Natural Resources Wales permitting decisions

Waste Recovery Plan – recovery v. disposal assessment

Administrative details
	EPR reference number
	PAN-000248 (PPN-00010)

	Waste recovery plan (customer) ref:
	SLR Ref: 407.06291.00001

	Applicant name
	Watkin Jones and Sons Ltd

	Facility/site name
	Ty Mawr Quarry West

	Local area contact
	Rhys Thomas

	Assessing (permitting) officer 
	Hannah Loughlin

	Date of assessment 
	24/05/16



Waste Recovery Plan details
	Type of activity
	Restoration, reclamation and improvement.
Restoration of a quarry to agricultural land. 

	Type of submission
	Assessment at permit application stage 

	Linked to a previous submission? 
	Yes 

	Previous submission reference(s)?
	Previous plans assessed as disposal – reference unknown.




Annex 1: decision checklist 

This checklist should be read in conjunction with;
· the waste recovery plan being assessed
· previous versions of that waste recovery plan (where relevant, and as referenced in the table below)
· Regulatory Guidance Note RGN13: Defining waste recovery - permanent deposit of waste on land.

The decision set out here is made in line with the standards set out in guidance document RGN13 Defining waste recovery - permanent deposit of waste on land.

A ‘Yes’ response confirms the information provided does meet the criteria in RGN13 and is considered recovery.  

A ‘No’ response confirms the information provided does not meet the criteria in RGN13 and is considered disposal.  

 
	Aspect of the assessment
	Justification/ Detail for decision
	Recovery 

	
	
	Yes / No

	Is there a clear benefit from the activity?

	Is the proposed material being put to beneficial use?

	More evidence is required to show that the area needs to be returned to agricultural use. Planning permission does state that the quarry needs to be restored but does not specify agricultural use.
	No

	Is there certainty of benefit when the activity is completed?
	As above more evidence is required to show that agricultural land in required in the area
	No

	Is the quantity of waste proposed proportionate to the benefit?
	It is unclear as to exactkly how much waste will be used. The waste recovery plan states 27,000 tonnes at depths of no greater than 2 metres.
Planning permission dated 19/11/15 states that 20,000 tonnes to be deposited over 2 years and a letter from our (NRW’s) planning team states 10,000 tonnes of subsoil over 8 years at a depth of 1 metre.
Cross sections submitted are un statiffactory and unclear. They do not indicate clearly what depth of fill is to be placed and in areas it looks to be over 2 metres of fill. Revised crossed sections need to be submitted these need to show clearly and in detail current depths, proposed final depths, depth of fill to come from the deposit of waste, depth of fill created from the use of any over burden on site (stated as to being 4300 m3). Calculations should be provided to show how the volume of material to be used was derived.
	No

	Is the recovered waste material suitable for its intended use?

	Are the proposed wastes appropriate for the stated use?
	Yes however indication as to what material will bused as a drainage layer and what material will be used as a growing medium is required
	Yes but more information is required

	Are the proposed wastes appropriate for the location?
	Evidence is required to support this – none has been provided.
	No

		Will the proposed waste used ensure that the activity/ site does not result in risk to human health? 



	No evidence provided in support of this.
	No

	Are proposed wastes from contaminated sites clearly identified?
(activities involving possible contaminated wastes only)
	Wastes from contamined sites are not permitted under the permit the applicant has applied for.
	Yes 

	Is the waste specification comparable (physically and chemically) to the non-waste it’s replacing?
(activities involving direct non-waste replacements only)
	Evidence needs to be supplied in support of this aspect.
	No

	Is the minimum amount of waste being used to achieve the intended benefit?

	The amount of waste is no more than what is needed to complete the scheme.
	As previously stated varying tonnages are listed throughout the document and the supporting information. Clarifiation as to the exact tonnage to be used and how this was dervided is required to answer this question.
	 No

	Plans and cross-sections showing original and final levels.
	As previously stated the cross sections are not suitable. See previous comments.
	No

	Is the waste being used a substitute for a non-waste material?

	Likelihood of the activity taking place using non-waste materials. 
	Further information is required in support of this – have only stated that it would be difficult to do the work with non waste.
Have the options for using non waste been investigated? Why are these not viable options?
	No

	Would the cost of importing non-waste materials make the activity unviable?
(only where there’s no direct replacement)
	See above
	No

	Is there a real need for the work to take place?
(only where there’s no direct replacement)
	The planning permission states that the site needs to be restored. But evidence has not been provided to show that the use of waste is a direct replacement for non waste more information is again needed
	No

	Will the proposal be completed to an appropriate standard?

	Has the scheme been designed to achieve the stated benefit?
	No information has been provided in support of this other than stating it will be done to an appropriate standard. What standards?
	No

	Has the scheme been designed to give effective and lasting benefit?
	No evidence provided to show the scheme has has been designed with a lasting benefit in mind.
	No

	Has the scheme been designed to prevent soil erosion, pollution or increased flooding to local area?
[bookmark: _GoBack](activities involving large amounts of waste only)
	No evidence has been provided in support of this.
	No



Decision
	At present the information provided does not support the activity as being a recovery activity.
Please provide an updated waste recovery plan addressing all the points rasied above in detail. 
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