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1. INTRODUCTION  

i. These representations are submitted on behalf of the Cecil Estate Family Trust (‘the 

Trust’) in relation to the application to extend the hazardous waste facilities at the East 

Northants Resource Management Facility.  

ii. The Trust owns land adjacent to the existing Resource Management Facility and also 

land adjacent to the proposed western extension.  The Trust is also the owner of part 

of the swallow hole that forms part of the application site for the extended facility and 

water discharging into the swallow hole runs across the land owned by the Trust.   

iii. Appendix 1 comprises a plan of the Trust’s ownership edged in red and a further plan 

identifying the location of the swallow hole. 

iv. These submissions respond to the Initial Assessment of Principal Issues prepared by 

the Examining Authority. 

2. Air quality and emissions  

The Trust is able to confirm that the existing waste site emits odours from time to time that are 

detectable on the Trust’s land. The odours will affect those who will in future be occupying the 

commercial unit known as A47 storage depot, immediately to the north. This is depot is 

currently vacant but the Trust has planning permission to convert it to a storage/commercial 

use and intends to do so shortly.   Accordingly, a more effective odour control system is 

required in respect of the proposed extension area.  

3. Biodiversity  

Immediately to the east of the proposed extension lies Collyweston Great Wood, which is 

owned by the Trust.  This is part of the historic Rockingham Forest and comprises a unique 

ancient lime woodland.  The area is rich in wildlife and the Wood is a SSSI, with the area of 

the SSSI being shown on the plan at Appendix 2.  Also at Appendix 2 is the SSSI citation.   

Some of the more unusual woodland plants found here are toothwort, wood spurge, lily-of-the-

valley, heath speedwell, wild service tree, mountain melick and great wood-rush. Resident 

birds include lesser and great spotted woodpeckers, and treecreeper.  Kites and buzzard are 

also regularly seen in the woods.  

This biodiverse area will be susceptible to any pollution from the operations at the site.  The 

Trust also has concerns as to how the bund that is proposed around the site will affect the 

habitat of the woodland edge of the land adjoining the proposed extension. 
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Whilst the Environmental Statement in support of the application suggests a high level of 

biodiversity net gain, those gains will not be provided until each phase of the development is 

filled and completed, which will be many years away.  It is considered that more immediate 

biodiversity gains should be provided by the Applicant to compensate for the early negative 

effects of the development. 

4. Draft Development Consent Order  

The Trust considers that the Draft Development Consent Order is deficient because it is based 

upon the incorrect premise that the Applicant has the right to discharge a significant amount of 

the surface water from the facility as extended into the swallow hole on the Trust's land and 

then under the Trust’s land.  This is not the case and the Draft Development Consent Order 

seeks no powers to allow such discharges to happen.  The following paragraphs set out the 

legal situation regarding the rights the site has to discharge surface water: 

Whilst no discharge rights have been proven to exist, it is clear that even if the Applicant has 

any existing rights to discharge surface water from the Site to the swallow hole and from there 

through the Trust’s land that the proposals contained in the Application go far beyond those 

existing rights. 

At present the existing facility has a discharge point in the south eastern corner of the site, 

which has the benefit of an environmental permit.  At present none of the existing facility should 

be discharging surface water into the swallow hole.  

Additionally, it has not been shown that surface water from the western extension site flows 

into the swallow hole in the manner described in the environmental statement nor in respect of 

the various catchments shown in the proposed surface water drainage strategy. Indeed, the 

Environment Agency Catchment Data Explorer website shows a very different situation.    

It appears that all surface water which currently percolates through the site of the proposed 

extension will cease to do so once it is operational and instead of percolating through the site 

this surface water will all be collected in basins before being discharged via the swallow hole. 

Whatever rights, if any, the Applicant has to discharge surface water from the extension site 

into the swallow hole and through the Trust’s land relates to the existing agricultural use of the 

extension site and would not, in any event, permit the significantly increased usage which will 

arise as a result of the development proposals, if permitted.   Whilst the Applicant claims that 

the future discharges will be no greater than existing that cannot be case in view of the 

additional areas of the extension site that will discharge to the swallow hole, the lack of 

percolation in the future and the additional discharges that are proposed from the current 

operational site. 
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Accordingly, the application for the Draft Development Consent Order is based upon a flawed 

premise and fails to include all of the necessary rights that the Applicant requires in order to 

operate the facility and provide for the discharge of surface water.  As a result, the 

Requirements lack the powers needed to deliver the some of the mitigation measures required 

by the Environmental Statement, namely the surface water drainage strategy.  

5. Environmental Impact Assessment  

As the Environment Agency states in its “Approach to groundwater protection” (February 2018 

Version 1.2) 

Groundwater can be at serious risk of pollution unless landfills are located in the right place 

and subject to the right operational controls. The nature of the hazard to groundwater from 

landfill will depend on the types and quantities of pollutants in the waste disposed. Unless 

the whole of the waste mass is inert, landfills represent a store of pollutants, some of which 

will inevitably find their way into the environment. 

It is impossible to assess the effectiveness and delivery of the operational controls, namely the 

proposed surface water mitigation measures, as what is proposed is based upon the Applicant 

discharging surface water onto the Trust’s land without the necessary rights to do so and 

therefore this will either amount to a trespass or nuisance.  In either case if the Trust is forced 

to take legal action to prevent this trespass or nuisance the Applicant will have to adopt an 

alternative strategy for the disposal of surface water, which is not currently provided for in the 

Environmental Statement. Accordingly, the Environmental Statement as currently drafted fails 

to deal adequately with the mitigation of surface water arising on the site. 

6. Legislation and policy  

The Trust has concerns regarding the fitness of the Applicant to manage the Resource 

Management Facility, following a common nuisance incident in Spring 2020 when the surface 

water catchment system at the existing Facility flooded and as a result contaminated water 

flowed on to the Trust’s land at Collyweston Great Wood, causing pollution.  The concern is 

heightened by the presence of a SSSI on the Trust’s land immediately to the east of the 

extension area, which could be susceptible to future pollution incidents.  The extent of the SSSI 

is shown on the plan at Appendix 2. 

In Spring 2020 a pollution incident arose as a result of the flooding of the existing surface water 

catchment system in respect of the currently consented waste facility.  Contaminated water 

flowed onto the Trust's land affecting the area shown edged in pink on the first plan at Appendix 

3.  The contaminated water was high in chloride levels and has resulted in the denuding of 

vegetation in the affected area. Also at Appendix 3 is the Applicant’s own sampling results 
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taken in August 2021 showing at Table 3.1 amongst other things the chloride levels in both 

February 2021 and August 2021.  As can be seen these levels had increased in the period.  

Appendix 3 also contains photographs taken in September 2020 showing the effect that the 

pollution had on the vegetation in the area.    

Since the incident in Spring 2020 the Applicant has not sought to clean up or remediate the 

pollution caused by the incident and instead they simply have proposed leaving the area to 

recover over time.  Given the inaction of the Applicant since the incident and the proximity of 

the SSSI on the Trust’s land the Trust has significant concerns about the suitability of the 

Applicant to operate an extended hazardous waste facility. 

On a separate point, it is noted that a section 106 agreement is proposed that requires the 

payment of £5 per tonne of waste to a community fund that can applied towards a range of 

community projects.  Whilst this may be in line with an existing section 106 agreement that 

relates to the site the Supreme Court has since ruled that such contributions are not "proposed 

as a means of pursuing any proper planning purpose".  In the light of the Supreme Court’s 

decision in R (on the application of Wright) (Respondent) v Resilient Energy Severndale Ltd 

and Forest of Dean District Council the local planning authority is not entitled to treat such 

contributions as a 'material consideration' when granting planning permission.  The same must 

apply to a DCO. 

7. Noise and vibration  

The Trust has planning permission for and is seeking to convert a former military bomb store 

on its land to commercial storage use.  This is the area edged in blue and coloured white in 

the centre of the wood on the plan at Appendix 1.  The Trust has a revised planning application 

pending a decision at the moment to remove some of the buildings.  Once this is granted the 

Trust will look to secure a tenant and start using the site for storage. The alarm noises from 

reversing vehicles as well as vibrations on the Resource Management Facility could cause a 

disturbance both to those working in the converted bomb store and the fauna of the woodland, 

so appropriate noise mitigation measures need to be put in place.  

8. Safety  

We have referred at section 6 (above) to the previous pollution incident which has so far gone 

unexplained.  The Trust is concerned that the poor management shown in the existing site 

could be repeated in the extension site and therefore there remains the risk of further significant 

pollution incidents as a result of the proposed development. 

9. Water quality and resources  
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We have already commented in section 4 that the Applicant has not explained the nature of 

what they believe their rights to be to discharge surface water from the existing site or the 

extended site into the swallow hole and thereafter under the Trust’s land.    It is incumbent 

upon them to show that they have such rights.  In the absence of such rights the proposed 

surface water strategy for the site will not work. 

The swallow hole that forms part of the proposed application site sits partly on land belonging 

to the Trust and water flowing into the swallow hole then travels through the Trust’s land.   

The proposed surface water management plan for the extended facility is set out at Appendix 

ES18.2 to the Applicant’s environmental statement (PINS document reference 5.4.18.2). The 

proposed strategy for dealing with surface water in respect of the restored site is described in 

Section 5 of this document.  The Trust considers that the Applicant does not have the rights to 

deliver that plan. 

At paragraph 5.1 of the proposed surface water management plan it explains that there will be 

seven surface water catchments within the extended site. In respect of catchments 2, 3, 4 and 

7 all of the surface water within those catchments is proposed to discharge to the swallow hole 

and then under the Trust’s land.  In respect of catchments 3, 4 and 7 this will discharge via a 

new west to east crossing drainage ditch.  The details of the proposed west to east watercourse 

have yet to be prepared and it is stated require further investigation.  The Trust considers that 

these details should be available now, before any consent is issued. 

The Applicant has no expressly granted rights to discharge surface water from either the 

current or the extended facility into the swallow hole and then under the Trust’s land. Whatever 

rights they have, if any, will have arisen by prescription in respect of the historic discharge of 

surface water relating to the existing use of the land.   

Historically a certain amount of surface water will undoubtedly have percolated directly into the 

ground water rather than flowing through drains or ditches and thereafter into either the ground 

water or surface water network. As a result it cannot be said that 100% of the surface water 

from any part of the application site (as proposed to be extended) has ever gone into the 

swallow hole.  It appears that no water will percolate through the extended site once it is 

operational.  This is explained at paragraph 4.5 of the proposed surface water management 

plan (Appendix ES18.2) which comments as follows: 

A portion of the surface water discharge from the restored landform will be routed to the 

swallow hole consistent with pre-development conditions at the site. It is assumed that 

further infiltration based approaches for surface water attenuation in other areas of the site 
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generally will not be appropriate following restoration due to the significant thickness of low 

permeability strata above the underlying aquifer. 

At paragraph 3.6 of the proposed surface water management plan (Appendix ES18.2) it 

explains how the Applicant believes surface water currently drains from that part of the site 

that comprises the western extension site: 

Consistent with the existing ENRMF site, the proposed western extension is on a surface 

water divide. The north eastern half of the northern area of the proposed western extension 

drains to the east to the drainage ditch which runs along the western and southern 

boundaries of Collyweston Great Wood eventually joining a tributary of the Wittering Brook. 

The remainder of the northern section and the central area of the proposed western 

extension to the landfill drains via field drains and drainage ditches to a swallow hole 

located approximately 10m to the north of the north western corner of the existing ENRMF 

site boundary. Surface water entering the swallow hole at the site enters groundwater 

beneath the site which it is likely feeds tributaries of the Willow Brook and the Willow Brook 

to the south. The southern section of the proposed western extension area drains to the 

south and south east to the drainage ditch that runs from west to east approximately 50m 

south of the site and continues eastwards to the east of Stamford Road and then south 

eastwards to where it joins a tributary of Willow Brook. 

However this is not how the Environment Agency’s records suggest that the western extension 

site drains.  The Environmental Statement in support of the Application explains this as follows 

at paragraph 17.3.10: 

Information on the surface water catchments at the site on the Environment Agency 

catchment data explorer website indicates that the majority of the proposed western 

extension is within the catchment of the Wittering Brook consistent with the majority of the 

current ENRMF site. The information shows the southern part of the proposed western 

extension and the southern part of the current ENRMF site only are within the catchment 

of Willow Brook. However, contrary to what is shown on the Environment Agency 

catchment data explorer website, it is known from site observations that runoff from the 

southern part of the northern section of the proposed western extension and the central 

area of the proposed western extension drains via field drains and drainage ditches to the 

swallow hole located approximately 10m to the north of the north western corner of the 

existing ENRMF site boundary. A number of drainage ditches from the west of the 

proposed western extension drain into the perimeter drainage ditches round the proposed 

western extension with a drainage ditch from the south culverted under the central part of 

the proposed western extension towards the swallow hole. A culvert approximately 175m 

north of the southern culvert is located under the central part of the proposed western 
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extension draining from the west towards the swallow hole. As it is likely that groundwater 

at the site feeds tributaries of the Willow Brook and the Willow Brook (see hydrogeology 

section below), for the purpose of this ES it is considered that the majority of the proposed 

western extension and the existing ENRMF are within the catchment of the Willow Brook. 

We comment on this statement below. 

• With regard to the drainage of the current waste management facility this is explained 

at Paragraph 17.3.6 of the Environmental Statement and at paragraph 4.5 of Appendix 

ES18.2.  Paragraph 17.3.6 of the Environmental Statement states: 

The operational surface water management system for the existing ENRMF is 

designed to retain all potentially contaminated surface water on site where it is stored 

in ponds and used for dust suppression, in the wheel wash and in place of mains water 

in the treatment facility. As the completed areas of the site develop, the surface water 

management system at the existing ENRMF is progressing towards the approved post 

restoration surface water management plan for the existing ENRMF which allows for 

the drainage of surface water from the capped phases to a drainage point at the south 

eastern corner of the existing ENRMF. This discharge point is the subject of consent 

under the Environmental Permit for the existing ENRMF landfill. Surface water 

discharge from the site commenced in January 2021. The ditch to which site runoff is 

discharged flows generally to the south and after joining a stream outfalls to the Willow 

Brook approximately 2.5km south of the current ENRMF site. The Willow Brook joins 

the River Nene approximately 9km south east of the site. 

• Paragraph 4.5 of Appendix ES18.2 states as follows: 

The current outlet for the discharge of water from the surface water management system 

will be maintained so that water can drain by gravity and in a controlled manner to the 

permitted discharge point at the southern east corner of the existing ENRMF site. Suitable 

outlets for the discharge of water from the surface water management system will be 

created so that water can drain by gravity and in a controlled manner to the swallow hole, 

to the eastern drainage ditch round Collyweston Great Wood which joins a tributary of the 

Wittering Brook and to the southern drainage ditch which joins a tributary of the Willow 

Brook. 

• Accordingly, none of the surface water from the existing waste management site drains 

into the swallow hole and nor is it permitted to do so. Existing surface water is either 

(a) stored in ponds on site or (b) drains to the south-east.  Nothing is discharged 

through the Trust’s land 
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10. CONCLUSION 

The Trust opposes the extension of the hazardous waste management site as the proposal 

is based upon a surface water disposal strategy that relies upon a significant part of the 

site discharging surface water into the swallow hole that sits on the boundary and through 

the Trust’s land.  For the reasons set out, the Applicant has not demonstrated what legal 

rights they have to dispose of the surface water in this way: 

• They have no express right to do so; 

• It is disputed that they have a prescribed right to do this:  their own documents 

demonstrate that surface water does not currently discharge in the manner 

suggested that it will when the site is developed; 

• The Applicant has not sought any compulsory rights to discharge surface water in 

the DCO; 

• The Applicant has not approached the Trust to acquire such rights. 

The Environmental Statement and the Surface Water Strategy are therefore both based 

upon a method of disposal of surface water that cannot happen. 

In addition, in the light of the Spring 2020 pollution incident, which has not yet been 

remediated by the Applicant, the fitness of the Applicant to hold such a consent is 

questioned, particularly given the proximity of the extension site to a SSSI on the Trust’s 

land. 

Lastly the Applicant is proposing an inappropriate financial “sweetener” for the local 

residents, which the Supreme Court has ruled ought not to be taken into account when 

considering such applications.  Meanwhile the promised biodiversity net gains will not be 

provided for many years. 
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COUNTY: NORTHAMPTONSHIRE/ SITE NAME:  COLLYWESTON GREAT  WOOD
CAMBRIDGESHIRE & EASTON HORNSTOCKS

District: East Northamptonshire/City of Peterborough

Status: Site of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI) notified under Section 28 of the Wildlife and
Countryside Act 1981

Local Planning Authorities: East Northamptonshire District Council
City of Peterborough Council

National Grid Reference: TF 013004

Ordnance Survey Sheet 1:50,000: 141 1:10,000: TF 00 SW, TL 09 NW

Date Notified (Under 1949 Act): 1959 Date of Last Revision: 1976

Date Notified (Under 1981 Act): 1984 Date of Last Revision:

Area: 149.5 ha 369.4 ac

Other Information:  Collyweston Great Wood and Easton Hornstocks is a National Nature Reserve
declared under Section 19 of the National Parks and Access to the Countryside Act 1949.  Together
with the adjacent Bedford Purlieus, this site is listed in ‘A Nature Conservation Review’ (Cambridge
University Press, 1977).

Description and Reasons for Notification

Collyweston Great Wood and Easton Hornstocks is the largest Northamptonshire remnant of the ancient
Purlieu coppices of Rockingham Forest.  The underlying rock is Jurassic Lower Lincolnshire Limestone
overlain by Upper Estuarine ‘Series’ sands and Boulder Clay drift.  This has given rise to a range of soils
of widely differing drainage and chemistry which in turn support an outstanding range of semi-natural
woodland types.  Little of the site has been affected by re-afforestation so that a complex mosaic of
vegetation occurs, closely correlated with soil characteristics.

The main coppice types are variants of ash-lime and oak-lime woodland with small-leaved lime Tilia
cordata, the dominant component.  The latter has a restricted distribution and lime woodland is therefore
nationally uncommon.  Of particular interest is the combination of lime and sessile oak Quercus petraea -
one of the very few localities in the East Midlands.  Wild service-tree Sorbus torminalis occurs
frequently in association and, like lime, is virtually confined to ancient woods.* Other major coppice types
represented include birch-oak, ash-maple and hazel-ash.

The ground flora is extremely rich due to the combination of calcareous and acidic soils and there are
many locally-rare plants, eg lily-of-the-valley Convallaria majalis, wood spurge Euphorbia
amygdaloides, great wood-rush Luzula sylvatica, violet helleborine Epipactis purpurata, nettle-leaved
bellflower Campanula trachelium, fly orchid Ophrys insectifera and columbine Aquilegia vulgaris.

Dog’s mercury Mercurialis perennis, wood anemone Anemone nemorosa, creeping soft-grass Holcus
mollis, wood sorrel Oxalis acetosella and false brome Brachypodium sylvaticum are some of the more
widespread plants.  Several large areas of bracken Pteridium aquilinum occur and are often associated
with tree pipits, one of the less common species from a good representative breeding bird fauna.

*Sites with a continuous history of woodland cover from the Middle Ages or before.

Re-presentation of details approved by Council.  Re-typed July 1998.
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1. Introduction 

CAugean 

1.1 Soil samples were taken in August 2021 following a surface water runoff event in 
February 2020 to determine the nature and extent of any contamination in the 
woodlands north of the site approximately 16 months after the event. The affected area 
under investigation comprises mixed scrub of gorse, blackthorn, hawthorn, and silver 
birch together with rough grassland. 

Photograph 1. — Affected area (looking to the north) from site's northern boundary - taken 
26/08/21. 
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Photograph 2 - Affected area (looking to the north) from site's northern boundary - taken Feb 
2021. 

1.2 The repeat sampling exercise was carried out to establish: 

• The concentrations and general distribution of any contamination of the affected 
area; 

• The significance of this contamination in relation to soil guideline values for 
relevant parameters; and 

• To compare against earlier sampling exercise to determine any material change 
in concentrations of affected area. 
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2. Summary of fieldwork 

Augean 

2.1 The main area under investigation is approximately 300m long east to west, 100m wide 
on its the western side and 60m wide on the east. Samples of soil were taken on 24th, 
25th and 26th August 2021 from the same sample locations as the February 2021 
sampling exercise. Samples were collected according to a 25m-grid transect (see Figure 
1) unless inaccessible, in which case the closest practical location was sampled. 53 
samples were collected from depths ranging from 120mm to 200mm below ground level. 
Meteorological conditions were as follows: 

• 24/08/2021 - Weather: Clear/Sunny/Dry, Temp: 18-19°C, Atmos. Pres.: 1030mb - 
1031mb 

• 25/08/2021 - Weather: Clear/Sunny/Dry, Temp: 16-19°C, Atmos. Pres.: 1027mb - 
1023mb 

• 26/08/2021 - Weather: Clear/Sunny/Dry, Temp: 16-18°C, Atmos. Pres.: 1022mb - 
1023mb 

2.2 The soil sampling method was carried out in accordance with sampling protocol detailed 
in Appendix A. Sample information was recorded on relevant soil sampling record sheets 
(see Appendix A) at each location. This included physical characteristics of soil type and 
the presence of vegetative cover. Furthermore, several photographs were taken at each 
location, detailing the area of ground sampled, the sample material itself and the depth 
of excavated material as per Appendix D. One sample (KC-023A) was missed off the 
initial sampling run and subsequently taken on Tuesday 31st August 2021. 

2.3 Localised geology at the sampling area is thin topsoil overlying clay (5.5m-12m thick) 
that covers a limestone aquifer. The thickness of clay varies in the sampling area. Other 
features within the sampling area include a Doline and a series of depressions across 
the sampling area. Ground conditions during the sampling were dry following a 
prolonged period of dry weather over the summer months. 

2.4 Sampling was conducted by fully trained environmental monitoring staff. A minimum of 
1.5kg of soil was collected using a clean spade/ trowel to a maximum depth of 200mm. 
The soil samples were stored in a fridge overnight in the technical stores, to reduce 
exposure to light and heat and were couriered to the laboratory on the following day. 
Chemical analysis was undertaken by Derwentside Environmental Testing (DETS) on 
01/09/2021 and a report issued under ref. number 21-18362 on the 08/09/2021. 
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3. Results 

CAugean 

Table 3.1 February 2021 August 2021 

Test Method LOD 
. 

SGV Public open 
space >0.05ha Min Max Mean Min Max Mean 

Moisture Content DETSC 1004 0.1 7 53 27.6 7.2 38 16.5 

Metals 

Arsenic DETSC 2301# 0.2 168 3 28 6.4 2.8 26 6.1 
Boron, Water Soluble DETSC 2311# 0.2 46000 0.3 4.2 1.1 <0.2 6.5 0.9 
Cadmium DETSC 2301# 0.1 532 0.1 8.9 0.8 <0.2 8.8 0.7 
Calcium DETSC 2301* 1 1300 140000 24672 1400 120000 26116.7 

Chromium DETSC 2301# 0.15 33000 3.8 55 13.0 7.6 51 14.7 

Copper DETSC 2301# 0.2 44000 7.2 180 26.8 9.7 210 27.2 

Lead DETSC 2301# 0.3 1300 14 410 67.3 14 510 61.7 

Mercury DETSC 2325# 0.05 240 0.05 0.58 0.1 0.05 0.52 0.11 

Nickel DETSC 2301# 1 3400 2.4 47 10.7 4.1 35 12.97 

Selenium DETSC 2301# 0.5 1800 <0.05 <0.05 <0.05 <0.5 < 0.5 <0.5 

Zinc DETSC 2301# 1 170000 23 890 92.8 28 800 91.37 

Inorganics 

Conductivity DETSC 2009 
, 

1 120 2400 741 170 2700 887.96 

pH DETSC 2008# 3.8 8 6.4 3.5 8.3 6.63 

Ammoniacal N DETSC 2119# 0.5 3 26 8.7 2.9 48 14.82 

Chloride DETSC 2055 1 8.7 530 70.2 12.5 717 123.4 

Sulphate Aqueous Extract as 
SO4 

DETSC 2076# 10 14 1300 172 20 1800 293.94 
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4. Discussion 

Augean 

4.1 The data has been compared against the UK soil guideline values (SGVs) for 'public 
open space'. SGVs are scientifically based generic assessment criteria that can be used 
to simplify the assessment of human health risks arising from long-term and on-site 
exposure to chemical contamination in soil, giving an indication of representative 
average levels of chemicals in soil below which the long-term health risks are likely to 
be minimal, there are no SGVs for inorganic contamination. 

4.2 There are different SGVs according to land-use (residential, allotments, public open 
space, commercial) because people use land differently and this affects who and how 
people may be exposed to soil contamination. There are no soil guideline values for 
private woodland. Whilst the sample area has no public access we consider the most 
representative SGV for the land to the north of ENRMF is considered to be 'public open 
space with an area of more than 0.05ha'. because this represents a conservative 
classification of the land use as there is no public access to the sample area. 

4.3 Table 3.1 shows the results of the soil sampling carried out in August 2021, compared 
against the data collected from the same sample locations in February 2021. None of 
the samples collected during the soil survey returned results that were above the 
respective SGV's for public open space >0.05ha, and the maximum concentration 
recorded at each location remains below the SGV. 

4.4 The mean concentrations from each determinant analysed are broadly similar to the 
concentrations recorded in Feb 2021. 

4.5 Observations made during the sampling demonstrate that there has been significant re-
growth across the affected area between the two sampling dates. The ground flora in 
the affected area is showing signs of regeneration. 

4.6 In summary all areas impacted by the spill have begun to regenerate and this 
regeneration is expected to continue. Further monitoring is recommended but the early 
indications are that the affected areas are recovering naturally and remediation in the 
form of topsoil removal should not be required however this requires more 
comprehensive ecological surveys to be confirmed. 

4.7 The data collected in the August sampling exercise demonstrates that whilst 
concentrations of certain parameters are variable across the sampling area, they remain 
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unlikely to present an unacceptable risk to human health and the ecological effects of 
the runoff incident are localised and reducing with time. 

5. Recommendations 

5.1 It is recommended that the soil sampling exercise is repeated in the spring following 
another winter weather cycle and to allow for the Autumn leaf fall to identify any changes 
in the concentrations across the sampling area. 

5.2 Augean would recommend that a formal ecological and arboricultural survey of the land 
is undertaken to advise on the ongoing management and monitoring of the affected 
area. 
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Appendix 1 

Soil sampling protocol 
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Appendix 2 

Soil sampling field notes 
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