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Dear Sir/Madam 

 
CEMEX Barrington Variation to EPR/BV1461IV/V012 
Response to request for additional information 

 

 

Further to your request for additional information by e-mail on 3rd June and our 

teleconference on 30th June, we are pleased to provide the following additional information 

prepared jointly by Arup and Stantec. 

1. Waste codes 

a)  Describe the type of material and the origin of the waste imported under waste 

code 19 12 09 (waste from mechanical treatment of wastes).  

b)  Describe the waste acceptance criteria (WAC) and waste acceptance procedures 

(WAP) that will be adopted for importation of waste material under 19 12 09, if 

different to what has been provided and agreed in the last permit variation.   

Reason: The last variation EPR/BV1461IV/V011 specified that only wastes generated from 

the screening of wastes listed in table S2.1 (as referenced by condition 2.6.1), including 

London Clay from Willesden, Cricklewood, Bow or Barking Euro rail depots - TDS 

leaching limit, 12,000mg/kg) will be imported under the waste code 19 12 09. We seek 

confirmation if this will continue for the site extension as any changes to WAC and WAP 

should be addressed and reported in appropriate revised documents, in this submission.  

Response: 

As resolved on the teleconference call on 30th June, there will be no changes to wastes, 

WAC and WAP and the site will continue to operate as detailed in variation 

EPR/BV1461IV/V011. 

2. Leachate Abstraction -  

a) Provide an assessment to show the likely impact on leachate levels in cell 1 from 

the additional weight of inert waste material placed on top.  

b) Detail the mitigation measures/actions to address: 

i. abnormal/unexpected changes in leachate level;   
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ii. the magnitude of potential squeezing effect of the leachate within cell 1 resulting in 

leachate migration laterally through the AEGB 

iii. operational problems/failure; 

iv. extreme weather events; 

v. leakage/spillage of leachate;  

c) Update Leachate Management Plan (LMP) to include above mitigation measures.  

d) LMP should confirm suitability of leachate collection, extraction and monitoring 

infrastructure; this should include the drilling logs.   

Reason: Information not provided in the current submission.  

Response: 

Leachate levels within Cell will not be impacted. Levels are pumped to maintain the 

leachate level below a compliance limit set in the permit of 21 mAOD or 3m above the 

base.   

The risks to leachate levels has been considered for hydrogeological risk assessment and 

the stability risk assessment. The existing abstraction wells LE and LW will be retained 

and will be raised in height along with the leachate pipeline to accommodate the additional 

depth on waste. 

3. Provide the design and construction details for BH17/2 including borehole log and 

elevation detail of the top and bottom of the borehole and slotted case sections.  

Reason: The borehole log has not been included with the current submission.  

Response: 

Please see borehole log BH17/2 included in with this letter. 

4. Provide contour plots for groundwater levels reflecting periods of groundwater 

recharge (Dec-March) and periods of groundwater recession (Sep-October) over 

several years.  

Reason: To deduce groundwater levels and groundwater flow direction, the ESSD report 

only includes Drawing 16, Chalk groundwater contours (September 2018). This drawing 

only reflects September as a potential period of groundwater recession. It does not include 

a plot reflecting a period of groundwater recharge. There is a reference to an anomalously 

high water level at BH97/2, with a conclusion that this may alter groundwater flow 

direction to the south-east rather than to the south, as previously understood. High 

groundwater levels (i.e. WL above 28 mAOD) were recorded in winter 2013/2014 

(Drawing 15 Chalk groundwater hydrographs). Winter 2013/2014 is also characterised by 

high rainfall and groundwater flooding from the chalk in the south of the UK. To gain 

better understanding of the likely groundwater flow direction we are asking the operator to 

produce several groundwater contour plots, spanning several years, to represent both 

groundwater recession and groundwater recharge.  

Response: 

A series of groundwater contours have been included into the updated ESSD report (Rev A 

July 2020). These show a consistent annual pattern with higher water levels in the winter 

and lower levels in the summer – as is also indicated by the hydrographs. 
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5. Surface water risk assessment  

a) A surface water pollution risk assessment should be provided with the supporting 

documents. The risk assessment should include but not be limited to all target 

contaminants modelled in the LandSim risk assessment for groundwater. The 

results of the initial screening should be compared against appropriate 

Environmental Quality Standards. Those substances not screened out must be 

further assessed using the modelling tool, H1. The assessment should inform setting 

of surface water compliance limits and monitoring schedule.  

Reason: It was stated in the ESSD report that ‘North Pit and the River Cam (or Rhee) are 

potential receptors. However, contamination can only reach these receptors via 

groundwater and thus do not require explicit representation in the HRA’. We believe that 

there is a risk to surface water (River Cam) from the proposed activity that has not been 

quantified. The operator is required to collect, analyse and screen water samples from the  

groundwater and surface water run off collection area in the North East part of the site, 

from where the water will be pumped into North Pit and the discharged into River Cam.  

Please refer to our guidance ‘Surface water pollution risk assessment for your 

environmental permit’ for further information on how to carry out the assessment 

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

environmental-permit  

Response: 

Following our meeting with the EA on 30 June 2020, it was agreed that surface water 

would be monitored for the same determinands as groundwater and that the surface water 

monitoring point would be moved to the point where the drain from the SSSI Void 

discharges into North Pit. Once the new pipeline is installed following restoration of the 

landfill, the monitoring point will be moved to the eastern side of North Pit and will be 

designated S28.  We have updated Revision 1 of the HRA to reflect this. 

6. Discharge Consent PR/1/N/F/2643 

a) Provide a copy of the surface water discharge consent number PR/1/N/F/2643 and 

include a national grid reference for the discharge outlet. Alternatively, confirm if 

the discharge consent conditions have been integrated into the waste permit.  

b) Confirm if table ‘S4.5 Surface water – other monitoring requirements’ in 

consolidated permit (ref. EPR/BV1461IV, June 2015) and table S3.2 in the permit 

variation (EPR/BV1461IV/V011) refer to monitoring requirements and limits 

associated with discharge consent PR/1/N/F/2643 referred to in ESSD report.  

Reason: We are unable to find the referenced discharge consent document on our system.  

Response:  

The discharge consent is included in the permit, there is no separate discharge consent. We 

have updated the ESSD accordingly (Rev A, July 2020). 

7. Surface Water Management  

a) Further details are required to show if the ditch between the SSSI void and North 

Pit will be in contact with inert waste material proposed for the site extension and 

what lining (if any) is present beneath the ditch to ensure that groundwater 

seepages and surface runoff from the northeast area of the SSSI will not be 
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contaminated by the inert waste prior to discharge into North Pit and the River 

Cam.  

Reason: ESSD reports that there is a ditch between SSSI void and North Pit that runs 

across underlying Gault Clay and site overburden materials. No Information is provided in 

relation to the ditch as a potential pathway.  

Response: 

The ditch is shown on the Flood Risk Assessment and Surface Water Management 

Strategy which was produced by JBA in December 2016 for the planning variation 

application.  We have included the JBA document and the Conceptual Surface Water 

Drainage Scheme (Drawing 16-CO18-BARR-025) with this submission.  We have also 

shown the route of the ditch on the monitoring plan which is included as Figure 3.1 in the 

Revised HRA. 

The ditch is planned to run across the restored inert landfill area.  The ditch will be similar 

to the current ditch which runs across the overburden field.  It will have a shallow 

construction and it is not anticipated that the base will extend into the inert waste.  The 

ditch will not be lined. 

b) Provide the following information regarding the Gault Pit, which currently lies to 

the south of North Pit.  

i) Will this feature will be retained post restoration or infilled, 

ii) What function it will have,  

iii) If retained, what are the likely contamination pathways are risk(s) to surface water 

and groundwater,  

iv) In line with point iii) provide a risk assessment for Gault Pit surface water feature 

and include construction details and any relevant cross sections and drawings.  

Reason: Information not provided.  

Response: 

Gault Pit is outside of CEMEX land ownership and is not relevant to this variation 

application. 

c) Update the conceptual site model (CSM) and risk assessment (RA) to include a 

valley feature in the western part of the site, situated on the underlying chalk and 

forming an infiltration basin for surface water disposal.  

d) Derive a management plan for surface water stored within the valley feature.  

Reason: ESSD report makes reference to a valley feature in the western part of the site. It 

is stated that runoff from this catchment would naturally tend to overflow westwards 

across the site boundary into the adjoining land. The topography prevents runoff from this 

catchment being directed easily by gravity into North Pit. The underlying Chalk strata will 

be exposed in this area to form an infiltration basin for surface water disposal. The valley 

feature should be assessed in the risk assessment both as a pathway and as a receptor.  

Response: 

The valley feature will transmit runoff from the restored surface of the landfill to the 

infiltration basin and, as with all runoff from the restored surface elsewhere, it will not 
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have come into contact with the waste.  The infiltration basin lies to the west of the western 

extent of the waste and will also therefore not be impacted by the waste.  We do not 

consider that the CSM or RA require to be updated with respect to these features. 

e) Provide an up to date surface water management plan relevant to the current 

variation to extend the site. The document should address any changes in the 

surface water management resulting from the proposed landfill extension.  

Reason: It is stated in the ESSD document 5.2. Surface water management system that the 

surface water management system is described in JBA (2016). We have not received this 

report as a part of the current submission. Additionally, taking into consideration the 

number of surface water management questions we raised in this Schedule 5 request for 

further information, we seek a confirmation that the report covers any changes in the 

surface water management that may arise from the proposed permit variation. 

Alternatively, revise the document to mirror these changes.  

Response: 

We refer you to the JBA Flood Risk Assessment and Surface Water Management Strategy 

report and the Conceptual Surface Water Drainage Scheme (Drawing 16-CO18-BARR-

025) which are included with this submission. 

8. In-waste gas monitoring  

Revise your current proposal for the number of in-waste gas monitoring wells to include a 

larger and more representative number of in-waste gas wells.   

Reason: The area proposed for landfilling is approximately 47 hectares. In line with the 

current guidance for in-waste gas monitoring of 2 wells per hectare, the proposed 

extension should include 94 in-waste gas monitoring wells. We recognise that this may not 

be financially feasible given the size of proposed site extension but 12 in-waste gas 

monitoring wells is not sufficient coverage for the proposed extension. Therefore, a revised 

assessment, supported with appropriate justifications for the proposed number of in-waste 

gas wells must be provided.  

Response: 

As discussed during the teleconference call on 30th June, it was decided that the required 

number of in-waste gas monitoring wells would be agreed when landfill phases are nearing 

completion as this is likely to be several years from permit determination.     

9. Groundwater monitoring  

Demonstrate how the pollution risk arising from cell 1 will be differentiated from any 

pollution risk arising from the inert areas of the site extension at the downgradient chalk 

groundwater monitoring points, in the event that the leachate is detected in these 

downgradient groundwater monitoring points. 

Reason: It was reported in the ESSD report that groundwater monitoring wells BH90/1, 

BH90/2 and BH1/02 will be decommissioned prior to waste deposition during phase 1. 

This will preclude assessment and determination of the likely leachate source(s) (i.e. cell 1 

or inert part of the site) in case leachate is detected in groundwater downgradient from the 

site and may result in landfill site non-compliance. This may also preclude effective and 

timely mitigation of the breaches as it will be difficult to establish which part of the site is 

causing a pollution. A consideration should be given to installation of a new groundwater 

monitoring point to address this risk. 
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Response: 

As discussed during our telephone conference on 30 June, an impact from the Cement Kiln 

Dust Cell 1 would be differentiated by the very different chemical signature it has 

compared to inert waste. 

10. Site Operating Plan  

Provide Site Operating Plan, (BAR1 EP Volume 2) for the site.  

Reason: The referenced document has not provided with the supporting information.  

Response:  

We believe this is an incorrect reference as we cannot locate BAR1 EP Volume 2 on file. It 

should instead reference the operating techniques for variation EPR/BV1461IV/V006. 

Barrington Landfill - Variation to Permit BV1461. Supporting Information Report. Arup 

2014. BTN-REP-001.  (2014 permit variation EPR/BV1461IV/V006).  

The changes to site operations for variation EPR/BV1461IV/V012 are provided in the 

Supporting Information Report (BTN-REP-003).  

HRA 

11. RAM model 

a) Explain the calculations used to generate the basal and sidewall flux values.  

b) Explain the dilution given in the chalk, what the dilution from interflow relates to, 

and what groundwater flow dilution potential exists at the site (relating to the up-

gradient catchment) with clear explanation of why this is not applied.  

c) Provide justification for the retardation values applied, and provide sensitivity 

around any parameter values applied in RAM that are not conservative.  

Reason: The submitted RAM model water balance is complicated and the calculations used 

are not clearly presented and justified, a full audit of the model would be time consuming. 

The HRA report does not include the equations used in the water balance assessment, 

neither does it explain the individual sections of the ‘Control’ sheet of the RAM model. For 

example, it is unclear what AEGB low K side and chalk side 2 represent in comparison 

with AEGB high K side and chalk side 1. Additionally, ‘Water Balance’ sheet is not 

auditable. It is not possible to follow the calculations and understand how output values 

have been derived for basal and sidewall fluxes.  

It is stated in the HRA (section 1.2.1.3 Volumetric fluxes considered by the model) that the 

fluxes for the areas to the west and east are calculated separately but are combined for the 

model. It is unclear from the model and the HRA how the combined fluxes from different 

areas of the site and dilution in chalk have been applied to derive a single maximum 

concentration for each source term parameter downgradient from the site. We need further 

explanation of this in the HRA. 

The sensitivity runs (e.g. run 5 - Maximum leachate heads in the landfill) make reference 

to decreased dilution from surface run-off, resulting in a lower dilution factor and higher 

concentrations at the receptor. It is unclear how is dilution represented in the model and 

also whether the surface runoff component of dilution is conservative compared to the 

groundwater catchment flow.  
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The applied RAM model is deterministic, for this reason it is important to include the most 

conservative parameter values to account for the worst case scenarios. Justification is 

needed to show that conservative values have been used for each input parameter.   

Informative advice regarding RAM model outputs: 

Thorough quality assurance procedures for a modelling study should ensure that records 

are kept of all stages of the study. These records will include all data obtained and all 

decisions made. Reports submitted should be concise but comprehensive and should 

clearly document the basis for any decisions made at the various stages of the modelling 

study. Any processing completed on data should be explained, all calculations presented 

clearly and with justification in appendices.  The information submitted should allow the 

work to be audited and, if necessary, reproduced. 

We need the HRA to be completely clear for future reference of what has been used and 

why.  This is for those who will refer to the HRA in future without any of the background to 

this project.  

Response: 

We have updated the HRA to provide a more detailed explanation of the calculations used 

to generate the basal and sidewall fluxes (see Section 1.2.1.3 of the revised HRA report).  

We have also included the calculation sheet used to derive the equations as an appendix 

(Appendix A to the revised HRA report). 

We have provided more details of the computed volumetric fluxes in the HRA, including 

the dilution afforded by surface runoff and Chalk groundwater flow.  This can be found in 

Section 2.5.3 of the revised HRA report.  Please note however that the apportioning of 

dilution between the various source, pathway, receptor linkages is somewhat arbitrary 

(which is why we did not undertake this previously) and the key issue is the predicted 

concentration at the Site boundary compliance point.  At this point the various linkages 

will have will have merged and it is the combined results that should be compared against 

the EAL’s. 

As detailed in the HRA, we have not changed the retardation factors from those used in the 

original permit application which was accepted by the EA.  Justification for the use of 

these parameters is given in the HRA.  We also note that many of the determinands 

simulated in the HRA are conservative and no retardation factor is applied. 

We have now presented the results of the individual source, pathway, receptor linkages in 

the HRA as requested (see Section 2.5.4 of the revised HRA).  As noted above these 

concentrations are based on how the dilution fluxes are apportioned between the various 

source, pathway, receptor linkages. 

We have provided you with a time limited version of the RAM code for use on this 

assessment. 

12. Requisite surveillance  

a) Table 3.1 Proposed leachate quality monitoring schedule of the HRA must include 

depth to base of the monitoring well, as specified in the current permit (Table S4.4 

Leachate– other monitoring requirements). Include this in the revised HRA 

document.  

b) Table 3.2 Proposed groundwater quality monitoring schedule should include water 

level monitoring and monitoring the base, as specified in the current permit (Table 
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S4.6 Ground water – other monitoring requirements). Include this in the revised 

HRA document.  

c) Table 3.2 Proposed groundwater quality monitoring schedule should specify 

annual monitoring for hazardous substances rather than ‘cadmium, chromium, 

copper, lead, nickel, iron, arsenic and zinc’.  Include this in the revised HRA 

document.  

Reason: ‘Annual monitoring for hazardous substances’ in leachate is in line with 

monitoring specifications in the current template for landfill for hazardous and non-

hazardous sites (Table S3.11 Leachate – other monitoring requirements).  

Response:  

We have updated Table 3.1 and 3.2 in the HRA accordingly.  Regarding point (c), at our 

telephone conference on 30 June we agreed that the groundwater determinands should 

remain as they are currently defined in the permit. 

d) Provide justification for the difference between the groundwater compliance limits 

proposed in HRA, ‘table 3.1.2.1 Groundwater compliance limits’ and those 

specified in the current permit Variation and Consolidation EPR/BV1461IV/V006.  

Reason: The HRA specifies that no changes to compliance limits have been proposed in as 

a part of this variation however, the concentrations proposed are different to those in the 

permit. This needs to be explained in the HRA report.  

Response: 

As discussed at our telephone conference on 30 June, the current monitoring requirements 

are detailed in EPR/BV1461IV/V008.  These have not been changed in the current 

application. 

e) Provide site specific raw monitoring data in a suitable electric format (excel 

format) for:  

(i) leachate level and quality monitoring data  

(ii) groundwater level and quality data and  

(iii) surface water quality data; 

Reason: We have not received the raw monitoring data used to support this application. 

Before we can provide comments regarding the suitability of control and compliance limits 

set for groundwater, specifically for BH17 and those set for boreholes not previously 

included in the permit (BH97/2 and BH97/3) we need to review the monitoring data for the 

site.  

Response:  

We have included data since 1 January 2015 in Excel format for leachate and groundwater 

level and leachate, groundwater, and surface water quality.  We have included all the 

locations shown on ESSD Drawing 10 and also BH17/1 (as detailed below). 

f) If BH91/1A is reported as continually dry, carry out the borehole survey to confirm 

that integrity of the well and well infrastructure are fit for purpose. If survey 

confirms that the well is fit for purpose but remains dry than it should be removed 

from the monitoring and compliance tables in the permit.  
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Response: 

We refer you to extensive dialog on this matter with the former EA permit officer, Steve 

Livesey.  We are confident as to the integrity of this well and that the infrastructure is fit 

for purpose.  There is very little groundwater present within the Chalk Marl at this 

location. 

g) Include an additional groundwater monitoring and compliance borehole, 

immediately downgradient from the site and provide justification for the chosen 

compliance limits.   

Reason: Drawing 10, (ESSD report) Current monitoring infrastructure, Monitoring 

Location Plan and Table 3.3 The proposed groundwater compliance limits (HRA report) 

do not include any groundwater compliance points immediately downgradient from the 

site. BH97/2 is located approximately 200m to the east of the southern site perimeter and 

BH97/3 is too far east to be considered as a downgradient compliance point but more 

likely a background monitoring point. BH17/2 is a cross gradient borehole and although it 

is helpful to have a borehole in this area, it is required for a downgradient borehole to be 

installed immediately downgradient from the landfill site.  

Response: 

We have not proposed a groundwater monitoring well between BH17/2 and BH97/2 as 

there is no suitable location where groundwater quality is high enough to provide 

meaningful data for assessing landfill compliance.  A monitoring well BH17/1 was 

installed between these two locations.  We have included the water level and quality data 

obtained from this well within the spreadsheets included with this submission so that you 

can see the groundwater quality.  The spreadsheet data also include the borehole location, 

which is adjacent to the old LS24 landfill and shows that it is impacted by that waste. 

h) Provide updated information regarding monitoring points, parameters and 

monitoring frequency for all in-waste and perimeter gas monitoring in the requisite 

surveillance part of HRA or produce an updated Site Monitoring Plan to include 

all proposed changes to monitoring and compliance schedule for the site.  

Reason: It is noted that perimeter wells, (combined gas and groundwater monitoring wells 

BH90/1, BH90/2 and BH1/02) will be decommissioned and BH17 and BH97/2 will be 

included in the perimeter schedule. This should be included in an updated Monitoring Plan 

together with any other proposed charges to site monitoring.   

Response: 

We have included an Environmental Monitoring Plan with this submission.  As discussed 

at our meeting on 30 June 2020, we have agreed that the groundwater parameters and 

frequency remain fit for purpose.  We have agreed to update the surface water parameters 

so they are the same as groundwater. 

LGRA  

13. Provide all available landfill gas monitoring data for the site in a suitable electric 

format (excel format) for perimeter and in waste gas monitoring wells. Quarterly 

report annual monitoring reports. 

Reason: Information not provided in the current submission. 
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Response: 

We have enclosed gas data from 1 January 2015 with this submission. 

14. Provide Landfill Gas Action Plan, referenced in the LGRA document (ref. BTN-

REP-004).  

Reason: Information not provided in the current submission. 

Response: 

Gas action investigation and follow up procedures are included within an updated 

Environmental Monitoring Plan enclosed with this submission. 

SRA 

15. Provide a suitable key for the SLOPE outputs, and revise the models to show just 

the critical slip surface rather than every surface modelled.  

Reason: It is not clear what colour relates to which material/stratum, and it is difficult to 

see the model profile behind the numerous iterations.  

Response: 

The models within the Stability Risk Assessment have been updated to show the stratum 

and the critical slip surface. The updated SRA is included with this submission. 

16. Where included within your models, provide the characteristic parameters for the 

Middle Chalk.  

Reason: This information has not been provided.  

Response: 

The same parameters have been used for the Chalk Marl and the Middle Chalk. The 

updated SRA is included with this submission to reflect this. 

17. Clarify your proposals for the AEGB source material, specifically in relation to the 

use of waste, and update the SRA as necessary.  

Reason: The SRA contradicts statements made within the ESSD. Where you propose to use 

waste to construct the AEGB, please follow our guidance 

https://www.gov.uk/guidance/landfill-operators-environmental-permits/landfills-for-inert-

waste. 

Response:  

The existing permit allows use of selected fine grained imported waste for the AEGB. The 

ESSD report has been updated consistency with the SRA. 

18. Provide further evidence that substantiates the statements made about the physical 

state of the CKD waste within cell 1.  

Reason: you state that the ‘the CKD has cured to form a solid waste mass’, but have not 

provided any evidence to substantiate this statement.   
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Response: 

Our experience Construction Quality Assurance Capping of CKD at Barrington Cell 1 and 

LS24 and CEMEX Southam landfill shows that the CKD has cured to form a solid mass. 

This is evidenced by photographs of the material that have been added to the SRA.  

19. Provide further detail of how you intend to tie the AEGB into the Gault Clay and 

glacial till.  

Reason: This detail is not clear where these deposits form part of the side slope sub-grade. 

Response: 

This will follow the existing geological barrier construction method detailed in the Cell 2 

CQA Plan where a 0.6m wide x 0.5m deep key trench is excavated into the underlying 

material. The CQA Plan will be revised following determination of this variation for the 

extended area.  

20. Further define the operational measures that have been identified to ensure that the 

basal geological barrier is adequately surcharged to prevent basal heave if 

dewatering ceases during construction.  

Reason: This information has not been provided.  

Response:  

Groundwater levels will be maintained below the level of the chalk bench during the 

construction of the geological barrier. If this is a requirement to surcharge the basal barrier 

on the chalk bench, waste will be placed immediately upon construction of the barrier.   

21. Provide landfill phasing drawings for the additionally proposed waste infilling.  

Reason: The landfill phasing drawings provided do not include infilling of eastern void or 

over-tipping.  

Response: 

Landfill phases 1A, 1B, 1C, 2 and 3 have been provided which covers all of the phases for 

this variation. 

We trust that all will be found to be in order. Should you have any queries please do not 

hesitate to contact me at the address above. 

 

Yours sincerely 

 

 

 
 

Gerard Studds 

Associate 
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Electronic documents sent by e-mail which include: 

 

1. ESSD Appendix B Borehole logs 

2. Environmental Monitoring Plan - Stantec, July 2020. Barrington Landfill (EPBV1461IV): 

Environmental Monitoring Plan. Report reference 6879R17 

3. Updated ESSD BTN-REP-002 (Rev A, July 2020)  

4. Updated HRA 6879R16Rev1 Barrington 15 HRA (July, 2020) 

5. JBA (2016) Flood Risk Assessment and Surface Water Management Strategy 

6. Conceptual Surface Water Drainage Scheme (Drawing 16-CO18-BARR-025) 
7. GasConcentrationData2015-2020.xlsx 

8. WaterLevelData2015-2020.xlsx 

9. WaterQualityData2015-2020.xlsx 
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Your ref EPR/BV1461IV/V012/TH1 

Our ref 242727-00 

File ref 0-3-1  

By e-mail  Admiral House  Rose Wharf 
78 East Street  

Leeds  LS9 8EE 
United Kingdom 

t +44 113 242 8498  
f +44 113 242 8573 

gerard.studds@arup.com 
www.arup.com 

For the attention of Tamara Helmsley 

psc@environment-agency.gov.uk 

Permitting Support Centre 

Quadrant 2 

99 Parkway Avenue 

Parkway Business Park 

Sheffield 

S9 4WF 

17 July 2020 

Dear Sir/Madam 

 
CEMEX Barrington Variation to EPR/BV1461IV/V012 
Response to request for additional information 

 

 

Further to your request for additional information by letter on 29th June and a 

teleconference with Bojana Nanic on 30th June, we are pleased to provide the following 

additional information.  

Additionally, BACs payment of £779 has been made for assessment under the Habitats 

Regulations. 

1. Please update existing Management System document or provide a summary to 

cover all of the points included in: Develop a management system: environmental 

permits 

Reason: A summary of Management System has not been provided.  

Response: 

The management system is provided in the Supporting Information Report (BTN-

REP-003). As this is a permit variation we have updated the changes to the 

management system that relate to this variation. This report details changes to 

organisational structure, staffing supervision, EMS, operations and maintenance, 

accidents and incident management, competence and training documentation and 

records. 

2. Provided an updated expenditure plan for Financial Provision.  

Reason: An expenditure plan will be required for this variation applications 

because the operator is planning to significantly extend the site, add an area 

the current permit or operation of the site and install additional monitoring 

infrastructure. 

Response: 

Please see attached an additional cost expenditure for EPR/BV1461IV/V012. 

CEMEX has requested that if this could be passed onto your EA colleagues 

Wendy Hanrahan and Steve Meaton to progress with Kevin Wilson at 

CEMEX to work on incorporating the costs into the existing provision for the 

https://www.gov.uk/guidance/develop-a-management-system-environmental-permits
https://www.gov.uk/guidance/develop-a-management-system-environmental-permits
https://www.gov.uk/guidance/develop-a-management-system-environmental-permits
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site and arrange the update to the CEMEX/EA umbrella agreement Bond.   

 

3. Gas Management Plan 

A new or revised/updated gas management plan has not been provided 

with the current variation to extend the site.  

 

The Gas Management Plan sets out how landfill gas is to be managed at the site 

and it needs to include a Gas Action Plan (see requirements below). The Gas 

Management Plan shall be incorporated in the site’s management system. 

(Note: the Gas Management Plan is usually included in the LFGRA.). 

 

Response: 

Gas management is included within an updated Environmental Monitoring Plan 

enclosed with this submission.  

 

4. Gas Action Plan 

 

This is a risk based Action Plan, so there could be different plans for different 

boreholes or parts of the site – not generic statements in the gas management 

plan. It sets out what actions an operator will undertake in the event of various 

scenarios which may lead to landfill gas migration and its potential impacts. 

 

This Action Plan should be included in the site’s Gas Management 

Plan and incorporated in the site’s management system.  

 

Response: 

Gas action investigation and follow up procedures are included within 

an updated Environmental Monitoring Plan enclosed with this 

submission. 

 

5. Provide a new or updated surface water management plan 

 

Reason: A surface water management plan has not been provided with the 

current variation to extend the site. Since there will be changes to the way 

surface water is currently managed across the site, the management plant 

must be included with supporting documents. 

 

Response: 

We refer you to the JBA Flood Risk Assessment and Surface Water 

Management Strategy report and the Conceptual Surface Water Drainage 

Scheme (Drawing 16-CO18-BARR-025) which are included with this 

submission. 

 

6. Update your Environmental Risk Assessment - C3 Fugitive Emissions Risk 

Assessment to include mitigation measures/ management procedures that will be 

applied to manage the risk from dust emissions during the operational phase of 

the site. 

Reason: Information not provided in Environmental Risk Assessment - C3 

Fugitive Emissions Risk Assessment 
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Response: 

Table C3 updated in a revised ESSD report (Rev A, July 2020) included with this 

submission.  

 

7. Confirm how the inert waste will be arriving on site. 

Will it be arriving on site only by train or if some of the waste will be brought in 

by road/truck. If the waste will be delivered by road, you will need to provide 

‘Other Emissions Management Plan (mud on the road)’. 

What these plans/programmes need to address can be found within: How to 

comply with your environmental permit Additional guidance for: Landfill (EPR 

5.02). 

 

Response: 

The site will only accept waste arriving by train. Planning permission does not 

allow waste to be imported by road. 

8. Provide waste acceptance criteria (WAC) and waste acceptance procedures 

(WAP) that will be adopted for importation of waste material under 19 12 09, 

if different to what has been provided and agreed in the last permit variation. 

Reason: Information not provided in the current submission. 

Response: 

As resolved on the teleconference call on 30th June, there will be no changes to 

wastes, WAC and WAP and the site will continue to operate as detailed in 

variation EPR/BV1461IV/V011. 

 

We trust that all will be found to be in order. Should you have any queries please do not 

hesitate to contact me at the address above.  

 

Yours sincerely 

 

 

 
 

Gerard Studds 

Associate 

 

  1. BACS payment for the Habitats Risk Assessment has been made - £779 quoting 

EPR/BV1461IV/V012 

2. Excel spreadsheet for amendment to financial provision – ‘Barrington FP 

amendment (proposed for V012)’  

3. Updated ESSD BTN-REP-002 (Rev A, July 2020)  

4. Environmental Monitoring Plan - Stantec, July 2020. Barrington Landfill 

(EPBV1461IV): Environmental Monitoring Plan. Report reference 6879R17 

5. JBA (2016) Flood Risk Assessment and Surface Water Management Strategy 

6. Conceptual Surface Water Drainage Scheme (Drawing 16-CO18-BARR-025) 

https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/296861/geho0409bput-e-e.pdf
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/296861/geho0409bput-e-e.pdf
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/296861/geho0409bput-e-e.pdf
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/296861/geho0409bput-e-e.pdf
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