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OVERVIEW OF PROPOSALS
INTRODUCTION

1

The Envirgnment Agencr%/ has specific resrfonsmlllt_les for re%_ulatlng mador Industries
In England ang Walés urider environmental protection legislation and a duty to report
on the state of the environment. Qur strateﬂy focuses on'the need o address the state
of the environment at any time, identify the pressures that are affecting it, consider
optltonls and, where required, ensure Industries that we requlate implemenit appropriate
controls.

The Agenc rec‘mres thﬁ moniforing of many emissions because of their P tential
impact™on people and the environmlent. Wecan then ensure actions are taken to
Prevent or minimjse thelr impacts and prevent potential harm from occurrln%.,ln order
0 make informed, quality decisions we require reliable monitoring data that industry,
requlators and the public can have confidence in.

Most of the mo,mtorm% of emissions from industrial processes re?ulateéi under
Integrated Pollution Control (IPC) Is carried out by process operators under self-
mon;tormg arranﬂ]ements. In order to ensure that these arran em%nts command the
confidencé of both the Agency and the Publlc, the Agency audts these arrangements
and commissions a proportionate amount of check monitoring.

The Agency proposes to strengthen its monitoring and auditing procedures b
m,troduglng)é Hewp,sc%eme, known as Operator Monitoring Assessrgerﬁ (OMA), thgt
will assess'the quality of self-monitoring undertaken by operators.

This consultation_document presents the Agency’s proposals“for the" application of
OMA to the monitoring of emissions to air from mdustrleﬂ PrOCesSes regulat?d under
IPC. Inthe Ionger tern it 15 proposed to extend OMA to the monitoring of releases to
air, water and land from industrial processes requlated under the Pollution Prevention
and Control Regulations.

OBJECTIVES AND BENEFITS OF OMA

6.

The OMA scheme ha?] been developed t ,Provide a_consistent and transparent
approach to auditing tne quality and reliability of self-monitoring undertaken by
Industrial process operators.

The Agency will use the outputs from OMA to:
« informthe taageting and prioritising of its check manitoring programmes;
[

»  provide a driver for process “operators to improve théir monitoring
arrangements.



The introduction of OMA will also provide the following benefits:

o the A?ency’s requirements for operator self-monitoring arrangements will be
more fransparent and consistent;

0 operators and the Agency will be better informed regarding emissions and the
quality of monitoring information will be ofa higher Standard;

J improved monitoring data will assist process control and aid the identification
of emission trends;

J improved process control and management should lead to reduced emissions to
the environment;

J o?erators with good selfmonitoring regimes will not normally incur the costs
of Agency check monitoring.

BACKGROUND

9

10.

11

The draft OMA scheme was deveIoFQed by Agency staff including those with “hands
on” experience of requlating under IPC.

During Summer 2000, trials were undertaken across England and Wales to develop
ar%i Stterst the scheme. The processes were chosen to répresent a diverse range of
Inqustry.

Check monitoring is commissioned by the Agency to provide checks on operator’s
data ang compliance with autnorised fimits. The Agency recovers the costs of check
monltorlnﬂ from the operator. ApproxmateIY 3% of PC processes are subject to
Agency check monltorlng each year at a ¢ost to industry of ‘about £2.5 million. The
Agency intends to shift towards greater reliance on auditing of operators and operator
self-monitoring, subject to the Infroduction of a robust OMA scheme.

DESCRIPTION OF THE OMA SCHEME

12
13.

14,

A more detailed description of the proposed OMA scheme is included in the appendix.

It is also the intention to produce a “Working towards a good OMA score” hooklet, as
guidance to operators to Coincide with the latinch of the OMA scheme.

The OMA scheme will award a score that reflects the quality and reliability of self-
monitoring undertaken by the_operator. Reliability incluges such factors as the
quantlrt%/ and frequency o monlt_orlng. It is r?roposed that the_score will be used to
benchmark operators™ self-monitorifg arrangements and prioritise the Agency’s
check-monitoring programme.



15.

16.

1

18.

19,

20.

OMA, _comﬁgrises_six attributes that will allow an Agency Officer to assess the
re|lab_l|lt3/ 0f monitoring carried out by an operator, or thelr contractor.
The six attributes are:

management and training of staff;

fiitness for purpose of monitoring methods;
maintenance of manitoring equipment;
calibration of monitorin equment;
QA/QC of monlt_orln? effort;
performance against limits.

Each attri,tﬁjte contains a series of elements, or qnuestions against whi%h he Aqencﬁ
Officer wilf assess th?o erat?,rsarran%ementsa 0 award a score. Each element wi
be assw;nedascoreo one {o five. The |?her the score the better. In addition, four of

these elements are regarded as “fundamental” i.e. critical to monitoring. These are:

«  health and safety; _

] does the monitaring method measure what it should; _

. Is the sampling plane i.e. the location within the stack where sampling
points are positioned, acceptable;

o acceptability of calibration methods.

A low score (one or two) aLwar ed in any of the four fundamental elements will rﬂui_re
Immediate action to be taken Dy the oerator to correct the situation. Further details
are provided at paragraph A9 of the appendix.

An overall OMA rating Is calculatfed from the combined scores alculaﬁd for each of
the six attributes. Further details of the scoring scheme are included in the appendix at
paragraphs A6 - A10

Processes with a low OMA score would be more likely to be subjected to Agency
check monitoring than those with a high OMA score.

There may be occasions when the Agency Officer decides that check monitoring is
required & g (Porocess, for specific and jdentifiable reasons such as site sensitivity or

frequency of Complaints from the public, despite a good OMA score being awarded.
Iohgoﬁﬁgngefr%re Htr[?dertaiing checi Fr)nonitorlngf W?” b% made clear to the opgrator prelor

There are Processes_wnh emigsions so small in relation to their impact on_the
environment, or public health, that they could be considered as “de minim usSuch
processes would not normally warrant consideration for inclusion in the A,gencys
check-monitoring programme: It is not proposed, that OMA will change this situation.
However, the OMA scheme will be used to |dent|,% shortfalls In"the monitoring
arrangements at such processes and identify areas for improvement.

Questiops for consultation:

Are the six attributes appropriate?
o Arethere any otherfundamental elements?



IMPLEMENTATION

21,

22

23,

24,

The Agency will finalise the OMA scheme taking into account all comments received
In response’to this consultation.

The Agency proposes to have the OMA scheme ready. for implementation d_urlnq
Summér 2001, Agency staff will receive aRpropnate tramln? to_deliver a consisten
approach across the country. It is proposed.that assessments of IPC Processes will start
In mid SePtember 200L. 1 the first year 1.e. 2001/02, it is likely that aRProxmater
25% of processes will be audited using the OMA scheme. The remaining /5% of
audits will be completed in 2002/03.

It 15 envisaged that OMA scores will be reviewed on an annual basis. The extent and
timing of OMA reviews will depend on the scale of an chan?es to the process or
associated monitoring arrangements. These reviews may he friggered by Agency
Inspection or at the request of the process operator.

The QOMA scheme  itself will be subjected to a continuous review process, and
modified as appropriate.

FUTURE DEVELOPMENTS

2.

26.

21.

The Agency intends to extend the OMA scheme to cover assessments of operators’ self-
monitoring of emissions to other media, and under other requlatory regimes.

The Agency has also been developing the use of Operator and Pollution Risk A/fpraisal

(OPRA) for IPC asamo,vT towargs Fisk based requlation. The Agency’s, OPRA scores

will be used as an essentia Part of allocating.resotirces for compliance’ effort starting In

2001/02. In the short term the Agency will"implement OPRA and OMA, separately to

grfmduereei)gg%eern%ssessment and validation of the two schemes that are in different stages
V .

In the longer term the Age_nq{ Intends to integrate the use of risk hased methodologies
within the A%nc and Will Took to bring to?ether OPRA and OMA within a sl ﬂ!e
sch?me.,The ge cr believes this i important to ensure cl,arltg ang transpﬁ[ency In The
application of "environmental requlation. The Agency Is dlready warking “on the
development of an integrated approach to risk based réqulation for installations to_be
requlated by the Agency under the, Pollution Prevention Control Regulations which
builds on the experiénce gained within OPRA and OMA.



THE CONSULTATION PROCESS

28.

2.

30.

Consultation documents have heen issued to:

relevant trade associations;
operators of IPC authorised processes; ,
epartment of the Environment, Transport and the Regions;
Scottish Environment Protection Agency:;
Department of the Environment, Northér Ireland;
non - Governmental organisations including;
Friends of the Earth;
Gre_en[?eace; _ _
National Society for Clean Air.

If you have ?n)()su?gestié)ns about others who may be interested in the document the
Adency would e pleased to recerve them.

Comm?nts are sour%ht on the %raft OMA scheme. The consultation document is also

available on the Intermnet on the Agency web site vwvw.en\_/lronme,nt-agencv.%ov.uk

Fgaaggtgé)te that comments may be made public unless confidentiality 1S specitically
Uested.

A twelve week I{)/Ieriod has been allowed for consultation. Comments should be
submittea b% [ May 2001 to the Environment Agency at the following address,
marked for the attention of Nigel Jeal.

Env,lronmentAPency. , 3
National Compliance Assessment Service.

Cameron House,

White Cross Industrial Estate.

South Road.

Lancaster.

LAI 4XQ.
Telepnone: 01524 842704,
Fax; 01524 581908,

Or alternatively e-mailed to oma@environment-agencv. gov.uk

FOOTNOT . : : . :
Any complallints or comments about thig consultation process should be directed to Robin Chatterjee at the

Environment Agency, Rio House, Waterside Drive, Aztec West, Almondsbury, Bristol, BS32 2UD.
Tel: 01454 624400

45 6244R9 . .
robin.chatteriee@environment-agencv.gov.uk


mailto:robin.chatteriee@environment-agencv.gov.uk
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INTRODUCTION
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The AgencY intends to use the OMA scheme to audit operators self-monitoring
arrangements, In a consistent and transparent manner to:

o assess operators self-monitoring (including monitoring undertaken on behalf of
operators by contractars); , o

J provide guidance for implementing necessary monitoring improvements;

o establisha system to help prioritise the Agency’s check monitoring.

The OMA scheme is intended for use by Agency Officers. Site operators may also
wish to use it on other occasions, such as intémalaudits, or as a preparatory exercise
prior to the Agency OMA audit.

THE ATTRIBUTES AND ELEMENTS

A3

A4

The OMA scheme comPrises SiX attrjbutes, which are considered to represent the key
issues affecting operator self-monitoring. The six attributes are:

OMA L Management and training of staff;
A 2. Fitness for purpose of monitoring methods;
3. Maintenance of monitoring equipment;
4. Calibration of monitoring equipment;
b, SA/QC of monltorln?_ effort;
6. Performance against Timits.

oM
oM
oM
OM
OM

>

Each of the six OMA attribytes contains a series of elements, or questions, agajnst
which the Agency Officer will auqit and subsequently award a score. The priicipal
elements of éach attribute are identified below:

OMA 1 Management and training

Corporate commitment to monltorln_%. _ -
E Appropriate management structure in relation to monitoring.
¢)  Production ?f monlg)rlp(g schedules,
Procedures for feednack of monitoring results. _ , _
e Tralntlng of operator’s manager/engineer responsible for implementing
monitoring, . L
fy  Trainin gf consultants’ or operators’ staff carrying out stack monitoring to
MCERTS standards. ,
Understangm ongency S mon_ltorlng recﬂuwements.
H Health and safety 15sues regarding stack testing personnel. Fundamental, see
paragraph A9.



Ol\/tlﬁdZ)Fltness for purpose (continuous monitors, periodic monitors and surrogate
methods

a) Does the mopitorin method or surrogate method measure what it purports,to?
Fundamental, see para rag
or surrogate method traceable to a relevant and

h) Is the monltorlng
tal dated standard?

) Ifa monltorlng method 15 used, does the equment conform to the appropriate
minimum design an J)erf rmance sandards?

d) If a monitoring method 1S used, does the equipment have acceptable
Eerformance characterlstlcs e.g. range, limit of detection, linearity, response
eed, and (ncertainty?

e ISthe samglln% é)lane technlcallg/ acceptable? Fundamental, see paraPraph A9,
steme F frearuency adequate to provide results representafive of the
long term release profile

OMA 3 Maintenance of monitoring equipment.

a  Isthere a maintenance schedule and is the maintenance frequency acceptable?
EX|stence of a documented maintenance procedure.

C XISI nce of maintenance recards.
nta%e of data carﬁture

e 1a |I|tg 8f continuous monltorf and pe ﬁ
e)  Spares neld on site and general availability of equipment. Competence of

persons undertaking repairs.
OMA 4 Calibration of monitoring equipment.

a)  Isthere acalibratiop schedule in place?

Aco%ptablllt ofC |Ibf8’[l0n fre uenc
¢)  Calibration procedure agcumentatior.

Acceptability of calibration methods. Fundamental, see paragraph A9.
e)  Traceability of calibration.

OMA 5 Quality assurance/qualitv control of monitoring effort.

a  Useof documented B\rocedures by organisation carrymg out monitoring.
b Atcc(rjed(ljtatlon of monitoring organisation and” pérsonnel” to MCERTS
standards
0) On Site audltlng of monitoring work (including surrogate methods) against
ocumente P{oce Ures,
Degree 0t o pllance with procedures.
e)  Reorting standard.

OMA 6 Performance against limits.
ai How close are the releases to the Authorisation limit?

h)  Variability of releases.
¢)  Overall uncertainty 1.e. accuracy and precision.

()



A5 Detailed quidance and training will be provided to ensure that a consistent approach is
taken by%\gency Offcers. d PP

SCORING

A6 Each element will be awarded a score of 1, 2, 3, 4 or 5, with 1being poor and 5 bein
good. “Not applicable” will only be used in exceptional circumstances and will need

Supporting comment from the Agency Officer justifying the decision.

AT The six atfributes contain different numbers of elements e,g. OMA 1 “Management
and, trammgC conta}ns eight eIementf; OMA 3 “Maintenance of momtormg
equipment™ contains tive elements. To_ allow relevant comparisons between attripute
éWhICh would help to identify areas of weakness) the score for each attribute will be

alculated as a percentage.

A8  The final OMA score for the process would comprise the mean of the six OMA
attribute scores. This. would allow comparisons petween _Rrocess_es to e made. The
following example using OMA 3 “maintenance of monitoring equipment” explains the

system:
OMA 3 Maintenance of monitoring equipment
SCORE

ELEMENT, 1-5
a. Is the maintenance schedule and frequency acceptable? 2

b. Existence of documented maintenance procedure. 3

¢. Existence of maintenance records. 4

d. Rel|ab|I|tY of monitors and_Fer_centa e data capture. 5

e. Spares held on site and availability of equipment. 1
TOTAL= 15

The percentage score is calculated as: actual score potential maximum score x 100.
The maximum score for each elementis5. . . ,
The Botentlal maximum score for each of the six attributes will differ according to the
number of elements It includes.

In the example of OMA 3 there are 5 elements therefore the maximum score possible
would be’5 Felements) X 5 (max score) = 25,

In this examgle the total score for OMA 3 would be:
Actual score (15) + potential maximum score (25) x 100

OMA 3 score therefore = 60%.

To then calculate the final OMA score for the process would involve repeating the
above process for each OMA attribute. The mean'is then calculated. For example:



A9

Al0

ATTRIBUTE SCORE

OMA 1 21%
OMA?2 45%
OMA 3 60%
OMA 4 0%
OMA 5 350
OMA 6 _ D504
Final OMA site score 286 6= 48%

ek e R W e L
It Indi Itori

critically f?awe . S%‘oulcil apscore ofI Lor? %e_a_warded then, the g\genc gO%cer Wlﬁ

take appropriate action to ensure that the identified shortcommgs are addressed by the

%)ﬁrator s I% matter of priority. The fundamental elements are detailed irf the

owing tab
Attribute Element Justification
OMA1 H Health & safety of the monitoring team is
Magagement Health & critical. Immediate action Js re%uwed, If a
And training Safety safe working environment ISnot providea.
OMA 2 A Unless the monitoring method/equipment
Fitness for Dogsthe  measures what It IS sUpposed to, the whole
purpose montoring exercise Is pointless.
method measiire

what it should

OMA 2 E Ifthe sampling plane is in
Fitness for IS the samplln(I] an inappropriate location, samples
Purpose  plane acceptable will not be representative

OMA 4 D.. If the calibration procedure is flawe, no
Calibration Accrenpettahb(;(ljlgy of reliance can be placed on the results.

Each of the individual elements (including the fundamental elements) will have
specific grmdanc,e providing an indication of which score the Agency Officer should
award. The ?md nce_for each eIe_m%nt will b,?, split into thr% secgons mdmatmg
whether a scofe of 1, 3 or 515 applicanle. Specific guidance. wall not be provided f
scores of 2 or 4. However a score of 2 or 4 will be awarded in circumstances that fall
In between the 1, 3 or 5 mﬂel_lnes. The Agen?g Officers will ui]e_ Information gathered
during the audit alongside their process kriowledge to decide which score provides the
best Bvaluation of the self-monitoring arrangements. Using the four fundamental
elements as examples:



OMA Attribute 1, Management and training. -
Element H, Health and safety issues regarding stack monitoring personnel.

SCORE 1

SCORE 3

SCORE 5

No formalised safety management system. Inacequate induction
training. Safety control measures &t the minimum acceptable
safe level. Moderate level of risk to stack monitoring personnel.

General safetg management system but not slpemflc. Inductjon
tralnlnq does not address all relevant areas. [nformation
available to carry out safety risk assessments and acceptable
control measures provided. Low to moderate level of risk.

Formalised safe% managbement system. - Induction tralnl_ng
apﬁroprlate. Information available to carry out comprehensiv
risk assessment and_ control measures provided. Low level of
risk to stack monitoring personnel.

OMA Attribute 2, Fitness for purpose.

Element A, Does
SCORE 1

SCORE 3

SCORE 5

he monitoring method measure what it should?

Manitoring method not specific to the determinand of interest
and/or _S|gn|f|cant mter,ferencfe., Limits of detection not
appropriaté for concentrations of Interest.

Manitoring method s suifable to the determinand of interest
with a%ﬁeptable levels of Interference. Limits of detection
acceptanle for the concentrations of interest.

Monitorin? method specific éo the, determinand of interest with
?r?telrre]g?rfe ence. Limits of detection match concentrations of

OMA Attribute 2, Fitness for purpose.
Element E, Is the sampling plane acceptable?

SCORE 1

SCORE 3

SCORE 5

The sampling plane is at an inappropriate location, the ports are
Inappropriaté in number, size, position and the access Is poar.

The sampling plane and ports do not meet the a glicabl_e
%%r;gﬁ‘[ﬁem || respects, but are the best available. Access is

The sampling plane and ports meet the applicable standard in all
respects. AcCess IS reasonable.

10



OMA Attribute 4, Calibration.
Element D, Acceptability of calibration method.

SCORE1  Monitoring equigment (or surrogate methods) are not calibrated
to a minimum standard.

SCORE 3 Monitoring equipment (or surrogate methods) are calibrated
using an atlequate method but there s room for improvement.

SCORES5  Monitorin equiPment éor surr_ogat_e methods) are calibrated
using a high quality standard calinration method.

MULTIPLE RELEASES

All.

Many. Rrocesse% have multiple emlssmréf. The Agenck Officer will rlorltlsT, the
emissions stich that OMA auits are carried out of the"monitoring of those that are |keI¥
to present the highest potential impact on the environment. An"OMA audit on a mulfi
emission process will gstablish a baseline of informatjon on certalrhas ects e.g. OMA 1
Management and trammq. Further OMA audits on emissjons from the process, and other
processes on the same site should be able to utilise this information and therefore avoid
Unnecessary repetition,



