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The following table sets out the Examining Authority’s (ExA’s) written questions and requests for information - ExQ1. If necessary, the 
examination timetable enables the ExA to issue a further round of written questions in due course. If this is done, the further round of 
questions will be referred to as ExQ2. 
Questions are set out using an issues-based framework derived from the Initial Assessment of Principal Issues provided as Annexe B to 
the Rule 6 letter of 6 January 2022. Questions have been added to the framework of issues set out there as they have arisen from 
representations and to address the assessment of the application against relevant policies. 
Column 2 of the table indicates which Interested Parties (IPs) and other persons each question is directed to. The ExA would be 
grateful if all persons named could answer all questions directed to them, providing a substantive response, or indicating that the 
question is not relevant to them for a reason. This does not prevent an answer being provided to a question by a person to whom it is 
not directed, should the question be relevant to their interests. 
Each question has a unique reference number which starts with 1 (indicating that it is from ExQ1) and then has an issue number and a 
question number. For example, the first question on General and Cross-topic issues is identified as Q1.1.1. When you are answering a 
question, please start your answer by quoting the unique reference number. 
If you are responding to a small number of questions, answers in a letter will suffice. If you are answering a larger number of 
questions, it will assist the ExA if you use a table based on this one to set out your responses. An editable version of this table in 
Microsoft Word is available on request from the case team: please contact enrmfextension@planninginspectorate.gov.uk 
and include ‘East Northants Resource Management Facility Western Extension’ in the subject line of your email. 

 
Responses are due by Deadline 2: Friday 4 March 2022 



 

 

 

Abbreviations used: 
 
 

Art Article NE Natural England 

BNG Biodiversity Net Gain NNC North Northamptonshire Council 

BoR Book of Reference NNR National Nature Reserve 

dDCO Draft DCO NPS National Policy Statement 

DEC DCO Environmental Commitments NSER No Significant Effects Report 

Defra Department for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs NPSHW National Policy Statement for Hazardous Waste 

EA Environment Agency NSIP Nationally Significant Infrastructure Project 

EM 
EMMAP 

Explanatory Memorandum 
Ecological Management, Monitoring and Aftercare Plan 

PA2008 Planning Act 2008 

ENRMFWE East Northants Resource Management Facility Western 
Extension 

PM Particulate Matter 

EP Environmental Permit R Requirement 

ES Environmental Statement RR Relevant Representation 

ExA Examining Authority SAC Special Area of Conservation 

HRA Habitats Regulations Assessment SI Statutory Instrument 

LIR Local Impact Report SoS Secretary of State 

LPA Local planning authority SSSI Site of Special Scientific Interest 

LSE Likely Significant Effects SWMP Surface Water Management Plan 

MP Model Provision (in the MP Order) UKHSA UK Health Security Agency 
MP Order The Infrastructure Planning (Model Provisions) Order 2009 WFD Water Framework Directive 
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References in these questions set out in square brackets (e.g [APP-010]) are to documents catalogued in the Examination Library (EL). 
The Examination Library can be obtained from the following link: Examination Library and will be updated as the Examination 
progresses. 
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20/05/202
1 

Landfill Western flank of Phase 
10 encroached too close 
to the separation bund 
with potential for 
contamination to drain 
into valley feature 
(CCS3) 
The issue had not been 
addressed by the 
management system 
(CCS3) 

Western flank was regraded 
and the valley feature infilled 
with clay. 

07/02/22 Treatme
nt 

Management issues 
relating to the condition 
of the site surface and 
need for repairs, 
dredgings lagoon and 
waste storage (CCS3) 
 
 
 
A crack in kerbing 
leading to a small 
spillage on internal 
ground (CCS3)  
 
 
 
Need for additional 
supervision at the  
Treatment Plant (CCS3) 
 

 
At the time the wheeled loading 
shovel used to clean the pad 
had broken down. Repairs to 
the pad had been budgeted 
and Augean was seeking 
contractors prior to the 
inspection.  Repairs 
commenced on 22nd February 
2022. 
 
The crack has been repaired 
and the inspection regime 
reviewed.  The spillage was 
onto a sealed ground area 
underlain by clay and did not 
represent a risk to ground or 
surface water. 
 
The need for additional 
supervision had been 
recognised and interviews 
conducted in January.  The 
new supervisor was appointed 
on 10th February 2022. 

 
Breaches of the permit at the site are uncommon and Augean responds positively and actively to resolve them when identified.  In 
several cases action was already in place when the Agency raised the issue. 
 

Q1.1.4 The Applicant Where quantitative assessment 
information is indicated within the 
Environmental Statement (ES) text 
[APP-049] to be available in respect 
of the western extension/updated 
permits, it is generally not presented 
within the ES. Instead, the ES makes 
reference to other documents such 
as an updated Environmental Safety 

(i) The additional information is provided in the documents submitted in response to Q1.1.1 including in particular for the hazardous 
waste landfill site the Stability Risk Assessment [ Document reference 9.2.1.1.1 EPL SRA], the Hydrogeological Risk Assessment 
[Document reference 9.2.1.1.1 EPL HRA] and the Environmental Risk Assessment [Document reference 9.2.1.1.1 EPL AR] and for the 
waste treatment and recovery facility an Environmental Risk Assessment [Document reference 9.2.1.1.1 EPTA].   
 
The application for the variation to the Environmental Permit for the landfill of LLW has not yet been submitted.  The Environmental 
Safety Case which was prepared for the current landfill site is provided at Appendix ES11.1 to the Environmental Statement [PINS 
document reference 5.4.11.1, APP-085].  The assessments accompanying the proposed variation application will follow the same 
principles and will define the limits to the total radiological capacity that can be accepted at the current and extended landfill site in order 
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application of methodological 
approaches and the significance 
criteria used in the assessment of 
likely significant effects (LSE). To 
provide additional clarity, please 
supply: 
(i) a summary table of the potential 
significant effects of the Proposed 
Development and their residual 
significance following mitigation for 
all aspect chapters. 
ii) The significance criteria used to 
determine effects on Water Quality 
(Chapter 17) and Climate Change 
(Chapter 24). 
iii) An assessment of the 
greenhouse gas emissions during 
construction, explaining the method 
of assessment and the significance 
of effects. 
iv) Carbon calculations to support 
the greenhouse gas emissions 
assessment from operational 
activities and a specific conclusion 
regarding the potential for LSE. 

DCO applications for similar activities including for the current DCO at ENRMF [PINS project reference WS010001] and for the DCO at 
Whitemoss Landfill Site [PINS project reference WS010003].   
 
Due to the nature of the proposed development and the control measures that are inherent in the design of waste facilities in order to 
mitigate likely significant effects, such developments would not be contemplated or designed without these embedded mitigation 
measures in place. Accordingly no assessment is carried out of the likely significant effects without these embedded mitigation measures.   
 
The controls which are implemented through the Environmental Permits are measures which are identified through regulations and 
guidance as effective to achieve the management of emissions such that they meet threshold criteria (emission concentrations for non-
radiological wastes and dose limits for radiological wastes) at point source emissions or at the boundary of the facility for potential fugitive 
emissions.  The precise detail of these controls will be agreed with the Environment Agency as part of the permit application process 
and the control measures identified as necessary will be implemented and regulated through the pollution control framework and the 
Environmental Permits.  The threshold criteria set in the Environmental Permits will be set at concentrations or doses which are protective 
of human health and the environment and are based on nationally accepted guidance.    
  
The potential significant effects and the residual effects are presented in Sections 12 to 24 of the Environmental Statement. This 
information is summarised as requested in (Document reference 9.2.1.2.1). 
 
(ii)  
Water Quality  
 
Control and threshold limits for emissions to water are set in the Environmental Permits; these limits are based on applicable 
environmental protection guidelines for water quality as specified in appropriate Environmental Quality Standards agreed with the 
Environment Agency. It is and will continue to be a requirement of the Environmental Permits that these limits are achieved. The potential 
for compliance with these limits is assessed as part of the pollution control regime and Environmental Permits will not be issued unless 
the Environment Agency are satisfied that the protection measures which are implemented will be appropriate to achieve compliance 
with the limits. 
 
As Environmental Permits will only be issued when the Environment Agency are satisfied that appropriate controls will be in place to 
achieve compliance with the water quality criteria there will be no residual significant effects on water quality.  This protection of local 
water quality is protective also of the quality of the wider resource. 
  
Climate Change  
The proposed development represents a continuation over a longer period of the current consented activities which form the baseline 
for the Environmental Impact Assessment.  The facility does not itself generate significant quantities of waste, it provides a necessary 
facility for the safe and environmentally secure management of waste generated by others therefore the methods of construction and 
operation, the materials which must be used to meet the containment specification and the associated controls that must be implemented 
are driven by regulations and guidance and there is limited opportunity to change aspects of the site construction and operation in order 
to reduce impacts on climate change.   
 
Wherever possible opportunities are implemented to minimise impacts on greenhouse gas emissions and climate change such as by 
using baled used tyres as a leachate drainage medium in place of gravel aggregate, by using alkaline wastes rather than lime or cement 
to stabilise other wastes in the treatment facility and the use of leachate from the landfill site rather than mains water to provide the liquid 
addition to the treatment processes where appropriate. In addition it is a standard condition in the Environmental Permits that the operator 
must review and record at least every 4 years whether there are further suitable opportunities to improve the energy efficiency of the 
activities and to consider whether suitable alternative materials can be used to reduce the impacts associated with the use of raw 
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materials. 
 
The assessment of the potential impacts of the proposed development on climate change is presented in section 24 of the Environmental 
Statement.  The assessment is qualitative based on professional judgement and identifies the measures which are in place to minimise 
the impacts on climate change resulting from the site operations.    
The National Policy Statement for Hazardous Waste (NPSHW) summarises at section 2.1(d) the main objectives of Government policy 
on hazardous waste with respect to climate change which is to ‘to minimise greenhouse gas emissions and maximise opportunities for 
climate change adaptation and resilience’ by encouraging development of a robust infrastructure network to manage hazardous waste.  
As explained in the Planning Statement (PINS document reference 6.1. APP-103) the proposed development forms an important part 
of that infrastructure network.  There is no requirement in the NPSHW for a quantitative assessment of the effect of the proposed 
development on climate change. 
 
The resilience of the proposals to climate change (as referred to in section 4.6 of the NPSHW) are taken into account through detailed 
consideration of the main potential consequence of climate change on the development which is the projected increase in the intensity 
and frequency of rainfall and storm events.  These increased factors are included in the surface water management plan calculations 
and provisions for surface water runoff attenuation as explained in the Surface Water Management Plan (Appendix ES18.2, PINS 
document reference 5.4.18.2. APP-095). 
 
It is therefore considered that the potential effects of the development on climate change have been assessed ‘in an appropriate manner, 
in light of each individual case’ as specified in Regulation 5 of the Infrastructure Planning Environmental Impact Assessment Regulations 
2017. 
(iii) and (iv)  Construction comprises the creation of the low permeability engineered seals to the base, sides and top of the landfill site 
and is carried out in a phased manner throughout the lifetime of the development.  These activities and their emissions of greenhouse 
gases will be of the same magnitude as the currently consented engineering activities therefore there will be no material increase in the 
baseline rate of emissions of greenhouse gases associated with the site.    
 
Similarly, the use of site plant during the operational period for the placement and management of waste will not change materially from 
the current use of site plant neither will the numbers of HGV traffic associated with the delivery and removal of waste and exported 
overburden and clay as explained in section 19 of the Environmental Statement.   
 
As explained in section 24.2 of the Environmental Statement the hazardous waste and LLW that will continue to be disposed of at the 
site will contain a very limited amount of biodegradable materials and there is a limit of 6% of total organic carbon in the hazardous waste 
which can be accepted at the site. Consequently negligible quantities of landfill gas (comprising predominantly methane and carbon 
dioxide) will be generated and emitted to the atmosphere as greenhouse gases. The site operations therefore comply with obligation to 
minimise greenhouse gas emissions from the waste disposal activities by limiting the amount of organic material in the wastes accepted 
for disposal in accordance with the acceptance procedures implemented through the Environmental Permit.  Advice to Ministers on the 
volume of greenhouse gases the UK can emit during the period 2033 to 2037 is set out in the Sixth Carbon Budget report which was 
published on 9 December 2020. The waste sector as a whole including energy-from-waste (EfW) plants, accounted for 6% of UK 
greenhouse gas emissions in 2018 and were 63% below 1990 levels. The options for reducing emissions are identified as including 
reduced landfill methane generation (through waste prevention, recycling and banning biodegradable waste from landfill), reduced 
residual waste sent to EfW (through waste prevention, recycling), increased landfill methane capture and oxidation, improvements at 
wastewater treatment and composting facilities, and installation of carbon capture systems on EfW plants.  The existing and proposed 
landfill development is already minimising greenhouse gas emissions which comprise the main contribution from landfill sites to the 
carbon budget as explained in the Sixth Carbon Budget report. 
 
As explained in the response to (ii) above, there is no requirement in the NPSHW or in the Infrastructure Planning Environmental Impact 
Assessment Regulations 2017 to carry out a quantitative assessment of the impact of an NSIP hazardous waste development on climate 
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acquisition of this land. landscape impacts associated with the southern land.  

Q1.3.4 The Applicant ES paragraph 10.5.7 describes a 
desk-based review of alternative 
locations and concludes that four 
sites ‘were identified as potentially 
worth further investigation to obtain 
additional detailed information.’ 
What further investigations were 
carried out? Where are the results 
reported? Was this a separate 
exercise from the one described at 
ES paragraph 10.5.9? 

The desk-based review of alternative sites described in Section 10.5.7 of the Environmental Statement was undertaken by Augean in 
conjunction with a project team of consultants and land agents who undertook a site search exercise to identify potential alternative 
locations. 
 
The scope of the exercise as detailed in paragraphs 10.5.1 – 10.5.6 of the ES involved a review of existing permitted facilities, mothballed 
sites and suitable mineral workings with the potential for development subject to planning permission and relevant permissions from the 
landowners.  
 
Following the initial GIS site sieve exercise a more detailed review of the identified sites was undertaken reviewing the interests in the 
sites and land, planning policy, access constraints, this is the desk-based review detailed in paragraph 10.5.7 that identified 4 sites 
potentially worth further investigation. 
 
After this exercise had identified sites with potential, follow up site visits were undertaken. These visits primarily looked at the access 
arrangements for the sites, the site environmental setting and proximity to local housing.    
 
Of the sites identified in the desktop review as having potential as alternatives there was limited void potential at Site 1 and it was 
identified that Site 2 is only accepting material for restoration of the site, so these sites were therefore discounted as potential alternatives.  
Site 3 has had previous applications and outline consent granted for a leisure development on the site. It has also been marketed as a 
site for a server farm with accompanying solar farm.  Transport access arrangements to the site are good however previous opportunities 
for development at the site have been constrained due to legal agreements.  The site visit highlighted residential housing development 
in close proximity to the site. 
 
The visit to Site 4 site highlighted a number of residential properties in the vicinity.  The site is currently flooded indicating potential issues 
with ecology and hydrogeology impacting on any potential landfill development. 
 
The site visits did not alter the conclusions of the options assessment presented in the Preliminary Environmental Information Report 
(PINS document reference 4.2.17. APP-038) and in the Environmental Statement.  
 
At this point the land adjacent to ENRMF became available. No formal report was prepared and no formal approach was made to land 
owners or operators.  Based on the information gathered in the site search exercise no particular environmental advantage was identified 
at these alternative sites.  The continued operation at ENRMF western extension was determined to be the preferred option for continued 
provision of landfill and treatment given the strong landscape containment, good highway connections, established processing plant 
area, incumbent local well trained and competent workforce, favourable community relations and policy support for extensions to existing 
facilities rather than new facilities. 

Q1.3.5 The Applicant Section 4.5 of the National Planning 
Policy for Hazardous Waste 
(NPSHW) sets out the criteria for 
‘Good Design’. Please explain how 
these criteria have been applied to 
each of the Works identified in 
Schedule 1 of the dDCO. 

Section 4.5 of the National Policy Statement for Hazardous Waste (NPSHW) states that high quality and inclusive design includes the 
functionality of an object (whether a building or other type of infrastructure) including its fitness for purpose and sustainability.   
The decision to extend an existing facility rather than construct a new facility was the first key consideration of good design in terms of 
siting.  
 
The main visible and long term ‘infrastructure’ associated with the proposed development comprises the landfill site and its restored 
landform as there are minimal changes to the existing waste treatment and recovery facility infrastructure or to the current office and 
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Q3.3.1 The Applicant The ExA notes reference to the need 
for a protected species licence from 
NE for great crested newts 
(paragraphs 5.3.5 and 13.6.2 of the 
ES and Appendix ES13.1) and that 
an initial application has been made 
to NE Wildlife Licensing. NE’s RR 
[RR-010] also advises that should an 
application for an EPS licence be 
required, it encourages the 
submission of a full draft licence 
application as soon as possible. 
Please provide an update with 
regards to the initial licence 
application to NE Wildlife Licensing. 

The Applicant has commenced the preparation of the draft great crested newt EPS licence. This will be submitted to Natural England as 
soon as possible to obtain feedback on the proposals. 
 

Q3.3.2 The Applicant Paragraph 13.2.3 of the ES states 
that the existing operation has an 
Environmental Management and 
Aftercare Plan (EMAP) which will be 
replaced. Please clarify how the new 
Ecological Management, Monitoring 
and Aftercare Plan (EMMAP) [APP-
110] Appendix DEC E would ensure 
that the current levels of 
management and care would be 
maintained and not reduced 
compared with the existing EMAP. 

The EMMAP presented at Appendix DEC E of PINS document reference 6.5 (APP-110) incorporates the operational and maintenance 
procedures detailed in the existing EMAP where appropriate, in line with evolving and more up to date local and national objectives for 
important ecological features identified as of relevance to the scheme. 
 
A conjoined approach in the EMMAP covering the proposed western extension and existing ENRMF provides for a strategic approach 
to management and monitoring which maximises biodiversity gain and delivers a cohesive restored landform.  
Annual and quinquennial monitoring reports will continue to assess the success of the ongoing management and monitoring strategy at 
the site and make appropriate recommendations accordingly.  
 
As stated above in response to Q3.2.3 the Applicant will amend the dDCO for submission by Deadline D3 to make it clear that the 
authorised development must be carried out in accordance with the EMMAP. 
 
The implementation of the works specified in the EMMAP will be reviewed by the local authority.  The necessary standards will be 
monitored through the review process in Requirement 4 of the dDCO.   

Q3.3.3 The Applicant Paragraph 13.5.4 of the ES states 
that Japanese knotweed treatment is 
ongoing. Based on the known 
presence of knotweed, please 
confirm whether a site-specific 
Invasive Species Management Plan 
is being prepared. If so, please 
submit it to the Examination. 

As stated in Table DEC 1 of the Ecological Management, Monitoring and Aftercare Plan (PINS document reference 6.5 Appendix DEC 
E) (APP-110) the invasive species on site are managed in accordance with the legal obligations (Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981, 
Section 14ZB). Accordingly the management of these species does not need to be controlled through the DCO. As stated in paragraph 
13.5.4 of the Environmental Statement treatment of the Japanese Knotweed currently is ongoing in accordance with the legislation and 
government guidance and a watching brief will be implemented to identify any reoccurrence. 
 

Q3.3.4 The Applicant Please confirm whether the Bio-
diversity Net Gain (BNG) figures set 
out in ES paragraph 
13.5.12 refer to the final restored 
landform, or to the measures to be 
undertaken before and during the 
operation of the Proposed 
Development. 

The BNG figures presented in paragraph ES 13.5.12 (APP-049) refer to the final restored landform which is the product of both the 
enhancement and creation measures undertaken before and during the operation and the completion of the remaining restoration once 
operations at the site are completed.  
 
The BNG figure for the pre-development works and each phase are presented in the report at Appendix 3 to Appendix ES13.1 (APP-
087). 
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Q3.3.5 The Applicant Paragraph 13.6.3 of the ES states 
that as phases are completed and 
restored, fencing will be removed to 
allow wildlife to enter the areas. It is 
noted within [RR-004] (Butterfly 
Conservation) that connectivity 
between corridors should be 
maintained at all times. 
Please confirm whether or how this 
objective has been taken into 
account in the phasing plan or 
secured within the Ecological 
Management, Monitoring and 
Aftercare Plan (EMMAP) (Appendix 
DEC E) [APP-110] as set out in 
Q3.3.2 and Q3.3.8? 

The ecological surveys undertaken confirm that the arable fields currently provide limited connectivity for wildlife between Collyweston 
Great Wood and Fineshade Wood.  Accordingly, no connectivity will be lost as a result of the proposals and in the short to the long term 
connectivity between Fineshade Woods and Collyweston Great Wood will be enhanced. 
 
Prior to the commencement of the operations in the western extension pre-development measures will be implemented to enhance 
connectivity as explained in response to Q3.2.3 above. This includes hedgerow planting on the northern and western boundary of the 
western extension which will run between the Assarts and Collyweston Great Woods and provide connectivity between the two woods.  
A wide buffer-strip will be delineated around the whole of the northern field of the proposed western extension. This strip, which is 
currently part arable, part rough grassland, will all be converted to grassland, with wildflowers for pollinators and other invertebrates and 
tussocky grassland providing cover for amphibians and reptiles. The buffer strip will provide a range of habitats for a range of species 
and connect the two woodlands round the edge of the arable fields and working areas. The protection of the field margins and the 
enhancement of these habitats as described in the EMMAP through specified standoffs is also incorporated into the design on the 
western boundary of the southern part of the western extension and the eastern boundary of the southern extension (2.4 General 
Arrangement Plan 1A and 1B – APP-007) 
  
Section 2.4 of the EMMAP (Appendix DEC E, APP-110) sets out the measures for the enhancement and management of the margins 
which is secured under Requirement 4 of the draft DCO. The boundary design principles which incorporate the stand offs which are set 
out in Appendix DEC B of PINS document reference 6.5 (APP-110) are secured under Requirement 3(1) of the DCO.   
 
The erection of protective fencing around the operational areas of the proposed western extension will be carried out progressively as 
the development will be undertaken in phases. The fencing will be removed from each area once the restoration operations are 
completed. The principles of the fencing and the approach to the fencing is presented in Section 2.3.4 of the EMMAP (Appendix DEC 
E, AP-110).  

Q3.3.6 The Applicant It is noted that a tree group, 
including T03, near the swallow hole 
may be removed to facilitate access 
(as detailed in paragraph 3.3.4 of 
Appendix 2 (Arboricultural Impact 
Assessment) of Appendix ES13.1). 
Root Protection Areas (RPA) are 
identified in Figure 1- 01 of the 
Arboriculture Impact Assessment for 
this tree group suggesting that they 
might be retained. Please confirm 
whether this tree group is to be 
removed and if so, where the effects 
of this have been assessed within 
the ES chapter. 

Section 3 of Appendix 2 of Appendix ES 13.1 (APP-087) is titled Arboricultural Impact Assessment. The arboricultural assessment has 
been based on the removal of part of TG03 including tree T03 as stated in paragraph 3.3.4 (Appendix 2 of Appendix ES13.1). The actual 
extent of the removal of the tree group is not yet known as it will be determined at the detailed design stage. It is proposed to retain tree 
T03 if possible but the assessment is based on the assumption that it will be removed.  As stated in paragraph 3.3.4 the loss of part of 
TG03 will have a minor impact on the site’s amenity value. This loss will be more than mitigated by the proposed restoration scheme 
hence the effects have been assessed. 

Q3.3.7 The Applicant ES section 13.6 sets out the three 
phases of measures proposed to 
avoid impacts, protect species and 
enhance habitats. 
(i) How would the measures planned 
to take place before the consented 
DCO operations be controlled 
through the DCO [APP-017]? 
(ii) Please provide further 
commentary of the graph on ES 

(i)The pre-development measures are specified in Section 2 of the EMMAP which is presented at Appendix DEC E (APP-110). The 
dDCO will be amended by the Applicant and submitted by D3 to clarify that the implementation of the EMMAP is secured through 
Requirement 4.  
 
(ii) The graph presented in section 13.5.12 of the Environmental Statement presents the Biodiversity Unit change between the losses 
from the habitat that will be removed and the gains from enhancement and creation measures modelled at the end of each phase of 
work. The data that are presented in the graph are shown in Table 5 of Appendix 3 of Appendix ES13.1 (APP-087). The graph 
demonstrates that there will be a continual increase in Biodiversity Units throughout the progression of the proposed development. 
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Planning (Environmental Impact Assessment) Regulations 2017. 
Q7.1.2 The Applicant ES section 12.4 and tables ES11.1 

and ES11.2 assess potential 
exposure pathways for hazardous 
waste and Low Level Radioactive 
Waste (LLW) and refer to the 
measures in place to limit the 
likelihood of exposure occurring. 
What assessment has been made of 
events with a low likelihood of 
occurrence which nevertheless 
happen, for example accidents or 
incidents where the procedures 
were not followed or failed? 

The potential exposure pathways which are assessed include those associated with accidents or incidents where procedures are not 
followed or failed.  These exposure pathways are labelled in the table as ‘unlikely to occur’ and are presented in italic text.  The events 
include dropping loads of waste during transfer, the spillage of contaminated leachate from the site, fire, failure of the containment 
system etc. 

Q7.1.3 The Applicant ES table 11.2 deals with a number of 
scenarios with the comment that ‘A 
risk assessment will be carried out to 
demonstrate that the risks from [the 
scenario] would not be 
unacceptable’. This implies the risk 
assessment would be carried out 
after the event. Is that the intention? 
Should a risk assessment be carried 
out beforehand and its results used 
to implement appropriate 
procedures? 

We confirm that all risk assessments are undertaken in advance of any activity.  The results of the risk assessments inform the measures 
necessary to implement to ensure that the activity can be undertaken safely and without harm to the environment. 
 
The future tense is used in Table ES11.2 for the risk assessments which will be carried out because the assessments for the proposed 
development in the western extension area have not yet been completed or submitted to the Environment Agency with the Environmental 
Permit variation application.  These assessments are being carried out and will be submitted for approval to support the permit variation 
application.  The varied permit will only be issued if the Environment Agency are satisfied that the risk assessments demonstrate that 
the risks are appropriately controlled and the disposal of LLW in the proposed western extension can only commence following issue of 
the variation to the Environmental Permit. 
 
The risk assessments have been carried out for these potential exposure pathways prior to the issue of the Environmental Permit by the 
Environment Agency for the permit for the current site.  Monitoring data shows that there are no unacceptable exposures. 

Q7.1.4 The Applicant ES table 11.2 page 3 deals with an 
aircraft crash scenario. The 
comments do not appear to relate to 
this scenario. Please clarify. 

The exposure which could arise as a result of an aircraft crash results from the generation of airborne particulates if an aeroplane ploughs 
into the ground releasing a cloud of dust. Based on the materials and the radioactivity of the wastes which could be disposed of at the 
site the risk assessment considers the potential radioactivity of the particles which could be released in a cloud of dust and then inhaled 
by people who may be nearby.  The estimates of inhalation ignore the fact that a proportion of the dust which is released would comprise 
the non-contaminated cover and capping materials (there is a typographical error in the table, scoping should read capping) and assumes 
that all released particulates comprise LLW.  It is assumed in the assessment that the weather is still therefore there is no rapid dispersion 
and dilution of the airborne particles. 
 
The assessment is explained further in paragraphs 12.6.15 – 12.6.17 and Section E3.6 at Appendix E of the ESC provided at Appendix 
ES11.1 (APP-085). 

Q7.1.5 The Applicant ES paragraph 25.4.59 states that 
‘There is no evidence based on the 
extensive ongoing engagement and 
communications with people and 
their representatives in the area 
around the site that the day to day 
activities at the site currently give 
rise to consistent significant 
concerns or anxiety regarding health 
or environmental impacts.’ Please 
provide the evidence to support this 
statement. 

There is no evidence on the various media platforms (websites or social media) pertaining to local community groups, Parish Councils 
or feedback through the Kings Cliffe Liaison Group membership that there is a heightened level of interest or concern that could be an 
indicator of regular preoccupation or anxiety about the on-site activities at the ENRMF.  
 
The low level of complaints to the planning authority, the Environment Agency or directly to the Applicant regarding site activities also 
reflects a low level of significant concerns or anxiety. 
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parameters for these works would be 
appropriate. 

the LVIA with respect to VP3 would not change (i.e. visual effects would be of minor adverse significance). The views from VP3 are 
transient, not oriented towards the site and are limited to a c. 52m stretch of Footpath MX15, beyond which to the north and south, the 
route enters well established woodland which effectively screens views of the waste recovery and treatment facility, even in winter. 
 

With respect to Work No 3 as stated above flexibility is necessary to add additional units or move the existing site infrastructure within 
the site reception (Work No 3) footprint such as relocation of the weighbridge. The maximum height assessed in the LVIA is shown for 
the storage shed which is currently in the site reception area (PINS document reference 2.6. APP-009). It is unlikely that it will be 
necessary to have additional buildings of this height and size but the storage shed will need to be retained for the duration of the 
operations. 
 
The storage shed has been a visual component of the reception area for several years although views of it for the public are largely 
restricted to glimpses from the approach along Stamford Road to the south. Due to the landfill in the background, the shed does not 
emerge above the skyline which reduces its visibility to some extent and it does effectively merge into the operation as a whole. In 
addition, due to the height of the roadside hedge the majority of views of the site from the road are restricted.  
 
Due to the tall, well established hedge/tree screen adjacent to the shed itself, closer views of it are well screened, even in winter and 
there are no views of it from the west due to the intervening landfill. 
 
The assessment shows that if another building of similar dimensions to the current storage shed were constructed elsewhere in Work 
No 3, it would be noticeable from some locations, especially if an additional building were to be built adjacent to the existing one, but it 
would not have unacceptable effects on drivers/cyclists etc. heading north along Stamford Road. It may be more visible when glimpsed 
through the site entrance, depending on its position, but this would be very fleeting for road users and again, would not be unacceptable 
compared to the baseline context. For residents at The Barn and Westhay Lodge, the existing scale of the landfill within the view and 
the current visibility of various infrastructure/buildings means that locating a building the size of the current storage shed would have 
minimal visual effects.   If an additional storage shed of similar dimensions were constructed this would increase the visual effects to 
some extent but would not change the conclusions regarding their significance into the unacceptable category, when the baseline context 
is taken into account.  The Applicant considers it highly unlikely that an additional storage shed with similar dimensions is likely to be 
necessary but wishes to retain the flexibility regarding the location of the building in the Work No 3 area.  The Applicant proposes to 
amend the dDCO for submission by D3 to include this limitation. 
 
In the future it is possible that additional office accommodation will be necessary. This has been considered in the LVIA and it is 
concluded that there would not be significant and/or unacceptable visual effects as a result of the addition of new office or associated 
buildings or infrastructure of dimensions similar to the buildings present at site due to the long established visual context of the existing 
site reception area (Work No 3). As such it is not considered necessary to introduce any more closely defined parameters beyond the 
proposed change to the dDCO for Work No.3. 
 

Q8.1.4 The Applicant 
and 
NNC 

ES Section 9 and the Restoration 
Concept Scheme [APP-11] set out 
the landscape proposals for the 
restoration scheme. They include 
the planting of trees in relatively 
small groups informally located 
within predominantly grassland 
space. Please comment on this 
approach to the landscape design, 
particularly having regard to the 
findings of the landscape and visual 
impact and assessment (LVIA 
paragraphs 4.14 and 4.15) including 

Under the restoration concept scheme eventually, the site will be allowed to convert to woodland.  Allowing woodland succession 
replicates a natural creation of woodland habitat, maximising the short- and medium-term biodiversity value of the site, and is extremely 
valuable to the life cycles of many flora and fauna species that depend on this transition. 
  
Smaller groups and patches of woodland delivers a greater extent of habitat interfaces, age variation, edge habitats and ecological 
niches valuable to a wide range of protected and priority species identified as currently utilising the landscape. 
 
The character of the landscape to the south and southeast is dominated by open agricultural grassland/fields divided by hedgerows and 
occasional trees. However, the character of the landscape to the immediate west, southwest and north is typified by large woodland 
blocks, with land on three sides of the proposed extension area being heavily wooded. Therefore, the design of the restoration scheme 
is based on creating a long term link between the woodland blocks which would eventually provide much more visual and ecological 
continuity than is currently the case. It is also anticipated, and agreed with Natural England, that naturally regenerated tree and shrub 
species would slowly establish, which would complement the randomly located groups of tree and scrub species. This natural 
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Cliffe] and the associated local 
economy.’ Paragraph 23.4.29 finds 
that there has been no evidence of 
negative impacts on village 
infrastructure. Please comment on 
these findings. 

Q9.3.2 The Applicant ES paragraph 23.4.13 states that 
‘There has been no evidence that 
indicates that there would be or has 
been any adverse effect on plant 
growth or the quality of crops or 
stigma associated with the nature of 
the site operations which could 
subsequently harm agricultural or 
forestry businesses’. Please provide 
the evidence to support this finding. 

As the statement confirms, no evidence has been presented to the Applicant to indicate the existing ENRMF has caused any adverse 
effects. This is the premise upon which this statement is based. 
 
However, this statement is supported by the following facts: 

• The current landowner has not communicated any concerns about the existing ENRMF and the Applicant is of the view that the 
owner would not be willing to sell adjacent farmland to the Applicant to enable the extension of the ENRMF if it was likely that 
there would be an adverse effect or stigma that would harm their ongoing agricultural business.   

• The adjacent farming business has not expressed any concern regarding the quality of their crops or the ability to sell their crops.  
• The Forestry Commission has not expressed any concerns about any adverse effect or stigma associated with their forestry 

business. 
Q9.3.3 The Applicant How would the community funding, 

preference for use of local services 
and employment and community 
engagement proposals in ES 
paragraph 23.5.3 be secured? 

Community funding in respect of the LLW fund and the Highways contribution are currently secured and will be secured by way of a 
Section 106 Agreement.   
 
Community funding from the Landfill Tax is considered a benefit, so is not a material consideration and therefore cannot be secured 
through a legal agreement associated with a planning consent but the Landfill Tax Credit Scheme is designed to encourage Landfill 
Operators to use the tax credits.  Augean has always utilised the tax credits for the local community. 
 
The preference to use local services and suppliers and give preference to employ local residents is an established practice carried out 
by Augean as part of its desire to be a good neighbour and in accordance with its Corporate and Social Responsibility commitments.  
These commitments to continue to take part in and support educational activities and promotion of understanding of waste management 
through the open door policy, regular open days, periodic community newsletters, the reception of visits from educational establishments 
and presentations to stakeholders will continue, but are not offered as mitigation therefore do not need to  be secured through the DCO. 

Q9.3.4 The Applicant How have equality, diversity and 
inclusion considerations been taken 
into account in the assessment of 
the socio-economic effects of the 
Proposed Development (see advice 
at NPSHW paragraph 4.2.8)? 

Due consideration of equality, diversity and inclusion issues have been taken into account with regard to the local population as described 
in the 2011 Census information.  
 
The site setting with respect to the surrounding communities is described in section 25.3 of the Environmental Statement.  The data 
reviewed show that the population health profile in East Northamptonshire is generally at or above the national average and that in 2011 
nearly 75% of dwellings in the Rural North area in the 2011 Rural North, Oundle and Thrapston Plan area were owner occupied and 
13% were socially rented. The data show that the villages in the area (Duddington, Collyweston and Kings Cliffe) are not identified as 
having a high general level of deprivation. 
 
The site is located in a generally rural area and has not been identified as being located in the vicinity of any specific settings where 
there is likely to be an atypically deprived population who may experience disproportionate negative socioeconomic effects as a result 
of development such as that proposed. It is concluded therefore that the demographic evidence does not indicate a significant risk of 
differential health effects that could compromise equality, diversity or inclusion with respect to the socio economic effects of the proposed 
development. 

Q9.3.5 The Applicant How have equality, diversity and 
inclusion considerations been taken 
into account in the design of the 
restoration concept scheme [APP-
063]? How would these 
considerations be taken into account 
in the preparation of detailed 

ENRMF and the proposed western extension are not currently publicly accessible spaces. Following the restoration of the site there will 
be public access through biodiverse habitats. Requirement 4 of the dDCO will be amended and submitted by D3 to make it clear that 
public access to the restored site will be permitted for the 20 year aftercare period.  The mental health benefits of green spaces and blue 
spaces such as ponds and streams are widely recognised and set out in further detail in Section 25 of the Environmental Statement 
(APP-049). These spaces will be available to all with due consideration to equality, diversity and inclusion policies and details will be 
secured in the Phasing, Landscaping and Restoration Scheme under Requirement 4. 
 









AUGEAN SOUTH LIMITED 
 

ENRMF 
  

 
AU/KCW/LZH/1724/01/EXQ1                43 
March 2022  
 
AU_KCWp27657 ExQ1 DRAFT responses FV  

(e.g. highly flammable), nor are in physical form that represents a greater hazard (e.g. gasses or pressurised containers) to trigger the 
threshold concentrations. The most likely issue for the site would be the quantity of substances classified as ‘Environmental hazards’ in 
wastes that require treatment, the thresholds below are in tonnes: 

 
 
The types of waste received at the site for treatment pending landfill are typically: 

• Hazardous soils or mixed construction and demolition waste 
• Hazardous air pollution control residues 
• Hazardous waste dredged material. 

Other wastes are also received but in significantly lower volumes than the above. 
 
The main hazardous substances of concern in these wastes are total petroleum hydrocarbons and heavy metals. Heavy metals will 
impact ‘Section E’ thresholds, however, based upon the typical concentrations of heavy metals in these wastes the mass thresholds for 
these categories of hazardous substances will not be achieved. 

Q11.1.2 The Applicant and 
the Defence 
Infrastructure 
Organisation 

Please provide an update on any 
discussions following the 
submission of relevant 
representation [RR-005]. Please 
comment on the appropriateness of 
the Bird Hazard Management Plan 
submitted as part of the DEC ([APP-
110] Annex DEC I2). 

Discussions have been held with the Defence Infrastructure Organisation and are continuing with a view to agreeing a Statement of 
Common Ground.  These discussions include the need for any amendments to the Bird Hazard Management Plan. 

11.1.3 The Applicant ES paragraph 5.2.6 [APP-049] 
advises that a redundant Ministry of 
Defence (MoD) pipeline is potentially 
present within the boundary of the 
Proposed Development, and this 
length of pipeline will be removed 
with appropriate precautions in place 
when the northern area of the site is 
developed. No further information is 
provided in relation to this aspect of 
the works. 
(i) Please clarify the position on this 
in relation to DCO requirements and 
health and safety control measures. 
For example, what would happen if 
residual contents of the pipeline 
were inadvertently released. 
(ii) It is also stated in ES paragraph 
5.2.6 that the Defence Infrastructure 
Organisation has confirmed that the 
MoD has declared the pipeline 

A copy of the letter from the Defence Infrastructure Organisation dated 23 November 2018 [Document reference 9.2.11.1.3] is provided 
which states: 
  
‘This pipeline has been declared redundant by the Ministry of Defence and the necessary legal charges have been removed in 
accordance with the Land Powers (Defence) Act 1958 and subsequent legislation. If the landowner wishes to remove the pipeline from 
the land they may do so at their own cost; however, as different methodologies were used to decommission pipelines we would highly 
recommend using specialist contractors.’ 
  
The precautions necessary for the excavation and removal of the section of redundant pipe including the containment and management 
of any residual contents will be included in the method statements for the works to excavate and engineer Phase 12 in the north of the 
proposed western extension.  The works will be included in the Construction Quality Assurance Plan for that phase of the works and will 
be subject to agreement with the Environment Agency under the Environmental Permit. 
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residues from the treatment of non hazardous waste will increase with a resultant increase in the need for hazardous waste landfill 
capacity. The 2010 Strategy for Hazardous Waste Management and the NPSHW recognise that for hazardous waste where there is no 
better recovery or treatment option landfill is the final end point. 
 
The Applicant and its advisors are not aware of any relevant benchmarking data that could be referenced.  Augean are however one of 
the main national operators in the hazardous waste management field and the leading landfill operator for LLW landfill disposal therefore 
they are setting the trend for optimising waste recovery where possible.  

 
Q13.1.3 

The Applicant Planning Statement Table PS11.2 
sets out the historic hazardous 
waste input into the existing landfill 
by region. Please clarify the meaning 
of the last two rows of this table. 

The second last row of Table PS11.2 shows the quantity of treatment residues arising each year at the ENRMF waste treatment and 
recovery facility.  The waste inputs to the waste treatment and recovery facility are shown in Table PS11.1. 
 
The last row in Table PS11.2 shows that the majority of the wastes deposited in the ENRMF landfill site comprise treatment residues 
from the waste treatment and recovery facility and this is expressed as a percentage of the total waste deposited in the landfill in that 
year.  For example, for 2020, 181,359.30t of hazardous waste treatment residues were generated at the treatment facility for disposal 
which comprises 87% of the total quantity of wastes landfilled at the site in 2020 of 209,107.51t. 

Q13.1.4 The Applicant ES paragraph 5.4.4 sets out the 
options for use of the excavated 
landfill construction material. 
However, the ES does not provide 
the total material volume / tonnage of 
the differing material types (referred 
to within the ES as topsoil, clay / 
overburden etc) anticipated to be 
used for the various identified 
purposes other than an overall total 
of 2.5 million cubic metres. 
(i) Please provide the anticipated 
excavation, reuse, and disposal 
volumes for each of the material 
types identified. 
(ii) Please clarify what sensitivity 
testing has been applied to 
assessments such as traffic and 
transport, noise and air quality where 
differences in material import / 
export assumptions have the 
potential to give rise to different 
assessment outcomes. 
(iii) No information is provided as to 
how the potential movement of 
material will be managed. Please 
explain the control measures that will 
be applied to material movements for 
the estimated 2.5 million cubic 
metres. 

i) The figure of 2.5million m3 is the estimate of the additional void created at the site for the disposal of waste as a result of the proposed 
development.  This is the void created inside the engineered landform which is to a domed restoration profile above the current ground 
level as illustrated in the cross sections on Figure ES9.2 (APP-063).  The quantity of excavated clay and overburden is not therefore 2.5 
million m3. A proportion of the excavated clay material which is excavated is reused to form the engineered clay seals to the landfill site 
and a proportion of the excavated overburden material is used as a daily cover material for the deposited waste and in the creation of 
the restoration layer above the low permeability capping layer.  It is only the material which is excess to requirements which is removed 
from the site.  The average quantity of excess clay and overburden material which is removed from the site per phase of landfill is 
219,281tonnes which is removed over approximately 12 months as each phase is constructed.  Where no new phase is being 
constructed there will be no exportation of clay and overburden material.  There is a total of 10 phases in the proposed western extension 
therefore the total quantity of clay and overburden which it is calculated will be exported from the site over its lifetime is 2,192,810 tonnes 
which at an assumed density of 2 tonnes per cubic metre is approximately 1 million m3.  
 
A summary of the overall uses for the excavated material is as follows: 
Total quantity of topsoil 
excavated (assuming a depth 
of 0.3m) 

73,000m3 All material will be 
reused on site 

Total quantity of subsoil 
excavated (assuming a depth 
of 0.3m) 

73,000m3 

Total quantity of overburden 
excavated  

715,000m3 114,000m3 will be 
reused in 
engineering 
(regulating layers) 
and to form 
additional subsoil. 
601,000m3will be 
exported 

Total quantity of clay 
excavated 

861,000m3 435,000m3 will be 
reused in 
engineering for 
lining and capping. 
426,000m3 will be 
exported 

Total quantity of material 
excavated (m3) 

1,722,000m3 A total of 
1,027,000m3 will be 
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contamination has considerably reduced with time, likely to be due to flushing following further rainfall. It has been 
concluded through an independent review that there was no potential for an adverse effect on human health as a result of 
the incident. 

c. The ecological impact was over a small, localised area of coarse grassland and scrub of limited nature conservation value 
(0.6ha). From the available data and observations, which are limited due to lack of permission to access the CEFT land 
for further surveys (see the Augean response to the Relevant Representation from CEFT RR08), the area has recovered 
significantly. There is substantial vegetation regrowth although some of the trees and scrub have not recovered.  Augean 
has offered to undertake mitigation work subject to further survey findings to determine the appropriate mitigation.  To date 
access to survey has not been granted (See the Augean response to the Relevant Representation from CEFT as above)   

The incident is specifically related to the Recovery and Treatment Facility and the unsurfaced egress haul road.  The preventative actions 
which have been taken to minimise the risk of any future incidents are as follows: 
• Installation of a concrete haul road included within the containment area, along the northern and eastern boundaries of the treatment 
facility. Completed 21/04/20. 

°The concrete haul road runs along the northern and eastern boundary of the Recovery and Treatment Facility enabling material 
tracked on vehicle wheels to be deposited on the road before exiting the containment area. 

° The road falls from south to north along the eastern boundary and from east to west along the northern boundary directing run 
off to a drainage sump. 

° The concrete road has 300mm upstands to both sides to prevent drainage from the road to reach bare ground. 

• Construction of secondary containment provided by an interceptor drain and clay bund on the northern edge of the road. - Completed 
10/04/20 

• Review of the flood storage capacity of the Recovery and Treatment facility – Completed May 2020  

• Review and update as necessary of the site inspection and maintenance regime for drainage at the facility – Completed April 2020. 

• Review and update as necessary of relevant procedures of the Management System. 

Q14.1.2 The Applicant, the 
EA and the Cecil 
Estate Family Trust 

Please clarify what legal rights and 
regulatory permits exist to discharge 
surface water (SW) into the swallow 
hole. Does the Applicant need to 
acquire additional rights or permits 
for the proposed SW discharge 
(noting that DCO Art 11 [APP-017] 
allows the undertaker to use any 
watercourse for the discharge of 
drainage, subject to 
considerations)? If so, are there any 
impediments to achieving those 
rights and permits? 

The Applicant does not consider that any express legal rights are required because the swallow hole is situated predominantly on land 
to be acquired by the Applicant pursuant to the Option referred to in the Book of Reference (PINS document reference 3.4. APP-020). 
 
Nevertheless, the current landowner has acquired prescriptive rights to drain into the swallow hole because the current drainage 
arrangements have been in place for over 40 years use. Therefore no additional legal rights are required.  If an Environmental Permit is 
needed for the discharge of surface water from the site in due course it will be secured through the Environment Agency by a variation 
to the Environmental Permit. 
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Development. 
ES paragraph 17.2.2 notes that 
targeted ground investigation 
around the swallow hole and 
limestone dissolution features was 
not possible due to vegetation and 
topography but is proposed at a later 
date. Please would the Applicant 
explain the uncertainty that the 
absence of this information 
introduces for the findings of the 
ground investigation, the design and 
operation of the Proposed 
Development, and when the further 
targeted GI proposed will be 
available for examination. 
 

in the ESID and HRA it is intended to leave a minimum 20m wide route through this area to maintain a surface water flow path from west 
to east. In addition it is proposed that no landfilling of waste will take place in a 150m wide standoff across this area until further 
investigation is undertaken to verify the ground conditions and the nature and extent of solution features which may be present and 
require treatment prior to landfill development. 
3.1.8. The details of the investigation and subsequent landfill engineering of the 150m wide standoff across the potential doline area will 
be subject to agreement with the Environment Agency.  It is anticipated that this could consist of the following two stages, the first once 
this part of the site has been cleared of vegetation and the second following excavation: 
(1) Undertake an investigation and resistivity survey at current ground levels to investigate the presence of potential anomalies followed 
by treatment of voids by grouting, or amendment of the 20m drainage route to avoid landfilling waste in the area of potential voids. 
(2) Undertake further resistivity surveys and investigation of anomalies once the area has been excavated to formation levels with all 
anomalies grouted and treated consistent with the rest of site. 
 
As stated in sections 5.2.10, 5.2.11 and 17.3.22 of the Environmental Statement (ES), further targeted site investigations will be carried 
out in this central area of the site prior to finalising the design of the proposed development in this area.  In the Environmental Permit 
application, as set out in section 2.6 of the Environmental Setting and Installation Design (ESID) Report, to illustrate the potential scope 
of the development in this area and to ensure that all relevant impacts can be assessed, two options for the landfill design will be 
assessed.  As detailed above in the extract from the SRA, the options for this area of the site comprise: 
Retention of a 20m wide corridor to provide a route for surface water drainage from the land to the west of the proposed extension to 
the swallow hole. 
 
Retention of a 150m wide standoff from landfill area boundaries if deemed necessary based on the planned further detailed assessment 
of the potential for solution features in this part of the site.  As with the previous option, the central section of this standoff would also 
provide a route for surface water drainage from the land to the west of the potential extension to the swallow hole. 
It is likely that the development of solution features in this area of the site is a result of topography hence surface water drainage infiltrating 
the ground (Figures ES 17.3 (APP-069) and ES18.1 (APP-073) together with Figure 2 of Appendix ES18.2 (APP-095)) together with the 
fact that the clay overlying the Lincolnshire Limestone Formation strata is thinnest in this area of the site (approximately 4m to 5m where 
proven/ absent at the location of the swallow holes).   
 
As stated in section 17.3.21 of the ES, an electromagnetic induction (EMI) survey was carried out in this central area of the site. It is 
concluded in the electromagnetic induction (EMI) survey report that there is evidence of two areas of high electrical conductivity above 
the limestone suggesting trapped water hence vertical structures within the clay which may be acting as sinks in the area of the survey 
aligned with the approximate location of the swallow hole.  A larger area of very high conductivity in the south west of the survey area 
was interpreted as relating to drainage.  The survey was carried out in the wet Autumn of 2019 when the ground was saturated.  The 
further site investigation will include further intrusive investigations of the areas of high electrical conductivity identified during the EMI 
survey together with investigations in the vegetated area of lower topography that was inaccessible during previous investigations.  Other 
than these areas identified, all other areas of the proposed western extension have been investigated including for evidence of potential 
dissolution features.  As stated in section 17.3.21 of the ES, there are few discontinuities which are greater than 1cm and no 
discontinuities greater than 10cm were proven including in the accessible parts of the area of the swallow hole and dolines. 

Q14.1.10 The Applicant ES Paragraph 17.3.21 refers to an 
electromagnetic induction (EMI) 
geophysical survey which identified 
areas that are interpreted within the 
ES as: 1) trapped water within the 
shallow clay deposits overlying the 
limestone, which may be acting as 
sinks, or 2) an area of high 
conductivity relating to drainage. It is 
not clear whether the 2019-2020 GI 
proved either of these interpretations 
or whether these areas have any 

Please see the response to Q14.1.9 above. 
  
The proposed further site investigation in this central area of the site will clarify the significance, or not, of the high electrical conductivity 
identified during the EMI survey.  Should anomalies be proven this may have an impact on the design of the landfill component of the 
proposed development in this area in respect of the width of the area which will not be the subject of landfilling with waste and provides 
a route for surface water drainage from the land to the west of the proposed extension to the swallow hole.  It is considered that the 
reported results of the EMI survey that high electrical conductivity above the limestone suggests trapped water could indicate failures in 
the field drains installed beneath ground surface in this area of the site hence waterlogged ground with the survey being carried out in 
the wet Autumn of 2019 when the ground was saturated.  The results of the further site investigation will have no bearing on the 
requirements for de-watering or the suitability of soils for reuse in restoration or as the clay liner as these are not material considerations 
of the further site investigation.  The level of groundwater (beneath the proposed excavations) and the nature / properties of the clay 
materials for use in restoration or as the clay liner is well defined.  See further comments on groundwater levels at the site in the response 
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bearing on the design of the 
Proposed Development, the 
requirements for de-watering or the 
suitability of soils for reuse in 
restoration or as the clay liner. 
Please clarify the position on these 
matters. 

to Q14.1.11 below. 
 
If the results of the further site investigation lead to the conclusion that there should be a wider distance from the potential doline area 
in which there should be no landfilling of waste, the excavation boundary for the landfill will be relocated to reflect the findings. 
Overburden excavated from elsewhere in the site will be placed against the completed and restored landfill in the area between the 
revised landfill boundary and the edge of the 20m wide corridor so that the same restoration profile will be achieved. Accordingly the 
proposed restoration landform will not be affected by any change to the landfill boundary that may be agreed with the Environment 
Agency following the further investigations in the doline area. 

Q14.1.11 The Applicant ES Paragraph 17.4.2 states that 
there is currently no anticipated 
requirement for de- watering during 
construction as the facility and 
maximum excavation depths will be 
above the water table. 
(i) ES paragraph 17.3.21 and 
Appendix ES18.2 SWMP [APP-095] 
(Section 2.3) both state that de-
watering is anticipated during cell 
construction. Please explain the 
apparent discrepancy. 
(ii) Please explain how changes in 
water related conditions, including 
those associated with climate 
change, would be managed during 
construction, for example heavy 
rainfall or SW flows during 
excavation, unexpected high 
groundwater or the increased 
presence of shallow perched water. 
(iii) Please explain whether the 
current site surface 
water/contaminated water drainage 
system could be utilised if de-
watering is required or whether a 
separate discharge and relevant 
permissions would be required. 

i. Dewatering is not referred to in ES paragraph 17.3.21 although there is reference to the conclusions of the EMI survey report in 
which it is stated that there is evidence of two areas of high electrical conductivity above the limestone suggesting trapped water 
hence vertical structures within the clay which may be acting as sinks in the area of the survey aligned with the approximate 
location of the swallow hole.  These are in relation to the route of infiltrating rainwater through the soils, subsoil and underlying 
clay to the limestone.  As stated above under Q14.1.9, the further site investigation in this area of the site will include further 
intrusive investigations of the areas of high electrical conductivity identified during the EMI survey together with investigations in 
the vegetated area of lower topography that was inaccessible during previous investigations. 
 

It is stated in Appendix ES18.2 SWMP [APP-095] (Section 2.3): 
“Excavation and landfill cell construction areas - Incident rainfall and runoff to these areas either infiltrates into the ground, evaporates, or 
is contained within the excavation which is then dewatered to allow the cell construction works to progress.” 
The dewatering referred to in this paragraph is in relation to the management of surface water accumulating in the operational area and 
not groundwater. 
 
All construction works need to control water from rainfall or surface water runoff.  Surface water ingress to an excavation area can 
prevent construction works progressing and therefore the contractor undertaking the excavation and construction works has a 
requirement in their contract to control surface water.  This is typically achieved by the construction of shallow bunds to prevent surface 
water entering an excavation, perimeter ditches to collect the water and pumps to remove water from excavation areas.  Clean and dirty 
water separation is designed and maintained.  Collected water that is tested and verified to be clean is discharged from the site via the 
surface water discharge system in the south east area of the current site.  Dirty water is pumped to the waste treatment and recovery 
facility where it is used in the treatment of wastes in place of mains water. 
 
ES Paragraph 17.4.2 is correct in that it is stated that: 
“..the proposed western extension will be above rest groundwater levels at the site hence there will be no need for groundwater 
management during or post development.  Consistent with the current landfill the proposed western extension landfill will have no 
significant impacts on groundwater levels or flows at and in the vicinity of the site.” 
  

ii. As can be seen from Figures ES17.5 (APP-071) and ES17.6 (APP-072), groundwater levels at the site fluctuate seasonally by 
up to approximately 10m (eg at borehole K01 in 2020 shown on both Figures).  As can be seen on Figure ES17.5 (APP-071) this 
maximum fluctuation recorded in 2020 is the greatest seasonal fluctuation in groundwater level recorded over the 18 year 
monitoring record at the site.  It is known that winter of 2019/2020 was the UK’s fifth wettest winter on record and that February 
2020 was the UK’s wettest February on record in a series from 1862.  February 2020 was the UK’s fifth wettest calendar month 
on record in a series from 1862.  It was also the wettest February in the long-running England and Wales precipitation series from 
1766.  It is likely that groundwater levels recorded at the site in 2020 are the highest groundwater levels at the site over the past 
100+ years.   It is considered that there is no significant risk of groundwater conditions outside of those recorded to date at the 
site during construction of the site.  Surface water management during construction will follow the principles of the current 
operational surface water management at the site as summarised in sections 5.5 and 17.3.6 to 17.3.8 of the Environmental 
Statement and in section 2 of Appendix ES18.2 Surface Water Management Plan [APP-095].   

iii. As set out in section 6.21 of the hydrogeological risk assessment submitted as part of the Environmental Permit application, no 
discharge of surface water from the site will take place other than at a permitted discharge point without the relevant permissions 
from the Environment Agency.   Should further permitted discharge locations be needed for the management of surface water in 
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will leave at least 2m thickness of the 
impermeable material (Till or 
Rutland formation) above the 
Lincolnshire Limestone.  Please 
explain how the contractor would 
ensure that this thickness of cover 
would be maintained and what 
measures would be adopted in the 
event that a 2m thickness could not 
be maintained, for example, if the 
geology becomes unexpectedly 
shallow or excavations inadvertently 
progress beyond the 2m thickness. 

a three dimensional model is created for the excavation depth to maintain a minimum 2m standoff from the Lincolnshire Limestone 
Formation.  This model is then used to control the excavation works which employ GPS controlled excavation plant and GPS controlled 
survey equipment to ensure the excavation depth is not exceeded.  The controls used and the designs employed for each excavation 
area are submitted to and agreed with the Environment Agency as part of the site Environmental Permit requirements prior to the 
development of each landfill phase. 
 

Q14.2.3 The Applicant ES Paragraph 17.5.1 states that 
mitigation measures for the surface 
water comprise the design and 
implementation of surface water 
management systems, as described 
in Appendix ES18.2. Reference is 
also made to “Additional procedures 
prepared and implemented by 
Augean”. Please explain explain the 
‘Additional procedures’ and how they 
have been factored into the ES 
assessment and proposed 
mitigation. 

The quoted sentenced goes on to state “…through their certified management system”.   
In respect of the Environmental Statement, the assessment and proposed mitigation presented in the Environmental Statement is 
sufficient to address the potential impacts on the water environment.  The additional procedures prepared and implemented by Augean 
through their certified management system reduces further the already insignificant risks of potential impacts on the water environment, 
but are not essential mitigation measures.  The management of risks to the water environment are managed and regulated by the 
Environment Agency through the pollution control framework. 
 

 

Q14.2.4 The Applicant The SWMP lacks clarity as to 
whether the measures listed relate to 
the construction and operation of the 
existing site and the Proposed 
Development, or to the restoration 
phase only. Please confirm the 
status of this plan and, in the event 
that it does not relate to the 
construction and operational 
phases, how mitigation measures for 
them would be managed, monitored, 
and secured. For example: 
• Paragraph 1.4 states that 

schematic plans of the proposed 
surface water drainage ditches 
are presented in figure 4 and 5. 
These seem to refer to post 
restoration only. No indicative 
figures are provided of the 
existing site or the construction of 
the Proposed Development, 
operational clean and dirty ditch 
layout, and their interaction; 

Different surface water management plans are necessary for the operational phases of the development and for the restored phases of 
the landfill site which form the long term landform in the environment. 
 
As stated in section 1.1 of Appendix ES18.2 SWMP [APP-095] the purpose of the 2021 SWMP, which is for the restored phases of the 
landfill site, is to demonstrate that surface water can be managed as part of the restored site such that there is no significant change in 
drainage or increase in flood risk downstream of the site.   
 
As stated in section 1.2 of Appendix ES18.2 Surface Water Management Plan [APP-095] the operational surface water management, 
which is for the construction and operational phases of the development, is regulated by the Environment Agency through Environmental 
Permit for the site.  The principles of the operational surface water management are presented in the 2021 Surface Water Management 
Plan. 
 
The operational surface water management comprises a live management system which can be updated to reflect the constantly 
evolving operational situation at the site.  Part of the current surface water management systems on the site comprises a series of 
drainage channels (cut off ditches) which are located round the site boundary generally and discharge to ponds located in the north 
west, south and south east of the site.   
 
The series of drainage channels feeding to the ponds change as necessary with the ultimate target following restoration of the series of 
drainage channels and ponds presented in the approved restored site Surface Water Management Plan (currently the 2007 Surface 
Water Management Plan at Appendix A to the 2021 Surface Water Management Plan).  This same principle will be followed for the 
western extension area with the ultimate target following restoration of the series of drainage channels and ponds proposed in the 2021 
Surface Water Management Plan the detailed design of which are the subject of Requirements of the draft DCO.  
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• The catchments listed in 
paragraph 5.1 refer to the 
restored site only and not to the 
existing site or the Proposed 
Development. 

 

 

Q14.2.5 The Applicant Paragraph 2.3 of the SWMP refers to 
SW ingress into uncapped or 
uncovered cells. Please clarify the 
proposed control measures to 
reduce SW run off into operational 
cells, and whether the planned 
leachate capture system would be 
able to cope with anticipated run off 
into cells. 

The site is designed such that surface water entering the cells during construction will comprise incident rainfall only.  This is typical of 
these types of excavations and easily managed by the construction team on site.  Similarly, once the cell is created and landfilling is 
ongoing surface water entering the landfill cells will comprise incident rainfall only and the leachate management systems are designed 
to manage this.  Leachate management and the design of the leachate management system are the subject of and regulated under the 
Environmental Permit. 
 

Q14.2.6 The Applicant Paragraph 3.5 of the SWMP [APP-
095] states that the catchment areas 
are presented within the 2007 
SWMP. Please clarify whether it is 
appropriate to rely on these areas, 
given that the sub catchment 
mapping in Figure 3 of the SWMP 
and on-site observations of surface 
water flow referred to in ES 
Paragraph 17.3.10 are contrary to 
the EA mapping? 

The catchment areas presented in the 2007 Surface Water Management Plan are those derived from the site topography and design 
and not those taken from the EA mapping hence are site specific and appropriate. 
 

Q14.2.7 The Applicant The proposed SWMP refers to the 
current drainage layout on site and 
ongoing maintenance related 
issues. 
(i) Paragraph 3.8 refers to the 
southern culvert being partially 
blocked. Please confirm whether it is 
proposed to maintain / repair the 
culvert in order to facilitate surface 
water discharges from the Proposed 
Development and, if so, whether this 
work is part of the DCO application. 
(ii) Paragraph 3.8 states that the 
perimeter ditch outfall could not be 
located. It is not clear why this could 
not be located and whether this has 
had any influence on the findings of 
the ES and the SWMP. Please 
provide clarification. 
(iii) Paragraph 5.5 refers to the 
‘permitted discharge’ of the site 
being an outfall from the south-east 

i. The southern culvert is located in the area of land that will be the subject of the further site investigation in this central area of the 
site referred to in the responses to Q14.1.9 to Q14.1.11 above.  The exact nature of the continued conveyance of surface water 
from west to east over this area of the site during the operational phase of the development will be determined as part of these 
investigations and prior to development of this area of the site.  The need for interim improvements will be determined as part of 
the detailed drainage design secured by Requirement 3(4) in the dDCO. As shown in the phasing sequence table at Appendix 
DEC D (PINS document reference 6.5. APP-110), as part of the landfill development, the southern surface water culvert will be 
removed and surface water drainage will be redirected in accordance with the SWMP principles when the final phase of landfilling 
(Phase 21) is developed.   

ii. It is stated at paragraph 3.8 of the Surface Water Management Plan that: 
“…Surface water from the perimeter ditch was observed entering a clay pipe close to the culvert entrance. The pipe was orientated along 
the boundary between the northern and southern part of the proposed western extension. The outfall of the pipe could not be located….” 
  
It is likely that the clay pipe comprises a land drain (buried pipe) and it is the outfall from the land drain that could not be located at the 
time of the site visit in June 2020 due to dense vegetation.  It goes on to state in paragraph 3.8 that: 
  
“It is known that drainage along this boundary is routed to flow towards the swallow hole entering the swallow hole from the south.” 
  
It is known that the surface water drainage in this area of the site is routed to the swallow hole and this is taken into account in the 
Surface Water Management Plan. 
 

iii.  We confirm that the swallow hole and/or perimeter ditch discharges currently take water from area of the western extension, not 
the current ENRMF site.  These are natural surface water or agricultural surface water drainage routes which comprise a function 
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pond which leads to a road culvert. 
The SWMP also refers to other 
discharge points including the 
perimeter ditch and the swallow 
hole. Please clarify whether the 
swallow hole and/or perimeter ditch 
discharges currently take any water 
from the existing site, whether or not 
these are ‘permitted discharges’ and 
whether they have any implications 
for future discharge volumes or 
water quality, or are likely to be the 
subject of a permit application to 
allow them to be used as official 
discharge points? 

of the natural topography of the western extension and surrounding area with prescriptive drainage rights.  There are no 
requirements for ‘permitted discharges’ from the undeveloped western extension area.  As stated in the application it is proposed 
that future discharge volumes to these discharge locations will be comparable to the pre-development volumes.  There are no 
proposals to discharge to these locations from the developed site until the corresponding area is restored hence the discharge 
will comprise clean surface water runoff only.  The permit requirements for the proposed future discharges will be agreed with the 
Environment Agency following detailed design of each area of the site and subsequent permit variation applications as applicable.  
Conditions on the permit will include water quality emissions limits and monitoring as necessary.   

 

Q14.2.8 The Applicant SWMP paragraph 4.5 refers to the 
creation of outlet points for the 
discharge of SW, but does not 
specify their number or location, at 
least for the operational stage. 
Please clarify the proposals for 
additional discharge points and 
routes, including any legal 
agreements that are required for 
their adoption. 

Please see the answer to Q14.2.7 above.  The discharge of water off site from the operational areas will be from the permitted discharge 
point only.  Should it be deemed necessary to discharge from other locations during the operational phase of the site an application will 
be submitted to the Environment Agency for a variation to the permit.  Conditions in the permit will include water quality emissions limit 
and monitoring requirements as necessary.  
 

Q14.2.9 The Applicant SWMP Paragraph 8.1 states that 
the SW management system will be 
maintained following restoration. 
Paragraph 8.3 explains that an 
aftercare scheme will be put in 
place. Please clarify the duration, 
frequency, responsibilities and 
funding arrangements for the 
aftercare scheme and how it would 
change before and after the 
surrender of the EP. 

The drainage arrangements are secured through the restoration scheme which is the subject of the requirements of the DCO for a period 
of 20 years following closure of the site.  The aftercare period is specified in the EMMAP (Appendix DEC E APP-110) but for clarity will 
be added to Requirement 4 of the dDCO in the amended version to be submitted by Deadline D3. 
 
Augean will further be responsible for the implementation and maintenance of the drainage under the Environmental Permit until the 
permit is surrendered which is at least 60 years.  The maintenance regime will depend on the operational status of the part of the site 
but typically will involve regular inspection (weekly to monthly) and clearance of silt and vegetation as necessary. The drainage 
maintenance is part of the Financial Provision required under the Permit.  
 
After surrender of the landfill permit there will be no unusual maintenance requirements for the drainage of the site and ultimately the 
drainage will be the responsibility of the final landowner as with any other land.    Provision for restoration and maintenance is routinely 
made within the Augean accounts in accordance with its financial obligations. 
 

Q14.2.10 The Applicant Would the surface water drainage 
system be designed to comply with 
the National Standards under 
Paragraph 5(1) of Schedule 3 to the 
Flood and Water Management Act 
2010 (see NPSHW paragraph 5.7.9) 

Yes, the 2021 Surface Water Management Plan (Appendix ES 18.2 APP-095) is based on sustainable drainage principles consistent 
with national guidance.  As set out in section 4 of the 2021 Surface Water Management Plan sustainable drainage systems typically 
control runoff rates and volumes hence reduce the risk of downstream flooding, encourage infiltration rather than direct conveyance of 
surface water where possible, reduce concentrations of suspended solids in runoff and where possible provide habitat for wildlife and 
enhanced aesthetic and amenity value. As the Surface Water Management Plan has been developed to be consistent with the principles 
of sustainable drainage the components of the scheme form part of a system of integrated water management features which will 
contribute to the sustainable management of surface water at the restored ENRMF by controlling runoff as close to the source where 
feasible and managing water on a site wide basis taking into consideration the potential for impacts on surface water flows and quality 
locally and in the wider hydrological environment. 
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Q14.2.11 The Applicant Please confirm who would be 
responsible for the maintaining the 
surface water drainage system 
during the operation of the 
Proposed Development and 
following restoration. 
What consultation has taken place 
in connection with this matter? 

The responsibility is explained in answer to Q14.2.9. 
 
In respect of drainage, consultation has taken place specifically with the EA and NNC as the Local Lead Flood Authority.  Discussions 
have also taken place with the representatives of the Cecil Estate Family Trust. 

 
 
 
  




