
From: NectonSubstationAction Messenger
To: Norfolk Boreas
Subject: Deadline 4 (Part 1 of 5) Requested information
Date: 25 January 2020 09:09:36
Attachments: Report.docx

A - Summary from RDAF.pdf
B- Enclosure 2.pdf
C- Enclosure 5.pdf
D- Enclosure 12.pdf

Dear Planning Inspectorate

In this document https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-
content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN010087/EN010087-001565-
Onshore%20ISH%20Action%20Points.pdf?
fbclid=IwAR3wYhpJPZ7HeU7FuxFwOmBNB_J4a5W7I58-HpLmmuM299ysA_e6cA4vlaE you
stated:

18.  Submit post-hearing note on 1996 air crash and submit Breckland Council information
prepared for the Norfolk Vanguard Examination.  
NSAG 

The Parish Council have asked to be the stakeholder to submit the Breckland information
to you, as they will be liaising with them on this matter.  We hope this is satisfactory.

Regarding the plane crash information, notwithstanding that you had this is part
previously, we feel it will be more informative for the Planning Inspectorate to get it all
together. As it contains large files, we will send it in batches to avoid blocking your system.

It will come in 5 parts.

We discovered and collected all the documents you will receive, from the RAF and MOD
and other interested parties, following exhaustive research. During the months it took us
to do so, the applicant repeatedly refused our offers to share the documents with them,
claiming there was no such aircrash. Eventually we asked the Parish Council to intervene
and they printed hard copies and sent them to the applicant. We noted that at the Hearing
on 21st December, one of the applicant's team had them in front of her.

These are the documents that will come through on 5 emails

A – Factual Information Regarding the Crash of a Danish F-16
B – Enclosure 2- Danish Air Force F16 Accident on Departure from RAF Marham
C – Enclosure 5- Update on Danish Air Force F16 Accident
D – Enclosure 12- Report on the Recovery of an RDAF F-16 Trainer
E – RAF Institute of Health and Medical Training Report IHMT/5/97
F – Loose Minute – RDAF-F16-ACCIDENT-11DEC86
G – Land contamination crash 2
H – Land contamination air crash
I - statement by Mr Colin King, owner of Ivy Todd farm
J – Jean Bass email
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Introduction

RDAF F-16(B) crashed near Necton on 11th December 1996, impacting between Ivy Todd Road and Necton Wood, the debris covering 3 fields. It is directly on the area Vattenfall plan to build 2 x 18.5 acre substations and dig a deep cable corridor. Vattenfall failed to mention the crash and contamination on its Environmental Report despite being told about it on 5th June 2018 by Norfolk County Council and before that by local people.



Co-ordinates of impact: 52°39’29’’N 00°47’83’’E Approximately 16 km east of RAF Marham on a W to E trajectory. (doc M).



Contaminants mentioned in documents as listed throughout this report. 

Radioactive substance (Doc G) warned of by IPC (an ex MOD department within the RAF according to the Environmental Agency – see doc P) – has been used in F-16s and their ammunition. Two missiles (of a possible 6) and 200 shells (of a possible larger number) were recovered. Depleted Uranium is also commonly used as counter-weights in aircraft both military and commercial.

Hydrazine (doc A) 

Oil (doc A)

Aviation Fuel (doc A)

Composites, such as Carbon Fibre (doc A)



There is one document still being withheld by the RDAF. As radioactive substance clearing is not reported in the redacted clean-up documents so far given, we have to ask if this is why the RDAF report is being withheld.



F-16 crash site was recovered in 1996/1997 with a view to restoring it for arable use only, and only within the constraints of the knowledge available at the time. The clearance was not adequate either for large scale development or to comply with current standards and knowledge.



The worst case scenario must be adopted – which is that contaminants may remain in the soil at a deep level, and any disturbance could create an environmental disaster, especially with regard to water supplies. Vattenfall’s onshore infrastructure will also entail the use of pile-driving. The vibration from this invasive procedure could disturb contaminated ground at depth, and from there contaminate water supplies.



With the complexity and spasmodic nature of the task, carried out in extreme weather, with documented anomalies to the prescribed procedures, lack of data (at that time) on the long term breakdown of hazards in plane crash sites of this type, which necessitated further monitoring for just arable use, the lack of wreckage recovered, the sensitivity of information still being withheld, and the importance of public credibility of the whole operation, it would be prudent not to disturb the crash site. We therefore urge the Planning Inspectorate to refuse Planning Consent on the site proposed, as it is not a suitable site. It is disingenuous of Vattenfall to have ignored the plane crash and contamination in their Environmental Impact Report.



The full report compiled by the RDAF which is still withheld was apparently supplied to the MOD with an expectation of confidentiality. It was subjected to a Public Interest Test, and was adjudged ‘The PIT found that the public interest in maintaining the confidence of the Royal Danish Air Force (RDAF) outweighed the interest in releasing documentation, held by the Ministry of Defence, which originated with the RDAF’ (See doc L)



Details of clearance and demonstrations of it being inadequate to accommodate large scale development of the site



· Impact Crater, referred to in documents variously as being both 9m x 19m x 2m deep and spread over 3 fields, (doc A) and 30 feet deep (doc L)

· The aircraft carried 6000lbs of fuel (doc A)

· The aircraft broke under such intense force that only a few pieces of wreckage were longer than 50cms. (doc A). Surely an impact of that force would create a crater more than 2m deep. 

· Debris said to cover 1 square mile (doc B)

· Parts of aircraft recovered are mentioned as being a wing, the engine and jet pipe, the hydrazine tank, which had split open leaving several deposits, 2 acquisition missiles and 200 rounds of 20mm ball ammunition. (doc D) 

· The ARO said he, ‘was of the opinion that the body of the aircraft was buried in the bottom of the crater.’ (doc E) but no mention is made of finding the body of the aircraft. The ARO also advised digging 50cm deep trenches outside the 5m contaminated area around the crater before wreckage recovery commenced. This would limit deep excavations for recovery of the plane to the area enclosed by these trenches. If one takes even the smallest reported crater size version of 19mx9mx2m deep, this equates to 547 tons of soil being moved in a fraction of a second, so the amount of energy released by such an impact could reasonably be expected to push wreckage beyond the 5m trench-imposed limit. If the 30 feet deep crater mentioned in the original reports is correct, the tons of soil moved and the possible spread of wreckage would be very much greater. This would explain why such a small amount of the aircraft was reported as being found, as excavations outside the trenches would not have been deep enough to locate it.

· Contaminated soil was mistakenly added to the clean soil pile by members of the clean-up crew. (doc E)

· In addition to this, a blizzard obliterated the site on 31st December 1996, which kept the clean-up crew away from the site. (doc D). When the clean-up crew returned to the site on 7th January, they found that the contaminated soil had been transferred to a hard standing by persons unknown. (doc E). This moving around of the soil (at least 4/6 times) may have enabled carbon fibres to have been spread all around the area. In time it would have become untraceable (as it bonds to soil) and is likely to still exist under and in the soil all around the area.

· This is confirmed by the monitoring strategy which was advised for the whole site, for any further environmental impact, including the possibility of carbon fibres entering the food chain. It was admitted that at the time no data was available on the long term breakdown of carbon composite fibres from aircraft crashes. And that an area of approximately 1200m2 was contaminated carbon fibres to varying depths. (doc E) There are no available reports on any on-going assessments and it is unknown if they were carried out. 

· Further, the PHMDiv were asked to continue monitoring for ‘re-emergence’ of carbon fibre. (doc E) There is no information on whether this monitoring for environmental damage ever took place. The word ‘re-emergence’ implies that contamination was indeed suspected at levels lower than what was examined.

· Consultations with the Environment Agency and a subsequent ground water vulnerability survey, confirmed that the aircraft crashed in the vicinity of a major chalk aquifer used for the abstraction of private and public water supplies. The aquifer is covered with a 20m layer of boulder clay and flint. The soil structure has a moderate ability to attenuate diffuse source pollutants, but liquid discharges could penetrate this soil layer. The local Environment Agency officer expressed the opinion that there was little risk to either the aquifer or the nearby stream. (doc E). However this did not take into account what might happen if a future deep excavation disturbed the soil again. 

· Tile drains over all 3 fields were wrongly identified by the clean-up crew as being mole drains. This showed an unfortunate lack of expertise in arable matters. (doc E) 

· The danger to health from burnt carbon fibre was underestimated by modern standards, limited only to mentions of the possibility of needlestick injury. (doc E) Carbon Fibre is harmless in normal use but if exposed to high impact and high heat at the same time, this causes the polymer to melt away and the fibres (which can be inhaled and also penetrate skin) to float free, also bonding to soil.

· Modern thinking on carbon fibres https://www.ed.ac.uk/inflammation-research/news-events/2017/carbon-nanotubes-may-pose-cancer-risk

· The landowner was told that he could not grow any crops on the main field for a minimum of 1 year. (Necton Parish Council Meeting March 1997 – doc N). It was also been stated by a Parish Councillor, Ms Jean Bass (doc J) ‘They said the land was contaminated for 5/7 years. Any residential growth would need special clearance.’ Whilst Vattenfall’s project does not involve residential growth, it would have been unimaginable in 1996/1997 that a massive industrial project like this would ever be allowed to be built on arable land, and this could be why it was not specified in the instructions. The Air Control Report that is still withheld by the RDAF/RAF/MOD might clarify the above.

· The F16 is said by the RDAF to have impacted at the crash site on a W to E trajectory. However the main orientation of the area of search appears to lay in a N to S direction from the impact point. Burning debris fell to the ground at Ivy Todd Farm, (doc I) which does not lay within the area of search, but is some distance further to the East, and was not visited by clean-up crew, which would suggest that some contamination remained undiscovered. It would therefore appear that the splatter cone may have been wrongly placed. This is borne out by the fact that the only parts mentioned as having been recovered are as previously listed, so large parts of the F16 may remain undiscovered.

· One document speaks of ‘defensive press lines, which have been redacted. We would like to know what they were defending. (Document F).



Monitoring – the latest information from the MOD – (document Q) states that although continued monitoring of the site (after January 1996) was required, there is no evidence that it was ever carried out.

c. A monitoring strategy should be set up by a competent person, in consultation with the Defence Land Agency, to continue to assess the whole area for further environmental impact, including the possibility of carbon fibres (if any) entering the food chain and the biodegradation of the aviation fuel on agricultural land."

5

Para 20 also states:

"Following the meeting between the DCRO, the Defence Land Agent, the farmer and the farmer's agent during the handover of the field, the pollution monitoring team from PHMDiv have been tasked to carry out further monitoring of the site of the F16 aircraft crash in the arable field for any adverse environmental effects and the reemergence, if any, of carbon composite fibres".” Document - Q - 20180110-Rev-Smedley-Contamination left behind from Danish F-16 crash-Rev response – 22

The MOD representative goes on to say: “I can confirm that no other information has been found relating to any follow-up environmental assessments after

January 1997. In addition, no information is held on the advice (if any) to the farmer or landowner about the future use of the land.”

In the absence of any evidence to the contrary, the only safe option for residents of Necton and Ivy Todd is to assume that the monitoring was never completed. The whole area should now be re-tested by the relevant official body that holds ultimate responsibility for the monitoring, which appears to be PHMDiv before any ‘for profit’ developers are allowed to start disturbing the land any deeper than plough depth.



CONCLUSION:

1. The cost of remediating contaminated ground over such a wide area could be so significant that it should not be ignored in the estimated project costs, which is currently the case, as it has not been mentioned in any way by Vattenfall in their DCO Application.

2. The population of Necton and Ivy Todd feel strongly that this site should not be disturbed as no-one can guarantee that no harm will result from it. There are very few sites in Norfolk that have had a modern jet crash into them with the possible environmental hazards of this one, and yet Vattenfall have indeed chosen one out of the many other options offered. It shows a lack of competence in their environmental investigations, and they should be made to seek a different site that doesn’t hold such potential damage to the area.

3. CPO requirements appear to state that it must be proven that there was not another, better site other than the one chosen, which might have been purchased voluntarily. There are many viable sites that do not have the remains of an F16 air crash on them and would therefore be immeasurably better. Vattenfall were for instance offered Top Farm in Necton, which stands on lower ground, would be easier to mitigate, and has 186 clean acres of land. This is the farm across which VF are currently planning to build their access road to their chosen site. Top Farm is on the current cable route from the coast and also has direct access to the A47.

4. We would also ask what information the RDAF are concealing in the Air Crash Report we are not allowed to see.

5. It is clear that there were many problems in the clearing of this site, which in modern times would make the clearance inadequate. The clearance may have been acceptable at the time for restoration of the site to arable use, but certainly it would not be considered sufficient either then or today for a major development. And it would appear that the required monitoring of the site was not carried out, so no-one is able to state with certainty that the site is clear of contamination.

6. The complications and lack of knowledge of the time, and imprecise boundaries means that it would be extremely difficult to go back and make a 100% guaranteed clearance check 

If there are any doubts at all, development should not be permitted on this site.



Additional Information.

http://webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.uk/20081013111454/http://www.mod.uk/DefenceInternet/AboutDefence/CorporatePublications/HealthandSafetyPublications/Uranium/

https://www.gov.uk/guidance/depleted-uranium-du-general-information-and-toxicology#what-is-depleted-uranium-du



List of documents

A – Factual Information Regarding the Crash of a Danish F-16

B – Enclosure 2- Danish Air Force F16 Accident on Departure from RAF Marham

C – Enclosure 5- Update on Danish Air Force F16 Accident

D – Enclosure 12- Report on the Recovery of an RDAF F-16 Trainer

E – RAF Institute of Health and Medical Training Report IHMT/5/97

F – Loose Minute – RDAF-F16-ACCIDENT-11DEC86

G – Land contamination crash 2

H – Land contamination air crash

I - statement by Mr Colin King, owner of Ivy Todd farm

J – Jean Bass email

K – F01201806031 covering letter 

L – F01201811881 covering letter

M – RAF Map enlarged site of crash

N – Extract from Necton Parish Council Meeting March 1997

P – Email from Environment Agency regarding the identity of the IPC

Q – Document from MOD stating no monitoring on record.



Authors of this report: Alice Spain, Colin King, Tony Smedley, Jenny Smedley




 


 


Annex to Defence Command 


Denmark File no: 2018/028377 


Doc no: 1886742 


 


 


DEFENCE COMMAND DENMARK        AIR STAFF 


 


Factual information regarding the crash of a Danish F-16 in December 1996 at Marham, 


Norfolk, UK. 


The following facts are derived from the 1996 provisional report by the Danish MoD Commission 


on Accidents in Flight. 


Coordinates of the crash site: 


52°39’29’’N 00°47’83’’E Approximately 16 kilometers east of RAF Marham. 


The impact created a crater approximately 9 x 19 meters and about 2 meters deep. The wreckage 


was spread over an area which consisted of a harvested field of mangolds, a field that had been 


ploughed in the autumn and a field sown with winter corn. 


The accident spread carbon fiber, hydrazine, oil products and some 6,000 lbs of fuel. The 


concentration of hydrazine was neutralized using chlorine products. 


The aircraft crashed into a field in an agricultural area. The aircraft’s direction of movement at the 


moment of impact was 089 degrees. On impact with the ground the aircraft broke up and pieces of 


wreckage were spread over a fan-shaped area within an angle of +/- 80 degrees relative to the 


direction of movement and up to a distance of approximately 700 meters from the main impact 


point. The aircraft broke up into pieces with such force that only a few pieces of wreckage were 


longer than 50 centimeters. 


















































K – F01201806031 covering letter
L – F01201811881 covering letter
M – RAF Map enlarged site of crash
N – Extract from Necton Parish Council Meeting March 1997
P – Email from Environment Agency regarding the identity of the IPC
Q – Document from MOD stating no monitoring on record.

The only document we did not manage to get a copy of was the Danish Air Crash Report
which was withheld by the MOD as they claimed it would cause the public to view the
Danish Air Force in the different light, the potential damage of which outweighed the
public's right to know. 

Regards

NSAG

 



Introduction 
RDAF F-16(B) crashed near Necton on 11th December 1996, impacting between Ivy 
Todd Road and Necton Wood, the debris covering 3 fields. It is directly on the area 
Vattenfall plan to build 2 x 18.5 acre substations and dig a deep cable corridor. 
Vattenfall failed to mention the crash and contamination on its Environmental 
Report despite being told about it on 5th June 2018 by Norfolk County Council and 
before that by local people. 
 
Co-ordinates of impact: 52°39’29’’N 00°47’83’’E Approximately 16 km east of RAF 
Marham on a W to E trajectory. (doc M). 
 
Contaminants mentioned in documents as listed throughout this report.  
Radioactive substance (Doc G) warned of by IPC (an ex MOD department within 
the RAF according to the Environmental Agency – see doc P) – has been used in F-
16s and their ammunition. Two missiles (of a possible 6) and 200 shells (of a possible 
larger number) were recovered. Depleted Uranium is also commonly used as counter-
weights in aircraft both military and commercial. 
Hydrazine (doc A)  
Oil (doc A) 
Aviation Fuel (doc A) 
Composites, such as Carbon Fibre (doc A) 
 
There is one document still being withheld by the RDAF. As radioactive substance 
clearing is not reported in the redacted clean-up documents so far given, we have 
to ask if this is why the RDAF report is being withheld. 
 
F-16 crash site was recovered in 1996/1997 with a view to restoring it for arable use 
only, and only within the constraints of the knowledge available at the time. The 
clearance was not adequate either for large scale development or to comply with 
current standards and knowledge. 
 
The worst case scenario must be adopted – which is that contaminants may 
remain in the soil at a deep level, and any disturbance could create an 
environmental disaster, especially with regard to water supplies. Vattenfall’s 
onshore infrastructure will also entail the use of pile-driving. The vibration from this 
invasive procedure could disturb contaminated ground at depth, and from there 
contaminate water supplies. 
 
With the complexity and spasmodic nature of the task, carried out in extreme weather, 
with documented anomalies to the prescribed procedures, lack of data (at that time) on 
the long term breakdown of hazards in plane crash sites of this type, which 
necessitated further monitoring for just arable use, the lack of wreckage recovered, the 
sensitivity of information still being withheld, and the importance of public credibility 
of the whole operation, it would be prudent not to disturb the crash site. We therefore 
urge the Planning Inspectorate to refuse Planning Consent on the site proposed, as it is 
not a suitable site. It is disingenuous of Vattenfall to have ignored the plane crash 
and contamination in their Environmental Impact Report. 
 
The full report compiled by the RDAF which is still withheld was apparently 
supplied to the MOD with an expectation of confidentiality. It was subjected to a 



Public Interest Test, and was adjudged ‘The PIT found that the public interest in 
maintaining the confidence of the Royal Danish Air Force (RDAF) outweighed the 
interest in releasing documentation, held by the Ministry of Defence, which originated 
with the RDAF’ (See doc L) 
 
Details of clearance and demonstrations of it being inadequate to accommodate large 
scale development of the site 
 

• Impact Crater, referred to in documents variously as being both 9m x 19m x 
2m deep and spread over 3 fields, (doc A) and 30 feet deep (doc L) 

• The aircraft carried 6000lbs of fuel (doc A) 
• The aircraft broke under such intense force that only a few pieces of wreckage 

were longer than 50cms. (doc A). Surely an impact of that force would create a 
crater more than 2m deep.  

• Debris said to cover 1 square mile (doc B) 
• Parts of aircraft recovered are mentioned as being a wing, the engine and jet 

pipe, the hydrazine tank, which had split open leaving several deposits, 2 
acquisition missiles and 200 rounds of 20mm ball ammunition. (doc D)  

• The ARO said he, ‘was of the opinion that the body of the aircraft was buried 
in the bottom of the crater.’ (doc E) but no mention is made of finding the body 
of the aircraft. The ARO also advised digging 50cm deep trenches outside the 
5m contaminated area around the crater before wreckage recovery commenced. 
This would limit deep excavations for recovery of the plane to the area 
enclosed by these trenches. If one takes even the smallest reported crater size 
version of 19mx9mx2m deep, this equates to 547 tons of soil being moved in a 
fraction of a second, so the amount of energy released by such an impact could 
reasonably be expected to push wreckage beyond the 5m trench-imposed limit. 
If the 30 feet deep crater mentioned in the original reports is correct, the tons of 
soil moved and the possible spread of wreckage would be very much greater. 
This would explain why such a small amount of the aircraft was reported 
as being found, as excavations outside the trenches would not have been 
deep enough to locate it. 

• Contaminated soil was mistakenly added to the clean soil pile by members of 
the clean-up crew. (doc E) 

• In addition to this, a blizzard obliterated the site on 31st December 1996, which 
kept the clean-up crew away from the site. (doc D). When the clean-up crew 
returned to the site on 7th January, they found that the contaminated soil had 
been transferred to a hard standing by persons unknown. (doc E). This 
moving around of the soil (at least 4/6 times) may have enabled carbon fibres 
to have been spread all around the area. In time it would have become 
untraceable (as it bonds to soil) and is likely to still exist under and in the soil 
all around the area. 

• This is confirmed by the monitoring strategy which was advised for the whole 
site, for any further environmental impact, including the possibility of carbon 
fibres entering the food chain. It was admitted that at the time no data was 
available on the long term breakdown of carbon composite fibres from 
aircraft crashes. And that an area of approximately 1200m2 was contaminated 
carbon fibres to varying depths. (doc E) There are no available reports on any 
on-going assessments and it is unknown if they were carried out.  



• Further, the PHMDiv were asked to continue monitoring for ‘re-emergence’ of 
carbon fibre. (doc E) There is no information on whether this monitoring for 
environmental damage ever took place. The word ‘re-emergence’ implies that 
contamination was indeed suspected at levels lower than what was 
examined. 

• Consultations with the Environment Agency and a subsequent ground water 
vulnerability survey, confirmed that the aircraft crashed in the vicinity of a 
major chalk aquifer used for the abstraction of private and public water 
supplies. The aquifer is covered with a 20m layer of boulder clay and flint. The 
soil structure has a moderate ability to attenuate diffuse source pollutants, but 
liquid discharges could penetrate this soil layer. The local Environment Agency 
officer expressed the opinion that there was little risk to either the aquifer or 
the nearby stream. (doc E). However this did not take into account what 
might happen if a future deep excavation disturbed the soil again.  

• Tile drains over all 3 fields were wrongly identified by the clean-up crew as 
being mole drains. This showed an unfortunate lack of expertise in arable 
matters. (doc E)  

• The danger to health from burnt carbon fibre was underestimated by 
modern standards, limited only to mentions of the possibility of needlestick 
injury. (doc E) Carbon Fibre is harmless in normal use but if exposed to high 
impact and high heat at the same time, this causes the polymer to melt away 
and the fibres (which can be inhaled and also penetrate skin) to float free, also 
bonding to soil. 

• Modern thinking on carbon fibres https://www.ed.ac.uk/inflammation-
research/news-events/2017/carbon-nanotubes-may-pose-cancer-risk 

• The landowner was told that he could not grow any crops on the main field for 
a minimum of 1 year. (Necton Parish Council Meeting March 1997 – doc N). 
It was also been stated by a Parish Councillor, Ms Jean Bass (doc J) ‘They said 
the land was contaminated for 5/7 years. Any residential growth would need 
special clearance.’ Whilst Vattenfall’s project does not involve residential 
growth, it would have been unimaginable in 1996/1997 that a massive 
industrial project like this would ever be allowed to be built on arable land, and 
this could be why it was not specified in the instructions. The Air Control 
Report that is still withheld by the RDAF/RAF/MOD might clarify the above. 

• The F16 is said by the RDAF to have impacted at the crash site on a W to E 
trajectory. However the main orientation of the area of search appears to lay in 
a N to S direction from the impact point. Burning debris fell to the ground at 
Ivy Todd Farm, (doc I) which does not lay within the area of search, but is 
some distance further to the East, and was not visited by clean-up crew, which 
would suggest that some contamination remained undiscovered. It would 
therefore appear that the splatter cone may have been wrongly placed. This is 
borne out by the fact that the only parts mentioned as having been recovered 
are as previously listed, so large parts of the F16 may remain undiscovered. 

• One document speaks of ‘defensive press lines, which have been redacted. We 
would like to know what they were defending. (Document F). 
 

Monitoring – the latest information from the MOD – (document Q) states that 
although continued monitoring of the site (after January 1996) was required, there 
is no evidence that it was ever carried out. 

https://www.ed.ac.uk/inflammation-research/news-events/2017/carbon-nanotubes-may-pose-cancer-risk
https://www.ed.ac.uk/inflammation-research/news-events/2017/carbon-nanotubes-may-pose-cancer-risk


c. A monitoring strategy should be set up by a competent person, in 
consultation with the Defence Land Agency, to continue to assess the whole 
area for further environmental impact, including the possibility of carbon 
fibres (if any) entering the food chain and the biodegradation of the aviation 
fuel on agricultural land." 
5 
Para 20 also states: 
"Following the meeting between the DCRO, the Defence Land Agent, the 
farmer and the farmer's agent during the handover of the field, the pollution 
monitoring team from PHMDiv have been tasked to carry out further 
monitoring of the site of the F16 aircraft crash in the arable field for any 
adverse environmental effects and the reemergence, if any, of carbon 
composite fibres".” Document - Q - 20180110-Rev-Smedley-Contamination 
left behind from Danish F-16 crash-Rev response – 22 
The MOD representative goes on to say: “I can confirm that no other 
information has been found relating to any follow-up environmental 
assessments after 
January 1997. In addition, no information is held on the advice (if any) to the 
farmer or landowner about the future use of the land.” 
In the absence of any evidence to the contrary, the only safe option for 
residents of Necton and Ivy Todd is to assume that the monitoring was never 
completed. The whole area should now be re-tested by the relevant official 
body that holds ultimate responsibility for the monitoring, which appears to be 
PHMDiv before any ‘for profit’ developers are allowed to start disturbing the 
land any deeper than plough depth. 
 

CONCLUSION: 
1. The cost of remediating contaminated ground over such a wide area could be 

so significant that it should not be ignored in the estimated project costs, 
which is currently the case, as it has not been mentioned in any way by 
Vattenfall in their DCO Application. 

2. The population of Necton and Ivy Todd feel strongly that this site should not 
be disturbed as no-one can guarantee that no harm will result from it. 
There are very few sites in Norfolk that have had a modern jet crash into them 
with the possible environmental hazards of this one, and yet Vattenfall have 
indeed chosen one out of the many other options offered. It shows a lack of 
competence in their environmental investigations, and they should be made 
to seek a different site that doesn’t hold such potential damage to the 
area. 

3. CPO requirements appear to state that it must be proven that there was not 
another, better site other than the one chosen, which might have been 
purchased voluntarily. There are many viable sites that do not have the 
remains of an F16 air crash on them and would therefore be immeasurably 
better. Vattenfall were for instance offered Top Farm in Necton, which 
stands on lower ground, would be easier to mitigate, and has 186 clean 
acres of land. This is the farm across which VF are currently planning to 
build their access road to their chosen site. Top Farm is on the current 
cable route from the coast and also has direct access to the A47. 

4. We would also ask what information the RDAF are concealing in the Air 
Crash Report we are not allowed to see. 



5. It is clear that there were many problems in the clearing of this site, which in 
modern times would make the clearance inadequate. The clearance may have 
been acceptable at the time for restoration of the site to arable use, but 
certainly it would not be considered sufficient either then or today for a 
major development. And it would appear that the required monitoring of the 
site was not carried out, so no-one is able to state with certainty that the site is 
clear of contamination. 

6. The complications and lack of knowledge of the time, and imprecise 
boundaries means that it would be extremely difficult to go back and make a 
100% guaranteed clearance check  

If there are any doubts at all, development should not be permitted on this site. 
 

Additional Information. 
http://webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.uk/20081013111454/http://www.mod.uk/DefenceInter
net/AboutDefence/CorporatePublications/HealthandSafetyPublications/Uranium/ 
https://www.gov.uk/guidance/depleted-uranium-du-general-information-and-
toxicology#what-is-depleted-uranium-du 
 
List of documents 
A – Factual Information Regarding the Crash of a Danish F-16 
B – Enclosure 2- Danish Air Force F16 Accident on Departure from RAF Marham 
C – Enclosure 5- Update on Danish Air Force F16 Accident 
D – Enclosure 12- Report on the Recovery of an RDAF F-16 Trainer 
E – RAF Institute of Health and Medical Training Report IHMT/5/97 
F – Loose Minute – RDAF-F16-ACCIDENT-11DEC86 
G – Land contamination crash 2 
H – Land contamination air crash 
I - statement by Mr Colin King, owner of Ivy Todd farm 
J – Jean Bass email 
K – F01201806031 covering letter  
L – F01201811881 covering letter 
M – RAF Map enlarged site of crash 
N – Extract from Necton Parish Council Meeting March 1997 
P – Email from Environment Agency regarding the identity of the IPC 
Q – Document from MOD stating no monitoring on record. 
 
Authors of this report: Alice Spain, Colin King, Tony Smedley, Jenny Smedley 

http://webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.uk/20081013111454/http:/www.mod.uk/DefenceInternet/AboutDefence/CorporatePublications/HealthandSafetyPublications/Uranium/
http://webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.uk/20081013111454/http:/www.mod.uk/DefenceInternet/AboutDefence/CorporatePublications/HealthandSafetyPublications/Uranium/
https://www.gov.uk/guidance/depleted-uranium-du-general-information-and-toxicology#what-is-depleted-uranium-du
https://www.gov.uk/guidance/depleted-uranium-du-general-information-and-toxicology#what-is-depleted-uranium-du
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Annex to Defence Command 

Denmark File no: 2018/028377 

Doc no: 1886742 

 

 

DEFENCE COMMAND DENMARK        AIR STAFF 

 

Factual information regarding the crash of a Danish F-16 in December 1996 at Marham, 

Norfolk, UK. 

The following facts are derived from the 1996 provisional report by the Danish MoD Commission 

on Accidents in Flight. 

Coordinates of the crash site: 

52°39’29’’N 00°47’83’’E Approximately 16 kilometers east of RAF Marham. 

The impact created a crater approximately 9 x 19 meters and about 2 meters deep. The wreckage 

was spread over an area which consisted of a harvested field of mangolds, a field that had been 

ploughed in the autumn and a field sown with winter corn. 

The accident spread carbon fiber, hydrazine, oil products and some 6,000 lbs of fuel. The 

concentration of hydrazine was neutralized using chlorine products. 

The aircraft crashed into a field in an agricultural area. The aircraft’s direction of movement at the 

moment of impact was 089 degrees. On impact with the ground the aircraft broke up and pieces of 

wreckage were spread over a fan-shaped area within an angle of +/- 80 degrees relative to the 

direction of movement and up to a distance of approximately 700 meters from the main impact 

point. The aircraft broke up into pieces with such force that only a few pieces of wreckage were 

longer than 50 centimeters. 
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SUMMARY 

1. On 1I December 1996, a Royal Danish Air Force F16 Fighting Falcon Dual Seat 
Trainer crashed in an arable field near Necton, Swaffham, West Norfolk. A team 
from the Public Health Medicine Division attended the site to assess the 
environmental impact of the crash and to advise on the necessary steps to minimise 
or eliminate any effect on the environment. 

2. A considerable quantity of fuel and carbon composite fibre was spread over 
an area of approximately 1200m2. In addition, hydrazine contamination had occurred 
as a result of damage to the aircraft's Emergency Power Unit 

3. Recommendations were made for the resto ation of the crash site. 
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ROYAL AIR FORCE INSTITUTE OF HEALTH 
AND MEDICAL TRAINING 

A REPORT ON AN ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT OF 
THE CRASH SITE OF A ROYAL DANISH AIR FORCE 

F16 FIGHTING FALCON DUAL SEAT TRAINER 
NEAR NECTON, SWAFFHAM, WEST NORFOLK 

INTRODUCTION 

1. On 11 December 1996, a Royal Danish Air Force (RDAF) F16 Fighting Falcon 
Dual Seat Trainer carrying approximately 6,000lb (3,375 litres) of fuel crashed into a 
ploughed field between Lodge Farm and Mona Farm near Necton in West Norfolk 
after taking off from RAF Marham. The aircraft produced a 3m deep crater and 
spread aircraft wreckage and aviation fuel over a wide area of the field. The crash 
site was also contaminated with hydrazine from the aircraft's Emergency Power Unit 
(EPU) and burnt carbon composite fibres. 

2. In association with the Environmental Health Department (EHD) Duty Crash 
Response Officer (DCRO), a team from the Public Health Medicine Division 
(PHMDiv) of the RAF Institute of Health and Medical Training (IHMT) attended the 
crash site on 11-16 December 1996 to assess the environmental impact of the crash 
and to advise the Aircraft Recovery Officer (ARO) on the steps necessary to minimise 
or eliminate any adverse pollution effects. Further monitoring was carried out on 27-
30 December 1997 during the excavation of the crash crater, and on 7 January 1997 
for completion of the consignment notice prior to removal of soil contaminated with 
fuel. 

THE ASSESSMENTS 

FIRST ASSESSMENT - 11-16 DECEMBER 1996 

3. Consultations with the Environment Agency and the local authority 
Environmental Health Officer, together with a subsequent ground water vulnerability 
survey, confirmed that the stricken aircraft had crashed in the vicinity of a major 
chalk aquifer used for the abstraction of private and public water supplies. The soil 
above this aquifer consists of a 20m layer of boulder clay and flint The soil structure 
has a moderate ability to attenuate diffuse source pollutants, but liquid discharges 
could penetrate this soil layer. However, the local Environment Agency officer 
expressed the opinion that there was little risk to either the aquifer or the nearby 
stream. Annex A shows the groundwater layout of the area surrounding the crash 
site. 
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4. The main threat to personnel on the site and to the environment was from 
hydrazine liquid, a highly toxic rocket fuel used in the aircraft's EPU. The canister 
containing the hydrazine had split, resulting in several deposits within a 60 metre 
area down-slope from the crater. In order to alleviate this threat, the RDAF flew in 
a specialist hydrazine team. During the first 3 days of the crash recovery operations 
the RDAF team neutralised the hydrazine deposits using a 17% solution of calcium 
hyperchlorite. The soil in the immediate area of each deposit was then turned over 
so the clay soil beneath could deactivate the substance. All such deposits were 
marked with appropriate warning signs for the benefit of the aircraft recovery team. 

5. During the period required by the RDAF to neutralise the hydrazine deposits, the team from the PHMDiv carried out visual and olfactory monitoring along the 
course of the adjoining stream. No specific evidence of pollution from the aviation fuel was found. However, there was a potential for contamination due to the sub-soil land drainage system (mole drainage) installed in the field. This system consists of 
a drain made in the soil by pulling a bullet-shaped device through the soil and 
adding clay pipes so that the compacted sides of the tunnel maintain that form for 
several years. These drains were located at a depth of approximately ] .5m, irrigating 
to the adjacent stream. Given the adverse weather conditions, any subsequent rainfall could have resulted in residual aviation fuel being flushed into the stream via the 
drainage system. To prevent such an occurrence a temporary boom was placed in the far corner of the field, downstream from the site. 

6. Once the hydrazine team had completed their task, on-site analysis of the 
immediate area surrounding the crash site was carried out using a photo-ionising 
detector attached to a soil probe to monitor for hydrocarbon gases and vapours. 
Measurements were taken at one metre intervals to a depth of one metre, where possible, using a 30mm diameter Gouge Auger. Where high concentrations of fuel 
were detected, additional measurements were taken to establish both the extent of the contamination and the maximum depth. Additional measurements were also taken at the periphery of the crater to a distance of 5 metres. All the areas of fuel contamination were plotted and are graphically displayed at Annex B. These areas included the engine impact section and the location of one of the aircraft wings. 

FINDINGS 

7. The ARO was of the opinion that the body of the aircraft was buried in the bottom of the crater, which was 3 metres in depth. This was the area of heaviest contamination by aviation fuel. The area where the engine wreckage had landed was also heavily contaminated and the survey carried out by the team from PHMDiv showed that the soil immediately below this site was contaminated to a depth of 15cm. One of the wings had landed down-slope of the a pond near the crater, scattering fuel over a 720m2 area to a varying depth of 2-5cm. In addition there was a light scattering of fuel in the area between the engine wreckage site and the main 
crater and another light scattering of fuel extended for approximately 30m north of the crater. 
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8. Deposits of burnt carbon fibre were found throughout the crash site area. The 
problem of carbon composite fibres was limited as superfine fibres would be 
dispersed from the area and, given the wet weather prevailing at the time, most of 
the remaining carbon composite fibre would be dampened down. However, larger 
pieces of carbon fibre could cause needlestick injury if not removed from the crash 
site. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

9. The following recommendations were made following the first assessment of 
the crash site: 

a. Crops contaminated with carbon fibre composite are to be dampened 
down and removed, along with any contaminated soil, and incinerated, or 
disposed of as contaminated waste, to prevent them entering the food chain. 

b. Prior to their removal, it is recommended that all visible pieces of 
carbon fibre composite are dampened down to reduce the build up of 
composite dust particles. 

c. All fuel/oil collected in the bottom of the crater during the removal of 
the wreckage should be removed and disposed of by a competent contractor 
under the direction of the Defence Land Agency. 

d. All the areas of light fuel contamination between the engine wreckage 
site, the wing wreckage site and the main crater should be ploughed to turn 
the soil and then harrowed to increase the surface area of the soil, thereby 
allowing more oxygen into the soil and facilitating the evaporation of 
hydrocarbon vapours. 

SECOND ASSESSMENT - 27-30 DECEMBER 1996 

10. The aircraft carcass was due to be moved on 27 December, however, adverse 
weather conditions meant that no recovery work could be carried out that day. 
Nevertheless, the pollution monitoring team re-surveyed the crash site and the nearby 
stream for any possible extension of the fuel contamination. 

11. The crash recovery team began removing the wreckage from within the 
contaminated area 5m around the crash crater on 29 Dec. On the advice of the 
DCRO, trenches were dug outside this 5m wide contaminated area to accommodate 
contaminated soil removed from the crater and the surrounding area during the 
wreckage recovery operations. The trenches were excavated to a depth of 
approximately 50cm. The soil in the trenches was beaten down to compact it and 
provide an impermeable layer. In addition the trenches were lined with plastic 
sheeting to prevent any contaminants leeching into the ground. The soil was sifted 
to locate any wreckage and any contaminated soil was then placed in the trenches. 
Soil which was deemed "clean" was placed in separate piles and labelled accordingly. 
Initially, there was some confusion regarding the crash recovery team's definition of 
"clean soil". The crash recovery team defined clean soil as that which was free of all 
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pieces of aircraft wreckage. Therefore, inadvertently, soil contaminated with 
hydrocarbons from the periphery of the crater was mixed with uncontaminated 
topsoil. When this became apparent all the soil heaps were re-sampled by the 
pollution monitoring team and the "clean" (uncontaminated) soil was identified and 
appropriately labelled. 

FINDINGS 

12. The contaminated soil which had been excavated from the crater and placed 
in the lined trenches was measured using a photo-ionising detector. Measurements 
recorded showed there was in excess of 200ppm of hydrocarbons from aviation fuel 
in the soil. 

13. The soil removed from the periphery of the crater was found to be slightly 
contaminated, as first thought, but all signs of hydrocarbon contamination from 
aviation fuel were removed following exposure of the compact soil in the ground to 
the air. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

14. The following recommendations were made following the second assessment 
of the crash site: 

I 

I 
I 
I 
I 

a. The contaminated soil placed in the trenches should be raked at the end 
of each working day to facilitate the introduction of oxygen into the soil and 
accelerate the evaporation of hydrocarbon vapours. Once all the wreckage and 
contaminated soil from the crater has been removed from the site, then this 
aerated soil could be returned to the periphery of the crater. 

b. After the wreckage and soil have been removed from the crater the 
pollution monitoring team should quantify the amount of contamination and 
its constituents. This must be carried out prior to the removal of any 
contaminated soil from the site in order to comply with the Special Waste 
Regulations 1996. Contaminated soil must not be removed from a site under 
any circumstances until the consignment note has been completed with 
information of the levels of contaminant in the soil. 

FINAL ASSESSMENT - 7 JANUARY 1997 

15. The pollution monitoring team returned to the site on 7 January 1997 to 
quantify the amount of contamination in the soil that was to be removed for the 
consignment notice. It was observed that the contaminated soil which had originally 
been placed in the trenches had been transferred to a hard standing at the top-end 
of the field, where the farmer had stored straw. This soil was analysed using a 
"PetroFLAG" hydrocarbon test kit in order to quantify the level of contamination 
present from aviation fuel. 
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FINDINGS 

16. After indicating the presence of fuel contamination using the photo-ionising detector, additional sampling using the "PetroFLAG" showed levels of contamination ranging from 99-265ppm, dependant on where the sample was taken from in the contaminated soil heap destined for removal(see Annex C). 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

17. The following recommendations were made following the final assessment of the crash site: 

a. The contaminated soil should be contained within the crash site area and should only be be removed from the site by a competent waste contractor and disposed of in accordance with the statutory requirements of the Special Waste Regulations 1996. 

b. Arrangements should be made for the DCRO to return the crash site to take part in the hand over of the field to the farmer and his agent once it has been cleared of all contamination. 

c. A monitoring strategy should be set up by a competent person, in consultation with the Defence Land Agency, to continue to assess the whole area for any further environmental impact, including the possibility of carbon fibres (if any) entering the food chain and the biodegradation of the aviation fuel on agricultural land. This recommendation is made because at present no data is available on the long term breakdown of carbon composite fibres from aircraft crashes in a natural environment. 

CONCLUSIONS 

18. The pollution problems associated with the F16 aircraft crash site were considerably widespread throughout the ploughed field. The potential problems associated with hydrazine contamination were dealt with by the team from the RDAF. With the exception of the aircraft crater and the engine wreckage site where there was heavy contamination, an area of approximately 1200m2 was lightly contaminated by fuel and carbon composite fibres to varying depths. 

DEBRIEF 

19. The DCRO briefed the ARO on-site on the team's findings and the recommendations contained in this report The ARO then briefed S of the Defence Land A en . Ongoing briefings and updates took place between the DCRO, of the Environment Agency, and INS the local authority Environmental Health Officer. 
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ADDENDUM 

20. Following the meeting between the DCRO, the Defence Land Agent, the farmer 
and the farmer's agent during the handover of the field, the pollution monitoring 
team from PHMDiv have been tasked to carry out further monitoring of the site of 
the F16 aircraft crash in the arable field for any adverse environmental effects and the 
re emergence, if any, of carbon composite fibres. 
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ANNEX A TO 

ONT/5/97 

DATED FEE 97 



VULNERABJLI1Y CLASSES 

Geological Classes 

Major Aquifer 

(Highly Permeable) 

Minor Aquifer 

(Variably Permeable) 

Non-Aquifer 
(Negligibly Permeable) 

Soil Classes 

High (H) I, 2, 3, U 

Intermediate (I) 1, 2 

Low 

High (H) 1, 2, 3, U* 

Intermediate (I) 1, 2 

Low 

Low permeability, non-water bearing drift 

deposits occurring at the surface and 

overlying Major and Minor Aquifers are head (clayey), shell marl, Nar Valley clay, 

Terrington Beds, Barroway Drove Beds, glacial silts and clays and till (excluding 

Cromer Till). 

A-2 
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ANNEX C TO 

1HMT/5/97 

DATED FEB 97 

HYDROCARBON TEST KIT - FIELD DATA SHEET 

Date: 7 Jan 97 

Operator: 

Calibration Time/Date: 13:20/7.1.97 

Calibration Temperature: 19°C 

Location: P16 Crash Site Necton Nr Swaffham - Contaminated Soil Removal (Pile on 
hardstanding) 

N Sample ID Weight Time Reading 

(PPm) 

DF 1 RF 2 Actual Comments 

1 CS lOg 13:30 99 1 
--IPP1m) 

2 99 TOP 
2 CS1 lOg 13:32 149 1 2 149 TOP 
3 lOg 13:34 104 1 2 104 TOP CS2 
4 CS3 lOg 13:36 114 1 2 114 EDGE 
5 CS4 lOg 13:38 136 1 2 136 EDGE 
6 CS5 lOg 13:40 141 1 2 141 EDGE 
7 CS6 lOg 13:42 101 1 2 101 EDGE 
8 CS7 lOg 13:44 106 1 2 106 EDGE 
9 CS8 lOg 13:46 265 1 2 265 CENTRE 

10 CS9 lOg 13:48 166 1 2 166 SUMMIT 
11 Blank 13:28 00 1 2 00 
12 Standard 13:29 1000 1 2 1000 -
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 

Notes: 

1. DF = Dilution Factor, eg for a 5 gram soil sample the DF = 10g/5g = 2, and actual 
concentration equals reading x DF (reading (ppm) x DF = actual concentration). 

2. RF = Response Factor, selected for the hydrocarbon contamination at the site. 
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Redacted - Sect.40



Redacted - Sect. 40
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Appendix I 



Statement by Mr Colin King, owner of Ivy Todd farm 
 
On 11th December 1996 I was travelling to our outdoor pigs at the time of the plane 
crash, and heard the explosion, (sounded like two in quick succession) and saw the 
smoke, and blue flashing lights once I got out of the truck. When I got back to the 
farm, father explained how he heard bits landing on the pig building roof, (which he 
was in) with a phutting noise. He looked out, and saw what was like little burning 
candles coming down, and burning on the yard. 



Appendix J 



From: Jean Bass  
Sent: 31 May 2018 15:33 
To: NectonSubstationAction Messenger 
Cc:  

 nigel.wilkin@breckland.gov.uk 
Subject: Re: Contamination  
  
Hi   
I was on the Parish Council at the time and we had access to the air control report. 
They said the land was contaminated for 5 years for grass and 7 years for growth. Any 
residential growth would need special clearance.  Livestock grazing were banned for 
7 years. 
 
So an airplane crash, as can happen, would cause very severe environmental issues for 
years. 
Jean  
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From: Area Manager Correspondence, East Anglia
To:
Subject: RE: AMC/2018/1106 FW: 180606/BA10 FW: Radioactive matter
Date: 02 July 2018 09:47:00

Dear Ms Smedley,
 
Thank you for your email of 28 June 2018.
 
IPC (or ISC, (the copy is unclear)), appears to be an acronym used by the Ministry of Defence to denote a
department or section within the command structure of the RAF. We have not seen it in any recent
communications so unable to confirm what it meant then or now.
 
Kind regards
 
Stephanie
 
 
Stephanie Fullwood
Customers & Engagement Officer
Customers & Engagement Team
East Anglia Area
Environment Agency, Bromholme Lane, Brampton, Huntingdon, Cambs. PE28 4NE 
(External Tel: 02030 251938
areamanagercorrespondence.eastanglia@environment-agency.gov.uk

     
 
 
 
 
 

From: Jenny Smedley  
Sent: 28 June 2018 11:26
To: Area Manager Correspondence, East Anglia
<AreaManagerCorrespondence.EastAnglia@environment-agency.gov.uk>
Subject: Re: AMC/2018/1106 FW: 180606/BA10 FW: Radioactive matter
 
Sorry Stephanie, the fax mentions IPC (that’s what it looks like) could you tell me who they
are please?
 
From: Area Manager Correspondence, East Anglia
Sent: Thursday, June 28, 2018 11:12 AM
To:

mailto:AreaManagerCorrespondence.EastAnglia@environment-agency.gov.uk
mailto:areamanagercorrespondence.eastanglia@environment-agency.gov.uk
https://twitter.com/envagency
https://www.facebook.com/environmentagency
http://www.youtube.co.uk/user/EnvironmentAgencyTV
https://www.flickr.com/photos/environment-agency
https://www.linkedin.com/company/environment-agency
https://www.gov.uk/environment-agency
http://www.customerserviceexcellence.uk.com/
mailto:AreaManagerCorrespondence.EastAnglia@environment-agency.gov.uk


Subject: FW: AMC/2018/1106 FW: 180606/BA10 FW: Radioactive matter
 
Dear Ms Smedley,
 
Thank you for your email of 6 June 2018 to DEFRA. They have passed your enquiry to us for reply and will
receive a copy of our response.
 
I have checked our records and it appears that we have already provided a response to you on
this matter on 31 May 2018 under reference number EAn/2018/85361 and 5 June 2018 under
reference number EAn/85361-1. Please find attached our final replies for your information.
 
Kind regards
 
Stephanie
 
Stephanie Fullwood
Customers & Engagement Officer
Customers & Engagement Team
East Anglia Area
Environment Agency, Bromholme Lane, Brampton, Huntingdon, Cambs. PE28 4NE 
(External Tel: 02030 251938
areamanagercorrespondence.eastanglia@environment-agency.gov.uk

     
 
 
 
 
 
From: Jenny Smedley  
Sent: 06 June 2018 07:54
To: Helpline, Defra (MCU) <defra.helpline@defra.gsi.gov.uk>
Subject: Radioactive matter
 
Dear Sir
On 11th December 1996 a Danish Air Force F16 military jet crashed In Necton, Norfolk. (Ivy
Todd) TF 894100 It was said on a fax (attached) that MAFF (yourselves at the time) was
notified of a radioactive material risk (assumed to mean uranium from the armaments)
existed.
 
Now a developer is planning to build two massive substations and a cable corridor very
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close to the site. Can you tell us anything about the contamination risk to this area and
whether it would be considered wise to build over or close to this area?
 
Thank you
Jenny Smedley
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We have checked this email and its attachments for viruses. But you should 
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under the Freedom of Information Act, Data Protection Act or for 
litigation.  Email messages and attachments sent to or from any 
Environment Agency address may also be accessed by someone other than the 
sender or recipient, for business purposes.
Click here to report this email as spam
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Ministry of Defence 
Main Building (Ground Floor, Zone D) 
Whitehall 
London SW1A 2HB 
United Kingdom 

Telephone [MOD] +44 (0)20 721 89000 
E-mail: CIO-F01-1R@mod.uk  

    

 

Ministry 
of Defence 

  

Head - Information Rights Team 

F012018/06031 & 11881 

Ms J Smedley 
Via e-mail:   

Ne&.r. Wks SINe_clAei 

444 
U) January 2019 

ENVIRONMENTAL INFORMATION REGULATIONS (EIR) 2004 — INTERNAL REVIEW 

1. I am writing in response to your email of 9 October 2018 in which you requested an 
internal review of the processing of an information request initially handled by the Air 
Historical Branch (AHB) of the Royal Air Force, under the Freedom of Information (FOI) 
Act. The purpose of this review is to consider whether the requirements of the relevant 
Information Rights legislation have been fulfilled. The scope of internal reviews are 
defined by Part VI of the Code of Practice under section 45 of the Act, at: 
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment  data/file/235286/003 
3.pdf, or for the Environmental Information Regulations at https://ico.org.uk/media/for-
organisations/documents/1613/internal  reviews under the eir.pdf. This is my formal 
response following the review. I am sorry for the delay in responding. 

Review Considerations 

2. I note that request F012018/11881, relates to information provided under a previous 
request (F012018/06031, which you submitted on 2 May 2018). As the two requests are 
clearly linked, I have extended the scope of my review to cover the handing of both cases. 

3. Although previously handled under the FOI Act (`the Act'), I have determined that that 
your requests should have been processed under the Environmental Information 
Regulations (EIR) because the information in scope of your request falls under the 
definition of environmental information. Regulation 2(1) of EIR defines environmental 
information as "any information in written, visual, aural, electronic or any other material 
form on — 

(a) the state of the elements of the environment, such as air and atmosphere, 
water, soil, land, landscape and natural sites including wetlands, coastal and 
marine areas, biological diversity and its components, including genetically 
modified organisms, and the interaction among those elements; 
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(b) factors, such as substances, energy, noise, radiation or waste, including 
radioactive waste, emissions, discharges and other releases into the 
environment, affecting or likely to affect the elements of the environment 
referred to in (a)" 

There are further categories in the El R but I consider Regulation 2(1)(b) to be the relevant 
one in this case, as your request seeks information about land contamination and its long-
term management following the crash of a Royal Danish Air Force (RDAF) Fl 6B on 
private land belonging to Mona Farm, Necton, Norfolk, on 11 December 1996. 

4. The Regulations promote the release of as much environmental information as 
possible to enable increased public participation in environmental decision-making. I 
apologise that your information request was processed using the wrong information 
access regime. However, I am satisfied that the processing of your request under the Act 
has not materially affected the response provided, and has not placed you at any 
disadvantage. 

5. In conducting my review, I have focussed on the following requirements of the El R: 

a. Para 5(1) which provides that a public authority holding environmental 
information shall make it available on request; 

b. Para 5(2) which states that the information shall be made available no later than 
20 working days after the date of receipt of the request; 

c. Para 7(1) which provides that where a request is made under Regulation 5, the 
public authority may extend the period of 20 working days to 40 working days if it 
reasonably believes that the complexity and volume of the information requested 
means that it is impracticable either to comply with the request within in the earlier 
period or to make a decision to refuse to do so; 

d. Para 7(3) which states that where para 7(1) applies, the public authority shall 
notify the applicant accordingly as soon as possible and no later than 20 working 
days after the date of receipt of the request; 

e. Para 9(1) which states that a public authority shall provide advice and 
assistance, so far as it would be reasonable to expect the authority to do so, to 
applicants and prospective applicants. 

Handling of F012018/06031  

6. Your first request for information, received by the Department on 2 May 2018, was 
worded as follows: 

`I am trying to find out some information about contamination that was left behind 
after a Danish RAF jet crashed in a field close to my house in Necton, Norfolk PE37 
8HY on 11th December 1996. Can you help me with this please or point me in the 
right direction? 

Local knowledge says that this is carbon fibre and/or depleted uranium from 
armaments." 
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7. In accordance with Regulation 7(1), a substantive response was due no later than 
1 June 2018. The response you received, dated 29 May 2018, met that statutory deadline 
and contained details of your right to appeal in the first instance to MOD and then, if still 
not content following internal review, to the Information Commissioner. 

8. The response stated that a search for the information had been completed within 
Ministry of Defence (MOD) and it was confirmed that 'some' information in scope of your 
request was held. This took the form of a Loose Minute reference D/Sec(AS)/58/1/36, 
dated 11 December 1996, which was a written brief to the then Under-Secretary of State 
for Defence on the day of the crash, confirming details of the incident and the actions 
taken in follow-up, together with a draft letter for the Minister to send to the MP in whose 
constituency the crash had occurred, together with the press lines. You were also 
provided with the Air Traffic Control entry from the RAF Marham Operation Records Book 
(RAF Form 540) for the same day and given the contact details for the RDAF under 
section 16 of the Act (advice and assistance). The first document had three small 
redactions under section 40 of the Act to protect personal information. 

9. This response met the timeliness requirements of the Act and EIR. As explained 
above, your request should have been processed under the EIR rather than the FOI Act. 
As such, I find that the information withheld under section 40 of the Act should have been 
withheld under Regulation 13 in the EIRs, which protects the release of personal 
information. 

Handling of F012018/11881  

10. Your second request for information, received by the Department on 19 
September 2018, was worded as follows: 

"Does the MOD have any information as to how long the farmer was advised to keep 
off the land, and the item recalled by our Parish Council, which stated that a major 
development on the land needed special permission." 

11. In accordance with Regulation 7(1), a substantive response was due no later than 
17 October 2018. The response you received, dated 21 September 2018, met that 
statutory deadline and contained details of your right to appeal in the first instance to MOD 
and then, if still not content following internal review, to the Information Commissioner. 

12. Again, this response met the timeliness requirements of both the Act and EIR. 

Substance of F012018/11881  

13. This request specifically sought "any information as to how long the farmer was 
advised to keep off the land"and you were advised that relevant information was 
contained in the RAF Institute of Health and Medical Training Report IHMT/5/97, dated 
February 1997. The response explained that due to cataloguing errors at the MOD file 
storage facility, a file' had come to light that contained information which, had it been 
found at the time of the first request, would have been considered for release. The AHB 
apologised for this oversight and included the following information in their reply: 

- Attachment A: Information Regarding the Crash of a Danish F-16; 
- Attachment B: Enclosure 2 — Danish Air Force F-16; 
- Attachment C: Enclosure 5 — Update on Danish Air Force F-16 Accident 

1  STC/4599/2028/FS raised by Flight Safety, HQ Strike Command, RAF High Wycombe on 12 Dec 1996. 
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- Attachment D: Enclosure 12 — Report on the Recovery of an RDAF F-16 Trainer, 
- Attachment E: RAF Institute of Health and Medical Training Report IHMT/5/97. 

However, I note that these documents are a mixture of originals from the period of the 
crash and one that was created by the RDAF in response to UK MOD's contact with them 
about releasing the original Danish documents. As this document was not held by the 
Department at the time of your request, it should not have been considered for release: 

• Attachment A, comprised the releasable extracts from two Danish documents 
otherwise redacted under section 27 (International Relations) attached to a final RAF 
report - see Annex D. 

• Attachment B was a two-page loose minute addressed to Director Operations 
Strike Command from RAF Marham, dated 12 December 1996, and we released with 
some redactions under section 40 (personal information) and 44 (prohibition on 
disclosure). Attached to this was a third page that appears not to belong to the same 
document (although it was included in the release because shares the same 
enclosure number). 

• Attachment C, was a one-page loose minute from RAF Marham, dated 
20 December 1996, addressed to the Personal Staff Officer to the Air Officer 
Commander-in-Chief Strike Command (and other senior RAF officers); we released 
the content in full, apart from a small redaction under section 40 for the signature 
block. 

• Attachment D was a final report following the recovery of the aircraft, dated 24 
January 1997. It contains 22 pages in total. You were provided with the two-page 
cover note and the four pages of the report produced by the RAF with small 
redactions to protect personal data, under section 40. However, as mentioned 
above, you were not given access to two Danish reports, one of 10 pages from the 
Commission on Accidents in Flight, dated 6 January 201997 and another of 6 pages 
which covers the conclusions and recommendations of the RDAF into the causes of 
the accident. The Danish documents were partially disclosed in the form of relesable 
extracts (Attachment A) and the remainder of the information witheld under section 
27 (International Relations). 

• Attachment E was a report produced by the RAF Institute of Health and Medical 
Training Report IHMT/5/97 (13 pages), dated February 1997 and this was provided 
with small redactions for personal data under section 40. 

Use of Section 27 (international relations) 

14. I have carefully read through the two Danish documents to which this exemption 
was applied, and can confirm that the only environmental information they contain has 
already been provided to you as Attachment A to your second request. 

15. As the remainder of the reports contain detail of the sequence of events during 
flight, the personal injuries sustained by the crew, information about the aircraft, the 
weather conditions, and conclusions and recommendations about future flying arising from 
the accident the information that was withheld under section 27 is not in scope of your 
request. The withheld material does not contain any information about the environmental  
impact of the crash, any long-term monitoring of the site or instructions to the land-owner. 
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16. I find that the Department has applied the exemption to information that is not in 
scope of your request. I apologise for this error and any inconvenience that may have 
been caused by the Department giving you the impression that the withheld material could 
have informed a public debate about any potential safety concerns relating to the 
proposed development of the crash site. 

Relevant Environmental Information 

17. Para 5(1) or the El Rs places a duty upon a public authority to search and retrieve 
relevant information that meets the description of the request. My understanding of 
F012018/06031 and F012018/11881, and the context for your requests provided in your 
correspondence with my team, is that you are seeking information about any 
contamination in the crash site, and any information about the long-term environmental 
management of the site. You are not seeking information about the causes of the crash, 
injuries sustained by the crew, details of the flight up to the point the crew ejected or 
recommendations that may have been made to improve flight safety for military pilots. 

18. I have concluded that the Department chose to interpret your initial request as one 
for all information held in relation to the aircraft crash and the subsequent investigation into 
its cause. Having looked at the released documents and the two Danish documents which 
were withheld, I have concluded that most of the information held about the crash is not 
relevant to your specific enquiries. 

19. I am sure all the documents provided to you, were intended to be helpful and they 
certainly provide useful background and context to the crash. However, the only relevant 
information in response to your original requests would be environmental. Under the EIRs, 
as with the Act, requesters are entitled to receive recorded information that meets the 
description of their request. I believe that a series of relevant extracts from the relevant 
documents might have been more helpful to your enquiries. 

20. With these principles in mind, I have looked through the information (both withheld 
and held) and have extracted the information that meets the description of your request. 
This is attached to this review at Annex A. 

21. With regard to 'Attachment E', I have concluded that the entire report is in scope 
of your request because it is an environmental assessment of the crash site produced by 
the RAF Institute of Health and Medical Training (IHMT). It records the visits to the site by 
the Public Health Medicine Division (PHMDiv) of the RAF IHMT, in association with the 
civil Environmental Health Department and the Duty Crash Response Officer (DCRO) on 
three occasions, during the period December 1996 to January 1997. 

22. Of all the information held by MOD on the crash, I consider this the most relevant 
to your enquiries, as it contains a description of the assessed extent of the fuel 
contamination at the site and references to the need for future monitoring, I draw your 
attention to paragraph 17 in which it is stated that, amongst other recommendations: 

"b. Arrangements should be made for the DCRO to return [to] the crash site to take 
part in the handover of the field to the farmer and his agent once it has been cleared 
of all contamination. 

c. A monitoring strategy should be set up by a competent person, in consultation 
with the Defence Land Agency, to continue to assess the whole area for further 
environmental impact, including the possibility of carbon fibres (if any) entering the 
food chain and the biodegradation of the aviation fuel on agricultural land." 
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Para 20 also states: 

"Following the meeting between the DCRO, the Defence Land Agent, the farmer and 
the farmer's agent during the handover of the field, the pollution monitoring team from 
PHMDiv have been tasked to carry out further monitoring of the site of the F16 
aircraft crash in the arable field for any adverse environmental effects and the re-
emergence, if any, of carbon composite fibres". 

In order to meet the obligation to provide environmental information relating to the 
monitoring of the crash site, a more comprehensive search has been carried out of the 
department involving AHB(RAF), the MOD file store and the Defence Infrastructure 
Organisation (DIO — formerly the Defence Lands Agency). I can confirm that no other 
information has been found relating to any follow-up environmental assessments after 
January 1997. In addition, no information is held on the advice (if any) to the farmer or 
landowner about the future use of the land. However, the DIO can confirm that the site is 
not on any continuing monitor programme run by them and they are not aware of any 
restrictions on the future use of the site. 

Use of exemptions 

23. For the material released in response to your second request, I find that the only 
exemption necessary is Regulation 13 in the EIRs, to withhold personal information, 
principally the identities of the writers of the report and those mentioned by name in the 
text who were involved in the assessment visits. 

Advice and assistance 

24. The Contaminated Land Officer at the local authority, may hold information about 
known contaminated sites in their area and, if you have not already done so, it may be 
advisable to contact them with your request. Indeed, both Norfolk local councils maintain 
databases of such sites on their websites for public consultation. It is also possible that 
the Land Registry and the Environment Agency will hold relevant information. 

Conclusion 

25. In summary, I find that: 

• The processing of this request did not focus on providing environmental 
information under the EIRs consequently, much of the information provided was 
not relevant to your enquiry; 

• The initial processing under FOI Act rather than EIR has not materially affected 
the outcome of your information request; 

• The responses met the timeliness requirements of both FOI and EIR; 

• The information that was withheld under section 27 is not in scope of your 
request; all environmental information contained in the Danish reports has 
already been provided to you at Attachment A; 

• A more comprehensive search of the department has been undertaken for 
relevant information as part of this review; 

• Appropriate help and assistance has been provided. 
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If any aspect of this review is unclear, I would be happy to explain it. If you are dissatisfied 
with the review, you may wish to make a complaint to the Information Commissioner under 
the provisions of section 50 of the Act. Further details of the role and powers of the 
Commissioner can be found on the website at: https://ico.org.uk  . The address is: 
Information Commissioner's Office, Wycliffe house, Water Lane, WILMSLOW, Cheshire, 
SK9 5AF. 

Yours sincerely, 

Mrs S Gardiner 
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Annex A to F1912018/06031 
Dated Man uary 2019 

Environmental Information in scope of F01018/06031 

Loose Minute Reference D/Sec(AS)/58/1/36, dated 11 December 1996 

Paragraph 3, the first two sentences: 

"Post-crash management personnel at the site are alert to the presence of a highly 
toxic, flammable chemical compound known as Hydrazine (H4N2) which the F-16 uses 
during the engine start-up sequence. Although only a small amount of the substance is 
carried, it can cause systemic poisoning and permanent kidney damage if improperly 
handled." 

Press Lines — If pressed, bullet three: 

"Confirm that F-16 aircraft carry a small amount of Hydrazine, which is used during the 
aircraft's start-up sequence. As with any chemical compound, Hydrazine is entirely safe 
provided it is handled only by trained and properly equipped professionals" 

Attachment A 

Paragraph 4: 

"The accident spread carbon fiber [sic], hydrazine, oil products and some 6,000 lbs of 
fuel. The concentration of hydrazine was neutralized using chlorine products." 

Attachment B 

Paragraph 4, final sentence: 

"Crash site hazards are hydrazine, MMMF1  and 200 rounds of 20mm ball ammunition." 

`Para 7, final sentence: 

"Testing for hydrazine has been completed and carbon fibre contamination has been 
found to be present on the site". 

Attachment C 

While paragraph 2 of this document does refer to wreckage recovery teams 'working to 
clear the site', this relates to the removal of aircraft wreckage only. The document does 
not contain any information about possible environmental contamination or longer term 
environmental management of the site, and I do not consider it to be in scope of your 
request. 

1  MMMF = Man-Made Mineral Fibre (in this instance, carbon fibre) 



Attachment D 

Paragraph 2, fourth sentence: 

"...it was quickly established that apart from the health and safety implications of 
hydrazine, aviation fuel and carbon composite fibres deposits, it should be a relatively 
straight forward recovery operation." 

Paragraph 3, second and third sentence: 

"On impact, it produced a 3m deep crater and spread aircraft wreckage and aviation fuel 
over a wide area of...sugar beet field. The crash site was also contaminated with 
hydrazine from the Emergency Power Unit (EPU) and burnt carbon composite fibres" 

Paragraph 9, second, third and fourth sentence: 

"They quickly located the aircraft's hydrazine tank, which had split open leaving several 
deposits within a 60 metre area down-slope from the crater. This area was deemed the 
inner cordon and only RDAF personnel were permitted to enter whilst the hydrazine 
threat was being alleviated by their specialist team. This lasted 3 days." 

Para 11, first sentence: 

"The site was declared safe from the hydrazine on 15 Dec 96." 

Para 12, line 17: 

"...in association with the DLA and IHMT, the ARO had all the contaminated soil 
removed to licenced tips." 

Para 13 sub-titled "Environmental Health/Health and Safety at Work Aspects" beginning 
"The Hydrazine hazard gave concern throughout the recovery"and the whole of the rest 
of that paragraph ending: "Protective equipment was used, as directed by the ARO, by 
the AR&TF team and the support personnel of RAF Marham and Coltishall." 

Attachment E 

The entire report. 

Environmental Information in scope of F01018/11881 

None 




