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1 Introduction 
Mersey Docks and Harbour Company (MDHC) proposes to infill the currently disused Canada Graving 
Dock ‘the dock’ at the Port of Liverpool.  Royal HaskoningDHV has been commissioned to prepare the 
proposed bespoke deposit for recovery (DfR) Environmental Permit application for the activity.   
 
A waste recovery plan is required to provide evidence to the Environment Agency that the infill of the dock 
is a waste recovery activity. It will also allow MHDC to gain an ‘agreement in principle’ from the 
Environment Agency to that effect before submitting the required Environmental Permit application for the 
recovery activity. 

1.1 Background 
MDHC has identified the dock as being surplus to its requirements and the maintenance of the dock is 
causing unwanted and costly overheads.  MDHC wants to realise the land value by creating additional 
new land and a platform onto which the adjacent metal recycling facility can expand.   
 
A request for an Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) Screening Opinion for the infilling of the dock 
and its subsequent use as a metal recycling facility was sent to Liverpool City Council (LCC) on 13 
November 2019.  The Screening Opinion issued by LCC on 12 December 2019 confirmed that an EIA for 
the works is not required.  The planning application (20F/0597) has been formally submitted and was 
validated by LCC on 20th February 2020. 

1.2 Pre-application advice from the Environment Agency 
A request for pre-application advice (Ref. ENVPAP/JB3004UN/A001) was submitted to the Environment 
Agency on 26 November 2019.   
 
Following this, a teleconference was held on 15 January 2020 where representatives from the 
Environment Agency presented pre application advice.  Representatives included in the call consisted of: 
 

• Technical Specialist from the Environment Agency Geoscience Operations Team. 
• Senior Permitting Officer from the Environment Agency National Permitting Service. 
• Technical Specialist from the Environment Agency Groundwater and Contaminated Land Team 

for the Greater Manchester, Merseyside and Cheshire area. 
• Group Planning Director from Peel Ports – Group. 
• Project Manager from Peel Ports – Group. 
• Royal HaskoningDHV Land Quality Specialist. 
• Royal HaskoningDHV Waste Management Specialist. 
• Royal HaskoningDHV Project Manager. 

 
The pre-application meeting minutes were forward by the Environment Agency on 28 January 2020.  The 
minutes are presented as Appendix A. 

1.3 Legislative context 
The infill of the dock uses waste as a substitute for other materials and is a waste activity. The activity is 
subject to waste legislation that includes the authorisation of the activity. 
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The revised Waste Framework Directive (2008/98/EC, ‘rWFD’) provides the framework for the UK 
permitting regime, including the appropriate definition of recovery.  The rWFD is implemented by various 
legislation in the UK, including the Environmental Permitting Regulations (EPR) for authorising waste 
management activities in England. The definition of recovery (and disposal) is a key concept of the 
Directive and the UK legislation and guidance that accompanies it.   
 
A waste activity can only be either a recovery operation or a disposal operation; the Court of Justice of the 
European Union (CJEU) has explicitly stated that no operation can be classified as disposal and recovery 
at the same time1.  The definition of waste recovery can be summarised as ‘waste serving a useful 
purpose by replacing other materials which would otherwise have been used to fulfil a particular function, 
or waste being prepared to fulfil that function, in the plant or in the wider economy2’. 
 
This waste recovery plan has been prepared in accordance with the Environment Agency’s guidance on 
waste recovery plans and permits3 to meet the requirements needed to demonstrate that the proposed 
activity is recovery. 
 
Article 13 of the rWFD ensures that waste is recovered or disposed of without endangering human health 
and without using processes or methods which could harm the environment, and in particular:  
 

• without risk to water, air, soil, plants or animals; and  
• without causing nuisance through noise or odours; and  
• without adversely affecting the countryside or places of special interest. 

 
The purpose of the EPR is to ensure that appropriate control mechanisms are put in place by the operator 
of a proposed waste activity to ensure the Article 13 objectives are met. 
 
The Environmental Permit should not undermine other legislation pertinent to scheme, including, but not 
limited to: 
 

• Landfill Directive. 
• National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF). 
• Part 2A Environmental Protection Act 1990. 
• Water Framework Directive (WFD). 
• Habitats Directive. 
• Birds Directive. 

  

 
1 Guidelines on the interpretation of key provisions of Directive 2008/98/EC on waste 
2 Article 3 (15) Waste Framework Directive 
3 https://www.gov.uk/guidance/waste-recovery-plans-and-permits 
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2 Environmental setting 

2.1 Site description and site history 
The dock was constructed in 1898 and is located within the wider Canada Dock which forms part of the 
extensive impounded dock system at the Port of Liverpool.  The land adjacent to the dock is currently 
occupied by a scrap metal processing and recycling company (S. Norton & Co. Ltd).  The proposed 
development is to infill the dock to provide additional working area for the scrap metal processing activity 
which currently operates on land adjacent to the graving dock and on other land in the wider Canada Dock 
complex (see Figure 2-1). 
 
The site was previously used as a vessel dismantling/ship recycling facility. This activity was operated by J 
T Leavesley (Alrewas) Limited under an Environmental Permit (ref. EAWML 100197) from 2008.  It is 
understood that this permit has been surrendered. 

2.2 Site walkover 
A site walkover of the dock was undertaken by two Royal HaskoningDHV representatives on 17 January 
2020.  The dock was observed to be in its ‘wet’ state (i.e. filled with water).  Approximately 1.5m depth of 
dock wall was visible from ground level to water level and it appeared to consist of concrete.  There was 
no evidence of any ‘feeder channels’ into or out of the dock with the exception of inlets and outlets to a 
closed system of valves and sluices which form part of the dock pumping system. 

2.3 Dock construction 
The dock is a dry dock and is understood to be hydraulically isolated from the surrounding groundwater.  
The dock was in its ‘dry’ state during the operation as a vessel dismantling facility.  The dock gates and 
sluices allow connection to the wider impounded dock system.  The dock gates are in poor condition.  Silt 
has built up on the outer side of the gates and consequently the gates cannot be opened. 

2.3.1 Site location 
The dock is located within a commercial/industrial area approximately 4 kilometres (km) north of Liverpool 
city centre.  The nearby uses of the dock currently vary and the existing scrap metal processing and 
recycling facility is the main commercial activity within the immediate vicinity of the dock.  Regent Road 
and the A565 (Derby Road) provide the main access routes to and from the site of the dock. 
 
The location is presented in Figure 2.1. 
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Figure 2-1 Location of Canada Graving Dock 
 
The Environmental Permit site boundary provides the proposed area of infill. This is presented in Figure 
2.2. 
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Figure 2-2 Proposed Environmental Permit green line boundary for Canada Graving Dock 

2.4 Geology 
A search on the British Geological Survey (BGS) online geology of Britain viewer4 indicates superficial 
deposits underlying the site consist of Tidal Flat Deposits which are summarised as clay, silt and sand.  
Further description of Tidal Flat Deposits from the BGS describes the strata as mud flat and sand flat 
deposits.  They consist of unconsolidated sediment, mainly mud and/or sand and also consist of 
consolidated soft silty clay, with layers of sand, gravel and peat. 
 
The geological information is presented on Figure 2-3 (Superficial Geology presented by BGS online 
viewer) and Figure 2-4 (bedrock geology presented by BGS online viewer) at the end of this report. 
 
The bedrock geology underlying the superficial deposits is described as the Wilmslow Sandstone 
Formation.  The formation comprises red-brown to brick-red, fine- to medium-grained, generally pebble-
free, cross-bedded sandstones, with sporadic siltstones.  The BGS logs local to the site record weathered 
sandstone in the near surface of the formation in some locations. 
 
Bedrock geology is presented in Figure 2-4 at the end of this report. 
 

 
4 http://mapapps.bgs.ac.uk/geologyofbritain/home.html 
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The geological sequence recorded on the BGS drift map5 bedrock map6 and BGS borehole logs is 
described in Table 2-1. 

Table 2-1 Geological Summary from local BGS information 

Strata Description Depth to base of strata (m) 
from local BGS borehole logs 

Tidal Flat Deposits Grey and black silt, dry sandy silt Between 8.29m and 9.20m 
(3.53m thick) 

Blown Sand To the east of site 5.3m (north east of site) 2.3m 
thick 

Alluvium Clay, sandy clay and gravel Between 4.9m (2.43m) and 
17.07m (6.1m) 

Glacial Till (formerly referred 
to as Boulder Clay) Underlying Alluvium 

Between 7.31m (2.43m) and 
19.51m (2.44m thick) also 
recorded as 0.67m thick 
northwest of the site 

Weathered Sandstone Between 16.64m (0.55m thick) 
and 21.64m (2.13m thick) 

Wilmslow Sandstone 
Formation (formerly referred 
to as Chester Pebble Beds 
Formation) 

Sandstone 390m thick re-brown and 
pinkish red, medium-grained, quartzite 
pebbles common towards base, 
moderately cemented. 

The BGS boreholes are located within 500m of the site; the closest located 300m south-east, 480m north 
east and 380m north-west, presented in Figure 2-5 below. 

Figure 2-5 BGS borehole locations in proximity to the site 

5 Geological Survey of England and Wales 1:50,000 geological map series, sheet 96, Liverpool Drift, dated 1975 
https://www.bgs.ac.uk/data/maps/maps.cfc?method=viewRecord&mapId=9288 
6 Geological Survey of England and Wales 1:50,000 geological map series, sheet 96, Liverpool Bedrock, dated 2006 
https://www.bgs.ac.uk/data/maps/maps.cfc?method=viewRecord&mapId=9287 
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2.5 Hydrogeology 
Superficial Deposits underlying the site are classified by the Environment Agency as ‘unproductive aquifer 
typology’.  The sandstone bedrock underlying the site is classified by the Environment Agency as a 
‘Principal Aquifer’.   
 
It is possible that groundwater underlying the site is in hydraulic continuity with the River Mersey and is 
considered likely to have a saline influence.  As such, the groundwater is considered unlikely to be a 
future drinking water resource. 
 
Some of the BGS logs have indicated groundwater at between approximately 3.0m bgl and 3.66m bgl 
which, when cased off during drilling, was recorded as dry at approximately 1m deeper, indicating it is 
likely to be perched water within the superficial deposits.  The cohesive superficial deposits of Glacial Till 
are likely to act as an aquitard which affords protection to the Principal Aquifer from potential downward 
migration. 

2.6 Hydrology 
The site falls within Flood Zone 1 (an area with a low probability of flooding) and does not appear to be 
classed as a flood storage area.  The dock is located within the impounded dock system adjacent to the 
River Mersey. 

2.6.1 Water Framework Directive 
The dock and all activities are located within the heavily modified estuarine water body ‘Mersey’ 
(GB531206908100). The site of the dock also overlaps with the designated groundwater body ‘Lower 
Mersey Basin and North Merseyside Permo-Triassic Sandstone Aquifers’ (GB41201G101700).   
 
Information on these water bodies has been collated from the Environment Agency’s Catchment Data 
Explorer7.  The overall water body classification of the ‘Mersey’ was moderate in 2016.  The chemical and 
quantitative classification for the ‘Lower Mersey Basin and North Merseyside Permo-Triassic Sandstone 
Aquifers’ is poor (the latest status is 2016).  It is understood from pre-application discussions with the 
Environment Agency that the River Mersey is currently failing the WFD status due to tributyltin.  

2.7 Ecologically sensitive receptors 
The dock is isolated from the Mersey Estuary, but is located approximately 335 m from the boundary of 
the Liverpool Bay Special Protection Area (SPA). The Mersey Narrows and North Wirral Foreshore SPA is 
located 1.7 km away (on the opposite shore of the Mersey Estuary). 
 
The enclosed and low-energy environment of the Liverpool docks is understood to be conducive to the 
deposition of muddy/silty sediments. The section of the Mersey Estuary that is on the other side of the 
dock walls of Canada Dock are characterised by littoral mud (as determined by Defra’s Magic Map 
Application8). These are potentially important bird feeding grounds associated with the Liverpool Bay SPA. 

 
7 http://environment.data.gov.uk/catchment-planning/ data updated 16th October 2019 search 3 February 2020 
8 https://magic.defra.gov.uk/MagicMap.aspx 

http://environment.data.gov.uk/catchment-planning/
https://magic.defra.gov.uk/MagicMap.aspx
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3 Description of scheme 

3.1 Construction 
The construction phase will comprise four main elements outlined below and a detailed description of the 
scheme will be submitted with the permit application. 
 

1. Base sediment analysis – Sample, test and assess the existing sediment at the base of the dock 
to determine whether the material can remain in place. 

2. Pre-demolition survey of buildings proposed to be demolished and which represent a source of 
infill material.  MDHC to prepare a suitable method of working to ensure the demolition waste 
used to infill the dock does not contain asbestos, wood, plastic, metal and only consists of inert 
material comprising concrete, bricks, tiles or ceramics. 

3. Strengthen and seal gates - Placement of rock and rock armour against the outside face of the 
gate (to permanently close the gates prior to infill of the dock) and a geotextile membrane against 
the inner face of the gate (to prevent loss of fine grained material from the dock).   

4. Begin sampling and testing of the material proposed to infill the dock in accordance with the 
Waste Acceptance Procedure (WAP). 

5. Assessment of material - chemical data will be screened and assessed and any waste equal to, or 
exceeding the hazardous waste thresholds will be rejected before importation to site. 

6. Mobilisation of water pump and filter - Set up water pump and filtering system to drain the 
displaced water as infilling in progressed (see item 9). 

7. Infill the dock – Infilling waste material within the dock will be undertaken simultaneously with the 
placement of rock and rock armour against the outer face of the dock gates (see item 3) to avoid 
pressure on the gates and maintain their stability.  These works will be undertaken via a machine 
excavator which will be used to transfer the waste material from either a stockpile or haulage lorry.  
Once a sufficient seal has been made to stop significant water infiltration from the outside of the 
dock, draining of the dock can commence. 

8. Continue WAP during infilling - implementation of waste acceptance and rejection process by 
rejection of material with visual gross contamination and undertake further sampling, testing and 
assessment should suspect material be identified during infilling works. 

9. Draining the water from the dock - the water will be pumped, filtered and periodically sampled and 
tested before being discharged to the wider Canada Dock system, which connects to the River 
Mersey.  

10. Compaction of infill material - once ground conditions are stable enough to allow safe access into 
the dock, machine plant equipment will be used to compact the material in accordance with any 
recommendations made to obtain the optimum stability for the material. 

11. Concrete will be poured into the sluices and valves to ensure the dock is disconnected from any 
systems outside of the dock.  The dredged sand will infill voids in the dock gate ensuring both 
ground stability and a disconnection of the dock from the water within the wider impounded dock 
system. 

12. Ground level surfacing - Once infilled, the dock will be surfaced with a minimum of 600 mm of 
hardcore aggregate (6F2), Type 1 aggregate and 200 mm of fibre-reinforced concrete (i.e. 
concrete containing steel needles). 

 
The infill material needs to be built up against the dock gate to balance the water and sediment pressure 
from the outside of the dock gates (i.e. step 9 above) before the water is drained (via pumping) from the 
dock.  Care will be taken to ensure that only the minimum volume of material is used to create the seal 
and maintain stability at the dock gates.  The infilling of the dock will be done using marine dredged sand 
(79,000 m3), containing a low proportion of fine sediment, which is currently located adjacent to the dock, 
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and 25,000 m3 of material generated from other projects within the Port of Liverpool estate, specifically 
from the demolition of redundant brick build sheds.  The sheds are located within the local area of the site 
and include Huskisson South shed, Canada 2 shed and other demolition rubble for the construction of the 
Liverpool 2 project.   
 
This material will be crushed to 6f2 (general fill) Standards for Highways Earthworks 600 series 
specification.  The infill material will be segregated in such a way that only concrete, bricks, tiles and 
ceramics will be used in the infill. The infill material will not include asbestos, wood, plastic and metal for 
example. 
 
The sediment that is proposed to be used for the infilling is unlikely to contain significant levels of 
contamination and would be classed as inert and non-hazardous.  Testing will be undertaken ahead of the 
importation of material to site.  The material will also be subject to geotechnical sampling, testing and 
assessment in order to establish the most appropriate thickness of backfill and method of compaction to 
achieve optimum stability for the site.  Following the geotechnical assessment of the samples ahead of 
infill, recommendations are likely to be made to ensure that in-situ geotechnical testing is undertaken to 
ensure the method of compaction is achieving the optimum stability. 
 
The infill material from within the Port of Liverpool estate will be transported to the dock on internal port 
roads (i.e. not on the public road network). 
 
Key items of construction plant are likely to comprise a 36 tonne excavator, a loading shovel and three 30 
tonne dump trucks. A workforce of approximately 15 staff is likely to be required (including three part-time 
Peel Ports’ staff). 
 
Piling is not planned as part of this infill operation, but may be required following handover of the site to S. 
Norton & Co. Ltd. 

3.2 Waste list 
The volume of material required to infill is 104,000 m3 of waste described as dredged sand material and 
processed construction and demolition hardcore meeting 6F2 specification. A bespoke permit is required 
because this exceeds the maximum volume for a Standard Rules permit (60,000 m3). 
 
The waste materials being used are classified using WM39 guidance as non-hazardous waste with the six-
digit waste code from the following categories of waste on the List of Wastes (Table 3-1). 

Table 3-1 Waste List 

Code Description 

01 WASTES RESULTING FROM EXPLORATION, MINING, QUARRYING, AND PHYSICAL 
AND CHEMICAL TREATMENT OF MINERAL 

01 01 Wastes from mineral excavation 

01 01 01 Wastes from mineral non-metalliferous excavation 

01 04 Wastes from physical and chemical processing of non-metalliferous minerals 

01 04 08 Waste gravel and crushed rocks other than those mentioned in 01 04 06 

 
9 Waste Classification, Guidance on the classification and assessment of waste (1st Edition v1.1) Technical Guidance 
WM3, May 2018 
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Code Description 

01 04 09 Waste sand and clays 

17 CONSTRUCTION AND DEMOLITION WASTES (INCLUDING EXCAVATED SOIL FROM 
CONTAMINATED SITES) 

17 01 concrete, bricks, tiles and ceramics 

17 01 01   concrete 

17 01 02  bricks 

17 01 03  Tiles and ceramics 

17 01 07 Mixtures of concrete, bricks, tiles and ceramics other than those mentioned in 17 01 06 (not 
containing hazardous substances) 

17 05 Soil (including excavated soil from contaminated sites), stones and dredging spoil 

17 05 04 Soil and stones other than those mentioned in 17 05 03 

17 05 06 Dredging spoil other than those mentioned in 17 05 05 

  
 
No other wastes are acceptable. 
 
Wastes with the following physical attributes are excluded from the permit:  
 

• wastes consisting solely or mainly of dusts, powders or loose fibres; and  
• wastes that are in a form which is either sludge or liquid. 
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4 Evidence for the Waste Recovery Plan 

4.1 Purpose of the work 

4.1.1 Is there a clear benefit of the activity? 
There is a clear benefit from the recovery activity because the infill material identified as being suitable for 
use will be diverted from landfill and used to replace a natural resource.   
 
The infilling activity is required to meet a genuine need because the dock has been identified as being 
redundant and surplus to MDHC commercial needs and land is required to allow the adjacent metal 
recycling facility to expand into.  In order to restore the dock to its former use, it is estimated that the 
installation of new dock gates, to replace the current inoperable gates, would cost in excess of £2.5 
million.  The cost of replacing the dock gates against the return from use of the dock is considered to be 
unfeasible.  The waste serves a useful purpose ‘as a principal result’ of the recovery operation.  This 
identified need distinguishes the infill activity as waste recovery. 

4.2 Quantity of waste proposed for use 
It is understood that MDHC initially proposed to infill the dock with quarried primary aggregate material.  
However, upon review of their environmental management system, MDHC investigated the possibility of 
using waste as part of their policy to follow the waste hierarchy and reduce the carbon emissions in 
redevelopment schemes. 

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

The dock has been subject to surveys ahead of infill to establish the volume of material required and 
suitability of the dock to complete the scheme.  Surveys have also established the pre-existing conditions 
of the dock.  Any shortfall required to level the dock will be filled from a commercial (natural rock from a 
quarry) source. 
 
The proposed infill works drawing (Ref. MSP 200507) presents the estimated quantity of infill material 
required to complete to the existing ground level.  The drawing is presented as an accompanying Figure 
and the volumes are summarised below: 
 

• 79,000 m3 from capital dredging for Liverpool 2; and 
• 25,000 m3 brick and concrete demolition rubble process to 6f2 standards. 

 
It is not possible to fill the dock using less material. 

4.3 Meeting quality standards 

4.3.1 Will the proposal be completed to an appropriate standard that will not 
cause unacceptable environmental risk? 

The infill material will be sampled and subject to laboratory chemical analysis for both:  
 

• geotechnical (structural) purposes to inform the necessary compaction techniques required.  The 
geotechnical assessment will ensure the scheme is built to last; and  
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• chemical analysis to characterise the waste chemical status.  The chemical testing will allow early 
identification of waste which would not suitable to be infilled, should it be identified as posing a 
risk of causing pollution.  Any unsuitable waste will be quarantined and removed from site via 
appropriate waste streams. 

 
The existing sediment which is present at the base of the dock will be tested before filling the dock.  The 
sediment will be tested to assess whether it can remain in place or needs to be removed or treated before 
use within the scheme. The proposed infill works drawing (Ref. MSP 200507) indicates the infill design. 
 
It is possible that the waste is likely to need less processing than a non-waste alternative because 
quarried sandstone is likely to require crushing and screening before it can be used as a fill material. The 
waste material also requires less transportation, in terms of ‘carbon footprint mileage’. 
 
MDHC will employ a technically competent manager (TCM) to oversee activities on site and uphold the 
operator’s Environmental Management System (EMS) and operational procedures.  The EMS will be 
informed by best practice in accordance with the standards ISO 14001:2015 or BS8555.  
 
It is understood that the scheme will require a construction quality assurance (CQA) plan.  CQA 
monitoring is necessary to ensure that the build methods employed and final construction meet the design 
specification and are appropriate to the actual quality of the materials used in construction and ground 
conditions as encountered. Monitoring includes daily recording of works, continuous inspection of 
materials being used, and on site testing and collection of samples for laboratory testing where applicable. 

4.4 Waste recovery activities 
Is the waste being used as a substitute for a non-waste? 
The Environment Agency requires demonstration of net financial gain by using non-waste materials. The 
waste recovery plan needs to show the following financial information to achieve this: 
 

• MDHC’s expected income and any capital gain; 
• all the costs of generating this income and any capital gain; and 
• all the costs of carrying out the work with non-waste and any ongoing operating costs. 

 
‘Meaningful financial gain’ is demonstrated as the profit and payback period that would make it worthwhile 
to spend money on non-waste compared to other materials.  The difference in the number of years before 
a return on the investment is received is indicative that the scheme would indeed be considered financially 
viable with the use of non-waste.   
 
The financial substitution test is presented within Appendix B. 

4.5 Suitability of the waste 

4.5.1 Is the recovered material suitable for its intended use? 
MDHC must demonstrate that the chemical and physical properties of the waste are suitable for the 
intended purpose.  The waste is available from local redevelopment projects and dredging works and the 
suitability will be confirmed by testing. 
 
Furthermore, MDHC will adopt strict waste acceptance criteria and management of the waste infilling will 
ensure that the scheme will not cause pollution. 
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Royal HaskoningDHV’s civil engineering team will undertake sampling for geotechnical purposes and 
assessment of the material before any infill operations start to identify the compaction requirements to 
ensure the infill activity is geotechnically stable. 
 
The dredged sand material and construction and demolition hardcore material processed to 6F2 
specification has been identified as being suitable for use within the scheme.  Most of the waste will be 
sourced from similar areas to the dock. The dredged sand is also considered suitable as it is derived from 
the Mersey navigation channel local to the dock’s area.  
 
With adequate management, the infilling of the dock is understood to meet the recovery definition and is 
appropriate in accordance with the waste hierarchy and the protection of human health and the 
environment. 

4.6 Permitted activities 
The permitted activities are to include: 
 

• R13 Storage of wastes pending any of the operations numbered R5. 
• R5 Recycling or reclamation of other inorganic materials. 

 
The processing of the demolition material will be carried out in accordance with a separate environmental 
permit for the mobile plant operator that will carry out this activity. 

4.7 Summary Conceptual Site Model 
Table 4-2 represents a preliminary conceptual site model (CSM) for the site. 
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Table 4-1 Conceptual Site Model 

Source Receptor Pathway Comment 

Infill 
material 

Humans - future site users 
(commercial/industrial) 

Inhalation, 
ingestion, dermal 
contact 

The site will be completed with a concrete 
cover and will not have bare soil or soft 
scaping, therefore site users would not 
come into contact with infill material. 

Inhalation of 
vapours/gases 

The potential presence of volatile 
contaminants and ground gas has the 
potential to migrate into future buildings.  
However, the nature of the infill material 
has low potential to derive volatile 
contaminants and generate ground gases.  
A strict waste acceptance and rejection 
process reduces the likelihood of this 
potential linkage. 

Humans - construction and 
maintenance workers 

Inhalation, 
ingestion, dermal 
contact 

Exposure to infill material can be mitigated 
during construction with the use of 
appropriate working methods incorporated 
into the Operator’s EMS. 

Humans - off-site neighbouring site 
users (commercial/industrial) Inhalation, 

ingestion, dermal 
contact 

Exposure to infill material can be mitigated 
during construction with the use of 
appropriate working methods incorporated 
into the Operator’s EMS. 

Groundwater – perched water within 
Superficial Deposits (Unproductive 
Aquifer) underlying the site 

Leaching and 
migration 

The infilling operation is unlikely to 
mobilise substances from the material and 
the nature of the dock construction and 
proposed scheme, being isolated from 
surrounding ground is unlikely to cause 
any pollution pathway.  Compaction of 
material to obtain optimum stability will 
also reduce the potential for piling in 
future development phases at the site. 
Temporary storage of waste ahead of 
infilling is proposed to be on hardstanding 
on the quayside of the dock, also reducing 
the likelihood of infiltration of substances 
derived from the infill material. 
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Source Receptor Pathway Comment 

Groundwater – Principal Aquifer 
within sandstone underlying 
superficial deposits 

Leaching and 
migration 

Potable water abstractions are unlikely to 
be located within the local area of the site.  
The presence of overlying superficial 
deposits which are largely cohesive in 
nature and the hydraulically isolated 
nature of the dock lowers the likelihood of 
a pathway between the infill material and 
underlying Principal Aquifer. 
Temporary storage of waste ahead of 
infilling is proposed to be on hardstanding 
on the quayside of the dock, also reducing 
the likelihood of infiltration of substances 
derived from the infill material. 

Surface Water – Dock system and 
River Mersey 

Run-off and 
leaching and 
migration 

The dock is situated within the dock 
system which connects to the River 
Mersey.  It will be hydraulically 
disconnected from the dock system via 
the dock gates. 
The draining of the dock ahead of infilling 
has the potential to create a pathway 
between potential substances within the 
dock sediment and the adjacent surface 
water.  This will be managed by 
investigation into the chemical 
characteristics of the existing sediment 
and infill material ahead of drainage and 
infill. 
Displaced water will also be filtered when 
removed from the dock ahead of 
discharge into the wider dock system. 

Ecological Receptors - Liverpool 
Bay SPA, Mersey Narrows & North 
Wirral Foreshore (SPA, Ramsar 
site), Ribble & Alt Estuaries (SPA, 
Ramsar site) and Mersey Estuary 
(SPA, Ramsar site) 

Run-off and 
leaching and 
migration into 
surface water 
Uptake 

Management of infill material during 
temporary storage and transportation, 
filtering the water draining from the dock 
and other appropriate working methods 
incorporated into the Operator’s 
environmental management system 
reduces the likelihood of a pathway. 

Services - drinking water supply 
pipes (future) 

Permeation of 
water pipes 

The nature of the infill material has low 
potential to contain volatile contaminants. 
A strict waste acceptance and rejection 
process reduces the likelihood of this 
potential linkage. 
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Source Receptor Pathway Comment 

Buildings, services and utilities Vapour migration 
and accumulation 

The nature of the infill material has low 
potential to contain volatile contaminants. 
A strict waste acceptance and rejection 
process reduces the likelihood of this 
potential linkage. 
Compaction of the material will be 
sufficient to not require piling to be 
undertaken during future development on 
the site, which reduces a pathway 
furthermore. 



Figures 

Proposed Infill 
BGS Superficial Deposits 
BGS Bedrock Geology 
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Appendix A – EA Pre App Meeting 
Notes 



From: Watts, Anthony
To: Elspeth Harris; Matt Simpson
Cc: Culshaw, Helen; Beveridge, Lee
Subject: RE: Notes from Canada Dock Pre-App call
Date: 28 January 2020 15:52:24

Dear All,

Apologies for the delay in getting the minutes of the pre-application meeting back to you. If there are
any points that have not been covered in full, please let me know and I will get back to you as soon
as possible to confirm. Please could you also confirm whether you require any further pre-application
advice or if you would like me to issue the invoice for the work carried out to date as per the
previously agreed quotation.

Kind regards,

Anthony Watts
Senior Permitting Officer 
Environment Agency | Horizon House, Deanery Road, Bristol, BS1 5AH
Anthony.watts@environment-agency.gov.uk
Mobile : 07876 144838
External: 020 847 45331
Internal : 45331

Canada Graving Dock Pre-App call 15/01/2020. ENVPAP/JB3004UN/A001

Attendees:
Anthony Watts, Helen Culshaw, Lee Beveridge (Environment Agency)
Mark Patterson, Warren Marshall (Peel Port)
Elspeth Harris, Matt Simpson, Gary Bower (Royal Haskoning DSV)

Introduction to Scheme provided by Mark Patterson.  The site is a surplus dry dock in current wet
state, which is proposed to be infilled to create a land footprint that could be used for expansion of
neighbouring waste metal operator.  The dry dock was previously used for vessel dismantling under a
permit that ceased 5/6 years ago and has been surrendered.  Twinned planning and permitting is
proposed and the development has been deemed a non-EIA development.
Timescales Query. Anthony Watts detailed that the queue and wait times on the NPS Waste
workload.  The timescale depends on volume of applications at the time of submission, and also
depends on the quality of the application.  A discharge consent for dewatering could be pulled into the
DfR permit if information submitted at the same time.
Costs Query.  Table 1.3 in the charging scheme gives the costs for discharges -
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/environmental-permitting-charges-
guidance/environmental-permitting-charges-guidance. As we do not have sufficient information as to
whether a discharge permit would be required at this stage we cannot confirm the specific code and
therefore cost for this activity.

The deposit for recovery activity cost code is covered under ‘1.17.9’ and ‘1.19.1’. The total cost for
these two applications would be (£9,207 and £1,231). Where your risk assessment requires that you
submit an amenity specific management plan additional charges will apply. These charges are listed
in the Table 1.19.

Risk assessments can be looked at under further pre-application time and materials costs, but will not
be pre-determined.

mailto:Anthony.Watts@environment-agency.gov.uk
mailto:Elspeth.Harris@rhdhv.com
mailto:matt.simpson@rhdhv.com
mailto:Helen.Culshaw1@environment-agency.gov.uk
mailto:lee.beveridge@environment-agency.gov.uk
mailto:Anthony.watts@environment-agency.gov.uk
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/environmental-permitting-charges-guidance/environmental-permitting-charges-guidance
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/environmental-permitting-charges-guidance/environmental-permitting-charges-guidance


Phased Approach Queries.  Intend to complete waste recovery plan – this will need to fulfil the
criteria for recovery under the financial substitution test.  It was raised that the Acton Grange
Manchester Ship Canal had been infilled in a similar way, but Anthony Watts highlighted that the
approach for deposit for recovery changed in 2016, so if this was before this it would not necessarily
be the same.
Monitoring Query.
Lee Beveridge outlined the issues from the EA Area perspective:

- Contact with the council (MP suggested will be John Hayes of Liverpool city council) will be
required to ensure that the EA are contacted with regard to the planning application to ensure
that work collaboratively.  The remediation condition is not likely to be required, but the
unsuspected contamination condition will be.

- Assessment will need to look at the potential risk of feeder channels associated with
construction of the dock.

- Sampling will be required of residual contamination in silts at the bottom of the dock.
Quantity and quality of these will be needed of potential contaminants including Tributyltin (a
hazardous substance). The WFD waterbody is failing on Tributyltin so there is a need to
make sure none is transferred to the WFD waterbody.  EH highlighted that this will need to
also be covered for the ground gas risk from any sediments left.

Helen Culshaw outlined the issues from the NPS Deposit for recovery perspective:
- The risk assessment needs to show that the waste acceptance criteria will not cause

pollution, and that this may include a requirement for an attenuation layer that must be
chemically and physically suitable. Any material used to construct the attenuation layer must
be less polluting than the waste it is there to attenuate, and any discharge of hazardous
substances into groundwater must be prevented.

- Any groundwater monitoring would be to support the conceptual site model, and risk
assessment undertaken to show that the waste acceptance criteria are appropriate.  This
would need to cover the depth of the geological units in relation to the elevation of the dock
base. The risk assessment will need to address the WFD waterbody as well as groundwater
when looking at pollution.  LB highlighted that the WFD waterbody is connected to a
RAMSAR Site.

- Stability risk assessment will be required for any required attenuation layer, and especially
the dock side that is next to the WFD waterbody.  It will need to address the risk posed from
the long term degradation of the dock gates and any other engineering provided.  Planning
may require further assessment to show stability for what is to be placed on the recovered
surface.

- In-waste gas monitoring after placement may be required for surrender purposes if identified
in the risk assessment.

Useful links to guidance in terms of the deposit for recovery are:
https://www.gov.uk/guidance/waste-recovery-plans-and-permits
https://www.gov.uk/guidance/waste-acceptance-procedures-for-waste-recovery-on-land
https://www.gov.uk/guidance/groundwater-risk-assessment-for-your-environmental-permit
https://www.gov.uk/guidance/waste-recovery-engineering-create-a-construction-quality-plan
and as mentioned, UKTAG guidance on hazardous substances:
https://www.wfduk.org/sites/default/files/Media/UKTAG_Technical%20report_GW_Haz-
Subs_ForWebfinal.pdf

Information in this message may be confidential and may be legally privileged. If you have
received this message by mistake, please notify the sender immediately, delete it and do
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Environment Agency address may also be accessed by someone other than the sender or
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From: Watts, Anthony
To: Elspeth Harris
Cc: Matt Simpson
Subject: RE: Notes from Canada Dock Pre-App call
Date: 25 June 2020 14:08:36
Attachments: image004.png

image005.png
image008.png

Hi Elspeth,

Apologies in the delay in getting back to you. I have discussed the proposals you sent through with
the water quality regime and have put together the following response. Please get in touch with me if
you wish to discuss further.

In most instances a permit is required for the activity described. There is a Regulatory Position
Statement (RPS) for discharges of uncontaminated surface water for pumping water out of
excavations. If they are confident they comply with this RPS then a permit may not be required, but
there are strict rules they must adhere to. These rules can be found here:

https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/temporary-dewatering-from-excavations-to-surface-
water/temporary-dewatering-from-excavations-to-surface-water

If their discharge does not meet all these requirements and is likely to take longer than 3 months then
a permit is required. They would need to complete and submit Part A, Part B2, Part B6 and Part F1.
The forms are found here:

https://www.gov.uk/government/collections/environmental-permit-application-forms-for-a-new-
bespoke-permit

If the area they’re abstracting the water from is contaminated they may also be required to do a risk
assessment. They would need to sample the groundwater and determine if any specific substances
are present and at what levels. If the water is clean a risk assessment would not be required.

If the discharge does not contain specific substances and therefore requires no specific substances
assessment the application fee is £4,652.

If the discharge does contain specific substances and there requires a specific substances
assessment the application fee is £7,953.

As part of your initial screening you must test to determine if any hazardous substances are present
above the MRV. Further guidance on screening is outlined here:

https://www.gov.uk/guidance/surface-water-pollution-risk-assessment-for-your-environmental-permit

https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/values-for-groundwater-risk-assessments/hazardous-
substances-to-groundwater-minimum-reporting-values

If you are able to screen all the substances out at this stage you would not need to provide a risk
assessment and the lower application fee would be applicable.

Kind regards,

Anthony Watts
Senior Permitting Officer 
Environment Agency | Horizon House, Deanery Road, Bristol, BS1 5AH
Anthony.watts@environment-agency.gov.uk
Mobile : 07876 144838
External: 020 847 45331
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Internal : 45331

 
 
 

From: Elspeth Harris [mailto:Elspeth.Harris@rhdhv.com] 
Sent: 04 June 2020 15:06
To: Watts, Anthony <Anthony.Watts@environment-agency.gov.uk>
Cc: Matt Simpson <matt.simpson@rhdhv.com>
Subject: RE: Notes from Canada Dock Pre-App call
 
Hi Anthony,
 
That’s great.  Thanks for all your help, much appreciated.
 
Kind regards,
 
Elspeth Harris
Senior Environmental Consultant (Land Quality Practice Lead)
 
Working days are Monday - Thursday
 
T +44 151 433 0375 M +44 7557 546 197 | E elspeth.harris@rhdhv.com  | W www.royalhaskoningdhv.com
HaskoningDHV UK Ltd., a company of Royal HaskoningDHV | HoneyComb, Edmund Street, Liverpool, L3 9NG, United
Kingdom
Registered Office: Rightwell House, Bretton, Peterborough PE3 8DW | Registered in England 1336844

  
 

From: Watts, Anthony <Anthony.Watts@environment-agency.gov.uk> 
Sent: 04 June 2020 14:21
To: Elspeth Harris <Elspeth.Harris@rhdhv.com>
Cc: Matt Simpson <matt.simpson@rhdhv.com>
Subject: RE: Notes from Canada Dock Pre-App call
 
Hi Elspeth,
 
As agreed I’ve sent your query onto the water quality team who will hopefully provide me an answer

mailto:elspeth.harris@rhdhv.com
http://www.royalhaskoningdhv.com/
mailto:Anthony.Watts@environment-agency.gov.uk
mailto:Elspeth.Harris@rhdhv.com
mailto:matt.simpson@rhdhv.com


by next week. I’ll keep an eye and see if I can cajole things along if necessary.
 
Kind regards,
 
Anthony
 

From: Elspeth Harris [mailto:Elspeth.Harris@rhdhv.com] 
Sent: 03 June 2020 16:30
To: PSC Land <PSC@environment-agency.gov.uk>
Cc: Matt Simpson <matt.simpson@rhdhv.com>; Watts, Anthony <Anthony.Watts@environment-
agency.gov.uk>
Subject: FW: Notes from Canada Dock Pre-App call
 
Dear PSC,
 
Please re-open the pre app EA/EPR/JB3004UN/A001.
 
We have a small request for further pre app and following a conversation with Anthony Watts
(cc’d into this email) yesterday and re-opening the pre app is likely to be the most efficient way
to obtain advice from the EA’s Water Quality permitting team.  Anthony will hopefully be able to
progress this with his contacts in EA’s WQ permitting team and I have attached the WRP which
provides infill methodology details.
 
We understand a discharge location on the permit plan indicating where the water pump outfall
would be located is sufficient rather than a standalone discharge permit.
 
The sediments at the base of the dock (following a sampling exercise) are understood to be
naturally derived silts and the waste being infilled is inert infill material the dewatering element
of the project could follow the EA’s guidance on temporary dewatering from excavations to
surface water.  This being the same concept as if the infilling was being undertaken with non-
waste quarried material (and a waste environmental permit therefore not needed) and the
conditions set out in the regulatory position statement can be complied with.   
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/temporary-dewatering-from-excavations-to-
surface-water/temporary-dewatering-from-excavations-to-surface-water
 
The permit application will detail that filtering will take place and as minimum suspended
sediment testing would be undertaken and that the SS would not exceed a limit of 300 mg/l (this
concentration is based on the dock system being a medium turbidity transitional and coastal
water from EA H1 Annex D2 guidance and WFD 2015 directions).
 
In terms of the pre app request, there are 3 things we wish to establish:

1. Is a standalone discharge permit required?
2. If so, what do we need to prepare to apply for this (and what is the fee from Table 1.3 of

the EAs fees and charges list)?
3. What parameters should be tested if a standalone discharge permit is needed, or is there

available guidance to follow to establish a minimum list?
 
Please get in touch should you need any further information.
Kind regards,
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Elspeth Harris
Senior Environmental Consultant (Land Quality Practice Lead)
 
Working days are Monday - Thursday
 
T +44 151 433 0375 M +44 7557 546 197 | E elspeth.harris@rhdhv.com  | W www.royalhaskoningdhv.com
HaskoningDHV UK Ltd., a company of Royal HaskoningDHV | HoneyComb, Edmund Street, Liverpool, L3 9NG, United
Kingdom
Registered Office: Rightwell House, Bretton, Peterborough PE3 8DW | Registered in England 1336844

  
 

From: Elspeth Harris 
Sent: 02 June 2020 16:02
To: Watts, Anthony <Anthony.Watts@environment-agency.gov.uk>
Cc: Matt Simpson <matt.simpson@rhdhv.com>
Subject: FW: Notes from Canada Dock Pre-App call
 
Hi Anthony,
 
I hope you are well.
Please could you advise if we should formally re-open the pre app (reference number
EA/EPR/JB3004UN/A001) in order to establish whether a discharge permit would be required as
part of the permit application? 
 

We have recently undertaken a sediment sampling exercise on 13th May 2020 and the samples
retrieved indicated natural silts and clay material deposited from the water within the
impounded dock system.  We submitted the WRP, which is being assessed by your colleague
Elisabeth Platts which details the infill methodology.
 
Please feel free to give me a call.
 
Kind regards,
 
Elspeth Harris
Senior Environmental Consultant (Land Quality Practice Lead)
 
Working days are Monday - Thursday
 
T +44 151 433 0375 M +44 7557 546 197 | E elspeth.harris@rhdhv.com  | W www.royalhaskoningdhv.com
HaskoningDHV UK Ltd., a company of Royal HaskoningDHV | HoneyComb, Edmund Street, Liverpool, L3 9NG, United
Kingdom
Registered Office: Rightwell House, Bretton, Peterborough PE3 8DW | Registered in England 1336844
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From: Elspeth Harris 
Sent: 29 April 2020 14:32
To: 'Watts, Anthony' <Anthony.Watts@environment-agency.gov.uk>; Matt Simpson
<matt.simpson@rhdhv.com>
Cc: Culshaw, Helen <Helen.Culshaw1@environment-agency.gov.uk>; Beveridge, Lee
<lee.beveridge@environment-agency.gov.uk>
Subject: RE: Notes from Canada Dock Pre-App call
 
Hi Anthony,
 
I hope the email is finding you well.
We have established a better understanding of the plan for infill at Canada Graving Dock now
and as such further pre app advice with respect to this.
 
As the dock gates cannot be opened it is necessary to infill a proportion of the material below
the water level in the dock in order to maintain the stability of the gates.  The infill material
needs to be built up against the dock gate to balance the water and sediment pressure from the
outside of the dock gates before the water is drained (via pumping) from the dock.
The water that is to be drained from the dock will be pumped and filtered before going to the
wider dock system which connects to the River Mersey.  We do not anticipate the release of any
substance into surface water due to filtering. 
 
We understand this will mean the application is for two regulated facilities on this basis and
would be grateful if you could confirm this is correct?  We would like the discharge consent to be
incorporated within the one permit.
 
Please advise what supporting document would be required for the discharge consent to be
included within the forthcoming environmental permit application.  We would be grateful if the
EA could signpost us to a list of thresholds for a minimum list of substances that the water
should be tested for prior to discharge.
 
Kind regards,
 
Elspeth Harris
Senior Environmental Consultant (Land Quality Practice Lead)
 
Working days are Monday - Thursday
 
T +44 151 433 0375 M +44 7557 546 197 | E elspeth.harris@rhdhv.com  | W www.royalhaskoningdhv.com
HaskoningDHV UK Ltd., a company of Royal HaskoningDHV | HoneyComb, Edmund Street, Liverpool, L3 9NG, United
Kingdom
Registered Office: Rightwell House, Bretton, Peterborough PE3 8DW | Registered in England 1336844

  
 

From: Watts, Anthony <Anthony.Watts@environment-agency.gov.uk> 
Sent: 17 February 2020 12:17
To: Matt Simpson <matt.simpson@rhdhv.com>; Elspeth Harris <Elspeth.Harris@rhdhv.com>
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Cc: Culshaw, Helen <Helen.Culshaw1@environment-agency.gov.uk>; Beveridge, Lee
<lee.beveridge@environment-agency.gov.uk>
Subject: RE: Notes from Canada Dock Pre-App call
 
Hi Matt,
 
Not a problem if you need further pre-application work. You can re-open the case using the same
reference number EA/EPR/JB3004UN/A001. I have raised the invoice for the costs to date, which you
should receive at some point depending on the workload of the billing teams.
 
Regards,
 
Anthony Watts
Senior Permitting Officer 
Environment Agency | Horizon House, Deanery Road, Bristol, BS1 5AH
Anthony.watts@environment-agency.gov.uk
Mobile : 07876 144838
External: 020 847 45331
Internal : 45331

 
 
 

From: Matt Simpson [mailto:matt.simpson@rhdhv.com] 
Sent: 13 February 2020 07:12
To: Watts, Anthony <Anthony.Watts@environment-agency.gov.uk>; Elspeth Harris
<Elspeth.Harris@rhdhv.com>
Cc: Culshaw, Helen <Helen.Culshaw1@environment-agency.gov.uk>; Beveridge, Lee
<lee.beveridge@environment-agency.gov.uk>
Subject: RE: Notes from Canada Dock Pre-App call
 
Hi Anthony,
 
Apologies for the slow response.  I think we may need some further pre-application advice as our
work progresses, but please could you invoice your costs to date if possible.
 
Thanks
 
Matt
 
 
Matt Simpson BSc MSc CBiol MRSB
Technical Director, Environment

T +44 (0)113 3600541 | M +44 (0)7824 383221 | E matt.simpson@rhdhv.com | W www.royalhaskoningdhv.com
HaskoningDHV UK Ltd., a company of Royal HaskoningDHV | 36 Park Row, Leeds LS1 5JL, United Kingdom
 

 
Registered Office: Rightwell House, Bretton, Peterborough PE3 8DW | Registered in England 1336844
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From: Watts, Anthony <Anthony.Watts@environment-agency.gov.uk> 
Sent: 28 January 2020 15:52
To: Elspeth Harris <Elspeth.Harris@rhdhv.com>; Matt Simpson <matt.simpson@rhdhv.com>
Cc: Culshaw, Helen <Helen.Culshaw1@environment-agency.gov.uk>; Beveridge, Lee
<lee.beveridge@environment-agency.gov.uk>
Subject: RE: Notes from Canada Dock Pre-App call
 
Dear All,
 
Apologies for the delay in getting the minutes of the pre-application meeting back to you. If there are
any points that have not been covered in full, please let me know and I will get back to you as soon
as possible to confirm. Please could you also confirm whether you require any further pre-application
advice or if you would like me to issue the invoice for the work carried out to date as per the
previously agreed quotation.
 
Kind regards,
 
Anthony Watts
Senior Permitting Officer 
Environment Agency | Horizon House, Deanery Road, Bristol, BS1 5AH
Anthony.watts@environment-agency.gov.uk
Mobile : 07876 144838
External: 020 847 45331
Internal : 45331

 
 
 
Canada Graving Dock Pre-App call 15/01/2020. ENVPAP/JB3004UN/A001

Attendees:
Anthony Watts, Helen Culshaw, Lee Beveridge (Environment Agency)
Mark Patterson, Warren Marshall (Peel Port)
Elspeth Harris, Matt Simpson, Gary Bower (Royal Haskoning DSV)
 
Introduction to Scheme provided by Mark Patterson.  The site is a surplus dry dock in current wet
state, which is proposed to be infilled to create a land footprint that could be used for expansion of
neighbouring waste metal operator.  The dry dock was previously used for vessel dismantling under a
permit that ceased 5/6 years ago and has been surrendered.  Twinned planning and permitting is
proposed and the development has been deemed a non-EIA development.
Timescales Query. Anthony Watts detailed that the queue and wait times on the NPS Waste
workload.  The timescale depends on volume of applications at the time of submission, and also
depends on the quality of the application.  A discharge consent for dewatering could be pulled into the
DfR permit if information submitted at the same time.
Costs Query.  Table 1.3 in the charging scheme gives the costs for discharges -
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/environmental-permitting-charges-
guidance/environmental-permitting-charges-guidance. As we do not have sufficient information as to
whether a discharge permit would be required at this stage we cannot confirm the specific code and
therefore cost for this activity.
 
The deposit for recovery activity cost code is covered under ‘1.17.9’ and ‘1.19.1’. The total cost for
these two applications would be (£9,207 and £1,231). Where your risk assessment requires that you
submit an amenity specific management plan additional charges will apply. These charges are listed
in the Table 1.19.
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Risk assessments can be looked at under further pre-application time and materials costs, but will not
be pre-determined.
 
Phased Approach Queries.  Intend to complete waste recovery plan – this will need to fulfil the
criteria for recovery under the financial substitution test.  It was raised that the Acton Grange
Manchester Ship Canal had been infilled in a similar way, but Anthony Watts highlighted that the
approach for deposit for recovery changed in 2016, so if this was before this it would not necessarily
be the same.
Monitoring Query.
Lee Beveridge outlined the issues from the EA Area perspective:

-        Contact with the council (MP suggested will be John Hayes of Liverpool city council)
will be required to ensure that the EA are contacted with regard to the planning
application to ensure that work collaboratively.  The remediation condition is not likely
to be required, but the unsuspected contamination condition will be.

-        Assessment will need to look at the potential risk of feeder channels associated with
construction of the dock.

-        Sampling will be required of residual contamination in silts at the bottom of the dock. 
Quantity and quality of these will be needed of potential contaminants including Tributyltin (a
hazardous substance). The WFD waterbody is failing on Tributyltin so there is a need to
make sure none is transferred to the WFD waterbody.  EH highlighted that this will need to
also be covered for the ground gas risk from any sediments left.

Helen Culshaw outlined the issues from the NPS Deposit for recovery perspective:
-        The risk assessment needs to show that the waste acceptance criteria will not cause

pollution, and that this may include a requirement for an attenuation layer that must be
chemically and physically suitable. Any material used to construct the attenuation
layer must be less polluting than the waste it is there to attenuate, and any discharge
of hazardous substances into groundwater must be prevented.

-        Any groundwater monitoring would be to support the conceptual site model, and risk
assessment undertaken to show that the waste acceptance criteria are appropriate.  This
would need to cover the depth of the geological units in relation to the elevation of the dock
base. The risk assessment will need to address the WFD waterbody as well as groundwater
when looking at pollution.  LB highlighted that the WFD waterbody is connected to a
RAMSAR Site.

-        Stability risk assessment will be required for any required attenuation layer, and especially
the dock side that is next to the WFD waterbody.  It will need to address the risk posed from
the long term degradation of the dock gates and any other engineering provided.  Planning
may require further assessment to show stability for what is to be placed on the recovered
surface.

-        In-waste gas monitoring after placement may be required for surrender purposes if identified
in the risk assessment.

Useful links to guidance in terms of the deposit for recovery are:
https://www.gov.uk/guidance/waste-recovery-plans-and-permits
https://www.gov.uk/guidance/waste-acceptance-procedures-for-waste-recovery-on-land
https://www.gov.uk/guidance/groundwater-risk-assessment-for-your-environmental-permit
https://www.gov.uk/guidance/waste-recovery-engineering-create-a-construction-quality-plan
and as mentioned, UKTAG guidance on hazardous substances:
https://www.wfduk.org/sites/default/files/Media/UKTAG_Technical%20report_GW_Haz-
Subs_ForWebfinal.pdf
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Appendix B – Evidence of financial 
gain by using non-waste materials  



With its headquarters in Amersfoort, The Netherlands, Royal HaskoningDHV is 
an independent, international project management, engineering and consultancy 
service provider. Ranking globally in the top 10 of independently owned, 
nonlisted companies and top 40 overall, the Company’s 6,000 staff provide 
services across the world from more than 100 offices in over 35 countries. 

Our connections 
Innovation is a collaborative process, which is why Royal HaskoningDHV works 
in association with clients, project partners, universities, government agencies, 
NGOs and many other organisations to develop and introduce new ways of 
living and working to enhance society together, now and in the future. 

Memberships 
Royal HaskoningDHV is a member of the recognised engineering and 
environmental bodies in those countries where it has a permanent office base. 

All Royal HaskoningDHV consultants, architects and engineers are members of 
their individual branch organisations in their various countries. 

Integrity 
Royal HaskoningDHV is the first and only engineering consultancy with ETHIC 
Intelligence anti-corruption certificate since 2010. 

royalhaskoningdhv.com 
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