PAN-025777 Bespoke Waste Assessment Process
Before any assessment can be made the application should be reviewed with the following checklist to ensure that all the appropriate information is supplied.
Bespoke Waste Assessment Checklist:
1 – Is the waste coded correctly? Has the applicant followed the guidance in WM3 to ascertain the correct coding (especially is the chapter and subchapter correct)?
Waste has been coded as:
	19
	WASTES FROM WASTE MANAGEMENT FACILITIES, OFF-SITE WASTE WATER TREATMENT PLANTS AND THE PREPARATION OF WATER INTENDED FOR HUMAN CONSUMPTION AND WATER FOR INDUSTRIAL USE

	19 09
	wastes from the preparation of water intended for human consumption or water for industrial use

	19 09 01
	solid waste from primary filtration and screenings



Section 4.2 of 314199 Stepside Agri Rapid Evidence Assessment (May 24. 1.0) while follows the WM3 guidance, does not provide reasoning for that code being used. We note that 19 09 01 was proposed by NRW based on the information that was given at the time of the previously refused deployment applications, however the process still needs to be completed by the applicant.
No information has been provided to explain why “solid waste” has been selected when the waste has been described within Section 2.2 of 314199 Stepside Agri Non-technical Summary (May 24, 1.0) as “A sludge, approximately 5-7% dry solids that consists of silt, fine soil particles etc.” and “It is the second output (2) that this application proposes to apply to suitable agricultural land, i.e., primary filtration sludge produced in the storage lagoons prior to clarification of ‘raw water’.” The REA also defines it as a “thick sludge”. Section 6.4 of the REA has in fact made it clear that the solid wastes from the treatment process is not to be spread to land.
[bookmark: _Hlk178158810][bookmark: _Hlk178157315]The waste has been further described as “clean water primary filtration sludges”. The source of the material is “raw water” that has not gone through any “cleaning” at this stage in the process, therefore the use of “clean water” is not appropriate, and “raw water” should be used instead to avoid confusion. We also query why screening has not be referred to in the description despite the application stating that the waste is also treated via screens.
19 09 01 is an absolute non-hazardous waste, but no information has been provided to demonstrate that it can meet this, and is not, and will never be, hazardous.

2 – Has the source of waste producer been fully detailed? Full details, including name and address are required. 
Only producer information given is that of “Dwr Cymru (Welsh Water)” in general, and not the specific sites that can generate this waste. A map of treatment works has been provided in the Non-technical summary, but it is not clear which of these treatment works will be generating the waste within this application.
[bookmark: _Hlk178157457]Section 3.3 of the non-technical summary states “All Dwr Cymru potable water treatment sites where the sludge is not derived from water clarification process will produce sludges classified as EWC 19 09 01.” But does not provide a list of these sites.
The source of the waste is river water, no effort has been made to quantify the upstream risks. Sections 5.6 and 6 of the REA states that there is variability in the sludge, and gives reasons why but does nothing to quantify it, and is proposing to rely on “the current approach to sample taking for 19 09 02”, which is not appropriate.
NRW was also under the impression that the waste is only generated once the reservoir tanks have been drained for maintenance, but this is not mentioned in the application. 

3 – Has the treatment process been fully described, including details of all the inputs that would make up the waste, before and after any changes that they may have undergone during the process(es), and any aspects of the process that might influence the nature of the waste material.
See notes above regarding the inputs of the waste.
Section 3.1.2 of the Non-technical Summary lists treatments of the water intake, however it must be made clear that only part 1 in this section is applicable to the waste that is being applied for in this application. The waste treatments under points 2 onwards are for an already permitted waste, and are not relevant to this application. Information is only needed about the new waste stream prior to, and at the point it is generated. Information on waste that is generated after this point is not required within the application.
Section 5.2.2 “This waste stream is produced when ‘raw’ river water is held in a storage reservoir which settles out following abstraction and screening. Larger, solid items of detritus are removed by physical screens, although smaller pieces may travel through the screens and remain within the sludge.” This is contradicted by section 6.10 which states physical contaminants have been removed. More information is needed on the size of the physical screen used, and what the “smaller pieces” would consist of.
Table 3-1 of the REA states ““Clean water primary filtration sludge is primarily composed of organic matter, clay particles, nutrients, contaminant metals and other impurities removed from the raw water.” To confirm these are all removed by screening and settlement? Also see point above regarding clean/raw water.

4 – Has the applicant provided enough analysis and other information about the waste? We would expect see at least 12 months of analysis (potentially more), which is itself assessed, reviewed and discussed. We expect to see a breakdown about which and why determinants are being analysed, as well as justification as why others haven’t been analysed and assessed. A Soil Screening Value assessment should also be included as well as any hazard risk assessment the waste has undergone.
See notes above regarding the inputs of the waste.
Section 6.6 of the REA states wastes analysis has been attached, but no testing of the waste has been supplied with the application. There is no indication of the time frames the analysis covers and from what site(s) it has been generated from.
“Typical contaminant” and “typical nutrient” concentrations have been given in the REA, but as the upstream risks have not been quantified, we are unsure how realistic this is. Box 4.2 of TGN8.01 has not been followed.
Section 6.9 of the REA states invasive weeds have not been considered, but no explanation has been given. We note there is no proposed treatment to remove these from the waste has been proposed.
Section 6.12 of the REA states “clean water primary filtration sludge contains low concentrations of organics”. NRW were under the impression the waste was organic matter that had settled out of the water. Clarification is needed. Also see point above regarding clean/raw water.
Section 8.1.1 (and appendix D) of the REA lists “Oils, fats and grease” as a parameter to be analysed for but its is not clear why. It has not been mentioned anywhere else in the application.
Section 8.1.1 (and appendix D) of the REA lists flocculants as a parameter to be analysed for, where they are used in the settlement process. However, it has also been stated that flocculants are not used for generation of this waste. This needs to be reviewed.
Section 8.4 of the REA discussed the use of aluminium used in water treatment. As flocculants are not used for generation of this waste, so it is not clear why this would be an issue for the waste in question. This needs to be reviewed.
No Soil Screening Value assessment has been undertaken.
Section 2 Guidance and technical standards for deployment applications; part 4. Waste and waste analysis of TGN8.01 also contains information on what needs to be included in the waste assessments/analysis. This should be followed.

5 – A sample agronomic assessment should be included; this would be similar to the type of thing we would assess at deployment stage.
A benefit statement has been provided- 314199 Template Benefit Statement [New House Farm] (May 24, 1.0). We have the following comments:
· It does not include any waste analysis to support the application
· Section 4.1 describes waste as liquid sludge and will be spread via dribble bar or shallow slot injector, but section 8 gives a different type of application method- Trailing shoe. Would these types of spreading methods be usable if the waste contains smaller pieces of detritus or it is a “thick sludge” which has also been suggested within the application?
· Section 6.3 refers to a “waste whey”, which is not relevant to this application 
· If additional testing is required for this waste (yet to be determined) then this would need to be included.

6 – Has the applicant followed the Waste hierarchy – i.e. can the waste be reused or recycled as opposed to be recovered to land. Has the applicant explained why recovering this waste to land is the most appropriate route?
Information on this has not been included.

7 – Would the use of this waste satisfy the RvD principles – specifically would a farmer/landowner use this material as a direct replacement for fertilizer if the fertilizer wasn’t available?
Information on this has not been included.
Section 2: Guidance and technical standards for deployment application; Part 6.2 Waste Recovery or Waste Disposal: General Principles contains information on what needs to be included. This should be followed.

8 – Has the applicant fully carried out a Rapid Evidence Assessment?
A Rapid Evidence Assessment has been included- 314199 Stepside Agri Rapid Evidence Assessment (May 24. 1.0). Our comments (also above) are as follows: 
· Executive summary “a” gives storage information that suggests this is a stackable waste which contradicts other information in the application that it is a non-stackable waste.
· Executive summary “b” lists contents, but this is not supported by documented assessment of the inputs or testing.
· Executive summary “c” states “the sludge and any entrained organic matter may be slightly odorous due to it being rich in poorly stabilised organic matter.” An Odour Management Plan is required. Also this statement is contradicted elsewhere within the REA (section 6.11) and other parts of the application regarding odour risk.
· The source of the material is “raw water” that has not gone through any “cleaning” at this stage in the process, therefore the use of “clean water” is not appropriate, and “raw water” should be used instead to avoid confusion.
· Section 2.3.2 states “it was assumed that there is minimal difference between 19 09 02 water clarification sludges, other than the use of flocculants”. We dispute this as the proposed waste has not been subject to any treatment other than screening and settlement, and the inputs of the waste have not been assessed.

9 – Has the applicant identified similar work, trials, etc involving the proposed waste?
No- however section 2.3 of the REA addresses this.

10 – Has plant/crop health and risks been fully explored and evidenced?
The has been included in the REA, however this needs to be re-done once the upstream input risks have been quantified.

11 – Is the intended end-use of the land where this waste is proposed to be applied agricultural? If so is it intended for food chain use? 
Waste is to be applied to agricultural land- assumed it is intended for food chain use, although this has not been confirmed in the application. Further information on this is required.

12 – Regarding the 2 points above, has the applicant engaged with PHE and FSA regarding this material and the potential risks to the food chain?
No

13 – Is the waste from more than one source/producer – if so, is it consistent across the different sources?
Waste from the same producer, but from different sites all over Wales. No site specific information has been provided in the application. See above regarding input comments.

14 – Has there been any engagement with or comments from compliance officers covering the producing site(s)?
None that has been included in the application- this needs to be clarified.

* non-standard wastes in this context are wastes that wouldn’t be on the Standard Rules permit for a similar activity.
