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BASIS OF REPORT 

This document has been prepared by SLR with reasonable skill, care and diligence, and taking account of the manpower, timescales and 
resources devoted to it by agreement with Ingrebourne Valley Limited (the Client) as part or all of the services it has been appointed by 
the Client to carry out. It is subject to the terms and conditions of that appointment. 

SLR shall not be liable for the use of or reliance on any information, advice, recommendations and opinions in this document for any 
purpose by any person other than the Client. Reliance may be granted to a third party only in the event that SLR and the third party 
have executed a reliance agreement or collateral warranty. 

Information reported herein may be based on the interpretation of public domain data collected by SLR, and/or information supplied 
by the Client and/or its other advisors and associates. These data have been accepted in good faith as being accurate and valid.   

The copyright and intellectual property in all drawings, reports, specifications, bills of quantities, calculations and other information set 
out in this report remain vested in SLR unless the terms of appointment state otherwise.   

This document may contain information of a specialised and/or highly technical nature and the Client is advised to seek clarification on 
any elements which may be unclear to it.  

Information, advice, recommendations and opinions in this document should only be relied upon in the context of the whole document 
and any documents referenced explicitly herein and should then only be used within the context of the appointment.  
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 INTRODUCTION 

Ingrebourne Valley Limited (IV) has retained SLR Consulting Limited (SLR) to prepare a bespoke Environmental 
Permit (EP) application to authorise the deposit of waste for recovery in the restoration of Cockhide Farm Quarry, 
South Ockendon, Essex RM14 2XB, hereafter referred to as ‘the Site’. 

The EP application seeks the use of inert waste in the restoration of a sand and gravel quarry to an agricultural 
paddock at the Site. In addition, due to a shortfall of topsoil on Site, topsoil will be manufactured on Site by 
blending indigenous topsoil with imported soils. 

Environment Agency (EA) application forms require the submission of a Non-Technical Summary (NTS) which 
includes an explanation of what is being applied for, a summary of the regulated facility and a summary of the 
key technical standards and control measures.  

This report comprises the NTS for the application. 

In addition to this NTS, this environmental permit application comprises the following documents: 

• Application Forms (A, B2, B3 and F1). 

• Drawings; 

• Waste Recovery Plan; 

• Amenity and Accidents Environmental Risk Assessment;  

• Hydrogeological Risk Assessment; 

• Environmental Site Setting and Design; 

• Dust Management Plan; 

• Stability Risk Assessment; 

• Site Condition Report;  

• Waste Acceptance Procedure; and 

• Operating Techniques. 

 Site Location and Setting 

Centred on grid reference TQ 56983 82930, the Site is located approximately 1.5km north of Aveley in Essex. It 
is located within a predominantly agricultural landscape supplemented with woodland and surface water ponds.  

The Site sits within the footprint of a former quarry complex known as Baldwins Farm, operated by Redland 
Aggregates in the 1970s and 1980s. Much of the surrounding land has been worked for minerals and restored 
using imported materials. The Site is the only land within the former Baldwins Farm Quarry area to contain 
mineral resources. Access to the Site is gained from the north west corner of the Site via Cockhide Farm, 
approximately 735m south of Bramble Lane. 

The location of Cockhide Farm Quarry is illustrated on Drawing EP1. The Site Layout is illustrated in Drawing EP2 
whilst the working scheme is illustrated in Drawing EP5.  

The Site is currently overlain by agricultural land and covers an area of 1.83 hectares. 

There are farm buildings associated with Cockhide Farm, adjacent to the northeastern boundary of the Site. It 
should be noted that Cockhide Farm is derelict and owned by Ingrebourne Valley. The farm house and associated 
outbuildings will be restored following completion of the quarry’s restoration.   
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Belhus Woods Country Park is located immediately to the south-east of the site, this consists of a mixture of 
ancient woodland, forestry, flower meadows, open grassland and waterbodies which developed within historic 
sand and gravel quarries. 

 Planning Status 

Planning permission (ref: P0080.18) for mineral extraction and importation of inert material to enable restoration 
back to agricultural paddock including ancillary treatment plant and buildings was granted by London Borough 
of Havering Council on 27th March 2019.  

A copy of planning consent is included in Appendix A.  

 Pre-Application Discussions with the Environment Agency 

A pre application teleconference was held with Environment Agency (EA) officers Rob Devonshire and Roland 
Evans on 10th January 2019 to discuss the proposed restoration of the Site. Written advice provided by the EA 
following the conference is enclosed as Appendix A.  

Further to the teleconference and following investigations of groundwater quality in the area of Cockhide Quarry, 
an update was provided to the EA 5th August 2019. A copy of this correspondence is provided in Appendix A also.  

 PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT 

Following extraction of sand and gravel reserves at the Site, it is proposed that the Site is restored. 

This environmental permit application seeks to authorise the use of suitable imported inert waste materials as a 
replacement for non-waste construction material, in the restoration of the quarry to agricultural land.  

The proposed restoration of the quarry is illustrated in the following drawings: 

• Plan No. 1211/C/R/1 Restored Landform – presents the restoration plan for the Site approved by the 
planning process. 

• Drawing EP3 Cross Sections – presents cross sections of the proposed restoration and in situ bedrock 
illustrating the existing topography of the Site (green line), the landform following completion of mineral 
extraction within the Site (red line) and the approved restoration landform of the Site (also green line).  

Key points regarding the proposed restoration are as follows. 

• Restoration will commence when the mineral extraction is completed. 

• Restoration will be undertaken in lifts to achieve the restoration profile minus the top soil and subsoil 
layer. 

• The uppermost 0.5m of infill material will be ripped and stones and other ‘over size’ material greater 
than 150mm in diameter will be removed. 

• Approximately 5,925m3 subsoil stripped from the Site prior to mineral extraction will be spread over the 
surface of the landform to provide a depth of approximately 0.8 metres of subsoil. 

• To make up for a shortfall of indigenous top soil compared to the required depth of top soil stated within 
the Site’s planning permission, approximately 3,950m3 of topsoil stripped from the Site prior to mineral 
extraction will be blended with screened imported soils falling within the waste codes 17 05 04 and 20 
02 02. The blended top soil will then be screened further to ensure the top soil is free from stones and 
other oversize material.  
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• Once screened, the manufactured top soil will be spread over the surface of the landform to a depth of 
approximately 0.4m to effect final restoration in line with Plan No. 1211/C/R/1 v7. Thereafter any stones 
lying on the surface larger than 100mm will be removed before cultivation takes place. 

• It is estimated that approximately 54,200 m3 of material is required to restore the Site. Of this a minimum 
of 9,875 m3 will be provided by site-won top soil and subsoil materials, reducing the imported inert waste 
requirement to approximately of 44,328 m3; a reduction of over 18%. 

• Assuming an average density of 2.0 t/m3, the mass of imported inert waste materials will be 
approximately 88,656 tonnes. 

The restoration proposals, illustrated in Plan No. 1211/C/R/1, aim to return the Site close to existing levels and 
its previous agricultural use. In order to ensure adequate drainage, a slight increase in the height in the centre 
of the Site is proposed. The final gradient will be approximately 1:30 to permit surface water runoff to the south 
and southwest of the Site to existing drainage ditches feeding an existing seasonal pond to the southwest of the 
Site.  

 Specified Waste Management Activities 

The waste management activities that will be carried out at the site, under the conditions of the permit, as 
specified in Annex I of the Waste Framework Directive are detailed below: 

2.1.1 Deposit of Waste for Recovery 

R5: Recycling / reclamation of inorganic compounds – use of waste for the purpose of restoration of land.  

R13: Storage of waste pending any of the operations numbered R5 and R10. 

R10: Land treatment resulting in benefit to agriculture or ecological improvement. 

2.1.2 Topsoil Blending 

R3: Recycling / reclamation of organic substances which are not used as solvents.  

R5: Recycling / reclamation of inorganic compounds.  

R13: Storage of waste pending any of the operations numbered R3 and R5. 

 KEY TECHNICAL STANDARDS AND CONTROL MEASURES 

 Site Engineering & Groundwater management 

Groundwater is present in the sand and gravels to be extracted; between 0.44 and 2.2m from the surface. As 
such, following extraction of the mineral, the void will be partially filled with water. Due to elevated 
concentrations of Polycyclic Aromatic Hydrocarbons (PAHs) in the groundwater from historical landfilling 
activities in the area, there is no suitable outlet to dewater the Site. As such, it is proposed that the Site is restored 
‘wet’ by the tipping of restoration materials in to water.   

To mitigate the risk to groundwater, the Site will be provided with a basal and sidewall geological barrier. 

Further information on the risks to groundwater and the engineering of the Site are provided in the HRA and 
ESSD document, respectively.  

3.1.1 Sidewall Geological Barrier 

Prior to extraction of mineral at the Site, it is proposed that a trench is dug around the perimeter of the Site. An 
artificial sidewall barrier will then be installed and tied into the London Clay formation underlying the sand and 
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gravel reserves at the Site. This will limit the inflow of groundwater into the Site, reducing the quantity of water 
present in the void during restoration. The sidewall geological barrier will be constructed using suitable imported 
engineering materials to achieve a minimum thickness of 1 metre at a permeability no greater than 1 x 10-7 m/s. 

3.1.2 Basal Geological Barrier 

The basal geological barrier may be provided by the in-situ London Clay if found to be suitable or alternatively 
be constructed using suitable imported engineering materials. The basal geological barrier will be a minimum 
thickness of 1 metre at a permeability no greater than 1 x 10-7 m/s.  

 Topsoil blending 

The shortfall of topsoil will be manufactured on Site using imported materials that accord with the European 
Waste Catalogue (EWC) codes 17 05 04 and 20 02 02. The process will involve blending the indigenous topsoil 
with already screened imported soils and repeating the process several times to ensure the topsoil is free from 
any larger pieces of stone etc. 

The screening will be undertaken using a mobile screener located within the restoration area as shown on 
Drawing EP5.  

Subject to suitable weather and ground conditions, following replacement of the required thickness of subsoil, 
the top-soiling operations will be undertaken to ensure the full soil profile is restored. Thereafter any stones lying 
on the surface larger than 100mm will be removed before cultivation takes place. 

 Environmental Monitoring 

A comprehensive programme of environmental monitoring will be undertaken at Cockhide Quarry prior to, 
during and following completion of the restoration.  

The environmental monitoring can be summarised as follows: 

• Groundwater level and quality (from the series of monitoring boreholes that have been installed around 
the perimeter of Alpha Lake); and 

• Gas from perimeter boreholes. 

Compliance limits have been identified for key parameters based on historic data. In the event that a compliance 
limit is exceeded, notification, investigation and action will be undertaken in liaison with the EA.  

The proposed monitoring schedule is detailed within the ESSD.   

Daily monitoring will also be undertaken in accordance with IV’s Environmental Management System for amenity 
issues such as noise and dust. 

 Waste Acceptance 

Strict waste acceptance procedures will be implemented to ensure that only suitable inert wastes are accepted 
at the Site. These procedures identify actions and procedures to be taken: 

• prior to accepting waste at the Site, including source checking of the waste characterisation data 
provided by the waste producer; 

• during waste delivery to ensure that the wastes are as described, and as permitted within the 
Environmental Permit;  

• if waste not permitted by the Environmental Permit is delivered to site. 
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The waste acceptance procedures to be employed at the Site are detailed further within the Waste Acceptance 
Procedure document.  

 CONCLUSION 

The overall conclusion from the studies undertaken as part of this application is that there will not be a significant 
environmental impact as a result of deposit of waste for recovery at Cockhide Farm.  

Ingrebourne Valley is fully committed to ensuring the highest standards are met and will undertake its activities 
in a manner consistent with best practices and the company environmental policies. 



  

 

APPENDIX A 

Pre-Application Correspondence



1

Greg Altria

From: Greg Altria

Sent: 05 August 2019 13:39

To: Devonshire, Robert; roland.evans@environment-agency.gov.uk

Cc: Maria Anton-Garcia; Andy Clark; Maggie Dutton; James Sutton

Subject: Cockhide Farm Quarry - EPR/GB3909GB/A001

Attachments: Drawing 1908-02 (A1) Cockhide Farm Upminster OGL Topographic Survey 

2103....pdf

Dear Rob / Roland 

 

Further to your pre-application advice meeting with my colleague Maggie and representatives from Ingrebourne 

Valley (IV), we have been working in preparation of making an environmental permit application for the restoration 

of Cockhide Farm Quarry. We’d like to take this opportunity to provide you with an update. If you have any 

comments to make on the proposed approach, please do let us know as your feedback will be gratefully received. 

 

In accordance with your advice, we have considered options for lowering of groundwater prior to deposit of 

materials in to water.  

 

IV have installed four groundwater monitoring boreholes around Cockhide Farm and have collected four samples 

from each on a monthly basis since. The results have confirmed our previous expectations that the groundwater 

contains elevated concentrations of PAHs. A review of suitable outlets should the void be dewatered have been 

reviewed, the result being that there are no suitable outlets. The discharge of the groundwater into a receiving 

surface water body would have contravened legislative requirements and the costs of onsite treatment or tankering 

off site are not viable.  

 

Accordingly, it is proposed that prior to excavation of mineral at the site, a trench is dug around the perimeter of the 

site in to the underlying London Clay. The trench will then be filled with suitable low permeability cohesive material 

to provide a side wall geological barrier. Together with the basal geological barrier provided by the insitu London 

Clay, this would block inflow of groundwater minimising the volume of water in the quarry when it comes to 

extraction and restoration. It is proposed that the basal geological barrier would be retrospectively proven by the 

taking of cores following completion of restoration.  

 

We are proposing to approach the application on the basis of the geological barrier allowing a wider range of inert 

wastes to be accepted. As such, we understand a generic quantitative Hydrogeological Risk Assessment is required 

to assess the risk to groundwater and surface water receptors from the site’s restoration.  

 

A Waste Recovery Plan has been submitted today to the Environment Agency (EA) for assessment. Following receipt 

of the EA’s determination, it is intended that the environmental permit application will be submitted. 

 

Many thanks 

 

Greg 

 

 

Greg Altria 
Associate -  Environment Management, Permitting & Compliance
 

 

 

 

2014
 

 
 

+44 117 906 4280 

 

+44 7787 269604 

  
 

galtria@slrconsulting.com
 

 

SLR Consulting Limited 

3rd Floor, Brew House, Jacob Street, Bristol, BS2 0EQ
   



 
 

 
GEOSCIENCE OPERATIONS TEAM (GOT) CONSULTATION FORM 

EPR WASTE & INSTALLATIONS 
 
This form provides the GOTand AREA response following pre-application discussions.  
 
Part A: Site details  
 

Site name  Cockhide Quarry/Farm 

Applicant name Ingrebourne Valley Ltd. 

Pre- Application/Application 
Ref 

EA/EPR/GB3909GB/A001 

Pre-Application Officer Rob Devonshire  - Herts & North London Area, Regulated Industry Team  
Roland Evans    - National Permitting Service, Geoscience Operations Team 

Application type  Enhanced pre-application 

Activity type landfill / deposit for recovery 

Application stage pre-application 

Pre-Application Assessment 
required 

Enhanced Pre-Application Telecon 10 January 2019 10am to 11:30am 

Attendees –  
James Sutton  Ingrebourne Valley Ltd (Operations Manager) 
Maria Anton Garcia  Ingrebourne Valley Ltd (Site Manager) 
Maggie Dutton  SLR (Technical Director) 
Phil Slater  SLR (Hydrogeologist) 
Rob Devonshire  EA Area (Technical Specialist) 
Roland Evans  EA NPS (Technical Specialist) 
  

Supporting documents   Pre-application briefing: Proposed Restoration of Cockhide Quarry, 
Ingrebourne Valley Ltd. 

 Elevated Water Quality in BHs & Ditch near Proposed Cockhide Landfill 

 181128_Cockhide_Proposed_BH_Locations 
 

 
Part B: GOT & Area response 
 

Background  

 
The site consists of an agricultural field between and surrounding land, 2-3 Hectares in total located in the London 
Borough of Havering, East London. The centre of the site is TQ 569 829. 
 
It is in a relatively rural setting surrounded by woodlands, lakes and other agricultural land.    There are a couple of 
residential recptors in nearby farms.  The residential property at Cockhide farm on the north east boundary of the site 
is currently vacant and disused, but the surrounding buildings may be in equestrian use and the field is currently used 
for grazing horses. 
 
To the west of the site is an un-named watercourse draining to the south and discharging into the Running Water 
Brook and Common Watercourse approximately 500m to the south. 
 
To the south of Running Water Brook is Belhus Chase a Woodlands Trust Site, part of the Thames Chase Community 
Forest. 
 
The geological sequence beneath the site is Lynch Hill Gravels (Secondary A Aquifer) 4-5m thickness. This is over 
London Clay (Unproductive Strata) approx. 10m thickness? which will act as an aquaclude.  Beneath this layer is 
the Lambeth Group and Thanet Sands (Secondary A Aquifers) but these are likely to be in continuity with underlying 
Chalk (Principal Aquifer).  Ground water in Lynch Hill Gravels flows from the north to the South.   
 
The land surrounding the site (predominantly up hydraulic gradient) has extensively been utilised for mineral 
abstraction and backfilled with mixed wastes between 1970 and 1985.  This bakfill was on the principle of dilute and 
disperse and from the groundwater monitoring it is apparent this is having an impact on the down gradient water 
quality.  This impacted groundwater is relatively shallow, only 1-2m below existing ground levels. 
 



 

Limited information has been presented regarding the depth of the London Clay or hydrological conditions beneath.  
It has been assumed this will prevent contamination of the undelying aquifer.  
 

Proposal 

Ingrebourne Valley have recently obtained planning permission from the London Borough of Havering for the 
extraction of mineral from the Lynch Hill Gravels and the subsequent importation of approximately 45,000m3 inert 
materials to enable restoration back to agricultural use at existing ground levels. 
 
It is proposed to complete these works with the import of inert wastes as a Waste Recovery operation and without 
dewatering the resultant mineral void so will involve the placement of inert wastes directly into the water body 
which will be produced by the gravel extraction.  This scheme raises several fundamental questions which the 
applicant requires advice on prior to the production of the application and relevant documents. Five Questions and 
subjects were raised in the document “Pre-application briefing: Proposed Restoration of Cockhide Quarry, 
Ingrebourne Valley Ltd.”  
 

Pre-Application Discussions 
The following were discussed at the pre-application telecon held on 10 January 2019 

1. RvD - Is the proposed development a recovery operation, subject to demonstration of an ‘obligation’ 

It is possibly this is a Recovery Activity, however this is dependant on the information which is provided in a Waste 

Recover Plan (WRP).  It is critical WRP this is submitted for assessment prior to the submission of an 

Environmental Permit application, as if this is deemed to be a Disposal Activity the full permit application fee may be 

lost if it has been submitted. This WRP may be able to demonstrate recovery using the following lines of evidence: 

 Demonstrate proposals meet the substitution test.  This can be done in several ways: 

1. By identifying a financial gain from an increase in land value for the final use.  This cannot include any 

income from the actual deposit of the material.   Alternativley if you can demonstrate that you would 

undertake the work even if waste cannot be used and the work is costed with funding available, this 

could also support the claim this is a recovery activity. 

2. There is an obligation to undertake the work, this could be through e.g. planning permission, section 

106.  This may need to be considered in more detail as the planning permission will not have 

considered whether this is recovery or disposal therefore the required outcome could be achieved 

another way, for example visual improvements could be achieved through tree/shrub planting, noise 

reduction could be achieved with a fence, quarry restoration could be achieved at a lower level.  Each 

proposal would need to be considered on its own merits. 

3. Legal requirement such as an enforcement notice to undertake works. 

 Minimise the quantity of waste for recovery.  If deposits are over 2m thick this could indicate it is not 

minimised and could be disposal, but it depends on the site setting and quantity of material being 

recovered. Economies of scale are also important here. For example, a site of 150 Ha would be more of a 

concern than a small site of 3 Ha. 

 Suitability of waste types need to be considered, both chemically and physically.  If a single consistent and 

suitable source has been identified this may assist the risk assessments reduce the need for additional 

mitigation to be provided.  This is particularly relevant where tipping into water. Chemistry and geotechnical 

properties of the waste input may be critical to demonstrate it is suitable for use as recovery for the intended 

purpose.  

The assessment of whether this is a Recovery or Disposal operation will also have implications to the 
Planning Permision for the site.  The Local Planning Authority may need to reconsider the development in 
line with their relevant strategic documents such as their Waste Core Strategy and Local Plan.   We are 
aware of the implications the planning permission can have on the environmental permit application and 
vice versa so we are producing an additional guidance note for the LPA and MPA to clarify our position.  
 
Ingrebourne mentioned that the only viable scheme here is to restore completely to land with waste, due to 
the very high water levels at the site.  

 

2. Whether the EA is satisfied with the reasons and evidence why dewatering should not be carried out 

In principle yes, working the site wet and undertaking no dewatering of the void may be acceptable.  However this 

would depend on the above Recovery vs Disposal assessment, how this is presented in the Environmental Permit 

Application, the waste types and associated risk assessments. 



 

The proposed placement of material into water must comply with Schedules 21 and 22 of the Environmental 

Permitting Regulations 2016, and the Water Environment (Water Framework Directive) (England and Wales) 

Regulations 2017. 

You should consider our technical guidance note “Compliance with the Landfill Directive when depositing inert 

waste into water” as if this is regarded as a disposal activity it will be directly relevant.  We would still encourage you 

to consider methods to lowering of groundwater to reduce the quantity of waste deposited directly into water, 

primarily by blocking inflow to the site, as discharging contaminated groundwater may be more problematic.  This 

could be achieved through phased working round edge of site with a (trench fill) using low permeability wastes or 

London clay excavated from the base of the site.  This should reduce the quantity of water in the site and may make 

working of mineral (less draining) and backfill of the site easier to control. 

The Environment Agency accept there is evidence of existing groundwater contamination up hydraulic gradient from 

previous landfilling activity in secondary aquifer, however this cannot be used to allow further deterioration of the 

waterbody.  The environmental permit application would need to demonstrate the operation would meet the 

requirements of the Water Framework Directive and not allow any direct discharge of hazardous substances to 

groundwater.  We discussed the presence of substances which occur naturally such as Arsenic and this could be 

considered, but not pollutants from exisiting contamination from historic landfill activities. 

With regard to the installation of monitoring points and collection of monitoring data, ideally we would like to see 12 

months worth of data to characterise the background levels and take into account any seasonal variation prior to 

any works commencing on site.  If this is not available we can consider upto 6 months of data (possibly at an 

increased frequency), however this may result in the interim compliance limits being set and improvement 

conditions to review these levels being required once adequate amount of data has been collected.  These revised 

levels could then replace the interim levels through acceptance of the improvement condition and may be further 

clarified in the relevant tables with wording such as “or as otherwise agreed with the Environment Agency” 

preventing the need for subsequernt variaitons of the permit. 

The development may also pose risks to surface water to west of site and running waterbrook/common watercourse 

500m to the south. The application would need to consider the interaction between groundwater and surface water 

near the site to quantify these risks.  

No data for aquifers beneath the London Clay has been provided.  If off site data is available to confirm the 

environmental setting, this may be adequate to demonstrate there is a limited risk to this receptor therefore no 

further assessment is required. Although Lambeth Group and Thanet Sands are Secondary A Aquifers, it is likely 

they are in continuity with the Chalk groundwater beneath.  Any information on pieziometric head in the underlying 

deposits will help define the sensitivity of the receptor. Inglebourne suggest they will look at any available data from 

BGS boreholes and and data from nearby historic landfills in the first instance. 

3. Acceptability of the proposed restoration approach to meet section 4 of EA’s (draft) guidance; 

The draft guidance referred to, focusses on the compliance with the Landfill Directive to meet the engineering 
requirements in Annex 1 of the directive, therefore this is not be a fundamental requirement for a waste recovery 
operation.  If a geological barrier is included as a control measure, the integrity of this barrier would need to be 
considered in line with landfill engineering guidance. 
 
Paragraph 4 and 4a referenced in the “Pre-application briefing: Proposed Restoration of Cockhide Quarry, 
Ingrebourne Valley Ltd.” Relates to sites where a “geological barrier would provide a negligible contribution to the 
protection of ground or surface water”. This would relate to sites primarily in a non-aquifer and do not have a direct 
input to a surface water. As Cockhide Farm is located in a Secondary A Aquifer and adjacent to a surface water 
drain, it would not meet this requirement of negligible contribution.  This is further explained in 4.151 to 4.153 of 
Defra’s guidance on Environemntal Permitting, the Landfill Directive  to ensure the risks to these cotrolled waters 
are adequately controlled, either the entire void would need to be filled with suitable material which meets the 
requirements of the geological barrier or a geological barrier would need to be installed around the void before other 
wastes are deposited. 
 
Paragraph 6 and 7 may be more relevant if a geological barrier is required to act as an attenuation layer based on 

the waste types which will be accepted and the methodologies for operating the site.  Working the perimeter edges 

first and over digging into the natural London Clay and placing this on the side slope to form a geological barrier 

would be a good way to ensure the GB material is chemically and geotechnically suitable for the intended purpose.  

https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/69347/pb13563-landfill-directive-100322.pdf#page=37''>


 

This method has been accepted at other sites.  Where a GB is placed below water, retrospective testing of clay 

perimeter seal has been accepted to demonstrate it meets the geotewcnical requirements. 

  

4. Advice on the scope of HRA required to support the proposals, additional groundwater monitoring 
locations and requirements; 

Due to the nature of the activities which includes tipping into water, a quantitative HRA is likely to be necessary. 

There is the potential for the need for tight waste acceptance limits, perhaps tighter than inert WAC, but this can be 

assessed through a quantitative assessment. Any proposal to include a geological barrier/attenuation layer in 

combination with a single source waste proposal may reduce the need for a quantitative HRA.  

The risk assessment needs to demonstrate that there will be no deterioration of the waterbody above natural 

background conditions. Groundwater quality impairment due to historic contamination from surrounding landfills 

should not be used to justify higher waste acceptance criteria,   

Wherever possible, the waste source(s) should be identified early on in the process and characterised so that the 

data can be used in the risk assessment. The most commonly used leaching test method, BS EN 12457(a 

compliance test) may be considered as a characterisation test for the risk assessment, however consideration 

should be given to how the data is representative of field conditions. If necessary, other test methods should  also 

be considered where they are more likely to represent field conditions. 

Example scenarios for the HRA 

 GB + truly inert waste requiring no testing = qualitative 

 GB + wider range of inert waste = quantitative 

 No GB + single source = quantitative 

 

5. Confirmation of the scope of a subsequent permit application (we will apply for basic pre-app to 
confirm this) 

Applying for a bespoke waste Deposit for Recovery A25 activty to backfill the viod resultant from mineral extraction.  
The operation will not include discharges to surface water, mining waste activity or treatment of waste on site. 

Additional discussion points: 

Dust and Emission Monitoring Plan –  

 

This would be required as part of the application as the site and the entireity of Havering has been declared as an 
Air Quality Management Area (AQMA)  for NO2 and PM10. https://www.gov.uk/guidance/control-and-monitor-
emissions-for-your-environmental-permit#emissions-management-plan provides additional advice regarding these 
issues  

 

We can provide a copy of an example Dust and Emissions Management Plan which can be used to support the 
permit application once it is completed with the site specific details and proposed controls. 

Noise assessments were raised during discussions about the site.  These have been raised where a recovery 

activity is for the main purpose of noise abatement, but that is not the case here so this may not be an issue. 

As part of this enhanced preapplication advice, we have undertaken a noise screening assessment for Cockhide 

Quarry using our screening tool. The tool confirms that a noise impact assessment or NMP are not required for the 

site and this will be the case at duly making. It is still important to note that this could change during determination 

but does provide assurance to the operator at this stage. 
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Part C: Follow up Discussions/Assessment 
 
Only complete this section once further pre-application has been requested and reviewed 
 

Further Pre-Application Requested  

Pre-Application Assessment required Further query: 
 
IVL have confirmed that they cannot guarantee a single 
source for the inert infill. However, they now plan to take 

https://www.gov.uk/guidance/control-and-monitor-emissions-for-your-environmental-permit#emissions-management-plan
https://www.gov.uk/guidance/control-and-monitor-emissions-for-your-environmental-permit#emissions-management-plan


 

the engineering approach as discussed in the pre-app 
and recorded in your notes as follows:  
 
“We would still encourage you to consider methods to 
lowering of groundwater to reduce the quantity of waste 
deposited directly into water, primarily by blocking inflow 
to the site, as discharging contaminated groundwater may 
be more problematic.  This could be achieved through 
phased working round edge of site with a (trench fill) 
using low permeability wastes or London clay excavated 
from the base of the site.  This should reduce the quantity 
of water in the site and may make working of mineral 
(less draining) and backfill of the site easier to control.” 
(Section 2 of minutes)  
AND 
“Working the perimeter edges first and over digging into 
the natural London Clay and placing this on the side slope 
to form a geological barrier would be a good way to 
ensure the GB material is chemically and geotechnically 
suitable for the intended purpose. This method has been 
accepted at other sites.  Where a GB is placed below 
water, retrospective testing of clay perimeter seal has 
been accepted to demonstrate it meets the geotechnical 
requirements.” (Section 3 of minutes)   
 
Section 4 of the minutes gives an example scenario for 
scope of HRA: GB + wider range of inert waste = 
quantitative. However, during the telecon we understood 
that if a geological barrier is used and if site acceptance 
criteria are set at IWAC, then no quantitative HRA would 
be necessary. If IVL proceed with the above approach 
and with IWAC, please could you confirm whether a 
qualitative HRA would be sufficient in these 
circumstances?” 
 
Response provided: 
 
A generic quantitative risk assessment (GQRA) would 
probably be a conservative starting point in this situation. 
This would be equivalent to the risk assessment approach 
taken for inert landfill sites with similar wastes and 
engineering precautions. Whilst it is appreciated that the 
IWAC approach and engineered barrier would reduce 
risks, this is offset by the absence of an unsaturated zone 
to provide any additional attenuation. 

Supporting documents   
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