
“We are very aware and sympathetic to the difficulty that small plants have 
in passing the pasteurisation conditions in the PAS110 and we think it would 
be useful to set out the background to the Biofertiliser Certification Scheme 
(BCS).  Our position is that we are the administrators of the BCS and 
responsible for appointing the Certifying Bodies which inspect AD plants 
according to the provisions of the PAS110 and ADQP or the special rules for 
Scotland.  The provisions of the PAS110 and ADQP were consulted on by a 
range of people, companies and organisations in the wider AD industry 
during 2009, including the requirement for pasteurisation as the default 
procedure for wastes, non-wastes and non-ABP.   The PAS110 was an 
industry led project with the objective of creating a market for safe, quality 
digestate. 
  
Within this project, the pasteurisation position was adopted following the 
recommendations of the original Cranfield University study commissioned by 
WRAP, which considered the impact of anaerobic digestion on a wide range 
of hazards. The hazards included a range of animal and plant pathogens 
together with many potential chemical contaminants.  The conclusion of the 
report and the subsequent consultation was that pasteurisation was the best 
way to control the transfer of pathogens between farms.   At the time that 
this was proposed, there were industry concerns about the cost of 
pasteurisation in non waste facilities but there was unequivocal support for 
pasteurisation from the digestate users (farmers) who did not wish to risk 
the introduction of new plant or animal pathogens onto their farm.   
 
Finally, the BCS is approved by the Environment Agency, Scottish 
Environment Protection Agency and Environment Agency Northern Ireland as 
the only route for quality digestate to become a non waste product.   Their 
approval depends on the current conditions of the specification being 
correctly observed, and it cannot be changed in the future without their 
approval. 
  
However, as is inevitable with a new system, there have been queries from 
working plants on the interpretation of some of the conditions and it is clear 
that there are some cases where the individual circumstances of particular 
plants are not precisely covered.   Where there is a question that can be 
resolved easily, then we clarify the point in a written answer and we have 
published these on our BCS website under ‘Guidance'.   However the 
answers to some other questions are not as clear, or have major 
implications for plant operators, in these cases we refer the question to the 
Oversight Panel, which is the body which oversees the BCS project.  



The question of pasteurisation was put to the Oversight Panel on 7th June.   
There was a lengthy discussion at the meeting and BCS also contacted the 
principal author of the original Cranfield risk assessment to gain more 
background.   The panel reiterated that, as administrators of the scheme we 
are not in a position to unilaterally change the conditions of the PAS110.  It 
was emphasised that pasteurisation is the method accepted by Animal 
Health as controlling pathogens from food waste, but according to both the 
Cranfield work and other reports is also required to control plant pathogens, 
such as club root, which are present in non ABP materials.   
 
A Defra sponsored report written by Warwick University is available which 
shows the temperatures and times required to control specific plant 
pathogens.   You will note that the temperature of the digestate is usually 
considered to be the critical factor in controlling pathogens, and that data 
on non-temperature impacts (e.g. microbial competition) are extremely 
scarce. One example to consider might be a vegetable processing plant 
digesting brassica (cabbage / broccoli / cauliflower etc) residues – if 
contaminated with Clubroot, systems with no pasteurisation step might then 
produce digestate containing this pathogen, and it would  be extremely 
undesirable for an arable farmer growing oilseed rape to use this digestate. 
  
Responding to industry concerns and as a result of the recent panel meeting 
we are investigating a further avenue;  that is the possibility that if a 
method other than pasteurisation can be demonstrated to offer an 
equivalent pathogen reduction, it could be considered as an alternative 
sanitisation method during any future review of PAS110.  Alternative 
sanitisation methods are already allowable under ABPRs and we have 
contacted Animal Health to seek to understand their methodology.   WRAP 
have also said that there may be a review of the ADQP this autumn and the 
PAS110 may also be reviewed in the future;  the timescale for the latter has 
not yet been decided.   
  
We believe however that the most important factor in the use of digestate 
is that there is a viable market for its use; without that market we will not 
be able to develop and realise the full potential of the AD industry in this 
country.  It is vital therefore to build both the confidence of buyers that the 
product is as safe as a mineral fertiliser replacement and in farmers that 
they are not going to be importing unwanted plant and animal pathogens.    
 
Residual Biogas Potential Test - This test takes a minimum of 28 days and 
in practice longer, because of transit times and laboratory capacity and can 



seriously hold up the process of achieving PAS110 and ADQP.   The 
associated VFA test does not give a clear indication of whether an RBP pass 
can be expected.   It is not always clear to operators what action they can 
take to adjust their process to achieve a successful RBP test.   BCS has 
recently invited a new laboratory to trial a new RBP test which it is claimed 
may give a clear indication of the final result after a few days; the test can 
also be monitored remotely by the plant.    
 
 


