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Notice of request for more information 
The Environmental Permitting (England & Wales) Regulations 2016 

B.T. Jenkins Limited 

Woodland Court 
Sandford 
Winscombe 
BS25 5QP 

Application number: EPR/HB3304MH/A001 

The Environment Agency, in exercise of its powers under paragraph 4 of Part 1 of 
Schedule 5 of the above Regulations, requires you to provide the information detailed in 
the attached schedule. The information is required in order to determine your application 
for a permit duly made on 15 June 2022. 

Send the information to either the email or postal address below by 6 September 2022. If 
we do not receive this information by the date specified then we may treat your application 
as having been withdrawn or it may be refused. If this happens you may lose your 
application fee. 

Email address: psc@environment-agency.gov.uk.  

 
Postal address: 
Permitting and Support Centre 
Quadrant 2 
99 Parkway Avenue 
Parkway Business Park 
Sheffield 
S9 4WF 

 

Name Date 
Dan Makeham 09/08/2022 

Authorised on behalf of the Environment Agency  

mailto:psc@environment-agency.gov.uk


  2 

Notes 

These notes do not form part of this notice. 

Please note that we charge £1,200 where we have to send a third or subsequent 
information notice in relation to the same issue. We consider this to be the first notice on 
the issues covered in this notice.  
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Schedule  

Site Area 
 

1. Clarify the landfill permit boundary and amend the relevant drawing accordingly. 
 
Reason: The boundary shown in red on the drawings 0519.005A, 0519.005B and 0519.001 
is inconsistent with the permit boundary shown on the drawing 0519.0054. Additional land 
area is included within the drawing 0519.004 at the boundary between NFA and SFA and 
east of SFA. This should be clarified and relevant plan amended. 
 

Proposed Control & Trigger Levels (Interim) 
 

2. Revise the interim groundwater trigger levels (compliance limits) to take account of baseline 
concentration of the substances in groundwater using preliminary monitoring data that has 
been collected. 
 
Reason: The proposed interim trigger levels (compliance limits) presented in Table 8-2 of the 
ESSD report are not acceptable. The interim compliance limits should take account of 
baseline concentration of the substances in groundwater using preliminary monitoring data 
that has been collected. The interim limits for chloride, sulphate and AM-N are set at DWS 
which are orders of magnitude above the baseline concentrations of these substances. The 
compliance limit for non-hazardous substances should be set at least midway between the 
maximum baseline concentration and EAL (DWS/EQS). 
 
It is also noted the Laboratory Reporting Limit (LRL) is higher than MRV/UKTAG Limit of 
Quantification for hazardous substances. As a result, its use as interim compliance limit is not 
appropriate. For all hazardous substances the analysis should be undertaken at limit of 
detection that is equal or less than the MRV. Any compliance limit for hazardous substances 
should also be set at MRV or maximum baseline concentration if higher than the MRV. 
 

3. Review the proposal to have only one down-gradient groundwater monitoring point at the 
SFA. 
 
Reason: One down-gradient groundwater monitoring was proposed for SFA. It is considered 
this may not provide sufficient coverage as the eastern boundary (down-gradient edge) of 
SFA is about 300m. It is recommended this be reviewed. 
 

4. a) What are the key surface water receptors intended to be protected by the surface water 
emission limits? 
 
b) Clarify whether these limits will be used to determine the quality of surface water discharge 
from the lagoons to the receptors. 
 
c) Clarify whether baseline data will be collected from the identified surface water receptors 
offsite or runoff from the site. 
 
Reason: The surface water compliance monitoring is proposed in Table 8-4 of the ESSD 
report for the key contaminants of concern. It is however unclear whether the emission limit 
values will be used to determine the quality of surface water discharge from the lagoons to 
the offsite receptors. It is stated in section 7.4.4 of the ESSD report that “The outflow from the 
NFA lagoon will discharge to the ditch by Dadmouth Cottage whereas the outflow from SFA 
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lagoon will discharge to the culvert by the field entrance.” We would like to know the key 
offsite surface water receptors intended to be protected by emission limits. Also it needs to be 
clarified whether the baseline data are being collected from the identified surface water 
receptors offsite or runoff from the site. 
 

5. Revise the proposed surface water monitoring requirements to include suspended solids and 
visual oil & grease. 
 
Reason: Suspended solids and visual oil and grease are common surface water pollutants 
and needs to be monitored. Suspended solids should also be included in table 8-4 as one of 
the compliance parameters. 
 

Gas Monitoring Infrastructure & Gas Monitoring 
 

6. Update the site monitoring point plans (MPP) to show the locations of the gas monitoring 
points. 
 
Reason: It is proposed in section 8.5.2 of the ESSD report that “In-waste gas monitoring 
wells will be installed (minimum 2No. per hectare as per UK.GOV guidance and shown on 
the MPP in Appendix A) following completion of deposition in each phase. Gas monitoring 
will be conducted on a quarterly basis from all monitoring wells following installation.” The 
locations of in-waste gas monitoring points are not shown on the MPPs in Appendix A. 
 

7. Clarify the footnote in Table 8-5 of ESSD report. 
 
Reason: The proposed in-waste gas monitoring regime is presented in Table 8-5 of ESSD 
report. The footnotes in the table suggests that the conditions of flow rate, methane, carbon 
monoxide, hydrogen sulphide and oxygen are to be monitored until steady state is reached. 
This statement is unclear and should be clarified. It is envisaged that in-waste gas monitoring 
will continue until the permit is surrendered. 

 
Hydrogeological Risk Assessment Report 
 

8. Revise the numeric modelling to take account of the maximum permitted concentrations (inert 
WAC) of contaminants in the waste. 
 
Reason: In section 8.3.2 of the HRA report it is stated that “In order to inform understanding 
of the anticipated contaminants in the waste stream, reference has been made to data for the 
nearby Trood Lane Inert landfill, also operated by BTJ.” The concentrations of contaminants 
in leachate samples from the landfill is presented in Table K09 of Appendix K. We are 
however concerned that leachate samples from inert landfill site may not be conservative or 
representative as the site is not capped or designed to collect leachate across the whole site. 
The leachate samples from in-waste monitoring boreholes are likely to be more diluted. 
Hence, we expect the risk assessment to account for the permitted inert WAC. 
 
It was assumed the leachate monitoring data from the Trood Lane Inert Landfill are normally 
distribute but no evidence was provided to support this. The mean and standard deviation are 
based on Trood Lane dataset which do not take inert WAC into consideration. As Trood Lane 
dataset are significantly below the permitted inert WAC, a probability density function (e.g. 
triangular/log triangular distribution) that takes account of maximum permitted contaminant 
concentrations is recommended. This will ensure the assessment is conservative. 
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Engineering Design (Review of Technical Precautions) 
 

9. Justify, with suitable cross-sections, why sidewall liners have not been proposed along the 
northern, southern and eastern edge of the Site. 
 
Reason: It is stated in section 9.4.5 of the HRA report that “Given the Site topography (i.e. 
steep slope down towards the east) a side liner along the northern, southern and eastern 
edge of the Site is not proposed.” Geological barrier is required on the base and on all the 
sidewalls in line with the landfill directive requirement. North-south and east-west cross-
sections should be provided to explain and justify why sidewall liners are not proposed along 
the northern, southern and eastern edges of the Site. 

 
Dust Emissions Management Plan 
 

10. Table 4-1 states “remove mud before vehicles leave the site”. How would mud be removed 
without a wheel wash present?  
 
It may be more appropriate for the wheel wash to be installed before activities commence. 
 

11. Table 4-2 states “ceasing operation during high winds: [the] site manager has the authority 
to cease operations during high winds”. Define high winds (eg wind speed). How will 
weather conditions be monitored (eg weather station)? 


