit. Noise from the unit can be satisfactorily
controlled and the visual impact is considered to be limited. Therefore, based on
this analysis of direct and indirect physical effects, the proposal is considered to
be in accordance with the development plan and beneficial overall in
environmental and planning terms.
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5.3  Some objectors, including Richard Buxton, have urged the County Council to
use this application as an opportunity to require an EIA of the use of alternative
fuels (i.e. co-incineration) and not merely of the physical effects of the bag filter
unit itself. These objectors argue that the bag filter unit is necessary to make
co-incineration lawful and thus the environmental effects of co-incineration are
the indirect effects of that unit. They also point out that the County Council
cannot simply leave all consideration of emissions to the PPC regime, since air
guality is capable of being a material planning consideration and the
appropriateness in planning terms of a land use positioned in a particular
location remains a matter for the planning authority and not the Environment
Agency.

5.4  An EIA may consider the indirect effects on the environment of a development.
However, even assuming that the bag filter unit represents the only means of
achieving compliance with WID, the County Solicitor advises that the County
Council could not lawfully and reasonably have required the Environmental
Statement to address the principle of co-incineration. The County Solicitor
considers that (even had the application qualified as EIA Development under
Schedule 2) the County Council would have exceeded its powers under the
1999 Regulations by demanding that the Statement assess the legal rather than
physical consequences. Moreover, when considering the scope of the
Statement, it would have been unreasonable to have, in effect, treated an
application for an ancillary filtration unit as an application for co-incineration (as
one objector has put it, this would have been "a sprat to catch a mackerel").
This is particularly so when the law deems the use of 40% alternative fuels not
to be a material change of use requiring planning permission but does provide
the PPC regime to regulate most of the environmental consequences.

5.5  Therefore, whilst the role of the bag filter unit in facilitating the use of alternative
fuels is capable of being a material consideration, it cannot support a demand
for an EIA into the principle of co-incineration. Nor is there anything in the
circumstances of the case to justify using this application as a pretext for an
inquiry into the land use merits of co-incineration.

5.6  Objectors have pressed the point that three public bodies (the County Council,
the Borough Council and the Environment Agency) are making decisions with
environmental consequences concerning the Plant and that there has been no
"joined up" overview. Your officers have some sympathy with this view,
although each body has been acting according to its remit and consulting with
the others. However, it is inappropriate to use this application, which is relatively
modest in the context of the Plant and by itself offers only environmental
improvement in the locality, as a means for the County Council to assume wider
powers of overview than are conferred on it by legislation.

JOHN DEEGAN

Strategic Director of Environment and Economy
Shire Hall

Warwick

14th December 2005

Warwickshire
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Appendix B of Agenda No

Regulatory Committee — 22nd December 2005

Rugby Cement Works — Bag Filters

Application No: R410/05CM030
Commencement Date

1. The development hereby permitted shall be begun not later than 3 years from
the date of this permission.

Reason: Pursuant to the requirements of Section 91 of the Town and
Country Planning Act 1990.

Pre-Commencement

2. The development hereby permitted shall not be commenced until a detailed
construction noise assessment plan, including details of the works to be carried
out, the timetable for the works, equipment to be used, assessment of the
impact of each phase of construction along with mitigation measures where
appropriate, has been submitted to and approved in writing by the County
Planning Authority. Following approval the construction works shall be
undertaken in accordance with the plan.

Reason: To avoid undue disturbance to nearby properties from noise.
General Operations
3. Unless otherwise agreed in writing by the Mineral Planning Authority the
development hereby permitted shall be carried out other than in accordance with
the submitted application ref. R410/05CMO030, plans ref. Plan C, 551-11-01-001
B /C, 5658/14/C, and conditions set out below.

Reason: To ensure a satisfactory standard of development.

4, The bag filter building shall be coloured (mushroom) to match the existing
buildings at the Works.

Reason: To ensure a satisfactory standard of development.

5. During the construction period the contractor shall use best practices , including
plant maintenance to minimise noise produced by the construction operations
and shall comply with the recommendations in BS52228:1984 Noise Control on
Construction and Demolition Sites.

Reason: To avoid undue disturbance to nearby properties from noise.

Warwickshire
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10.

11.

During the construction period operations that are audible at the nearest
occupied noise sensitive building which shall include office buildings shall not be
carried out other than between the following hours:

Monday to Friday 0800-1800 hours
Saturday 0800-1300 hours

No such work shall take place on Sundays, Bank or other Holidays.
Reason: To avoid undue disturbance to nearby properties from noise.

During the construction period vehicles and mechanical plant used at the site
shall be fitted with effective exhaust silencers and shall be maintained in good
and efficient working order so as to comply with BS5228. Machines in
intermittent use shall be shut down in the periods between work. Reverse
bleepers on vehicles should be broad band in nature. The contractor shall
remove from the works any item of plant which in the opinion of the County
Planning Authority is ineffectively silenced.

Reason: To avoid undue disturbance to nearby properties from noise.

During the construction period compressors shall not be used unless they are
‘sound reduced’ models fitted with properly lined and sealed acoustic covers
which shall be kept closed whenever the machines are in use. Ancillary
pneumatic percussive tools shall not be used unless they are fitted with mufflers
or silencers of the type recommended by the manufacturers. Pumps and
mechanical static plant shall not be used unless they are enclosed by acoustic
sheds or screens.

Reason: To avoid undue disturbance to nearby properties from noise.
Unless otherwise agreed in writing by the County Planning Authority, driven or
vibrated piling, including temporary piling, shall not be carried out other than
between the hours of 0900 hours and 1600 and by a recognised noise reduced
system.

Reason: To avoid undue disturbance to nearby properties from noise.

Plant such as generators and pumps shall not operate outside the hours of 0800
and 1800 unless it is surrounded by an acoustic enclosure the design of which
has been approved in writing by the County Planning Authority.

Reason: To avoid undue disturbance to nearby properties from noise.

During the construction period, noise at adjacent properties shall be minimised
by careful positioning of plant and location of haul roads.

Reason: To avoid undue disturbance to nearby properties from noise.

Warwickshire
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12.  Noise emissions from the bag filter unit shall not exceed 65 dB Laeqg, 5 minutes, free

field at a distance of 10 metres.

13.  Noise emissions from the bag filter unit shall not exceed the noise limits and at
the locations detailed below:

Location dB Laeq, T

No. 30 Townsend Lane 43 dB Laeq, 1 hour, free field
No. 10 Bridle Road 39 dB LAeq, 1 hour, free field
No. 256 Parkfield Road 40 dB Laeq, 1 hour, free field
No. 2 Thurnmill Road 43 dB Laeg, 1 hour, free field

Development Plan Policies Relevant to this Decision

a) Warwickshire Structure Plan — 1996-2011 — Policies GD.1, GD.2, GD.3, GD.4,
GD.5, ER.1, ER.2, ER.4, ER.5 and ER.9.

b) Rugby Borough Council Local Plan — June 1997 - Policy R/G1.
C) Rugby Borough Council Local Plan — First Deposit - May 2004 — Policy GP1.
d) West Midlands Spatial Strategy — Policies QE1, QE2.

Reasons for the Decision to Grant Permission

The development hereby permitted is in accordance with the relevant provisions of the
development plan and would secure the most satisfactory standard of development
overall and there are no contrary material considerations sufficient to require refusal.

Note: The policies, proposals and reasons given above are only summaries of the
considerations set out more fully in the committee report. In accordance with Article
22(2) of the Town and Country Planning (General Development Procedure) Order 1995
and Article 3(3) of the Town and Country Planning (Environmental Impact
Assessment)(England and Wales) Regulations 1999 (EIA Regulations) notice is hereby
given that the county Council in determining the above application has taken into
consideration an environmental statement and environmental information (as defined
by the EIA Regulations).

Warwickshire
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ENVIRONMENTAL & PUBLIC LAW
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Susan Ring
LLM Eanv. (London) Seficitor

Assorinte Paul Stookes

LLB MSc CEny Sulicitar
Rugby Borough Council 198 Victoria Streec
Town Hall : , Cambridge, CB1 1]P
Evreux Way
Fax: (01223) 301308
Aftn: Chief Planning Officer
Sean Lawson[Kafen Stone www.tichardbuxton.co.ule
‘ Email: law@richardbuston, eo.uk
14 \November 2005
Dear Sirs

Cemex! Rugby Limited Bag Filter Application

We have seen Rugby Borough Counci's ("RBC") Director of Housing and
Environmental Health's letter of 19 October 2005 to Warwickshire County Council
("WCC") in response to WCC's consultation on the bag filter application, (Paragraph
numbers below refer, unless otherwise stated, to that letter.)

We have serious concemns over RBC's approach fo the bag filter application,
especially in the light of its air quality and environmental health responsibilities.

In particular, we consider RBC's conclusion that “bag filters will provide better

protection for the people of Rugby” (para 2) and its characterisation of the proposed
development as a "minor alteration to the plant resulting in a simple ajr quality impact
of reduced particulate emissions” (para 5) to be premature and unwarranted on the
information avaiiable.

Environmenta! Impact Assessment {ElA} and the planning process

The expert advice which RBC commissioned in 2001 on which RBC appears now o
rely in support of bag filters (para 1)

L s, contrary to RBC's assertions, not an (ElA), and

Hi. Does not recommend bag filters - it states that serious consideration be given
to the use of bag filters, and specifically recommends that thers should be an
‘adequate evaluation of the costs of each technique [ie bag filters and ESPs]
against the overall environmental impacts assoclated with their use.” (AEA
Technology Report, Environmental Health Impact Assessment - Rugby
Cement, Tyre Burning Proposal, December 2001, pp iv, 12) ' ‘

We understand that one of the report’s authors'recently confirmed “What we actually
said was that RMC should have serfously considered bag filters in the BAT

. assessment. That is different fo strongly recommending them for the Rugby plant ...
it recognises that there is variation between plant.”




RBC indicates that it supports WCC in its request for an (albseit limited) EA in respect
of the bag filter application (para 5). In accordance with the EIA Directive, the EIA
process must deal with the diract, indirect, secondary and cumulative impacts, of the
proposal. This requirement is separate, preliminary and additional to the poliution
permitting and enforcement process, and is a legitimate and necessary part of the
planning process. RBC's attempt to separate consideration of direct and indirect
effects of the proposal at the planning stage is therefore flawed in principle.

RBC's statement that “the declsion to allow tyre burning is an Environment Agency
matter ... and it is not considered appropriate for the planning process ... to be used
to try to prevent waste burning and bypass the recognised enforcement route for
waste burning permitting” (para 7) is similarly misconceived. It fails to recognise the
role of the planning system in relation to the appropriate siting of works. It also fails to
recognise that the Environment Agency has repeatedly stated that, for example,
traffic associated with the plant, and with tyre burning in particular, is not within their
remit but is a planning matter. The Environment Agency also place reliance on RBC’s
fulfiiment of its air quality responsibilities in its decision making in relation to the plant
(albeit that question marks remain over RBC's conduct in that regard). In any event, it
is clear from the application that the purpose of bag filters is to comply with the
Waste Incineration Dirsctive. It is therefore Inconceivable that the application can be
considered in isolation of the implications of the use of the very fuel that is sought to
be accommeodated by the proposals.

RBC are therefore wrong not to consider the tyrefalternative waste burning aspect of
this application, and to regard it as something that is strictly for the Environment
Agency.

Lack of information in the application

Whether or not considered in the light of the specific requirements of the EIA
Directive, the environmental information accompanying the bag filter application Is
lacking and provides a wholly inadequate basis on which to provide meaningful
comment on the proposals, For example

¢ The application states the bag fitters wil only affect 60% of the flow through
the main stack (ie from the current kiln exhaust electrostatic precipitators
{'ESP")).

No detail has been provided regarding the proportion of pollution (as opposed
to flow) attributable to the kiln exhaust, during normal operations or unstable
conditions. Nor have any similar details been given as regards the remaining
emissions sources coming out of the main stack such as kiln bypass ESP or
clinker cooler ESP, :

How exactly can the emissions from bag filters on the kiln exhaust be
"quaranteed to ensure an overall dust emission level at the stack outlet of less
than 30mg/Nm3 as a daily average at reference conditions” (EiS, section 3.4,
p 10}, when there are four other unquantified sources emitting from the stack
outlet, and two of thess continue fo use ESPs?

» The application gives no indication of how the temperature and exit \{elocity f;’f
the plume will be affected by bag filters. Lower temperature and exit velocity
cauld result in a more visible plume grounding nearer to the stack.




* Rugby Limited have repeatedly maintained that bag filters would not work at
the plant becauss of its ‘semi-wet' nature and have cited amaong their
reasons for praviously rejecting bag filters “Ihligher overall emissions from
bag filters", stating “[o]n a statistical basis a very large filter containing several
thousand bags wouid suffer an unacceptably high rate of bag failures. The
time taken fo identify the bag that had failed and to shut down the process

would lead to significant emission.” (PPC application, enclosure 1) (underline
added) ‘

The Environment Agency have stated that "bag filters may achieve marginal
environmenta| improvement" and saw fit in their Declsion Document (DD) to
note, without considering at that stage, Rugby Cement's claim “that bag filters
are not [an available technique] because the high moisture content of the
gases from the kiln system (this Is not a dry kil system) and the cementitious
nature of the dust, could causs excessive blinding of the filters” (BD para
7.135, enclosure 2). (underline added) -

No information appears to have been provided as to why these are no longer
concerns. Nor have details been given of any other semi-west plants operating
with bag filters.

¢ In addition we would point out that it is well known that tyre burning (to take
the most obvious alternative waste) results in increased particulate emissions.
It is also well known that the effect of tyre burning on particls size distribution
(ie percentage of PM10, PM2.5 etc), and on other toxic substances
associated with particles, has not been quantified in the Rugby context. RBC
have highlighted thig issue in the past,

The Government's Ajr Quality Expert Group reported on particulates in June
2005 and stated that “The available evidence suggests that it Is the fine
components of PM10 which have a diameter of 2.5 or less and are formed by
combustion, that are the main cause of the harmful effects of particulate
matter” (enclosure 3),

These matters have not been éddressed in the application.

Flaws in RBC’s response to the agg!z‘caﬁcn

RBC makes repeated reference to bag filters resulting In “significant” reduction
(paras 3 and 4). This belies the information given in the application which states
‘both options [ie- the existing ESP and the proposed bag filters] would have a
negligible impact on ground level PM10 concentrations” (Gair, section 4.1 , p18)
(underline.added), which is what matters in terms of health at the end of the day,

In any event # is not correct to say that the application "will ... reduce” particulate
emissions from the stack {para 4). A reduction in ELV from 55mg/m3 to 30mg/m3 will
indeed reduce the amount of particulate emitted in each cubic meter. This is no
guarantes, however, that overall particulate emissions from the stack will be reduced,
as the cubic meters may well increase, RBC’s own comments refer to this. While the
old plant had a stack emission limit of 1 40mg/m3 and the new plant has a lower stack
emission limit of 53mg/m3, that in Htself “does not consider the total impact from the
increased production and therefore the increased volumes of gas releassd from the
site or the improved dispersion of pollutants from the stack” (para 3). In fact the old
plant's stack was permitted to emit a lotal of 55 tonnes of particulates per year,
whereas the new plant emits considerably mors than that, The figure used for total



stack emissions of particulate in the H1 attached to the bag filter application is 123
tonnes per year, though it is not clear on what this is based. (Rugby Limited have
previously estimated a figure of 370 tonnes per year, based on 1.75 million tonnes of
clinker production per annum (PPC application, enclosure 1)) '

For the same reason it Is not correct to say that “granting permission for the bag
fiters will improve particulate emissions i waste is bumnt or not’. If wastes are
enabled to be burnt, then whether or not there is a change to the scale or process of
manufacturing cement or clinker, throughput of fuel and volumes of gas emitted may
well increase.

Also, even if ground level concentrations of parficulate emissions resulting from the
stack are to be reduced, would the effect of particulates arising from the LLPSs and
the (surely inevitable) increased HGVs transporting alternative wastes to the site be
of equal or greater significance? (RBC are no doubt aware of the new increased
emission factars for vehicle tyre and brake wear, and that HGVs are significantly
more important in terms of resuspension of particulates by road vehicles than smailer
vehicles (enclosure 3).) Would the other effects arising from the plant operating as &
co-incinerator (such as an increase in the smaller fractions of particulates ie PM2.5 or
less) be of equal oy greater significance to the “negligible” reduction in particle
emissions concentrations?

RBG considers the statement “the only impact the bag filters will have on air quality is
reduction in emitted particulate concentration from the stack’ (para 7) {emphasis
added) to be “important” and “correc -

For the reasons set out above, and in the light of RBC's own comments, it is clear
that there is Insufficient information available on which to base such a statement, and
that the available evidence points to that important statement being incorrect.

RBC also state that "key parameter 4, Environmental Accidents, is considered
critical" (para 9). However, contrary to RBC's understanding bag fliters witl not
“sontinue to work” when problems occur.  The application states that "burst bag
detectors would be used to bypass bag filtters during these occurrences” (Gair,
section 2.3.5, p 7), and that the fikefinood of a bag burst is “probable” (Gair, section
2.3.5, p 8). No explanation is given as to the likelihood of multiple bag failures, or the
implications that would have, or for the later statement that "bag bursts will be
isolated 1o a single compartment and will be detected” {Gair, section 3.4.7, p 14). In
addition, it is questionable whether it is the 24 hour mean emission figure that should
be considerad most important in the context of this “critical” issue, given the relatively
short, but intense, duration of such accidents {see enclosure 4 for examples duration
and total mass emitted in previous accidents). In the light of Rugby Cements
previous views that bag filters would not work at the plant, and that there would likely
be “an unacceptably high rate of bag failures” (see above), it is quite possible that in
relation 1o this "critical” aspect there could be no benefit, or even a worse situation In
relation to accidents.

RBC position 'in context

We note in passing that, while RBC's comments on the 2001 PPG application t.jld In
fact relate to matters beyond the scope of the tyre burning aspect of the application ‘,t
is becoming apparent that RBG may not have appreciated the full scope of what It
was being consulted on at that time. It appears that RBC may never have pt’OPe”Y or




comprehensively addressed, for example, the acceptability or ot'herwise of the air
quality impacts of the upgraded plant and its associated traffic (even if alternative
fuels are not used).

We also recognise that RBC, and WCC, like much of the Rugby population, may be
finding itself now in somewhat of a predicament. That is no reason 4o evade .its
responsibilities. Indeed every effort should be made to rectify past oversights. '

The fact is that the upgraded plant was built (using near obsolete “semi-wat”
technology} without an’ adequate EIA. The alternative fuel handling system was
installed, and the tyre trials were allowed to proceed without an EJA. Rugby Limited
have repeatedly submitted inadequate applications: the Environment Agency has
untawfully withheld information from the public, and has more generally lost the trust
‘of the Rugby population; the assurances in the Agency’s Decision Document have
not been borne out in practice (eg particulate emissions from the stack are stated in

We understand that, informally, even Environment Agency officials are concerned at -
the plant having been built there,

Conclusion
—Te—
Our comments above show

» Failure on RBC's part 1o understand the planning system or fts obligations
under EU law, and RBC's consequent failure to understand and fulfil its
responsibilities to Rugby people in relation to air quality, planning and
environment

» Failure on RBC's part to exercise sufficient care and attention in considering
and commenting on the bag fiter application to an extent that is considered to
be reckless. We use “reckless” in the sense of the counci abrogating
responsibility for the effects of the decisions it is taking.

e Failure, thus far, on RBC's part to take adequate steps to safeguard the
health, interests and human rights (eg Articles 2 and 8 European Convention
oﬁ;ﬁgman Rights) of its people

in this context it is clearly of the utmost importance that RBC and WCC {to whom this
lefter Is copied) appraise themseives properly of the full environmental impact of the
current works, and of the full impacts associated with Rugby Limited’s bag filter
application,

We have written fo RBC separately regarding Rugby Limited's pipeline application,.
The failures here are a manifestation of the same abrogation of responsibility evident
in relation to the pipeiine application, and underscore the need for regulation of this
plant to be looked at by the various regulators as a whole.



As RBC and WCC are aware, the regulation of Rugby cement works is the subject of.
judicial review proceedings before the Court of Appeal (R (020 Edwards) v
Environment_Agency _and_others). Those proceedings arise, in part, froni the
persistent failure of the organs of the state to work together 1O fulfil thair
responsibilittes under EU law. We will be drawing this letter, and our other
correspondence with RBC and WCC relating to Rughy Cement works, to the
attention of the Court of Appeal in the context of those proceedings.

We look forward to a response to the issues raised in this letter.

Yours faithfully

Richard Bukion

ce. arwickshire County Coungil, Attn: fan Marriott
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gnvironmental Statement | Rugby Cement Works
10 INTRODUCGTION
1.1 Background

Planning permission was granted in February 1996 for a comprehensive upgrade of the
previous Rugby Cement Works, including the installation of a new cement kiln, preheater
tower, raw material milling plant, new cement mill and associated siios and infrastructurs.
The new plant has been aperational since 2000, and its abtivities are controlled by a series of
conditions imposed on the planning permission, and by a separate ‘authorisation’, required

. pursuant to the Environmental Protection Act 1990, which regulates atmospheric emissions

from the plant, and particularly from the main exhaust stack.

Prior to the installation of the new plant, the previous cement works was regulated by an
‘authorisation’ granted in June 1893 (Authorisation no AHBB97) which, inter alia, specified an
emission limit for dust/particutate matter from the kiln chimney of 140 mg/m®. One of the
benefits of the new cement works was a more efficient and environmentally sensitive process,
which allowed a more sfringent emission limit of 55 mg/m® to be set, Those timits are
reflected in the PPC Permit for the new plant {ref BL7248, dated 12 August 2003), which
imposes a fimit of 55 mg/m® at an hourly average, at spécified reference conditions. That
Permit regularised the transition to a new environmental permitting regime required by the
IPPC Regulations 2000. A copy of that permit is produced as Appendix 1 to this ES.

New legislation in the form of the Waste Incineration (England and Wales) Regulations 2002
came in to force on the 28 December 2002, following the requirements set out in the
European Parliament and Council Directive 2000/78/EC, otherwise known as the ‘Waste
Incineration Directive 2000 (WID). That Directive and Regulations introduce more restrictive
controis on the incineration ‘or ‘co-incineration’ of all types of waste. The Directive and
Regulations have become relevant to the operation at the Rugby Cement Works following the
approval by the Environment Agency in 2003 of an application to burn waste tyres at the
Rugby plant, as a partial substitute for the historical fuel of coal and petcoke. The burning of
wastes in cement Kilns is classified as ‘co-incineration’ and that development, when
implemented, will therefore fall within the requirements of the Directive and Regulations,

The Regulations require that if the process involves co-incineration in a cement kiln, then dust
emissions from the main kiln stack need to be reduced to a limit of 30 mg/m® at dry 10%
Oxygen reference conditions. The existing electro-static precipitator (ESP) dust filtration
System is not capable of consistently meeting those more stringent emission limits, and a
New, improved dust filtration and collection system therefore needs to be installed. This ES
$els out the details of that proposed new system, and considers the environmental effects of

s operation, with particular reference to the emissions of particuiates.

aF ,2(;)
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2.0

3.0

3.1

3.2

_ the heavy goods store, car park, and existing silos, together with further buildings within the

The text of the ES cross-refers to a number of technical appendices which have been boung '
into the document, and which include the ful content of the atmospheric emission study
undertaken by Gair; the results of the noise surveys and predictions undertaken by WBM,

with related technical data; and & copy of the current IPPC permit regarding emissions at the -
site,

THE APPLICATION SITE

The new bag filters would be installed within the general confines of the main plant complex,
immediately adjacent to the existing ESP filters which they would repiace. The lecation is
i!tustrated on Plan AO2642§!1'. which illustrates the relationship of the new piant to the existing
infrastructure. ' B '

The bag filter building would be constructed on steel framework above an existing concrete i
road which runs north to south along the eastern side of the main plant complex, between the ©

existing ESP precipitator on jts western side, and the main kiln sub-station on its eastern side,

To the north of the application site lie the coal/petcoke storage building, and to the soutﬁ lie

plant complex.

Annotated photographs of the existing plant and location of the proposed bag filter building
are produced as Figures 4-7, and are discussed within section 4.3 of the ES.

THE PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT: PLANNING APPLICATION STATEMENT

introduction

For the purposes of the Planning application, this section of the ES is to be regarded as the
formal description of the proposed development, supplemented by the following application
plans which are reproduced within Appendix 2 to the ES:

*  Plan reference A026426/1 - site focation plan

¢  Plan reference 510-M1-01-001 Rev B ~ Kiln filter ~ general arrangement and section
elevations

e Plan reference 2 - Rugby Works: existing and proposed elevations from the south
*  Plan reference 3 ~ Rugby Works: existing and proposed elevations from the east
s  Plan reference 4 - Rugby Waorks: existing and proposed elevations from the north.

Cement Manufacturing Process

The manufacture of cement at Rugby relies upon chalk, and clay. The clay is imported B
road from Southam Quarry (énd, more recently, from reserves at ‘Lodge Farm’ whfch:;
being quarried immediately to the west of the plant), and chalk is brought to the site a
slurry via an underground pipeline from Kensworth, near Luton, Additional material is usé

RiAranm i _11s
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fmaterial t’hen‘ placed through a miy process to prodyce ‘raw meaf’. This is fed vig a siio to the
crusher/ dryer where the chalk slurry is added, together with hot gases from the kiln, and
where the Material is further dried, and moisture removed from the chalk slurry.

The raw Material and hot Yases are then taken to the top of the ‘preheater tower {the tallest
building in the centre of the complex), where the mixture passes through a series of cyclones
which work though centrifugal action to separate the bulk of the solids from the gases, and

for energy fecovery, before being de-dusted ang discharged via separate inlets to the stack
(as discussed further below), ' '

:"3";



Environmental Statement

3.3

3.4

Rugby Cement Workg
The Existing ESP Filtration System -

The ESP process involves passing the exhaust gases through an electrically charged
environment, The charge passes to the dust particles which are then captured on electroge.
plates. The electrode plates are intermittently rapped to drop the collected dust into hoppers
below the filtration system. This principal is illustrated diagrammatically in Figure 1,

Dust laden

exhaust gag Clean gas

Figure 1: ESP Filtration System

The exhaust gases pass through 4 such electrically charged fields, where each field has an

efficiency of between 85 — 95%, and where the effect is to feduce the dust in the exhaust o
some 1,000 th of the incoming dust load, g

The four ESP banks were instalied at the Rugby works as part bf the approved replacement/
upgrade of the former plént, and have operated effectively within the design criteria and
emission limits set out in the existing IPPC permit, relating to the buming-éf coal/petcoke fuel
(55 mg/m®), These emissions are continuously monitored and measured at the main exhaust

stack to ensure compliance with those fimits, in accordance with the requirements of the IPPC
permit.

The New Bag Filter

Currently, particulate emission toncentrations from the main kiln stack are between 45 and 55
mg/m®. As noted above, this concentration’ complies with the current PPG limits relating 10 -
emissions when the fuel is confined to coalipetcoke (58 mg/m®), but will not comply at al
times with the more stringent limit of 30 mg/m? imposed by the WID and Regulations for"
cement kiins co—incinerating waste i.e. in this case, utilising waste tyres as part of the fuel.
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particulate WiD limits for Co-incineration, the ESP system therefore needs 1o be replaced by g
more efficient dyst collection system,

the bags by intermittently and briefly blowing Compressed air inside each bag forcing the dust
to falf info hoppers located below.

Quaranteed to ensyre an overall dyst emission jeve! af the stack outlet of less than 30mg/Nm?
as a daily average at reference conditions,

* “pon drawing number 510-M1-—01~0{J1 REVB. The bverau dimensions of the building wouig
be 27m fong x 19m wide. (see figure » below). The overayy height wou!tf be 29m due to the
néed fo accommodate vehicular accesg beneath the equipment, Howe@er, the ridge height

“would remain fower than the existing ESP. New ducting would [ink the Pre-H‘eater-Tower to
the unit at its Southern end delivering exhayst 8as, while a new main fan/moter ang ducting
would link the riorthern_ (clean gas outlet) part of the ynit to the existing stack,
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4.0

4.1

- ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

. Demonstrate that the air quaittylpamculate em:sszon improvements can be reahsed and:

Rugby Cement Works

Figure 2 Typical Bag Filter Building, simiiar to that proposed |

| J— Clean gag

Dust laden
exhaust gas

k2

Infroduction

The purpose and objective of the proposed development is to reduce overall particulate
emissions from the main stack, and to comply with the WID. The development is not
associated with any alterations to the manufactunng process, or to the scale of manufacturing
throughput. The underlying principle of the development is one of environmental improvement

and amenity benefit, and the consideration of overall environmental affects therefore starts
from that positive context.

Nevertheless, as advised by Warwickshire County Council, the Applicants recognise that

there are a number of environmental issues which need to be addressed, most notably the
need to;

that dlspersai of emissions wiii be accepiable;

ii.  Consider the noise associated with the new filtration system and associated fans, and;_

assess whether this will be accepiable in comparison to noise emitted from the curf?nt
EPC systerm: and

lil.  Assess the visual effect of the new bag filter building and associated ducting/pipe WO

other environmental issues.
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4.2

421"

422

Atmospheric Emissiong

Introduction

current application has been t éxpressed by Wa'mickshire County Council in their
E1A Screening opinjon that Rugby Town has been designated as an "Ajr Quality Management
Areg” (AQMA), and, consequently, there is a need to consider whether the development
would have an impact, ejther positive or negative, on the reasons for the AQMA designation,
and its objectives to enhance air quality, ' e

Concentration measured in Rugby, this was deemed to be negligible. These results are set
outin the Rugby Borough Cotneil ‘Detailed Air Quéiity Assessment Report’ dateq June 2004,
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This section of the ES reproduces the content of the noise survey report and assessmeng
Appendix 4 describes the noise units and sound power levels, the instrumentation used, the
existing noise levels, proposed noise limits, calculated site noise levels with and withoust
mitigation, the noise calculation methods, and the noise measurement Iocations

Scope and Summary of the Noise Study

This section of the ES considers the environmental noise implications of the proposal to
replace an existing dust filtration system with a new bag filter operation.

Since the proposed plant will operate 24 hours a day, the night-time has been assessed as
the most noise sensitive period for the nearest dwellings to the site.

Noise measurements have been takeh by WBM in tﬁe vicinity of Rugby Cement Wbrks and
the measured noise levels are presented. Night-time environmental nmse measurements
were made in August 2005 near to dwelfiings, to define the existing noise chmate numerically
and descripfively. Measurements in August 2005 near to the fan and motor associated with
the existing system are also reported.

Noise measurements for daytime and night-time ‘periods were obtained in 2001 as part of an
assessment for the proposed clay extraction area to the west of the site {Lodge Farm). Noise

levels from a 24 hour monitoring exercnse undertaken by WBM in May 2001 are presented
within Appendix 4 to the ES.

Noise limits are discussed with reference to guidance documents, mght—tnme background
noise levels and target limits proposed for the upgrade of Rugby Cement Works, which took
place in-the year 2000. The noise limits proposed for the new bag filter operation at the
nearest dwellings are those used in the noise assessment for the upgrade of the works.

Noise levels have been calculated at the nearest dwellings, based on measurements of the.
existing fan and motor and.the separation distances baetween the plant and the dwellings. with.
no barrier atenuation cons:dered The calcu!ated noise levels are compared with the
proposed noise limits and an excess is identified at the nearest dwelling. Noise m|t;gat|§
measures are therefore considered to reduce the calculated noise levels for the new bag t
operation so that they comply with the proposed noise limits at the nearest dw\?ﬂmg
considered. '

Existing Noise Levels

The locations selected for the purposé of this assessment are No. 30 Townsend Lane;'“_
Bridle Road and No. 256 Parkfield Road. Sample noise measurements were made:l
these locations and are shown on Plan WBM 1 in Appendix 4.8, '
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Sample night-time measuremen_ts were made at three iocations, from Monday istto Tuesday '
2nd August 2005. Nojse from Operations at the existing cement WOIks was ciear!_y audible gt
all three locationg during the aftended night-time Measurements, '

Measurements in August 2005 hear to the fan and motor associated with the existing system
&re also reporteq in Appendix 4.3,

4.3.4 Guidancg and Noise Limits

The primary Quidance gn the pianning aspects of noise is set oyt in PPG 24 "P!ahning and
’Noise” (1994), For noise from Industrig and commergig deve!opments, the guidance nofe

Standard Bg 4142 1997 "Method for Rating industria) noise affecting mixed residential ang

industriaf areas" came into effect oh 15th September 1997, 1t SUperseded ps 4142: 1890,
which was wéthdrawn. :

XA,



L
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4.3.5

measurement or calculation of the specific noise level plus any """adjustment far the
Characteristic features of the noise. ' '

 Mmeasured background noise flevel then this is a positive indication thaf complaints are

unlikely. .

by WBM in May 2001 and August 2005, #

Noise Sources and Sound Output Levels

Sample noise measurements were made at a variety of distances from these two plant items
and the survey results are presented in Appendix 4.3 for inspection.

From analysis of the measurements of the existing plant items, both the fan and the motor
have been assigned a sound output level that equates fo a noise level of 75 dB Laeq, 5 minutes,
rree fietd 21 @ distance of 10 metres,

Noise levels have been calculated at the nearest dwellings, based on measurements of the B
existing fan and motor and the Separation distances between the plant and the dwellings.

The calculations are based on BS5228: Part 1: 1997 “Noise and vibration control Oﬁ___
construction and Open sites Part 1. Code of practice for basic information and procedures fq
noise and vibration control’ and an outline of the calculation methods are set out in APPE“‘?”_’.‘
4.7 to this report.

All the calculations have been carried out for adverse wind conditions, with a Pe”agty_
. ists from

2dB Laeqr- I other words, it ig assumed that an unfavourable wind component exists f‘i

each noise source in every phase of the site development, towards each dwelling.

. ’ . . * [u
A sample calculation sheet, for the nearest dwelling to the proposed plant items, is inclL
after Noise Calculation Methods in Appendix 4.7.
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4,36 Unmitigated Noise Leyels

437

Noise levels have bean Calculated at the Nearest dwellings, based on measurements of the

existing fan ang Mmotor and the Separation distanceg between the plant and the dwellings and
no barrier attenuation considerag, '

The Unmitigated Calculated noise levels use g noise lavel of 75 as Laes 5 minutes, free patg AF 3
distance of 10 metreg for both the fan.and the motor,

Calculated noise levels afe presented in Appendix 4.6 "Calculated Site Noige Levels

if existing or proposed fandforms, buifdings or other structyreg in the direction of Bridle Road
can reduce the noige levels from the Proposed fan and motor by 10 dB(A), then the calculated

" site noise level at Bridle Roag would be below the Proposed noise Jimit for this dwelling, using

to a noige level of 65 dB Laeq s minutes, tres fiels @t @ distance of 1g metres, then the calculated site

noise fevel at Bridie Road would be below the Proposed noise fimt for this dweiling, without
the need to consider barrigr aftenuation,

The fan Suppliers have been requested to Supply a unit that complies with g noise level of
85 dB Laeq, 5 minutes, tee fielg af @ distance of 10 metres ang have indicateq that they should be
able to achieye that level with lagging to redyce noise from the fan, ;



Environmental Statement ' Rugby Cement Works

4.3.8

- Noise iimits are discussed with reference to guidance documents, night-time background

v

The fan unit to pe Ebsta!!ed will be supplied with acoustic attenuation to provide the
appropriate level of nojse mitigation.

Since the Proposed plant will operate 24 hours g day, the night-time hag been assessed as
the most noise sensitive period for the nearest dwellings fo the site.

Noise measurements have been taken by WBM in the vicinity of Rugby Cement Works and
the measured noise levels are presented. Night-time environmental noise measurements
were made in August 2005 near to dwellings, to define the existing nolse climate numericaily
and descriptively. Measurements in August 2005 near to the fan and motor associated with
the existing system are also reporfed.

noise levels and target fimits Proposed for the upgrade of Rugby Cement Works, which took

no barrier attenuation considered,

The caiculated noise levels are compared with the proposed noise fimits and an excess is |
identified at the nearest dwelling, without mitigation considered. The fan unit to be insta‘ilﬁd :
will be supplied with acoustic attenuation to provide the appropriate level of noise mmgat;on?

. o re
provide the required level of noise mitigation.  These noise mitigation measgres :
i _ ¢
considered to reduce the calculated noise levels for the new bag filter operation so that
comply with the proposeq noise fimits at the nearest dwellings considered.
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4.4 visuar iMPACT
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4.4.2

4.4.3

‘Photomontage F = current viewpoint 11.

The assessment of visual impact entered an overall balance of effects, where the increaseq
visibility (and increased traffic) were weighed against improved atmospheric emissions, the
strong planning policy presumption in favour of the development, and the economic
advantages of securing a major manufacturing industry in Rugby. The visual effects of the
development were deemed to be acceptable as pa;t of that'bélan'ce; and planning permission

with that planning permission, and the visual effects of the development are consistent with
those anticipated as part of the 1995 EjA,

The Current Visual Impact Assessment (Vid)

the plant and infrastructure which currently exists, and to consider the extent and significance
of the visual change to the appearance of the plant which would g"rfse from the development,

- The assessment has been undertaken by means of identifying the principal viewpoints

locations as the photomontage views “included within the 1995 EIA. Those 1995
photomontages A-F are reproduced as part of this ES for historical interast (Appendix 5},
although it should be noted that certain elements of the plant which was modelled for those
photomontages were subsequently amended as part of the final approved design, most
notably the two clinker stores depicted on the photomontage C, (replaced with 1 store) and
the reduced size of the silos Compared to those illustrated on photomontage D. An interesting
comparison can however be made between the photomontages and current views, which can
be reconciled as follows:

Photbmontage A = current viewpoint 10
Photo:ﬁontage B = current viewpoint 6
Photomontage C = current viewpoint 8
Photomontage D = curreét viewpoint 7

Photomontage E = current viewpoint 12

Viewpoint Analysis

_ 7
The locations of the photograph viewpoints are illustrated on Figure 3, and the

photographs are produced as Figures 4-7 inclusive.
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Viewpoint 1: View south from bridge over Nuneaton ¢ Rugby raliway line op Parkfield

building. The Preheater tower dominates the centre of the view and the clinker store with
éonveyor tan be seen to the right. The land between the railway line and the cement works is
Lovered with woodiang and scrub, and the ground riges fo g small hilf limiting views of the
lower elements of the works.

Hedge and SCrub vegetation along the works boundary on Parkfield Road ailcw oniy
intermittent views. This viewpoint (approximatéiy 200 metres east of the proposed building) is
just north .of the highest point of Parkfield Road along the site boundary. This elevated

preheater tower.

Viewpoint 3: View west along Parkfield Road,
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the bus stop near the Royal QOak public house the preheater:tower and stack can be seen
through a gap between the'poptars. Vegetation along ?arkfieEd Road obscures views of the
lower buildings, and the location of the bag filter building, although glimpses of the bag filter
building may be possible during the winter months.

Viewpoint 5: View west from public open space on Bridle Road.

Views of the site from the south and east are limited by the residential areas of Rugby. This
view (approximately 400 metres from the proposed bag filter) looks over a recreation area
adjoining Bridle Road and Jubilee Strest The preheater tower and stack is seen above the
vegetation marking the boundary of the recreation area and raiiway line. To the left two
groups of cement silos are visible, and to the far left lie the terraced houses on Bridewel|
Place. The top of the bag filter building would just be visible above the vegetation (and there
would be filtered views through the vegetation in winter months), but the buitding would not be
prominent in the context of the preheater tower backdrop. »

Viewpoint 6: View west from public open épace on Bridle Road.

This view is a short distance south from Viewpoinf 5. The preheater tower and stack dominate
the view and the cement silos are visible to the rear of the terraced houses on Bridewell
place. The top of the bag filter building may just be visible above the treeline .along the
boundary of the fecreation area.

Viewpoint 7: View north west from Dryden Place.

This view is located within a quiet single storey residential area approximately 600 metres
from the proposed bag filter. The cement works is visible to the rear of industrial units on
Addison Road. The preheater tower and stack are at the centre of the view with the clinker

store to the left. The plant at the foot of the tower is obscured by a group of cement silos. The
bag filter building would not be visible from this location. ‘

Viewpoint 8: View north from public open space on Johnson Avenue.

From the A428 the ground level rises as one travels along Addison Road. This elevated view,
approximately 800 metres from the proposed bag filter, looks over the public open space :
bordered by Addison Road and Johnson Avenue. The cement works is at the centre of the
view to the rear of a residential area with the preheater tower most apparent. Cement sﬂc??
are visible between gaps in the ornamental planting. Open country to the north ¢an be seen’ IR
the distance. The bag filter building would be just visible, to the right of cement silcs in {ing
with.lower levels of the 'preheater fower, 4. .
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4.4

(approximatefy 1.2 kfiomeires from the Proposed hag fiter). The view looks across tranguif
pasture with tha buildings of Peninsular Farm in the fo'reground. Beyond, the clinker store ang

The flue Connection from the bag filter buffdihg may just be visible from this viewpoint,
Viewpoint 11; View east from field gate on Lawford Heath Lane.

This elevateq view is from a roadside figld gate is approximately 1.9 kilometres from the
Proposed bag fitter building., The fandscape is ruraj with the cement works visible above the
tresline. The preheater tower, clinker store ang cement silos are visible but lower elements of

the plant are Screened by vegetation in the midde ground. The bag filter would not be visjble
from this viewpoint. .

the levels of other ‘low level’ plant and infrastructure, such that it woulg visually integrate
with those existing elements,

W -
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3. The short distance views which are available (most notably viewpoint 2, 3 and B) are
- towards the eastern end elevation of the preheater tower, which dominates the view, ang
where the bag filter would be a minor visual element at the base of that end elevation, at

the level of the existing ESP building, which is currently located at the base of that eng |
elevation.

4, From the majority of other viewpoints, the new bag filter building would be either
screened, or would be difficult to differentiate from other plant iterns,

6. Overall, .the location, scale and height of the bag filter building would be visually

insignificant in the context of the greater mass of the cement works buildings and
infrastructure.

45  OTHER ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES

The Town and Country (Environmental Impact eté) Regulation 1999, requires that an ES
should include a description of the development (this ES, Section 3); a description of the
aspects of the environment likely to be significantly affected by the development including, in
particular, population, fauna, flora, soil, water, air, climatic factors, material assets including
“the architectural and" archaeological heritage, landscape, and the inter-relationship between
the above factors; and a consideration of direct, indirect, secondary, cumulative, short,
medium and long term effects, and positive and negative effects of the development (E!A
Regulations Part I Schedule 4).

These requirements are émptiﬁed in Circular 2/99, which highlights the benefits of obtaining 2
‘scoping opinion’ from the Local Planning Authority (Regulation 10), which would represent
the considered view of the LPA as to the issues which‘ should be covered in an EIA. By
inference, it would also highlight those issues which do not represent ‘significant’ effects, and
which are therefore not relevant to the development under consideration. It also emphasises
that LPA's should satisfy themselves that the ES confains the “relevant information” set out in
the Schedule, which “the developer can reasonably be required to compile” (para 109), but
that, in any event, the Authority can request further information, either informally, or more
forrnally via Regulation 18.

in this case, the Applicants have abtained an opinion from the LPA (Warwickshire County -
Council} as to the scope of the EIA, which has confirmed the Council's view that “many of {7
issues that an EIA would normally be expected to address would not be relevant in this Cass::
Issues including ecology, archaeology, geology, transport and hydrology are unlikely to 0
significant, and therefore would not need to be addressed within the EIA”, albeit there shOU_
‘e an explanation as to why they are not relevant. The scoping opinion continue
highlighting air quality emissions as the key issue for consideration, and that whilst '10/5¢ a
 visual impact ... may in the greater context of operations at the plant be limited these iss
would need to be addressed in the EIA". '
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5.0

5.1

direct and fong term effects associated with an improvement in air quality, which would

Constitute g sighiﬁcant positive effect: direct and long term visual effects associated with the

New bag filter buiiding, byt where the overall effects woulg be negligible in visyaf terms; and

with noise from the existing ESp filter, and where the effects wou|q therefore be positive, with
no adverse Cumulative nojse impact, ‘ :

Int refation to other environmenta issues, the development would take place within an existing
industrial areg t:ompr;'sjng hardstandings, Operational ang circulation areas. There is no florg
Present, and no known fauna, There are no sojl resources, gng no features of culiuray
heritage interest woylq be affected, either directly or éndirectfy in terms of setting. There
would be no a!terati_on to the surface water drainage arrangement in the vicinity of the plant

building.

PLANNING POLICY CONS!BERATIONS

Izitroduction

assessed against planning policy objectives énd requirements.

Section 544 of the Town & Country Planning Act 1990 requires that Planning applications
shauld be determined in accordance with the content of the development Plan, unless
material tonsiderations indicate otherwise, In effect, this introduces & Presumption in favour
of granting planning bermissions for Proposals which are in accordance with policies in the
development Pian. This has been further interpretad in the Courtg which have established the
Principle that it js not necessary for g Proposal to aceorg with each ang every policy in the
development plan, since there will e instances where policies putl in different directions. The
key requirement js for a Froposal to accorg with the overal thrust of the development plan,
taken as 3 whole. '

ke
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- with other methods of disposal of these materials’ (para 73). This is of pamcuiar relevance fo
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1997, The Bordugh Local Plan is currently the subject of a review, with a second deposit
draft of the review published in May 2005.

National Planning Policy

National planning policy relating to the cement industry, and more particularly, the provision of
raw material for the cement industry, is set out in Mineral Planning Guidance Note 10
(MPG10). This notes, infer alia, that the “cement industry is of major impaortance to the
national economy as it supplies an essential product to the construction and civil enginesring
industries” (para 2), and that “the Government ... .. wishes fo encourage domestic
production (of cement} to counter the rising import trend and to provide employment” (para 3).
However, it stresses that the “encouragement of cement production must ...... be balanced
against important environmental inferests” (para 4) which, in the case of the proposed
development, primarﬁy refate to the environmental topics addressed in Section 4 of this ES.

MPG10 makes specific reference to the opportunities provided by cement kilns for the burning
of industrial waste, together with the usual fuel (para 71). This is of direct relevance to the
current proposal, and the future intention to burn a proportion of waste tyres, together with the
conventional fuel of coal and petcoke. 1t emphasises however that careful consideration
needs to be afforded to such proposals to ensure that emission limits are not exceeded (para
72). It notes that such proposals would need appropriate waste disposal licensing consents
(PPC Permit), but that provided ‘the necessary environmental criteria can be satisfied,
“cement kilns may provide an attractive alternative to the environmental problems associated

tyres, where the EC Landfil Directive now prevents disposal of tyres to landfill sites. MPG10
therefore encourages the industry to “look for opportunities to dispose safely of waste in this
manner" (i.e. via the kilns) (para 73).

The proposed development is fully consistent with these objectives of utilising a proportion of
waste material as a fuel for the kiln, whilst, at the same time, reducing emission limits from the
process. '

Planning Policy Statement 23, Planning and Poliution Contfol (PPS23) was issued by th?’--'
ODPM in 2004, and replaces previous policy guidance set out in PPG24 (Planning é.l_ﬂ.d__._
Pollution Control: 1894). in terms of atmospheric emissions, it refers to a series of nafiona
and international obligations which control pollution (including the National Alf Qualt
Strategy 2000), which have been referred to elsewhere in this ES. It also ciarn‘[ea
relationship  between planning and pollution controls, which are Sepamfe
complementary’. Pollution controf is concernad with preventing pollution through fhe “
measures to prohibit or limit the release of substances to the environment from d‘ff
sources to the lowest practicable level. It also seeks to ensure that ambient air ar

eal
quality meet standards that guard against ;mpac:ts to the environment and human h
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Planning System controls the development and use of lang in the public inferest. |t plays an

important role in determining the' location of development which may give rise to poliution .|
“and ensuring that other developments are, as far as Possible, not affected by major existing,
or pbtenﬁal S0urces of bollution. PPS23 therefore &Mmphasises that the p!anning system
shouid focug and on whather the development ftéeff is an’acceptab[e use of the land, ang the

the design ang Underlying objective which is to comply with the mare stringent emission limits
relevant to the development (30 mg/Nm?),

Environment Agency) tp ensure that Planning controls do not dgpficate conditions which
would be more—appropriate!y imposed through the poillution contro authorisation {para 1.48),

k-3
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Finally, Appendix 1G of PPS23 confirms that “any air quality consideration that relates to
landuse and its development is capable of being a material planning consideration, and that
“the impact on ambient air quality is likely fo be particularly important:

s Where the development is proposed inside, or adjacent to, an Air Quality Management
Area (AQMA) designated under Part (iv) of the Environment Act 1985;

»  Where the development could in itself resuit in the designation of an AQMA; and

= Where to grant planning permission would conflict with, or render unworkable, elements
of a local authorities Air Quality Action Plan” (para 1G.1).

Section 4.2.2 of this ES concludes that none of those considerations would be adversely
affected by the proposed development. In any event, the fext continues in para 1G.2 by
noting that "it is not the case that all planning appfications for developments inside or adjacent
to a QMA should be refused if the developments would result in a deterioration of local air

A

quality. Such an épprqach could sterilise development, particularly where authorities have
designated their entire areas as a QMA” (which is the case in Rugby Town). Howsever, for
reasons explained elsewhere in this ES, it is not the case that the development would result in
a deterioration in air quality (in fact, quite the reverse), and the AQGMA has not been
designated based upon concerns regarding emissions of particulates.

Warwickshire Structure Plan

The Warwickshire Structure Plan was adopted in August 2001, and covers the period 1996 ~
2011, 1t does not contain policies of direct relevance to the 'proposad development but, in
general terms, it seeks to support existing industry (Policy 1.1), and fo cater for the ongoing
expansion need-s of existing businésses, which recognises their importance to the healih of
the existing economy (Policy 1.7). - |

Specific policies are however included which require the environmental impacts of .
devetopmenis o be thoroughfy'assessed, and that measures should be incorporated to
mitigate any adverse effects to acceptable levels (Policy ER.2). This has been the objective
and function of this ES.

Rugby Borough Local Plan

The Rugby Borough Local Plan was adopted in June 1997, and covers the period 1989 -
2001. It is currently being reviewed, and has reached the stage of a second ‘re-deposit’ draft
issued in May 2005.

Again, there are no policies 6f direct applicability to the proposed development, and the
Rugby Cement Works is not shown with any specific allocation on the proposals map. i
follows that the current application can be considered on its individual merits, subject O”EV_ to
Policy R/G1(12), which requires that new development should be sympathetic 0 the scaie
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6.0

cultural environment, or to 6‘ther uses of land. 1t therefore confirms that a poliution

- assessment should be submitted with relevant Proposals (para 4.42), albeit it notes that these

Issues are controlled via the PPC system {para 4.45),

likely to have g net adverse impact will not pe permitted, unless the effects are mitigated to
the satisfaction of the Council, The Supporting text does howaver confirm the comments
made elsewhere in thig ES that the AQMA has been established due fo the prediction that
levels of nitrogen dioxide (NO,) in certain areas of the fown may breach the annual objectives
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The overall conclusion is that the development could proceed without giving rise to
unacceptable environmental effects and that, more positively, the net balance of effects would
be positive and beneficial. ‘

EEY

In a wider planning policy context the Statement concludes that the de\ieiopment could
proceed in accordance with national planning policy, and with development plan policies for
the area. In those circumstances it is considered that there should be a firm presumption in
favour of permission being granted. '
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